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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 (Karlström & Hamza, 2021; Kohler et al., 2008; 
Şahin-Taşkın, 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; Yıldırım, 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 (Yıldırım, 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 (Yıldırım, 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, König 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 Planning as cognitive rehearsal and 

anticipation (Clark & Peterson, 1986; 
Yinger, 1980) 

Practical reasoning about possible 
instructional actions (Schwab, 1969) 

Instructional 
decision-making 

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

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

Pedagogical 
reasoning 

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

Justifying instructional choices for 
specific learners and contexts 

Teacher beliefs Filters shaping planning and 
instructional thinking (Pajares, 1992) 

Underlying assumptions about 
curriculum purpose and use 

Motivational 
orientations 

Self-efficacy influencing effort and 
persistence (Bandura, 1997) 

Commitment to planning as 
meaningful professional work 

Teacher agency Autonomy in instructional decision-
making (Borg, 2006) 

Active role in shaping and adapting 
curriculum (Priestley et al., 2015) 

Sense-making Interpreting curriculum through 
professional knowledge (Grossman, 
1990) 

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 

primary focus, addressing at least one 
TTIP construct 

Planning as peripheral or treated only 
as a product (e.g., scores) 

Participants Preservice teachers, in-service teachers, 
teacher educators 

Non-teacher participants 

Study type Empirical studies (qualitative, quantitative, 
mixed methods) 

Theoretical papers, reviews, meta-
analyses, opinion pieces; editorials 

Publication 
type 

Peer-reviewed journal articles, empirical 
book chapters 

Conference abstracts; theses or 
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  
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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, 

journal, country 
Standard APA fields; country = data collection site 

Context Participant type, sample 
size, education level, subject 
area, curriculum system 

Preservice / in-service / both; n; primary / secondary / 
HE; maths / language / science / general; centralized / 
decentralized 

Methodological 
(RQ2) 

Research design, data 
source(s), analytical 
procedure, validated 
instrument 

Quantitative / qualitative / mixed / experimental; 
questionnaire / lesson plan / interview / observation / 
think-aloud; instrument name if applicable 

Theoretical 
(RQ1) 

Dominant theoretical 
framework, secondary 
framework, key constructs 
addressed 

Teacher cognition / curriculum deliberation / both / 
related / no framework; constructs coded from the 
seven-construct framework 

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 
claims (RQ3) 

Claim type, principal 
finding, implication for 
teacher education 

D = Descriptive / E = Explanatory / DV = 
Developmental / EV = Evaluative; principal finding: 1–
2 sentence summary in coder's own words; 
implication: brief note if stated by authors 

Quality 
appraisal 

Seven criteria (Table 6), 
overall flag 

Met (M) / Partially met (P) / Not met (N) per criterion; 
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 
design 

Does the research design align with the study aims? 

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, 
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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 - 
Yıldırım (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. 
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Table 6 

Summary of Studies Included in the Review (N = 43) 
Author(s) (Year) Country Part. n Design FW C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 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 CD -- -- -- -- -- P P D 
Goh & Fang (2023) Singapore IS 12 Ql CD -- -- P -- -- S P D 
Hall & Smith (2006) USA Both Mixed Ql TC P 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 P S S -- -- DV 
Karlström & Hamza (2021) Sweden PS 24 Ql TC P -- P -- -- -- S E 
Kohler et al. (2008) USA PS 6 Mx TC -- P S -- S -- -- DV 
König et al. (2020) Germany PS 312 Qt TC P P P -- -- -- -- E 
König et al. (2021) Germany PS 191 Mx TC P P P -- -- -- -- DV 
König et al. (2024) Germany IS 1,474 Qt TC -- P S -- S -- -- E 
Krepf & König (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 P -- -- -- E 
Molina (2019) USA PS 3 Ql CD -- -- -- S S P P D 
Morady Moghaddam & 
Parsaiyan (2025) 

Iran IS 18 Ql R -- S -- -- -- S P E 

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 & İncikabı (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 IS 31 Mx CD -- -- S S -- P P DV 
Wallace & Priestley (2017) UK/ 

Scotland 
IS 6 Ql CD -- -- -- -- -- P P D 

Xu & Wilkins (2025) China IS 12 Ql TC P -- P -- -- -- S DV 
Aguas (2020) Philippines IS 9 Ql CD -- -- -- -- -- S P D 
Bouguerba (2025) Morocco IS 10 Ql R -- S -- -- -- S P D 
Geçici (2023) Turkey PS 25 Ql TC -- P S -- -- -- -- EV 
Gülten (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 
Şahin-Taşkın (2017) Turkey PS 47 Ql TC S -- -- P P -- -- D 
Yıldırım (2003) Turkey IS 20 Ql CD -- S -- S -- P P E 
Aydın-Ceran & Ergül(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) QA1 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 
Karlström & 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 
König et al. (2020) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH 
König et al. (2021) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH 
König et al. (2024) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH 
Krepf & König (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 & İncikabı (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 
Geçici (2023) M M M M P P M 6.0 HIGH 
Gülten (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 
Şahin-Taşkın (2017) M M M M P P M 6.0 HIGH 
Yıldırım (2003) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH 
Aydın-Ceran & Ergül (2022) M M M M M M M 7.0 HIGH 

Note. QA1 = 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 ≥ 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; König et al., 2021; Krepf & König, 
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; Yıldırım, 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+S) 
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; König et al., 2020, 2021; Krepf & 
König, 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 & König, 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 König 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 König (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; Karlström & 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. Yıldırım (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 (Gülten, 2013; Şahin-
Taşkın, 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. 
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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 König 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 (Gülten, 2013; Şahin-Taşkın, 2017) and 
the bureaucratic framing of planning in in-service settings (Yıldırım, 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; Yıldırım, 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 



International Journal of Curriculum and Instructional Studies, 16(1), 2026, 1-31 Tokgöz 
 

 20 

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 Aydın-Ceran and Ergül (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; Yıldırım, 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 & König, 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 (König 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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TÜRKÇE GENİŞ ÖZET 

Bilişsel ve Muhakemeye Dayalı Bir Etkinlik Olarak Öğretmenlerin 
Öğretim Planlaması: 2005-2025 Yılları Arasında Yayınlanan 

Araştırmaların Sistematik Analizi  

Giriş 

Öğretimin planlanması, öğretmenlik mesleğinin en temel faaliyetlerinden biri olmasına 
rağmen, alanyazın kuramsal açıdan parçalı bir görünüm sergilemektedir. Mevcut araştırmalar, 
planlamayı büyük ölçüde öğretmenlerin bilişsel süreçleri ve karar verme mekanizmaları 
üzerinden ele almakta; ancak bu sürecin muhakemeye dayalı, motivasyonel ve bağlamsal 
boyutlarını bütüncül bir çerçevede açıklamakta sınırlı kalmaktadır. Ayrıca alandaki araştırmaya 
dayalı bilgi üretimi planlama süreçlerinin nasıl geliştiğini, hangi koşullarda güçlendiğini ve 
öğretmen eğitimi yoluyla nasıl desteklenebileceğini inceleyen boylamsal, müdahale temelli ve 
değerlendirici çalışmalardan çok betimleyici ve kesitsel çalışmalar daha sıklıkla gözlenmektedir. 
. Bu durum, öğretim planlamasına ilişkin araştırmaya dayalı bilgi üretiminin eksik kalmasına ve 
alanın birikimli ve açıklayıcı bir kuramsal yapı geliştirmesinin önünde önemli bir engel 
oluşturmasına neden olmaktadır.  

Öğretim planlamasını anlamaya yönelik kuramsal yaklaşımlar tarihsel olarak iki temel 
yönelim etrafında gelişmiştir. Öğretmen bilişi geleneği, öğretmenlerin bilgi, inanç ve düşünce 
sistemlerinin program algısı ile sınıf içi uygulama arasında aracı bir rol oynadığını ileri 
sürmektedir (Borg, 2003). Buna karşılık programı yorumlayıcı ve muhakemeye dayalı bir bakış 
açısıyla ele alan yaklaşım, öğretmenlerin programla ilişkisini edilgen bir süreç olarak değil, aktif 
bir anlam kurma, yorumlama ve pedagojik karar üretme uygulaması olarak 
konumlandırmaktadır (Ben-Peretz, 1990; Remillard, 2005; Schwab, 1969; Walker, 1971). Bu iki 
yaklaşım öğretim planlamasının farklı boyutlarını açıklamakta önemli katkılar sunmakla birlikte, 
alanyazında çoğunlukla birbirinden kopuk biçimde ele alınmış ve farklı yöntemsel gelenekler 
içinde gelişmiştir. 

Bu çalışma, söz konusu kuramsal temel ihtiyacına öğretmen bilişi ile programı yorumlayıcı 
ve muhakemeye dayalı biçimde ele alan yaklaşımları bütünleştiren ‘Öğretmen Düşüncesi–
Öğretim Planlaması Çerçevesi’ (ÖDÖP) önerisiyle katkıda bulunmayı amaçlamaktadır. ÖDÖP 
Çerçevesi, öğretim planlamasını çok boyutlu ve ilişkisel bir mesleki uygulama olarak ele almakta 
ve Zihinsel süreçler, öğretimsel karar verme, pedagojik akıl yürütme, öğretmen inançları, 
motivasyonel yönelimler, öğretmen etkenliği (teacher agency) ve anlam kurma olmak üzere 
yedi temel yapı üzerinden analiz etmektedir. Bu çerçeve, söz konusu yapıların yalnızca ayrı 
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bileşenler değil, birbirleriyle etkileşim içinde işleyen bir bütünün parçaları olduğunu ve bu 
yapıların göreceli ağırlığının bağlamsal koşullara bağlı olarak değiştiğini ileri sürmektedir. 

Bu doğrultuda çalışma, 2005–2025 yılları arasında yayımlanan araştırmaları PRISMA 2020 
standartlarına dayalı sistematik değerlendirme yaklaşımıyla incelemektedir. Çalışmanın temel 
amacı, öğretim planlamasının bilişsel ve muhakemeye dayalı boyutlarını bütünleşik bir 
çerçevede ele alarak alanın yapısal özelliklerini ortaya koymak ve birikimli bilgi üretimini 
sınırlayan boşlukları belirlemektir. Bu amaç doğrultusunda çalışma üç araştırma sorusuna 
odaklanmaktadır: (i) Araştırmalarda ağırlıklı olarak yer alan kuramsal gelenekler nelerdir? (ii) 
Araştırmalarda ne tür yöntemsel yaklaşımlar yer almaktadır? (iii) Araştırmalar öğretim 
planlamasına ilişkin ne tür sonuçlar ortaya koymaktadır? 

Yöntem 

Bu çalışmada sistematik alanyazın taraması Web of Science, Scopus, ERIC, Google Scholar 
ve DergiPark veritabanlarında gerçekleştirilmiştir. Tarama süreci öğretimsel planlama, 
öğretmen bilişi ve programla yorumlayıcı/muhakemeye dayalı ilişki boyutlarını temsil eden üç 
kavramsal küme temelinde, Boole işleçleri kullanılarak oluşturulan arama ifadeleriyle 
yürütülmüş; tarama İngilizce ve Türkçe yayınlarla sınırlandırılmıştır. Toplam 987 kayıt taranmış, 
aşamalı eleme süreci sonucunda analiz kapsamına 43 araştırma dâhil edilmiştir. Her çalışma, 
ÖDÖP Çerçevesi’nin yedi yapısı açısından birincil (P), ikincil (S) ya da yok (–) şeklinde 
kodlanmıştır. Veri analizi tematik yaklaşımla gerçekleştirilmiş, çalışmaların yöntemsel niteliği ise 
MMAT ve CASP ölçütlerinden uyarlanan bir değerlendirme çerçevesi kullanılarak incelenmiştir. 

Bulgular 

Bulgular üç araştırma sorusu çerçevesinde sunulmuştur. Kuramsal profil açısından en dikkat 
çekici bulgu, yapı kapsamındaki belirgin asimetridir. Öğretimsel karar verme (%67,4) ve 
pedagojik akıl yürütme (%58,1) alanyazında baskın konumdadır. Bu durum, öğretmen bilişi 
geleneğinin planlamayı yapılandırılmış bir mesleki karar verme süreci olarak ele alan tarihsel 
ağırlığını yansıtmaktadır. 

Buna karşılık motivasyonel yönelimler çalışmaların yalnızca %23,3’ünde ele alınmış, 
öğretmen inançları ise birincil odak olarak yalnızca %4,7 oranında incelenmiştir. Öğretmen 
etkenliği ve anlam kurma daha orta düzeyde temsil edilmekle birlikte, kuramsal çerçeve olarak 
kullanımları sınırlı kalmaktadır. Bu bulgu, alanyazında bilişsel karar alma çekirdeği ile 
motivasyonel ve muhakemeye dayalı boyutlar arasında yapısal bir dengesizliğe işaret 
etmektedir. 

Yöntemsel açıdan nitel çalışmalar (%60,5) baskın olup, bunu karma yöntem (%25,6) ve nicel 
çalışmalar (%14,0) izlemektedir. Araştırma sonuçları büyük ölçüde betimleyici ve açıklayıcı 
niteliktedir (%74,5). Buna karşılık gelişimsel (%14,0) ve değerlendirici (%11,6) çalışmaların sınırlı 
olması, alanın müdahale ve dönüşüm süreçlerini açıklama kapasitesini kısıtlamaktadır. 

Tematik analiz sonucunda üç temel bulgu ortaya çıkmıştır: 

1. Öğretim planlaması öğretmenin bilgi, deneyim ve pedagojik muhakemesini birlikte 
kullanmasını gerektiren mesleki bir karar verme sürecidir. 
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2. Planlama öğretmenin programla yorumlayıcı ve muhakemeye dayalı bir ilişki kurduğu bir 
süreçtir 

3. Öğretmenin anlama sürecindeki düşünsel etkinliği, bireysel bir özellikten ziyade bağlamsal 
koşullar içinde şekillenen bir kapasitedir. 

Tartışma 

ÖDÖP Çerçevesi’nin temel kuramsal katkısı, öğretim planlaması alanyazınının kuramsal 
açıdan tutarlı ancak alanda önemli olan diğer kuramlar açısından eksik olduğunu ortaya 
koymasıdır. Bu çalışmada üretilen kavramsal çerçeve (ÖDÖP), planlamanın bilişsel boyutlarını 
dışlamadan, bunları motivasyonel, muhakemeye dayalı ve bağlamsal boyutlarla ilişkisel bir 
bütün içinde yeniden konumlandırmaktadır. 

Anlam kurma yapısı, bilişsel ve muhakemeye dayalı gelenekler arasında köprü kuran temel 
yapı olarak öne çıkmaktadır. Bu yapı, öğretmenlerin yalnızca neyi planladıklarını değil, programı 
nasıl yorumladıklarını ve bağlamsal olarak nasıl yeniden anlamlandırdıklarını açıklamada 
merkezi bir rol oynamaktadır. 

Türkiye bağlamında yürütülen çalışmaların oluşturduğu alt küme (n = 8), bu kuramsal 
çerçevenin açıklayıcılığını test eden önemli bir karşılaştırmalı veri seti sunmaktadır. Merkezi 
eğitim programı sistemlerinde gözlenen uyum odaklı planlama eğilimleri, bireysel öğretmen 
kapasitesinden ziyade etkenlik ve motivasyonu sınırlayan yapısal koşulların bir sonucu olarak 
ortaya çıkmaktadır. Bununla birlikte, müdahale çalışmalarının bulguları bu eğilimlerin eğitsel 
olarak dönüştürülebilir olduğunu göstermektedir. 

Sonuç ve Öneriler  

Bu sistematik analiz, öğretim planlaması alanının yapısal özelliklerini ortaya koymaktadır. 
Alan güçlü bir bilişsel karar verme çekirdeğine sahip olmakla birlikte, motivasyonel ve 
muhakemeye dayalı boyutlar açısından önemli boşluklar içermektedir. Ayrıca alanyazının 
betimleyici ağırlıklı yapısı, gelecekteki araştırmalar için gelişimsel ve müdahale temelli 
çalışmaların öncelikli olması gerektiğini göstermektedir. 

Öğretmen eğitimi açısından, planlama öğretiminin yalnızca bilişsel ve prosedürel boyutlara 
odaklanması yeterli değildir. Bunun yerine, öğretmen adaylarının inançlarını sorgulayan, 
motivasyonlarını geliştiren ve muhakemeye dayalı planlama süreçlerine aktif katılımını 
destekleyen bütüncül yaklaşımlara ihtiyaç vardır. 

Merkezi programa dayalı sistemlerde gözlenen uyum odaklı planlama eğilimi, bireysel 
yetersizlikten çok yönetişim yapılarının bir sonucudur. Bu nedenle politika düzeyinde yapılacak 
düzenlemelerin, öğretmenlere gerçek anlamda muhakeme ve yorumlama alanı tanıyacak 
şekilde tasarlanması gerekmektedir. ÖDÖP Çerçevesi, öğretim planlamasını çok boyutlu ve 
ilişkisel bir uygulama olarak inceleyen yeni araştırmalar için kavramsal bir temel sunmaktadır. 
Ancak sentez aşamasında geliştirilen kuramsal bir model olması nedeniyle, yapılar arasındaki 
ilişkilerin gelecekte yapılacak yeni araştırmalarla sınanması önerilebilir. 


