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Instructional planning is a central but theoretically dispersed domain
of teacher education research. This systematic review synthesizes
empirical evidence on instructional planning published between 2005
and 2025, examining the field through the dual lens of teacher
cognition and curriculum deliberation. Guided by the PRISMA 2020
statement and a theory-driven design, the review addresses three
research questions concerning theoretical traditions, methodological
approaches, and knowledge claims characterizing the field. 43
empirical studies were identified across five electronic databases
following a staged screening process applied to 987 initially retrieved
records. Each included study was coded against the seven constructs
of the Teacher Thinking-Instructional Planning (TTIP) Framework. The
findings point to three key patterns. First, the field is organized around
a strong but relatively narrow cognition-and-decision core, with
instructional decision-making (67.4%) and pedagogical reasoning
(58.1%) dominating empirical attention. Second, motivational and
deliberative dimensions receive limited attention, with motivational
orientations (23.3%) and teacher beliefs as a primary focus (4.7%)
appearing in relatively few studies. Third, the literature is largely
descriptive, with 74.5% of studies producing descriptive or explanatory
claims and fewer offering developmental or evaluative evidence. The
evidence reviewed here positions instructional planning as a
cognitively demanding, deliberative, and contextually shaped
professional practice. It cannot be reduced to procedural skill. The TTIP
Framework is proposed as an integrated conceptual platform for
building more cumulative and explanatory research.
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Introduction

Instructional planning is widely regarded as one of the most central professional activities
in teaching. The decisions teachers make about what to teach, how to organize content, and
how to respond to students extend beyond technical considerations; they involve complex
forms of professional reasoning shaped by knowledge, beliefs, contextual conditions, and
interpretations of curriculum expectations (Clark & Peterson, 1986; Shulman, 1987).

Over time, the literature on instructional planning has developed along several
interconnected theoretical lines. One strand has focused on teacher cognition, examining how
teachers’ knowledge, beliefs, and thinking inform planning practices (Borg, 2003). Another has
emphasized pedagogical reasoning and teacher knowledge, particularly the role of
pedagogical content knowledge in shaping instructional design (Shulman, 1986, 1987). A third
line of work, grounded in curriculum deliberation, conceptualizes planning as a process of
practical reasoning through which teachers interpret and actively rework curriculum rather than
simply implement it (Ben-Peretz, 1990; Schwab, 1969). More recent research has also
foregrounded teacher agency and sense-making, highlighting how motivational orientations
and contextual conditions shape both the process and quality of planning (Priestley et al.,
2015).

Empirical research on instructional planning has expanded considerably over the past two
decades. Studies have examined how teachers plan across different contexts, how preservice
teachers develop planning competence, and how planning relates to professional beliefs,
motivational orientations, and self-efficacy (Karlstrom & Hamza, 2021; Kohler et al.,, 2008;
Sahin-Taskin, 2017). In parallel, a growing body of work has examined how contextual factors,
such as curriculum policies, institutional expectations, and subject-specific pedagogical
demands, shape teachers’ planning practices and agency (Bieda et al., 2020; Yildirim, 2003).
Despite this expansion, however, the field continues to exhibit both conceptual and
methodological fragmentation.

Three gaps remain in the instructional planning literature. First, the cognitive and
deliberative processes involved in instructional planning are rarely examined together. Studies
often focus on single constructs, such as decision-making, beliefs, or agency, which leaves the
relational structure of planning insufficiently explained. As a result, existing research shows how
individual dimensions operate but offers limited insight into their interaction within the broader
planning process. Second, although curriculum deliberation has long emphasized teachers’
practical reasoning with curriculum materials (Schwab, 1969; Walker, 1971), this dimension
remains less visible in empirical research. Constructs such as sense-making, platform
orientations, curriculum potential, and teacher agency are rarely examined as primary analytical
focuses. Third, motivational orientations and teacher agency remain less developed in empirical
research, particularly in centralized curriculum contexts such as Turkey (Yildirim, 2003), where
structural conditions may restrict agentive planning even among professionally competent
teachers.

Overall, these gaps point to a broader limitation. Despite substantial empirical growth, the
literature still lacks an integrated account of instructional planning as a form of professional
practice that is both cognitive and deliberative. Such an account is needed to explain how
teachers think and decide, as well as how contextual and motivational conditions shape
planning.
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The present study addresses this gap through a PRISMA-based systematic review of
empirical research published between 2005 and 2025. This period was chosen because it brings
together three influential lines of scholarship: Borg's (2003) teacher cognition synthesis,
Remillard’s (2005) curriculum enactment review, and Priestley et al.’s (2015) ecological agency
framework. The review synthesizes 43 empirical studies through the dual lens of teacher
cognition and curriculum deliberation, organized by the seven-construct Teacher Thinking—
Instructional Planning (TTIP) Framework: mental processes in teaching, instructional decision-
making, pedagogical reasoning, teacher beliefs, motivational orientations, teacher agency, and
sense-making. The review is guided by the following research questions:

RQ1: What theoretical perspectives underpin empirical research on instructional
planning?

RQ2: What methodological approaches characterize empirical research on instructional
planning?

RQ3: What knowledge claims does the empirical research reveal about teachers’
cognitive and deliberative processes in instructional planning?

This study makes three interrelated contributions. First, it offers a theoretically integrated
account of instructional planning by synthesizing teacher cognition and curriculum
deliberation traditions within the TTIP Framework, moving beyond single-construct
approaches. Second, it provides a theory-driven systematic mapping showing not only what
has been studied but how constructs have been distributed and combined across the field.
Third, it identifies important gaps in the literature, particularly the limited attention given to
motivational orientations and teacher beliefs. These gaps point to a research agenda that
examines instructional planning as a professional practice shaped by teachers’ cognition,
curriculum interpretation, motivation, and working conditions.

Theoretical Framework

Instructional planning does not take place in a cognitive vacuum. The decisions teachers
make before entering the classroom are shaped by professional knowledge, interpretive
frameworks, and normative commitments about how curriculum should be enacted.
Understanding instructional planning therefore requires a framework that accounts for both
the internal cognitive work teachers perform and the deliberative processes through which
they interpret and engage with the curriculum. The present review draws on two
complementary traditions: teacher cognition (Borg, 2003) and curriculum deliberation (Ben-
Peretz, 1990; Remillard, 2005; Schwab, 1969; Walker, 1971).

The teacher cognition framework rests on the proposition that teaching is fundamentally a
cognitive activity. Borg (2003) defines teacher cognition as the underlying cognitive dimension
of teaching; what teachers know, believe, and think. This definition highlights that knowledge,
beliefs, and thought operate as an interdependent system mediating between curriculum
intention and classroom enactment. Within this framework, instructional planning occupies a
key position. It is the point at which professional cognition becomes most visible, before it is
shaped by the interactive demands of live instruction (Clark & Peterson, 1986; McCutcheon,
1980). Expert planners tend to organize their thinking hierarchically around learning goals and
are better able to anticipate student errors than novice planners. This difference reflects deeper
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knowledge and belief structures that teacher education needs to address (Borko & Livingston,
1989; Westerman, 1991).

Within the teacher cognition tradition, teacher beliefs play a central role in shaping the
planning process (Fives & Buehl, 2012; Pajares, 1992). They influence how curriculum materials
are interpreted, so that the same textbook chapter can lead to different instructional
approaches depending on teachers’ professional commitments. They also guide decisions
toward approaches that are familiar or supported by prior experience. This helps explain why
teacher education that attends only to procedural skills is likely to have limited impact if
underlying belief systems remain unchanged (Pajares, 1992).

The curriculum deliberation tradition offers a complementary perspective by foregrounding
the practical reasoning through which teachers navigate the relationship between curriculum
prescription and classroom action. Schwab (1969) argued that curriculum questions are
inherently practical and cannot be resolved through theory alone; they require deliberation,
where alternatives are weighed and context-specific judgments are made. Walker (1971)
described this process through three elements: a platform (values and assumptions), a
deliberation phase (examining alternatives), and a design phase (producing decisions).
Instructional planning can be understood as the teacher’s enactment of all three: beliefs shape
what is considered, deliberation shapes how options are evaluated, and the lesson plan
represents the final design.

Ben-Peretz (1990) extended this framework by introducing the concept of curriculum
potential, which refers to the range of possibilities for action that a curriculum document
affords to a professionally engaged teacher, thereby positioning the teacher not as a
curriculum deliverer but as a curriculum author.Remillard (2005) further developed this analysis
by identifying empirically observable modes of teacher—curriculum engagement, including
following and adapting, drawing on and connecting, interpreting and constructing, and
creating and building. These modes make visible how teachers’ professional knowledge,
beliefs, and institutional contexts shape their work with curriculum materials. Priestley et al.
(2015) later reconceptualized teacher agency as an ecological achievement, emerging through
the interaction of professional dispositions with structural, cultural, and material conditions. In
centralized curriculum systems such as Turkey, this perspective helps explain why compliance-
oriented planning can persist even among teachers with well-developed professional
knowledge (Yildirim, 2003).

Although these traditions offer complementary insights into instructional planning, they
have largely developed separately. Curriculum deliberation emphasizes practical reasoning,
teacher interpretation, and curriculum authorship, while teacher cognition focuses on the
internal processes through which teachers think, decide, and plan. Together, they have
broadened understandings of instructional planning, but less is known about how these
dimensions interact in practice.

Neither tradition, on its own, fully explains instructional planning as a professional practice.
The teacher cognition tradition offers strong accounts of how teachers use knowledge, beliefs,
and decision-making in planning, but gives less attention to the conditions that shape how
these processes are used in practice. The curriculum deliberation tradition, by contrast,
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emphasizes practical reasoning, curriculum authorship, and teacher—curriculum relations, but
says less about the cognitive processes involved in deliberation. For this reason, existing
frameworks remain limited in different ways. For example, Konig et al.'s (2021) CODE-PLAN
model provides a detailed account of planning cognition, while motivational and agentive
dimensions remain comparatively underdeveloped. Remillard’s (2005) curriculum enactment
typologies capture contextual variation but offer limited insight into the internal structure of
planning. These limitations show that instructional planning cannot be fully understood
through cognition or deliberation alone.

To address these limitations, this study proposes the Teachers' Instructional Planning as a
Cognitive and Deliberative Practice (TTIP) Framework. The framework views instructional
planning as a professional practice shaped by the interaction of cognitive, motivational,
deliberative, and agentive dimensions. By drawing on teacher cognition and curriculum
deliberation traditions, it offers a structure for examining planning beyond cognitive processes
or contextual deliberation alone. Table 1 presents the seven constructs included in the
framework.

Table 1

Seven Constructs of the TTIP Framework at the Intersection of Teacher Cognition and Curriculum
Deliberation

Construct

Teacher cognition perspective

Curriculum deliberation perspective

Mental processes

Instructional
decision-making

Pedagogical
reasoning

Teacher beliefs
Motivational
orientations

Teacher agency

Sense-making

Planning as cognitive rehearsal and
anticipation (Clark & Peterson, 1986;
Yinger, 1980)

Judgments shaped by knowledge and
experience (Shavelson & Stern, 1981)

Transforming subject knowledge into
teachable forms (Shulman, 1986, 1987)

Filters shaping planning and
instructional thinking (Pajares, 1992)
Self-efficacy influencing effort and
persistence (Bandura, 1997)
Autonomy in instructional decision-
making (Borg, 2006)

Interpreting curriculum through

professional knowledge (Grossman,
1990)

Practical reasoning about possible
instructional actions (Schwab, 1969)

Context-sensitive choices among
alternative interpretations (Walker,
1971)

Justifying instructional choices for
specific learners and contexts

Underlying assumptions about
curriculum purpose and use

Commitment to planning as
meaningful professional work
Active role in shaping and adapting
curriculum (Priestley et al., 2015)

Translating curriculum into context-
specific practice (Remillard, 2005)

The TTIP Framework conceptualizes instructional planning as an interconnected process
rather than a set of separate constructs. Teachers’ mental processes are closely linked to their
beliefs, which shape how they anticipate, prioritize, and translate curriculum possibilities into
instructional action. Similarly, instructional decision-making is influenced by motivational
orientations. Teachers with stronger planning self-efficacy are more likely to evaluate
alternatives deliberately, while lower confidence may lead to more routine or compliance-
based planning (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).
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Pedagogical reasoning is also shaped by sense-making. How teachers interpret curriculum
materials affects which instructional choices they see as possible and professionally
appropriate (Ben-Peretz, 1990; Remillard, 2005). These processes unfold within curriculum
systems, accountability pressures, and institutional cultures that may support or limit teacher
agency (Priestley et al., 2015).

From this perspective, the construct distribution reported in the findings shows more than
differences in research attention. It also shows which aspects of instructional planning have
been easier to study and which remain less examined. The framework therefore presents
instructional planning as a professional practice shaped by cognition, deliberation, motivation,
and agency.

Method

This study used a PRISMA-informed systematic literature review design (Page et al., 2021).
The review was guided by the TTIP Framework, which informed the inclusion criteria, data
extraction categories, and analytical structure. This allowed the literature to be mapped within
a clear conceptual frame. The analysis was based mainly on thematic synthesis (Thomas &
Harden, 2008), with support from narrative synthesis (Popay et al., 2006).

Search Strategy

A systematic search was conducted across five databases: Web of Science, Scopus, ERIC,
Google Scholar, and DergiPark. Web of Science and Scopus served as the primary sources due
to their rigorous indexing. ERIC was included as a field-specific education database. Google
Scholar was used cautiously as a supplementary source to identify additional studies. DergiPark
was included to ensure the representation of Turkish-language research within the scope of
the review.

Search strings were constructed using Boolean operators across three conceptual clusters:
(1) planning constructs (instructional planning, lesson planning), (2) cognitive constructs
(teacher cognition, teacher thinking, curriculum deliberation), and (3) curriculum-related
constructs (curriculum enactment, curriculum implementation, teacher agency). The search
strategy was intentionally focused on studies that address planning through cognitive and
deliberative dimensions, in line with the theory-driven design. The overall structure of the
database selection and search scope is summarized in Table 2.

Table 2

Search Strategy and Conceptual Scope

Component Description

Planning terms “instructional planning", "lesson planning"

Cognition terms "teacher cognition", "teacher thinking", "pedagogical reasoning"
Deliberation terms “curriculum deliberation", "sense-making"

Curriculum terms “curriculum enactment", "implementation", "teacher agency"
Databases Web of Science, Scopus, ERIC, Google Scholar, DergiPark

Time frame 2005-2025

Language English and Turkish

Note. Search strings were adapted to database-specific syntax requirements. DergiPark strings were reformed in
Turkish, the language of that database's indexing system.
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Citation tracking was conducted using key works informing the theoretical framework,
including Borg (2003, 2006), Schwab (1969), Walker (1971), Ben-Peretz (1990), and Remillard
(2005). Empirical studies identified as relevant during initial screening were also followed up.
The reference lists of all included studies were then reviewed to identify additional empirical
work not retrieved through database searching.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

Eligibility criteria were defined a priori (Dixon-Woods et al., 2006). The review included
studies published between 2005 and 2025. The starting point of 2005 was chosen because this
period brought together three influential lines of scholarship on instructional planning. Borg's
(2003) work on teacher cognition highlighted teachers’ knowledge, beliefs, and thinking as
central to the relationship between curriculum intentions and classroom practice. Remillard’s
(2005) work on curriculum enactment shifted attention from curriculum delivery to teachers’
interpretive engagement with curriculum materials. Priestley et al.'s (2015) ecological agency
framework further helped explain how structural conditions shape what teachers can deliberate
about and enact in practice.

These traditions provided the conceptual basis for the TTIP Framework, particularly its focus
on teacher cognition, curriculum deliberation, and ecological agency. The 2025 endpoint was
selected to capture the current state of empirical research in this area. Studies were included if
they focused primarily on instructional or lesson planning, addressed at least one TTIP
construct, used an empirical design, involved preservice or in-service teachers, were published
between 2005 and 2025, and were written in English or Turkish. Studies were excluded if they
were purely theoretical or review-based, did not involve teacher participants, treated planning
solely as a product (e.g., lesson plan scores), or were not peer-reviewed. Theses, dissertations,
unpublished manuscripts, and other non-peer-reviewed sources were also excluded. The full
inclusion and exclusion criteria are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

Criterion Inclusion Exclusion
Focus Instructional/lesson planning as the Planning as peripheral or treated only
primary focus, addressing at least one as a product (e.g., scores)
TTIP construct
Participants Preservice teachers, in-service teachers, Non-teacher participants
teacher educators
Study type Empirical studies (qualitative, quantitative, Theoretical papers, reviews, meta-
mixed methods) analyses, opinion pieces; editorials
Publication Peer-reviewed journal articles, empirical Conference abstracts; theses or
type book chapters dissertations; unpublished
manuscripts
Language English, Turkish Other languages
Time frame 2005-2025 Pre-2005 studies
Scope Teacher-level planning processes Policy/administrative planning only
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Screening and Selection

The screening process involved three stages:(1) duplicate removal, (2) title and abstract
screening, and (3) full-text assessment. To ensure rigor, two verification steps were applied:
first, all excluded records were rechecked and then a 20% subsample was re-evaluated after a
two-week interval.

Initially, the search retrieved 987 records (952 database, 35 citation tracking). Following
removal of 602 duplicates, 385 records were screened at the title and abstract stage; 300 were
excluded on eligibility grounds. Of 85 full-text records assessed, 42 were excluded. The final
synthesis comprised 43 empirical studies. The complete selection procedure is reported in the

PRISMA 2020 flow diagram (Figure 1) and summarized in Section 4.

Figure 1

The PRISMA 2020 Flow Diagram Illustrating Record Screening and Selection

Identification of studies via databases and registers

Identification of studies via other methods

Records identified . -
c from*: Records removed before R‘eco‘rds |den'F|f|ed from:
2 Databases (n = 952) screening: Citation track.lng (n = 35)
E WoS=30; Duplicate records removed Hand-sear;hmg of
= Scopus=60; —»| (n=602) reference lists
3 ERIC=30; Records marked as ineligible
- GScholar=817,; by automation tools (n = 0)
DergiPark=15 Records removed for other
¢ reasons (n = 0)
Records screened | Records excluded
(n =385) (n = 385)
v
l Reports sought ssforts
for retrieval (n = retrieved
? Reports sought for  |—» | Reports not retrieved (n = 0) 300) (n = 300)
S retrieval (n = 0)
\4 Reports excluded: Reports Eleaa?]r;sge;(gluded:
Planning as product only (n
Reports assessed = 20) Jasp Y :;sei;?ﬁtd for product only (n =
for eligibility Theoreti _ ImY 20)
g eoretical / conceptual (n = (n = 85) )
(n = 85) "l 15 Theoretical /
¢ Outside time range 2005- ig;ceptual (n=
2025 (n =7
( ) Outside time
- Studies included in range 2005-2025
3 review (n=7)
T:: (n = 85) P
£ Reports of included h

*Consider, if feasible to do so, reporting the number of records identified from each database or register searched
(rather than the total number across all databases/registers).
**|f automation tools were used, indicate how many records were excluded by a human and how many were

excluded by automation tools. Source: Page MJ, et al. BMJ 2021;372:n71. doi: 10.1136/bmj.n71.
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Data Extraction and Construct Coding

Data were extracted using a structured coding framework aligned with three analytical
dimensions: theoretical orientation, methodological design, and knowledge claims. The coding
structure is summarized in Table 4.

Table 4

Data Extraction Coding Form

Dimension Variable Categories / coding instructions

Bibliographic Author(s), year, title, Standard APA fields; country = data collection site
Journal, country

Context Participant type, sample Preservice / in-service / both; n; primary / secondary /
size, education level, subject HE; maths / language / science / general; centralized /
area, curriculum system decentralized

Methodological Research design, data Quantitative / qualitative / mixed / experimental;

(RQ2) source(s), analytical questionnaire / lesson plan / interview / observation /
procedure, validated think-aloud; instrument name if applicable
instrument

Theoretical Dominant theoretical Teacher cognition / curriculum deliberation / both /

(RQ1) framework, secondary related / no framework; constructs coded from the
framework, key constructs seven-construct framework
addressed

TTIP constructs  Seven constructs Multi-select: [1] Mental processes [2] Instructional

decision-making [3] Pedagogical reasoning [4]
Teacher beliefs [5] Motivational orientations [6]
Teacher agency [7] Sense-making. Code as Primary
(P) or Secondary (S) for each construct addressed

Knowledge Claim type, principal D = Descriptive / E = Explanatory / DV =
claims (RQ3) finding, implication for Developmental / EV = Evaluative; principal finding: 1-
teacher education 2 sentence summary in coder's own words;
implication: brief note if stated by authors
Quality Seven criteria (Table 6), Met (M) / Partially met (P) / Not met (N) per criterion;
appraisal overall flag Overall: HIGH (6-7 met) / MEDIUM (4-5) / LOW (<3)

In line with the theory-driven approach, each study was also coded across the seven TTIP
constructs: mental processes, instructional decision-making, pedagogical reasoning, teacher
beliefs, motivational orientations, teacher agency, and sense-making. Each construct was
coded as primary (P), secondary (S), or absent (). A construct was considered primary when it
was an explicit focus of the study, and secondary when it appeared in a supporting or
contextual role. Data extraction and coding were conducted by the author using a standardized
coding form. Because this was a theory-driven review, coding involved applying predefined
constructs to diverse empirical studies through interpretive judgment. The main aim was
therefore to ensure interpretive consistency, that is, the coherent application of construct
definitions across the full sample, rather than to maximize inter-rater agreement (Dixon-Woods
et al., 2006; Thomas & Harden, 2008). This approach is consistent with qualitative synthesis
traditions, where rigor depends on transparency and reflexive consistency as well as procedural
clarity.
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To strengthen consistency, a two-stage audit was conducted. First, all excluded records were
rechecked against the inclusion criteria. Second, a randomly selected 15% subsample (n = 7)
was re-coded after a two-week interval without consulting the original coding decisions.
Differences between the two rounds were used to identify possible shifts in construct
application rather than treated simply as errors. These differences were documented through
analytic memos and checked against the construct definitions presented in Section 2. The
implications and limitations of single-researcher coding are discussed in the Limitations
section. The finalized coding sheet formed the basis for the quantitative descriptive analysis
reported in the Results section.

Quality Appraisal

All included studies were appraised using a seven-criterion framework adapted from the
MMAT (Hong et al.,, 2018) and CASP checklists, with an additional criterion assessing relevance
to the TTIP Framework (Table 5). Each criterion was rated as met, partially met, or not met.

Table 5
Quality Appraisal Criteria
Quality criterion Assessment question
Clarity of research aim Is the study’s aim or research question clearly stated?
Appropriateness of Does the research design align with the study aims?
design
Sampling transparency Are participant selection and sample characteristics clearly described?
Data collection Are data collection methods and procedures clearly reported?
Analytical transparency ~ Are analysis procedures clearly described?
Validity / credibility Are measures taken to ensure reliability (quantitative) or credibility
(qualitative)?
Framework relevance Do the findings address at least one TTIP construct in instructional
planning?

Forty-two studies (97.7%) met six or more criteria and were classified as high quality, while
one study (Hall & Smith, 2006) was rated as medium. Study-level appraisal results are
presented in Table 7. Sensitivity analysis indicated that excluding the medium-rated study did
not materially affect the analytical themes.

The high concentration of studies in the high-quality category requires some caution. This
pattern may be partly explained by the eligibility criteria used in the review. Only peer-reviewed
empirical studies with clear aims, explicit designs, and relevance to at least one TTIP construct
were included. Studies that did not meet these criteria were excluded during screening, so a
basic level of methodological quality had already been ensured before appraisal.

The appraisal framework may also have contributed to this pattern. The seven-criterion
framework, adapted from MMAT and CASP and supplemented with TTIP-specific relevance
indicators, was applied to a literature base that had already passed strict inclusion criteria.
Broad criteria and partial-credit scoring may have created a ceiling effect, making it difficult to
distinguish among stronger studies. Future theory-driven reviews may need more detailed
criteria that assess not only methodological quality, but also the fit between empirical
indicators and theoretical constructs. Excluding the single medium-quality study (Hall & Smith,

10
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2006) did not change the thematic findings, suggesting that the overall interpretation
remained stable.

Data Synthesis

Thematic synthesis proceeded in three stages: (a) line-by-line coding of principal findings
using the TTIP Framework as an analytical scaffold; (b) construction of descriptive themes
through grouping related codes across studies; and (c) development of analytical themes
generating interpretive insights into the relational structure of instructional planning as a
cognitive and deliberative practice.

In addition, quantitative descriptive mapping was conducted to summarize the distribution
of studies by publication period, country, research design, participant type, and construct
coverage. Given the heterogeneity of the included studies, no meta-analysis was undertaken
(Arksey & O'Malley, 2005). The review is reported in accordance with the PRISMA 2020 checklist
(Page et al., 2021).

Results
The results below are organized first through a descriptive review of the studies including
their methodological and geographical profile. Then the theoretical (RQ1) and methodological
(RQ2) aspects of the studies are presented. Finally, the knowledge claims emerging from the
studies (RQ3) are presented in line with the seven constructs of the TTIP Framework.

Descriptive Overview of the Studies

The search yielded 987 records. After removing 602 duplicates, 385 unique records were
screened at the title and abstract stage. Of the 85 full-text articles assessed against the
eligibility criteria, 42 were excluded, resulting in a final set of 43 empirical studies. One study -
Yildinm (2003) - predates the 2005-2025 boundary by two years. It was retained as a
foundational empirical study of instructional planning in a centralized Turkish curriculum
context and is treated as a comparative anchor for the Turkish studies rather than as part of
the main sample. The study selection process follows the PRISMA 2020 framework and is
summarized in Figure 1.

The descriptive profile of the 43 included studies reveals several clear patterns. The
distribution of studies over time shows a clear increase: five studies were published before
2010, four between 2010 and 2014, nine between 2015 and 2019, and twenty-five after 2020
(58.1%). This trend suggests that instructional planning has become an increasingly prominent
area for examining professional cognition, particularly in contexts shaped by policy change and
pedagogical complexity. The studies span North America (n = 11), Turkey (n = 8), Germany (n
= 7), Asia-Pacific contexts (n = 9), and other European and African/MENA settings. Participant
groups are evenly distributed between preservice (n = 19, 44.2%) and in-service teachers (n =
19, 44.2%), with five studies (11.6%) including both. Qualitative designs predominate (n = 26,
60.5%), followed by mixed-methods (n = 11, 25.6%) and quantitative designs (n = 6, 14.0%). In
terms of theoretical orientation, 27 studies (62.8%) draw on teacher cognition traditions, while
13 (30.2%) are grounded in curriculum deliberation. Quality appraisal indicates consistently
high standards: 42 studies (97.7%) were rated HIGH; detailed results are presented in Table 7.
A full overview is provided in Table 6.

11
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Table 6
Summary of Studies Included in the Review (N = 43)

Author(s) (Year) Country Part. n Design FwW C1 c2 C3 C4 C5 C6 (7 Cl.
Backfisch et al. (2020) Germany IS 83 Qt TC -- P P -- P -- -- E
Beckmann & Ehmke (2023)  Germany PS 89 Mx TC P P S -- -- -- -- D
Bieda et al. (2020) USA IS 176 Mx CD -- P -- -- -- P P E
Cevikbas et al. (2024) Germany Both Mixed Mx TC P P P -- -- -- -- D
Cherbow & McNeill (2022)  USA IS 1(case) Ql CD -- S -- -- -- P P D
Contreras et al. (2020) Chile Both 40 Ql TC P P -- S -- -- -- E
Dasas (2021) Philippines IS 8 Ql CcD - - - - . P P D
Goh & Fang (2023) Singapore IS 12 Ql CD -- -- P - - S P D
Hall & Smith (2006) USA Both Mixed  Ql TC P S S -- -- -- D
Hatch & Clark (2021) USA IS 6 Ql TC P P P S -- -- -- D
John (2006) UK PS 12 Ql TC P P S S -- -- S E
Kang (2017) USA PS 17 Ql TC -- P S S -- - DV
Karlstrom & Hamza (2021)  Sweden PS 24 Ql TC P -- P -- -- -- S E
Kohler et al. (2008) USA PS 6 Mx TC P S -- S -- -- DV
Kénig et al. (2020) Germany PS 312 Qt TC P P P -- -- -- -- E
Konig et al. (2021) Germany PS 191 Mx TC P P P -- -- -- -- DV
Konig et al. (2024) Germany IS 1474 Qt TC -- P S - S - - E
Krepf & Kénig (2023) Germany PS 30 Ql TC P P S -- -- -- -- E
Li & Zou (2017) China IS 6 Ql TC P -- P S -- -- -- E
Lim et al. (2018) S. Korea PS 97 Qt TC -- P P -- -- -- -- D
Lui & Bonner (2016) USA Both 116 Mx TC -- S P -- -- E
Molina (2019) USA PS 3 Ql CD -- -- -- S S P P D
Morady Moghaddam & Iran IS 18 Ql R -- S -- -- -- S P E
Parsaiyan (2025)
Nagamine (2025) Japan PS 22 Ql R -- -- -- -- S P -- DV
Penuel et al. (2009) USA IS 126 Mx TC -- S P -- S -- -- EV
Poulton (2020) Australia IS 10 Ql CD -- -- -- -- - P S E
Sawyer et al. (2020) USA PS 89 Ql TC -- P S S -- -- P D
Severance et al. (2016) USA IS 23 Ql CD -- S -- -- -- P P D
Ulusoy & incikabi (2022) Turkey PS 30 Mx CD -- S -- -- -- S P D
Valdez et al. (2024) Philippines IS 15 Ql CD -- -- -- S -- P S D
Voogt et al. (2011) Netherlands  |S 31 Mx CcD -- - S S - P P DV
Wallace & Priestley (2017) UK/ IS 6 Ql CD -- - - - - P P D
Scotland
Xu & Wilkins (2025) China IS 12 Ql TC P -- P -- -- -- S DV
Aguas (2020) Philippines IS 9 Ql CcD - - - - . S P D
Bouguerba (2025) Morocco IS 10 Ql R -- S -- - - S P D
Gegici (2023) Turkey PS 25 Ql TC -- P S -- -- -- -- EV
Gllten (2013) Turkey PS 38 Ql TC S -- -- S P -- -- D
Kablan (2012) Turkey PS 62 Qt TC -- P P -- -- -- -- EV
Karabay (2013) Turkey PS 20 Mx TC -- P P -- -- S -- EV
Koni & Krull (2018) Estonia Both 217 Qt TC P P -- S -- -- -- E
Sahin-Taskin (2017) Turkey PS 47 Ql TC S -- -- P P -- --
Yildirim (2003) Turkey IS 20 Ql CD -- S -- S -- P P E
Aydin-Ceran & Ergiil(2022)  Turkey PS 28 Mx TC -- P P -- S -- -- EV

Note. Part. = Participant type (PS = Preservice; IS = In-service; Both). Design = Ql (Qualitative); Qt (Quantitative); Mx (Mixed methods). FW =
Dominant framework: TC (Teacher Cognition); CD (Curriculum Deliberation); R (Related). C1-C7 = TTIP construct coding: P = Primary; S =
Secondary; — = Absent. Cl. = Claim type: D = Descriptive; E = Explanatory; DV = Developmental; EV = Evaluative.
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Table 7
Quality Appraisal of Primary Studies (N = 43)

Author(s) (Year) QAT QA2 QA3 QA4 QA5 QA6 QA7 Score Flag
Backfisch et al. (2020) M M M M M P M 6.5 HIGH
Beckmann & Ehmke (2023) M M M M P M M 6.5 HIGH
Bieda et al. (2020) M M M M M P M 6.5 HIGH
Cevikbas et al. (2024) M M P M M P M 6.0 HIGH
Cherbow & McNeill (2022) M M P M M M M 6.5 HIGH
Contreras et al. (2020) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Dasas (2021) M M P M M M M 6.5 HIGH
Goh & Fang (2023) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Hall & Smith (2006) P M P P P M M 5.0 MEDIUM
Hatch & Clark (2021) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
John (2006) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Kang (2017) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Karlstrom & Hamza (2021) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Kohler et al. (2008) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
K&nig et al. (2020) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Konig et al. (2021) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Konig et al. (2024) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Krepf & Konig (2023) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Li & Zou (2017) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Lim et al. (2018) M M M M M P M 6.5 HIGH
Lui & Bonner (2016) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Molina (2019) M M P M M M M 6.5 HIGH
Morady Moghaddam & Parsaiyan (2025) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Nagamine (2025) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Penuel et al. (2009) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Poulton (2020) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Sawyer et al. (2020) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Severance et al. (2016) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Ulusoy & incikabi (2022) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Valdez et al. (2024) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Voogt et al. (2011) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Wallace & Priestley (2017) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Xu & Wilkins (2025) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Aguas (2020) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Bouguerba (2025) M M P M M P M 6.0 HIGH
Gecici (2023) M M M M P P M 6.0 HIGH
Gulten (2013) M M P M M P M 6.0 HIGH
Kablan (2012) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Karabay (2013) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Koni & Krull (2018) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Sahin-Taskin (2017) M M M M P P M 6.0 HIGH
Yildirnm (2003) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH
Aydin-Ceran & Ergul (2022) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH

Note. QAT = Clarity of research aim; QA2 = Appropriateness of design; QA3 = Transparency of sampling; QA4 = Data
collection reporting;, QA5 = Analytical transparency; QA6 = Validity/credibility; QA7 = Relevance to the TTIP
Framework. M = Met (1.0 pt); P = Partially met (0.5 pt); N = Not met (0 pt). Score = sum of criteria (max = 7.0). Flag:
HIGH 2 6.0; MEDIUM 4.0-5.5; LOW < 3.5.
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The review reveals several general categorical and quantitative trends in the literature.
Instructional decision-making (67.4%) and pedagogical reasoning (58.1%) are the most
frequently addressed constructs, indicating a strong concentration on cognitive and decision-
related dimensions of planning. In contrast, motivational orientations (23.3%) and teacher
beliefs (4.7% as a primary focus) are addressed less frequently, with agency and sense-making
also appearing in a more limited number of studies. In terms of knowledge claims, most studies
produce descriptive or explanatory findings (74.5%), while developmental (14.0%) and
evaluative (11.6%) approaches are less common.

Theoretical and Conceptual Perspectives Guiding Research on Instructional Planning
(RQ1)

The first research question focuses on the theoretical traditions underpinning empirical
research on instructional planning. A clear pattern emerges in the uneven distribution of
constructs. Instructional decision-making is the most prominent construct (primary: 21,
secondary: 8; 67.4% total), followed by pedagogical reasoning (primary: 16, secondary: 9; 58.1%
total). These two constructs define the cognition-and-decision core: a model of planning
centered on professional choices about content sequencing, strategy selection, and lesson
organization, converging across national contexts and methodological traditions on the view
that planning is primarily a process of structured professional choice-making requiring
substantive pedagogical knowledge (Contreras et al.,, 2020; Konig et al., 2021; Krepf & Konig,
2023).

Sense-making was a primary focus in 14 studies and a secondary focus in 5 studies,
accounting for 44.2% of the sample. This suggests increasing attention to how teachers
interpret and work with curriculum materials (Cherbow & McNeill, 2022; Goh & Fang, 2023).
Teacher agency was a primary focus in 11 studies and a secondary focus in 6 studies,
representing 39.5% of the sample. These studies mainly focused on curriculum reform (Bieda
et al., 2020; Wallace & Priestley, 2017; Yildinm, 2003), collaborative design (Severance et al.,
2016; Voogt et al.,, 2011), and EFL contexts (Morady Moghaddam & Parsaiyan, 2025; Valdez et
al., 2024). Teacher beliefs appeared as a primary focus in only two studies, despite the strong
theoretical emphasis on beliefs in teacher cognition research (Borg, 2003; Pajares, 1992).
Motivational orientations were also rarely central. Only three studies treated motivation as a
primary focus and seven as a secondary focus, while 33 studies did not address it.

Taken together, these patterns indicate that empirical research on instructional planning is
organized around a relatively strong cognition-and-decision core, while constructs associated
with beliefs, motivation, agency, and sense-making are addressed less consistently. Table 8
summarizes the distribution of primary, secondary, and absent construct coverage across the
included studies.

Table 8

Seven-Construct Coverage Across Included Studies (N = 43)

Construct P S - Addressed (P+5)
C2 Instructional decision-making 21 8 14 29 (67.4%)
C3 Pedagogical reasoning 16 9 18 25 (58.1%)
C7 Sense-making 14 5 24 19 (44.2%)
C1 Mental processes 13 2 28 15 (34.9%)
C6 Teacher agency 11 6 26 17 (39.5%)
C4 Teacher beliefs 2 13 28 15 (34.9%)
C5 Motivational orientations 3 7 33 10 (23.3%)
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Methodological Orientations in Studying Instructional Planning (RQ2)

The second research question concerned the methodological character of the empirical
research. Qualitative designs predominate (60.5%), most commonly case study, interpretive
phenomenological analysis, and thematic analysis, drawing on interviews, lesson-plan
documents, reflective journals, and think-aloud protocols. These were particularly concentrated
in research on curriculum deliberation, collaborative planning, teacher agency in reform
contexts, and planning development during practicum. Mixed-methods designs (25.6%)
generally combined lesson-plan document analysis with interview or survey data. Quantitative
designs were the least common (14.0%), concentrated in the German research program on
lesson-planning competence (Beckmann & Ehmke, 2023; Konig et al., 2020, 2021; Krepf &
Konig, 2023) and in Turkish teacher education research (Kablan, 2012).

The most common data sources were written lesson plans (approximately 60% of studies),
semi-structured interviews (approximately 55%), and classroom observations (approximately
35%). Think-aloud protocols and stimulated recall were used in a small but theoretically
important subset of studies (Contreras et al., 2020; Kablan, 2012; Krepf & Konig, 2023; Li & Zou,
2017). These approaches provide more direct access to real-time cognitive activity compared
to the insights derived from lesson plans and retrospective interviews.

A clear link also emerges between methodological approach and theoretical tradition.
Structured instruments are more common in studies grounded in teacher cognition, whereas
interpretive methods are more often used in curriculum deliberation research. This pattern
reflects differing ontological orientations, which makes cumulative synthesis across traditions
more difficult. Most studies are cross-sectional, with relatively few adopting longitudinal
designs.

In terms of claim type, 41.9% of studies produce descriptive claims, 32.6% explanatory,
14.0% developmental, and 11.6% evaluative. The predominance of descriptive and explanatory
studies (74.5% combined) suggests that the field is better equipped to characterize and
correlate instructional planning practices than to explain how they develop or how they might
be improved.

A clear imbalance emerges across constructs, as also shown in Table 8. Decision-making
and pedagogical reasoning are both empirically well established, yet they are primarily
examined through descriptive accounts. In contrast, motivational orientations, sense-making,
and teacher agency remain underrepresented, with relatively few studies of any type
addressing these areas. This pattern reveals two related gaps. The more established constructs
are often studied through limited designs, whereas areas requiring developmental and
evaluative evidence remain less examined.

Knowledge Claims Emerging from Instructional Planning Research (RQ3)

Knowledge claims in the reviewed studies can be organized into four thematic areas,
identified through the lenses of teacher cognition and curriculum deliberation.

Planning as Cognitively Demanding Professional Judgment

The most robust finding across the studies is that instructional planning is a cognitively
demanding form of professional judgment rather than a routine task. This becomes particularly
clear in work such as Konig et al.'s (2021) CODE-PLAN model, which shows that planning
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involves connecting curriculum goals to instructional activities, sequencing content, and
adapting instruction to learner differences. These processes can be examined systematically
through structured plan analysis.

Other studies point to the conditions that shape this cognitive work. Backfisch et al. (2020)
show that both professional knowledge and motivational orientations play an important role
in determining lesson plan quality, while Krepf and Koénig (2023) highlight that structuring
decisions follow a sequential pattern and depend closely on teachers’ knowledge.

Qualitative research adds further insight into how this process unfolds in practice. Expert
teachers tend to build richer mental representations than novices, develop more elaborate
decision pathways, and anticipate a wider range of learner responses (Contreras et al., 2020; Li
& Zou, 2017). A similar pattern appears in studies on pre-service teachers, which show that
learning to plan is not simply about applying templates, but about developing the ability to
reason pedagogically (Kang, 2017; Karlstrom & Hamza, 2021; Kohler et al., 2008).

Planning as Deliberative and Interpretive Encounter with Curriculum

A second major finding is that instructional planning cannot be fully understood through
cognition and decision-making alone. The studies instead point to planning as an interpretive
and deliberative process, where teachers actively engage with, negotiate, and transform
curriculum rather than simply implement it.

This becomes visible in several empirical contexts. Cherbow and McNeill (2022), for example,
document how a teacher designs lessons to support student-driven discussion through
sustained interpretive engagement with curriculum materials. Similarly, Goh and Fang (2023)
show that lesson study creates space for deliberation within planning, allowing teachers to
examine curriculum possibilities together and develop richer instructional designs. In contrast,
Bieda et al. (2020) demonstrate that more prescriptive curriculum policies tend to narrow this
space, leading to more compliance-oriented planning practices.

Across these studies, sense-making connects teachers’ cognitive work with their deliberative
engagement with curriculum. Teachers who interpret curriculum materials more flexibly tend
to recognize more instructional possibilities and produce more responsive plans (Ben-Peretz,
1990; Remillard, 2005).

The Turkish sub-sample provides a particularly useful lens in this regard. It shows how
planning practices change when deliberative and agentive dimensions are structurally
constrained, while also suggesting that these capacities can be reactivated through targeted
pedagogical interventions (Kablan, 2012; Karabay, 2013).

Agency in Planning as Contextually Enabled and Constrained

A third major finding is that planning agency is not a fixed trait of individual teachers. Rather,
it is shaped by context and emerges from the interaction between teachers and their working
conditions, in line with Priestley et al.'s (2015) ecological perspective. This pattern becomes
clear across different settings. Severance et al. (2016) show that collaborative curriculum co-
design can significantly strengthen planning agency. Similarly, Voogt et al. (2011) find that
collaborative design within professional learning communities leads to forms of planning that
individual teachers are unlikely to achieve on their own. Even in decentralized systems with
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greater autonomy, curriculum reforms produce uneven outcomes depending on teachers’
professional histories and institutional contexts (Wallace & Priestley, 2017).

In more centralized systems, these constraints are more apparent. Yildirim (2003) shows that
teachers’ planning is strongly influenced by mandated formats, while later studies suggest that
similar compliance-oriented patterns may persist in pre-service education (Gulten, 2013; Sahin-
Taskin, 2017). These findings suggest that improving planning practices depends on
strengthening teachers’ capacities as well as addressing the institutional conditions that shape
planning agency.

Structural Gaps and Underrepresented Constructs

The analysis of construct coverage highlights several important blind spots in the literature.
Motivational orientations (23.3%) and teacher beliefs as a primary focus (4.7%) remain the least
developed areas. As a result, the field can explain what teachers decide and how they reason
during planning, but it offers more limited insight into why teachers engage in planning or
under which conditions high-quality deliberation is sustained.

Another important gap concerns research design. Longitudinal and intervention-based
studies remain relatively rare, pointing to a key direction for future research.

Summary of Results

This review shows that instructional planning research is strongly centered on cognitive and
decision-making processes, with instructional decision making and pedagogical reasoning
forming the core of the field. At the same time, motivational orientations, teacher beliefs, and,
to some extent, agency and sense-making remain less visible. The literature is also largely
descriptive, with fewer studies addressing how planning develops or how it can be improved.
Taken together, these patterns suggest that the field offers a solid understanding of how
teachers plan, but a more limited account of why planning takes the forms it does and under
which conditions it can be strengthened.

Discussion

This study reviewed 43 research studies to produce an evidence-based map of the
instructional planning literature organized by the seven constructs of the TTIP Framework. This
section interprets the results elaborating three interlocking arguments: a theoretical argument
about what the TTIP Framework contributes to the conceptualization of planning; a
comparative argument about what the Turkish sub-studies reveals as theoretically generative
evidence; and a methodological argument about the systematic limitations constraining the
field's cumulative explanatory capacity.

TTIP Framework as an Integrative Theoretical Contribution

The TTIP Framework’s main theoretical contribution is to show that the instructional
planning literature is partly coherent but still unevenly developed. Much research has examined
planning as a cognitively demanding professional practice shaped by teachers’ judgment
across contexts and methods. Yet this apparent coherence also reveals a clear imbalance in the
field.

17



International Journal of Curriculum and Instructional Studies, 76(1), 2026, 1-31 Tokgoz

Instructional decision-making and pedagogical reasoning continue to dominate empirical
attention, reflecting the enduring influence of foundational work by Shavelson and Stern (1981)
and Shulman (1986). Yet other dimensions of planning remain far less visible. Motivational
orientations are addressed in only a limited number of studies, and teacher beliefs are rarely
treated as a central focus. This distribution suggests that research has explained how teachers
make planning decisions more clearly than why these decisions take particular forms. Teacher
agency and sense-making occupy a middle ground: both are often recognized in theory, yet
their empirical examination remains uneven.

This asymmetry reflects a broader divide between the two traditions that structure this
review. The teacher cognition tradition has contributed substantially to understanding
decision-making and pedagogical reasoning in instructional planning. However, concepts
linked to curriculum deliberation, including platform orientations (Walker, 1971), professional
investment (Ben-Peretz, 1990), and deliberative agency, have received less empirical attention.
As a result, the field has become better at examining the cognitive work of planning than at
explaining the motivational and deliberative conditions that support high-quality planning.
This imbalance may also reflect how instructional planning has typically been studied.
Instructional decision-making and pedagogical reasoning are easier to examine with
established methodological tools. Lesson plans can be scored, sequencing decisions can be
coded, and planning quality can be assessed through existing frameworks. These constructs
are important, but this focus can privilege visible planning performance over the motivational
and deliberative conditions that make planning professionally meaningful.

Motivational orientations and teacher beliefs are less visible. They concern what teachers
value, how they interpret curriculum purposes, and how confident they feel when using
professional judgment. These dimensions are difficult to capture through lesson-plan analysis
or interviews alone. Their limited presence in the literature may therefore stem from the
methodological difficulty of studying implicit dimensions of teachers’ planning, not from a lack
of theoretical importance.

The TTIP Framework does not replace the cognition-and-decision core of instructional
planning research. Instead, it places this core within a wider structure that also includes
motivational, deliberative, and agentive dimensions. This distinguishes the framework from
models such as Konig et al.’s (2021) CODE-PLAN, which provides a detailed account of planning
cognition, while giving comparatively limited attention to the motivational and agentive
aspects of planning. TTIP also complements curriculum enactment research, where teachers'’
interpretive and deliberative work is strongly emphasized, whereas the internal cognitive
structure of planning remains comparatively under-specified.

Sense-making plays an important bridging role within the framework. Existing research has
often treated sense-making as a mediating process between curriculum materials and
instruction (Ben-Peretz, 1990; Remillard, 2005). In the TTIP Framework, it connects the cognitive
and deliberative dimensions of planning. It involves cognitive work because teachers draw on
professional knowledge to interpret curriculum materials. It is also deliberative because
teachers judge what those materials mean for particular learners and contexts. Sense-making
appears in 44.2% of the studies and is conceptualized differently across the two traditions. This
makes it useful for connecting lines of evidence that have often remained separate. Recent
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studies (Cherbow & McNeill, 2022; Goh & Fang, 2023) provide a basis for developing this role
further.

TTIP Framework as a Research Design Tool

The TTIP Framework can also be used as a research design tool for studying instructional
planning across cognitive, motivational, deliberative, and agentive dimensions. The framework
encourages integrated designs that examine the interaction between teachers’ internal
planning processes and the contextual conditions that shape planning. In this way, cognition
and agency can be studied within the same analytical frame. In practical terms, this means
combining data sources that capture teachers’ reasoning, beliefs, motivational orientations,
and decision-making with data sources that illuminate the curricular, institutional, and policy
conditions shaping deliberative possibilities.

For example, planning interviews, think-aloud protocols, stimulated recall, and reflective
accounts can provide access to teachers’ pedagogical reasoning, beliefs, and motivational
orientations. These sources may be combined with curriculum documents, lesson plans,
institutional observations, or policy artifacts to examine how planning is enabled or constrained
by broader structural conditions. The framework also supports construct coverage analysis,
allowing researchers to examine not only how instructional decisions are made but also how
agency, sense-making, and motivational conditions shape those decisions. In this sense, the
TTIP Framework offers not only a conceptual vocabulary for interpreting instructional planning
but also a design-oriented structure for studying planning as a simultaneously cognitive,
deliberative, and ecological practice.

Turkish Literature as Theoretical Evidence

The Turkish sub-sample (n = 8) plays a role in this review that goes beyond a national case.
It offers theoretically generative evidence and can be read as a natural experiment for the TTIP
Framework. By showing what planning looks like when motivational and deliberative
dimensions are constrained, these studies suggest that compliance-oriented planning is not
simply a matter of individual teacher capacity. Rather, it emerges as a predictable outcome of
the conditions under which teachers work. This interpretation aligns with earlier findings. The
compliance orientation observed in pre-service contexts (Gulten, 2013; Sahin-Taskin, 2017) and
the bureaucratic framing of planning in in-service settings (Yildirnm, 2003) align with Priestley
et al.'s (2015) ecological view of agency and with Remillard’s (2005) account of contextually
shaped curriculum use.

However, the Turkish evidence also calls for a more differentiated interpretation of how
compliance-oriented planning is produced. One explanation is structural: in centralized
curriculum systems, institutional expectations and accountability pressures may narrow the
space for discretionary planning and encourage alignment with prescribed curricular
expectations (Priestley et al., 2015; Yildirim, 2003). Another explanation is developmental: when
teacher education programs emphasize curriculum delivery and procedural implementation,
teachers may have fewer opportunities to develop the pedagogical content knowledge and
interpretive capacities linked to curriculum authorship (Ben-Peretz, 1990; Remillard, 2005).
Compliance-oriented planning may therefore reflect both limited opportunities for
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autonomous action and unequal access to the professional resources needed for deliberative
planning.

At the same time, the intervention studies point to a more dynamic picture. Karabay (2013)
shows that a critical reading—writing program can improve both planning quality and
professional beliefs. Kablan (2012) finds that cognitive learning style is linked to planning
quality, while Aydin-Ceran and Ergll (2022) document improvements following structured
reflective practice. These findings suggest that the constructs least visible in the Turkish studies
are not absent, but contextually constrained. They also indicate that targeted forms of teacher
education can reopen space for deliberation, even under restrictive conditions. In this sense,
the Turkish case illustrates both the limiting effects of centralized systems and the potential for
change, offering support for the ecological assumptions of the TTIP Framework.

The Turkish evidence also suggests a need to examine planning de-professionalization in
centralized curriculum contexts more carefully. Compliance-oriented planning may indicate a
narrowing of the professional space in which teachers act as curriculum authors, not simply
limited autonomy (Ben-Peretz, 1990; Remillard, 2005). When planning is organized around
mandated formats, prescribed sequences, and institutional documentation, teachers’ role may
shift from interpreting curriculum to demonstrating procedural alignment with external
expectations. Teacher agency does not disappear, but becomes shaped by socio-political and
institutional conditions that determine whether curriculum authorship can be meaningfully
enacted (Priestley et al., 2015; Yildirnm, 2003). The Turkish evidence therefore points beyond
individual or programmatic limitations to the structural conditions that enable or constrain
professional planning.

Methodological Limitations: Beyond Descriptive and Single-Construct Approaches

The reviewed literature is largely qualitative, cross-sectional, and descriptive. This limits what
studies can explain about how instructional planning develops over time or changes under
different conditions. A first limitation concerns the data sources commonly used. Planning
processes are often inferred from lesson plans and retrospective interviews rather than
examined as they occur. Think-aloud studies offer a more direct way to access teachers’
cognitive processes during planning (Contreras et al., 2020; Krepf & Koénig, 2023; Li & Zou,
2017). Future research could extend this approach to examine how teachers think, decide, and
revise their plans in real time.

Second, the limited use of longitudinal and developmental designs restricts understanding
of how planning cognition and deliberative capacity evolve across career stages or respond to
institutional reform. Only 14.0% of the studies produced developmental claims and 11.6%
produced evaluative claims. This means that the literature is stronger in describing planning
than in explaining how it develops or how deliberative planning can be supported.
Developmental and evaluative evidence (DV + EV: n = 11, 25.6% combined) is especially
important for teacher education and policy, yet remains limited in the current literature.

Third, methodological approaches are closely aligned with theoretical traditions. Qualitative
methods are more common in curriculum deliberation research, while structured instruments
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are more common in teacher cognition research. As a result, the two traditions have produced
parallel bodies of evidence that are difficult to integrate. This does not mean that the field
needs one dominant method; both approaches are necessary. What is needed are designs that
deliberately bring these traditions together, such as ecological case analysis combined with
systematic construct coding, or structured competence assessment combined with interpretive
analysis of curriculum sense-making. Such designs would provide the kind of integrative
evidence that the TTIP Framework aims to support and that the field still needs.

Conclusions and Implications

This review began from a simple observation: despite its size and vitality, the instructional
planning literature remains theoretically dispersed and methodologically inconsistent in ways
that limit its capacity to generate cumulative, integrative knowledge about one of teaching's
most fundamental professional activities. By synthesizing 43 empirical studies through the dual
lens of teacher cognition and curriculum deliberation, the review has produced an evidence-
based map that makes three structural features visible for the first time.

Three key patterns stand out across the field. The first is a strong cognition-and-decision
core. Over the past two decades, research has established instructional planning as a
cognitively demanding professional practice, documented meaningful differences between
novice and expert teachers, and developed validated assessment tools. The TTIP Framework
builds on this work by situating it within a broader perspective instead of replacing it.

The second concerns the relative absence of motivational and deliberative dimensions.
Motivational orientations (23.3%) and teacher beliefs as a primary focus (4.7%) remain limited
in the literature, with teacher agency and sense-making also less frequently addressed. Yet
these constructs are central to understanding the deliberative quality of planning, and their
limited presence creates an imbalance in how the field conceptualizes professional practice.

The third relates to the types of knowledge the field produces. Most studies (74.5%) offer
descriptive or explanatory accounts, while fewer examine how planning develops (14.0%) or
how it can be improved (11.6%). Addressing this imbalance represents an important
methodological direction for future research.

This review suggests that instructional planning should not be understood only as a
technical skill or as a competence to be measured. Over the past two decades, studies have
clarified many of the decisions teachers make during planning. What remains less clear is why
particular forms of planning become possible, meaningful, and defensible within specific
curricular, motivational, and institutional conditions. By bringing cognitive, motivational,
deliberative, and agentive dimensions together, the TTIP Framework offers a way to examine
these questions more systematically. It positions planning as a form of professional judgment
and curriculum authorship, while also attending to how teachers’ agency is shaped by the
settings in which they work.

Implications

The findings have implications for teacher education, instructional practice, and curriculum
systems. They suggest that improving instructional planning depends not only on
strengthening teachers’ capacities, but also on improving the pedagogical and structural
conditions that shape planning.
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Implications for Teacher Education Curriculum and Program Design

Teacher education that focuses only on procedural and cognitive aspects of planning
remains incomplete. It prepares teachers for decision-making but leaves deliberative,
motivational, and agentive dimensions underdeveloped. The findings point to the need for
more integrative planning curricula. Such programs should create opportunities for preservice
teachers to exercise agency, reflect on their planning beliefs, and engage with planning as
meaningful professional work. Evidence also supports belief-focused and differentiated
approaches (Kablan, 2012; Karabay, 2013).

Implications for the Pedagogy of Planning Instruction

Research consistently shows that expert teachers approach planning differently from
novices. They build richer mental representations and interpret curriculum more flexibly
(Contreras et al,, 2020; Li & Zou, 2017). This suggests that planning education should move
beyond template-based tasks. Three strategies stand out: think-aloud modeling by
experienced teachers, collaborative planning (e.g., lesson study or co-design), and structured
practice cycles that gradually develop pedagogical reasoning (Goh & Fang, 2023; Kang, 2017;
Voogt et al., 2011). The CODE-PLAN model (Kénig et al., 2021) can also be used formatively to
support key planning operations.

Implications for Systemic Conditions and Centralized Curriculum Contexts

Compliance-oriented planning in centralized systems reflects structural conditions rather
than individual limitations. If planning agency is shaped by context, improving practice requires
attention to those conditions. Planning frameworks should clarify what needs to be addressed
while leaving space for teachers to decide how content is taught and adapted. Evidence from
the Turkish context suggests that deliberative capacity can develop under constrained
conditions when systemic design and professional development are addressed together.

Limitations

Four limitations should be noted. First, screening and coding were conducted by a single
researcher. Although structured coding and reflexive audit procedures were used to strengthen
interpretive consistency, the absence of an independent second coder limits the replicability of
TTIP construct assignment. This limitation is common in theory-driven qualitative synthesis
(Dixon-Woods et al, 2006) and was addressed through explicit construct definitions, audit
documentation, and re-coding procedures. Future studies using the framework could include
independent verification for a subset of studies. Second, the review included only English and
Turkish publications, which may have excluded relevant studies in other languages. Third, the
high-quality appraisal ratings largely reflect the eligibility criteria used in this review and should
not be read as representing the field as a whole. Finally, the TTIP Framework is proposed as a
theoretical synthesis. Its relational propositions need further testing in primary studies
designed to examine interactions between constructs.
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TURKCE GENIS OZET

Bilissel ve Muhakemeye Dayali Bir Etkinlik Olarak Ogretmenlerin
Ogretim Planlamasi: 2005-2025 Yillar1 Arasinda Yayinlanan
Arastirmalarin Sistematik Analizi

Giris

Ogretimin planlanmasi, 6gretmenlik mesleginin en temel faaliyetlerinden biri olmasina
ragmen, alanyazin kuramsal agidan parcali bir gérinim sergilemektedir. Mevcut arastirmalar,
planlamayr buyuk o6lciide 6gretmenlerin bilissel slrecleri ve karar verme mekanizmalar
Uzerinden ele almakta; ancak bu surecin muhakemeye dayali, motivasyonel ve baglamsal
boyutlarini butlincil bir cercevede aciklamakta sinirli kalmaktadir. Ayrica alandaki arastirmaya
dayal bilgi Gretimi planlama sureclerinin nasil gelistigini, hangi kosullarda guglendigini ve
ogretmen egitimi yoluyla nasil desteklenebilecegini inceleyen boylamsal, midahale temelli ve
degerlendirici calismalardan cok betimleyici ve kesitsel calismalar daha siklikla gézlenmektedir.
. Bu durum, 6gretim planlamasina iligskin arastirmaya dayali bilgi tGretiminin eksik kalmasina ve
alanin birikimli ve aciklayici bir kuramsal yapi gelistirmesinin 6niinde 6nemli bir engel
olusturmasina neden olmaktadir.

Ogretim planlamasini anlamaya yoénelik kuramsal yaklasimlar tarihsel olarak iki temel
yonelim etrafinda gelismistir. Ogretmen bilisi gelenegi, 6gretmenlerin bilgi, inanc¢ ve diisiince
sistemlerinin program algisi ile sinif ici uygulama arasinda araci bir rol oynadigini ileri
surmektedir (Borg, 2003). Buna karsilik programi yorumlayici ve muhakemeye dayali bir bakis
acistyla ele alan yaklasim, 6gretmenlerin programla iligkisini edilgen bir siireg olarak degil, aktif
bir anlam kurma, yorumlama ve pedagojik karar Uretme uygulamasi olarak
konumlandirmaktadir (Ben-Peretz, 1990; Remillard, 2005; Schwab, 1969; Walker, 1971). Bu iki
yaklasim 6gretim planlamasinin farkl boyutlarini agiklamakta dnemli katkilar sunmakla birlikte,
alanyazinda ¢ogunlukla birbirinden kopuk bicimde ele alinmis ve farkli yontemsel gelenekler
icinde gelismistir.

Bu calisma, s6z konusu kuramsal temel ihtiyacina 6gretmen bilisi ile programi yorumlayici
ve muhakemeye dayali bicimde ele alan yaklasimlari bitiinlestiren ‘Ogretmen Diisiincesi—
Ogretim Planlamasi Cercevesi’ (ODOP) &nerisiyle katkida bulunmayr amaclamaktadir. ODOP
Cercevesi, 6gretim planlamasini cok boyutlu ve iliskisel bir mesleki uygulama olarak ele almakta
ve Zihinsel suregler, 6gretimsel karar verme, pedagojik akil yirtitme, 6gretmen inanglari,
motivasyonel yonelimler, 6gretmen etkenligi (teacher agency) ve anlam kurma olmak tzere
yedi temel yapi Uzerinden analiz etmektedir. Bu cerceve, s6z konusu yapilarin yalnizca ayri
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bilesenler degil, birbirleriyle etkilesim icinde isleyen bir bitinin parcalar oldugunu ve bu
yapilarin goreceli agirhginin baglamsal kosullara bagli olarak degistigini ileri sirmektedir.

Bu dogrultuda calisma, 2005-2025 yillan arasinda yayimlanan arastirmalari PRISMA 2020
standartlarina dayali sistematik degerlendirme yaklasimiyla incelemektedir. Calismanin temel
amaci, 6gretim planlamasinin bilissel ve muhakemeye dayali boyutlarini butinlesik bir
cercevede ele alarak alanin yapisal 6zelliklerini ortaya koymak ve birikimli bilgi Gretimini
sinirlayan bosluklari belirlemektir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda calisma Ug arastirma sorusuna
odaklanmaktadir: (i) Arastirmalarda agirlikli olarak yer alan kuramsal gelenekler nelerdir? (ii)
Arastirmalarda ne tur yontemsel yaklasimlar yer almaktadir? (iii) Arastirmalar 6gretim
planlamasina iliskin ne tir sonuclar ortaya koymaktadir?

Yontem

Bu calismada sistematik alanyazin taramasi Web of Science, Scopus, ERIC, Google Scholar
ve DergiPark veritabanlarinda gerceklestirilmistir. Tarama slreci o6gretimsel planlama,
ogretmen bilisi ve programla yorumlayici/muhakemeye dayali iliski boyutlarini temsil eden (g
kavramsal kime temelinde, Boole islecleri kullanilarak olusturulan arama ifadeleriyle
yuritilmis; tarama ingilizce ve Tiirkce yayinlarla sinirlandiriimistir. Toplam 987 kayit taranmis,
asamali eleme sireci sonucunda analiz kapsamina 43 arastirma dahil edilmistir. Her calisma,
ODOP Cercevesi'nin yedi yapisi acisindan birincil (P), ikincil (S) ya da yok (-) seklinde
kodlanmistir. Veri analizi tematik yaklasimla gergeklestirilmis, calismalarin yontemsel niteligi ise
MMAT ve CASP 6lcutlerinden uyarlanan bir degerlendirme cercevesi kullanilarak incelenmistir.

Bulgular

Bulgular ¢ arastirma sorusu ¢ercevesinde sunulmustur. Kuramsal profil agisindan en dikkat
cekici bulgu, yapi kapsamindaki belirgin asimetridir. Ogretimsel karar verme (%67,4) ve
pedagojik akil yirtitme (%58,1) alanyazinda baskin konumdadir. Bu durum, 6gretmen bilisi
geleneginin planlamayi yapilandiriimis bir mesleki karar verme sireci olarak ele alan tarihsel
agirhgini yansitmaktadir.

Buna karsilik motivasyonel yonelimler calismalarin yalnizca %23,3'Ginde ele alinmis,
dgretmen inanclar ise birincil odak olarak yalnizca %4,7 oraninda incelenmistir. Ogretmen
etkenligi ve anlam kurma daha orta diizeyde temsil edilmekle birlikte, kuramsal cerceve olarak
kullanimlart sinirli kalmaktadir. Bu bulgu, alanyazinda bilissel karar alma cekirdegi ile
motivasyonel ve muhakemeye dayali boyutlar arasinda yapisal bir dengesizlige isaret
etmektedir.

Yontemsel agidan nitel calismalar (%60,5) baskin olup, bunu karma yontem (%25,6) ve nicel
calismalar (%14,0) izlemektedir. Arastirma sonuclan bulylk olctiide betimleyici ve aciklayici
niteliktedir (%74,5). Buna karsilik gelisimsel (%14,0) ve degerlendirici (%11,6) ¢alismalarin sinirli
olmasi, alanin midahale ve dénusim sureclerini agiklama kapasitesini kisitlamaktadir.

Tematik analiz sonucunda U¢ temel bulgu ortaya ¢ikmistir:

1. Ogretim planlamasi 6gretmenin bilgi, deneyim ve pedagojik muhakemesini birlikte
kullanmasini gerektiren mesleki bir karar verme sirecidir.
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2. Planlama 6gretmenin programla yorumlayici ve muhakemeye dayali bir iliski kurdugu bir
surectir

3. Ogretmenin anlama siirecindeki diistinsel etkinligi, bireysel bir 6zellikten ziyade baglamsal
kosullar icinde sekillenen bir kapasitedir.

Tartisma

ODOP Cercevesi'nin temel kuramsal katkisi, 8gretim planlamasi alanyazininin kuramsal
acidan tutarli ancak alanda 6nemli olan diger kuramlar agisindan eksik oldugunu ortaya
koymasidir. Bu calismada uretilen kavramsal cerceve (ODOP), planlamanin bilissel boyutlarini
dislamadan, bunlari motivasyonel, muhakemeye dayali ve baglamsal boyutlarla iliskisel bir
bitln icinde yeniden konumlandirmaktadir.

Anlam kurma yapisi, bilissel ve muhakemeye dayali gelenekler arasinda kopra kuran temel
yap!i olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Bu yapi, 6gretmenlerin yalnizca neyi planladiklarini degil, programi
nasil yorumladiklarini ve baglamsal olarak nasil yeniden anlamlandirdiklarini agiklamada
merkezi bir rol oynamaktadir.

Turkiye baglaminda yuritilen calismalarin olusturdugu alt kime (n = 8), bu kuramsal
cercevenin aciklayicihgini test eden 6nemli bir karsilastirmali veri seti sunmaktadir. Merkezi
egitim programi sistemlerinde goézlenen uyum odakli planlama egilimleri, bireysel 6gretmen
kapasitesinden ziyade etkenlik ve motivasyonu sinirlayan yapisal kosullarin bir sonucu olarak
ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bununla birlikte, midahale ¢alismalarinin bulgulari bu egilimlerin egitsel
olarak donusturilebilir oldugunu gostermektedir.

Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu sistematik analiz, 6gretim planlamasi alaninin yapisal 6zelliklerini ortaya koymaktadir.
Alan glcli bir bilissel karar verme cekirdegine sahip olmakla birlikte, motivasyonel ve
muhakemeye dayali boyutlar acisindan 6nemli bosluklar icermektedir. Ayrica alanyazinin
betimleyici agirlikli yapisi, gelecekteki arastirmalar igin gelisimsel ve mudahale temelli
calismalarin 6ncelikli olmasi gerektigini gostermektedir.

Ogretmen egitimi acisindan, planlama dgretiminin yalnizca bilissel ve prosediirel boyutlara
odaklanmasi yeterli degildir. Bunun yerine, 6gretmen adaylarinin inancglarini sorgulayan,
motivasyonlarini gelistiren ve muhakemeye dayali planlama sireglerine aktif katilimini
destekleyen butincil yaklasimlara ihtiyac vardir.

Merkezi programa dayali sistemlerde gozlenen uyum odakl planlama egilimi, bireysel
yetersizlikten ¢cok yonetisim yapilarinin bir sonucudur. Bu nedenle politika duizeyinde yapilacak
dizenlemelerin, 6gretmenlere gercek anlamda muhakeme ve yorumlama alani taniyacak
sekilde tasarlanmasi gerekmektedir. ODOP Cercevesi, 6gretim planlamasini cok boyutlu ve
iliskisel bir uygulama olarak inceleyen yeni arastirmalar icin kavramsal bir temel sunmaktadir.
Ancak sentez asamasinda gelistirilen kuramsal bir model olmasi nedeniyle, yapilar arasindaki
iliskilerin gelecekte yapilacak yeni arastirmalarla sinanmasi 6nerilebilir.
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