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Abstract. Reflection represents a key element for professional 
development and the transformation of teachers’ knowledge and 
practice. It is a complex, multidimensional process that encom-
passes various aspects of teachers’ professional activities. The 
aim of our research was to determine the factor structure of the 
reflection scale on a sample of 423 teachers—268 primary school 
teachers and 155 secondary school teachers from Banja Luka. 
The research instrument applied was the Teaching Reflection 
Inventory (TRI). To determine the factor structure of the scale, 
several analyses were conducted, including descriptive statistics, 
the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy, 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, communalities for each variable, Cattell’s 
scree test, the initial component matrix, the rotated component 
matrix, and the component transformation matrix. Four factors 
with satisfactory internal consistency were extracted: affective 
(α = 0.903), cognitive (α = 0.838), metacognitive (α = 0.843), and 
practical aspect (α = 0.743). The obtained results indicate that 
the applied instrument is valid for measuring teachers’ reflection 
and that it can serve as a tool for teachers’ professional develop-
ment. Given the sample size, it would be desirable to conduct a 
comparative analysis of the TRI instrument in multiple countries 
for cross-cultural validation, as well as to conduct longitudinal 
research to track the development of teachers’ reflective practices.
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Introduction

Complex social relations have led to the emergence of new roles, knowledge, 
and competencies for teachers, which include taking responsibility for their own 
professional development (Larrivee, 2006; Vujičić, 2007). Theoretical insights 
support the need for teachers to have a dominant role in the continuous process 
of professional development (Andevski et al., 2015; Marić Jurišin & Malčić, 2021), 
emphasizing that the essence of this ongoing learning process lies in understand-
ing how teachers acquire and transform their knowledge into practice (Avalos, 
2011). Numerous theoretical insights, as well as contemporary and relevant 
research (Avalos, 2011; Larrivee, 2005; Loughran, 2002; Manouchehri, 2002; 
Schön, 1983;; Wood & Bennett, 2000), indicate that teachers play a crucial role in 
analyzing the quality of education (Bilač, 2015; Snoeck et al., 2010). Furthermore, 
reflective practice is recognized as an effective method of continuous professional 
development, a key factor in teacher competence, and an essential element of 
teaching quality (Ahmed & Al-Khalili, 2013; Hrevnack, 2011; Soisangwarn & 
Wongwanich, 2014). Reflective practice involves taking responsibility, making 
decisions for action, and achieving practical goals (Hegarty, 2011; Loughran, 
2002). It enables teachers to analyze their practice, reflect on its values and the 
context in which it takes place, learn from personal or others’ experiences, share 
these insights with colleagues, and propose changes where necessary (Šagud, 
2011). Additionally, the concept of reflective practice contributes to a deeper 
understanding of teaching, implies a shift in how practice is perceived through a 
reflective thinking style (Ferraro, 2000), and highlights the complexity of viewing 
teaching from different perspectives. It emphasizes the importance of (critical) 
thinking about outcomes and the impact of teaching on both the individual and 
the environment (Larrivee, 2008). Therefore, the application of reflective prac-
tice in enhancing teaching quality offers multiple benefits, including increased 
efficiency and a deeper understanding of one’s own teaching approach (Ferraro, 
2000). It positively influences job satisfaction, reduces professional burnout, and 
contributes to overall teaching quality (Hrevnack, 2011). The implementation of 
reflective practice models in educational settings serves as inspiration for new 
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strategies, hypotheses, interpretations, and ideas about learning and teaching. 
Ultimately, it represents both the outcome of teachers’ professional development 
and the advancement of the entire educational practice (Šagud, 2011).

Theoretical Approach to the Problem

Teacher Reflection

Reflective practice represents a holistic approach to teachers’ professional devel-
opment. It entails a way of learning and researching in which theory is integrated 
with reflection (thinking) and practice, with reflection constituting the essence 
of the learning process and the transformation of practice. Research focused on 
developing models of reflective practice is based on the theoretical outcomes of 
experiential learning proposed by John Dewey and Donald Schön, who con-
tributed to the understanding of learning (Bilač, 2015). The scientific literature 
highlights numerous theoretical models of reflective practice applied in different 
educational programs. One of these models is Kolb’s experiential learning model, 
based on theories of how people learn (Kolb et al., 2001). Donald Schön (1987) 
conceptualized reflection as a cycle consisting of critically examining practice, 
developing ideas, improving practice, and implementing these ideas in practice. 
Schön also distinguished between reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action. 
Reflection-in-action refers to individual reflection occurring during teaching, 
whereas reflection-on-action takes place after teaching and can be conducted 
in groups (Akbari et al., 2010). Kolb’s model of reflective practice is grounded 
in theories of how people learn (Kolb et al., 2001), while Brookfield’s reflective 
model (Brookfield, 1995) involves analyzing experiences from different perspec-
tives, including personal perspective, theoretical and philosophical perspective, 
participant perspective and critical perspective (Brookfield, 1995). In contrast, 
Cowan’s (1998) model of reflective learning expands Schön’s reflection-in-action 
and reflection-on-action by incorporating reflection-before-action. This model 
underscores the importance of planning and anticipating potential problems that 
could be addressed in advance or mitigated proactively in practice (Cowan, 1998, 
cited in Marić Jurišin & Malčić, 2021).

The application of reflective practice in the teaching process necessitates the 
presence of a reflective teacher. A reflective teacher regularly evaluates whether 
mistakes were made and considers their own work and subjective perceptions 
of teaching when reassessing their practice (Meyer, 2005). A reflective teacher is 
someone who periodically reviews their work and believes it can be improved 
(Schön, 1983). Additionally, a reflective teacher is an investigator of their own 
practice, willing to change their behavior and understand practical problems in 
order to enhance their professional development and improve teaching quality. The 
teacher as a reflective practitioner examines different elements of reflection, which 
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include the practical element (e.g., portfolio, group discussions, video recordings, 
journal writing, etc.); cognitive element, which involves activities directly aimed 
at professional development (e.g., reading academic literature, attending seminars 
and workshops, and participating in various forms of professional development 
within their specific field); affective element, which refers to the teacher’s rela-
tionship with students and students’ emotional reactions toward both the teacher 
and the class (socio-emotional climate in the classroom); metacognitive element, 
which involves questioning personal values, attitudes, beliefs, and assumptions that 
guide teaching practices; critical element, which considers reflection in relation 
to the socio-political aspects of pedagogy; moral element, which encompasses 
the teacher’s moral beliefs related to justice, empathy, and values (i.e., critically 
assessing their purpose and actions from a moral standpoint, as well as how they 
perceive and relate to others) (Akbari et al., 2010). Considering these elements 
of reflection, each is crucial for a comprehensive understanding of a teacher’s 
practice and their interactions with students. The complexity of the construct of 
teacher reflection highlights the significance of empirical research in this field 
to develop strategies aimed at enhancing this vital aspect of professional teacher 
development (Malčić & Marić Jurišin, 2022).

Studies and analyses of reflective teaching mainly focus on theoretical 
research (Farrell, 2004; Gnawali, 2008; Gojkov, 2010; Hillier, 2005; Loughran, 
2002; Marić Jurišin & Malčić, 2021; Pollard, 2002; Radulović, 2007) or review 
existing empirical research that promotes reflection, key characteristics of re-
flection (reflection-in-action, reflection-on-action) (Marcos et al., 2009), as 
well as the impact of reflection on teaching practice and professional teacher 
development (Bilač, 2015). The selection of the instrument used in this study, 
the Teaching Reflection Inventory (TRI), which encompasses all components of 
teacher reflection, was based on the analysis conducted by Akbari et al. (2010). 
After an in-depth review of the literature, these authors identified six elements of 
reflection (practical, cognitive, affective, metacognitive, critical, and moral), with 
each element containing seven behavioral indicators, covering what is considered 
reflective teaching practice. Initial research, as well as exploratory and confirm-
atory data analyses using the TRI instrument, led to its reduction to 29 items, 
removing the moral element and reducing the affective behavior items (Malčić & 
Marić Jurišin, 2022). The validated elements of teacher reflection that remained 
were cognitive, metacognitive, affective, practical, and critical. The validation 
of this instrument was conducted on a sample of 308 teachers from private and 
public schools in Turkey (Akbari et al., 2010). Furthermore, a second validation 
process of the instrument was carried out in Turkey with 173 instructor teachers 
working in English preparatory programs at four public universities in Ankara 
(Yeşilbursa, 2013). The obtained validation results were similar to those of the 
original study by Akbari et al. (2010). Specifically, the cognitive, metacognitive, 
and critical factors remained unchanged, whereas the affective and moral factors 
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were found to be unreliable. The author emphasized the importance of testing 
this scale in primary and secondary education (in addition to Turkish higher 
education) and in other cultural contexts (Yeşilbursa, 2013). The research we 
conducted did not identify any available sources regarding a second validation of 
this scale in our region, except for an empirical study conducted in Serbia (Malčić 
& Marić Jurišin, 2022). Given that a large body of research is based on a theoretical 
approach, it was of fundamental importance to test the psychometric properties 
of the Teaching Reflection Inventory (TRI) on a sample of teachers from primary 
schools and secondary vocational schools in the Republic of Srpska. This was the 
primary objective of our research. In addition to presenting the inventory itself, 
this study provides an overview of the factor structure, psychometric properties 
of the instrument, and potential recommendations based on the obtained results.

Methodological Approach to the Problem

The aim of our research is to determine the factor structure of the teacher re-
flection scale among primary and secondary school teachers in Banja Luka. The 
TRI was initially implemented in Iranian schools, institutes, and centers on a 
sample of 650 English language teachers. Due to incomplete data, the analysis 
considered responses from 300 participants from Tehran and six other Iranian 
provinces (Akbari et al., 2010). The scale was later revised and tested in Turkey 
on a sample of 157 teachers in a preparatory English language learning program 
at four public universities (Yeşilbursa, 2013). The most recent validation of the 
instrument for assessing teacher reflection was conducted by researchers from 
Serbia on a convenience sample of 310 primary school teachers from the Novi 
Sad region (Malčić & Marić Jurišin, 2022).

Sample and Research Procedure

During the 2023–2024 school year, when the study was conducted, the total number 
of teachers in primary schools in Banja Luka was 1,227 (Republika Srpska Institute 
of Statistics, 2024a), while the total number of teachers in secondary schools was 
857 (Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics, 2024b). The convenience sample 
consisted of a total of 423 teachers—268 primary school teachers (63.36%) and 
155 secondary school teachers (36.64%) from Banja Luka. Of the total respond-
ents, 334 (79.00%) were female and 89 (21.00%) were male. The average age of 
teachers was M = 43.69 years, Mo = 44, and Me = 43.00 (SD = 9.101). Age data 
were missing for two respondents.

Regarding years of work experience in education, the findings were as fol-
lows: 62 teachers (14.7%) had up to 5 years of experience, 133 teachers (31.4%) 
had between 5 and 15 years, 140 teachers (33.1%) had between 15 and 25 years, 
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and 88 teachers (20.8%) had over 25 years of experience. In terms of educational 
attainment, most teachers held a bachelor’s degree (317; 74.9%), followed by those 
with a pre-Bologna and Bologna master’s degree (79; 18.7%). Additionally, 13 
teachers (3.1%) had an associate degree, while an equal number of respondents 
(3; 0.7% each) had either a high school diploma (with a highly skilled employee 
qualification) or a doctoral degree. At the start of the survey, respondents were 
informed about the purpose of the study and the research team, and were assured 
of anonymity. Participants completed the instrument using survey/questionnaire 
and scaling techniques.

Instrument

The instrument was completed online, with seven respondents opting for the pen-
and-paper format. The online version was sent to schools via email and further 
distributed by school pedagogues and principals. In one school, the pedagogue was 
responsible for administering the survey, where a group of seven teachers chose 
to complete it using the pen-and-paper format. Written consent for the use of the 
instrument was obtained from Malčić and Marić Jurišin (2022). In the first section 
of the instrument, respondents provided information about their employment in 
either primary or secondary school, gender, age, work experience, education level, 
self-assessment of financial status, subjects taught, frequency of seminar attend-
ance, and criteria for seminar selection. In the second section, they completed a 
rating scale with 29 statements. According to Malčić and Marić Jurišin (2022), the 
scale was adapted from Akbari et al. (2010) and initially contained 42 items across 
six factors: practical, affective, cognitive, metacognitive, critical, and moral. After 
pilot testing and preliminary model testing by Akbari et al. (2010), the number 
of items was reduced to 29, removing the moral reflection element and halving 
the number of items in the affective factor. The same number of items was used 
by Malčić and Marić Jurišin (2022) in their study, where they identified 26 items 
and four factors (affective, metacognitive, cognitive, and practical). However, 
due to the low reliability of the practical reflection factor, they recommended a 
three-factor solution for examining the affective, cognitive, and metacognitive 
aspects of teacher reflection, using 23 items.

Data Analysis

After collecting the data, we calculated descriptive statistics, including measures 
of central tendency (mean, median, mode), measures of dispersion (standard 
deviation), as well as frequencies and percentages. Subsequently, we conducted 
factor analysis using Principal Component Analysis (PCA) to reduce the set of 
original variables to a smaller number of principal components (latent factors or 
underlying dimensions of teacher reflection). We assessed the suitability of the 
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data for factor analysis by calculating the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure 
of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity. Additionally, we examined 
communalities, total variance explained, the scree plot (Cattell’s scree test), the 
rotated component matrix, and the component correlation matrix.

Results

A prerequisite for any factor analysis is to assess the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 
measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. The adequacy of 
the sample is tested using the KMO test (Kaiser, 1970, 1974), while the strength 
of relationships among variables is assessed using Bartlett’s test of sphericity 
(Bartlett, 1954).

The KMO value can range from 0 to 1. The closer the KMO value is to zero, 
the greater the partial correlations relative to the total correlations, indicating that 
factor analysis is not justified. If the value is closer to one, partial correlations 
are small compared to the total correlations, meaning the correlation patterns 
are relatively compact, making factor analysis appropriate (Field, 2009). A KMO 
value above 0.5 is considered acceptable (Kaiser, 1974, as cited in Field, 2009), 
while a value between 0.8 and 0.9 is considered excellent (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 
1999, as cited in Field, 2009). In our study, the KMO statistic indicates excellent 
overall sampling adequacy (KMO = 0.9), implying that factor analysis is justified. 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity is based on a clear null hypothesis: H₀: The variables 
are orthogonal (the correlation matrix is an identity matrix). H₁: The variables 
are not orthogonal (the correlation matrix differs from an identity matrix). In 
our study, we rejected the null hypothesis, finding that the items are sufficiently 
correlated and suitable for further analysis (χ² = 6284.470; p = .000). We eliminated 
items 1, 2, 4, 23, and 24 after determining that they had low communalities and/
or high loadings on multiple factors (high cross-loading).

Table 1. Communalities (Common Components)

Item Initial Extraction
3. After each lesson, I write about the achievements/failures 
of that lesson or share experiences with colleagues.

1.000 .362

5. I attend other teachers’ lessons to learn about their 
effective practices.

1.000 .796

6. I ask my colleagues to observe my lessons and provide 
suggestions for improvement.

1.000 .736

7. I read professional literature on effective teaching to 
improve my instruction.

1.000 .540

8. I participate in workshops, seminars, and conferences 
related to teaching and learning.

1.000 .431
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9. I consider writing academic papers based on my 
classroom experiences.

1.000 .602

10. I read professional literature or browse the internet to 
keep up with the latest developments in my profession.

1.000 .563

11. I conduct small-scale research activities in my lessons to 
gain a better understanding of students’ learning experiences.

1.000 .630

12. I believe classroom events are potential research topics 
and think about ways to investigate them.

1.000 .650

13. I talk to students to learn more about their learning 
styles and preferences.

1.000 .535

14. I talk to students to learn more about their family 
background, hobbies, interests, and abilities.

1.000 .415

15. I ask my students whether they like a particular lesson 
task or not.

1.000 .377

16. I reflect on my teaching style and how it impacts my lessons. 1.000 .633
17. I think about how my education and sociocultural 
context influence how I perceive myself as a teacher.

1.000 .690

18. I reflect on the meaning and significance of my role as a 
teacher.

1.000 .678

19. I try to identify which aspects of teaching bring me 
satisfaction.

1.000 .647

20. I think about my strengths and weaknesses as a teacher. 1.000 .649
21. I reflect on positive/negative role models I had as a 
student and how they influenced my teaching practice.

1.000 .646

22. I reflect on inconsistencies and contradictions that occur 
in my lessons.

1.000 .563

25. In my lessons, I include topics such as aging, AIDS, 
discrimination against women and minorities, and poverty.

1.000 .622

26. I think about the social values of teaching and how I 
influence my students’ political views.

1.000 .661

27. I think about ways I can promote tolerance and 
democracy in my lessons and society in general.

1.000 .584

28. I consider whether gender, race, language, religion, national 
or social background can affect my students’ achievements.

1.000 .651

29. I reflect on external social events that may influence my 
teaching.

1.000 .631

The number of factors can be determined using the Scree Plot (Field, 2009). 
Field (2009) states that the cutoff point is where the slope of the line significantly 
changes. The number of factors is determined by counting the number of points 
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to the left of the intersection of the X and Y axes (Field, 2009). Accordingly, our 
research findings indicate that four factors can be extracted (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Number of factors determined using Scree Plot

Extracted Factors

Considering that Kaiser (1960) emphasized some ambiguity in the interpretation 
of scree plots, as well as a tendency to overestimate results obtained via the scree 
plot and Kaiser test, we opted to conduct an additional Horn’s parallel analysis. 
Parallel analysis (as an empirical method) is used to determine the underlying 
constructs that form the variance within a set of items and the number of factors 
that should be retained (Horn, 1965). As a result of this method, we identified a 
four-factor structure, presented in Table 2. These four factors explain a total of 
59.552% of the variance, with retained communalities ranging from .362 to .796.

Table 2. Extracted Factors

Factors Eigenvalue % of explained variance Cumulative % of variance
1 8.061 33.586 33.586
2 2.993 12.470 46.056
3 1.949 8.120 54.176
4 1.290 5.376 59.552

Factor 1: Affective Aspect of Reflection. This factor consists of ten statements 
(ordered by communalities from highest to lowest): 18. I reflect on the meaning 
and significance of my role as a teacher, 17. I think about how my education and 
sociocultural context influence how I perceive myself as a teacher, 21. I reflect 
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on positive/negative role models I had as a student and how they influenced my 
teaching practice, 20. I think about my strengths and weaknesses as a teacher, 16. 
I reflect on my teaching style and how it impacts my lessons, 19. I try to identify 
which aspects of teaching bring me satisfaction, 22. I reflect on inconsistencies 
and contradictions that occur in my lessons, 13. I talk to students to learn more 
about their learning styles and preferences, 14. I talk to students to learn more 
about their family background, hobbies, interests, and abilities, 15. I ask my stu-
dents whether they like a particular lesson task or not.

Factor 2: Cognitive Aspect of Reflection. This factor includes six items (ordered 
by communalities from highest to lowest): 9. I consider writing academic papers 
based on my classroom experiences, 11. I conduct small-scale research activities 
in my lessons to gain a better understanding of students’ learning experiences, 12. 
I believe classroom events are potential research topics and think about ways to 
investigate them, 10. I read professional literature or browse the internet to keep 
up with the latest developments in my profession, 7. I read professional literature 
on effective teaching to improve my instruction, 8. I participate in workshops, 
seminars, and conferences related to teaching and learning.

Factor 3: Metacognitive Aspect of Reflection. This factor consists of five state-
ments (ordered by communalities from highest to lowest): 26. I think about the 
social values of teaching and how I influence my students’ political views, 28. I 
consider whether gender, race, language, religion, national or social background 
can affect my students’ achievements, 25. In my lessons, I include topics such as 
aging, AIDS, discrimination against women and minorities, and poverty, 29. I 
reflect on external social events that may influence my teaching, 27. I think about 
ways I can promote tolerance and democracy in my lessons and society in general.

Factor 4: Practical Aspect of Reflection. This factor comprises three statements 
(ordered by communalities from highest to lowest): 5. I attend other teachers’ 
lessons to learn about their effective practices, 6. I ask my colleagues to observe 
my lessons and provide suggestions for improvement, 3. After each lesson, I write 
about the achievements/failures of that lesson or share experiences with colleagues.

pp. 415–434
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Table 3. Rotated Component Matrix

Item
Component

1 2 3 4
18. I reflect on the meaning and significance of my role 
as a teacher. .807

17. I think about how my education and sociocultural 
context influence how I perceive myself as a teacher. .786

21. I reflect on positive/negative role models I had as a 
student and how they influenced my teaching practice. .771

20. I think about my strengths and weaknesses as a teacher. .754
16. I reflect on my teaching style and how it impacts my 
lessons. .739

19. I try to identify which aspects of teaching bring me 
satisfaction. .727

22. I reflect on inconsistencies and contradictions that 
occur in my lessons. .674

13. I talk to students to learn more about their learning 
styles and preferences. .591

14. I talk to students to learn more about their family 
background, hobbies, interests, and abilities. .547

15. I ask my students whether they like a particular lesson 
task or not. .490

9. I consider writing academic papers based on my 
classroom experiences. .766

11. I conduct small-scale research activities in my lessons 
to gain a better understanding of students’ learning 
experiences.

.757

12. I believe classroom events are potential research 
topics and think about ways to investigate them. .755

10. I read professional literature or browse the internet to 
keep up with the latest developments in my profession. .708

7. I read professional literature on effective teaching to 
improve my instruction. .660

8. I participate in workshops, seminars, and conferences 
related to teaching and learning. .578

26. I think about the social values of teaching and how I 
influence my students’ political views. .804

28. I consider whether gender, race, language, religion, 
national or social background can affect my students’ 
achievements.

.766
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25. In my lessons, I include topics such as aging, AIDS, 
discrimination against women and minorities, and poverty. .744

29. I reflect on external social events that may influence 
my teaching. .696

27. I think about ways I can promote tolerance and 
democracy in my lessons and society in general. .674

5. I attend other teachers’ lessons to learn about their 
effective practices. .873

6. I ask my colleagues to observe my lessons and provide 
suggestions for improvement. .817

3. After each lesson, I write about the achievements/
failures of that lesson or share experiences with 
colleagues.

.512

When it comes to the correlation matrix, promax rotation (a type of oblique 
rotation) is typically used to determine the correlation between factors (Bureau et 
al., 2023). However, promax rotation assumes that factors overlap, meaning that 
broader areas of generalization exist beyond just the primary factors, i.e., there are 
higher-order factors (Gorsuch, 1983). In contrast, varimax factor rotation consid-
ers factors in isolation from one another. If we apply Cohen’s (1977) correlation 
thresholds—small correlation (0.10–0.29), medium correlation (0.30–0.49), and 
large correlation (≥ 0.50)—we can see from Table 4 that the correlations range 
from small (between the 2nd and 3rd factors, as well as the 1st and 4th factors) 
to medium (between the 1st and 2nd factors, the 1st and 3rd factors, and the 2nd 
and 4th factors).

Table 4. Component Correlation Matrix

Component 1 2 3 4
1 1.000 .416 .469 .226
2 .416 1.000 .196 .459
3 .469 .196 1.000 .164
4 .226 .459 .164 1.000

Scale Reliability

The reliability of the first factor (affective aspect of reflection) is Cronbach’s 
alpha = .903 (ten items). Removing item 14 would increase reliability by only 
.001. Considering both statistical and theoretical justification, we decided to 
retain this item.
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Table 5. Item Analysis of the First Factor

Item Scale mean if 
item deleted

Scale variance if 
item deleted

Corrected item-
total correlation

Cronbach’s alpha 
if item deleted

13 36.48 37.875 .540 .901
14 36.58 38.732 .485 .904
15 36.45 37.999 .723 .891
16 36.14 35.838 .759 .887
17 36.40 36.467 .734 .889
18 36.22 36.340 .713 .890
19 36.36 36.463 .720 .890
20 36.30 35.861 .712 .890
21 36.43 36.186 .631 .896
22 36.76 37.875 .540 .901

The item analysis of the second factor (cognitive aspect of reflection) yielded 
a scale reliability of Cronbach’s alpha = .838 (six items). Removing any item would 
not increase the reliability coefficient.

Table 6. Item Analysis of the Second Factor

Item Scale mean if 
item deleted

Scale variance if 
item deleted

Corrected item-
total correlation

Cronbach’s alpha 
if item deleted

7 16.19 18.271 .608 .814
8 16.56 17.767 .532 .828
9 17.69 16.261 .610 .815

10 16.13 17.870 .609 .813
11 17.03 17.047 .657 .803
12 16.99 16.411 .690 .796

The third factor contains five items (25, 26, 27, 28, 29) with a reliability level 
of .843. Removing any item would not increase the scale’s reliability, so all items 
forming this factor were retained.

Table 7. Item Analysis of the Third Factor

Item Scale mean if 
item deleted

Scale variance if 
item deleted

Corrected item-
total correlation

Cronbach’s alpha 
if item deleted

25 13.10 14.947 .649 .811
26 13.58 14.832 .635 .816
27 12.50 16.108 .640 .815
28 13.19 14.626 .676 .804
29 12.74 15.929 .657 .811
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The fourth factor includes three items (3, 5, 6) that measure the practical aspect 
of reflection. The reliability of this scale is Cronbach’s Alpha = .743. Removing 
the third item would increase reliability to Cronbach’s Alpha = .875, but in that 
case, the third factor would consist of only two items, which would compromise 
its validity and stability (Cropley et al., 2011; Maini et al., 2019; Rahmatpour et 
al., 2020).

Table 8. Item Analysis of the Fourth Factor

Item Scale mean if 
item deleted

Scale variance if 
item deleted

Corrected item-
total correlation

Cronbach’s alpha 
if item deleted

3 4.38 4.185 .358 .875
5 5.21 2.737 .743 .434
6 5.29 3.040 .645 .565

Analyzing the internal consistency of all four scales, we concluded that all 
four have a satisfactory reliability coefficient for further use. According to relia-
bility thresholds (George & Mallery, 2003, as cited in Mohd Arof et al., 2018), the 
first scale has excellent reliability with an Alpha coefficient of .903, the second 
scale has good reliability with an Alpha coefficient of .838, the third scale also 
has good reliability with an Alpha coefficient of .843, and the fourth scale has an 
acceptable reliability coefficient of .743.

Discussion

The conducted research is based on the theoretical principles of Dewey and Schön 
(Akbari et al., 2010), who emphasize reflection as a key element of professional 
development, as well as studies (Larrivee, 2008; Loughran, 2002) that highlight 
the importance of reflective practice in transforming teachers’ knowledge and 
practice. Therefore, our research contributes to the understanding of the con-
struct of teachers’ reflective practice, focusing on the validation of the Teaching 
Reflection Inventory (TRI).

Factor analysis confirmed the four-factor structure of the TRI instrument, 
explaining 59.552% of the variance. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients confirm the 
high reliability of the scale: affective aspect α = .903, cognitive aspect α = .838, 
metacognitive aspect α = .843, and practical aspect α = .743. Thus, the research 
findings support the complex nature of teacher reflection, identifying four key 
aspects: affective, cognitive, metacognitive, and practical. Unlike the study by 
Malčić and Marić Jurišin (2022), in which a three-factor solution for assessing 
teacher reflection was recommended due to the low reliability of the last factor 
(practical aspect of reflection), our results align with earlier validation studies in 
Iran (Akbari et al., 2010) and Turkey (Yeşilbursa, 2013).
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Examining the literature on the factor structure of teacher reflection scales, 
we identified several similar research findings. Lee (2005) developed and validat-
ed a measurement instrument for teacher reflection using confirmatory factor 
analysis, identifying three main dimensions: cognitive, methodological, and 
ethical. Postrojević and Vujisić Živković (2012) conducted a factor analysis of 
an instrument measuring teacher reflection in the Serbian context, identifying 
factors related to self-reflection, professional development, and critical think-
ing about teaching. Mansvelder-Longayroux and associates (2007) used factor 
analysis to assess teachers’ portfolios, identifying the following components of 
reflection: description of experience, interpretation of experience, conceptualiza-
tion, and reassessment of assumptions. Hatton and Smith (1995) conducted an 
extensive analysis of teacher reflection measurement instruments and identified 
four different levels of reflection: returning to experience, reflection-in-action, 
reflection-on-action, and critical reflection.

A comparative analysis of related studies indicates a consensus on the com-
plexity of teacher reflection, with different research approaches recognizing the 
multidimensionality of this construct. Our research expands existing knowledge, 
emphasizing the importance of Dewey’s and Schön’s theoretical principles on 
reflection as a key element of professional development. Therefore, we conclude 
that reflection is a complex, multidimensional process encompassing various 
aspects of teachers’ professional activity.

Conclusion

This validation study of the Teaching Reflection Inventory (TRI) on a sample 
of teachers from Banja Luka provided significant insights into the structure 
and reliability of the instrument for assessing teacher reflection. Factor analysis 
confirmed the four-factor structure of the instrument, explaining 59.552% of 
the total variance, and demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency for all 
subscales: affective, cognitive, metacognitive, and practical. This study confirms 
the multidimensional nature of teacher reflection and provides a valid instrument 
for its measurement. In this way, our research has expanded existing knowledge 
about the validity of the TRI instrument, demonstrating its applicability within 
the educational system and beyond the region of Banja Luka. The validated 
instrument can serve as a tool for teachers’ professional development and for 
monitoring progress in reflective practice, as well as a diagnostic instrument for 
identifying professional development needs.

A limitation of this study is that the obtained research data cannot be 
generalized due to the relatively small sample size and its restriction to a single 
geographical region. Additionally, methodological bias characteristic of self-as-
sessment is possible. Future research should include longitudinal studies that 
track the development of teachers’ reflective practice over a longer period and 
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examine the correlation between TRI instrument results and other measures of 
teachers’ professional development. Furthermore, a comparative analysis of the 
TRI instrument across multiple countries would be beneficial for cross-cultural 
validation and for exploring the possibility of developing a shorter version of the 
instrument that would be simpler to apply.
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Факторска структура скале рефлексије 
наставника основних и средњих школа

Резиме

Рефлексија је кључни елемент професионалног развоја и трансформације настав-
ничког знања и праксе. Представља сложен, вишедимензионалан процес који 
обухвата различите аспекте професионалног дјеловања наставника. Због тога је 
циљ нашег истраживања био да се установи факторска структура скале рефлексије 
на узорку од 423 наставника из Бање Луке, од чега 268 из основних школа и 155 из 
средњих школа. Примијењен је истраживачки инструмент Инвентар рефлексије 
у настави (ИРН). У сврху утврђивања факторске структуре скале израчунате су 
мјере дескриптивне статистике, КМО и Бартлеров тест, ниво комуналитета сваке 
промјенљиве, Кателов тест одрона, матрица компоненти, ротирајућа матрица 
компоненти и матрица трансформације компоненти. Издвојена су четири факто-
ра који имају задовољавајућу унутрашњу конзистентност: афективни (α = ,903), 
когнитивни (α = ,838), метакогнитивни (α = ,843) и практични аспект (α = ,743). 
Добијени резултати указују да је примијењени инструмент валидан за мјерење 
наставничке рефлексије, те да може служити као средство за професионални 
развој наставника. С обзиром на величину узорка, било би пожељно да се уради 
компаративна анализа овог инструмента у више земаља ради међукултуралне 
валидације, као и да се спроведу лонгитудинална истраживања која би пратила 
развој рефлексивне праксе наставника.

Кључне ријечи: рефлексивна пракса; Инвентар рефлексије у настави (ИРН); 
факторска анализа података; професионални развој наставника.
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