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As the quality of the teacher is the most important in-school factor influencing the quality of the learning of pupils, national and European governments develop policies to ensure that teachers meet certain minimum standards. In the development and implementation of such policies national authorities use their legislative authority by formalizing those standards through legislation, white papers and formal regulations. On the European level the European Council has no legislative authority. Statements about teacher quality on the European level are therefore included in policy recommendations and in shared statements by national ministers.

In recent years the cooperation between member states, the sharing and exchange of policy practices and the use of comparative benchmarking in the area of education has increased. Also co-operation on the levels of schools and teacher education institutes and the mobility of teachers is increasing.

In this common European educational arena, there is a need for the development of a common language with respect to teacher quality. 

In this paper we will compare formal national and European documents addressing teacher quality to see if such a common language emerges.

The study, comparing 4 European documents and 9 national documents, shows that such a common language does not exist. The concepts used to identify teacher quality show a wide variety, also the elaboration of teacher quality in formal documents varies widely.
To support effective exchange of policy practices between member states, to increase mobility of teachers and to facilitate international cooperation between schools and teacher education institutes, a consensus on the main elements of teacher quality is needed.

The quality of teachers

In the recent debates on the quality of education, much attention is given to the quality of teachers. Teachers are identified at the most important factor influencing the quality of education in schools (Hattie, 2007; Barber & Mourshed, 2007). The quality of teachers has a larger impact on the learning of pupils compared with the impact of the quality of the curriculum, the teaching methods, the school building or the role of parents. As a result much attention is given to policies with respect to teacher quality. Although the jurisdiction of the European Commission is limited in the area of education, the Commission has recently given considerable attention to the quality of teachers, thus stimulating national governments to invest in the improvement of teacher quality. Through peer learning activities on topics concerning teacher policies, the exchange of policy practices and mutual learning of policy makers from member states is stimulated (Snoek, Uzerli & Schratz, 2008). 

In these policy debates there is a strong awareness that the quality of teachers is strongly influenced by the quality of teacher education. Therefore a variety of policy documents address the quality of teacher education. Recent examples of such policy documents are ‘Common European Principles for Teacher Competences and Qualifications’ and ‘Improving the Quality of Teacher Education’, both published by the European Commission (European Commission, 2005; 2007). In response to these Commission documents, the European Council published its conclusions on the quality of teacher education (European Council, Nov 2007). 

As an addition to the policy documents, the European Commission, together with the OECD launched a joint survey on teachers. This Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) TALIS is the first international survey to focus on the learning environment and the working conditions of teachers in schools. Next to issues concerning the leadership and management of schools and their impact on the learning environment in schools and the work of teachers, the survey focuses on the appraisal of teachers’ work in schools, the form and nature of the feedback they receive and the professional development activities that teachers undertake (OECD, 2009) 

Next to the TALIS survey, the European Commission has issued a study on teacher education curricula in Europe to assess the extent to which TE curricula in the different Member States currently provide teachers with the knowledge, skills and competences in the Commission Communication 'Improving the Quality of Teacher Education' and the related Council Conclusions. On top of these studies the European Parliament published a study on the 'Content and Quality of (Primary) Teacher Education across the European Union' (European Parliament, 2008).

In addition to the formal European Union publications on teacher quality, European stakeholder organisations publish their recommendations on teacher quality, like the European Trade Union Committee on Education ETUCE who published a policy paper titled ‘Teacher Education in Europe’, with a strong recommendation to raise the minimum qualification level of teachers to the master’s level (ETUCE, 2008), and the Association for Teacher Education in Europe ATEE who published a policy paper in 2006 with commendations on the development of indicators for teacher quality (ATEE, 2006).
This policy attention to the quality of teachers and teacher education is reflected on national levels. Recently a number of European countries have raised the level of initial teacher education to the master’s level and many European countries have developed explicit standards for the teaching profession. National governments feel a strong responsibility towards the quality of education and therefore towards the quality of teachers. And teacher standards or professional profiles play an important role in this responsibility. ‘The overarching priority is for countries to have in place a clear and concise statement or profile of what teachers are expected to know and be able to do. This is necessary to provide the framework to guide initial teacher education, teacher certification, teachers’ ongoing professional development and career advancement, and to assess the extent to which these different elements are being effective’ (OECD, 2005).

In most countries where these profiles or teacher standards have been developed, they have been given a formal status, by integrating them in formal legislation of by including them in formal regulations with respect to the teaching profession or teacher education.

In 2006 the ATEE indicated that ‘a shared frame of reference regarding the concept of teacher quality is needed in order to facilitate international cooperation and exchange’ (ATEE, 2006, p. 3). Such a shared frame of reference can create a common language that can facilitate effective exchange of policy practices between member states, mobility of teachers and cooperation between schools and teacher education institutes. 

This leads to the question to what extend the recent European and national policy attention to teacher quality has lead to such a shared frame of reference with respect to teacher quality.

Context of the study

To answer the above question, a comparative study was made of legislative documents on teacher quality in nine different European countries. Context of study was a three year international Comenius project (2006 – 2009) “Identifying teacher quality”  focusing on the development of reflection tools to help teachers to reflect on their professional quality
. Within the project, reflection on professional quality is considered an important stimulus for professional development and a powerful instrument to increase the ownership of teachers towards teacher quality and professional standards. 

The aim of the project was to develop a toolbox with different tools that helps teachers and student teachers (and other stakeholders) to recognize and to evaluate teacher quality and to identify its various aspects and indicators. The elaborated toolbox includes four groups of reflection tools, based on different sources to stimulate reflection:

1. Reflection tools using formal documents describing teacher quality like e.g. national teacher standards; 

2. Reflection tools using observations of classroom practice (e.g. through video recordings) 

3. Reflection tools using shared experiences (e.g. through reflection on ‘my most remarkable teacher’, diary writing);

4. Reflection tools using creative and expressive activities (e.g. role plays, drawings, use of metaphors).

The draft versions of tools were tested in pilots in a variety of national contexts (in 12 European countries) including an international intensive Comenius course and then were adapted to the final version for an international dissemination. 
One of the reflection tools made use of formal documents on teacher quality from different countries.  The aim of the tool is to stimulate deep reflection of teachers (and student teachers) on teacher quality by critical reading and comparing national and European documents about teacher quality and to interpret them from a personal point of view based on professional beliefs and values, to give them personal meaning. Comparing documents from different countries can help to challenge existing views and assumptions. 

The work with national documents about teacher quality provoked the idea to compare national documents systematically, to look deeply into their different conceptions and to search for the similarities and differences. 

Design of the study

To answer the question to what extend the recent European and national policy attention to teacher quality has lead to a shared frame of reference with respect to teacher quality, a research design was used in which formal documents from 9 different European member states and 4 documents on the European level were analysed.

To structure the analysis the research question was elaborated:

How do formal documents on teacher quality in Europe identify teacher quality?

In the analysis, 4 subquestions were used:

1. What is the formal status and impact of those formal documents?

2. What stakeholders were involved in the development (formulation & validation) of the document? 

3. What level of detail is used in defining teacher quality? 

4. What main headings for teacher quality are used?

In comparative studies on educational policies, it is important to realise that there is a gap between government rhetoric policy and reality (Rui, 2007). However, the research question focuses on the way in which teacher quality is defined in formal legislative documents. Therefore this study is restricted to the study of these documents. The study does not give insight into the role that these document play in the day-to-day (pre- and in-service) education of teachers.

The research group consisted of experts from the 9 countries who had all been involved in the process of development or validation of the formal documents on teacher standards in their countries. Each of the participants had the responsibility to identify the relevant documents in his/her country. 
	Country
	Identified documents
	

	Belgium (Flanders)
	· Beroepsprofiel van de leraar.

· Basiscompetenties van leraren
	· Professional profile of the teacher

· Minimum competencies of teachers

	Czech Republic
	· Standard kvality učitele

· Zákon o pedagogických pracovních  

· Rámcový vzdělávací program (Národní kurikulum)
	· Standard of Teacher Quality

· Education Staff Act

· National Curriculum for primary, secondary and tertiary education


	Greece
	· Ν. 2986/2002, ΦΕΚ Α΄24/13.02.02 "Οργάνωση των Περιφερειακών Υπηρεσιών της Πρωτοβάθμιας και Δευτεροβάθμιας Εκπαίδευσης, αξιολόγηση του εκπαιδευτικού έργου και των εκπαιδευτικών, επιμόρφωση των εκπαιδευτικών και άλλες διατάξεις"
	· Law 2986/2002, Government Gazette A; 24/13.02.02 - "Organization of Primary and Secondary Education Regional Services, assessment of teaching task and staff, teachers in-service training and other stipulations"

	Netherlands
	· Bekwaamheidseisen
	· Competence requirements

	Norway
	· LOV 1998-07-17 nr 61: Lov om grunnskolen og den vidaregåande opplæringa (opplæringslova).

· Forskrift til LOV 1998-07-17 nr 61: Lov om grunnskolen og den vidaregåande opplæringa (opplæringslova).

· NASJONAL RAMMEPLAN
	· The Law for Primary, Lower- and Upper Secondary Schools. 

· Regulations to the Law for Primary, Lower- and Upper Secondary Education and Training

· National curriculum for teacher education

	Poland
	· Rozporządzenie Ministra Edukacji Narodowej i Sportu z dnia 7 września 2004 r. w sprawie standardów kształcenia nauczycieli

· Rozporządzenie Ministra Edukacji Narodowej  z dnia 30 czerwca 2006 r. w sprawie standardów kształcenia nauczycieli w kolegiach nauczycielskich i nauczycielskich kolegiach języków obcych.
	· Regulation by the Minister of National Education and Sport of the 7 September 2004 on the teacher training standards (Ma level) 

· Regulation by the Minister of National Education of 30 June 2006 on the teacher training standards in teacher training colleges and foreign language teacher training colleges (BA level - licentiate)

	Slovenia
	· Merila za akreditacijo študijskih programov za izobraževaje učiteljev Uradni list,Republike Slovenije, 70, 11.7.2008, p. 2493 
	· Criteria for accreditation of teacher education study programs

	Sweden
	· Högskoleförordningen, bilaga 2 Examensordning – Lärarexamen
	· Higher Education Ordinance, appendix 2: Degree Ordinance – Degree of Bachelor/Master of Education

	United Kingdom (England)
	· Professional Standards for Qualified Teacher Status and Requirements for Initial Teacher Training (Revised 2008)
	· Professional Standards for Qualified Teacher Status and Requirements for Initial Teacher Training (Revised 2008)


Table 1: Country and document sample
For each of the documents a short descriptive summary was written. Next to the descriptive text, a matrix was made in which for each document the main issues were included.
	Country
	

	Formal document (title in national language)
	

	url formal document
	http://

	Translated title


	

	url translated document
	http://

	Formal status
	· law, legislation, regulation

· recommendation

· other, please specify



	Target group / Document is meant to have impact on …
	· teachers

· teacher education curricula

· school leaders

· other, please specify



	Stakeholders involved in defining the qualities
	· teachers

· teacher education institutions

· parents

· pupils/students

· schools

· teacher unions

· National authorities

· Local or regional 

· other professional associations or societies

· other, please specify



	Level of specificy
	· generic description for all teachers

· specific descriptions for specific types of teachers,
please specify which types



	Level of detail
	· Number of pages describing the teacher qualities:

· Number of qualities mentioned:

· Number of sublevels/categories used:



	Concepts used (national language and translation)
	

	Main categories/domains
	

	Balance 
	Is there a distinction between pedagogical qualities and subject qualities and if so is there any indication of the ratio (%) between the two?



	Academic degree
	Does the document indicate a formally required academic degree? If so, which degree?



	What stakeholders are emphasized?
	· Pupils/students

· Parents

· Colleagues

· School leader

· Other professionals (counsellors, SEN teachers, …)

· Other, please specify




Table 2: Matrix format
The document from Greece was of a different nature as no explicit description of teacher qualities was given.

The same procedure was used for identifying relevant policy documents on the European level, addressing the quality of teachers or teacher education. The following European documents have been identified as relevant:

· Teachers Matter (OECD, 2005)

· Common European Principles for Teacher Competences and Qualifications (European Commission, 2005)
· Improving the Quality of Teacher Education (European Commission, 2007)
· Teacher Education in Europe (ETUCE, 2008) 

The matrix was analysed and conclusions were drawn with the full group during a two-days session in March 2009 in Prague. 
Formal status and impact of teacher standards

The national documents have all a formal legislative status. However, the way in which they are incorporated in formal regulations differ. Some documents have the status of law (Greece, Norway), while in most countries the formal documents describing teacher quality are connected to law as regulations, acts or ordinances. In Slovenia the teacher qualities are integrated in the criteria for accreditation of teacher education curricula. 
Formal description of teacher quality can be used by and have impact on teacher education (as it gives direction to the curriculum and assessment of student teachers), to school leaders (in selecting teachers, in human resource management and in the support of lifelong learning of teachers), to teachers themselves (in giving direction in their lifelong learning) and to a variety of other stakeholders like educational publishers (for the development of teaching materials for teacher education).
The main focus seems to be on teacher education. This is reflected in the type of regulation in which teacher qualities are listed: in national curricula for teacher education (Norway, Poland, Sweden), in criteria for accreditation of teacher education (Czech Republic, Slovenia) or in criteria to gain qualified teacher status (England).
The Greece document is focussed on providers of in-service teacher education. 

Although descriptions of teacher quality can play a role in the continuum of lifelong learning of teachers, only in a few countries explicit relations are made to the use of teacher standards outside initial teacher education. In England, the teacher standards are communicated to teachers and provide different levels ranging from a basic qualification (QTS) to excellent teachers, thus stimulating professional development. Also in The Netherlands and Czech Republic, the formal documents are intended to be used by teachers as a framework for self-evaluation, self-development and professional growth of the teacher. In both countries, the teacher qualities are also intended to be used by schoolleaders. E.g. in The Netherlands, schoolleader are required to keep competence profiles for each teacher and to document their professional development, using the Competence Requirements.

The European documents are of a different nature. As part of the principle of subsidiarity, the European Council has no legislative status in the area of education (European Council, 1992). Documents from the European Council or the European Commission have therefore no legislative power, but have the status of recommendations or shared conclusions of ministers. The main audience that is addressed in these documents are policy makers and politicians on the national level.
Also the ETUCE document has the status of recommendation, trying to influence policy makers, politicians and to support national teacher unions.

Stakeholders that were involved in the development of teacher standards

The study showed certain countries which used similar approaches in involving stakeholders in the process of development or validation of formal documents on teacher quality.  In the development of formal descriptions for teacher quality, some countries had processes that involved a wide variety of stakeholders. These were Czech Republic, The Netherlands, Norway and Sweden. This seems to indicate a more or less democratic grass roots approach. Nearly all relevant stakeholders were engaged but it is unclear as to how such large groups, such as students and teachers, were actually involved in the validation and how the outcome was determined. In some cases the involvement of specific groups of stakeholders were negotiated through formal representing bodies. E.g. in Sweden the teachers had no formal consultative status, but they did have a possibility of contributing to formulation and validation through their unions. 

In the second group, Slovenia, Greece and Poland, the analysis shows a more traditional top-down process that excluded many stakeholders and only those that had political power or academic influence determined the outcome.  In these countries teachers were excluded. Greece is an extreme example in that only the national government held all the reins, whereas in Poland and Slovenia teacher educators were included in some form. Poland also had a slightly more comprehensive validation procedure. 

Next to the two approaches mentioned above, a third, mixed approach could be discerned. In England all the public were potentially involved as stakeholders in the formulation process, but the government agency alone validated the document. In Belgium the Flemish Education Council with representatives from a wide variety of stakeholder groups,  was strongly involved in the validation process, however there was no wider consultation process with these stakeholder groups.
At the European level it seems that the major policy formulation is firmly held in the hands of national governments and their chosen experts with little of no input from other stakeholder groups. In the Open Method of Co-ordination the EU Commission does have consultation pathways that are now being employed by DG Education and Culture that show distinct democratic tendencies and input, but as eventual power is held by the Council of Ministers, because education policy remains a national competence, it is unclear what influence can be exerted and whether the open method of coordination opens possibilities for wider involvement in defining teacher quality. 

The above raises the key question of what the processes of formulation and validation are in reality. Is validation a purely political gesture with little or no substance or are the stakeholders really determinative of the outcome? Development of policy documents and formal regulations is not a analytical and structured procedure, but a complex process taking into account political considerations both with regard to the content and with regard to the process of creating support. From a distance (and in the context of this study) it is impossible to really clarify the impact of the contributions of the different stakeholders. The study does not show whether the views of stakeholders that were invited into the formulation process were influential or whether the consultation process was a politically correct but empty procedure. 

However, we believe that involvement of a wide variety of stakeholders can help to create a richer perspective on teacher quality, taking into account the views and concerns of different groups. Also, the involvement of different stakeholders is important in creating ownership with respect to the described teacher qualities. 

Level of detail and category types used in defining teacher quality 

In formal documents on teacher quality, governments try to identify the requirements for teachers or teacher education curricula. As the teaching profession is a complex one and covers a wide range of qualities, skills, knowledge requirements, attitudes, etc. teacher quality documents need some sort of structure to highlight the qualities that are considered as most important. 

The documents that we have analysed all show a certain structure, but it is striking that all structures differ. No documents use the same type of framework to describe teacher quality.

In order to answer the question about the level of detail that different European countries and European organisations use in describing teacher qualities, we first analysed how many levels of description they use. We found that one to three levels (main level, subcategories and sub-subcategories) are used for description. 
The results revealed that at the first level of description different countries use different concepts to define teacher qualities. Some of the countries already implemented Bologna reform, thus they use the concept of competencies, while others speak about skills or abilities.

At the first level all documents, but the one of EU commission on improving quality of the teacher, use general descriptors for the most important qualities. In spite of the use of general categories some documents already reveal an idea of the contents which are specified on the second level (e.g.” the teacher as a guide of learning and development processes” in comparison with other formulations as “professional attributes” or “professional knowledge and understanding”). The number of categories varies also across different countries and organisations from 3 to 10.

Nine out of 12 documents use a second level for description of teacher qualities. In more than half of these documents the descriptions of teacher qualities are quite elaborated and detailed compared to the documents of other countries and organisations. For example in the Netherlands very specific indicators are used, e.g. he/she keeps accessible records and registers the data relating to the pupils. 

Only three documents further elaborates on what qualities teachers need to posses on the third level. The most specific is the document from Belgium (Flanders).     

In our analyses we distinguished three types of categories for structuring teacher qualities.

· A structure based on teacher functions or main areas of expertise. Examples are Belgium, which refers explicitly to teacher roles (teacher as a researcher, organizer, culture participant, …) and The Netherlands, Norway, Slovenia, ETUCE and the EC document Improving the Q of TE, which all refer to specific domains of expertise.

· A structure based on the different context in which a teacher has to operate: within the classroom/with pupils, within the school/with colleagues, within society, with himself/professional development, with knowledge. Examples are Belgium, Czech Republic, The Netherlands, Slovenia, OECD, EC Improving the Quality of TE, EC Common European Principles.

· A structure which is based on the more abstract categories of knowledge, skills and attitudes/personal attributes. Examples are England, Sweden, Poland (only skills) and Belgium (attitudes).

This diversity in categories can be recognized in the research literature, where on the one hand academics tend to categorize teacher quality in analytical categories like professional knowledge and personality (Arnon & Reichel, 2007) or like (content) knowledge and matching didactics, skills for pedagogical-didactical interventions and the teachers’ personality (Van Gennip & Vrieze, 2008). In these categorizations, knowledge can be subdivided in different types of knowledge, like Shulman’s Pedagogical Content Knowledge (1986).
On the other hand categorizations are used that connect closely to specific roles or identities of teachers, like the caring and kind teacher, the creative and innovative teacher, the professional teacher and the typical teacher (Søreide, 2006) or the teacher as someone that has a lot of knowledge, the teacher as an adult, balanced personality, the teacher as ruler of specific skills, the teacher as practician (Lowyck & Verloop, 2003).

The third analysis was to compare the number of pages that are used to describe the qualities that are expected from teachers. In the documents that were studied, three levels of details could be identified (where Greece is excluded as there is no explicit description of teacher quality in the formal document):

· Global descriptions: in two countries, the descriptions of teacher qualities were formulated on a maximum of 2 pages (Poland, Slovenia, Sweden).

· Intermediate descriptions: in four countries, descriptions of teacher quality are formulated on 5 to 8 pages (Czech Republic, England, Norway). 
· Detailed description: in two countries, detailed descriptions are included in the formal documents. In Belgium, teacher qualities are described in 16 pages, in The Netherlands even 21 pages are needed to formulate on a formal level the teacher qualities that are expected of teachers

These differences show differences in national perceptions about the role of governments and the way in which the quality of teachers and teacher education is ensured.   

Main headings for teacher quality

As described and discussed above the formal documents on teacher quality analysed in this study all have different structures or frameworks for describing the desired teacher qualities. This leads to the question whether these differences also imply that there are differences in the actual qualities that are expected of teachers.

To answer this question we focussed on the main headings and descriptors that are used in the documents to describe teacher quality.

National documents

In order to compare the documents we extracted, analysed and listed the descriptors in the first level as well as those in the main headings of the second level, starting with the nine national documents. As there was quite a few similar but not identical descriptors or expressions, we grouped them into 24 main quality categories – more or less wide and different. For those categories where there was a variation in the terminology or level of detail, the variations are listed under the main category.  For each category or variation, the frequency in which they are mentioned in the set of documents in listed. 
	                         Country: Quality area
	Be
	Cz
	En
	Gr

	Ne
	No
	Po
	Sl
	Sw
	∑

	Educator–Ped/did comp – effective teaching
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	6

	Understanding of the learning process
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	Planning/organisation of the T-/L-process 
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	5

	Performing of teaching – skills of practice
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	4

	Assessing teaching-learning + grading
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	Monitoring and giving feedback on learning
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	Reflection on teaching/-learning process
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Methodological competence
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1

	Development of the teaching process
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Number of appearances
	3
	3
	4
	
	2
	1
	2
	2
	7
	24

	Cooperation/Partnership
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Cooperation/Partner w. colleagues – Teamwork
	1
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	5

	Cooperation/Partner with parents/carers
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	4

	Cooperation/Partner with external parties
	1
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	5

	Number of appearances
	4
	3
	3
	
	2
	
	
	2
	1
	15

	Refl. + prof. development/lifelong learning
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	5

	Development of professional knowledge
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Development of professional skills
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Professional development of attitudes
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Professional development of values
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Number of appearances
	1
	4
	1
	
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	9

	Interpersonal/social competence
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	3

	Self-knowledge and empathy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Number of appearances
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	
	1
	4

	Eval. and contribution to school development
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2

	Competence for change, innovator - researcher
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Number of appearances
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	3

	Positive attitude
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0

	Positive attitude to learning
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Positive attitude to discipline
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Positive attitude to safe learning environments
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Number of appearances
	
	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	Communicative skills
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Language skills
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Number of appearances
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	2

	Subject knowledge
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	5

	Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	1
	3

	Organiser of a learning environment
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	2

	Human rights and ethical competence
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	2

	ICT-skills
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	2

	Promoting well-being/-development of pupils
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Understand relevant legal frameworks
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Cultural participant
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Able to take decisions
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Critical reflection
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Responsibility
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Flexibility
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Creativity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Knowledge of gender equality
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Mediate & establish core values of democracy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Work against discrimination and abuse
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1


Table 3: Frequency of descriptors for TQ in national documents

The table shows that among the 24 quality areas there are three dominating areas of quality or competence high-lighted in the national documents. They are:

· Teacher as educator – Pedagogical/didactical competence – Effective teaching  
This is a fairly wide area describing the basic elements of teaching. There are many different ways of expressing this professional teaching quality but still difficult to break down into smaller segments as they are usually tightly connected, and it includes seven sublevels in the table. All-in-all this quality is represented in 8 of the nine national documents and has 6 appearances as an overall quality and 18 more in the sublevels (more specific expressions) – a total of 24. 

· Cooperation/Partnership
This area is either represented as an overall quality/competence or broken down into co-operation/partnership with different target groups (sublevel). It is represented in 6 countries and appears once as an overall quality and 14 more times in the sublevel – altogether 15 appearances.

· Reflection and professional development/lifelong learning
This area appears as an overall important quality/competence in the documents from 5 countries. In a sixth country it is broken down into four different sub-areas of professional development, giving a total of 9 appearances.

Some of the remaining 21 areas are more specific and – therefore – more scarce in appearance. It is interesting though that qualities such as Subject knowledge (# 4 with 5 appearances) or Interpersonal/social competence (# 5 with 4 appearances) or Leadership (#6 with 3 appearances) do not appear within or closer to the top-three (as they are often highlighted by the teachers themselves and their pupils/students). In the case of “Subject knowledge” it might be that the concept of subject knowledge is sometimes included in the meaning of “didactic competence”, which is part of the top-ranked area of quality. Another reason might be that many curricula for teacher education have a post-graduate nature where the subject knowledge is not part of the teacher education curriculum (but part of a graduate study before entering teacher education).
The table also show a number of descriptors for desired teacher qualities that only appear once in the different national documents altogether. They are:

· Promoting well-being/development of pupils  
(England)

· Understand relevant legal frameworks  

(England)

· Cultural participant  




(Belgium)

· Able to take decisions  



(Belgium)

· Critical reflection  




(Belgium)

· Responsibility  




(Belgium)

· Flexibility  





(Belgium)

· Creativity  





(Poland)

· Knowledge of gender equality  


(Sweden)

· Mediate and establish core values of democracy  
(Sweden)

· Work against discrimination and abuse  

(Sweden)

Some of these reflect a higher degree of elaboration of – or a different way of categorizing – teacher qualities in the national documents. Others reflect an intended, special emphasis on certain social and/or political areas of concern – indicating the important role of teachers fostering the new generation of society members.

EU-documents

The same procedure was repeated for the four European policy documents and the results were inserted and summarised in a similar table (table 4). In this table we find only 8 main quality areas, some of which have more detailed descriptors in a sublevel. Some of the areas of quality and some of the more detailed descriptors (the sublevel) correspond to the ones from the national documents, but some are different. These ‘new’ ones are marked with italic letters.

	              EU-document
:* Quality area
	ETUCE
	OECD-TM
	EC-IQTE
	EC-CEP
	∑

	Educator–Ped/did competence – effective teaching
	1
	
	1
	
	2

	Planning/organisation of the T-/L- process
	1
	1
	
	
	2

	Assessing teaching-learning + grading
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Methodological competence
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Teaching in multicultural classroom
	
	1
	1
	
	2

	Responding to the needs of individual learners
	
	1
	1
	
	2

	Support pupils development into lifelong learn.
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Integrating pupils with special needs
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Interdisciplinary teaching
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Number of appearances
	3
	6
	4
	
	13

	Cooperation/Partnership
	
	
	
	
	0

	Cooperation/Partner with colleagues – Teamwork
	
	1
	1
	
	2

	Cooperation/Partner with parents/carers
	
	1
	1
	
	2

	Cooperation/Partner with external parties
	
	1
	1
	
	2

	Cooperation/Partner with other schools
	
	1
	
	
	1

	International cooperation
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Number of appearances
	
	5
	3
	
	8

	Evaluation + contribution to school development
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Competence for change, innovator - researcher
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Number of appearances
	1
	1
	
	
	2

	Subject knowledge
	1
	
	
	
	1

	ICT-skills
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Leadership
	
	1
	1
	
	2

	Professional autonomy
	1
	
	
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work with others
	
	
	
	1
	

	Work with knowledge, technology + information
	
	
	
	1
	

	Work with and in society
	
	
	
	1
	


Table 4: Frequency of descriptors for TQ in European documents

The qualities that are mentioned in the EC-CEP-document are of a different nature, which make them difficult to compare with the other documents. They are more descriptions of the context in which teachers work than actual descriptions of teacher qualities. Therefore they have not been included in the analysis/comparison.

The table with eight main areas of teacher quality mentioned in European documents contains two dominating qualities or competences that are identical to the two top ones from the national documents, namely:

· Teacher as educator – Pedagogical/didactical competence – effective teaching  
This area has 12 appearances (including sublevels) and is represented in 3 of the four documents. This might indicate a common view, but notable is that a majority of the more specific qualities (sublevel) are different from what is expressed in the national documents. Some of these clearly address topics and needs that are relevant in a more diverse and multicultural Europe and that seem to be more “hidden” in the national documents.

· Cooperation/Partnership
A total of 8 appearances, all of them on the sublevel, i. e. more specified in terms of co-operation/partnership with different target groups. It is represented in 2 of the four documents. Three of the descriptors are similar to the ones in the national documents, but two “new” ones appear – “Cooperation/partnership with other schools” and “International cooperation” – both reflecting a wider perspective on the concept of cooperation/partnership.

The rest of the areas show only one or two appearances, including the qualities Subject knowledge and Leadership. The smaller number of quality areas in comparison to the number of quality areas in the national documents reflects the wider, i.e. less detailed, perspective of these documents. But it is also interesting to compare the “national” qualities (not represented in the EU-documents) with the “international” qualities (not represented in the national documents). 

Conclusions
In this study we have looked at the way in which teacher qualities are formulated in formal legislative documents in different countries and on the European level. Of the nine countries that were included in this study, eight had formal documents which gave an explicit description of qualities that teachers need to master to be given permission to work in schools.
However, the impact of the documents on stakeholders varies. Most documents are intended to give guidance to teacher education institutes in the development of curricula. Some documents also address institutes for in-service teacher education (Greece), some address school leaders in supporting professional development of their teachers (The Netherlands) and some address teachers in their lifelong learning (England, The Netherlands).
They way in which teachers and other stakeholders were involved in the development or validation of the formal documents is difficult to reconstruct within the scope of this study, but there seems to be a large diversity between countries.

Although most countries have formal documents that describe teacher qualities, the documents show a large variation in the level of detail in which teacher qualities were described, ranging from 1 to 21 pages. Also the concepts that are used to identify teacher qualities show a large variation. Closer study of the actual descriptions of teacher quality show that within Europe, there is no shared language to identify teacher quality. One might expect that the European institutions might play a central role in developing a shared language on teacher quality. However, the documents on teacher quality that have been issued recently by European institutions do not contribute to a shared language. Qualities that are identified by the European Commission, OECD and ETUCE all show a large diversity in the underlying structure and concepts.
The analysis of the headings and descriptors that are used to identify teacher quality shows a great number and variety of desired qualities and competences. The number of qualities highlighted in the national documents varies considerably, partly as a result of different structures and levels of detail in the different documents, but also as a reflection of different national views on what are the most important teacher qualities. The most common qualities are the teaching competence (pedagogical/didactical competence), the competence of cooperation and the competence of (further) professional development. Apart from these shared main qualities, the documents show a significant lack of common descriptors for teacher quality, making it difficult to compare, develop or exchange views on and policies for teacher quality.

The formal European documents on teacher quality show a similar picture, although the number of high-lighted qualities are much fewer. As in the national documents, the teaching competence (pedagogical/didactical competence) and the competence of cooperation are the most frequent which indicates a common international priority of these qualities. The European documents also contain a number of qualities/competencies (not represented in the national documents) that addresses topics and needs in a more diverse and multicultural Europe and/or indicate a more international, cooperative role of teachers and schools. However, also in these documents, the variation of descriptors for teacher quality does not contribute very much to a shared view or a common language for comparing, developing or exchanging teacher quality.

As we have indicated at the beginning of this paper a shared frame of reference for teacher quality can create a common language that can facilitate effective exchange of policy practices between member states, mobility of teachers and cooperation between schools and teacher education institutes. However the study shows that Europe is still a long way from such a shared frame of reference and a common language.
At the same time, within the Comenius project Identifying Teacher Quality, the need for ownership of teachers towards definitions of professional quality is emphasized. From a social-constructivist point of view, learning is both a social and a personal process where a learner adapts his/her ideas and convictions to new knowledge and understanding in an interactive dialogue. This has implications for the engagement of teachers in processes of professional development and change. When teachers feel ownership towards a shared definition of professional quality (the ‘guild knowledge’) or towards the change process, professional development and change are more likely to occur (Flores et al, 2008). Also Foskett and Lumby (2003) indicate that imposing change and forcing up quality from outside, can be counter productive.
This has implications for the way in which descriptions of teacher quality are developed. If we wish teachers to be (or to become)  professionals with an extended professionalism (Hoyle, 1974), as a professional group who needs to take its responsibility for defining, maintaining and safeguarding its quality, teachers involvement in the formulation of quality criteria for their professional performance is essential. This results in a strong bottom-up involvement of teachers. In this perspective, one can question whether it is desirable and possible to aim at a shared European language on teacher quality.
Comparing formal documents as a reflection tool for teachers
International comparative research is a powerful instrument to identify trends, variations and similarities between countries. This does not only lead to knowledge about educational systems or outcomes in different countries and about underlying factors that might explain differences in outcomes. It also opens up the mind by showing that in different countries different approaches are used to similar challenges.
Therefore, comparative research is not only an area for academic researchers, but also for policy makers and practitioners (Bray, 2007). Or, as one of the founding fathers of comparative research wrote in 1900 (reprinted in 1964): 

If we study foreign systems of education thoroughly and sympathetically - and sympathy and thoroughness are both necessary for the task – I believe that the result on our minds will be to make us prize, as we have never prized before, the good things which we have at home, and also to make us realise how many things there are in our own educational system which need prompt and searching change. (Sadler, 1964, p. 312)

From this perspective, comparative research is not only a powerful research methodology for academics, but is also a powerful tool for teachers for reflection and widening perspectives, as confrontation with alternative approaches can make one question opinions that are taken for granted.
In the ITQ project that was the context for this study, one of the reflection tools that were developed, makes explicit use of this comparative perspective by studying and comparing national and European documents about teacher quality and to relate them to personal mental models. The tool consists of several steps. The first step involves identifying personal values and preconceptions. In the second step the participants read mini versions of some official national documents
. The reflection on the different conceptions of teacher quality, on the emphasis of some aspects of quality in national and international contexts is stimulated through questions like: What do these documents say about teacher quality? Which terms, notions, concepts are the most often used to describe the teacher quality? What are the key aspects (core qualities) of teacher quality in national and international documents? What are the main similarities and differences? What are common key aspects of teacher quality on the European level based on the comparison of national documents? 
In the third step the participants are challenged to relate the formal documents to their personal perspective, own experience and conception of teaching. This step is aimed at giving personal meaning to the formal document on teacher quality. This process is facilitated by returning to the first step (subjective theories related to teacher quality), where the personal mental models are compared with key aspects of teacher quality defined in formal documents. 

The remaining steps emphasize self-reflection and self-evaluation related to the concept of teacher quality defined in formal document as a base for a change and for professional development.   
The participants that used the tool “Reflection on formal documents about teacher quality” were positive about its effect. Not only because it challenges national traditions but also, as one of the participants formulated, ”because it is important and fantastic to know that many of the European countries move in the same direction regarding teacher quality. This strengthens me as a person/teacher/colleague/trainer”.

Comparative research therefore is not only a useful research tool for educational researchers, but it can also help teachers and student teachers to become aware of and to elicit their implicit intuitive preconceptions and personal theories about teacher quality and to understand their decisions and actions. 
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� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.teacherqualitytoolbox.eu" ��www.teacherqualitytoolbox.eu�. 


� This document is in the final process of validation and preparation of legislation, which should be finished until the end of 2009.


� Note that the document from Greece was of a different nature as no explicit description of teacher quality was given.


� 	ETUCE = Teacher Education in Europe (European Trade Union Committee on Education, 2008)


	OECD-TM = Teachers Matter (OECD, 2005)


	EC-IQTE = Improving the Quality of Teacher Education (European Commission, 2007)


	EC-CEP = Common European Principles for Teacher Competencies and Qualifications (European Commission, 2005)





� On the ITQ website there are six mini versions from: � HYPERLINK "http://www.teacherqualitytoolbox.eu/uploads/mini_version_tq_czech_republic.doc" \t "_blank" �Czech Republic�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.teacherqualitytoolbox.eu/uploads/mini_version_tq_estonia.doc" \t "_blank" �Estonia�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.teacherqualitytoolbox.eu/uploads/mini_version_tq_the_netherlands.doc" \t "_blank" �The Netherlands�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.teacherqualitytoolbox.eu/uploads/mini_version_tq_poland.doc" \t "_blank" �Poland�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.teacherqualitytoolbox.eu/uploads/mini_version_tq_slovenia.doc" \t "_blank" �Slovenia� and the � HYPERLINK "http://www.teacherqualitytoolbox.eu/uploads/mini_version_tq_uk.doc" \t "_blank" �United Kingdom�. 
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