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Introduction

Transition to HE litterature→ lack of consideration of the role of TP (De Clercq et al., 
2021; Mastrokoukou et al., 2022)

Post-pandemic consequences→ Lecture hall crisis (Uekusa, 2023)
• Reinforce teaching effectiveness (Lalle & Bonnafous, 2019)

• How is it possible to foster students attendance and engagement? (Mamani-
Benito et al., 2024)

• What is the added-value of in-class TP for student achievement and learning? 
(Peraya & Paquelin, 2023)

De Clercq, M., Galand, B., Hospel, V., & Frenay, M. (2021). Bridging contextual and individual factors of 
academic achievement: a multi-level analysis of diversity in the transition to higher education. Frontline 
Learning Research, 9(2), 96-120. doi: https://doi.org/10.14786/flr.v9i2.671

https://doi.org/10.14786/flr.v9i2.671
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Several works on TP in HE
• Teachers’ approaches to teaching (Trigwell et al., 2005)

• Active teaching and learning (Kozanitis & Nenciovici, 2023)

• Course experience (Wilson et al., 1997)

Some limitations : 
✓ Most studies are based on self-reported measures (Harrison et al., 2022; 

Esterhazy & Gijbels, 2021)
✓ The role of specific TP are not always clear (Duguet, 2015)

Theoretical model of TP in HE: 
✓ JUST TEACH → 4 categories of TP (Jacquemart et al., 2024)

Introduction

Jacquemart, J., De Clercq, M., & Galand, B. (2024). The black box revelation of instructional practices: a mixed 

study of the transition to Higher Education. European Journal of Higher Education, 1-22. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/21568235.2024.2327315 

https://doi.org/10.1080/21568235.2024.2327315
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In-class TP:

« The sum of teacher’sactions and interactions with the students/ teacher’s observable behaviors during a class or a lecture » (Duguet, 2014; 

Jacquemart et al., 2024). 

Three Basic Dimensions (TBD)
(Praetorius, Klieme, Herbert et al., 2018).

3 dimensions of TP to support 
teaching effectiveness : 

o Classroom management
o Student support
o Cognitive activation

Classroom Assessment Scoring
System (CLASS) (Pianta & Hamre, 2009 ; 

Pianta, Hamre & Mintz, 2012). 

3 main learner-teacher interaction 
domains : 

o Emotional support
o Classroom organisation
o Pedagogical support

Theoretical Framework

Just Teach – theoretival four 
dimensional framework of TP 
(Jacquemart, De Clercq & Galand, 2024) 

4 dimensions : 

o Classroom management
o Socio-emotional support
o Pedagogical support
o Cognitive activation

Jacquemart, J., De Clercq, M., & Galand, B. (2024). Mieux comprendre les pratiques enseignantes en classe 

dans l’enseignement supérieur: proposition d’un cadre de référence. Formation et profession: Revue 

scientifique internationale en éducation, 31, 1. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.18162/fp.2023.861 

https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.18162/fp.2023.861
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JUST TEACH - 4 categories of TP

Pedagogical support: TP that foster

the understanding of  the lesson’s

content (Vansteenkiste, Sierens, Goossens et 

al., 2012)

Cognitive activation : TP that reinforce

deep learning and reflexivity of the 

students during the lesson (Praetorius et 

al., 2018)

Socio-emotional support : TP that

provide a positive and supportive climate

for students during the lesson (Praetorius et 

al., 2018)

Classroom management : TP that
support interest, motivation, 
productivity and effectivness of time 
management during the lesson (Pianta, 

Hamre & Mintz, 2012)



Assessed during the lesson
« in context » measures ( 
Katamba-Muemba et al., 
2024)

Observed practices
Self-reported or student
reported (Clanet & Talbot, 
2012)

Experienced practices

Analysis of the psychometric properties of three measurement tools: 
➢ A systematic observation protocol
➢ A self-reported questionnaire
➢ A student reported questionnaire

01

Theoretical framework
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Aim of the study

How many categories of TP will

emerge from those 3 

measurement tools ? 

How those three tools will

depict TP and be related to 

student adjustment process?

H1 : 4 categories will emerged
Classroom management, 
pedagogical support, cognitive 
activation, socio-emotional
support

H3 : Predictive power of student

reported measure will be

stronger on adjustment variables

H2: Significant differences of TP 

scores will emerged from the 

different tools.
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Method – measures and sample

Building of the measurement tools

✓Based on french work about TP in HE (Duguet, 2014 ; Tremblay, 2019)

✓Socio emotionnal, cognitive, behavioral and motivational aspects of teaching

✓Based on international litterature on TP in HE

✓Build upon the work of experts in Learning and Instruction in HE

✓26 items used in the three measurement tools

Dependant variables (Heilporn et al., 2020 ; Leduc et al., 2018)

✓Student well-being→ 4 items→ α= 0.734

✓Course interest→ 4 items→ α= 0.904

✓ Course participation→ 4 items→ α= 0.709

Sample

✓1.250 students and 39 teachers/ courses in the first year at the university

✓Observation of a lesson of 4 hours for each course
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(EFA and CFA on students reported TP)

Three categories of practices 
emerged from EFA

• Pedagocical support
• Expressivity and eloquence
• Socio emotional support

CFA show better fit indices for three pronged
stucture than 1, 2, 4 or 5 categories solutions
• CFI = .942, TLI= .930; RMSEA= .051; SRMR = .055

Every dimensions demonstrated a good 
reliability
• α ranging from 0.70 to 0.89
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(Repeated measures Anova)

Self-reported TP provides higher
scores on the three categories
• Especially on interaction with

students

Observation TP provides lower
scores on pedagogical and socio 
emotional support
• Especially on feedback uses and 

teachers availability

Students reported TP provides lower
scores on expressivity and  
eloquence
• Very sensitive to the lack of 

expressivity
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(multilevel analysis)

ICC from 16.5% to 23.1%

Self reported TP have low predictive power excepted
for student participation

• Socio emotional support TP are mainly
related to student well-being

• Pedagogical support TP are related to 
students participation

• Expressivity and eloquence TP are 
related to course’s interest
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3 but not 4 categories of TP

✓ Classroom management→ expressivity and eloquence

✓ Really focus on enhancing interest and motivation not on having a proper use of lesson timeframe

✓ Cognitive activation and pedagogical support did not disentangle

✓ Cognitive activation might be too difficult too difficult to initiate in large lecture hall with first year students

✓ 3 categories really close to main psychological needs in Self Determination Theory (relatedness, autonomy, competence)

(Deci & Ryan, 2012)

Variability among TP scores and predictive power

A positive perception of in-class TP

Discussion
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3 but not 4 categories of TP

✓ Low predictive power of self-reported TP?

➢ Perception bias (social desirability, Krumpal, 2013) 

✓ Some TP emerged from reported measures but not from observation tool?

✓ Does it really happen during the lesson?

✓ One lesson of observation might not be enough…

✓ Students reported TP are strongly related to their adjusment process

➢ But are the different measures really independent?

➢ What about the predictive power on objective measures (academic success?)

Variability among TP scores and predictive power

A positive perception of in-class TP

Discussion
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3 but not 4 categories of TP

Variabilité de la description des pratiques

A positive perception of in-class TP

Discussion

✓ Question the negative perception of TP in lectures

➢ TP support and encourage interactions (cf. Clanet, 2001 ; Duguet, 2014)

➢ TP enhance students participation

➢ Teachers seems mainly supportive and nice to students

➢ An updated image of TP during the lectures (Barry, 2021).
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Limits & implications

Limits

✓ Only one lesson of observation, no idea of TP variability accross the lessons.

✓ No control for

• Courses characteristics (number of students, , course content…),

• Out-class TP (opportunity of exercizes, feedback, assessment methods…)

• Teachers characteristics (status, seniority, pedagogical training…)

• Students characteristics (background variables, gender…)

Implications

✓ Those measurement tools can be used to have a more nuance perspective on the role of TP on adjustment to HE.

✓ A precise feedback on in-class practices can be used as a pedagogical device for teachers (Blondeau, 2018).
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Thank you for 
listening

mikael.declercq@uclouvain.be

mailto:mikael.declercq@uclouvain.be
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Method - sample

Sélection des enseignants de l’échantillon 

✓ Fiches filières + EDT -> liste des 

enseignants concernés par l’enquête 

✓ Sollicitation par mail (population 355 

enseignants) début 2nd semestre 2023. 

✓ 3 relances, 39 enseignants volontaires

Observation des CM

✓ Observation non participante printemps 

2023 d’1 séance de CM

✓ 1 observateur présent lors de chaque séance 

✓ Filières d’enseignement : 53% LLSH ; 29% 

sciences et tech / SVTE / STAPS ; 18,4% droit, 

éco ou sc de gestion. 

✓ 31% en L1, 31% en L2 et 38% en L3. 

Passation des questionnaires

✓ 1 à 2 semaines après l’observation. 

✓ Répondre en se référant uniquement aux PP des 

enseignants observés. 

✓ Q enseignant complété de façon simultanée

✓ 1250 étudiants : 

o 48% L1, 28% L2 et 23% L3. 

o 51% LLSH ; 27% sciences et tech/ SVTE / STAPS ; 

22%  droit, éco ou sc de gestion. 
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Analyse des pratiques enseignantes


