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| dentifying teacher quality: Structuring elements of teacher quality

Lies Timmering, Hogeschool van Amsterdam The Nédinels (E.C.Timmering@hva.nl)
Marco Snoek, Hogeschool van Amsterdam The Nethaslan
Annette Dietze, Hogeschool van Amsterdam The Nkthds
ITQ Research and Evaluation Group

This paper presents the search for a categoriziaghéwork that can be used to identify and discuss

teacher quality. Both policy documents on naticenadl European levels and academic literature show

a remarkable variation in categories that are usediescribe teacher education.

As part of a larger study where the voice of teashe used en strengthened on the topic of teacher
education, there was the need to find a categagifiamework that can be used to analyze responses
from teachers on the most important qualities teathers need.

The search for a categorizing framework combinesualy of academic literature on categories for
teacher quality and the use of international fogusups for the development of categories for teache
gualities. Both the outcomes from the literaturevey and the results from the focus groups show the
complexity of defining a coherent framework forcteer qualities. Two main approaches can be
identified: one by using an analytical frameworkhvnutual exclusive categories, based on Bloom’s
categories, and one based on a task analysis ofmbré of teachers, focusing on specific roles or
identities. In both approaches, both the literatamed the focus groups emphasize the importance of
personal qualities of teachers.

Based on the outcomes a coherent framework forheragualities is presented, where both
approaches are combined. This framework that migélp in creating a shared language for
discussing teacher quality among different stakeéas and different countries

1 Focus and content of this paper

The quality of teachers is considered as one ofitbst important factors influencing the learning of
pupils and the quality of schools. Therefore, nalayovernments put much effort in the development
of policies to ensure and improve the quality Gfcteers. However, for policies and measures on the
improvement of teacher quality, some definitiorthef concept of teacher quality is necessary.

Also teachers themselves need to be concernedhdithprofessional quality. Reflective professianal
reflect on the quality of their work and on the qatences that they need for their work. As teacking
not an isolated individual activity, the reflectiam the quality of teaching within a school and the
competences that a team of teachers need shoaabléective activity. There again, there is need f

a shared frame of reference while discussing teagiality, in order to avoid misunderstandings and
to create shared meanings.

However, often discussions on teacher qualitiexhagacterized by conceptual confusion. Snoek et al
(2009) have shown that in formal national and Eaespdocuments on teacher quality there is little
convergence in the way that teacher qualities @eatified. Categories differ considerable between
countries and also European documents do not bokgrio the creation of a shared language.

Not only between countries, but also between stalkielns differences exist. The perspectives of golic
makers, school leaders, pupils, parents and temcimeteacher quality will not be the same.

As in most discussions on teacher quality, therfle@lominated by policy makers, teacher educaiors
researchers or, more generally, by non-teachekm¢phbout teachers (N6voa, 2007). Therefore it is
worthwhile to ask teachers about their concept@mmgeacher quality.

However, also with teachers, their conceptions eacher quality will differ. This creates a
methodological problem for research on teachersiceptions on their professional quality as the
question arises what categories can be used fegaating teachers’ responses. This paper addresses
this methodological problem.

The context of this paper is a Comenius fundedegtajhat started in 2006 and ended in 2009. The
Identifying Teacher Quality project (ITQ) is a threyear international project that involves 21
institutions from 12 European countrie§he aim of the project is to support teacher&imope to
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strengthen their professional quality by develogartgolbox with tools that enables teachers (ahdrot
stakeholders) to recognize, to reflect upon andvuate teacher quality. The use of these reflecti
tools stimulates teachers to increase their ownenslwards professional quality and standards. As
quality is a personal and contextual constructs@eal involvement in defining professional quality
through active and collaborative reflection camstate ownership and therefore empower teachers to
be involved in professional development and change.

The project outputs contain a number of produ&es & website, the toolbox in several languagesaand
number of research and evaluation reports. A spepdrt of the project involves research on what
teachers in Europe identify as essential teachalitieps.

This paper describes the process of categoriziegtified teacher qualitiésaccording to teachers in
Europe by first giving an overview of the way teackuality is categorized in literature. In therdhi
paragraph the methodology and use of focus graipkaborated. After presenting the outcomes of the
focus groups, the focus group results and the ouwgsoof the literature are combined in a final frame
work that can be used to analyze teachers’ pemreptf professional quality. In the final discussio
comments are made with respect to the methodolbéycas groups with the context of this study and
on the final categorization frame work.

Since terminology is an issue when working on aarirational level this study focuses on using the
word ‘qualities’. By using this generic term we &Vthe use of terms like ‘competence’ or ‘standard’
These words have many different translations andnmegs in the different countries of Europe which
would leave too much space for interpretation ansunderstanding. Both terms evoke quite strong
emotional responses as ‘competences’ in some gesinéire sometimes seen as holistic qualities
combining knowledge, skills and attitudes, while @ther countries ‘competences’ are mainly
interpreted as technical skills and are considéoelbad to a reduction of the rich task of teachers
‘Standards’ are in some countries connected withchnical process of standardization that does no
justice to the ever changing context in which ahea has to work

2. Teacher Quality in academic literature
Within the academic literature on teacher qualigcher quality is described in various and very
diverse ways. It can be described from the pergmecf tasks or assignments (teacher creates a safe
learning environment), roles or professional ro(ésacher as educator/teacher as transmitter of
knowledge), in terms of generic professional gigdi{competences) or maybe in holistic terms (e.qg.
attitudes/personality) or in terms of metaphors.ghee an example of this last type of descriptions,
Palmer (as cited in Arnon & Reichel (2007) referphilosophical metaphors:
“The teacher as midwife (Socrates); as artist éube of knowledge (Plato); as the conductor
of dialogue (Bergman); as purveyor of culture (@e as liberator (Freire); as one who
focuses on teaching discipline (Breiter); as roledei (Aristotle); as empiricist (Locke); as
trainer (Watson); as educator in accordance withrea(Rousseau); as essentialist (Frankel);
as mediator (Freuerstein); as child-centered (Naifld as post-modernist (Foucault).”

The picture painted by Palmer does not providerayéical list of teacher qualities, but it showet
complexity of describing the ideal teacher.

A closer study of academic literature on teachalijushows that two different approaches can be
distinguished in categorizing teacher quality: oseng the traditional taxonomy of Bloom, separating
knowledge, skills and attitudes and one using $igeciles of teachers.

In the first approach, knowledge skills and att#isichre elaborated and specified with respect to the
teaching profession. However in many descriptidrteacher quality, personality aspects are added.
Arnon and Reichel (2007, pg. 445) state that mbtheresearch regarding the perception of the good
teacher has pointed to two important componenthefdeal teacher: 1) professional knowledge, both
of the subject taught and of didactic knowledge 2ndn appropriate personality. They state that:
“In other studies, especially those examining miphlaluation of their teachers, it has been
concluded that personality is the most importarlityy of a good teacher. According to
Blishen (1969), for example, the qualities of thesided teacher among pupils were
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understanding and patience, the ability to paynéitie to the pupil, modesty and politeness,
informality and simplicity, participation in pupilsactivities, the ability to develop good
relations with the parents, getting to lessonsime, trecognizing the importance and the value
of the student, being warm and personal and urateitg that students are not always ready
to study.”
The emphasis on personality has two aspects:

1. personality traits as personal qualities/charasterngths - qualities that belong to a person
(personalities/attitude/identity/beliefs) — quagithat cannot be taught;

2. personality as part of a professional role, quesithat can be taught.

In an extensive survey of academic literature @acher quality, Van Gennip and Vrieze (2008) come
to an overarching trinity of qualities:

a. (content) knowledge and matching didactics;

b. the pedagogical-didactical interventions that aeded,;

c. the teachers’ personality.
The first component (content) knowledge is a coim@nsive concept that can be divided and specified.
Jansma (2006) distinguishes three types of relatedviedge: theoretical knowledge, methodological
knowledge and practical, situated (context) knogéedlhe (content) knowledge includes Shulman’s
concept of Pedagogical Content Knowledge (Shulm#®86). Pedagogical Content Knowledge is
different from scientific theoretical knowledge ainit combines scientific theoretical knowledgehwit
practical, situated (context) knowledge. The secomuponent that Van Gennip and Vrieze identify is
the pedagogical-didactical interventions (instruteeand repertoire) that a teacher must be able to
master. The third component is the teachers’ patdpr(including aspects like motivation, attitugdes
expectations, cognition).

In this same line of reasoning, the AssociationTeacher Education in Europe (2006) pleads for a
‘balanced view on the quality of teachers’: “Teacheality is an overall concept that comprises not
only knowledge and skills, but also personal qigdit(respect, care, courage, empathy, etc.) and
personal values, attitudes, identity, beliefs,"etc.

This first approach in categorizing teacher quatifn be seen as an extension of Bloom’s model,
where personal qualities are added. This genetiegodzation uses mutual exclusive categories,
although exact definitions of the concepts of adiét and personal qualities are lacking.

The second approach in categorizing teacher quasgs a distinction in professional roles. This
approach is closely related to the concept of temdttentity (see e.g. Beijaard et al, 2004), the
perceptions that teachers and the outside envirohifparents, society, politicians) have about the
roles of teachers, and about the qualities invalved
Arnon and Reichel (2007) describe two dominant iesagf the desired teacher since the 1970s:

1. Teachers as developers, shapers, tutors for edbkioktudents;

2. Teachers as transmitters of knowledge in theid§el
Verloop and Lowyck (2003, pg. 194 and 232) elalmthese two categories in four professional roles
or professional identities:
the teacher as someone that has a lot of knowledge
the teacher as an adult, balanced personality
the teacher as ruler of specific skills — base@wdence/empirical research —
the teacher as practician

o0k w

Sgreide (2006) continues on the idea of ident{asgoles) as categorization and describes foutitgte
constructions (the caring and kind teacher, thatore and innovative teacher, the professionalheac
and the typical teacher). In these categories, i&@reombines professional roles with skills and
personality. He argues that the negotiation betweeiltiple identities is a necessary part of the
construction of teacher identity.

So far we have identified two approaches in deswilieacher quality, one analytical approach,
identifying abstract and general categories of igugknowledge, skills, attitudes, personality tsji

and one approach focusing on specific roles of he®; connecting them to identities. In both
approaches to categorize essential qualities ahta, there seems to be a general consensus that
personality is an essential element of being ahieradn both models the personality of the teadher
stressed, either explicitly as one of the qualiteesimplicitly by using the term ‘identity’, whichas a



much deeper personal impact than someone who ht@nc&nowledge or masters specific skills.
Blume (1971) writes how “teachers teach as theyew@ught, not as they were taught to teach.” This
indicates that teachers teach from their persgnaititl personal experiences.

3. M ethodology

The input for this study consisted of responsemfgarticipants that used one of the reflectiongool
developed within the ITQ project. The participamtere asked one open question: “what do you
identify as being essential teacher qualities?”hWhis survey teachers were invited to identify a
maximum of 10 essential qualities, without ranking.

In this phase of the study, the preliminary resiritsn a first group of 68 participants were used as
input to define the categorizing framework, whiauld be used to categorize the full set of response
(from 343 participants).

The responses from the 68 participants provideditts approximately 680 teacher qualities that had
been identified by educational professionals framerEuropean countries (Belgium/Flanders, Czech
Republic, England, Greece, The Netherlands, PoRadugal, Slovenia and Sweden).

To come to categories for teacher quality, threpsstvere taken:
1. Reduction of qualities
The full set of 680 qualities was reduced to 128litjes. There were doubles in formulation and
qualities that differed in formulation but that wesemantically identical (‘to care’, ‘to be caring’
and ‘to care for children’). Finally, qualities thaere considered as doubles with respect to the
content, but that differed in formulation (‘be simg’ and ‘humor’) were taken out.
During the data reduction process 3 steps werentake
1. validation formulation/semantically (reducing doebidone by researcher)
2. content validation (reducing doubles done by redea)
3. validation check with independent expert in the knfaeld
2. Categorization of the identified teacher qualitigsfocus groups, which led to the production of
10 categorization frameworks.
3. Development of a category framework based on thelt® of the focus groups and the findings
from the literature.

Using focus groups to design categorization

Focus groups, as seen in Cohen, Manion and Morri2600, pg. 376) are useful for ‘developing
themes’. The use of focus groups can be of addiee va the existing data. Morgan (1997) states that
“the hallmark of focus groups is their explicit uskegroup interaction to produce data and insigins
would be less accessible without the interactiamébin a group.” In combination with other methods,
focus groups can provide preliminary research oecifip issues in a larger project or follow up
research to clarify findings from another method.

Focus group composition

Given the international source of data, the denisvas made to work with international focus groups.
Two sessions with focus groups were arranged apdreprofessionals were given the assignment to
cluster the 120 different qualities and subseqyerame these clusters.

The focus groups were composed by convenient sagplihe first focus group session took place in
Sweden, Uppsala. The groups were formed by the prglect members, each group representing
different European countries. The Uppsala focusiggovere composed of teacher educators.

The second focus group session took place in BelgRrussels. It was carried out as an ITQ project
contribution at the ATEE conference where confeeemembers could participate in a workshop. The
workshop gave them an overall idea of the ITQ miognd the participants were used as international
focus groups. The Brussels focus groups considtezhoher educators.




4, Results of focus group work

Each focus group produced a different frameworkctiegorizing the same 120 teacher qualities:

Focus Group 1

= Knowledge

=  General professional qualities
= Managing learning

= Interpersonal & social

=  Personal values & attitudes

Focus Group 2

= Pedagogical & Didactics

= Reflection

= Knowledge & academic attitude
=  Organizational

=  Citizenship

= Values
=  Personal attributes
= Originality

Focus Group 3

=  Professional knowledge
= Skills

= Abilities

= Traits (social skills)

=  Personality

= Ethical behavior

= Attitudes & values

Focus Group 4

=  Overarching qualities
=  Social qualities

= Knowledge base

= Learning qualities

= Reflective qualities

=  Personal qualities

Focus Group 5

= Attitudes:
« Personal
e Interpersonal
= Skills:

e Didactics & Pedagogical
e Management

= Knowledge

=  Professionalism

Focus Group 6

= Teaching strategies
= Social skills
=  Teaching skills:

e Formal

e Personal
= Cognitive skills
= Creativity

=  Personal attitudes

FocusGroup 7

= Knowledge
=  Personal qualities
= Interpersonal qualities
=  Meta cognitive
= Teaching qualities
e promoting learning
»  classroom management
= Deontological

FocusGroup 8

= Personal attributes

=  Generic teaching skills

= Extended professional roles
=  Professional knowledge

Focus Group 9

=  General professional expectations

*  Role model

= Expertise / Knowledge

=  Self development

= Active involvement in the wider
educational community

= Effective educational strategies

=  Ethics and beliefs

= Inclusion

= Personal traits

= Interpersonal traits

Focus Group 10

= Skills

=  Stakeholder interaction
= Pupil interaction

=  Personal qualities

= Didactics

=  Professional knowledge
=  Subject knowledge

= Inspire

=  Awareness




Looking at the outcomes of the focus groups, itlmarconcluded that only focus group 5 uses one of
the approaches more or less systematically, ragutii more or less mutual exclusive categoriesusoc
group 2 uses a wide variety of concepts that dalimettly fit into one of the two approaches.

All other focus groups mix categories from Bloomténded with personal qualities (in all focus
groups), abilities (FG3), ethics & beliefs (FG3,%Gdeontological (FG7)) with specific teacher mle
(managing learning (FG1), teacher as a social pgisG4), teacher as a reflective professional (FG4,
extended professional role (FG8), active involveniiethe wider society (FG9, FG10), role model
(FG9)).

Focus group 6 limits the categories mostly to el of skills.

In some focus groups content elements that aredivettly related to one of the two approaches appe
(inclusion (FG9), citizenship (FG2))

Also, specific personal qualities are mentionedasafely (like awareness (FG10), inspire (FG10),
originality (FG2)).

All focus groups (except focus group 5, which ubesterm (personal and interpersonal) attitudes)
include the concept of personal qualities (usirifgdint words: personality, values, attributesitdra
This can be understood as the 680 teacher qudtitiesvere the input for the focus groups, contine
many qualities that fitted in this category.

5. Conclusion: defining a category framework for teacher quality

The outcomes from the literature survey and thalt®$érom the focus groups show the complexity of
defining a coherent framework for teacher qualitifso main approaches can be identified: one by
using an analytical framework with mutual exclusoagegories, based on Bloom’s categories, and one
based on a task analysis of the work of teachecsisfng on specific roles or identities.

The literature shows examples of both approach&sedon inductive analyses of the profession. In
deductive processes, where groups are asked focaie a given set of qualities that teachers ifient

as essential for their work, categorizing framewgodte blurred and the two approaches are mixed,
leading to categories that are overlapping andmdtal exclusive.

The use of a Bloom-type of category framework ialgring and defining the teaching profession, is
appealing, as it uses mutual exclusive categotitmwvever, the use of generic categories like
knowledge, skills, attitudes and personal qualittess not really specify the teaching professian, a
these categories are very broad and vague.

One solution might be to combine the two approatiyamaintaining the more or less mutual exclusive
categories in a Bloom-type of category frameworlt ahthe same time introducing subcategories that
are based on specific roles of teachers (e.getheher as an academic, as a professional, asageran
of classroom activities, as a reflective profesalpatc.).

In all categorizing frameworks, (both resultingrfrahe deductive analyses in the literature and from
the inductive work of the focus groups), personadlifies stand out as a major category for teacher
quality. Defining subcategories for the categorypefsonal qualities is complicated. The input & th
680 qualities that teachers mentioned shows tleattls a wide variety of qualities that fit intash
category. One solution is to use existing taxonsmigh respect to personal qualities, like the Bige
Theory (John & Srivastava, 1999).

Given these considerations a possible category efneork for defining the essential qualities of
teachers is presented in the table below.

Main category Subcategory Sub-subcategory
Knowledge 1. Academic knowledge
2. Professional knowledge 2.1 Content knowledge

2.2 Didactic knowledge
2.3 Pedagogic knowledge

Skills 1. Teaching skills
2. Pedagogic skills
3. Management skills




. Organizational skills
. Reflective skills

. Communicative skills
. Social skills

~NOo o~

. Beliefs

. Motivation

. Citizenship

. Professionalism

Attitude

A WN P

. Emotional stability
. Extraversion

. Openness

. Agreeableness

. Conscientiousness

Personality

gabhwnN B

Such a category frame work might help in creatinghared language for discussing teacher quality
among different stakeholders and different coustrie

This framework will be used in the next step of #iedy to analyze the full set of 343 teacher
responses identifying the most important qualitiegeachers.

6. Discussion

The category framework presented above will be fised comparative study, analyzing the responses
from a larger group of 343 teachers and studemthsgza that were invited to identify the 10 most
important teacher qualities. The outcomes of thimgarative study amongst these respondents from 9
different countries (Portugal, Czech Republic, Belg Poland, Slovenia, The Netherlands, Greece,
Sweden and England) will be presented in anothgemp@immering, 2009).

6.1 Discussion on the methodology

A dilemma in the methodology that we used is thot flaat the data that we used to define our cayegor
framework came from participants of the pilots withhe framework of the ITQ project. These
participants had just finished a tool testing s@ssind the answers given were (probably) influenced
by this session. This can create a bias in thet@sathat were mentioned. It could be that paptcits
would have identified different essential qualitie® very next day. Also, the professional position
could have been of influence on the answers gilteis likely that teachers in primary education
identify different qualities than teachers in sedany education since the pupils/students needrdiite
qualities. However, as the results of the focusigriead many similarities to the categories preskinte
the literature, we believe that the category framwthat is presented in paragraph 5 covers thg mos
important teacher qualities.

Several questions arise from the focus group whek ¢ould be interesting for further research;

1. Do professionals categorize in the same way ag thational documents/standards are
formulated? In other words, do the professionaksnem and think in the way that they are
used too because of the familiarity with their cfl documents?

2. To what extent does the focus group’s interactiofluénce the way the focus groups
categorize?

3. To what extent does the cultural-historical contekthe participants influence the way the
focus groups did their work with clustering andecgtrizing?

4. Would focus group members place the same quaiitidse same category the next day? How
consistent is the work that was done?

5. Would focus groups consisting of teachers categaaizy different than the focus groups we
used, which were consisted of teacher educators?

Another dilemma in the methodology used is the rexite which the methodology relies on language.
Participants in the pilots have identified teactpaalities and translated them to English. As fosthud

the participants in the focus groups English isr@ifjn language, they had to translate the quslite
their own language and cultural frame of referefideere was not enough time to discuss the exact
meaning of every single quality from each culturatorical context nor was there always a shared



understanding. Since there was no moderator ifioifies groups it could very well be that focus group

members just decided to give in to the group inbt@aarguing their point. Time therefore seemed to

be the second dilemma. It is advisable to have demator present not only to guard the process but
also to observe and guard the interaction. Asritgwout, one of the focus groups did not work as a
group. This specific focus group worked in sub-g®and divided the work load. They therefore were
not responsible for the categorization as a group.

6.2 Discussion on categorization

The focus groups and literature show similaritied differences in the categories that are used for
identifying teacher quality. Although there is Istilot a uniform language in describing teacher
qualities, the input we used for our final categmig framework shows many common elements. At
the same time, the fact that this study was nestied/s that a common language is missing. This is
also shown in a study of national formal documemigeacher quality in nine European countries and
of 6 European policy documents on the quality atteers and teacher education (Snoek et al, 2009):
“a shared frame of reference for teacher quality camate a common language that can facilitate
effective exchange of policy practices between raersiates, mobility of teachers and cooperation
between schools and teacher education institutesveder the study shows that Europe is still a long
way from such a shared frame of reference and anwamanguagé

The framework we presented might contribute totangaa universal language on teacher quality.
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