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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
This study introduces a comprehensive learning-to-teach (LTT) framework Received 11 August 2023
that incorporates three previously unconnected domains: teaching Accepted 8 March 2025
approaches, teacher intentions, and self-perceived instructional impact.

The framework is used in research that was conducted in a Finnish T .

. R . . eacher knowledge; student
comprehensive school setting involving 45 student teachers (STs) teachers; qualitative
during their practicum. STs’ critical teaching incidents and stimulated research; teacher education;
recall interviews (f=90) were analyzed through the three LTT domains. teacher effectiveness
The results revealed four key LTT patterns: effective curriculum portrayal
through direct teaching approaches, difficulties in student behavior
management with one-way teaching approaches, and mixed outcomes
in student participation and personal needs accommodation through
multi-way direct teaching approach. The study offers insights into
diverse LTT patterns. It underscores that STs demonstrate potential in
employing interactive direct teaching approach, whereas greater
emphasis should be placed on classroom management when using
constructivist teaching approaches. The LTT framework is suggested as
a promising tool to enhance STs' learning to teach.

KEYWORDS

1. Introduction

During teacher education, student teachers (STs) should acquire various competencies - that is,
knowledge bases and skills - that are required to perform practical teaching work in schools
(Ball & Forzani, 2009). Yet teacher education programs have been criticized for their too abstract
content and inadequacies in preparing STs to deal with everyday practical situations in teaching
(Loughran, 2019). Moreover, it is increasingly highlighted that the most important source of tea-
chers’ learning is their first hand teaching experience although it is insufficiently analyzed in the
pre-service teaching context (Goldhaber et al., 2022).

Recent developments in research on teacher education have also suggested that in addition to
being trained in specific teaching skills, STs should learn to analyze the relationship between teacher
actions and student learning (Hiebert et al., 2007; Yeh & Santagata, 2015). The deliberate analysis of
teaching may help ST’ to better establish thoughtful patterns of action in their classrooms; this can,
in turn, lead to the development of effective teaching practices through cumulated in-service
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teaching experience. However, the deliberate analysis of teaching has not been explicitly integrated
with other teacher knowledge domains that are critical to STs’ learning, and thus, we aim to fill this
gap.

Based on a close reading and analysis of the teacher education literature, we conceptualize a
specific learning-to-teach (LTT) framework in this study, which comprises three LTT domains:
teaching approaches, teacher intentions, and self-perceived instructional impact. These three sep-
arate but interconnected LTT domains can be recognized in previous research (e.g., Hiebert et al,,
2007; Kennedy, 2016; Pitkdniemi, 2009); however, the interrelationships of the three complemen-
tary domains have not been examined in tandem. We consequently lack a clear view of the different
teaching approaches in STs’ practices, how ST’ teaching approaches link with critical teacher inten-
tions, and the kind of impacts that STs perceive in the teaching approaches they reflect upon. By
bringing the LTT domains together, teacher educators can better assist STs in both the development
of their classroom practices and the enrichment of the educational objectives and concerns under-
lying these practices.

The purpose of this study is to elaborate the theoretical framework of LTT and apply it in the quali-
tative exploration STs practicum experiences. We first reconceptualize the LTT framework by
defining the three LTT domains and their conceptual relationships. We then employ the three
domains in the analysis of critical teaching incidents elicited during Finnish STs’ practicum experi-
ences. The qualitative patterns based on these three LTT domains are then described and discussed.

2. Theoretical framework

We link the three domains and their significance in LTT as follows: First, teaching approaches refer
to the teachers’ practical arrangements of students’ study activities in classrooms and thus are at the
heart of didactic organization in teacher’s work (cf., Pitkdniemi, 2009). Thus, they work as a starting
point for analyzing STs’ LTT. Second, teacher intentions comprise the various objectives and con-
cerns that underlie teaching approaches. As teaching approaches can be seen as tools that teachers
use to accomplish specific purposes in the classroom, they should be connected with ST’s teacher
intentions. Third, self-perceived instructional impact means teacher’s own observations and
interpretations of the outcomes of teaching approaches, e.g., how effectively a teaching approach
promoted student learning. STs’ own appraisals of their instructional impacts prepares STs to
adapt and modify their teaching approaches in their particular classroom contexts.

2.1. Teaching approaches

According to Fenstermacher and Soltis (2009), teaching approaches form a unique key aspect of
teachers’ work and teaching competence. By enacting different teaching approaches, teachers
deal with curricular substance to advance their students’ learning (Fenstermacher & Soltis, 2009;
Gage, 2009; Sato, 2014). Teaching approaches are teachers’ relatively comprehensive ways to
organize students’ study activities in a given situation. Thus, they can include several individual
tasks, teaching techniques and activities (Tiilikainen et al., 2019a). Due to their essential role in tea-
chers’ everyday work, teaching approaches are also central to STs  learning. Still, teaching
approaches are explored to a surprisingly limited extent in STs’ practice. Researchers have referred
to teaching approaches using a variety of terms, such as instructional practices and strategies (Lam
& Kember, 2006), teaching methods (Struyven et al., 2010), teacher beliefs (Fives et al., 2015), and
teaching models (Pitkdniemi, 2009). This conceptual variety partly reflects the broader issue con-
cerning the relationship between teacher action and teacher thinking (Clark & Peterson, 1986; Gito-
mer & Zisk, 2015; Good & Lavigne, 2018).

Based on some conceptualizations (e.g., Fenstermacher & Soltis, 2009; Prosser & Trigwell, 2014),
teaching approaches include both teacher thoughts and classroom practices, whereas other models
(e.g., Gage, 2009; Pitkdniemi, 2009) refer primarily to teachers’ observable actions (cf., Clark &
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Peterson, 1986). In this study, we suggest the conceptualization of teaching approaches solely in
terms of observable teaching activities, while the two other LTT domains are allocated to capture
teachers thinking. This distinction helps us to avoid the conceptual confusion between teacher
action and teacher thinking and then connect them.

Previous research has often dealt with teaching approaches in terms of the dichotomy between
student-centered or constructivist approaches on the one hand and teacher-centered or transmis-
sionist approaches on the other (Fives et al., 2015). Several studies have utilized the divide between
teacher-focused and student-focused teaching approaches to analyze teaching in higher education
contexts (Prosser & Trigwell, 2014), although this conceptualization of teaching approaches has
recently been challenged as being too dichotomous (Cao et al., 2019). The challenges regarding
the dichotomous split have also been recognized in research on school teaching (Fives et al.,
2015). First, the definition of teaching approaches has been unclear and has often failed to differ-
entiate between learning principles and specific teaching approaches. Additionally, the complexities
and flexible combinations of teaching approaches (Darling-Hammond, 2008; Goodwin, 2013) have
not been sufficiently explored.

To respond to the need for a more dynamic classification of teaching approaches, we divide them
not only into two main categories, but also into their combinations. We conceptualize the two main
teaching approaches as direct and constructivist (cf. Gage, 2009; Good & Lavigne, 2018; see also
Sato, 2014). We then modify and apply Pitkdniemi’s (2009) conception of the one-way and
multi-way variants of teaching approaches, adding intermediate (multi-way) approaches that are
combinations of the main (one-way) approaches. In one-way direct teaching, the teacher strongly
regulates the classroom activities and guides the students’ attention. In multi-way direct teaching,
the teacher plays a leading role in regulating the classroom activities but does so in clearly interac-
tive ways that enable student participation to be highlighted. One-way constructivist teaching sig-
nifies the opposite approach to one-way direct teaching; here, students are highly responsible for
progressing their learning activities either individually or cooperatively. Finally, compared to
multi-way direct teaching, multi-way constructivist teaching expresses interactive elements in the
opposite direction: student-regulated learning activities work as a starting point, but this is followed
by clear teacher intervention that alters the course of classroom activities.

2.2. Teacher intentions

The second domain in our LTT framework is teacher intentions. Teacher intentions refer to the
different educational purposes and goals embedded in teachers’ practice (Kennedy, 2005, 2016)
and, in our framework, in the enactment of teaching approaches. Teacher intentions signify that
observable practice is not sufficient to capture the skills needed in LTT but that teaching practices
can only be properly understood with reference to the goals that a teacher attempts to achieve through
them. This is in line with the recent teacher education literature that emphasizes the need to explore
teacher thinking in the context of teaching practice (Ball & Forzani, 2009) and attempts to map out
the instructional core practices (Grossman, 2018) that penetrate teachers’ work.

We suggest that the definitions of core practices often include both the activity and the intention
behind it, whereas teacher intentions refer to core practice minus the activity. Take an enthusiastic
teacher presentation, for example. We could refer to the whole incident by saying that the teacher is
motivating her students (core practice: both the activity and the intention included). Or, we could
say that the teacher is using a presentation method to motivate her students (activity and intention
distinguished). Now, if we leave the activity out from the latter description altogether, we have a
specific teacher intention left (i.e., motivating the students in this second sense). In our LTT frame-
work, we first distinguish between the teaching activity and teacher thinking to later interconnect
them; thus, the concept of teacher intentions better suits our analysis.

Teacher intentions are part of the pedagogical reasoning that, according to Loughran (2019),
forms the foundations of teachers’ professional knowledge. Pedagogical reasoning enables teachers
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to not only plan their classroom actions purposefully but to also elaborate on their accumulating
teaching experience and learn from it effectively (Loughran, 2019). Teacher intentions help teachers
to ground their choices (e.g., selecting a proper teaching approach) in the requirements of teaching
situations (e.g., paying attention to students’ needs). Through the explication and development of
teacher intentions, STs can be guided to use teaching approaches in reasoned and purposeful ways
(Kennedy, 2016). While the different teaching approaches can each be seen to have particular edu-
cational potential, it is the teacher intentions that help to actualize this potential in each given case
(Tiilikainen et al., 2019b).

Kennedy (2005) has paid attention to two interesting features of teacher intentions. First, tea-
chers’ intentions may differ from those of school reformers. When developing teachers’ teaching
approaches, teacher educators and school reformers should be aware of the intentions that the tea-
chers themselves have in regard to their teaching approaches (e.g., maintaining a proper activity
flow in the classroom). Second, while the complexity of teaching is likely to trigger a range of inten-
tions in teachers’ actions, the different intentions may conflict with each other (e.g., increasing stu-
dent motivation could add unwanted classroom management concerns) (Kennedy, 2005). This
implies that STs should learn to balance their teaching approaches so that a proper relative weight
can be given to each intention (Kennedy, 2016).

Kennedy (2016) has recognized five teacher intentions that are embedded in teachers’ practice:
portraying the curriculum, enlisting student participation, exposing student thinking, containing
student behavior, and accommodating both students’ and teacher’s personal needs. Apart from
the works of Kennedy (2005, 2016) in the context of in-service teaching, studies examining teacher
intentions have remained scarce. Moreover, studies employing the pivotal framework of Kennedy
to examine STs’ teacher intentions are lacking.

2.3. Self-perceived instructional impact

The third domain in our LTT framework is self-perceived instructional impact. A topical issue in
research on learning and instruction has been the detection of the teaching approaches that have the
greatest impact on student learning (Hattie, 2007; Kirschner et al., 2006; Tobias & Dufty, 2009).
Accordingly, during their initial teacher preparation, STs should be guided to engage in effective
teaching behaviors (de Vries et al., 2015). However, the philosophy of teaching influence highlights
the dilemmatic nature of teaching outcomes: A causal relation between teaching and learning exists,
but it is always mediated through student response and is open in this sense (Biesta, 2013; Kiveld &
Siljander, 2013). Teaching does not necessarily lead to student learning.

Several authors also highlight that instructional design research does not yield definitive sol-
utions for teachers to adopt but, rather, call for teachers’ own decision-making (Good & Lavigne,
2018; Hattie, 2007). In this scenario, teachers should ultimately monitor and analyze their instruc-
tional impact. This enables the teachers themselves to establish valid theories of action that are suit-
able for their own classrooms (City et al., 2009; Hiebert et al., 2007; Sun & van Es, 2015).

Hiebert et al. (2007) constructed a conceptual framework that aimed to cultivate LTT by guiding
the STs to analyze the causal relationships between teacher action and student learning in real-life
classroom settings. The model suggests that STs’ perception of instructional impact comprises the
anticipation, enactment, appraisal, and improvement of the instructional impact. In this study, we
draw on a more overall and self-perceived instructional impact that refers to STs’ experiences in
advancing their particular teaching intentions through different teaching approaches. Our notion
of the self-perceived instructional impact covers all the stages suggested by Hiebert et al. (2007),
but it mostly concerns observing and appraising the impact of a teaching approach. While advan-
cing improvements in teaching, it is important to focus on the perceived impacts on the instruc-
tional core that captures the essential parties of teaching (Allas et al., 2020; Chazan et al., 2016;
City et al., 2009; Mannikké & Husu, 2018; Stenberg et al., 2014). The instructional core as
implemented in this study is presented in Figure 1 below.
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TEACHER(s)

Curricular
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Pedagogical

impact - -
Didactical

impact

STUDENT(s)  Studyingand SUBSTANCE(s)
learning

Figure 1. Self-perceived instructional impact within the instructional core (the instructional core, see e.g., Allas et al., 2020).

First, the instructional impact can take place in the social interaction between the students and
the teacher (pedagogical impact). Second, the impact can also situate in the relationship between the
teacher and the curricular substance of the teaching (curricular impact). Third, the instructional
impact can meld the previous two impacts by taking place between the teacher’s teaching activities
and the students’ learning (didactical impact). Figuring out the positioning of the instructional
impact vis-a-vis that of the instructional core is helpful when making appropriate adjustments to
teaching approaches.

3. Research aim and questions

To explore the qualities of STs’ LTT patterns, the empirical part of this study explores critical inci-
dent data elicited from the STs” practicum experiences, a vital phase in pre-service teacher edu-
cation. The following two research questions were set to guide the empirical investigation:

(RQ1) How are the three LTT domains (i.e., teaching approaches, teacher intentions, and self-perceived
instructional impacts) embedded in STs’ reflections during their teaching practice?

(RQ2) What kind of LTT patterns are emphasized in STs’ reflections on their teaching practice, that is, how
are the three LTT domains interlinked?

Answering these questions can glean insights to enhance teacher education programs, especially in
their practice-based contexts, and better equip ST's for their forthcoming teacher roles. Identifying
teaching patterns of the four major LTT domains illuminates what kind of teaching strategies ST's
demonstrate most potential, as well as where STs need more assistance from teacher educators.

4, Methods
4.1. The research context

The study was conducted in a Finnish comprehensive school context. In Finland, teachers are
granted broad professional freedom in their teaching; this is intended to empower teachers to
make autonomous and reflective judgments regarding their school teaching (Tirri, 2014). The
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Finnish teacher education system is exceptional by international comparison: Teacher education
takes place in university-based programs so that teachers who work at the primary level and
above graduate with master’s degrees. The aim of this academic education is to equip teachers
with research skills and a reflective orientation, both of which are seen to contribute to their ped-
agogical reasoning (Tirri, 2014).

The STs carried out their practicums at a research-intensive university-based teacher training
school, and the aim was to connect teaching practice with theoretical studies. During the study,
the more common reflective practices, such as collaborative planning, post-lesson feedback, and
portfolio writing, were enhanced using the oral reflection part of the procedure of guided reflection
(Allas et al., 2017, 2020; Husu et al., 2008, see Appendix 1). The aim of the guided reflection pro-
cedure is to support STs’ construction of teachers’ practical knowledge by increasing the reflective
focus with carefully delineated critical incidents. The procedure involved the use of critical videoed
critical incidents selected by the ST from their lesson as the basis for reflection (Husu et al., 2008).
The recorded critical incidents were then reflected on with supervisors and/or peers with the help of
a thematic discussion template (Appendix 2).

4.2. Data elicitation

The qualitative data consisted of 45 STs’ critical incidents (f=90) that were videoed and selected
during the STs teaching practicums, as well as stimulated recall (STR) interviews (Calderhead,
1981) related to the critical incidents. The STs were Finnish pre-service primary school teachers
(n=41) and pre-service subject teachers (n=4). Some pre-service class teachers were minoring
in subject studies, and all the participating pre-service subject teachers were minoring in primary
school teacher studies. The STs were carrying out their studies in different phases (bachelor’s
and master’s programs) and in the contexts of their specific practicum curricula.

The first and last author organized a conference, where the STs were informed about the present
research. The STs’ participation was voluntary; they could contact the researchers if they were will-
ing to participate in the project as a part of their practicum and professional learning. Similarly,
conferences were organized for the supervising teachers, where they were informed about the pro-
ject. The participated STs gave their informed consent.

For the video recording, the participating STs were instructed to choose a lesson that coincides
with their own learning goals as teachers. Thereafter, the STs were asked to select two incidents -
one empowering and one challenging - from the videoed lessons. The critical incidents were then
reflected on with supervisors and/or peers in STR interviews. Most of the supervisors were school-
based mentor teachers and some supervisors were faculty members. Supervisors’ role was to lead
the discussions and help STs to notice important aspects in recorded critical incidents. Some ST's
proceeded relatively independently in their reflection, whereas in some discussions supervisor’s
role was more emphasized. The participants followed a thematic discussion template consisting
of opening questions that guided participants’ reflection (Appendix 2). The guiding questions
focused on STs’ and students’ actions during the critical incident, and especially on causal relations
between them. STs were guided to provide explanations and reasons for their actions. The partici-
pants could follow the discussion template in rather flexible ways, for example by asking follow-ups
and providing additional viewpoints.

4.3. Data analysis

We used holistic units of analysis (Miles et al., 2014) that do not split the data into small sequences.
This allowed us to create an overall picture of the data (Miles et al., 2014). The holistic units were as
follows. To identify the STs’ teaching approaches, we handled each critical incident (f=90) as a
single unit of analysis. To recognize the STs’ teacher intentions and self-perceived instructional
impact, we interpreted each transcribed STR interview (f=90) as a whole.
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The holistic units enabled us to apply multidimensional simultaneous coding (Saldafa, 2009),
where a same unit could be categorized from multiple perspectives while preserving mutually exclu-
sive codes (i.e., as the codes represented different dimensions, they did not overlap). Thereby, each
of the 90 critical incidents was categorized from the three viewpoints presented in the LTT frame-
work: teaching approach, teacher intention, and self-perceived instructional impact (see Table 1). In
our holistic coding, only one code per each LTT-dimension (teaching approach, teacher intention,
self-perceived instructional impact) was assigned to each critical incident and associated STR-inter-
view (Table 1).

The coding was conducted using abductive content analysis (Timmermans & Tavory, 2012), so
that theory-driven coding categories were adopted, but the categories were modified when needed
to fit the data. The coding was based on the transcribed STR interviews, and the lesson videos were
also consulted to identify STs’ teaching approaches. Following the logic of our LTT framework and
the research questions, the coding proceeded in two major stages. We first categorized the individ-
ual LTT domains and then explored the comprehensive LTT patterns by linking the LTT domains
together.

In the coding of the LTT domains, we first applied our classification of one and two way direct
and constructivist teaching (see also Pitkdniemi, 2009) to the critical incidents. This enabled us to
identify STs’ teaching approaches.

Table 1. Examples of data analysis (adapted and edited from original coding sheet in Microsoft Excel).

3a
Instructional 3b
Critical impact Instructional
incident (Perception: impact
(student Summary of the 1 Teaching 2 Teacher Effective / (Instructional
teacher) critical incident approach intention Ineffective) Core Relation) 4 LTT Pattern

ST1 Some students in  Constructivist ~ Containing Ineffective Pedagogical Struggling to
the small-group (1-way) student organize social
are not working behavior learning
but are
misorienting and
talking about
irrelevant topics
regardless of STs
instructions.

ST3 ST provides an Direct (2-way)  Portraying Effective Didactical Promoting and
answer and curriculum sharing
explanation to student insight
one student and
as a result
another student
also gains
insight.

ST3 ST does not Direct (2-way) Accommodating Ineffective Pedagogical Compromising
manage to look personal needs care
after and help an (student)
attention-
seeking student
during
independent
seat-work.

ST43 ST succeeds to Direct (2-way)  Enlisting student  Effective Didactical Getting students
engage students participation engaged in
by questioning, instructional
giving enough discussion
wait time, and
involving them
to blackboard
writing.

’
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Kennedy’s (2016) model was modified and applied to the STR data to recognize STs teacher
intentions. Kennedy’s (2016) model was modified to fit in our data so that portraying curriculum
and exposing student thinking were integrated into a single coding category. This was because we
interpreted exposing student thinking to be a part of the larger category of portraying curriculum;
exposing student thinking did not warrant its own separate category based on our data.

Self-perceived instructional impacts were assessed based on STR data. We first coded self-per-
ceived instructional impact into effective and ineffective categories based on the STs’ general apprai-
sal of their success in the incident. Second, we specified self-perceived instructional impact by
coding it according to the instructional core (pedagogical, didactical and curricular impact).

Next, we used data quantification and summary matrices to relate teaching approaches, inten-
tions, and perceived impacts with each other (Miles et al., 2014). With the help of the summary
matrices, we analyzed what kind of LTT patterns were emphasized in the data - that is, what
kind of teaching approaches were most frequently associated with particular teacher intentions
and self-perceived instructional impacts. This phase yielded four key LTT patterns that are reported
in the results.

Finally, we used data reduction (Miles et al., 2014) and continued working exclusively with the
four key LTT patterns (60 critical incidents in this stage). The four main LTT patterns were grouped
based on combinations of LTT domains they represented, and as for instructional impact, both
effectiveness and positioning on the instructional core were considered. More data-driven cat-
egories were constructed within each four LTT pattern, thus characterizing the critical qualities
of the LTT patterns in more detail.

Working within interpretive research and with experiential (“soft”) data aiming at theory con-
struction, the verification strategies of saturation, methodological cohesion, and theoretical coher-
ence were used (Morse, 2018). The data and coding template were shared between the authors to
discuss the analytical choices. While the first author performed the coding, the coding categories
were discussed within the author team (cf. Saldafia, 2009). In addition, the theoretical coherence
of the category system was considered.

5. Results
5.1. LTT domains in STs’ teaching practice

We begin by describing how the individual LTT domains were represented in ST’ critical incidents.
These results are summarized in Table 2. Next, each LTT domain (teaching approaches, teacher
intentions, and self-perceived instructional impact) is addressed in turn.

5.1.1. Teaching approaches used in STs’ teaching practice
Direct teaching approaches were emphasized in STs’ critical incidents. In fact, as Table 2 shows, the
one - and multi-way variants of direct teaching covered more than two-thirds of the critical inci-
dents. The STs’ most commonly reflected teaching approach was multi-way direct teaching (43%).
Consequently, the STs tended to adopt a rather active teacher role in orienting students’ attention
and learning, but they did this in interactive ways. Typical examples of multi-way direct teaching
were instructional discussions and questioning methods. The multi-way direct teaching also
included guiding students’ seatwork, during which the students practiced a skill after the STs’ pro-
vided a demonstration and instructions. In one-way direct teaching (34% of the incidents), there was
greater emphasis on the elements of explicit instruction, such as presentations and demonstrations.
Typical cases included presentations and demonstrations by the STs. These one-way direct teaching
incidents often occurred when the STs instructed the students regarding their tasks.
Constructivist teaching approaches — both the one - and multi-way variants — were represented
in about a quarter of the STs critical incidents (23%). One-way constructivist teaching (17%)
included the facilitation of students’ work in collaborative small groups. In these incidents, the
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Table 2. The manifestation of the LTT in STs' critical teaching incidents (90 in total).

Self-perceived
instructional impact

Teaching approach (f, %) Teacher intention (f) Effective (f) Ineffective (f)
Direct teaching, one-way (teacher — students) 31/90 (34%) Portraying the curriculum: 12 9 3
Enlisting student participation: 4 1 3
Containing student behavior: 13 4 9
Accommodating personal needs: 0 2
2
Direct teaching, multi-way (teacher « students) 39/90 (43%)  Portraying the curriculum: 16 13 3
Enlisting student participation: 7 5
12
Containing student behavior: 4 1 3
Accommodating personal needs: 5 2
7
Constructivist teaching, one-way (students — students) 15/90  Portraying the curriculum: 1 0 1
(17%)
Enlisting student participation: 2 1 1
Containing student behavior: 11 1 10
Accommodating personal needs: 0 1
1
Constructivist teaching, multi-way (students < teacher) 5/90  Portraying the curriculum: 2 2 0
(6%)
Enlisting student participation: 1 1 0
Containing student behavior: 2 0 2
Accommodating personal needs: 0 0

0

students’ responsibility for progressing the learning task was emphasized. Interestingly, multi-way
constructivist teaching (6%) was the least represented approach. These incidents included STs’ inter-
ventions in student-regulated tasks and scaffolding, such as just-in-time explanations in small
groups. In addition, multi-way constructivist teaching was identified in a case in which an ST sig-
nificantly changed his music lesson plan based on student initiative. When one student asked if the
class could try playing the trumpet, the ST circulated the trumpet so that the students could try
playing it.

5.1.2. Teacher intentions in STs’ teaching practice

Teacher intentions referred to different educational concerns and purposes when STs reflected
on their critical incidents. Portraying the curriculum was the most expressed teacher intention
(34%). This teacher intention was mostly concerned with student learning. Typically, with regard
to this intention, the STs strongly reflected student learning in relation to their own attempts at
teaching.

Containing student behavior was also a frequently expressed teacher intention (33%). This tea-
cher intention dealt with the different classroom management concerns that emerged during STs’
teaching. The intention to contain appropriate student behavior included attempts to get students’
attention and to do so throughout the teaching activity.

Enlisting student participation as a teacher intention was expressed in about one-fifth of the criti-
cal incidents (21%). In these cases, the STs were most concerned about student motivation, as well
as their own role in ensuring that the students were engaged with the tasks. The intention to enlist
student participation focused on both the engagement of the whole group and on the motivation of
individual students.

The least expressed teacher intention was accommodating personal needs (11%). This intention
touched on the STs’ concerns regarding well-being in the classroom in different ways; in most cases,
the STs” intentions were to support their students’ well-being, but in some cases, the STs also
reflected on their own well-being as teachers.
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5.1.3. Self-perceived instructional impact in STs’ teaching practice
The third and final domain in LTT was STs’ perception of the outcome of their teaching. The per-
ceived impact was set as dichotomous: half of the incidents represented impacts that were perceived
as effective, while the other half included incidents that were perceived as ineffective (Tables 2 and
3). To specify the nature of impacts that the STs perceived in their teaching practice, perceived
impacts were situated on the three different relational aspects of the instructional core (Table 3).
As shown in Table 3, most of the instructional impacts perceived by the ST's took place within
pedagogical and didactical relations. The pedagogical impacts focused on the personal side of teach-
ing, covering the social relationship between the teacher and the students. Some impacts were more
closely related to the didactical encounters wherein the STs reflected on their organization of the
teaching substance to advance their students’ learning. Finally, only in some incidents did the per-
ceived impact focus more exclusively on the relationship between the teacher and the content - that
is, the teachers’ vision of selecting and transforming the teaching substance itself. Even in these
cases, however, the impact was discussed in rather close association with classroom interaction.
Interestingly, the majority of the pedagogical impacts were perceived as ineffective. This means
that most of the challenges faced by the STs usually took place during their personal encounters
with the students. The opposite trend was found in the perceived didactical impacts: The STs
experienced mainly successful outcomes in regard to guiding students’ learning of curricular
substance.

5.2. LTT patterns in STs’ teaching practice

Next, we describe what kind of LTT patterns ultimately emerged from the STs’ teaching practice
when the individual LTT domains (teaching approaches, teacher intentions, and self-perceived
instructional impact) were linked with each other. Based on the frequencies showing the co-occur-
rences between the LTT domains in Table 2, four major LTT patterns emerged. These four LTT
patterns and their critical qualities are shown in Table 4.

The four emphasized patterns positioned on didactical and pedagogical relations in the instruc-
tional core and were conceptualized accordingly (two didactical and two pedagogical patterns). In
what follows, each LTT pattern is described and illustrated in turn.

5.2.1. Didactical pattern 1: effective portrayal of the curriculum through direct teaching

In this pattern, the STs reflected in various ways on how they succeeded in supporting their stu-
dents’ learning of curricular content. The pattern includes both one — and multi-way direct teaching
approaches. In these cases, the STs perceived mostly effective impacts in supporting student learn-
ing (Table 4). This LTT pattern comprised three specific qualities: instructing with clarity, promot-
ing and sharing student insight, and framing and reviewing learning content (Table 4).

A number of incidents included STs’ perceptions of having succeeded in instructing with clarity.
Typically through one-way direct teaching - that is, different kinds of teacher presentations — the
STs managed to provide the students with tangible instructions regarding how to proceed in their
learning. The following fragments illustrate an ST’s success in portraying the curriculum through
one-way direct teaching, with the resulting impact of instructing with clarity (the hyphens indicate
parts in the transcript that have been omitted in the citation):

Table 3. The positioning of STs’ self-perceived instructional impacts on the instructional core.

Pedagogical impact Didactical impact Curricular impact Total
Effective 14 29 2 45
Ineffective 29 14 2 45

TOTAL 43 43 4 90
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Table 4. STs' LTT patterns and their critical qualities.

Didactical pattern 1: Effective portrayal of curriculum through direct teaching
¢ Instructing with clarity

* Promoting and sharing student insight
o Succeeding in framing and reviewing content

Pedagogical pattern 1: Ineffective containment of student behavior during one-way teaching
o Struggling to prepare students for a task

« Struggling to organize social learning

Didactical pattern 2: Mixed effects in enlisting student participation through multi-way direct teaching
e Getting students to engage in instructional discussion

e Struggling to get students to engage in instructional discussion

Pedagogical pattern 2: Mixed effects in accommodating personal needs through multi-way direct teaching
o Prioritizing care

o Compromising care

ST: Okay. What’s going on in the situation? What do I see and hear? Well, I selected this incident
because I think I had projected clear and concise instructions with the document camera, and
I'm also supporting the instructions with my speech. - - -

Supervisor:  Yeah, you should rhythm your speech clearly, as you are doing in the incident.

ST: Yeah.

Supervisor: It was already present in your instructions. It is clear, and each step is small enough. - - -

ST: I think it matches well with what third-graders can manage. I mean they are receiving both ver-
bal and written instructions. Sometimes we have only one of them. But we often have them
both. Then you can just say “Look from there” (points toward the document camera).

The above example is related to the ST’s use of teacher presentation to instruct on a task. The ST
perceives that her presentation of the task was effective due to the combined use of verbal and writ-
ten instructions. The supervising teacher agrees with this and forms a general principle from the
ST’s experience: The combined use of verbal and written instructions makes it possible to refer
to the instructions later and ensure students’ progress in the task.

The second critical quality in pattern 1 was sharing and promoting student insight. Typically through
different kinds of interactive direct teaching arrangements (multi-way), the STs perceived that they suc-
ceeded in helping students to support their comprehension of the topic at hand. These incidents often
went beyond ensuring students’ understanding of what to do, extending toward deeper student
interpretations of the learning topic. Even in the cases in which instructions were provided, highly inter-
active teaching elements were introduced; these included letting the students contribute to the instruc-
tions, followed by the STs summarizing the students’ contributions. The most typical cases regarding
the promotion of student insight covered successful instructional discussion and questioning episodes
wherein teacher-led whole-group activities were enriched by student contributions, such as questions.

The third and least represented quality in LTT pattern 1 was framing and reviewing learning con-
tent. Whereas the preceding two qualities concerned directing students’ ongoing learning tasks, this
third quality focused on the very beginning and end of the teaching-learning process. One of the
incidents concerned successful communication of the taken perspective in the history unit to the
students (European perspective on historical innovations). Other incidents represented the oppo-
site end of the teaching continuum: The STs experienced effective impacts in reviewing students’
learning tasks and outcomes. These incidents could either finalize the perceived impact (reviewing
the learning outcomes) or lead to the next teaching unit (reviewing the learning outcomes and then
moving on to the framing of the next sequence).
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5.2.2. Pedagogical pattern 1: ineffective containment of student behavior during one-way
teaching

Containing student behavior mainly related to both forms of one-way teaching approaches
(one-way direct teaching and one-way constructivist teaching). This means that the most tea-
cher-directed and the student-directed approaches were likely to trigger classroom management
concerns. Furthermore, in both of these cases, the STs perceived mostly ineffective impacts in
regard to managing classrooms (Table 4). This LTT pattern embedded two typical impact qualities:
struggling to prepare students for a task and struggling to organize social learning (Table 4).

Struggling to prepare students for a task took place during the initiation stage of the learning
tasks. Here, the STs experienced challenges in getting their students’ attention when instructing
the task; this occurred most often in the context of one-way direct teaching. Whereas instructing
with clarity (impact quality in the previous LTT pattern) mostly concerned the cognitive aspects
of giving guidelines for a learning task, struggling to prepare students for a task entailed more affec-
tive drives and challenges. Here, creating classroom preconditions for successful learning activities
in the first place was at stake.

The second impact quality within this pattern was struggling to organize social learning. These
cases comprised highly social learning activities in the domain of one-way constructivist teaching.
The individual or cooperative student responsibility was greatly highlighted in these activities, with
the STs adopting a facilitating teacher role. In these incidents, the characteristic impact concerned
not only getting students’ initial attention but also maintaining it throughout the cooperative
activity. The following excerpt illustrates an incident in which an ST struggles to organize a social
small-group activity:

ST: The students did say the points aloud, but none of them was willing to write them down. And then
later, during the discussion, they were not consenting to tell the points. I just couldn’t manage my
small group. And then they began to tear the plastic bag. And just when the bag was about to
explode (slaps her hands together), I got the bag away from them.

Peer ST:  Well, there....

ST: I'm not sure ... Maybe you didn’t notice it?
Peer ST:  Well, I actually did ...
ST: And then they were shouting there, and I was saying, “Please, be quiet.” But somehow, I got myself

too much into the background, [and] I didn’t have enough authority to tell them to stop.

In the passage above, one ST is describing her struggle with the lesson to her peer ST. The STs had
divided their students into small groups that were examining different physical materials (such as
plastics). The ST expresses feelings of vulnerability because she could not manage her small group
and direct their schoolwork properly. The experienced exhaustion is explicit in the ST’s reflection.

5.2.3. Didactical pattern 2: mixed effects in enlisting student participation through
multi-way direct teaching

Enlisting student participation mostly related to multi-way direct teaching (Table 2). It was remark-
able that pattern 3 included both effective and ineffective instructional impacts (Table 4). Two criti-
cal impact qualities entailing a similar mechanism emerged, but the difference was based on
perceived efficacy: getting students involved in instructional discussion and struggling to get the stu-
dents to engage in instructional discussion (Table 4).

The characteristic classroom mechanism in this LTT pattern clearly revolves around whole-class
instructional discussions, and when perceived as effective, the impact quality manifested as getting
students involved in instructional discussions. A major concern for the STs was the extent to which
the students were participating in classroom dialogues. When the STs perceived effective impacts,
they paid attention to the even division of participation among the students; their own expressions
of enthusiasm; and physical expressions of student participation, such as showing answers with ges-
tures. Some perceptions extended the focus to the quality of the interactive discourse - for example,
the level of the questions, as well as the wait time provided during the discussion. The following
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fragments illustrate one ST’s success in enlisting student participation through multi-way direct
teaching:

Supervisor: ~ Okay. What do you see yourself doing in the situation?

ST: Well, I'm activating the students by using personalized questions. I'm trying to get the discus-
sion started and the students activated. - - -

Supervisor: ~ Well ... what do you see the students doing in the situation?

ST: Well, my questions are easy enough so that they, in a way, force every student to participate in
the discussion. And at some points, almost every student raised their hands. - - -

Supervisor: ~ Well ... what kind of teacher role is the situation related to?

ST: Well ... I think ... Well, it is clearly the teacher who is asking the questions and, in that way,
leading the discussion. But, on the other hand, the students are participating intensively so
that it is ... well yeah. It is teacher-led discussion in the sense that the teacher is managing
the situation, but at the same time, the students are active participants.

Supervisor:  Yeah.

In the above passages, the ST describes her intentions to awaken the students by asking them per-
sonally relevant questions. She thinks that the cognitive level of the questions was appropriate for
engaging the students in instructional discussion. Supported by the supervising teacher’s question,
the ST analyzes the situation, opining that she was actively leading the action but doing so in a way
that enabled the students to actively participate in the activity.

The second impact quality represented the opposite aspect of enlisting participation through
interactive direct teaching — that is, struggling to engage students in instructional discussion. In
these incidents, the STs perceived inadequate participation in the classroom dialogue. This per-
ceived challenge could concern the motivation of either the whole group or individual students.

5.2.4. Pedagogical pattern 2: mixed effects in accommodating personal needs through
multi-way direct teaching

Accommodating personal needs mostly related to multi-way direct teaching; it was also linked to
both effective and ineffective self-perceived impacts (Table 4). The crucial mechanism in this
LTT pattern was caring classroom encounters that divided the perceived impacts into optimizing
care and compromising care.

In most cases that shared this LTT pattern, the STs experienced success in optimizing care in the
classroom interaction. Essential in these incidents was the fact that the moral qualities of the
instructional impact were prioritized. The STs reflected on how they met the needs of individual
students during assignments by adjusting their manner of teaching according to the students’
specific situations. Moral and relational matters temporarily took precedence over other aspects
of the learning task. In one case, an ST reflected on how she had emotionally supported a student
who had given an incorrect answer to a question. Most cases took place during interactive direct
teaching when the ST was guiding the students’ seatwork.

When compromising care as an instructional impact was perceived, the STs’ reflective focus was
on the struggles they experienced vis-a-vis facing some individual students’ needs. The following
excerpt illustrates an incident in which an ST feels that she failed to accommodate her students’
personal needs during multi-way direct teaching:

ST: In a sense, this is a kind of basic moment in the lesson. I tried to give the homework, and cir-
culate in the classroom, and meet each student for the last time. But I find it very problematic
that it is the first time I am going to see Hannah.

Supervisor:  Yeah.

ST: I was very sorry about that. When I realized it, I somehow tried to compensate for it by praising
her, like “Oh you have done so much and worked so hard and quietly today ... You must have
been working hard” and so on. I mean, I just realized, Oh no! I haven’t gone to see Hannah at all
today! And what’s more, she is the one who would need all that support.

Supervisor: ~ Yeah. So, pretty easily those students who are quiet and hard-working ... they just ... become
ignored.
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In the above passage, which relates to the ST’s crafts lesson, the students are working independently
after the ST has presented the techniques that are required for the work. The ST reflects on the fact
that when circulating in the classroom, she accidentally left one of the students without sufficient
support. The ST describes her feelings and is especially sad because the specific student would have
needed all the support available.

6. Discussion

In this study, we constructed a novel framework to conceptualize STs’ learning by unifying three
previously scattered LTT domains: teaching approaches, teacher intentions, and self-perceived
instructional impact. We then applied these domains when analyzing the STs reflections on
their critical incidents that were elicited during their teaching practicums.

6.1. Theoretical implications

6.1.1. The LTT domains

In the analysis of teaching approaches in STs’ critical teaching incidents, we used a dynamic cat-
egorization that went beyond the dichotomous classifications of teaching approaches. We con-
ceptualized the teaching approaches in terms of direct teaching and constructivist teaching
(cf. Gage, 2009; Sato, 2014), and with the help of Pitkdniemi (2009), we added two intermediate
(multi-way) approaches that combine the main (one-way) approaches. The results showed that
direct teaching approaches were emphasized in the STs’ reflections. The STs seemed to experi-
ence direct teaching incidents as critical for their learning. This might be because making sense
of one’s identity as a teacher and taking care of instructional tasks and activities - the first two
stages of teacher development, as suggested by Fuller’s model (Conway & Clark, 2003) - charac-
terize STs early teaching experiences. What is more, when compared to constructivist teaching
episodes, direct teaching incidents may be easier for STs to recognize because the teacher’s role
is more visible.

Interestingly, multi-way direct teaching was the single most reflected teaching approach. This is
in line with Brophy’s (2006) notion that direct teaching in primary classrooms seldom shows up as
“lecturing” but, rather, as interactive presentations, discussions that include illustrative material,
and student practices that follow teachers’ explanations. Although constructivist teaching
approaches were considerably less reflected on by the STs, they were represented regardless.
One-way constructivist teaching was more prevalent than multi-way, indicating that when the
STs reflected the constructivist approaches, they typically focused on collaborative learning and
other highly student-centered activities.

In the analysis of the STs’ teacher intentions, we drew on the classifications by Kennedy (2005,
2016). The ST teacher intentions that were most referred to were portraying curriculum and con-
taining student behavior. These findings are in accordance with Kennedy (2005) in regard to in-ser-
vice teachers. Thus, covering the relevant content and minimizing disruptions seemed to emerge as
central concerns that already existed in the practicum classrooms.

Based on our research design, the effective and ineffective categories were used to classify the
self-perceived instructional impact. In addition, these two categories were further positioned on
different aspects of the instructional core (Allas et al., 2020; City et al., 2009; Stenberg et al.,
2014). The pedagogical and didactical impacts - that is, those that focus on teacher - student
relationships and practical organization of the content of instruction — were the two aspects that
were referred to most often by the STs. Moreover, 64% of the effective impacts were didactical
in nature, whereas 64% of the ineffective impacts took place within the pedagogical aspect. This
suggests that teacher — students relationships were perceived as more challenging compared to
the incidents in which the STs’ main concern related to supporting students’ learning. Moreover,
the impacts that focused exclusively on the selection of the teaching substance (i.e., curricular
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impact) were considerably less represented than pedagogical and didactical impacts. These results
regarding the quality of the perceived impact and instructional core relationship strengthens Sten-
berg et al. (2014), who showed that the highly interactive and social aspects of teaching were empha-
sized in STs’ practical theories of teaching. The result also supports the analytical approach of
Minnikkoé and Husu (2018), whereby the instructional core was reduced to two relevant dimen-
sions: instructional and interactive teaching functions.

6.1.2. The LTT patterns

Our second goal was to construct LTT patterns by linking the individual LTT domains. We recon-
structed four LTT patterns that were emphasized in the STs’ reflections on their practice. First,
direct teaching approaches were enacted to portray the curriculum, and here, the self-perceived
impacts were mostly effective. Second, both one-way teaching approaches - direct and constructi-
vist — were perceived as ineffective in containing student behavior. It is interesting that the most
direct and the most constructivist approaches were both likely to trigger classroom management
concerns in the STs’ practice.

Even though we did not explore the manifestation of multiple intentions in a single reflective
discussion, these two LTT patterns (the effective portrayal of the curriculum through direct teach-
ing and the ineffective containment of student behavior during one-way teaching) can be inter-
preted as being somewhat in line with Kennedy’s (2005) findings regarding in-service teachers.
These findings suggest that when different teacher intentions are in mutual conflict, teachers
tend to prioritize classroom momentum and maintain the activity flow. Regarding the second
LTT pattern (ineffective containment of student behavior during one-way teaching), previous
research shows that classroom management concerns are a constant challenge for teachers” well-
being (e.g., Aldrup et al., 2018). Our findings corroborate this and suggest that challenges in class-
room management are often associated with specific teaching approaches.

The remaining two LTT patterns (mixed effects in enlisting student participation through multi-
way direct teaching and mixed effects in accommodating personal needs through multi-way direct
teaching) were both linked with multi-way direct teaching and embedded intentions to either enlist
student participation or accommodate personal needs in teaching. In both patterns, the instruc-
tional impacts were perceived as mixed. Although student activation is often associated with con-
structivist approaches rather than direct teaching, it has been noted that teachers” active role in
supporting students’ participation should not be neglected (Good & Lavigne, 2018). For example,
many motivational strategies, such as projecting intensity and shared enthusiasm, imply a rather
active role on the part of the teacher (Good & Lavigne, 2018). However, in constructivist
approaches, it might be challenging to keep the focus on meaningful learning (cf. Good & Lavigne,
2018).

The leading of whole-group instructional discussions has gained attention as a comprehensive
core practice in teaching (Grossman, 2018), and this activity also showed up in our last two LTT
patterns as a key method of implementing of multi-way direct teaching. As our findings indicate,
mixed impacts resulted when carrying out classroom discussions.

6.2. Methodological reflections

The research design prompts some cautions that should be taken into account when interpreting
and generalizing the results. First, we focused on lesson incidents that the STs themselves selected
and defined as central to their learning. Therefore, the use of other, more objective criteria in the
selection of ST’ critical incidents may yield different findings. However, the perspective adopted in
this study has been lacking in previous teacher education studies exploring teaching approaches,
although the need for teachers’ own analyses of their impacts has been theoretically emphasized
(City et al., 2009; Hiebert et al., 2007).
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Second, as the study focused on the specific meaningful incidents, the representation of the
different teaching approaches more generally was not examined in this study. Further research is
needed to map out STs’ teaching approaches at a larger scale.

Third, only a single teacher intention was assigned to each reflective STR-interview. This holistic
coding enabled us to relate the three LTT domains with each other and construct the key LTT pat-
terns. Also, it was quite evident that each reflective discussion expressed a dominant teacher inten-
tion. However, an important aspect in teacher intentions is that they often are in tension with each
other (Kennedy, 2016). Thus, further studies should explore how STs’ balance multiple intentions
in their practice. This could be done with more detailed coding units and possibly with extended
observation periods.

Fourth, the four LTT patterns that emerged in this study covered about two-thirds of the critical
incidents. Therefore, the less prevalent patterns, especially those linked to constructivist teaching
approaches, also need to be analyzed further in future studies.

6.3. Practical implications

The results of this study help teacher educators to see the relevance of and interrelationships
between the three LTT domains while supporting STs through their reflections on their critical
teaching incidents. Through explicated teacher intentions, teacher educators can guide STs” use
of different teaching approaches, thereby helping STs improve their instructional impact and, in
turn, better support students’ learning in their future classrooms.

When implemented with practice-based reflection protocols, such as the guided reflection pro-
cedure, it helps STs and teacher educators to consider together various alternatives in teaching
approaches and align them with teacher intentions. When instructional impact is carefully
reflected upon, adjustments can be made both to teaching approaches and teacher intentions.
In some cases, teaching approach might require modification, and our dynamic classification pro-
vided nuances for that process (e.g., considering multi-way variant of a main approach instead of
one-way variant or vice versa, or choosing an alternative approach altogether along direct-con-
structivist continuum) (cf., Pitkdniemi, 2009). On the other hand, it might be ST’s teacher inten-
tion in a given case that merits closer evaluation. Even if some goal may have not been achieved
(e.g., containing student behavior), maybe some other has (e.g., enlisting student participation)
(cf., Kennedy, 2005).

Our results offer preliminary insights into subtleties of LTT patterns that emerge during practi-
cums. The study reveals that STs demonstrate potential in employing interactive direct teaching.
This finding deserves more attention - for instance, through further in-depth analyses of ST's” devel-
opment in leading classroom discussions. STs faced challenges in classroom management using
constructivist approaches. Greater emphasis should be placed on classroom management when
employing constructivist strategies. This requires careful, prolonged scrutiny of constructivist
cases such as facilitation of students’ small-group work and possibilities for STs’ to rehearse their
approach, with the support of their mentor teachers.

The LTT framework enables teachers and researchers more broadly to face a crucial challenge, as
underlined, for instance, by Kennedy (2016): supporting the development of both classroom prac-
tices and the cultivation of the educational purposes and concerns behind these practices. By ana-
lyzing teaching approaches, teacher intentions, and self-perceived instructional impact in tandem
our study takes one step forward by presenting a dynamic perspective on LTT. Ultimately, LTT
is meant to assist teachers in honing their teaching approaches to improve students’ learning out-
comes in schools.
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Appendices
Appendix 1
The oral reflection part of the guided reflection procedure (cf., Allas et al., 2017, 2020; Husu et al., 2008)

(€

VIDEOED LESSON 2 MEANINGFUL EVENTS

Events during the A positive, empowering

lesson B challenging, problematic

1. VIDEOING 2. SELECTING TWO 3. PEER REFLECTION/SUPERVISION

MEANINGFUL EVENTS
Student teacher’s

lesson is videoed Watching the recording

FOCUS What is happening?

Student teacher’s What is happening during ) Why do you think this is happening?
action the lesson?

What is the relationship between the event and theory?

What are the 2 most
meaningful events (One
empowering, one What will your future action be?
challenging) during the
lesson?

What have you learned from the incident so far?

How will you make use of what you have learned from this
event?

Why?

Appendix 2
Guiding questions for the oral reflection (e.g., Allas et al., 2020, p. 192)

1. What is happening?

1.1. What can you see/hear yourself doing?

1.2. What can you see/hear the students doing?

1.3. Is there a relationship between what you are doing and what the students are doing?

2. Why do you think this is happening?

2.1. Which student behaviors are caused by your behavior?

2.2. Which behavior of yours is caused by the students’ behavior?

2.3. What makes the incident a critical incident for you?

3. Relating the incident to theory.

3.1. Which teacher role does the incident relate to?

3.2. How does the literature support your causal explanation for section 2 (in the case of the empowering incident)?

3.3. What suggestions do the literature offer for solving this problem (in the case of the challenging incident)

4. What have you learnt from this event so far? How will you make use of the things that you have learned from this
event?
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