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General introduction

Fffective curriculum development of the highest quality depends upon the capacity of teachers

[educators] to take a research stance of their own teaching, or a disposition to examine one’s own

practice.

Stenhouse (1975, p.156)

Parts of this chapter are based on:

Tack, H, & Vanderlinde, R. (2016a). Teacher educators’ professional development in Flanders:
practitioner research as a promising strategy. Research in Teacher Education, 6(2), 6-11.

Tack, H, & Vanderlinde, R. (2016b). De Masterclass ‘Lerarenopleiders Onderzoeksvaardig!"
Ontwikkeling, organisatie en onderzoek naar een professionaliseringstraject voor
lerarenopleiders. 7jjaschrift voor Lerarenopleiders, 37(2), 43-54.

Tack, H, Valcke, M, Rots, I, Struyven, K. & Vanderlinde, R. (accepted). Uncovering a hidden
professional agenda for teacher educators: A mixed method study on Flemish teacher

educators and their professional development. Furopean Journal of Teacher Education.






General introduction

Chapter1

General introduction

Abstract

This chapter serves as a general introduction and delineates the context in which
the subsequent chapters of this dissertation are situated. The first part of this
chapter presents the research context and the general theoretical background. In
particular, the focus is on teacher educators as a unique and heterogeneous
occupational group, and the need for a meaningful conceptualisation of teacher
educators’ professional development. Then, the Flemish teacher education context
in which this dissertation is situated is described. Following this, the main research
challenges that the field of teacher educators’ professional development is facing
are discussed. Subsequently, the main research aim, together with the specific
research objectives, is presented. The general aim of this dissertation is to gain a
better understanding of teacher educators’ professional development by offering a
theoretical and empirical insight into their researcherly disposition (=
‘onderzoekende houding’). The research objectives are: (1) developing a theoretical
framework on teacher educators’ researcherly disposition; (2) constructing a self-
reported measurement instrument to evaluate teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition; (3) offering an insight into supporting factors related to teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition; and (4) exploring the impact of an
intervention on practitioner research designed to support teacher educators’
researcherly disposition. These four objectives are linked with the overall research
design and tackled using three different methodological approaches: quantitative
research, qualitative research, and mixed-method intervention research. This
introduction pays specific attention to the design of the dissertation, its scientific
relevance, and its relation to the teacher education practice. Finally, an outline of
the overall structure of the dissertation is presented, which offers an overview of

the content of the subsequent chapters and their relation to each another.




Chapter 1

Research context

“Professional development of teacher educators is too important not only to teacher education,
but also to the educational system as a whole, to be left in a virginal state regarding research
and documentation.”

(Smith, 2003, pp. 213-214)

Teachers are considered as the most important in-school factor impacting on the
quality of student achievement. Based on the results of his internationally well-
known meta-study Visible Learning, Hattie (2009) suggests that the quality of
teachers has a greater impact on the learning of pupils than the quality of the
curriculum, the school building or the role of parents. As a result of the widely
acknowledged importance of teachers, much attention is given to research and
policies related to teacher quality and their professional development, on both a
national and an international level (see Berry & Van Driel, 2013; Darling-
Hammond, 2013; European Commission, 2010; Loughran, 2014; Merchie, Tuytens,
Devos & Vanderlinde, 2016). If the general consensus is that teachers are the most
important in-school factor influencing the quality of their pupils’ learning, then it
seems reasonable to assume that the same is true for teacher educators and the
quality of their student teachers’ learning. In this respect, similar attention to the
quality and professional development of teacher educators can be expected within
the international research literature and policy debate. However, until a decade
ago, researchers and policymakers paid only limited attention to those responsible
for the support of our next generation of teachers: the teacher educators
(Lunenberg et al.,, 2014). Research literature and policy documents have focused
mostly on the structures of teacher education and on the relationships between
teacher education programmes and student achievements in schools, rather than
on teacher educators and their professional development (Lunenberg, Murray &
Smith, 2016; Vanassche et al, 2015). Livingston (2014) describes teacher
educators as “a hidden and poorly understood occupational group”. Similarly,
others describe teacher educators as “the neglected factor in the contemporary
debate on teacher education” (Snoek & Zogla, 2009, p. 288). Martinez (2008, p. 34)
assesses the problems with regard to the current lack of knowledge about teacher

educators, their professional practice and their professional development:

Little systematic research has been undertaken to inform us about
fundamental characteristics of the professional lives of this occupational

group - their qualifications, their recruitment, their career pathways into
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and through the academy, their teaching and research practices, the
problems they encounter, or their professional development needs and
practices. (Martinez, 2008, p. 35)

In other words, and rather paradoxically, even though the literature includes many
studies about teachers and their professional development, little attention is paid
to those responsible for (student) teachers’ learning and their professional
development (Loughran, 2014). As Zeichner (2005, p. 118) explains, this paradox
is nourished by the assumption that “if one is a good teacher of primary or
secondary school students, this expertise will automatically carry over to one’s
work with novice teachers”. In line with this assumption, teacher educators have
been perceived as ‘expert teachers’ who are ‘upgraded’ to teaching their subject in
a teacher education programme instead of teaching in primary, secondary or
higher education (Berry, 2007; Zeichner, 2005). As will be further argued, this
assumption needs to be nuanced. However, in keeping up with this assumption,
worldwide, the specific nature of teacher educators’ work and their professional
development has been rather neglected in the research literature and policy
documents. Similarly, in practice, there has been limited attention to teacher
educators’ induction and further professional development (see, for instance,
Bates, Swennen & Jones, 2011; Ben-Peretz, Kleeman, Reichenberg & Shimoni,
2011; Cochran-Smith, 2003; Loughran, 2014; Lunenberg, Dengerink & Korthagen,
2014; Vanassche, 2014).

This dissertation addresses this knowledge gap. In particular, we aim to offer both
theoretical and empirical insights into teacher educators’ professional
development. Before presenting the existing research on this topic (see 2. Towards
a meaningful conceptualisation of teacher educators’ professional development),

teacher educators are defined as a heterogeneous and unique occupational group.

Teacher educators: A heterogeneous and unique occupational group

Teacher educators are defined by the European Commission (2013, p. 8) as “all
those who actively facilitate the (formal) learning of student teachers and
teachers”. This definition is not limited to professionals in higher education who
focus on course work, didactics and pedagogy; it means that all professionals
responsible for the instruction and supervision of future teachers, all mentors
responsible for the support of teachers, and all other professionals involved in the
preparation and support of (student) teachers are teacher educators (European
Commission, 2013; Shagrir, 2010). In this respect, the European Commission’s

(2013) definition acknowledges the increased diversification of ‘teacher educators’
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as an occupational group. It recognises that teacher educators are a group of
professionals who can differ significantly from one another in several ways, for
example, qualification level (bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, PhD), (subject)
area of specialism, work experience (teachers, lecturers, researchers), contractual
arrangements and institutional constraints. Moreover, the definition encompasses
a wide spectrum of positions in the educational system, ranging from institution-
based teacher educators to school-based teacher educators. Institution-based
teacher educators are occupied in tertiary pre-service teacher education
programmes and are mainly responsible for the preparation of future teachers.
School-based teacher educators, also called ‘mentors’ or ‘workplace facilitators’,
are occupied in schools and mainly responsible for the on-going support of serving
teachers and for facilitating learning of (student) teachers in the workplace
(European Commission, 2013). Clear (task) definitions, however, on this particular
group of teacher educators are absent in the literature (see Lunenberg, 2014), and
differ per country and context (Lunenberg et al.,, 2014). On the one hand, research
on school-based teacher educators (Bullough, 2005; Livingston, 2014) suggests
that school-based teacher educators primarily identify themselves with their
continuing role as a teacher in the contexts of PK-12 education (i.e. kindergarten,
primary education and secondary education). In most cases, only a small part of
school-based teacher educators’ tasks consists of supporting teachers, and thus
being a teacher educator (Bullough, 2005). On the other hand, research on
institution-based teacher educators (Berry, 2007; Loughran, 2006; Lunenberg et
al, 2014; Murray & Male, 2005) suggests a unique and complex identity ‘shift’
when one becomes a teacher educator in higher education. The main challenges
related to one’s transition into higher education involve developing a professional
identity as a teacher educator, learning new institutional norms and roles, working
with adult learners, and becoming a researcher (Murray & Male, 2005). This ‘shift’
is also widely acknowledged in the research literature as “moving from being first-
order practitioners - that is, school teachers - to being second-order practitioners”
(Murray & Male, 2005, p. 126). Compared to working previously in the first-order
setting of schools, teacher educators now work in the second-order context of
higher education (Murray & Male, 2005). Southworth (1995) argues that this
challenging transition results from the lack of alignment between teacher
educators’ “substantial selves” - who they are, given their experience and
professional identity - and their “situational selves” — who they need to be in the
new context in which they find themselves (see also Wood & Borg, 2010). This lack
of alignment is even more pronounced given the general lack of formal preparation

for the role of teacher educator (Berry, 2007; Goodwin et al., 2014). In this respect,
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becoming a teacher educator is generally not an intentional career choice
(Griffiths, Thompson & Hryniewicz, 2010; Murray & Male, 2005). Generally,
teacher educators have been selected as they are (1) experienced teachers; (2)
subject specialists (sometimes without a teaching degree, often without having
teaching experience in primary or secondary schools themselves); or (3)
researchers in education or a related field (Berry, 2016; European Commission,
2013; Vanassche, 2014). In line with Cochran-Smith (2003), we agree that both
groups of teacher educators (i.e. school-based teacher educators and institution-
based teacher educators) provide significant contributions across the continuum
of teacher education, but that they require different approaches in terms of their
professional development (Cochran-Smith, 2003; Livingston, 2014). Given the
challenges institution-based teacher educators are facing, we are particularly
interested in how this group of teacher educators’ professional development can
be meaningfully conceptualised and supported. Therefore, this dissertation focuses
on institution-based teacher educators (subsequently referred to as ‘teacher
educators’) working in pre-service teacher education programmes, whose main
responsibility is the education of future teachers. This is also the largest group of
teacher educators in Europe (European Commission, 2013; Lunenberg et al,
2014).

To emphasise the distinct nature of teacher educators’ work, teacher educators are
increasingly described as a unique and autonomous ‘profession’, or at least as a
‘semi-profession’, with specific professional development needs different from
those of all other professions (cf., for instance, Dinkelman, Margolis & Sikkenga,
2006b; Swennen, Jones & Volman, 2010). In this respect, Verloop (2001) describes
seven criteria for being a ‘profession’ (examples of established professions are, for
instance, medicine or law): (1) the profession performs a crucial social function;
(2) the profession requires a considerable degree of skill; (3) the practitioner
draws on a body of systematic knowledge; (4) the profession requires a lengthy
period of higher education; (5) the profession centres on the pre-eminence of
clients’ interests; (6) professionals have a certain amount of freedom to make their
own judgements with regard to what is considered appropriate practice; and (7)
the profession is rewarded by high prestige and a high level of remuneration.
Lunenberg et al. (2014) applied these criteria to the occupation of teacher
educators and concluded that teacher educators have a crucial social function
(criterion 1); focus on the pre-eminence of their clients’ interests (here: student
teachers) (criterion 5); and have a certain amount of freedom to make their own
judgements with regard to what is considered appropriate practice (criterion 6).
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However, the understanding of the work of teacher educators (criterion 7), the
skills that are needed (criterion 2), the body of systematic knowledge for teacher
educators (criterion 3), and the lengthy education that is required to become a
teacher educator (criterion 4) are still criteria in development (Kelchtermans,
Smith & Vanderlinde, 2017). Based on these criteria in development, and in line
with Kelchtermans et al. (2017), we prefer to define teacher educators as an
occupational group with specific professional development needs, different from

other occupational groups, moving gradually to a profession.

Towards a meaningful conceptualisation of teacher educators’
professional development

“The professional development of teacher educators must be purposefully conceptualized,
thoughtfully implemented, and meaningfully employed.”

(Loughran, 2014, p.10)

Research on teacher educators’ professional development is still a relatively young
field (Lunenberg et al.,, 2014). In this respect, the research field is described as
“under-researched” (Livingston, 2014), with much of the current literature
drawing on what is known about teachers’ professional development. Over the
past two decades, however, researchers increasingly started to study the specific
nature of teacher educators’ work and, correspondingly, started to develop
thoughts on how teacher educators’ professional development might be
meaningfully conceptualised (e.g. Berry, 2016; Cochran-Smith, 2005; Cochran-
Smith & Lytle, 2009; Hadar & Brody, 2016; Kelchtermans, 2013; Kelchtermans et
al,, 2017; Loughran, 2014; 2016; Lunenberg et al., 2014; Smith, 2015; Vanassche,
2014; Vanassche et al,, 2015). Based on this emerging field of research, the next
sections first argue that the distinct nature of teacher educators’ work as ‘teachers
of teachers’ should be the starting point in conceptualising teacher educators’
professional development. Second, when adopting such an approach to teacher
educators’ professional development, teacher educators’ professional
development is often conceptualised as a ‘research journey’. Third, attention is
paid to the contextual situatedness that almost naturally influences teacher
educators’ understanding of their work, as well as their professional development.
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The distinctive nature of teacher educators' work

Teacher educators have rarely been prepared for their vital role as ‘second-order
teachers’ or ‘teachers of teachers’, and teacher educators’ induction into teacher
education and their further professional development is seldom supported by in-
service formal professional development activities (European Commission, 2013;
Loughran, 2014; Lunenberg et al,, 2014; Smith, 2003). As a result, most teacher
educators do not enter teacher education with a clear understanding of their roles
as teacher educators, yet they are expected to develop their competences while
working with student teachers (European Commission, 2013). In that transition, it

is well recognised that:

Becoming a teacher educator involves much more than a job title. Even if
one becomes a teacher educator at the moment one begins working as a
teacher educator, one’s professional identity as a teacher educator is
constructed over time. Developing an identity and a set of successful
practices in teacher education is best understood as a process of becoming.
Although the work of teaching has much in common with the work of
teacher education, the two positions are significantly different in important

ways. (Dinkelman et al.,, 20064, p. 6)

In line with this, several authors (Lunenberg et al., 2014; Murray & Male, 2005;
Wood & Borg, 2010) suggest that (beginning) teacher educators continue to rely
on previously acquired professional identities: they think of themselves primarily
as school teachers, as teachers in higher education or as researchers, rather than
identifying themselves with their new roles as teacher educators. Notwithstanding
their background (e.g. as a classroom teacher, as a subject specialist or as a
researcher), teacher educators describe their first years as a teacher educator as
being “thrown in at the deep end” (Wilson, 2006) with “feelings of professional
unease and discomfort” (Murray & Male, 2005) and a “process of feeling deskilled
and disoriented” (Berry, 2016). Teacher educators often perceive their previous
professional experiences and knowledge as unsupportive for their new roles as
teacher educators (e.g. Berry, 2007; Brandenburg, 2008; Bullock, 2009; Bullough,
1994; Wood & Borg, 2010). To illustrate this, Brandenburg (2008, p. 5) describes
her own process of becoming a teacher educator: “My professional uneasiness
continued. Clearly, it became apparent that I was required to be more than a
classroom teacher, although at that point, I was not quite sure what the more
meant”.
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Explaining the “more” referred to by Brandenburg (2008, p. 5), Murray and Male
(2005) introduced the concept of teacher educators as ‘second-order
practitioners’, to distinguish between the work of teachers as ‘first-order’
practitioners and the work of teacher educators as ‘second-order’ practitioners.
Teachers teach in a first-order situation: they teach their subjects to their students.
Teacher educators distinguish themselves from teachers as they are practising
‘second-order’ teachers or ‘teachers of teachers’ (Murray & Male, 2005). This
fundamental identity shift (Berry, 2016) requires teacher educators to generate a
second level of thought about teaching, one that focuses not (only) on content, but
on how to teach (Loughran, 2011). This argument regarding why the ‘how’ of
teaching is at least as important as the ‘what’ of teaching involves what Russell
(1997) called ‘How I teach IS the message’. As Russell (1997, p. 55) explains, a
fundamental aspect of teacher educators’ teaching is the need to focus on the
“pedagogical turn” in teacher education, or “realising that how we teach teachers
may send much more influential messages than what we teach them”. This
‘pedagogical turn’ requires teacher educators to function simultaneously on two
levels: (1) the level of what is being taught (the subject matter of teaching); and (2)
the level of how it is being taught (the pedagogical approach) (Berry, 2016). In this
process, the teacher educator becomes “an embodied amalgam of theory and
practice” (Davey, 2013, p. 170) that has to “practice what s/he preaches through
modelling and making these tacit aspects of practice explicit for student teachers”
(Berry, 2007, p. 12).

Teacher educators’ identity as ‘teachers of teachers’ not only challenges them to
model ‘good’ teaching in their practice, but also requires them to articulate the
underlying principles of that practice (Loughran, 2011). Explaining the particular
and distinct challenges of teacher educators’ work, which “hinges around
recognising, responding and managing the dual roles of teaching [content] and
teaching about teaching concurrently”, Loughran (2006, p. 11) emphasises the
need for teacher educators to develop a specific pedagogy of teacher education. In
developing this pedagogy, teacher educators must conceptualise their teaching in
ways that go beyond content delivery (Loughran, 2006). Specifically, teacher
educators have to move beyond ‘teaching as telling’, sharing ‘tips and tricks’ and
‘successful’ teaching experiences with their student teachers. Similarly, Appleton
(2002, p. 393) argues that even though student teachers often seek to gather lists
of “activities that work” to organise their future teaching practice, teacher
educators must go further. In this respect, Loughran (2016, p.257) emphasises that
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if student teachers need to understand teaching as more than simple delivery of

“what works” teacher educators will need to:

Embrace what it means to genuinely model teaching for understanding in
order to consistently reinforce the development of pedagogical
relationships that result in quality learning. Creating opportunities for
students of teaching to see into their teacher educators’ pedagogical
reasoning is crucial in order to illustrate that good practice is not innate, but
thoughtfully structured and conducted. To challenge the ‘we already do this’
view of teaching, teacher education must primarily be a site in which
practice is opened up for scrutiny, exploration and research. Teacher
educators must be able to illustrate that teaching is more than telling, and
learning is more than listening. They must consistently model not just good
teaching, but illustrate how that teaching is conceptualised, structured,
implemented and reviewed. In that way, the complex and sophisticated
nature of teaching can be made clear to students of teaching as they
experience it. (Loughran, 2016, pp. 257-258)

In other words, teacher educators’ work comprises a unique body of knowledge
that requires them to move beyond seeing teaching solely as ‘doing’ and what has
been learned in previous work experiences or study (Berry, 2007; Loughran,
2011). It is about being able to see beyond the tacit dimension of one’s knowledge
of practice, and being able to explain the fundamental pedagogical underpinnings
inherent in supporting meaningful learning (Berry & Russell, 2013; Loughran,
2011; 2016). It is about embracing one’s own teaching as being problematic,
examining one’s own teaching, and explaining its complex nature to one’s student
teachers (Berry, 2007; Loughran, 2014). In line with Lunenberg et al,, (2014) we
agree that teacher educators’ professional development can be meaningfully
interpreted in a number of ways. However, multiple researchers (see for instance,
Berry, 2016; Cochran-Smith, 2005; Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009; Loughran, 2016;
Murray & Male, 2005; Smith, 2015) have argued that a conceptualisation of
‘teaching about teaching’ as going beyond ‘doing’ teaching requires teacher
educators to become ‘researchers’ of their own practice (Berry & Russell, 2013;
Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009; Loughran, 2014; 2016).

Teacher educators’ professional development: A research journey
To develop knowledge of their own practice and make tacit aspects of that practice
explicit to their student teachers, to other teacher educators and to teacher

education in general, a growing number of teacher educators are involved in
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various forms of practice-oriented research (Cochran-Smith, 2003). Practice-
oriented forms of research include ‘teacher research’ (Clarke & Erickson, 2003;
Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999; Mitchell, 2002), ‘self-study’ (Bullough, 1994;
Hamilton, Pinnegar, Russell, Loughran & LaBoskey, 1998; Loughran, Hamilton, La
Boskey & Russell, 2004) and ‘practitioner research’ (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009;
Zeichner & Noffke, 2001). All these closely aligned forms of practice-oriented
research refer to studies conducted by practitioners themselves to develop
knowledge of their own local practice and to inform the broader knowledge base
in teacher education (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009; Loughran, 2016; Vanassche,
2014). The Self-Study of Teacher Education Practices (S-STEP), one of the American
Educational Research Association’s (AERA) largest Special Interest Groups (SIGs),
is a visible sign of the growing group of teacher educators engaged in research on
their own practice (Cochran-Smith, 2005). S-STEP also organises the international
biennial Castle Conference on self-study in teacher education. Moreover, it
encourages the publication of self-studies in the international peer-reviewed
journal on teacher education Studying Teacher Education: A Journal of Self-study of
Teacher Education Practices (Loughran, 2014) (revised edition in press) and has
published its own International Handbook of Self-Study of Teaching and Teacher
Education Practices (Loughran et al., 2004). Simultaneously, there have been many
other efforts to publish studies conducted by practitioners on their professional
practice. One of these efforts definitely needs to be mentioned: the Practitioner
Inquiry Series (editors: Cochran-Smith & Lytle). For over a decade - with the first
volumes in the mid-1990s - the Practitioner Inquiry Series has published books by
practitioner researchers as well as books about practitioner research and its role
in different educational contexts. In common, the books in these series challenge
the boundaries between theory and practice and offer an insight into how
practitioners theorise and understand their work in practice. In addition to these
larger-scale initiatives, teacher educators are increasingly writing and publishing
about their own teaching experiences in several other outlets (Berry, 2007;
Vanassche, 2014). In her book Tensions in Teaching about Teaching: A Self-study of
the Development of Myself as a Teacher Educator, Berry (2007) clearly shows how
conducting research into her own practice as a teacher educator fundamentally

shaped, challenged and impacted her identity as a teacher educator.

This growing trend of teacher educators’ engagement in research to inform their
practice suggests an important conceptualisation of teacher educators’ role and a
promising way to think about teacher educators’ on-going learning and
professional development (Cochran-Smith, 2005; Loughran, 2014). In particular, it
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suggests that we should think about teacher educators’ work as “working the
dialectic” (Cochran-Smith, 2005, p.221). This means that teacher educators’ role is
neither an exclusive researcher role, nor an exclusive practitioner role, but an
intertwining and a complementary combination of both: “... It privileges neither
research nor practice but instead depends upon a rich dialectic of the two wherein
the lines between professional practice in teacher education and research related
to teacher education are increasingly blurred” (Cochran-Smith, 2005, p. 221).

To be clear, conceptualising teacher educators’ professional development in such a
way does not mean that teacher educators should occasionally engage in self-
reflection or sporadically explore published research literature (Cochran-Smith,
2003; Loughran, 2014). Instead, it requires practitioners to systematically
investigate their own practice to maintain and nurture an ‘inquiry as stance’ on
their practice (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009). In the late 1990s, Cochran-Smith and
Lytle (1999) coined the term ‘inquiry as stance’ to refer to “the process of
continual and systematic inquiry wherein professionals question their own and
other assumptions and construct local as well as public knowledge appropriate to
the changing contexts in which they work” (Cochran-Smith, 2003, p. 24).

The notion of ‘inquiry as stance’ (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999) draws attention to
the significant role that practitioners play in developing local knowledge and
theorising their practice, as well as critically interpreting existing theories and
research of others, and sharing their findings with the broader community
(Cochran-Smith, 2005; Ravitch, 2014). Moreover, it is not a temporary activity, but
a fundamental aspect of teacher educators’ day-to-day practice, as well as a central
element in their vision as professionals (Loughran, 2016). It means that
professionals with an ‘inquiry as stance’ are committed to the systematic
investigation and questioning of their practice and its shaping context (Cochran-
Smith & Lytle, 2009). Obviously, the need to develop an ‘inquiry as stance’ is a
fundamental aspect in the discussion about the relevance of ‘practitioner research’
(and other related forms of practice-oriented research); however, these terms are
not interchangeable, but complementary (Ravitch, 2014). In this respect, it is
important to consider the continual interplay between taking ‘inquiry as stance’
and engaging in ‘practitioner research’. On the one hand, having ‘inquiry as stance’
refers to an overall habit of mind to investigate one’s own practice as a responsible
agent of that practice (Cochran-Smith, 2005). During this process, professionals
are active learners engaged with various stakeholders in the co-construction of
knowledge (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009). On the other hand, ‘practitioner
research’ is a promising methodological research strategy to ground one’s ‘inquiry
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as stance’. This means that by conducting ‘practitioner research’, practitioners’
decisions in their day-to-day practice are supported by rigorously collected and
analysed data (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009).

Practitioner research is “the systematic process of collecting, analysing and
interpreting information in order to increase our understanding of a phenomenon
about which we are interested or concerned” (Leedy & Ormrod, 2013, p. 2).
Furthermore, Cochran-Smith and Lytle (2009, pp. 41-45) argue that practitioner
research impacts the development and improvement of local knowledge and
practice, targets the generation of public knowledge to impact the wider
knowledge base, and serves as a promising professional development strategy.
Practitioner research involves a cyclical process characterised by seven different
steps (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009; Leedy & Ormrod, 2013). The cycle of
practitioner research starts with (1) the exploration of a research problem or a
question of practice and the formulation of a problem statement, and (2) the
identification of a corresponding research question. Then, (3) an appropriate
research design is developed that guides (4) the collection of data and (5) the
analysis and interpretation of data in order to (6) make conclusions, which can be
(7) shared with the broader community. A good reference for a detailed overview
of these different steps is Leedy and Ormrod’s (2013) Handbook on Practitioner
Research. Practitioner research can include qualitative and/or quantitative
methods and requires research knowledge, skills and an understanding of what
comprises data and rigour in research (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009). In other
words, practitioner research offers a promising methodological approach to
develop inquiry as a habit of mind to investigate one’s practice. Framed and
approached this way, practitioner research can have the power to be
transformative at the individual, interpersonal, communal and institutional level
(Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009; Ravitch, 2014).

Teacher educators' professional development: Not operating in a vacuum

Over the past ten years, researchers (Berry, 2007; Kelchtermans et al, 2017;
Loughran, 2014; Lunenberg et al., 2016; Smith, 2015; Vanassche, 2014; Vanassche
et al, 2015) have increasingly emphasised the relevance of accounting for
contextual factors in conceptualising teacher educators’ professional development.
In this respect, the work of teacher educators is embedded in multiple contexts,
which include but are not limited to institutions of higher education, cooperating
schools, and national and international policies regarding teacher educators’ work
and professional development (Kelchtermans et al.,, 2017; Lunenberg et al., 2014;
Vanassche et al.,, 2015). Understanding these multiple contexts is critical to any

12



General introduction

understanding of teacher educators’ professional development (Kelchtermans et
al,, 2017; Loughran, 2014; Lunenberg et al., 2016; Smith, 2015; Vanassche, 2014;
Vanassche et al.,, 2015).

On an international level, the increased attention on teacher educators’
professional development is reflected in several reports of the European
Commission (2012; 2013). In this respect, the European Commission (2013, p. 54)
clearly states: “If teachers are the most important in-school factor influencing the
quality of students’ learning, the competences of those who educate and support
teachers must be of the highest order”. Similarly, in 2013, the International Forum
for Teacher Educator Development (InFo-TED) was founded. The general aim of
this recently established forum is to bring together people across the world to
exchange research and practice related to teacher educators’ professional
development (see Kelchtermans et al.,, 2017; Lunenberg et al,, 2016; Vanassche et
al, 2015). In their recently published position paper on teacher educators’
professional development Towards an International Forum for Teacher Educator
Development: An Agenda for Research and Action, Kelchtermans et al. (2017)
present a model to conceptualise teacher educators’ professional development. In
doing so, they present an organising framework to map teacher educators’
professional development, allow the development of a common language, and
present a clear international agenda for research and action (see also Lunenberg et
al,, 2016; Vanassche et al,, 2015).

Several national initiatives specifically focused on teacher educators’ professional
development have also been initiated across Europe (see Vanassche et al.,, 2015 for
a comparison of initiatives in Norway, Ireland and Belgium). In Israel, for instance,
the MOFET Institute, a unique national centre that supports teacher educators’
professional development, was established. The MOFET Institute was founded
based on the belief that teacher educators have their own unique expertise, which
requires specific professional development activities (Kelchtermans et al., 2017).
In other countries, systematic and formal initiatives focusing on teacher educators’
induction and professional education have been lacking (Goodwin et al., 2014;
Murray, 2008). In some countries, however, professional standards or profiles for
teacher educators (Professional Standard of Teacher Educators, the Netherlands;
Standards for Teacher Educators, USA; the Flemish Teacher Educator Development
Profile, Flanders, Dutch-speaking part of Belgium) have been developed. In
common, and without being prescriptive, these documents describe the
knowledge, skills and attitudes teacher educators need in order to function
effectively. Moreover, in the Netherlands, the Dutch National Teacher Education
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Association (VELON) has developed a professional accreditation system with a
professional portfolio and interviews. This professional registration procedure is
linked to the Professional Standard for Teacher Educators and provides a tool to
assess and develop teacher educators’ professional competence. This accreditation
system functions as a self-assessment tool and a tool that can be implemented by
teacher education institutions as an instrument to guarantee the quality of their
programmes (Lunenberg et al, 2016). In Norway, the Norwegian National
Graduate School in Teacher Education (NAFOL) helps teacher educators to gain a
doctorate (Smith, 2015). In this respect, NAFOL not only empowers Norwegian
teacher educators as researchers, but also focuses on the development of a
national knowledge base in teacher education (Kelchtermans et al, 2017; Smith,
2015; Vanassche et al, 2015). It is clear that these different and distinctive
national contexts clearly affect teacher educators’ professional development
opportunities (Kelchtermans et al., 2017).

Furthermore, institutional contexts, and institutions of higher education in
particular, play a significant role in teacher educators’ professional development
(Berry, 2016; Smith, 2003; Vanassche, 2014). The institutional context is likely to
enable and constrain different aspects of teacher educators’ work (Zeichner,
2002). Particularly, given the lack of a clear policy on teacher educators’
professional development, teacher educators’ professional development largely
relies - in addition to individual agency in one’s own professional development -
on chance, goodwill, and support from the teacher education institution (Berry,
2016; Smith, 2003; Tack, Valcke, Rots, Struvyen & Vanderlinde, accepted). In this
respect, Vanassche (2014) argues that the context of the teacher education
institution with its particular structural and cultural working conditions mediates
teacher educators’ professional work and thus their professional development
opportunities. Berry (2007, p. 52) emphasises that the following conditions in the
teacher education institution were crucial for her own professional development
process as a teacher educator: “adequate resources in terms of time, funds and the
availability of experienced personnel who can work as supportive colleagues with
less experienced staff’. The micro communities of practice within these already
diverse institutional contexts are also shaping forces in teacher educators’ work
and professional development (Murray, 2008). In other words, in addition to
(inter)national influences, the context in the teacher education institution will

affect teacher educators’ professional development (Kelchtermans et al., 2017).

Moreover, teacher educators are inevitably connected to many other complex

networks of different groups and individuals. These groups include, for instance,
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educational policymakers, research communities, subject discipline associations,
and the teaching professionals, teachers and students in schools (Berry, 2016).
These different networks will also give meaning to teacher educators’ experiences
and meet particular needs regarding their professional development
(Kelchtermans et al., 2017).

In their recent review study of international research on teacher educators,
Lunenberg et al. (2014) found - at least - six professional roles that teacher
educators have to fulfil: teacher of teachers, researcher, coach, curriculum
developer, gatekeeper, and broker. In addition to being a ‘teacher of teachers’ and
a ‘researcher’, teacher educators have at least four other professional roles
(Lunenberg et al., 2014) or sub-identities (Vanassche et al., 2015):

(1) Coach - this role refers to teacher educators’ responsibility to provide support
to student teachers both within the institution and in the workplace. A central
aspect of this role is therefore facilitating the learning process of student
teachers (see, for instance, Hennissen, Crasborn, Brouwer, Korthagen & Bergen,
2010; van Velzen & Volman, 2009).

(2) Gatekeeper - this role requires teacher educators to stand guard at the
entrance of the teacher profession. Studies about teacher educators’ role as a
gatekeeper often discuss the tension between promoting active and self-
regulated learning on the one hand, and meeting requirements established in
standards and profiles for the profession of the teacher on the other hand (see,
for instance, Smith, 2010; Tillema & Smith, 2007).

(3) Broker - this role requires teacher educators to promote cooperation between
the institutions of teacher education and schools. In the research literature, this
role is often also described as being a ‘facilitator’ in stimulating collaboration
between different stakeholders involved in education (see, for instance,

Willegems, Consuegra, Struyven & Engels, 2016).

(4) Curriculum developer - this role refers to teacher educators’ task to contribute
to the active design and development of a curriculum for teacher education

(see, for instance, Lunenberg, 2002; Struyven & De Meyst, 2010).

It is clear that teacher educators do not fulfil all these roles at one moment in their
career; nor do these roles belong to specific career phases (Kelchtermans et al.,
2017). Instead, they need to be perceived as sub-identities, related to the
(different) contexts teacher educators are working in and the different
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relationships teacher educators have (Beijaard, Meijer & Verloop, 2013; Meijer,
2013).

Based on the emerging field of research on teacher educators’ professional
development, we have first argued that the distinct nature of teacher educators’
work should be the starting point in conceptualising their professional
development. In doing so, it seems promising to understand teacher educators’
professional development as the development of an ‘inquiry as stance’, in which
practitioner research can serve as a strategy. Teacher educators’ professional
development does not involve operating in a vacuum; therefore, it is important to
consider the influence of possible contextual factors. In the following section, the
Flemish teacher education context - in which this dissertation is situated - is
described.

The teacher education context in Flanders

“Flemish teacher educators' professional development has been a lonely enterprise.”

(Vanassche et al, 2015, p. 350)

Teacher education in Flanders

Flemish teacher education in 2017 is framed by the 2006 Decree on Teacher
Education. The 2006 Decree on Teacher Education is a result of debates that began
in 1989 about the reform of teacher education. In 1989, Belgium became a
federalised state with three Communities: the Flemish Community (Flanders), the
French Community (Wallonia), and the German-speaking Community. Each
Community is responsible for its own cultural and personal affairs. This means
that in 1989, the Flemish government received full authority for educational policy

in Flanders.

In 2006, the Flemish Community enacted a decree on the quality of teacher
education with a focus on tackling the theory-knowledge gap and supporting the
(further) professional development of (beginning) teachers (Flemish Parliament,
2006, p. 3). Since this decree was enacted, two types of teacher education
programme co-exist: (1) the integrated programme and (2) the specific
programme. Both programmes result in the same teaching certificate. Table 1
provides an overview of these different programmes, their providers and their

content. Colleges of higher education (in Dutch: ‘hogescholen’) provide the
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‘integrated programme’ that results in the degree of Bachelor in Education
(kindergarten, primary education or secondary education). This programme
combines subject matter knowledge, didactical knowledge and extended practical
training. The 2006 decree also recognises so-called ‘specific programmes’ (second
and third grade of secondary education) provided by universities (in Dutch:
‘universiteiten’), colleges of higher education and centres for adult education (in
Dutch: ‘centra voor volwassenenonderwijs’) (see Table 1). The 'specific' teacher
education programme is taken after or during a subject-oriented master’s
programme or as a separate programme for professionals who want to become

practice teachers in vocational and technical secondary education.

Table 1. Teacher training programmes in Flanders

Provider Programme Credits* Content
Teaching- Colleges of Higher Integrated 180 Extended practical training
intensive Education

General educational theory
Subject matter knowledge

Specific 60 Professional teacher training
programme after an initial

subject-oriented study

Centres for Adult Specific 60 Practical teacher training
Education programme for adults with

relevant work experience

Research-  Universities Specific 60 Academic teacher training

intensive after a subject-oriented study

*ECTS = European Credit Transfer System

In Flanders, teacher education is not defined by a prescriptive national curriculum.
Building on a balance between autonomy and accountability, teacher education
institutes have to prove that they pursue and attain basic competencies set out by
the Flemish government. In order to respond to urgent social challenges, the 2006
decree introduced a reform of teacher education with a specific focus on diversity,
ICT use, language education, teaching in a metropolitan context, and teachers'
research competences. Surprisingly, and despite their key role in the education
and the further support of (future) teachers, the decree did not pay specific
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attention to the role and professional development of teacher educators (Tack,

Valcke, Struyven, Rots & Vanderlinde, accepted).

Being a teacher educator in Flanders

As in other countries, attention to teacher educators and their professional
development is needed in Flanders (Vanassche et al., 2015). Currently, there is no
general agreement that teacher educators need specific and tailored professional
development opportunities (Lunenberg et al., 2016). As a result, in Flanders, and in
many other European countries (see European Commission, 2013), teacher
educators are rarely prepared for their role as teacher educators. This means that
becoming a teacher educator does not require a specific teaching certificate, any
specific training, a (formal) preparation course, a qualification and/or teaching
experience. In other words, there are no preconditioned role demands or
requirements regarding the recruitment of a teacher educator in Flanders. Broadly
speaking, three pathways typify the entry of Flemish teacher educators: (1)
successful classroom teachers become teacher educators and focus for the most
part on the practical training components; (2) subject specialists with an initial
degree in a subject discipline (e.g. science, mathematics); and (3) so-called ‘general
educationalists’ with a master’s degree in educational sciences but generally
having no practical teaching experience (Vanassche et al,, 2015). Clearly, the work
of educating teachers was generally not thought of as requiring any specific
expertise or preparation, and the different entry pathways affect teacher
educators’ understanding of their new role as well as the knowledge they bring to
their new job (Vanassche, 2014).

Moreover, Flemish teacher educators’ professional development is influenced not
only by their former careers, but also by their work contexts (European
Commission, 2013; Kelchtermans et al., 2017; Lunenberg et al,, 2016; Vanassche,
2014; Vanassche et al., 2015). In this respect, Flanders has a dual system in teacher
education, with universities offering a research-based ‘academic’ teacher training
programme and colleges of higher education and centres for adult education
providing ‘professional’ teacher training programmes (see Figure 1).
Internationally, these ‘professional’ programmes are also described as ‘teaching-
intensive’ teacher education programmes, while ‘academic’ programmes are
described as ‘research-intensive’ teacher education programmes (see Gilroy &
McNamara, 2009; Murray et al., 2009). Although colleges of higher education can
now set up applied research projects, teacher educators working in non-university
settings (colleges of higher education and centres for adult education) are rarely
engaged in applied research. In ‘academic’ teacher training programmes, the
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situation is more complicated. On the one hand, university-based teacher
educators are academics, teaching subject courses in addition to their core
responsibility for conducting fundamental and theory-oriented research. On the
other hand, university-based teacher educators can also be practitioners involved
in the practical training components of the programme as a part-time job, with
their main professional responsibilities located in schools or institutions of higher
education, outside the university.

Furthermore, there is no governmental policy setting quality standards or
academic/professional development benchmarks for Flemish teacher educators.
This is similar to the situation in most European Union member states. Recently,
however, The Flemish Teacher Educator Development Profile (VELOV, 2012) was
developed, updated (VELOV, 2015) and disseminated by the Flemish Association
for Teacher Educators (in Dutch: Vereniging Lerarenopleiders Vlaanderen; in short:
VELOV). The profile recognises at least seven important roles for teacher educators
to fulfil: teacher of teachers, assessor, researcher, coach, team member, engaged
professional, and broker (these roles were largely determined based on the review
study of Lunenberg et al, 2014). According to the Flemish Association of Teacher
Educators (VELOV, 2015), the profile is flexible, needs to be used as a
developmental instrument instead of a selection instrument, and is a useful
starting point for self-evaluation, feedback by peers and supervision. The profile
was developed to direct individual teacher educators and teams of teacher
educators to talk about and give direction to their professional development. This
frame of reference helps to focus the pedagogical development of Flemish teacher
educators; however, only small-scale initiatives (see, for instance, Tack &
Vanderlinde, 2016b; 2016¢c; Vanassche, 2014) to further develop teacher
educators’ quality with regard to theory, research and practice have been
undertaken (Lunenberg et al., 2016).

The increased need for recognition of teacher educators’ important role has
recently also been recognised by Flemish policymakers. In this respect, a large-
scale policy implementation evaluation study EVALO (in Dutch: ‘Evaluatie
Lerarenopleidingen Vlaanderen’; in short: EVALO) was funded by the government
in 2012 to evaluate the implementation of the 2006 decree involving actions to
improve the teacher education quality in Flanders (see, EVALO, 2011). The EVALO
project was the first large-scale study in Flanders that included a study of teacher
educators and their professional development as a cornerstone when evaluating
teacher education quality. A secondary analysis with a specific focus on the teacher
educator data (see Tack et al, accepted) shows that systematic induction
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programmes and continuing professional development initiatives are rarely in
place in Flanders. In most cases, the socialisation process of becoming a teacher
educator is left to the individual (e.g. for international examples, see Lunenberg et
al,, 2014; Murray et al,, 2009). In this respect, teacher educators state that, overall,
little attention is paid to their professional development, and they emphasise the
voluntary nature of engagement in professional development activities (Tack et al.,
accepted; similar to the international trend, see European Commission, 2013;
Lunenberg et al, 2014; 2016; Smith, 2003; Zeichner, 2005). In particular, the
current supply of professional development activities is too often organised as
general professional development activities, as one-off workshops with little long-
term impact, without being compulsory and without formal recognition or
accreditation (Tack et al, accepted). Flemish teacher educators are therefore
expressing an urgent need for a structural organisation of time frames to engage in
professional development that is closely linked to their own practices as teachers
of teachers (Tack et al,, accepted). These activities should be organised as long-
term, sustainable, recognised formal professional development trajectories and in
collaboration with (international) colleagues. Finally, Flemish teacher educators
want to further develop their role as researchers, develop a shared knowledge
base on teacher education, and develop an ‘inquiring stance’ which is currently
lacking in most teacher educators’ professional practices (Loughran, 2014; Tack et

al., accepted).

To sum up, this section described the teacher education context in Flanders and
explained what it means to become a teacher educator in Flanders. Similar to most
other countries in Europe, attention on teacher educators’ professional
development is rather limited, and professional development activities are often

organised on an ad hoc basis and by chance.

Research challenges

The research field on teacher educators’ professional development is facing
multiple research challenges. In particular, there is a need for: (1) the development
of a common language; (2) large-scale empirical studies; and (3) intervention

studies.

Focus on the development of a common language

Several authors have emphasised the importance of developing ‘inquiry as stance’

(in Dutch = ‘onderzoekende houding’). For instance, in her dissertation on teacher
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educators’ professionalism, Vanassche (2014) concludes with a call for a
“researcher’s attitude” (Vanassche, 2014). Similarly, in discussions on teacher
educators’ professional development, terms such as “pedagogies of investigation”
(Grossman, Hammerness & McDonald, 2009), “a research-oriented attitude”
(Lunenberg et al., 2014), and a “research journey” (Loughran, 2014) are used
interchangeably in the appeal for teacher educators’ ongoing engagement in
research to improve their practice. Despite this increased attention, however, the
field clearly lacks a common language to define what the adoption of terms such as
‘inquiry as stance’ (or other related terms) exactly entails (Loughran, 2014).
Reflecting on the results of their review study on teacher educators and their
professional development, Lunenberg et al. (2014) conclude that: “The literature is
unevenly distributed and shows a variety of foci. What is lacking is conceptual
coherence, but also clear lines of research and attempts to promote collaboration
of researchers. Examples in which researchers try to extend each other’s work are
rare” (Lunenberg et al,, 2014, p. 72).

In line with Grossman et al. (2008), we are convinced that conceptual clarity is a
much-needed first step in uniting the community of researchers and practitioners
in teacher education. By literally speaking the same language, researchers can
build on prior work and communicate their findings more powerfully both to each

other and to practitioners and policymakers (Grossman et al., 2008).

Focus on large-scale empirical studies

The research field will require more than a common language to make progress.
Currently, the field of research on teacher educators’ professional development is
characterised by small-scale qualitative studies and essays, and “solid quantitative
studies are almost completely absent” (Lunenberg et al, 2014, p. 72). In this
respect, measurement instruments to empirically provide an insight into teacher
educators’ professional development are still lacking (Lunenberg et al.,, 2014). If
we aim to enhance empirical understanding of teacher educators’ professional
development, investments in the development of common research instruments by
means of large-scale survey studies are needed (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005;
Grossman et al., 2008).

Moreover, small-scale studies have highlighted several factors that are related to
teacher educators’ professional development (e.g. Goodwin et al., 2014; Murray &
Male, 2005). Large-scale research that confirms the interplay between these
factors and the individual teacher educator’s professional development is needed

(Grossman et al, 2008). For instance, regarding teacher educators’ role as
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researchers, the availability of a research infrastructure and a research culture in
the teacher education institutions is often mentioned (Lunenberg et al., 2014).
However, the relative importance of these aspects still needs to be empirically

confirmed.

Focus on intervention studies

Finally, intervention research is needed to investigate the impact of promising
professional development strategies (e.g. practitioner research) on teacher

educators’ professional development. As Lunenberg et al. (2014, p. 75) explain:

Research should focus on relationships between on the one hand promising
activities aiming at the professional development of teacher educators (for
example, participating in a training trajectory or carrying out research into
one’s own practice), and on the other hand at resulting learning processes

and outcomes, also in the longer term. (Lunenberg et al.,, 2014, p. 75)

In other words, high-quality intervention research that also focuses on results in
the longer term is currently still lacking in the research literature on teacher
educators’ professional development.

Research design and overview of the dissertation

Research objectives

Taking into account the research challenges described in the research context of
this chapter, the main aim of this dissertation is to gain a better understanding of
teacher educators’ professional development. In particular, this dissertation
attempted conceptual coherence by introducing the concept of ‘researcherly
disposition’ based on the existing literature on teacher educators’ professional
development. Afterwards, empirical studies were conducted to further our
empirical understanding. Developing one’s researcherly disposition is considered
a key factor in teacher educators’ professional development. This main aim is
divided into four general research objectives that direct the different studies of

this dissertation:

Research objective 1 (RO1): To develop a theoretical framework on teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition based on
the available literature and empirical research
in the field
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Research objective 2 (R02): To construct a self-reported measurement
instrument on teacher educators’ researcherly

disposition

Research objective 3 (RO3): To identify factors related to teacher educators’

researcherly disposition

Research objective 4 (RO4): To offer an insight into the impact of a one-year
intervention in practitioner research on teacher

educators’ researcherly disposition

Design of the studies

In order to achieve the research objectives, qualitative, quantitative and mixed-
method designs were used. The results presented and discussed in this
dissertation are based on four studies (see Table 2): a literature review combined
with a qualitative study (Chapter 2), two quantitative studies (Chapters 3 & 4), and
one mixed-method study (Chapter 5). The research designs adopted in this
dissertation differ significantly from and contribute to the research designs
currently applied in teacher educators’ professional development research
(Lunenberg et al.,, 2014).

In this dissertation, and related to the first research objective (Study 1 - Chapter
2), conceptual coherence was attempted by first developing a theoretical
framework based on the existing literature on teacher educators’ professional
development and introducing the concept of ‘researcherly disposition’ as a means
to enhance understanding of teacher educators’ professional development. This
conceptualisation was empirically explored by means of qualitative research to

describe differences in teacher educators’ researcherly disposition.

Following this, two large-scale quantitative studies were conducted (Studies 2 & 3
- Chapters 3 & 4) to further enhance empirical understanding of teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition. Both quantitative studies are based on survey
data collected from 944 institution-based teacher educators working in teaching-
intensive teacher education institutions (centres for adult education and colleges
of higher education). Quantitative research allows precise numerical data to be
collected from a large number of participants, a research technique which is
currently only used sporadically in teacher educators’ professional development
research (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005; Lunenberg et al.,, 2014). Related to the

second research objective (Chapter 3), quantitative survey research enabled
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measurement instrument development and provided generalizable findings so that
inferences could be made for the target population (Creswell, 2003). The data
obtained also enabled statistical analysis to assess differences between subgroups
of participants (Chapter 3). Related to the third research objective (Chapter 4),
relations among variables and with other related variables were assessed by

means of quantitative research.

Related to the fourth research objective (Chapter 5), the final study in this
dissertation assessed the impact of a one-year intervention on practitioner
research on teacher educators’ researcherly disposition (Study 4 - Chapter 5) by
adopting a mixed-method research approach. In particular, the study fits within an
intervention mixed-method framework with an embedded design (Creswell &
Clark, 2010; Lewin, Glenton & Oxman, 2009). Within a mixed-method embedded
intervention design, the quantitative data collection is recurrently linked to
qualitative data collection at multiple points (Creswell & Clark, 2010). Integration
through embedding is especially important in interventional advanced designs
(Lewin et al,, 2009). In our study, qualitative data was integrated before the
intervention, during the intervention, and after the intervention. This mixed-
method intervention study meets the research field’s need for intervention studies,
and explores a longitudinal perspective (Loughran, 2014; Lunenberg et al., 2014).
Moreover, the mixed-method research approach allows a more holistic
understanding of the impact of the intervention on teacher educators’ researcherly

disposition.

Table 2 provides an overview of the different chapters in this dissertation and
describes the research objectives, methodology, data collection and data analysis

techniques.

Outline of the dissertation

This dissertation is divided into six chapters. In addition to the General
introduction (Chapter 1) and the General discussion and conclusion (Chapter 6),
four empirical chapters (Chapters 1-4) are included. These chapters report on four
different empirical studies and are all based on research articles that have been
published or submitted for publication in international peer-reviewed journals
listed in the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI). Table 2 provides an overview of
the different chapters in this dissertation and describes the research objectives,
methodology, data collection, and data analysis techniques. Figure 2 presents a

schematic overview that visualises the relation between the different chapters.
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Chapter 1 provides a general introduction to this dissertation. Firstly, it presents
the overall research context in which the dissertation is situated. Following this, an
outline of the general theoretical framework and a detailed overview of the
research challenges, objectives, design and studies included in this dissertation are
provided. To conclude, the theoretical, empirical, methodological and practical
relevance of the dissertation is discussed. Parts of this chapter are based on a
research article accepted by the European Journal of Teacher Education (Tack,
Valcke, Rots, Struyven, & Vanderlinde, accepted), a research article published in
Research in Teacher Education (Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016c), and a research article
published in Tijdschrift voor Lerarenopleiders (Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016b).

Chapter 2, Teacher educators’ professional development: Towards a typology of
teacher educators' researcherly disposition, focuses on the conceptualisation of
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition to enhance understanding of teacher
educators’ professional development. Firstly, and based on a theoretical
framework on teacher educators’ professional development, teacher educators’
researcherly disposition is broadly defined as the habit of mind to engage with
research - as both consumers and producers of research - to improve their own
practice and contribute to the knowledge base on teacher education. Secondly, and
based on a qualitative study with 20 teacher educators, the concept was
empirically explored to describe differences in teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition. Chapter 2 was published in the British Journal of Educational Studies
(Tack & Vanderlinde, 2014).

Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 present the results of a quantitative survey study
conducted with 944 teacher educators. More specifically, Chapter 3, Measuring
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition: Item development and scale
construction, reports on the development of a self-reported measurement
instrument - the Teacher Educators’ Researcherly Disposition Scale (TERDS) - to
enhance empirical understanding of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition.
Taking into account the shortcomings in the emerging field of teacher educator
professional development research (which is largely confined to small-scale
qualitative studies), a large-scale quantitative survey study (n=944) was
conducted. The first part of the chapter reports the results of factor analysis (both
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis). The second part of the chapter
explores differences in teacher educators’ researcherly disposition across several
subgroups of teacher educators using the developed instrument. Chapter 3 was
published in Vocations & Learning (Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016a).
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General introduction

Chapter 4, Exploring the relationship between the perceived research infrastructure, the
perceived research culture, and teacher educators’ researcherly disposition, focuses on the
relationship between teacher educators’ perceptions of the existing research culture, the
available research infrastructure in their teacher education institution, and teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition. The main aim of this chapter is to propose a model
that explores supporting/hindering factors when developing one’s researcherly
disposition. In particular, and building upon previous small-scale qualitative studies on
teacher educators’ professional development, positive relationships between teacher
educators’ perceptions of the existing research culture, the existing research
infrastructure, and teacher educators’ researcherly disposition are hypothesised. A
large-scale survey study was conducted with 944 teacher educators and structural
equation modelling was applied to explore our hypotheses. Chapter 4 refers to an article
that has been submitted for publication to the Journal of Education for Teaching (Tack &

Vanderlinde, under review a).

Chapter 5, Understanding the impact of an intervention on practitioner research on
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition: A mixed method study, explores the impact of
an intervention on teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. The context for the
intervention is a publicly funded collaborative project of three teacher education
programmes (i.e. one higher education college, one centre for adult education, and one
university-based teacher education programme) in Flanders (Belgium). The project
spanned three academic years starting in September 2013 and ending in September
2016. The goal of the project is to develop, implement and study a one-year intervention
to support teacher educators’ professional development through practitioner research.
For this chapter, the second edition of the intervention (2014-2015) is the subject of
study. In particular, 25 Flemish teacher educators participated in a one-year
intervention where they conducted practitioner research in professional learning
communities. Quantitative (pre-test, immediate post-test, delayed post-test) and
qualitative data (intake interviews, exit interviews, observations of the group meetings,
email conversations) were collected and compared with a control group. Chapter 5 has
been submitted for publication in the Journal of Teacher Education (Tack & Vanderlinde,

under review b).

Chapter 6 provides a general discussion and the conclusion of the presented studies in
this dissertation. It synthesises the main findings of the preceding chapters in relation to
the research objectives and provides a general reflection on teacher educators’
researcherly disposition. This chapter also includes a discussion of the limitations of the
studies and presents possible directions for future research. Finally, implications for

theory, empirical research, policy and practice are discussed.
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Chapter 1

Relevance of the dissertation

The four empirical studies in this dissertation were conducted to address a widely
recognised international research problem, which is the limited fundamental knowledge
and understanding of teacher educators’ professional development in general (Bates,
Swennen & Jones, 2011; Lunenberg et al, 2014; Vanderlinde et al, 2016), and an
understanding of their researcherly disposition in particular. In this respect, this
dissertation tackles multiple challenges identified as key challenges for the research
field on teacher educators’ professional development (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005;
Lunenberg et al., 2014). In particular, the relevance of this dissertation is situated on a

theoretical, empirical, methodological and practical level.

From a theoretical point of view, this dissertation adds to the literature by providing a
theoretical insight into the concept ‘researcherly disposition’. This concept, strongly
related to ‘inquiry as stance’, ‘investigative attitude’ and ‘pedagogies of investigation’,
offers a promising view on teacher educators’ professional development. So far,
however, the research literature has not provided a clear and comprehensive
understanding of these concepts. Based on the existing research on teacher educators’
professional development, this dissertation provides the first analytical framework that
enhances theoretical understanding of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition
(Chapter 2). Moreover, by empirically testing this conceptualisation (Chapter 2 &
Chapter 3) and by relating influencing factors (i.e. research culture and research
infrastructure) (Chapter 4), this conceptualisation is further enhanced. Finally, this
dissertation contributes to the theoretical rationale of conducting practitioner research
to support teacher educators’ researcherly disposition (Chapter 5). In particular, the
design guidelines reported in the intervention study can serve future interventions
concerned with teacher educators’ professional development.

In addition to theoretical relevance, this dissertation enhances empirical understanding
of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. Firstly, a measurement instrument that
assesses teacher educators’ self-reported researcherly disposition was developed,
validated, and disseminated (Chapter 3). The results contribute to a better
understanding of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition and the developed
instrument (Chapter 3) can be used in future research. Moreover, this dissertation
provides data on factors that are related to teacher educators’ researcherly disposition
(Chapter 4). These results are, together with our conceptualisation (Chapter 2), a first
attempt to unravel teacher educators’ researcherly disposition.
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On a methodological level, the research designs adopted in this dissertation add to the
research field on teacher educators’ professional development. In particular, the
quantitative studies (Chapter 3 & Chapter 4) and the mixed-method intervention study
(Chapter 5) are innovative, as the current field is characterised by small-scale qualitative
studies and essays on teacher educators and their professional development (see
Lunenberg et al., 2014).

Last but not least, this dissertation also contributes to teacher educators’ practice and
the policy debate on teacher educators’ professional development. In addition to the
development of the measurement instrument (Chapter 3), which can be used in both
teacher educators’ practice and policy, the intervention study reported in Chapter 5 is
worth mentioning. In this respect, this dissertation allowed teacher educators to
participate in a one-year intervention on practitioner research. This study makes
important suggestions for future interventions and policies focusing on teacher
educators’ professional development. Not only should interventions such as the one
presented in this dissertation be further encouraged and promoted, but also the results
suggest the need for a more formal approach to teacher educators’ professional

development.
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Chapter 2

Teacher educators’ professional development: Towards a

typology of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition

Abstract

Since the beginning of the 21st century, the need for teacher educators’ - or those
who teach the teachers - professional development became increasingly
recognised in both policy and research literature. In this respect, a growing body of
publications highly stress the teacher educators’ task of engaging in research and
becoming a teacher educator-researcher. This article assumes that teacher
educators’ professional development can be conceptualised as the development of
a ‘researcherly disposition’. A researcherly disposition is defined as the tendency
to engage in research and involves an inclination towards research (affective
aspect); an ability to engage in research (cognitive aspect); and a sensitivity for
research opportunities (behavioural aspect). Twenty in-depth interviews with
teacher educators were conducted and analysed in order to empirically explore the
concept and assess differences in teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. The
findings indicate a typology with three types of teacher educators: 'the enquiring
teacher educator’ (Type 1), ‘the well-read teacher educator’ (Type 2), and ‘the
teacher educator-researcher’ (Type 3). Based on the proposed definition of a
teacher educator’s researcherly disposition, each type’s disposition towards
research is presented. Finally, implications for further research and for future
programmes that focus on teacher educators’ professional development are
discussed.
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Introduction

Although there is a worldwide urgent need for highly qualified teacher education,
the professional development of teacher educators - those who teach the teachers
- was neglected until the end of the 20th century. In this respect, a robust body of
research on teachers’ professional development emerged (see, for example, Borko,
2004), but research on teacher educators' professional development remains
scarce (Loughran, 2014; Lunenberg et al, 2014). At the beginning of the 21st
century, Murray (2005) stressed the teacher educators’ profession as ‘an under-

researched and poorly understood occupational group’ (p.68).

In this regard, major questions concerning teacher educators’ training and
professional development have been raised (Bates, Swennen & Jones, 2011; Ben-
Peretz et al,, 2013; Lunenberg et al., 2014). This is, for instance, clarified in the
context of British teacher education, where Arthur (2013) notes that ‘the role of
English universities in the education of teachers is under serious threat’ (p.383).
Referring to the non-disputable impact teacher educators have on the quality of
teaching and learning in the schools (see for instance, Hattie, 2009; Marzano,
Pickering & Pollock, 2001), the European Commission (2013) comes to similar

conclusions when stressing the importance of high-quality teacher education.

As a consequence, the significant need for professional development of teacher
educators has grown internationally since the beginning of the 21st century, and
now receives recognition in both the research (e.g. Bates et al,, 2011; Ben-Peretz et
al,, 2013) and policy literature (e.g. European Commission, 2013). In this respect,
the majority of authors have increasingly emphasised that a significant part of a
teacher educators’ occupation, in addition to teaching teachers, should be to
conduct research (Lunenberg et al, 2014). Cochran-Smith (2005) clearly
illustrates this twofold goal by stressing that the role of teacher educators
‘depends upon a rich dialectic of the two [researcher and teacher of teachers]
wherein the lines between professional practice in teacher education and research
related to teacher education are increasingly blurred’ (p.221). In other words,
nowadays, teacher educators are expected to excel in both teaching about teaching
and conducting research (Berry, 2007).

As will be argued, the development of a ‘researcherly disposition’, a concept
strongly related to concepts such as ‘inquiry as stance’ (Cochran-Smith & Lytle,
2009) and ‘inquiry habit of mind’ (Bruggink & Harinck, 2012), offers a promising
view on teacher educators’ professional development and takes into account the
persistent demands on teacher educators to engage in research (Loughran, 2014;
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Vanassche, 2014). However, the current literature does not provide a clear and
comprehensive understanding of these concepts, nor does it present empirical
work on teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. The current study addresses
this gap in two steps. First, a theoretical framework is presented wherein teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition is conceptualised as a triad of inclination
towards research (affective aspect), an ability to conduct research (cognitive
aspect), and a sensitivity for research opportunities (behavioural aspect). Second,
the findings of the study are presented, offering a typology on teacher educators’
researcherly disposition with three types of teacher educators: ‘the enquiring
teacher educator’ (Type 1), ‘the well-read teacher educator’ (Type 2), and ‘the

teacher educator-researcher’ (Type 3).

Theoretical framework

Teacher educators' professional development

Teacher educators are defined by the European Commission as ‘all those who
actively facilitate the (formal) learning of student teachers and teachers’ (2013, p.
8). This broad definition covers a heterogeneous group of professionals who are all
involved with the education of teachers but can be occupied in diverse professional
work settings. Indeed, this definition encompasses both teacher educators working
within institutions of teacher education and mentors who are mainly occupied in
schools. Given the large differences between these two groups of teacher educators
(e.g. professional work context, qualifications, target group) (see Lunenberg et al.,
2014), this article has a focus on institution-based teacher educators. Institution-
based teacher educators are mainly involved with the education of future teachers
enrolled in a pre-service teacher education programme. Even within this subgroup
of teacher educators, there are still differences in expertise and background
experiences, as teacher educators are not formally prepared for their role as a
teacher educator. Usually one becomes a teacher educator when expertise in a
particular field can be proven (Berry, 2007). This implies that a teacher educator’s
training (qualifications and degree) and previous experiences strongly influence
their professional development (Livingston et al.,, 2009).

Most studies on teacher educators’ professional development emphasise that
teacher educators’ engagement in research is a key component in their
professional development (Lunenberg et al, 2014). To highlight the fact that
becoming active in research is a fundamental aspect of a teacher educator’s

learning trajectory, Loughran even describes teacher educators’ careers as a
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‘research journey’ (2014, p. 2). He further argues that teacher educators have to
engage in research to improve their knowledge about their students learning, their
own teaching about teaching and teacher education in general (Loughran, 2014).
In this respect, Cochran-Smith (2005, p. 219) uses the phrase ‘working the
dialectic’ to refer to the fact that a teacher educator’s role as a researcher is
intimately tied to the core of a teacher educator’s work: teaching about teaching
(Murray and Male, 2005). To put it differently, if teacher educators aim to become
better teachers of teachers, they will have to engage in research activities enabling

a better understanding of that teaching practice.

However, teacher educators’ research engagement cannot be considered an
obviously existing part of everyone’s practice. In this respect, Livingston et al.
(2009) argue that some teacher educators have developed expertise as
researchers before or during their work as teacher educators (i.e. by working in an
academic environment or by pursuing further academic studies), while others
have not. A lack of research experience and/or a lack of clear expectations
regarding a teacher educator’s role as a researcher can possibly explain why most
find it hard to identify themselves as someone with a research role. In addition, the
review study by Lunenberg et al. (2014) reveals that those who do consider
research to be a part of their work greatly differ in their perceptions of this role.
These perceptions range from merely reading published research to conducting
research into one’s own practice and disseminating these results in research
journals or at conferences. Given these different perceptions, clarity regarding
what it means to fulfil one’s role as a teacher educator-researcher is still needed
(Lunenberg et al,, 2014).

According to Loughran (2014), fulfilling one’s role as a teacher educator-
researcher means that teacher educators have to at least be ‘smart’ consumers of
research, able to research their teaching practices and value the importance of a
research identity as a teacher educator. In his reasoning, Loughran strongly builds
upon the previous work of Cochran-Smith (2003), who describes teacher
educators’ professional development as the development of an ‘inquiry as stance’,
which refers to ‘the process of continual and systematic inquiry wherein they
question their own and other assumptions and construct local, as well as public,
knowledge appropriate to the changing contexts in which they work’ (2003, p. 24).
In other words, these authors stress that a teacher educator-researcher should
conduct research to serve a two-fold goal: to improve their own practice and
knowledge about teacher education, and also to contribute to the broader

knowledge base on teacher education. The first goal refers to Cochran-Smith’s
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(2003) notion of being a creator of ‘local knowledge’, and the second goal refers to
her notion of being a creator of ‘public knowledge’. Contributing to the public
knowledge base refers to intentionally making public the developed knowledge
and its dissemination to the research community in teacher education (i.e. through
research reports, articles in professional or academic journals, conference
presentations). In other words, besides improving their teaching practice based on
results of their own research, teacher educators who aim to fully develop their role
as a researcher are also expected to systematically make explicit these research

findings and share them with the broader community of teacher education.

Loughran (2014) describes the demands on teacher educators’ research activities
as three-fold: they need to be linked to the field of teacher education; they need
clear connections with their daily practices; and they need to focus on the
improvement of student teachers’ learning. The research conducted by teacher
educators thus largely depends upon their own professional spheres (Vanassche,
2014). This means that the professional concerns of a teacher educator in a
particular context will largely determine the research problem one is about to
study. For instance, some teacher educators may feel a need to assess the impact of
their teaching style on students learning, while others may aim to study the
relevance of use of integrated information and communications technology in their
classrooms. However, irrespective of the topic of a teacher educator’s study, the
research has to focus on both the improvement of local teaching practices and its
transformation into more public knowledge. In this respect, practitioner research,
or ‘the intentional and systematic inquiry into one’s own practice’ (Dinkelman,
2003, p. 8), is often described as a powerful strategy because of its dual focus on

both the production of local and public knowledge on teacher education.

The development of a ‘researcherly disposition’

The concept ‘disposition’ can play a key role in explaining successful behaviour,
and is therefore a growing and important concept in educational studies (Crick &
Goldspink, 2014). A disposition is defined in psychology as a tendency or a habit of
mind towards particular patterns or behaviour (Katz & Raths, 1985). Related to
this study, teacher educators’ researcherly disposition could be roughly described
as ‘the tendency to engage in research’. However, limiting the definition of a
researcherly disposition to its broadest interpretation would imply that this
concept could still be critiqued in research on teacher education as ‘an unresolved
challenge’ (Wayda & Lund, 2005, p. 34) or ‘a superfluous construct’ (Murray, 2007,
p. 381) due to its lack of analytical value. Nevertheless, Perkins, Jay & Tishman
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(1993) provide an analytical lens through which they deconstruct the concept of
‘disposition’ into a triad of inclination, sensitivity and ability:

- Inclination refers to ‘the person’s felt tendency toward behaviour X’;
- Sensitivity involves ‘the person’s alertness to X-occasions’;
- Ability covers ‘the actual ability to follow through with X-behaviour’ (p.8).

By deconstructing the concept of disposition into three inter-related but distinct
units of analysis (inclination, sensitivity, and ability), the authors developed an
analytical framework to better understand what influences individuals to actually
decide to behave, or avoid behaving, in a certain way. In this respect, they concede
to definitions on dispositions that often only refer to the inclination aspect. What is
more, these authors recognise that ‘the trio of inclination, sensitivity, and ability
constitute individually necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for behaviour’
(p.10). In other words, this framework allows for a starting point to conceptualise
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition as a comprehensive construct, and
thus, initiates a better understanding of what is important in teacher educators’
professional development as teacher educator-researchers.

Based on both the description of teacher educators’ role as researchers and the
concept of a ‘triad disposition’ (Perkins, Jay & Tishman, 1993), our definition of
“teacher educators’ researcherly disposition” is the habit of mind of teacher
educators to engage in research and thus, to produce both local knowledge and
public knowledge on teacher education. This researcherly disposition embodies
three interrelated aspects: (1) an ability to conduct research; (2) a sensitivity for
research occasions, and (3) an inclination towards research. The first aspect of a
teacher educator’s researcherly disposition involves an affective dimension, which
refers to a teacher educator’s inclination or felt tendency towards research. Here,
important indicators concern the extent to which a teacher educator values a
research-oriented approach towards his/her daily practices, and as such,
recognises his/her role as a researcher. The second aspect is of a cognitive nature
and refers to a teacher educator’s actual ability to conduct research and to
contribute to the knowledge base on teacher education. Knowledge and
understanding of educational research and research methods are important
indicators of this dimension. Finally, the third dimension of a teacher educator’s
researcherly disposition involves a behavioural dimension, which refers to a
teacher educator’s sensitivity or alertness for research occasions in his/her daily

practices.
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By using this conceptualisation of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition as a
theoretical framework, the research goal of this explorative study is to unravel
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition by means of a qualitative study with 20
teacher educators. More specifically, we aim to assess whether or not teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition can be conceptualised according to a ‘triad
concept, and if differences can be identified among teacher educators’
researcherly disposition. Summarised, the goal is to develop a typology that can be

used to distinguish different types of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition.

Methodology

Context

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 20 teacher educators from two
teacher-training institutions: a Centre for Adult Education (‘Centrum voor
Volwassenenonderwijs’) and a College of Higher Education (University of Applied
Courses or ‘Hogeschool’) in Flanders. Different from universities, these institutions
offer professional training in teacher education, whereas universities offer
research-based academic training. This means that these institutions of higher
education have no real research traditions and their main focus is on the education
of professionals. For this study, this implies that none of the teacher educators had
been asked to conduct research within his/her occupation as a teacher educator.
This is very different from the careers of teacher educators in the United States or
Pacific Rim systems, as these teacher educators are all formally expected to

combine teaching roles with research roles (Hamilton & Clandinin, 2011).

Participants

Twenty institution-based teacher educators, seven working at the Centre for Adult
Education (CAE) and 13 occupied at a College of Higher Education (CHE), were
included in this study. These teacher educators were interested in participating in
a professional development programme on practitioner research in order to
support the development of their researcherly disposition, and thus recognised

research as being a part of their occupation.

The mean age of the participants, eight male and 12 female, was 35.5 years
(SD=8.28). The majority (n=18) completed their master’s degree. The participants’
years of experience as teacher educators ranged from three months to 20 years. All
of the participants teach in the field of pedagogy. Nine of the participants teach
‘general pedagogy’. The other teacher educators teach subject-oriented pedagogy,
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such as ‘physics’, ‘English’, ‘French’, ‘history’, and ‘Dutch as a second language’ or

‘interdisciplinary courses’.

The participants followed different trajectories in becoming teacher educators.
Nine participants had experiences as a teacher in compulsory education (CE),
whereas the others (n=11) entered the profession without any experience as a
teacher in compulsory education. Of these 11 teacher educators, seven started
working as teacher educators immediately after obtaining their master’s degree
and their teaching qualification in teacher education (TE), and the other four began
to work as teacher educators after acting as university researchers for a number of
years. Of the participants, 12 were familiar with conducting educational research
and two had previous experience with practitioner research in the context of a

postgraduate course entitled ‘School Development’.

Table 1 presents an overview of each participating teacher educator (n=20),
presenting their age, work context, qualification and background experiences (in
chronological order). Special attention is paid to teacher educators’ professional
work setting, years of experience in higher education, experiences as a teacher in
compulsory education, and experiences as a researcher since several studies
(Ducharme, 1996; Murray, 2011) indicate that these characteristics are
determining factors in teacher educators’ professional development.

Table 1. Overview of the respondents

Name Age Institute Qualification Background: formal experiences in

education (CE/TE) and research

Noah 40 CAE MA in African Studies, 14 yearsin CE

teaching qualification
2 years in TE

1 year postgraduate course ‘School

Development’
Daniel 47 CAE MA in Languages (Dutch, 3 yearsin CE
English), teaching
P 2 years in non-profit organisations
qualification
14 years in TE (of which 8 years
combined with part-time task of Head
of Department)
Emma 50 CAE MA in Law, teaching 11 years in higher education as
qualification lecturer
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Emily

Elizabeth

Jessica

Charlotte

Jacob

Mason

Ethan

William

30

29

28

27

40

34

35

31

CAE

CAE

CAE

CAE

CHE

CHE

CHE

CHE

MA in

teaching qualification

Education,

MA in

teaching qualification

Education,

MA in Audiology and
Speech-Language

Pathology, teaching
qualification
MA in Education,

teaching qualification

MA in History, teaching
qualification

MA in Engineering and
MA in Cultural Sciences,

teaching qualification

MA in Audiovisual Arts,
teaching qualification

BA in

(primary education)

Education

1 year as a research assistant

16 years in TE (of which 14 years
combined with part-time task of Head
of Department)

6 years as scientific staff at a
university

2 yearsin TE

3 years as scientific staff at a

university
5yearsin TE

5 years in CE (still works part-time in
CE)

3yearsin TE

3 months in TE

1 year as scientific staff, 8 years as
assistant (PhD degree not obtained)

7 years in TE

8 years in TE (of which 6 years was
combined with part-time leadership
of Research & Development)

2 months in CE

6 years in TE (of which 4 years was
combined with part-time leadership

in Research & Development)
8 years in CE
3yearsin TE

1 year postgraduate course ‘School
Development’
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Liam

Michael

Olivia

Amelia

Claire

Stella

Lauren

Lilly

Katie

39

44

30

30

57

27

27

CHE

CHE

CHE

CHE

CHE

CHE

CHE

CHE

CHE

MA in

teaching qualification

Education,

BA in Education (lower
secondary education)

MA in Languages (Dutch,
English)

MA in

teaching qualification

Education,

MA in

teaching qualification

Education,

MA in

teaching qualification

Philology,

MA in Languages (Dutch,

English), teaching
qualification
MA in Education,

teaching qualification

MA in

teaching qualification

Education,

8 years in TE

7 years in CE
6 yearsin TE
2 years in CE

7 years as research assistant (PhD

degree not obtained)
6 years in TE

6 yearsin TE

6 years in TE

5 years in CE

2 years affiliated with a university as

research staff
20 yearsin TE
4 years in CE

8 years in TE

3yearsin TE

1 year as teaching assistant in a
university

3 years in TE (with 1 year part-time
in charge for Research &

Development)

Note. CAE = Centre of Adult Education; CHE = College of Higher Education; MA = Master;
BA = Bachelor; TE = Teacher Education; CE = Compulsory Education (primary education

or secondary education)
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Data collection

A semi-structured interview protocol was used for the interviews. All questions in
the protocol are based on the theoretical framework (cf. supra). The first questions
relate to the participants’ background characteristics (e.g. age, diploma,
professional experiences as a teacher educator, work experience in compulsory
education, experiences with research). During the second part of the interview, the
participants were asked to explain their understanding of research methods and
educational research (cognitive dimension). Other questions attempted to
reconstruct the teacher educators’ beliefs, motives and attitudes towards
conducting research and becoming teacher educator-researchers (affective
dimension). Moreover, the participants had to indicate the extent to which they
already engage in research. Teacher educators had to provide examples from their

daily practices in their answers (behavioural dimension).

The interview protocol was pilot tested with one teacher educator in order to
determine limitations within the protocol before the data collection process began
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). The pilot respondent was asked (1) to answer each
question, and (2) to give feedback on the formulation of each question. Afterwards,
the initial protocol was slightly modified.

Data analysis

All interviews (n=20) were conducted by the first author in January 2014. With
permission from the interviewees, all interviews were audio-recorded and
transcribed before the analysis. After reading the transcriptions several times, all
reports were segmented and coded. The text fragments were labelled with
descriptive and interpretative codes based on the theoretical framework. All

names were removed to protect anonymity when redacting case reports.

The analysis was carried out in two phases. First, a vertical analysis was conducted
(Miles & Huberman, 1994) and each individual teacher educator served as unit of
analysis. Thus, 20 systematic summarising reports were written, presenting the
analysis for each participant in a structured form. Next, these reports were
compared during the horizontal analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994). By adopting
the constant comparative analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), the goal of this phase
is to look for similarities and differences between the teacher educators. This is an
iterative and recursive process, where interpretations are developed, reconsidered

and modified if necessary.

With regard to the internal validity (Creswell & Miller, 2000), the authors

independently conducted each analysis. Afterwards, the interpretations were
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discussed and refined until consensus was reached. Furthermore, a member check
was conducted and four participants reviewed the findings and commented on
their accuracy (Van Hove & Claes, 2011). By carefully describing the theoretical
framework, the research procedure, the data collection, the analysis, the quality of
the research process can be critically judged by others.

Findings

The purpose of this study is to explore teacher educators’ researcherly disposition
by analysing in-depth interview data of 20 teacher educators. Although each
teacher educator reported explicitly on the behavioural, cognitive and affective
aspect, important differences exist between the teacher educators. More
specifically, the analysis reveals a typology with three types of teacher educators:
‘the enquiring teacher educator’ (Type 1), ‘the well-read teacher educator’ (Type
2), and ‘the teacher educator-researcher’ (Type 3). All of the names in the next

paragraphs are pseudonyms that refer to the respondents in the study.

Type 1: ‘The Enquiring Teacher Educator’

The first type of teacher educator values the teacher educator’s role as a
researcher. Enquiring teacher educators (Type 1) possess an inclination towards
research, which is, for instance, illustrated by the participants’ voluntary decision
to participate in a professional development programme on practitioner research.
However, this first type of teacher educator acknowledges a lack of understanding
of research methods and knowledge about research, and neither engages in
research activities nor contributes to the knowledge base on teacher education
(see Table 2). The lack of understanding and knowledge refers to the cognitive
aspect, while the lack of sensitivity for research occasions refers to the behavioural

aspect.

Table 2. Teacher educators’ researcherly disposition: Type 1 ‘the enquiring teacher
educator’

Type 1

Cognitive dimension

Behavioural
dimension

Affective dimension v

56



Theoretical framework researcherly disposition

Enquiring teacher educators (Type 1) are mainly teacher educators who have
developed a lot a practical experience during their teaching practices as a teacher
in higher education or/and their experiences as a teacher in compulsory education.
They are often experienced teachers with full teaching schedules that lack any
experience in research. The quotation below clearly illustrates the profile of Type 1

teacher educators:

I think [ cannot call myself a teacher educator. For now, the only thing I do is
teach. And being a teacher educator is more than teaching. A good teacher
educator thinks about his teaching, discusses it with others, and even
studies it. As a teacher educator, you have to be able to systematically look
at yourself and ask: How is my teaching? What is well structured? What

could be better organised? (Lilly)

Eight of the participating teacher educators are considered Type 1 teacher
educators. Four worked as teachers in compulsory education and the others
immediately started as teacher educators after graduation. Remarkably, all of
these teacher educators perceive this year as a turning point in their career. This
means that each of them is facing a critical transition period wherein existential
questions on their teaching practices are put forward. These questions mostly
relate to the participants’ careers as teacher educators and become most
prominent when the interviewees explain their interest in participating in the

professional development programme:

At the beginning of this year, I reflected on my three-year occupation as a
teacher educator and I decided that this year will be a significant year that
determines my future. I am a very passionate teacher, but [ doubt if that also
counts for my work as a teacher educator. What is a good teacher educator?
When do I conform to the identity of a good teacher educator? I guess I am

really experiencing a professional identity-struggle. (Lilly)
Or, as one of the participants stressed:

I have been working for eight years as a teacher educator and I am in need
of something new and challenging. A year ago, I started to talk with my
colleagues about the idea of conducting research. However, one year later, it
is still an idea. (Lauren)

To conclude, Type 1 teacher educators are defined as ‘enquiring teacher
educators’. They are characterised as being very critical teacher educators that
question their own practices and their work as teacher educators. However, they

do not engage in systematic research and do not possess the required knowledge.
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More specifically, these teacher educators experience a lack of methodological
expertise and time to engage in research activities. In other words, these teacher
educators will need sufficient time and support to become teacher educator-
researchers that fully fit the definition of a ‘researcherly disposition’.

Type 2: ‘The Well-Read Teacher Educator’

The second type in the typology concerns a teacher educator who strongly values
research as a part of his/her occupation (affective aspect). A Type 2 teacher
educator has developed the cognitive ability to conduct research throughout the
years by gaining knowledge and understanding of research and is quite familiar
with literature on the subject of teaching. However, a Type 2 teacher educator does
not systematically engage in research about his/her teaching practices, and does
not disseminate these findings to the broader community on teacher education.
This is summarised in Table 3.

Table 3. Teacher educators’ researcherly disposition: Type 2 ‘the well-read teacher
educator’

Type 2

Cognitive dimension v
Behavioural dimension

Affective dimension v

Eight of the participating teacher educators can be described as Type 2 teacher
educators. Even though these teacher educators vary widely in age, years of
experience as a teacher educator and teaching area, they all have formal
experiences with research. Three kinds of experiences were found among these
participants: previous experiences as a university researcher (n=3), previous
experiences with practitioner research in the context of a one-year postgraduate
‘School Development’ course (n=2), current experiences with ‘Research &
Development’ in the teacher training institution (n=3). The answers given by the
Type 2 teacher educators to questions related to the cognitive aspect demonstrate
that they all developed knowledge and understanding of research and learned
about research methods. One of the interviewees with a previous research career
at a university describes:

I have worked as a research assistant at the university for seven years. This

implies that I learned about literature in my subject (History). I also got the
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opportunity to learn about different research methods, as for instance,
literature reviews. (Jacob)

This quote also illustrates that one has to be critical when assessing research
experiences, knowledge of research methods and the understanding of it. For
instance, Jacob has developed a lot of knowledge regarding historical research, but
that does not imply that his knowledge on researching teacher education can be
taken for granted. Studying teacher education as a teacher educator often requires

additional knowledge and experiences.

One teacher educator clearly explains that he is still struggling with why he does
not engage in research as part of his teaching practice next to his formal

occupation of conducting research:

As being in charge with Research & Development, my role is to promote
research within our department and the wider institution. When they want
to apply for research funding, I support the writing of their research
proposals. However, and that may sound odd, I do not systematically study
my teaching practices or try to improve them based on research results.
(Mason)

The testimonies of these teacher educators clearly indicate that they value
research and most of them actively promote it among colleagues. During the
interviews, they all illustrated that they regularly read research related to their
field, and they can thus be described as ‘smart’ consumers of research (Loughran,
2014). However, a Type 2 teacher educator does not actively conduct research
regarding his/her own practices (see Table 3). Several reasons for this lack are
enumerated, of which, lack of support and research culture in the institution are

recognised by all teacher educators as the main factors:

I think every teacher educator needs a research-oriented attitude. But
conducting research as a teacher educator and reporting it, that is too time-

intensive and we don’t have time to do it. (Elizabeth)
Another respondent expanded on the lack of support and argued:

Support is an essential aspect for teacher educators to sustain in
researching their own practices. For instance, it is problematic to start a
data collection when I have no access to scientific databases as Web of
Science. (Noah)
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Another teacher addresses this, stating:

Currently, I miss appreciation within my institution for teacher educators
who conduct research. They do not have to praise me each day, but a pat on

the back from time to time would be very motivating. (Jacob)

Type 2 teacher educators, or ‘well-read teacher educators’ often have experiences
as researchers or have worked in academic environments. These teacher
educators thus have the potential to become teacher educator-researchers. A Type
2 teacher educator is described as a ‘well-read teacher educator’ because they do
read research from time to time and they gained understanding of the research
through a variety of research experiences. However, even though they value
research as a part of teacher educators’ occupation, these teacher educators do not
fully own a researcherly disposition as they are not sensitive to research occasions

in their daily practices.

Type 3: ‘The Teacher Educator-Researcher’

The Type 3 teacher educator fully complies our definition of having developed a
researcherly disposition by encompassing sensitivity for research occasions, the
actual ability to engage in research, and an inclination towards research (see Table
4).

Table 4. Teacher educators’ researcherly disposition: Type 3 ‘the teacher educator-

researcher’
Type 3
Cognitive dimension v
Behavioural dimension v
Affective dimension v

A minority of the participating teacher educators (4/20) are considered to be this
type of teacher educator. A Type 3 teacher educator strongly values a research-
oriented attitude towards his/her teaching practices. Moreover, these teacher
educators recognise that being a teacher educator-researcher is a vital part of a

teacher educators’ daily practice (affective aspect). As Olivia argues:

The world has moved on. Your students change and if you do not dare to
study your own practices and the practices of others... Then, teaching

becomes very problematic. It is also very elevating on a personal level.
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Without doubt, research has to be part of every teacher educators’ practice.
(Olivia)

Additionally, Olivia argues further that ‘at least a few members of the department

should be engaged in research’. She explains this:

Within our department, I work closely together with five other colleagues.
Together we are, what is called, ‘a good teacher educator’. In this respect,

my weaknesses are covered with the strengths of other colleagues. (Olivia)

Emma, an experienced teacher educator, who also acts as the head of the
department in one of the participating teacher education institutions, emphasises
that every teacher educator needs at least a ‘basic’ disposition towards research,
which is principally what has been described as ‘an inclination towards research,
‘the affective aspect’ in our theoretical framework. Emma illustrates this as

follows:

Charlotte has recently started to work as a teacher educator. I do not think
that we can expect from her that she has developed a lot of experience. But,
what I do believe is that every starting teacher educator has to be disposed
towards becoming a teacher educator-researcher. Therefore, as Head of
Department, I facilitate my staff to explore their role as a researcher by
offering them time and support to develop this role, and thus, to participate

in professionalization courses. (Emma)

All of the Type 3 teacher educators have gained knowledge and understanding of
research and research methods during formal (e.g. PhD study, research staff in a
university) and less formal (e.g. engagement in professional learning communities,
reading international research journals) experiences with research. These teacher
educators developed the knowledge and understanding to become teacher
educator-researchers. Emily, for instance, has worked as research staff in a
university for six years and studied a subject that is still vivid in her daily practices:
teacher education. Next to methodological expertise, she also learned about
significant developments in the field of teacher education (i.e. important
theoretical frameworks, innovative technologies in education). Emily says:

I still value my experiences as staff in the university. I have gained expertise
on teacher education during those years, which still serves as a fundament
for my daily practices. (Emily)

On the other hand, Olivia has worked as a research assistant for seven years. Even
though she did not finish her doctoral study, she still appeals to her experiences as

a researcher. This illustrates that even though she worked on a specific research
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topic that is no longer relevant to her current practice as a teacher educator, she
still benefits from it on a methodological level. It is significant, however, that Olivia
and Jacob have similar background profiles, but they are categorised as two
different types of teacher educators, respectively as ‘Type 3’ and ‘Type 2’ teacher
educators. Indeed, both of them have developed subject-oriented research
expertise (cf. history and English), but Olivia goes substantially further than does
Jacob by systematically studying current research needs in her teaching practice
and making them explicit by sharing the results with other teacher educators-

researchers at international conferences.

As illustrated, the experiences of Olivia and Emily are developed during formal
careers as researchers before starting careers as teacher educators. However, an
informal way of becoming active in research is also possible, which Emma and
Daniel demonstrate. They developed their expertise throughout the years by, for
instance, engaging in research on teacher education, participating in professional

learning communities and networking with academics in the field.

Finally, the Type 3 teacher educators’ abilities to engage in research and their
positive inclination towards research are also reflected in their practices. In other
words, in their daily practices, these teacher educators are sensitive to occasions
where a particular situation could be improved by systematically and intentionally
studying it. Indeed, these teacher educators’ practices are characterised by regular
participation in research activities, such as practitioner research or small-scaled
studies on their teaching subject. Moreover, Type 3 teacher educators are often
involved in enquiry by reading international research journals. One participant

explains:

I read a lot of research literature related to my own teaching subject.
Besides, 1 participate in professional learning communities to share
interesting research literature and findings from [my] own research with
other teacher educators. I also try to disseminate research findings in

research articles and on conferences. (Daniel)

As Daniel illustrates, this dissemination often takes place by presenting at and
attending (inter)national conferences for teacher education or by publishing small-
scale studies in professional journals. Emily, in addition, argues that attending
conferences is highly stimulating for her work as a teacher educator.

The teacher educators-researchers’ engagement in research (Type 3) is based on
the moral belief that every teacher educator should be a researcher, and is,

moreover, underpinned by their methodological and subject specific expertise in
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teacher education. Type 3 teacher educators are teacher educators who
continually recognise research needs in their practices and strive to keep
themselves posted on current developments in their field. Moreover, they
disseminate their work in research journals and try to attend research conferences
to contribute to the further establishment of the knowledge base on teacher

education.

Conclusions and discussion

In this study, the development of a researcherly disposition by teacher educators is
discussed as a promising direction to enhance teacher educators’ professional
development (Lunenberg, 2014; Vanassche, 2014). Despite its relevance for
improving teacher educators’ practices, this concept has been underexposed in
literature. Teacher educators’ researcherly disposition is presented as a concept
focussing on the development of a teacher educator’s role as both a ‘teacher of
teachers’ and a ‘researcher’ (Cochran-Smith, 2005). Since a theoretical framework
supported by empirical work on this topic is still lacking, this explorative study is a
first attempt at providing clarity on the concept of teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition. As such, the findings of this study add to the body of literature in

several ways.

First, a definition regarding teacher educators’ researcherly disposition is
presented. A teacher educator’s researcherly disposition is broadly defined as the
habit of mind to engage in research. This description is specified by explaining
three components of a teacher educator’s researcherly disposition: an affective
aspect referring to an inclination or a felt tendency towards research, a cognitive
aspect concerning the actual ability to engage in research and a behavioural aspect
involving a sensitivity for research occasions. Together, this triad explains why
some teacher educators become teacher educator-researchers and others do not.
In this respect, a teacher educator-researcher is described as a teacher educator
who engages in research on his or her teaching practices, modifies those practices
and shares the research findings with the broader community in teacher
education.

Second, based on the theoretical framework of teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition, a typology with three different types of teacher educators can be
identified. These types are described as ‘the enquiring teacher educator’ (Type 1),
‘the well-read teacher educator’ (Type 2), and ‘the teacher educator-researcher’

(Type 3). The enquiring teacher educator is a teacher educator who has a ‘basic’
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disposition towards research. This ‘basic’ disposition only involves the affective
aspect, and refers to a clear recognition and appreciation of a teacher educator’s
role as a researcher. The well-read teacher educator positively values a teacher
educator’s role as a researcher and has developed knowledge and understanding
of research during (previous) research experiences. However, these teacher
educators do not systematically detect occasions to fulfil this research role in their
teaching practices. Finally, the teacher educator-researcher is a teacher educator
who fully possesses a researcherly disposition as defined in the theoretical
framework. This type of teacher educator has the ability to engage in research and
naturally conducts research as a teacher educator regarding his/her teaching
practices because he/she is convinced that engaging in research is the norm to

become a good teacher educator.

Most teacher educators participating in this study could be categorised as
‘enquiring teacher educators’ and ‘well-read teacher educators’. Only a small group
of teacher educators are ‘teacher educator-researchers’. This is not surprising, as
research already indicated that most teacher educators’ do not identify themselves
with their role as a teacher educator-researcher (Murray & Male, 2005). Moreover,
this typology indicates that, in line with previous research (Livingston, 2009;
Murray, 2011), teacher educators’ personal histories play an important role in
defining a teacher educator’s researcherly disposition. Indeed, teacher educators’
experiences with research mainly determined to what extent a teacher educator
was categorised as a ‘Type 1’ or a ‘Type 2’ teacher educator.

However, the study also stresses that teacher educators’ researcherly disposition
can be developed by further supporting each of the three dimensions. In this
respect, this study has important implications on the organisation of teacher
educators’ professional development programmes. First, the definition of teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition can be used as framework to determine what is
required from teacher educators’ who aim to become teacher educator-
researchers. Second, the typology can be used as self-assessment tool for teacher
educators to evaluate their own professional development needs as a teacher
educator-researcher. Third, each type of teacher educator will have different
professional development needs, implying that both the organisation of these
programmes and the support during these programmes (Lunenberg et al.,, 2014)
should be adapted to meet each type’s specific needs.

The present study has certain limitations. First, the relatively small sample of this
exploratory study, does not allow the results to be generalised to the broader

group of teacher educators. It does, however, provide a first and necessary step to
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advance insights into teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. A quantitative
study on this topic could further improve the typology as presented in the findings.

Second, only teacher educators who were interested in conducting research as a
teacher educator participated in the study. This implies that a possible fourth type
of teacher educators was not yet discovered in the present study. This fourth type
could be a teacher educator who has no inclination towards research, no
sensitivity for research occasions and no ability to engage in research. It could be
hypothesised that a fair number of teacher educators will be categorised as this
type, as previous research has shown that most teacher educators do not perceive

‘research’ to be a part of their daily practices (Lunenberg et al., 2014).

Third, the examination of the ‘institutional context’ on teacher educators’
researcherly disposition is lacking within the scope of the current study, which
mainly aimed at exploring the concept ‘researcherly disposition’. However, studies
(Lunenberg et al, 2014) indicated that the institutional context could be a
significant factor in the development of teacher educators’ professional
development. Therefore, it would be interesting to conduct a follow-up case study
with the present sample of teacher educators in order to assess the impact of
institutional context and the impact of the professional development programme
on their researcherly disposition.

Overall, this study illustrates that developing teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition requires a deep engagement from teacher educators on a cognitive,
affective and behavioural level. It requires teacher educators to intentionally study
their practice and explicit the developed knowledge on a local and public level.
Moreover, it demands methodological expertise, theoretical knowledge about
teacher education and a deep commitment towards one’s role as a teacher
educator-researcher. In this respect, developing teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition becomes a powerful tool in enhancing teacher educators’ knowledge
about their own teaching, their students learning and their knowledge about
teacher education.
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Chapter 3

Measuring teacher educators’ researcherly disposition:
item development and scale construction

Abstract

This study reports on the development of a self-reported measurement instrument
- The Teacher Educators’ Researcherly Disposition Scale (TERDS) - to improve
understanding of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. Teacher educators’
researcherly disposition refers to the habit of mind to engage with research - both
as consumers and producers - to improve their practice and contribute to the
knowledge base on teacher education. Taking into account the shortcomings of the
emerging field of teacher educator professional development research (which is
largely confined to small-scale, qualitative studies), a large-scale quantitative
survey study (n = 944) was conducted. The first part of the article reports the
results of factor analysis (EFA and CFA), which suggest a four-factor structure of
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition: (1) ‘valuing research’ (a = .86), (2)
‘being a smart consumer of research’ (a =.89), (3) ‘being able to conduct research’
(a0 = .82), and (4) ‘conducting research’ (a = .87). Goodness of fit estimates were
calculated, indicating good fit. The second part of the article explores differences in
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition across several subgroups of teacher
educators using the developed instrument. Results indicate that having research
experience leads to significantly higher scores on each of the subscales.
Furthermore, significantly higher scores were found for those with more than 3
years’ experience as a teacher educator, as well as for those without (prior)
teaching experience in compulsory education. To conclude, the implications for
further research and practices related to teacher educators’ professional

development are discussed.
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Introduction

Teacher educators - those who teach the teachers - had been largely ignored in
international research literature, policy documents and practice until the
beginning of the twenty-first century (European Commission, 2013; Lunenberg et
al,, 2014). In this respect, Lanier and Little (1986) describe teacher educators as ‘a
breed apart’ (p.12), and argued that ‘while it is known that a teacher educator is
one who teaches teachers, the composite of those who teach the teachers is loosely
defined and constantly changing’ (p.6). Despite the urgent need to improve the
quality of teachers and teaching worldwide (e.g., Cochran-Smith and Zeichner,
2005), the preparation, organisation and professional development of those
responsible for training teachers seems to have been rather neglected (e.g., Bates
et al,, 2011; Smith, 2003). Teacher educators’ professional development is often
quite individualised, ad-hoc and organised by chance (Loughran, 2006; Smith,
2010). Moreover, it seems that many teacher educators have to shape their own
professional learning trajectory, which frequently leads to ‘reinforcement of past
(familiar) practices, maintaining loyalty with particular communities, rather than
becoming part of a new community of teacher educators with a distinct focus on

teaching about teaching’ (Berry, 2013, p.6).

One possible explanation for why there is no clear career trajectory for teacher
educators (in terms of preparation, entry pathways, induction programmes and
formal professional development initiatives) lies in the frequently heard - but
wrong - assumption that a teacher educator is a professional who is ‘accidentally’
teaching his/her subject on a teacher education programme instead of teaching in
primary or secondary schools or in higher education (Berry, 2007; Zeichner,
2005). Countering this misunderstanding, Murray and Male (2005) conceptualise
teacher educators as ‘second-order practitioners’ or ‘teachers of teachers’ with
‘second- order knowledge’ who are teaching in ‘second-order contexts’. This
means that, other than teachers in compulsory and higher education, teacher
educators are teaching teachers about teaching (the subject matter of teaching)
and how this subject matter is taught (the pedagogical approach) (Loughran and
Berry 2005; Loughran 2006). In this respect, the nature of teacher educators’ work
is distinctive, because they must function on multiple levels simultaneously. This
means that they have to practice what they preach through modeling and making
implicit aspects of their practice explicit for their students (Loughran and Berry,
2005).
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The goal of this study is to present the development of a measurement instrument
that facilitates a better understanding of teacher educators’ professional
development. First, a theoretical framework is presented in which teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition (Tack and Vanderlinde, 2014) is presented as a
concept for enhancing understanding about teacher educators’ professional
development. Next, the methodology and the findings of the study are presented.
Taking into account the shortcomings of prior research on teacher educators’
professional development which is largely confined to small-scale qualitative
studies (e.g., Lunenberg et al, 2014), a large-scale quantitative study with 944
institution-based teacher educators was conducted, resulting in a (1) self-reported
measurement instrument of Teacher Educators’ Researcherly Disposition
(TERDS), and (2) an exploration of differences in teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition across several subgroups of teacher educators with different
background experiences (teaching experience in compulsory education, length of
service as a teacher educator and research experience) and professional work

contexts (type of teacher education institution).

Theoretical framework

In this article, and framed within the adult theory of transformative learning
(Mezirow, 1991) and the cognitive theory on dispositions (Perkins et al., 1993), it
is suggested to conceptualize teacher educators’ professional development as a
transformative journey with a focus on developing a researcherly disposition.
Transformative learning has been first introduced by Mezirow (1991) as a change
process that transforms perspectives or frames of reference; ‘the structures of
assumptions through which we understand our experiences. They selectively
shape and delimit expectations, perceptions, cognition and feelings’ (Mezirow,
1997, p.5). According to the transformative learning theory, learning is initiated
with a disoriented experience or ‘an event that typically exposes a discrepancy
between what a person has always assumed to be true and what has just been
experienced, heard or read’ which works as ‘a catalyst for transformation’
(Cranton, 2002, p.66). Transformative change can be the result of a dramatic
experience or the product of a series of events over a longer period of time
(Mezirow, 1997). This is an on-going dynamic process which can occur when new
situations arise or when one encounters new information. Notwithstanding their
background (e.g, as a teacher in compulsory education, as a researcher or
someone with other relevant experiences for the teacher educator profession),

becoming a teacher educator is often also experienced as a disorienting dilemma
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(Murray and Male 2005). In this respect, teacher educators - all over the world -
describe their first years as a teacher educator as ‘thrown in the deep end’ (Wilson,
2006) with ‘feelings of professional unease and discomfort’ (Murray and Male,
2005) and a process of ‘feeling deskilled and disoriented’ (Berry, 2013). Teacher
educators often perceive their previous professional experiences and knowledge
as unsupportive for their new role as a teacher educator and hold different
perceptions of their tasks and requirements on how to engage in teacher education

practices (Lunenberg et al,, 2014):

‘My approach to teaching teachers relied on sharing my practical wisdom of
‘what worked’ in my high school classroom. However, I soon realised that
such an approach was neither viable (student teachers could not simply
reproduce what [ did), nor desirable (student teachers should not be
expected to take on my values as their own). This situation created a sense
of dissonance in me. It seemed that my professional experiences and
knowledge of teaching high school students has limited usefulness in

successfully enacting my new role.” (Berry, 2013, p. 12)

Teacher educators will thus have to renegotiate deeply-held ideas to their work -
that have been acquired in previous professional contexts - towards new frames of
references, fitting their new professional role of being a teacher educator (Berry,
2013; Loughran, 2014). As has been stated before, teacher educators’ role lies
mainly in being a second-order practitioner or a ‘teacher of teachers’. In order to
become this second-order practitioner, developing one’s role as a researcher is
often promoted (Lunenberg et al., 2014; Loughran, 2014). Engagement in research
is inherently linked to the improvement of the teacher educator profession by
focusing on (1) the improvement of one’s own practice as a teacher of teachers,
and (2) the further development of the public knowledge base on teacher
education. Teacher educators should be able to conduct research into their own
practices; become ‘smart’ consumers of research (meaning that they have to use
existing research, but also be able to critically evaluate it); and value the relevance
of research for the teacher educator profession (Loughran, 2014). In this respect,
the process of becoming a teacher educator should be perceived as a ‘research
journey’ (Loughran, 2014, p.2), with research as a means to both structure and
advance knowledge about teacher education. However, research engagement can-
not be considered as an obviously existing part of every teacher educators’
practice. In this respect, most teacher educators find it hard to identify themselves

as someone with a research role (Lunenberg, et al.,, 2014). Moreover, some teacher
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educators have already developed expertise as a researcher before or during their

work as a teacher educator, while others have not.

When it concerns professionals’ individual development and their transformation
of frames of references in new vocational practices, several authors have
emphasized the central role of dispositions (Perkins et al., 1993; Billett, 2005,
2008). Dispositions - as an active and executive component of cognitive processes
- are an important explanatory basis in shaping how individuals think, act and play
a key role in how individuals tackle problem-solving activities in their vocational
practice (Billett, 2008). A disposition is broadly defined in cognitive psychology as
a tendency or habit of mind towards particular behaviour (Katz and Raths, 1985).
Perkins et al. (1993) argue there are three psychological components in
developing a disposition: (1) sensitivity or the person’s alertness to X- occasions;
(2) inclination or the felt tendency toward behaviour X; and (3) ability or the basic
capacity to continue with behaviour X (Perkins et al., 1993). Dispositions are
always grounded in personal histories and affected by both earlier and current
socially-derived experiences (Billett, 2008). This means that previous experiences
and work contexts affect the development of an individual’s dispositions. In this
respect, professional development within a new professional work context is - in
the first place - not about changing the acquired knowledge and concepts itself,
but rather transforming their underpinning dispositions (Billett, 2008). Similarly,
Loughran (2014) emphasizes the role of teacher educators’ dispositions and
argues ‘when realized, [they] drive a teacher educator’s mission in ways that can
create greater clarity and a greater likelihood of better aligning teaching intents
and actions—a professional learning outcome that fundamentally impacts

personal professional development’ (p.9).

Inspired by the theory of transformative learning, the cognitive psychological
theory on dispositions and taking into account the clear demand of developing
one’s role as a teacher educator-researcher, teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition is introduced as a concept to increase understanding of teacher
educators’ professional development. This concept, which is closely related to
concepts such as ‘inquiry as stance’ (Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 2009) and ‘inquiry
habit of mind’ (Bruggink and Harinck, 2012), has been defined as teacher
educators’ habit of mind to engage with research - as both consumers and
producers of research - to improve their practice and contribute to the knowledge

base on teacher education (Tack and Vanderlinde, 2014).
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Teacher educators’ researcherly disposition can be further conceptualised as a

theoretical construct encompassing three interrelated dimensions:

(1) An affective dimension or ‘an inclination towards being a teacher educator-
researcher’ (Tack and Vanderlinde, 2014). This refers to the extent to which
a teacher educator values his/her role as a teacher educator-researcher.
The affective dimension includes not only valuing engagement with
research as a teacher educator, but also believing it is crucial to the teacher
educator profession.

(2) A cognitive dimension or ‘the perceived ability to be a teacher educator-
researcher’ (Tack and Vanderlinde, 2014). The cognitive dimension reflects
a teacher educator’s perceived ability to engage with research as both a
consumer and a producer of knowledge. This means that teacher educators
have to be - at least - well informed about teacher education research,
know what it means to be involved in research as a teacher educator
(including how to use, evaluate, critique and interpret research), and be
able to conduct research in a manner that contributes to knowledge in the
field of teacher education (Cochran-Smith, 2005; Loughran, 2014).

(3) A behavioural dimension or ‘the sensitivity to be a teacher educator-
researcher’ (Tack and Vanderlinde, 2014). This dimension relates to a
teacher educator’s tendency to engage in research activities as both a
consumer and producer of knowledge. On the one hand, this means that
teacher educators are inclined to read and use existing research on teacher
education to inform their practice. On the other hand, teacher educators
need to conduct research into their own practice to produce both local
knowledge and public knowledge relevant to teacher education (Cochran-
Smith, 2005).

Research purpose

Taking into account the shortcomings of prior research on teacher educators’
professional development (e.g.,, Lunenberg et al.,, 2014), the purpose of the present
study is to enhance empirical understanding of teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition (Tack and Vanderlinde, 2014). The current study approaches this goal
by two phases. The first phase of the study involved the development of a self-
reported measurement instrument for evaluating teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition based on a large-scale survey study with 944 Flemish teacher

educators. In the second phase of the study, teacher educators’ researcherly
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disposition was explored using the developed instrument to test hypothesized
differences across subgroups with different background experiences (teaching
experience in compulsory education, research experience, length of service as a
teacher educator) and professional work contexts (type of teacher education
institution). Based on the theories of transformative learning (Mezirow, 1991) and
the research on dispositions (Billett, 2008; Perkins et al,, 1993), an influence of
personal histories and professional work contexts can be expected. In particular,
and also taking into account the existing research literature on teacher educators’
professional development, it can be hypothesized that:

(1) Teacher educators with research experience will have higher scores than
teacher educators without research experience (e.g., Lunenberg et al,
2014);

(2) Teacher educators with more than 3 years of service as a teacher educator
will have higher scores than teacher educators with less experience (e.g.,
Murray and Male, 2005);

(3) Teacher educators professional work context can lead to differences in

teacher educators’ researcherly disposition (e.g., Lunenberg et al., 2014);

(4) Teacher educators with teaching experience might have lower scores
compared to teacher educators without teaching experience (e.g., Berry,
2013; Lunenberg etal,, 2014).

Method

Research context
Teacher education in Flanders (the Dutch-speaking part of Belgium) is provided by

three different types of higher education institutions: colleges of higher education
(‘Hogescholen’), centres for adult education (‘Centra voor Volwassenenonderwijs’)
and universities (‘Universiteiten’). The teacher education programmes offered by
these institutions all result in the same teaching certificate, but whereas colleges of
higher education and centres for adult education offer professional training in
teacher education, universities offer research-based academic training in teacher
education. Even though colleges of higher education have recently started to
develop research expertise, the main responsibility of teacher educators in a
professional programme in a college of higher education or centres for adult
education is the education of future teachers. Teacher educators occupied at a

university are often academic researchers with minor teaching responsibilities.
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Given these structural differences and the fact that their main occupation of being
a researcher, teacher educators working at universities were excluded from this

study.

Participants

All teacher education programmes organised by colleges of higher education (n =
50) and centres for adult education (n = 21) in Flanders were contacted to
participate in the survey study. Only four teacher education programmes
organised by centres for adult education and seven organised by colleges of higher
education opted not to participate in the study (due to lack of time and other
priorities). Teacher educators from participating institutions were asked to fill in a
questionnaire so scales could be constructed in the next step of the research. As an
incentive to participate, a comprehensive feedback report was promised if at least
70 % of the teacher educators at the corresponding institution completed the
survey. Only teacher educators with a teaching responsibility were asked to
participate. Considering fairness of testing (e.g., AERA APA NCME, 2015), teacher
educators were given the choice between filling in an online survey or a paper-

and-pencil version of the questionnaire.

Questionnaire data were collected from a sample of 944 institution-based teacher
educators, resulting in a response rate of 70 %. Twenty-one questionnaires

contained missing values (2.2 % of the gross total received).
Phase 1

In order to conduct the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA), the total sample (n = 944) was randomly divided into two equal
groups using the odds and evens split method (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). The
first subsample (n = 472) included 74.8 % female and 25.2 % male respondents.
The average length of employment as a teacher educator in the first subsample
was 11.2 years, varying from 2 months to 37 years. 81 % of teacher educators in
this subsample had no appointment as a researcher within the teacher education
institution; however, 38.3 % of the teacher educators mentioned having other
relevant experience with research (e.g, during their Bachelor degrees, from
attending professionalisation courses on practitioner research, or from having
obtained a doctoral degree). The second subsample (n=472) included 75.8 %
female and 24.2 % male teacher educators. Their average length of employment as
a teacher educator was 10.7 years, varying from 2 months to 38 years. In this

subsample, 82 % had no current appointment as a researcher within their teacher
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education institution, but 34.5 % had other relevant experience with research as a

teacher educator.

Phase 2

The total sample (n=944) was used to investigate differences in teacher educators’
perceived researcherly disposition across several subgroups. The sample included
75.3 % female and 24.7 % male respondents. The average length of service as a
teacher educator was 10.9 years, varying from 2 months to 38 years. A minority
(18.5 %) had an appointment as researcher within their teacher education
institution, while approximately one third (36.3 %) reported having relevant

experience with research as a teacher educator.

Procedure
Phase 1

Based on the previously described theoretical framework for the development of
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition (Tack and Vanderlinde 2014), 24 items
for evaluating researcherly disposition were formulated, since no appropriate
scales have appeared yet in the literature (Lunenberg et al. 2014). All items were
independently evaluated by 12 experts and stakeholders in the field of teacher
education (both researchers and teacher educators) to evaluate their content
validity and clarity. This screening process resulted in an item bank with 24 items,
accompanied by a Likert-type answer format. All three dimensions of the
framework (affective, cognitive and behavioural) were covered in the

questionnaire, with eight items dedicated to each.

Respondents were asked to rate each item separately on a six-point agree-disagree
continuum: O=strongly disagree, 1=disagree, 2=slightly disagree, 3=slightly agree,
4=agree, 5=strongly agree. No uncertain or neutral position was presented in
order to force an agree/disagree rating. The term ‘research’ was also defined in the
survey, thereby ensuring that all teacher educators participating would
understand this concept in a similar way. We defined research as ‘the systematic
investigation into and study of materials and sources in order to develop
knowledge, new theories or answer questions occurring from practice or policy’.
Furthermore, we elaborated on this definition by providing examples of research
conducted by teacher educators (see Appendix A for an example of our

measurement instrument with instructions).
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Phase 2

In order to be able to compare the mean scores of the latent constructs across
different groups of teacher educators, it is necessary to test for measurement
invariance. Tests for measurement invariance investigate whether an instrument
measures the same constructs with the same structure across different groups. If
this assumption is true, comparisons are valid and differences between groups can
be meaningfully interpreted. If, however, the assumption is not true, comparisons
are not meaningful. As such, establishing measurement invariance is a prerequisite

for meaningful comparisons across groups (Milfont and Fisher, 2010).

Statistical analysis
Phase 1

The scale construction involved several subsequent steps: (1) an EFA to identify
the number of factors, (2) a CFA to examine the stability of the exploratory factor
structure, and (3) a reliability analysis to determine the internal consistency of the

scales.

For the EFA, an exploratory principal axis factoring analysis was performed, with a
promax rotation used to allow correlation between the factors. Several criteria for
determining the number of factors were considered: Kaiser’s criterion (1960) to
retain eigenvalues bigger than one, Cattell’s scree test (1966), Horn’s parallel
analysis (1965), and Velicer's MAP (0’Connor, 2000). Following the
recommendations of Hair et al. (2006), all items with loadings of .50 and less were
excluded from further analysis. Item(s) were also removed where the factor
loadings differed by 0.25 or less on two factors. Such items were considered to
have cross-loadings (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007).

For the CFA, several fit indices were calculated to determine the adequacy of the
fitted model: (a) the x2 and p-value, (b) the comparative fit index (CFI), (c) the
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), (d) the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA), and (e) the standardised root mean square residual (SRMR). Following
Hu and Bentler (1999), cut- off values of < .06 and < .08 for RMSEA and SRMR
respectively indicate a good fit. CFI and TLI scores = .90 indicate adequate fit, while

scores of .95 indicate a good fit.

To test the internal consistency of the instrument, Chronbach’s alpha was
calculated. Factors with an a of 0.80 are considered reliable (Tabachnick and
Fidell, 2007).
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Phase 2

After scale construction, tests of measurement invariance (configural, metric and
scalar) were performed across four groups (length of service as a teacher educator,
research experience, teacher education institution, and experience as a teacher).
Measurement invariance can be established by testing the equivalence of factor
loadings and thresh- olds successively (Muthén and Muthén, 2011). To determine
measurement invariance across subgroups in large samples, it is preferable to
report the change in CFI and RMSEA between the unrestricted and restricted
models instead of the difference in Chi-square statistics (Chen, 2007; Cheung and
Rensvold, 2002). Cheung and Rensvold (2002) recommend using a ACFI value
higher than .01 to indicate a significant drop in fit. Additionally, Chen (2007)
suggests using ARMSEA to test for evidence of invariance. The criteria for
invariance are ACFI <.01, ARMSEA <.015.

The tests of latent mean differences were conducted for the groups in which scalar
invariance was observed. Assessment of latent mean differences is based on the
critical ratio (CR) index, where CR = 1.96 indicates significant differences in the
means. The Cohen’s d effect size index was also calculated to interpret the
magnitude of the mean differences (.20 = small differences, .50 = medium
differences, .80 = large differences) (Cohen, 1988).

SPSS 22.0 was used for the EFA and for the internal consistency analysis. MPlus 7
(Muthén and Muthén, 2011) was used for the CFA, the tests of measurement
invariance and the tests of latent mean differences.

Results

Phase 1: Item development and scale construction
Exploratory factor analysis

An exploratory principal axis factoring analysis was performed on the data for the
first sample (n = 472) to investigate the underlying structure of the 24 items in the
developed scale. Based on the first analysis, four items were deleted due to
loadings across factors or low communality values. The second analysis was
conducted on the remaining 20 items using a promax rotation (oblique rotation),
which allows factors to be correlated. As advised by O’Connor (2000), varied
standards were used to determine how many factors would be retained, with the
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eigenvalues-rule and the scree test both suggesting a four-factor solution. Since
these standards sometimes overestimate the number of factors to withhold, a
parallel analysis and Velicer's MAP were also conducted. Both tests confirmed the

four-factor solution.

The eigenvalues are 7.81, 2.53, 1.80 and 1.06 respectively. Table 1 presents the
results of this exploratory factor analysis, in which 20 items load on four factors.

The first of the four factors developed is ‘being a smart consumer of research’ and
assesses the degree to which a teacher educator uses existing research to inform
his/her own practice. The second factor is ‘being able to conduct research as a
teacher educator’ and refers to the extent to which a teacher educator thinks
he/she is capable of conducting research into teacher education. The third factor is
‘valuing research as a teacher educator’ and measures the extent to which a
teacher educator esteems research-oriented approaches towards his/her daily
practice and, as such, recognises his/her role as a researcher. The fourth factor is
‘conducting research as a teacher educator’ and refers to the degree to which a

teacher educator is actively conducting research into teacher education.

Table 1. Results of the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) (n = 472)

Item F1 F2 F3 F4

As a teacher educator...

1  Ioften read research literature in educational journals 74 37 .27 41
2 My teaching is informed by research .79 28 23 .35
3 I systematically improve my own practice based on .91 29 27 45

research literature

4  laminclined to use research literature to solve problems .60 24 29 .30
in my teaching practice

5 I am familiar with recent research literature concerning .72 35 25 43
the education of future teachers

6 I am able to show students the influence of research .81 48 29 43
literature on my teaching practice

7 1 have enough methodological knowledge to .35 .78 36 .49
autonomously go through a research cycle (e.g., ask a
research question, gather data, analyse and report data,
etc.)

8  Iam capable of presenting and sharing my own research .28 81 38 54
results with other teacher educators (e.g., at conferences
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and in journals)
9  lam someone who is capable of conducting research .39 .86 .38 .56

10 Ido not know how to fulfil my role as a teacher educator- .30 .60 32 .25
researcher

11 Teacher educators have a responsibility towards their .28 30 .57 .26
students to study their own practice

12 Research is essential for the teacher education profession .33 35 .77 42

13 A teacher educator who does not recognise his/her role .19 24 .79 .29
as a researcher is not a good teacher educator

14 Teacher educators’ role as a researcher has to be one of .25 .37 .78 43
the most important ones.

15 Every teacher educator should regularly conduct .24 44 .76 49
research to improve their practice

16 Teacher educators should conduct research to contribute .22 32 .69 43
to the wider knowledge on teacher education

17 I conduct research to improve my own practice 46 49 44 .76
18 I have experience with conducting research as a teacher .45 .50 47 .87
educator

19 I conduct research in order to develop knowledge .38 .59 47 .83
relevant to other teacher educators

20 I present at conferences and seminars to share my own .42 38 41 .71
research results

The numbers in bold represent the factor loadings linked to each factor, respectively F1,
item 1 to 6 load on F1).

Confirmatory factor analysis

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to evaluate the stability of the four-
factor structure with the second sample (n=472). The final model comprises six
items for ‘being a smart consumer of research’, six items for ‘valuing research as a
teacher educator’, four items for ‘being able to conduct research as a teacher
educator’ and four items for ‘conducting research as a teacher educator’ (see
Figure 1). The results show a good fit between the hypothesised model and the
observed data (x2 = 329.6, df = 162, x2/df = 2.03, p = 0.0000). The overall model fit
was assessed using the x2 test; however, because of its sensitivity to sample size
(almost always significant when you have a large sample), other goodness-of-fit
were also used (Muthén and Muthén, 2011). The goodness of fit estimates were
CFI=.96, TLI=.95, SRMR=.04 and RMSEA = .047, with a 90 % interval of .040 and
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.055, indicating good fit. The results suggest that all items load significantly onto
the four latent factors. All coefficients were between .53 and .89 and differed
significantly from zero at the .001 levels. Correlations between the four factors

were high (between .49 and .77) and significant.

As can be seen in Fig. 1, we allowed the residuals (e) to correlate for one pair of
items in the ‘valuing research as a teacher educator’ factor (e15 and e16). We also
allowed residuals to correlate for one pair of items in the ‘conducting research as a
teacher educator’ factor (e19 and e20). This led to a decrease in x2 (from 390.3 to
329.6) compared to the model without correlated residuals. Correlated residuals
suggest a substantial overlap between two items. Items 15 and 16 in the ‘valuing
research as a teacher educator’ subscale both have a clear focus on teacher
educators’ attitudes towards actively conducting research, while the remaining
items in the factor more broadly assess teacher educators’ attitudes about being a
teacher educator-researcher (including being a ‘smart’ consumer of research).
Items 19 and 20 in the ‘conducting research as a teacher educator’ factor are both
specifically related to actively conducting research in order to contribute to the
public knowledge base on teacher education, while the remaining items refer to
improving one’s practice as a teacher educator. Allowing the correlations of these
residuals is recommended in several methodological papers and handbooks on
education- al research (e.g., Cole et al., 2007; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007) because
they reflect intended features of the research design.

Reliability analysis and descriptive statistics

A reliability analysis was performed on the complete data set (n = 944) to examine
the internal consistency of the four factors. The newly constructed scales
(‘conducting research as a teacher educator’, ‘being able to conduct research as a
teacher educator’, ‘valuing research as a teacher educator’ and ‘being a smart
consumer of research’) were all found to be highly reliable, with Chronbach’s
alphas (a) of .87, .82, .86 and .89, respectively (see Table 2). Table 2 further
presents the mean score (M) and standard deviation (S.D.) for each subscale,

ranging from a minimum score of zero to a maximum of five.
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Table 2. Chronbach’s alphas and descriptive statistics of the newly constructed scales

o M S.D.
Being a smart consumer of research .89 2.74 1.14
Being able to conduct research as a teacher educator .82 2.87 0.84
Valuing research as a teacher educator .86 2.68 1.09
Conducting research as a teacher educator .87 2.04 0.99

Phase 2: Measurement invariance and latent mean differences

Measurement invariance

In order to enable comparison of the mean scores of the latent constructs across
different groups of teacher educators, it was necessary to test for measurement
invariance. If measurement invariance is achieved, researchers can accept that
different groups of individuals interpret the items and their underlying constructs
in similar ways. Three levels of measurement invariance are described (from less
constrained to more constrained): (1) configural invariance, (2) metric invariance,
and (3) scalar invariance. When configural invariance (1) is achieved, factor
loadings on each of the constructs can differ across groups. If only configural
invariance is established, it would indicate that teacher educators conceptualise
constructs (e.g., conducting research as a teacher educator, being a smart
consumer of research, etc.) similarly, but it would not guarantee that individual
items are interpreted in the same way. Metric invariance (2), meanwhile, indicates
that factor loadings are equal across groups and that items are therefore
interpreted in a similar way. However, if the goal is to compare means of latent
constructs across groups (as in this research), (3) scalar invariance is needed. If
scalar (or measurement) invariance is achieved, differences in means of the
observed items can be interpreted as a consequence of the differences in the

means of the latent constructs.

The current study attempted to establish scalar invariance between: (1) teacher
educators with < 3 years of service and teacher educators with > 3 years of service
as a teacher educator; (2) teacher educators with teaching experience and teacher
educators without teaching experience in compulsory education; (3) teacher

educators working in Centres for adult education and those working in Colleges of
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higher education; and (4) teacher educators without research experience and

teacher educators with research experience (see Table 3).

To investigate measurement invariance, the change in CFA and RMSEA between
the unrestricted and the more restricted model was assessed. The criteria for
invariance were ACFI <.01 and ARMSEA <.015 (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold,
2002). As Table 3 shows, scalar invariance is suggested for all groups, including
research experience, type of institution, length of service, and (prior) teaching
experience in compulsory education. This means that teacher educators across the
studied groups interpret our measurement instrument in a consistent manner and

that the mean scores of the latent constructs can be compared.
Test of latent mean differences

The test of latent mean differences is used to compare responses between
subgroups. In testing for latent mean differences, the estimated mean of one group
will be compared to zero, representing the other group. In the present study,
teacher educators (1) with < 3 years of service, (2) with no experience as a teacher
in compulsory education, (3) working in a college of higher education and (4) with
no research experience were the reference groups for (1) length of service as a
teacher educator, (2) teaching experience in compulsory education, (3) teacher
education institution, and (4) research experience respectively. Comparisons of
latent mean differences do not enable estimation of the absolute mean in each
group, but rather present the mean difference in the latent variables between the
groups. Assessment of latent mean differences was based on the critical ratio (CR)
index, where CR = 1.96 indicates significant differences in the means. A positive CR
value suggests that the comparison group has higher latent mean values than the
reference group.
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To interpret the mean differences in terms of their magnitude, the effect size index
Cohen’s d is reported (Cohen, 1988). Table 4 shows the results of the tests of latent
mean differences for each factor. Teacher educators with research experiences (n =
163) have significantly higher scores on each of the subscales compared to their
counterparts (n = 746) (t between 5.649 and 12.89). The effect size of the mean
difference in ‘being a smart consumer of research’ is moderate (d = .60), but the
effect sizes of the mean differences on the other subscales are large (all d .80).
Considering their years’ of experience, those with more than 3 years’ experience as
a teacher educator (n = 699) have lower scores for ‘valuing research as a teacher
educator’ and ‘being able to conduct research’ and higher scores for ‘being a smart
consumer of research’ and ‘conducting research’ than their counterparts (n=192).
However, only the mean differences in ‘being a smart consumer of research’ (t =
2.229, p < .05) are statistically significant, with the difference having a small effect
(d =.11). Teacher educators with teaching experience in compulsory education (n
= 514) were found to have lower scores on each of the subscales. However, only
the mean differences in the factor ‘conducting research as a teacher educator’ were
statistically significant (t = -2.338, p <.05), with the difference having only a small
effect (d =.25). Between teacher educators working in colleges of higher education
(n = 709) and those employed at centres for adult education (n = 190), the latter
scored significantly lower on the subscale ‘conducting research as a teacher
educator’ (t =-2.332, p <.05). As above, the effect size was small (d = .25).

Discussion & conclusion

Having conducted one of the first large-scale quantitative survey studies on
teacher educators’ professional development (n=944), this article presents a
measurement instrument (TERDS) to measure teacher educators’ self-reported
researcherly disposition throughout their working lives. This concept, defined as
teacher educators’ habit of mind to engage with research as both consumers and
producers to improve their own practice and contribute to shared knowledge,
offers a promising approach to the professional development of teacher educators
(Tack and Vanderlinde, 2014).

In the first phase of the study, EFA, CFA and reliability analyses were conducted so
that four different factors could be identified: (1) ‘valuing research as a teacher
educator’, (2) ‘being a smart consumer of research’, (3) ‘being able to conduct
research’, and (4) ‘conducting research as a teacher educator’. Goodness of fit

estimates were calculated, all indicating good fit. The first of the factors above
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refers to the extent to which a teacher educator values his/her role as a teacher
educator- researcher. The second reflects the degree to which a teacher educator is
able to use existing research to inform his/her practice. The third scale pertains to
the extent to which a teacher educator is capable of conducting research into
teacher education. Finally, the fourth scale contains items concerning whether or

not a teacher educator is actively conducting research into teacher education.

The four-factor structure does not fully align with the theoretically assumed three-
dimensional structure. Interestingly, we found that the two scales - ‘being able to
conduct research’ (cognitive dimension) and ‘conducting research’ (behavioural
dimension), both of which related to teacher educators’ role as producers of
research - could not be combined as a single factor. Further research is thus
needed to determine why teacher educators who perceive themselves as capable
and ready to conduct research as a teacher educator still do not do so. Reporting
on the influence of dispositions on professionals working lives, Billett (2008)
argues that dispositions may lead professionals to withhold from putting their
capabilities (i.e., being able to conduct research) into action (i.e., conducting

research as a teacher educator).

In the second phase of the study, tests for measurement invariance were
conducted on the four factors in the TERDS, providing support for full configural,
metric and scalar invariance by length of service as a teacher educator, research
experience, experience as a teacher and teacher education institution. Teacher
educators reported a generally low to neutral level of researcherly disposition on
the TERDS instrument. As could be expected (Lunenberg et al., 2014; Cochran-
Smith, 2005), teacher educators with research experience score significantly
higher on each of the four subscales compared to their counterparts without
research experience. Furthermore, in line with previous research (Murray and
Male, 2005), teacher educators with > 3 years of experience score significantly
higher on the subscale ‘being a smart consumer of research’. Working in a college
of higher education or having no prior experience as a teacher in compulsory
education, moreover, led to significantly higher scores on the subscale ‘conducting
research as a teacher educator’.

The factor analysis and the internal consistency analysis provide some first
evidence on the internal structure of our instrument (AERA APA NCME, 2015). We
were also able to establish measurement invariance. In this respect, the current
study examined the comparability of the factor structures of the TERDS between

four subgroups of teacher educators. Moreover, relevant subgroups’ scores were

91



Chapter 3

compared were investigated based on hypothesized differences (AERA APA NCME,
2015). In this respect, this study also provides first steps in validating our
instrument. However, the validation process never ends, and future research could
possibly focus on response processes or consequences of use or can be related to
objective measures of teacher educators’ professional qualifications. Furthermore,
we want to stress that our test scores are intended to be interpreted as measuring
teacher educators’ self-reported researcherly disposition, which clearly differs
from instruments focusing on the assessment of competences or learning
outcomes (e.g., COACTIV studies on teacher competence) (AERA APA NCME, 2015;
Kane, 2013).

Further research is required, as this study is subject to a number of limitations and
still leaves several issues untouched. First, we have to be aware that the outcomes
of the TERDS instrument remain self-reported measures. This implies that teacher
educators’ answers may have been influenced by social desirability, as is a risk
with any form of subjective data collection (Desimone, 2009). However,
throughout the process of survey development and administration, several steps
were taken to reduce social desirability bias. This included extensive piloting,
critical reviews and pretesting by an expert group of researchers and teacher
educators. Moreover, we assured respondents in the introduction of our survey
that there were mo right or wrong answers’ and guaranteed absolute
confidentiality. In this respect, our data collection was trustworthy and not linked
to the teacher educators’ workplace evaluation, which reduces the incentive for
respondents to misrepresent themselves (AERA APA NCME, 2015).

A second limitation of this study was that the measurement instrument developed
was tested for teacher educators working on professional teacher education
programmes (e.g., at colleges of higher education and centres for adult education).
Teacher educators working in these contexts are not typically expected to publish
work in relevant academic and professional journals (this is also the case in most
European countries; see Lunenberg et al. 2014). Rather, they were mostly
educated to be a teacher and got ‘promoted’ to being a teacher educator. However,
in Pacific Rim contexts and the United States, teacher educators are usually
educated to be a researcher in a particular area - e.g., psychology, mathematics or
languages - and their job at a university includes teaching teachers (see Hamilton
and Clandinin 2011; Snoeck and Zogla 2009). Testing the structure of our
measurement instrument in a university context could further improve its
international applicability. Furthermore, we also believe that it would be valuable

to test our measurement instrument for applicability among other professional
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educators in higher education. In particular, this instrument has potential to serve
occupational groups such as, for instance, academics who educate doctors, nurses
and social workers. Like many teacher educators, these professionals also
exchange their status as day-to-day practitioners in their original setting for work
as educators in higher education institutions (Murray and Male, 2005). As
knowledge and understanding of higher education-based professional education
and professional educators is still in its developmental stage (Watson, 2000), we
strongly recommend a further exploration of this area. In this respect, our items
are already formulated to be fairly broad, which facilitates adaptation to new

contexts.

Finally, in this article, only a few variables have been related to the TERDS. In the
future, we intend to add several additional variables related to the organisational
context and personal histories of teacher educators (e.g., research culture and
infrastructure of the institution and the motivation of individual teacher
educators). (Multilevel) Structural Equation Modeling can be used to help further
clarify the relationship between these variables and teacher educators’ self-
perceived researcherly disposition. In these studies, our newly constructed scales
can serve as the dependent variables. Moreover, it would be interesting to conduct
intervention studies (e.g., to assess the impact of a professionalisation course) into
the conditions (both personal and contextual) under which teacher educators’

researcherly disposition changes.

Even though research on teacher educators’ professional development has
increased over the past decade, most of these studies have been small-scale
qualitative studies (Lunenberg et al., 2014). This study clearly tackles this gap by
presenting the results of a large-scale quantitative survey based on a self-reported
measurement instrument designed to empirically describe teacher educators’ self-
reported researcherly disposition. More- over, by using the instrument to explore
differences between several subgroups of teacher educators, this study enhances
empirical understanding of a previously ‘undiscovered’ and ‘neglected’
professional group. Finally, given the general character and the overall reliability
of the measurement instrument, the same scales could be translated and used to

examine other vocational practices.
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Chapter 4

Exploring the relationship between the perceived research
infrastructure, the perceived research culture, and teacher

educators’ researcherly disposition

Abstract

This study examines the relation between teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition and their perceptions of the existing research culture and research
infrastructure in their respective teacher education institutions. Developing a
researcherly disposition is a key factor in teacher educators’ professional
development. Building on previous studies on teacher educators’ professional
development, positive relationships between teacher educators’ perceptions of the
existing research culture, the existing research infrastructure, and teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition were hypothesised. A large-scale survey study
was conducted, involving 944 teacher educators working within teaching-
intensive teacher education institutions. The results indicate that teacher
educators’ perceptions regarding the existing research infrastructure are
positively associated with the extent to which teacher educators perceive
themselves as able to conduct research, to value research, and to conduct research
into teacher education. Positive relationships were also identified between the
perceived research culture and the extent to which teacher educators reportedly
value research and use existing research in teacher education. Finally, significant
indirect relationships stress the interplay between teacher educators’ perceptions
of their respective institutional setting and the development of their researcherly
disposition.
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Introduction

Internationally, teacher educators are increasingly expected to engage in research,
along with their role of supporting (future) teachers, and to ‘function
simultaneously as both researcher and practitioner’ (Cochran-Smith, 2005, p. 219).
In the report Supporting the teacher educator profession for better learning
outcomes, the European Commission (2013, p. 6) stressed that all teacher
educators must ‘guide teaching staff at all stages in their careers, model good
practices, and undertake the key research that develops our understanding of
teaching and learning’. Research, as such, is perceived as one of the core tasks of
teacher educators, next to their role in supporting and teaching (future) teachers.
Similarly, the Flemish (Dutch-speaking part of Belgium) government states that, ‘if
we aim to improve teacher education, teacher educators will need to be able to
theoretically underpin their own practice and develop a research stance’
(Departement Onderwijs & Vorming, 2014, p. 10, author’s translation). Developing
this research stance, also internationally termed ‘inquiry as stance’ (Cochran-Smith
and Lytle, 2009), or a ‘researcherly disposition’ (Tack and Vanderlinde, 2014), is
often promoted as a meaningful conceptualisation of teacher educators’
professional development. In short, it refers to ‘teacher educators’ habit of mind to
engage with research—as both consumers and producers of research—to improve
their practice and contribute to the knowledge base on teacher education’ (Tack
and Vanderlinde, 2014, p. 301). Put differently, teacher educators’ engagement in
research—and the development of one’s researcherly disposition—is perceived as
a vital aspect of their careers, in addition to being critical to the overall
improvement of teacher education (Cochran-Smith, 2005; Klecka, Donovan,
Venditti, and Short, 2008; Loughran, 2011, 2014; Lunenberg et al., 2014; Smith,
2011).

However, teacher educators, in the majority of cases, have not been prepared for
their roles; moreover, becoming a teacher educator does not require any specific
training, induction, or qualification (see European Commission, 2013; Mayer,
Mitchell, Santoro, and White, 2001; Murray and Male, 2005). Thus, for many
teacher educators, the workplace provides the most likely setting to develop
preliminary knowledge related to their specific occupation, which also often
entails the development of one’s role as a teacher educator-researcher (Lunenberg
et al,, 2014; Loughran, 2014; Smith, 2011). Broadly speaking, teacher educators
can be working in research-intensive teacher education institutions or in teaching-
intensive teacher education institutions. Even though both are responsible for the
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education of teachers, research-intensive teacher education institutions are in
receipt of core research funding, whereas teaching-intensive teacher education
institutions do not receive such funding. Only recently, the latter has begun to
develop research expertise in small-scale research projects, though they continue
to be primarily concerned with the education of new and serving teachers.

As teacher educators mostly lack formal preparation, induction, and professional
development opportunities, the support structures and experiences provided by
their teacher education institutions are often their primary or exclusive sources of
learning for their occupational practice as well as its ongoing development
throughout their working lives (Billett, 2001). How these occupational practices
are shaped situationally need to be taken into account when evaluating one’s
development while engaged in the occupation (Billett, 2008). If we seek to
understand, influence, or improve workplace learning, the particular teacher
education work context should always be considered (Billet, 2008; Ducharme and
Ducharme, 1996; Lunenberg et al., 2014; Munn, 2008; Murray, 2002; 2008). In this
respect, Davies and Salisbury (2008) argued that a teacher educators’ individual
development as a teacher educator-researcher is only likely to be sustained if
corresponding development takes place at the workplace level, both in terms of
research infrastructure and research culture. The presence or absence of a viable
research infrastructure in teacher education institutions is the first critical aspect.
According to Davies and Salisbury (2008), important features of a strong research
infrastructure include a research strategy, a research training and staff
development programme, and financial and personnel resources to support
research projects. Second, teacher education institutions with strong research
cultures tend to be those that are organised as learning communities that value,
share, and reflect upon research (Davies and Salisbury, 2008). This will not be the
case for teacher educators in less research-rich environments, as these generally
provide fewer opportunities for formal and informal mentoring and experiences
(Davies and Salisbury, 2008). Certainly, in this regard, and much like the current
situation in the UK (Gilroy and McNamara, 2011), in Flanders, a great deal of
variance between research-intensive teacher education institutions and teaching-
intensive teacher education institutions can be expected, the latter typically being
characterized by far less conducive circumstances. This means that the majority of
Flemish teacher education programmes do not receive funding for their research
activities. In this paper, we are particularly interested in how these teacher
educators, working in teaching-intensive institutions, perceive the existing
research culture and research infrastructure, and how this, in turn, relates to the
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development of their researcherly disposition. Drawing on the current literature
on teacher educators’ professional development, which is mainly characterised by
small-scale qualitative studies or theoretical contributions (Lunenberg et al,
2014), a large-scale study was conducted, involving 944 teacher educators

working in teaching-intensive teacher education institutions.

Teacher educators’ researcherly disposition

Taking into account the demands of developing one’s role as a teacher educator-
researcher, several authors have begun to conceptualise teacher educators’
professional development as a process requiring the development of an ‘inquiry as
stance’ (Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 2009), ‘an investigative attitude’ (Vanassche,
2014), or a ‘researcherly disposition’ (Tack and Vanderlinde, 2014, 2016). Tack
and Vanderlinde (2014, p. 301) defined teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition as ‘teacher educators’ habit of mind to engage with research—as both
consumers and producers of research—to improve their practice and contribute to
the knowledge base on teacher education.” Making reference to the cognitive
theory of dispositions (Perkins, Jay, and Tishman, 1993), Tack and Vanderlinde
(2014) went on to explain its three interrelated but complementary dimensions,
describing these as follows:

(1) An affective dimension referring to the extent to which teacher educators
believe in the need for a research-oriented approach towards their daily
practice;

(2) A cognitive dimension referring to teacher educators’ actual ability to
conduct research and contribute to the knowledge base on teacher
education; and

(3) A behavioural dimension referring to teacher educators’ attentiveness to

research opportunities in their daily practice.

All dimensions are interrelated and complementary, which means that each of
these needs to be fulfilled before real change is enabled. For instance, a teacher
educator may have the ability to conduct the research cycle effectively and to find
recent research literature in scientific databases (cognitive dimension); he may
also find it important to solve a problem in his practice by using a variety means,
e.g. by conducting a practitioner research or reading literature related to the topic
of interest (affective dimension), but may not recognise the problem as an occasion
for conducting research or reading research literature (behavioural dimension). In
this hypothetical situation, not all dimensions of teacher educators’ researcherly

disposition are fulfilled, which, according to the cognitive theory on dispositions
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(see Perkins, Jay, and Tishman, 1993), reduces the likelihood of research-led
change in a teacher educator’s practice.

Hypothesis 1a. All dimensions (cognitive, behavioural, and affective) of
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition are mutually
positively related.

Moreover, and also in line with the cognitive theory on dispositions (Perkins, Jay,
and Tishman, 1993), it is assumed that teacher educators will only recognise those
situations in which they can conduct research (behavioural dimension) if they are
able to conduct research (cognitive dimension) and if they positively value their

role as researchers (affective dimension) (Perkins, Jay, and Tishman, 1993).

Hypothesis 1b. The behavioural dimension is positively influenced by (1) the
cognitive dimension and (2) the affective dimension.

Research culture

Several studies (Borg and Alshumaimeri, 2012; Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 2009;
Davies and Salisbury, 2008; Gemmell et al., 2010; Griffiths et al., 2010; Houston et
al,, 2010; Smith, 2015; Stoll et al., 2006) have stressed the importance of creating a
research culture within teacher education institutions so as to support teacher
educators’ development as teacher-educator researchers. A research culture refers
to an overall appreciation of colleagues for emerging research initiatives
(Lunenberg et al, 2014). Moreover, teacher education institutions with strong
research cultures are often organised as ‘communities of scholars’ (Ghallagher et
al, 2011, p. 884) or ‘research communities’ (Smith, 2015, p. 45), in which the
importance of using and conducting research to improve one’s own practice is
acknowledged. Teacher educators working in such communities argue that they
are able to carry out low-risk research activities (e.g. participate in discussions on
research projects, read and discuss relevant research literature, analyse data, and
co-present at conferences), helping them to further develop their role as
researchers (Harrison and McKeon, 2010; Smith, 2015).

Hypothesis 2a. Positive perceptions of the existing research culture in the
teacher education institution are positively associated with
the development of teacher educators’ researcherly

disposition.
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Research infrastructure

Another factor that may stimulate or hinder the development of teacher educators’
role as researchers is the (non-)existence of a research infrastructure in the
teacher education institution. Research infrastructure refers to the availability of
research facilities (Borg and Alshumaimeri, 2012; Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 2009;
Davies and Salisbury, 2008; Gilroy and McNamara, 2009; Griffiths et al., 2010; Lin,
Wang, Splalding, Klecka, and Odell, 2011; Lunenberg et al., 2010; 2014; Smith,
2015; Vanassche, 2014). Such facilities may include access to journals, physical and
financial resources, methodological resources, and expert supervision (Borg and
Alshumaimeri, 2012; Griffiths et al, 2010). Institutions with strong research
infrastructures also tend to offer protected time to engage in research (Davies and
Salisbury, 2008; Griffiths et al., 2010).

Hypothesis 2b. Positive perceptions of the perceived research infrastructure
in the teacher education institution are positively associated
with the development of teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition.

Research goal and questions

Previous research suggests that there is a link between research culture and
research infrastructure, on one hand, and teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition, on the other (cf. Lunenberg et al., 2014; Smith, 2015). The aim of this
study is to propose a model of the relationship between teacher educators’
perceptions of these conditions in their respective institutions and teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition (see Figure 1). First, the relationships between
the different dimensions of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition are
explored (Hypothesis 1a and 1b). Second, the relationships with the perceived
research culture (Hypothesis 2a) and the perceived research infrastructure
(Hypothesis 2b) with teacher educators’ researcherly disposition are studied. In

line with our hypotheses, the following research questions are addressed:

- How are the different dimensions of teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition related to each other? (RQ1)

- How are the perceived research culture and the perceived research
infrastructure related to the development of teacher educators’
researcherly disposition? (RQ2)
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RESEARCH CULTURE H2a

RESEARCH H2b
INFRASTRUCTURE —>

Figure 1. The theoretical model

Method

Context

Three types of higher education institutions in Flanders provide teacher education
programmes: universities, centres for adult education, and colleges of higher
education. All teacher education programmes lead to the same certificate;
however, whereas universities are research-intensive teacher education
institutions (typically in receipt of core funding), colleges of higher education and
centres for adult education are teaching-intensive teacher education institutions.
Although the latter have recently begun to develop research expertise, their main
responsibility lies in educating the majority of new and serving teachers. For the
scope of this study (see Introduction), only teacher educators from teaching-

intensive teacher education institutions were included.

Sample and procedure

All teaching-intensive teacher education institutions (n = 71) in Flanders (of which
50 are colleges of higher education and 21 are centres for adult education) were
contacted to participate in the survey study. In total, 43 colleges of higher
education and 17 centres for adult education agreed to participate. For the sake of
face validity (AERA APA NCME, 2015), the survey was pilot tested with eight
experts in the field of teacher education (experienced teacher educators and
researchers). Survey data were collected from a sample of 944 teacher educators.
Only 21 surveys contained missing values. The characteristics of the final sample
include a high proportion (75.3%) of female teacher educators (see Table 1).
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Table 1. Sample characteristics

% (n)

Gender

Male 24.7 (233)

Female 75.3 (711)
Highest study degree

Bachelor 9.9 (93)

Master 82.7 (791)

Doctoral degree 6.0 (57)
Teaching qualification

Yes 96.9 (915)

No 3.1(29)
Teaching experience

Yes 59.7 (560)

No 40.3 (384)
Research experience

Yes 36.6 (345)

No 63.4 (599)
Type of teacher education institution

College of Higher Education 57.1(727)

Centre for Adult Education 429 (217)

The average length of service was 10.9 years, with periods of service from 2
months to 38 years. A minority of participants (18.5%) was working as
researchers within their teacher education institutions (ranging from 0.1 FTE to

0.4 FTE), while approximately one third (36.6%) had research experience.
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Measures

Teacher educators’ researcherly disposition

A measurement instrument designated as TERDS - and based on the theoretical
framework on teacher educators’ researcherly disposition (Tack and Vanderlinde,
2014) - was developed to measure this particular attribute (see Tack and
Vanderlinde, 2016). The Teacher Educator Researcherly Disposition Scale (TERDS)
(Tack and Vanderlinde, 2016) is a 20-item questionnaire assessing teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition (the items are included in Appendix on page
123). All items are scored on a six-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly
disagree = 0 to strongly agree = 5. In contrast with the theoretically assumed
three-dimensional structure of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition, TERDS
has four subscales: (1) ‘Valuing research’ (six items), (2) ‘Being able to conduct
research’ (four items), (3) ‘Conducting research’ (four items), and (4) ‘Being a

smart consumer of research’ (six items).

(1) ‘Valuing research’ (a = .91) refers to the extent to which teacher educators
value research-oriented approaches towards their daily practice and
109ecognize their role as researchers (Tack and Vanderlinde, 2016, p. 51).
This first subscale fully corresponds with the affective dimension of teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition.

(2) ‘Being able to conduct research’ (a = .83) refers to the extent to which
teacher educators consider themselves capable of conducting research into
teacher education (Tack and Vanderlinde, 2016, p. 51). This subscale
corresponds with the cognitive dimension of teacher educators’
researcherly disposition.

(3) ‘Conducting research’ (a = .89) refers to the degree to which teacher
educators report being active in conducting research into teacher education
(Tack and Vanderlinde, 2016, p. 51). This subscale corresponds with the
behavioural dimension of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition.

(4) ‘Being a smart consumer of research’ (a = .86) assesses the degree to which
teacher educators use existing research to inform their practice (Tack and
Vanderlinde, 2016, p. 51). This subscale combines aspects from (a) the
cognitive dimension (being able to use existing research to inform their
practice), and (b) the behavioural dimension (actively using existing
research to inform their practice) of teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition.
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This implies a slight adaptation of our initial theoretical model (see Figure 2).

RESEARCH CULTURE H2a
—
\
-
RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURE | 121,
\ J

Figure 2. Adaptation of the initially formulated theoretical model

Perceptions of the research culture

The ‘Research culture’ scale was adapted, for the purposes of this study, from the
‘Questionnaire on Teacher Research’ (Vrijnsen-de Corte, den Brok, Kamp, and
Bergen, 2013), which measures teachers’ perceptions of the collegial support and
climate for practice-based research. First, instead of using the narrow concept of
‘practice-based research’, we used ‘research’ in all items, described as ‘the
systematic and intentional investigation into and study of materials and sources in
order to develop (1) knowledge, new theories or answer questions occurring from
(2) practice or (3) policy related to teacher education.’ (Also see Tack &
Vanderlinde, 2016). Adapted to the Flemish context, examples of possible forms of
research were enumerated: practitioner research, research and development
projects funded by the government (in Dutch, ‘PWO-projecten’), policy-related
research, and fundamental research (Appendix see p.123-127). Second, the
original scale was developed for teachers working in a school setting, whereas, in
our study, teacher educators used the scale to evaluate conditions in teacher
educator institutions. The adapted scale has five items, measured on a five-point
scale (0 = not, to, 4 = to a very high extent), and assesses teacher educators’
perceptions of the support they receive from colleagues and their direct
supervisors when seeking to engage in research in their teacher education
institutions (e.g. ‘At our teacher education institution, teacher educators’
engagement in research is taken for granted’). Chronbach’s alpha was .81 (see
Appendix p.123-127).
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Perceptions of the research infrastructure

The ‘Research infrastructure’ scale was adapted from the ‘Questionnaire on
Teacher Research’ (Vrijnsen-de Corte et al., 2013), which measures teachers’
perceptions of the existing organisational structure for performing practice-based
research in schools. All items were adapted for the teacher education context and
enquired about teacher educators’ perceptions of the existing organisational
structure, including research budget, resources, and existing policies for
performing research in their teacher educator institutions. The adapted scale
contains 7 items, rated on a 5-point scale (0 = not, to, 4 = to a very high extent) (e.g.
‘At our teacher education institution, resources (e.g. methodological resources,
research literature) are available to facilitate my engagement in research)’.
Chronbach’s alpha was .71 (see Appendix p.123-127).

Data analysis

Because of the hierarchical nature of our data (i.e. the fact that individual teacher
educators are nested within teacher education institutions), we investigated
whether there was sufficient statistical independence or a salient teacher
education level effect. To accomplish this, we separately calculated the intraclass
correlation for each dependent variable (i.e. the variables ‘Able to conduct
research’, ‘Valuing research’, ‘Smart consumer of research’, and ‘Conducting
research’) and each independent variable (i.e. the variables ‘Research culture’ and
‘Research infrastructure’). Our analysis showed that 5.57% of the variance in
‘Conducting research’ and less than 4% of the variance in ‘Able to conduct
research’, ‘Smart consumer of research’, and ‘Valuing research’ was attributed to
the organisational (i.e. teacher education) level. Similarly, only 3.78% of the
variance in ‘Research infrastructure’ and 2.43% of the variance in ‘Research
culture’ was attributed to the teacher education institution level. Moreover, all
these variances did not differ significantly from 0. This means that they varied only
slightly by teacher educator institutions, and our observations can thus be treated
as statistically independent (see also Hox, 2010). Hence, teacher educators’

responses were not affected by their teacher education institutions.

Further preliminary analyses showed that the demographic variables of gender,
educational qualification, age, and highest study degree were not systematically
related to the dependent variables (i.e. ‘Conducting research’, ‘Able to conduct

research’, ‘Valuing research’, and ‘Smart consumer of research’) or the
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independent variables (i.e. ‘Research infrastructure’ and ‘Research culture’) at a
.05 significance level. Therefore, in order to facilitate model estimation, we
excluded these demographic variables from all further analyses. We tested all
hypotheses using structural equation modelling (SEM), utilising the Mplus 7
software package (Muthen and Muthen, 1998-2002). Compared to hierarchical
regression analysis, SEM has two main advantages: (1) SEM permits calculation of
and correction for measurement error, and (2) measures of fit of the models under
study can be provided. The chi-square test assesses the degree of fit between the
model and the data. Furthermore, the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) was used to assess model fit. Models with RMSEA < .08 indicate an
adequate fit between the model and the data (Browne and Cudeck, 1993). In
addition, we calculated the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), with values higher than .90
suggesting acceptable fit, and values close to .95 (for large samples) being
suggestive of a good fit (see Hu and Bentler, 1999). As these indices are dependent
on sample size, we also inspected the comparative fit index (CFI) (Marsh, Balla, and
Hau, 1996); values for this index should be .90 or higher (Hoyle, 1995).

Results

Descriptive statistics

The descriptive statistics and correlations between the investigated variables are
presented in Table 3. For ‘Conducting research’, the mean is rather low (M = 2.04),
but has a high standard deviation (SD = 1.24). This implies that respondents
reported little active engagement in conducting research into teacher education;
however, answers on this scale show substantial variance. For ‘Being able to
conduct research’, respondents perceive themselves as more or less able to
conduct research (M = 2.87), though, again, there is a high variance among
participants’ answers (SD = 1.05). Both ‘Valuing research’ (M = 2.68) and ‘Being a
smart consumer of research’ (M = 2.74) have rather low to moderate scores, with
moderate standard deviations. For ‘Research culture’, participants perceive the
support from colleagues and their direct supervisors as low to moderate (M =
1.95), with moderate discrepancy (SD = .73). For ‘Research infrastructure’,
participants perceive the existing organisational structure, including the
availability of funding, resources, and a supportive policy as low (M = 1.25), with
moderate differences among participants (SD = .80). All correlations between the
variables were significant and positive (see Table 3).
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Measurement model

Before testing the relationships in our proposed model (Figure 2), the
measurement model was first examined. The measurement model includes six
latent factors (‘Conducting research’, ‘Being able to conduct research’, ‘Valuing
research’, ‘Smart consumer of research’, ‘Research culture’, and ‘Research
infrastructure’) and 32 observed variables (items). An initial test of the
measurement model revealed a satisfactory fit for the data (2 (df =496) =
12596.51; CFI = .91; TLI = .90; RMSEA = .050; SRMR = .050). All factor loadings for
latent variable indicators related to teacher educators’ researcherly disposition
(‘Conducting research’, ‘Smart consumer of research’, ‘Valuing research’, and ‘Able
to conduct research’) were significant, ranging from .57 to .89. Therefore, the
latent factors were represented by all their respective indicators. Three items (one
related to ‘Research infrastructure’, and two to ‘Research culture’) exhibited low
factor loadings, which indicated a low communality with the rest of the scale.

These items were excluded from further analysis.

Structural model

To test our hypotheses, SEM was used. The overall model fit assesses the
resemblance of the observed input matrix with the one predicted from the
proposed model. The overall goodness-of-fit indices show that the research model
provides a satisfactory fit to the data (CFI = .93; TLI = .92; RMSEA = 0.048; SRMR =
0.047). The x? value of 11845.11 (df = 406) was statistically significant at the
<0.0001 significance level. Next, individual relationships were evaluated; specified
relationships (Figure 2) were statistically tested using the critical ratio (CR). Non-
significant (CR) specified relationships were removed one by one, starting with the
highest CR value, and analyses were run again. Three relationships were removed:
(1) the relationship between ‘Research culture’ and ‘Able to conduct research’ (p =
.85); (2) the relationship between ‘Research culture’ and ‘Conducting research’ (p
= .32); and (3) the relationship between ‘Research infrastructure’ and ‘Smart
consumer of research’ (p =.11). After removing these non-significant relationships,
all remaining relationships were supported (Figure 3). The goodness of fit
estimates for the final model were CFI = .94, TLI = .93, SRMR = .047, and RMSEA =
.050, with a 90% interval of .047 and .053, indicating good fit. The x? value of
13688.671 (df = 406) is statistically significant at the <0.0001 significance level.
Figure 2 presents all S coefficients in our model. All coefficients are significant (p <
.05). The total amount of variance of ‘Conducting research’ explained by the
predictors was R? = .690 (SD = .025). Overall, our hypotheses were confirmed and
were further refined based on our findings.
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Research question 1 (H1a and H1b)

The first research question investigates the different dimensions of teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition and their underlying relationships. In this
respect, the first hypothesis (Hla) was confirmed: all dimensions of teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition (operationalised as ‘Smart consumer of
research’, ‘Valuing research’, and ‘Able to conduct research’) are positively related
to each other (with significant correlations between .30 and .44). The second
hypothesis related to this research question (H1b) investigates the positive
influence of the cognitive and affective dimensions on the behavioural dimension
of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. This hypothesis was also confirmed.
Positive relationships were found between the extent to which a teacher educator
(1) is able to conduct research (8 =.506, SE =.038, p =.000), (2) values research (f
=.265,SE =.037, p =.000), (3) uses existing research (f =.190, SE =.037, p =.000),
and conducts research into teacher education.

Research question 2 (H2a and H2b)

The second research question investigates the relationship between the perceived
research culture, the perceived research infrastructure, and teacher educators’
researcherly disposition. With regard to the perceived research culture (H2a), two
relationships were significant. In this respect, positive relationships were found
between the extent to which a teacher educator (1) values research into teacher
education ( =.135, SE = .081, p = .022) and (2) uses existing research in their
teaching practice (8 = .136, SE = .081, p = .022), on one hand, and the perceived
research culture in their teacher education institution, on the other. Concerning
the perceived research infrastructure (H2b), three positive relationships were
confirmed. The following relationships were significant: the extent to which a
teacher educator (1) conducts research into teacher education (f§ =.100, SE =.081,
p =.022), (2) perceives him/herself able to conduct research (§ =.184, SE=.081, p
=.022), (3) values research into teacher education (§ = .123, SE = .044, p = .002),
on one hand, and the perceived research infrastructure in their teacher education

institution, on the other.

To refine these analyses further and to establish possible mediations,
bootstrapping procedures were used (Hayes, 2013). Next to conventional tests of
significance (Table 3), unstandardised indirect effects were computed for each of
1000 samples, and thereafter the 95% interval was computed (see Table 4) (see
McKinnon, 2008).
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First, indirect relationship(s) between ‘Research infrastructure’ and ‘Conducting
research’ were found. Indeed, the relation between the independent variable
‘Research infrastructure’ and the outcome variable ‘Conducting research’ is
mediated by (1) ‘Able to conduct research’ (§=.093, SE =.024, p = .000) and (2)
‘Valuing research’ (8= .033, SE = .014, p = .002). However, the direct relationship
between ‘Research infrastructure’ and ‘Conducting research’ remains significant
when taking into account the indirect effect of ‘Able to conduct research’ and
‘Valuing research’ (= .0100, SE = .031, p = .002). This indicates that ‘Able to
conduct research’ and ‘Valuing research’ only partially mediate the relationship
between ‘Research infrastructure’ and ‘Conducting research’. Second, and in
connection with the indirect relationship(s) between ‘Research culture’ and
‘Conducting research’, two significant indirect relationships were found: the
relation between the independent variable ‘Research culture’ and the outcome
variable ‘Conducting research’ is mediated by (1) ‘Valuing research’ ($=.036, SE =
.015, p = .02) and (2) ‘Smart consumer of research’ (f=.026, SE =.011, p = .02).
The direct relationship between ‘Research culture’ and ‘Conducting research’
remains non-significant when taking into account the indirect effect of ‘Smart
consumer of research’ and ‘Valuing research’ (f=.047, SE = .033, p =.002), which
indicates mediation. Indirect relationships between (1) ‘Research infrastructure’
and ‘Conducting research’ through ‘Smart consumer of research’, and between (2)
‘Research culture’ and ‘Conducting research’ through ‘Able to conduct research’,

were found to be non-significant.

Table 3. Significance tests of the indirect (bootstrap) effects of the independent variables

95% Confidence interval

Independent Mediator B Lower limit Upper limit

Valuing research .033* .008 .061
Able to conduct research .093* .043 .139
Smart consumer of .026 -.011 .024
research

Valuing research .036* .023 155
Able to conduct research -005 -116 109
Smart consumer of .026* .018 170

research
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Discussion

In both research literature (Lunenberg et al., 2014; Loughran, 2014; Smith, 2015;
Willemse et al., 2016) and policy documents (Department for Education and Skills,
2013), it is often stressed that the development of one’s role as a researcher is an
inherent aspect of teacher educators’ job responsibility. Teacher educators should
engage in research to better understand and improve their own practice, and to
(further) develop the knowledge base on teacher education (Cochran-Smith,
2005). In this respect, developing a researcherly disposition—or a habit of mind to
engage in research (Tack and Vanderlinde, 2014) —is often promoted (Tack and
Vanderlinde, 2014; Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 2009; Vanassche, 2014). However,
there has been less discussion on how teacher educators are empowered to
develop this researcherly disposition, or indeed on the way they perceive the
support provided in their work settings (i.e. in terms of research culture and
research infrastructure) in relation to developing this researcher role (Smith,
2015; Willemse et al., 2016). It can be speculated that the extent to which teacher
educators perceive their institutions as prioritising research (characterised by a
strong research culture and research infrastructure) will have an impact on the
development of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition (Davies and Salisbury,
2008; Lunenberg et al., 2014; Willemse and Boei, 2013). This study empirically
explored the role of teacher educators’ perceptions of the existing research culture
and the research infrastructure as main determinants for the development of their
researcherly disposition. Up until this study, these relations had not been
investigated in large-scale quantitative studies (Lunenberg et al., 2014). Our study
had a specific focus on teacher educators based in teaching-intensive institutions —
representing the largest group of teacher educators (European Commission, 2013)
- whose main responsibility is the education of future teachers. Since teaching-
intensive institutions do not have strong research traditions, research is often
considered as a rather new, difficult, and challenging task requirement (Gilroy and
McNamara, 2009).

Implications for teacher education practice and policy

Overall, teacher educators have rather low scores on the different scales assessing
their self-reported researcherly disposition; they perceive the existing research
culture as rather low, and rate the research infrastructure in their institutions as
virtually non-existent (Lunenberg et al., 2014; Willemse and Boei, 2013; Willemse
et al,, 2016). The way they perceive the existing research infrastructure is related

to the extent to which they report that they (1) value research, (2) perceive
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themselves able to conduct research, and (3) conduct research into their teacher
education practice. Similarly, the way they perceive the existing research culture is
particularly related to the extent to which (1) they value research and (2) use
existing research to inform their practice. If our ultimate aim is for teacher
educators to conduct research into their daily practice, change will be needed at
both the individual level (i.e. teacher educators’ researcherly disposition) and the
work context level (i.e. research culture and research infrastructure). Moreover, it
seems that changes at the individual level are dependent on changes at the work
context level. Vice versa, our results also seem to suggest that it is useful to invest
in the research culture of a teacher education institution only if teacher educators
are also willing to engage in research, assess themselves as able to conduct
research, and recognise those situations in which they can conduct research. In
this respect, questions are raised about the kind of support that is needed (Murray
et al,, 2009b; Willemse et al., 2016). For example, if teacher education institutions
endeavor to facilitate teacher educators’ engagement in research, it is important
that teacher educators perceive a positive research culture, characterised by
support for their research activities from both their colleagues and their direct
supervisors. Moreover, as long as teacher educators need to engage in research
over and above full-time teaching requirements, and are denied structural
resources to engage in research, it will be difficult to stimulate the (further)
development of their researcherly disposition. Only a fundamental restructuring of
these contexts is likely to resolve the current situation. Such re-organisation
should at least be facilitated by policy-makers, and it is necessary to take long-term
perspectives in this regard. In the UK and the Netherlands, the current situation is
quite similar to that of Flanders, being characterised by relatively low resources
for research in teaching-intensive programmes and offering only local small-scale
professional development initiatives (e.g. Gilroy and McNamara, 2009; Lunenberg,
Zwart, and Korthagen, 2010; Murray et al., 2009b; Willemse et al., 2016). This low
governmental attention for research in teaching-intensive institutions is a matter
of serious concern, given the pending reforms aimed at transforming Flemish
teacher education in the structure of bachelor’s and master’s degrees. Even though
we strongly encourage the eagerness to transform teaching to largely a master’s-
level profession, the fact that so many teacher educators (through teacher
educators’ self-reported researcherly disposition) and teacher education
institutions (through teacher educators’ perceived research culture and research
infrastructure) have been recognised as non-research active is an issue of great
concern (Gilroy & McNamara, 2009). In this respect, Gilroy and McNamara (2009)

warn that “either these master’s programmes are to be taught by staff who are
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apparently not research-active or, alternatively, they are only to be offered in
education departments with a strong research profile.” (Gilroy and McNamara,
2009, p.333).

A first important step—in our view—is to reframe, acknowledge, and promote the
kind of research activities that ‘matter’ for professionals who are predominantly
active in the education of future teachers (Munn, 2008). In this respect, and next to
fundamental research, applied research on teacher education, as well as that which
is relevant to teacher education (e.g. practitioner research), should also be
recognised as imperative by national and international policy-makers, and, should,
accordingly receive funding for its research activities (Murray et al., 2009a;
2009b). The significance of research for these teacher educators should indeed be
the improvement of teacher education practices based on research, along with the
dissemination of research findings to the wider public. Many teaching-intensive
institutions retain strong relations with educational practice and schools through

the provision of pre-service and in-service support to (student) teachers.

Second, several—often small-scale and local—initiatives (Christie and Menter,
2009; Leitch, 2009; Murray et al., 2009b; Tack and Vanderlinde, 2016b; Tanner
and Davies, 2009; Vanassche, 2014; Willemse and Boei, 2013; Willemse et al.,,
2016) motivate the desire of increasing ‘awareness’ of the importance of research
at both the individual teacher educator level and the work context level. These
initiatives all share the notion that teacher educators’ active engagement in
research is important in improving their own practice and contributing to the
knowledge base on teacher education. To facilitate teacher educators’ research
engagement, these projects are often organised as ‘professional learning
communities’ or ‘research communities’ (e.g. Ghallagher et al., 2011; Smith, 2015),
in which structural—but often limited to the scope of the project—support (e.g.
methodological support or access to research journals) is offered (e.g. Borg and
Alshumaimeri, 2012; Lunenberg et al.,, 2014). Moreover, in all of these projects,
teacher educators are recognised as autonomous professionals, responsible for
their own professional development. Put differently, these projects focus on both
the work context level and the individual level, by furnishing a research
infrastructure and building research culture, on one hand, while requiring

individuals’ agency in their own learning, on the other.

Third, to ensure that the above-described projects are not confined with local
boundaries, ‘ad hoc’ and scope-specific attention should be given to strategies
enabling these projects to receive a greater degree of formal recognition and
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embedment on a policy level. In this respect, Norway makes it a political priority to
provide funding for research and development projects in teacher education. An
example of this political priority in action is the establishment of the Norwegian
Research School in Teacher Education (NAFOL) (Smith, 2015), a partnership
between research-intensive universities and teaching-intensive university
colleges. This partnership was established to increase quality in teacher education
through a purposeful, strong, and long-standing commitment to conduct research
relevant to professional practice, within a national network of collaborating
institutions (see http://nafol.net). Second, the MOFET Institute, or the Israeli
National Intercollegial Center for the Research and Development of Programs in
Teacher Education and Teaching in the Colleges, similarly warrants mention. This
institute promotes research in teacher education as an essential aspect of teacher
educators’ professional development, with the aim of expanding the teacher
education research knowledge base and improving teaching and teacher education
quality (Shagrir, 2010, see http://mofet.macam.ac.il). Beyond being inspiring,
these initiatives may generate important opportunities to establish communal and

international teacher educator research networks.

Limitations and implications for further research

First, this study investigated individual teacher educators’ perceptions of their
occupational practice (i.e. the existing research culture and research
infrastructure) in relation to their individual development as researchers (i.e.
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition). In line with the view expressed by
Billett (2001), this strategy was chosen because teacher educators’ perceptions of
their practice represent an important manifestation of that practice. Self-ratings
for the predictors and the outcome variables were thus used, and all data were
gathered using one method. We reduced the potential risk of common-method bias
(Podsakoff et al., 2003) by guaranteeing respondents’ anonymity (i.e. variables in
the survey could not be linked to the respondents’ identity). However, future
research should also try to incorporate more objective analyses of the existing
research culture and research infrastructure in teacher education institutions. In
keeping with our previous argumentation, these objective measures should differ
from the measures used in research-intensive teacher education programmes to
assess the existing research culture and infrastructure (e.g. the number of tenured
staff and number of ICCS-indexed publications). Moreover, in future research, it
could also be useful to assess teacher educators’ actual engagement in research in

their daily practices.
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Second, the teacher education institution was used as the level of analysis in order
to test the hierarchical nature of our data. However, future research should
possibly consider the immediate work setting, especially the ‘micro’ communities
of practice in which teacher educators do (or do not) participate in research
activities (Swennen, Volman, and Jones, 2010). This will also require other data
analysis strategies. In this respect, social networking analysis could be applied to

first investigate the relations valued most highly by teacher educators.

Third, the results are entirely based on a sample of teacher educators working in
teaching-intensive programmes. Further research could explore the extent to
which our findings can be generalised to other groups of teacher educators (e.g.
teacher educators working in research-intensive universities and school-based
teacher educators) as well as to other countries (Livingston, 2014). Fourth, all
relationships are correlational, as all factors are measured at one moment in time.
Plainly, no causality can be claimed and we cannot exclude the possibility of
reciprocal or inverse relationships between certain variables. Further, and
consequently, additional longitudinal research is required to form conclusions as

to the directions of the model relationships.

Conclusion

The calls for teacher educators’ engagement in research as an integral part of their
daily practice are demanding, and will certainly continue to be. If we aim to
(further) support teacher educators’ researcherly disposition in teaching-intensive
institutions, changes in the work context need to be implemented. In this respect,
teacher educators’ perceptions of both the existing research culture and the
research infrastructure are strongly related to developing one’s researcherly
disposition. To put it differently, if we aim to support teacher educators’ further
development in their role as researchers, the interplay between teacher educators’

individual development and their institutional setting must be considered.
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Appendix A: Example of TERDS with instructions (English)

In this survey research is defined as ‘the systematic investigation into and study of materials and
sources in order to develop (1) knowledge, new theories or answer questions occurring from (2)
practice or (3) policy’. Research conducted by teacher educators can be practitioner research,
practice-based research, research and development projects, policy-related research and

fundamental research.
Teacher educators’ researcherly disposition

Answer each of the statements.

-- -- - + ++ e+
Totally Disagree Rather Rather Agree Totally
disagree disagree agree agree
As a teacher educator... - - + o+t +++

1 I have enough methodological knowledge to
autonomously go through a research cycle (e.g., ask a
research question, gather data, analyse and report data,
etc.)

2 My teaching is informed by research
3 Research is essential for the teacher education profession

4 lam inclined to use research literature to solve problems

in my teaching practice
5 I conduct research to improve my own practice

6  Teacher educators have a responsibility towards their

students to study their own practice
7  loften read research literature in educational journals

8 I am capable of presenting and sharing my own research
results with other teacher educators (e.g., at conferences

and in journals)
9 Iam someone who is capable of conducting research

10 I am familiar with recent research literature concerning

the education of future teachers
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

[ am able to show students the influence of research

literature on my teaching practice

A teacher educator who does not recognise his/her role as

aresearcher is not a good teacher educator

I systematically improve my own practice based on

research literature

Teacher educators’ role as a researcher has to be one of

the most important ones.

Every teacher educator should regularly conduct research

to improve their practice

I conduct research in order to develop knowledge relevant

to other teacher educators

I do not know how to fulfil my role as a teacher educator-

researcher

I have experience with conducting research as a teacher

educator

Teacher educators should conduct research to contribute

to the wider knowledge on teacher education

I present at conferences and seminars to share my own

research results
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Perceptions of the research culture (item 1-7) & the research

infrastructure (item 8-12)

Answer each of the statements.

10

11

12

- - -/+ ++
Disagree Disagree Agree Totally
agree
At our teacher education program... - - N

Research initiatives of teacher educators are appreciated
by colleagues

It is obvious that teacher educators perform research

The importance of research for teacher education is
recognized

Results of (own) research are used to discuss teacher
education

There is a shared vision on conducting research

Our supervisor stimulates me to disseminate the results of
my research with the teacher education program (by
means of posters, presentations, leaflets, and so on)

Our supervisor shows interest in my research

There is time available for me to conduct research
activities

There is a budget available for me to conduct research
activities

There is a physical room available for conducting research
activities

I have access to ‘resources’ (such as research literature,
journals) for conducting research

There are expert teacher educator-researchers to
supervise me with learning to conduct research
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Appendix B: Voorbeeld van TERDS (Nederlandstalig)

Onderzoek wordt in deze vragenlijst gedefinieerd als een gefundeerd zoekproces waar op een
systematische en intentionele wijze gegevens worden verzameld, gebruikt en geanalyseerd, met als
doel kennis te ontwikkelen. Onderzoek kan primair gericht zijn op het ontwikkelen van nieuwe
theorieén of primair tot doel hebben een antwoord te bieden op vragen uit de (eigen) praktijk of
het onderwijsbeleid. Onderzoek wordt in deze vragenlijst dus op een brede doch strikte manier
geinterpreteerd, waaronder verschillende vormen van onderzoek een plaats kunnen krijgen.
Hierbij denken we bijvoorbeeld aan praktijkonderzoek, waar op systematische manier de eigen
professionele praktijk onderzocht wordt met als doelstelling enerzijds deze te verbeteren en
anderzijds kennis te ontwikkelen relevant voor collega’s. Andere mogelijke vormen van onderzoek
zijn praktijkgericht onderzoek, onderzoek in kader van Onderzoek & Dienstverlening,

beleidsrelevant onderzoek en onderzoek met oog op theorieontwikkeling.

Onderstaande stellingen hebben betrekking op uw positie ten aanzien van onderzoek. Gelieve bij elke
stelling aan te geven in welke mate ze van u voor u van toepassing is door het meest passende

antwoord aan te duiden.

0 1 2 3 4 5
Helemaal Oneens Meer oneens Meer eens Eens Helemaal
oneens dan eens dan oneens eens
.- - - + ++ o+t
1 Ik heb voldoende methodologische kennis om een [] 0 O 0 0o O
onderzoekcyclus (onderzoeksvraag stellen, data verzamelen,
analyseren en rapporteren, ...) te doorlopen.
2 Mijnlessen zijn geinformeerd door onderzoek. 0 0 0 0 o 0
3 Onderzoek is onmisbaar in het beroep van lerarenopleider.
4 Als er zich een probleem voordoet in mijn praktijk, gijp ik naar ] 0 0 0 O 0O
onderzoeksliteratuur om op zoek te gaan naar een oplossing.
5  Ikvoer onderzoek uit om mijn eigen praktijk te verbeteren. O 0 O 0 o O
6  Lerarenopleiders hebben ten aanzien van studenten de
verantwoordelijkheid om op een onderzoekende manier met de
eigen praktijk bezig te zijn.
7 Ik lees vaak onderzoeksliteratuur in wetenschappelijke [J 0 0 O O O

tijdschriften.
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Ik acht mezelf in staat om eigen onderzoeksresultaten te
presenteren en delen met collega-opleiders (vb. op conferenties,

in tijdschriften).

Ik schat mezelf in als een lerarenopleider die goed onderzoek

kan doen.

Ik ben op de hoogte van recent wetenschappelijk onderzoek over

het opleiden van aanstaande leraren.

Ik ben in staat om studenten te tonen hoe mijn onderwijspraktijk

beinvloed is door wetenschappelijk onderzoek.

Lerarenopleiders die de rol van ‘onderzoeker’ niet erkennen zijn

geen goede lerarenopleiders.

Ik pas mijn praktijk systematisch aan op basis van gepubliceerd

onderzoek.

De rol ‘lerarenopleider als onderzoeker’ moet één van de
belangrijkste rollen van het functioneren van elke

lerarenopleider zijn.

Iedere lerarenopleider moet gedurende zijn loopbaan geregeld

een onderzoek doen dat relevant is voor de eigen praktijk.

Ik voer onderzoek uit om kennis te ontwikkelen relevant voor

collega-opleiders.

Het is me niet duidelijk hoe ik de rol ‘lerarenopleider als

onderzoeker’ kan invullen.

Ik heb ervaring met het uitvoeren van onderzoek om mijn eigen

praktijk te verbeteren.

Lerarenopleiders moeten aan onderzoek doen om bij te dragen
tot een publieke gedeelde kennisbasis over het opleiden van
leraren.

Ik presenteer op conferenties en studiedagen om
onderzoekresultaten te delen.
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Intervention study on practitioner research

Chapter 5

Understanding the impact of practitioner research on
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition: A mixed
method intervention study

Abstract

A mixed-method study was conducted to explore the impact of a one-year
intervention on developing teacher educators’ researcherly disposition.
Developing teacher educators’ researcherly disposition is perceived as a key aspect
of teacher educators’ professional development. During the intervention, 25
Flemish teacher educators conducted practitioner research in professional
learning communities. Next to showing a positive impact on the development of
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition, our findings indicate a broader view
on teacher educators’ roles by acknowledging their role in contributing to the
knowledge base about teacher education as well as in preparing future teachers.
Results of the follow-up study confirm the success of the intervention. To conclude,
suggestions for designing future interventions on practitioner research aiming to

support teacher educators’ professional development are discussed.
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Introduction

The American Association of Teacher Educators (ATE, 2008, p. 5) broadly defines
teacher educators as “anyone who educates teachers”. This definition is not limited
to professionals in higher education who focus on course work, didactics, and
pedagogy but involves all professionals responsible for the instruction and the
supervision of future teachers and mentors responsible for the support of teachers
and all other professionals involved in the professional preparation and support of
(student) teachers (ATE, 2008; Shagrir, 2010). Teacher educators are, thus, a
heterogeneous group of professionals and role models for (student) teachers
(Lunenberg, Korthagen, & Swennen, 2007). In addition to their important role in
teacher education, teacher educators play a vital role in developing the body of
knowledge on teacher education (i.e., the theoretical underpinnings of teacher
education: psychology, sociology, educational sciences, pedagogy and didactics,
and the theory of practical work) (Shagrir, 2010; Smith, 2003). Hence, Cochran-
Smith (2003) stress on the need to pay more attention to teacher educators’
expertise and to how they can be supported to address the increasing demands of

supporting teachers for teaching.

Most teacher education systems around the world do not oblige any special
training, induction program, or qualification (Murray, 2008; Goodwin et al., 2014).
In this respect, teacher educators significantly contrast, as an occupational group
from all other existing occupational groups, in which the practitioner needs to
undergo extensive training, engage in professional development activities, be
informed of the knowledge base in its particular expertise, and contribute to its
further development (Shagrir, 2010). In many countries, teacher educators are not
even required to have a teaching certificate, have any teaching experience, or
obtain an academic degree (European Commission, 2013). It may be clear that this
general lack of preparation courses, induction programs, and further professional
development trajectories, raises significant questions about teacher educators’
quality and professional development in both research literature (Lunenberg,
Dengerink, & Korthagen, 2014) and policy documents (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner,
2005; European Commission, 2013; Roth & Swail, 2000). Professional
development initiatives for teacher educators are limited and often characterized
by general on-off workshops with little long-term impact and with a limited focus
on teacher educators’ own practices (Tack, Valcke, Rots, Struyven, & Vanderlinde,
accepted; Berry, 2007; Loughran, 2014). Furthermore, given the general lack of a
clear policy on teacher educators’ professional development, teacher educators’
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professional development mostly remains ad-hoc and depends on chance and
goodwill, both from the individual teacher educator and teacher education
institution (Tack et al., accepted; Goodwin et al., 2014). Given the current situation,
some promising local initiatives have recently been introduced, focusing on
teacher educators’ professional development—often initiated by teacher educators
themselves—in Israel ( Shagrir, 2010), England (Harrison & McKeon, 2008;
Murray, 2008; Murray et al., 2009a; Murray et al., 2009b), the Netherlands (Koster,
Dengerink, Korthagen & Lunenberg, 2008), Norway (Smith, 2015), Canada
(Gallagher, Griffin, Ciuffetelli Parker, Kitchen, & Figg, 2011), and Belgium
(Vanassche, Rust, Conway, Smith, Tack & Vanderlinde, 2015; Tack & Vanderlinde,
2016b; Vanassche & Kelchtermans, 2016). Looking across these initiatives, it
seems that teacher educators’ professional development needs to be
conceptualized as a process of inquiry (Loughran, 2014), an inquiry as stance
(Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009), the development of a researcherly disposition
(Tack & Vanderlinde, 2014; 2016a), or teacher educators becoming active scholars
(Vanassche, 2015). However, intervention research that focuses on relations
between these promising initiatives and learning processes and outcomes in the
longer term, is still lacking (Lunenberg et al,, 2014, p. 75). In general, professional
development studies in higher education (Lawless & Pellegrino, 2007; Rienties,
Brouwer & Lygo-Baker, 2013; Stes, Min-Leliveld, Gijbels, & Van Petegem, 2010)
yearn for stronger research on the effects of professional development. Further,
Rienties and colleagues (2013, p. 122) urge that we need “to move the focus of
research on professional development from mere learning satisfaction of a
particular training program to an understanding of whether professionals actually

learnt something that was relevant, valuable and applicable to their daily practice.”

In this article, this gap is addressed by applying a mixed-method advanced
intervention research design to investigate the impact of a practitioner research
intervention on teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. Teacher educators’
researcherly disposition is used to enhance understanding about teacher
educators’ professional development (Tack & Vanderlinde, 2014; 2016a).
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Theoretical framework

Teacher educators’ professional development

Teacher educators’ professional development attracted attention internationally
only since the end of the twentieth century and is now acknowledged in both the
research (e.g.,, Lunenberg et al., 2014) and policy literature (e.g., Cochran-Smith &
Zeichner, 2005). In this respect, limited knowledge is available about the nature of
teacher educators’ professional development (Smith, 2015). Improving the quality
of teacher education requires a thorough understanding of teacher educators’
professional development and how it can be usefully conceptualized (Loughran,
2014). In line with Kelchtermans (2013) and Vanassche and colleagues (2015), we
argue that a teacher educator’s actual practice should be the starting point in
conceptualizing teacher educators’ professional development. Many studies
suggest that teacher educators know and learn about their practice by becoming
researchers of their practice (Cochran-Smith, 2005; Loughran, 2014). Loughran
(2014) stresses that teacher educators’ engagement in research is a vital aspect of
a teacher educator’s career and describes their learning trajectory as a “research
journey” (p.2). He further argues that research should be used to develop
knowledge about teacher education, where research is a means to improve teacher
educators’ knowledge about (future) teachers’ learning, their own teaching about
teaching practice, and teacher education as a whole (Loughran, 2014). Similarly,
Goodwin and colleagues (2014) stress that teacher educators’ need to “examine
and inform the pedagogy of teacher educating (as distinct from the pedagogy of
teaching), as well as be an active member of the larger school committed to the
development and advancement of policies, practices and programs focused on
educating teachers” (p.285). Murray and colleagues (2008, p. 42) argue that “good
teacher educators will be expert teachers of teachers, as well as scholars involved
in the production of different forms of new knowledge in their field.” Therefore,
developing teacher educators’ role as a researcher is considered a crucial factor in
the professional development of teacher educators and the improvement of

teacher education (Lunenberg et al.,, 2014).

Taking into account these demands of developing one’s researcher-role as a
teacher educator, several authors have started to conceptualize teacher educators’
professional development as developing an “inquiry as stance” (Cochran-Smith,
2005), an “inquiring habit of mind” (Bruggink & Harinck, 2012), “an investigative
attitude” (Vanassche, 2014), or a “researcherly disposition” (Tack & Vanderlinde,
2014). Tack and Vanderlinde (2014) defines teacher educators’ researcherly

140



Intervention study on practitioner research

disposition as “teacher educators’ habit of mind to engage with research—as both
consumers and producers of research—to improve their practice and contribute to
the knowledge base on teacher education” (Tack & Vanderlinde, 2014, p.301). An
explanation of its three inter-related dimensions further specifies this definition
(p-301):

(1) An affective dimension referring to the extent to which teacher educators
believe in the need of a research-oriented approach towards their daily
practices and, as such, recognizes their role as researchers,

(2) A cognitive dimension referring to a teacher educators’ actual ability to
conduct research and contribute to the knowledge base on teacher
education, and

(3) A behavioral dimension referring to teacher educators’ alertness to

research opportunities in their daily practices.

Practitioner research—a promising strategy?

Practitioner research is often promoted as a strategy to support teacher educators’
professional development (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009; Dinkelman, 2003;
Gallagher et al, 2011; Loughran & Berry, 2005). Practitioner research is the
intentional and systematic study of one’s professional practice (1) to improve
one’s own practice and knowledge about teacher education and (2) to contribute
to the broader knowledge base on teacher education (Cochran-Smith & Lytle,
2009; Loughran, 2011). Practitioner research focuses on both the improvement of
professionals’ individual practices and the development of public knowledge in a
particular field; i.e., teacher education (Loughran, 2014). Despite its promising
character, teacher educators’ engagement in (practitioner) research is not an
evidently present aspect of every teacher educator’s practice (Lunenberg et al,
2014). Instead, most often find it hard to identify themselves as someone with a
research role (Jaruszewicz & Landrus, 2005) and tend to prioritize contact with
students over conducting research (Griffiths, Thompson, & Hryniewicz, 2010).
Moreover, conducting systematic research into one’s own practice is a rather new
task responsibility for most teacher educators in Europe (Tack & Vanderlinde,
2016a; Lunenberg, Zwart, & Korthagen, 2010; Murray & Male, 2005). Furthermore,
teacher educators who perceive themselves as having a researcher role, largely
vary in their perceptions of this role. Some think teacher educator-researchers
need to read published research in academic journals while others believe it is
about conducting research into their own practice or sharing results in
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professional journals and/or conferences (Lunenberg et al., 2014). Additionally,
several studies (Gemmell, Griffiths, & Kibble, 2010; Griffiths et al, 2010;
Jaruszewicz & Landrus, 2005) have highlighted that a lack of time, support, and
information tends to limit research into one’s own practice. Some authors
(Gemmell et al, 2010; Houston, Ross, Robinson, & Malcolm, 2010) add that—
usually—a research culture is absent within teacher education institutions.

Given the abovementioned obstacles and struggles, several authors (Lunenberg et
al, 2014) stress that teacher educators’ practitioner research needs to be
supported by a professional learning community. Cochran-Smith and Lytle (2009)
further explain that conducting practitioner research in professional learning

communities is about the following:

“Practitioners pose problems of practice that require studying their own
students, classrooms, schools, programs, colleges, universities and
communities. They collect intentionally and examine systematically a wide
range of data sources including but not limited to student work. They work
collaboratively to construct and reconstruct subject matter and curriculum,
to examine critically content standards and the assessments and rubrics
that accompany them, to act as critically conscious readers and consumers
of materials and programs, and to develop ecologically valid approaches to
identifying and interpreting a range of significant educational outcomes.”
(Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009, p. 141)

According to them, practitioner research should be preferably conducted in
professional learning communities because both concepts share five important
common features that focus on the improvement of teacher education (Cochran-
Smith & Lytle, 2009, p. 52). Specifically, they view research as a central way to (p.
52):

1) understand and improve teaching and teacher education;

2) transform practitioners’ practice from a private activity into a local activity,
with many of its aspects visible and thus open to discussion and critique by
others;

3) involve communities of new and experienced practitioners working
together over time around joint goals;

4) see the cultures of learning institutions as complex webs of norms;
expectations; relationships; and layers of history that mediate and shape

practitioners’ interpretive frameworks, practices, and strategies; and
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5) improve the learning experiences and outcomes of (student) teachers and

other learners.

Summarized, professional learning communities can enable teacher educators to
conduct practitioner research to improve one’s own practice in communities
where trust is being nurtured and regular coaching, advice, and feedback is
provided (Zellermayer & Margolin, 2005). Finally, professional learning
communities need to be supported and facilitated by experienced teacher
educators (Lin, Wang, Spalding, Klecka, & Odell, 2004; Vanassche & Kelchtermans,
2016). These facilitators, who are often teacher educators with expertise as
(practitioner) researchers (Griffiths et al., 2010), should offer emotional support
and methodological help and identify resources needed for participants’ research
activities. This kind of support can take many forms, ranging from taking care of
physical and financial resources and the availability of experts to formal and

informal acknowledgement (Lunenberg et al., 2010).

Research question

Based upon the theoretical framework and in the context of our intervention, the
following research question was formulated: What is the impact of a practitioner
research intervention on the development of teacher educators’ researcherly

disposition?

Methodology

Research design

This study fits within an intervention mixed-method framework with an
embedded design (Creswell, 2003). This design recurrently links quantitative data
collection (primary data collection) to qualitative data collection (secondary data
collection) at multiple points (Creswell & Clark, 2010). In this study, qualitative
data are integrated before, during, and after the intervention (see Figure 1). Before
the intervention, qualitative intake interviews are linked to quantitative pre-tests
to better understand the context of the intervention that could influence the
outcome and to explain the results after the intervention. During the intervention,

qualitative field notes and observations were gathered and analyzed to enhance
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understanding about the participants’ experience. After the intervention,
qualitative exit interviews are linked to quantitative post-tests to evaluate the
impact of the intervention on teacher educators’ researcherly disposition (Tack &
Vanderlinde, 2016a; Creswell & Clark, 2010).

SEP 2014 SEP 2015 MAY 2016
QUAN survey QUAN survey QUAN survey
pre-test post-test (1) post-test (2)
QUAL intake QUAL exit QUAL delayed
interview interview interview

ohservations

[ QUAL field notes and ]

Figure 2. Overview of the mixed-method intervention study

The intervention

The context for this intervention was a project of three teacher-training programs
(i.e., a university-based teacher education program, a teaching-intensive program
at a higher education college, and a teaching-intensive program at a center for
adult education) in Flanders (the Dutch-speaking part of Belgium) (Tack &
Vanderlinde, 2016b also provides a detailed overview of the intervention and its
design principles). The project covered three academic years from September
2013 to September 2016. The project targeted the development, implementation,
and study of an intervention to support institution-based teacher educators’
professional development through practitioner research. The development of the
intervention was based on earlier interventions in teacher education, i.e., Tack &
Vanderlinde (2016b), Lunenberg and colleagues (2010), Murray and colleagues
(2009a; 2009b), Rienties and colleagues (2013), Stes and colleagues (2010);
Vanassche and Kelchtermans (2016). In particular, the following design principles

were used:

- First, and based on the notion that professional development is more
meaningful to professionals when they have ownership of its content and
process (Borko, 2004; Loughran, 2014; Merchie, Tuytens, Devos &

144




Intervention study on practitioner research

Vanderlinde, 2016; Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016b; Vanassche, 2014), an
intervention was designed that responded to teacher educators’ self-
identified needs and interests. Therefore, all participants had chosen their
own subject of study, linked to their own practice as a teacher educator.
Second, in line with Cochran-Smith & Lytle (2009), an intervention was
designed that allowed teacher educators to work in professional learning
communities so as to build on the qualities of the collaborative and collegial
relationships in an active, meaningful, and safe learning environment
(Borko, 2004). Teacher educators were divided in three groups (each group
involving about eight teacher educators). Different from traditional
professional learning communities (Stoll, 2006), however, our professional
learning communities were organized as inter-institutional ones to allow
discussion with peers from different institutions (Lunenberg et al., 2014).
Two facilitators (part of the wider project group) assisted each professional
learning community—they work as teacher educators and have expertise in
conducting and facilitating practitioner research. The facilitators played key
roles in providing support to their groups during the intervention, as
explained in other publications (Hurtekant & Pauwels, 2016; Merchie et al.,
2016).

Third, the intervention was based on the belief that changing teacher
education practices takes time and demands extended and intensive
programs (Merchie et al, 2016; Desimone, 2009; Lawless & Pellegrino,
2007; Rienties et al,, 2013). Therefore, the intervention was designed to last
a full academic year, with enough time and autonomy for teacher educators
to learn and work at their own pace, with a contact time of at least 36 hours.
The intervention began in September 2014 with individual intake
interviews. Next, the teacher educators participated in seven group
meetings, per the steps of practitioner research (see Table 1). One year
after the intervention started (September 2015), exit interviews were
conducted. After successfully passing the module, the participants were
handed a certificate as evidence of their professional development

engagement (Lunenberg et al., 2010).
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Table 1. Overview of the group meetings

Session  Activity When

1 Orientation: what is practitioner research? November
2 Problem statement + research questions December
3 Research plan + research method exploration January

4 Data collection March

5 Data analysis April

6 Conclusion May

7 Presentation/Sharing August

Based on previous evidence (Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016b; Maguire, 2000;
Murray et al., 2009a; Murray et al.,, 2009b; Sikes, 2006), which stresses on
the time pressure and limited opportunities for teacher educators to
conduct research, a high degree of structure was provided in the
intervention (i.e., appropriate scheduling of the group meetings). Attending
all meetings was expected, if possible, and the involved Heads of
Departments were asked to facilitate the participants’ attendance during
the meetings.

In between the meetings, teacher educators could work on their
assignments and discuss their practitioner research with other participants
in asynchronous discussion forums (Prestridge, 2010; Rienties et al., 2013).
These discussion forums were organized in a virtual environment that
offered the additional advantage of storeroom and easy access to related
research literature and methodological resources (Murray et al, 2009b).
This means between the meetings, teacher educators were able to learn
from each other, at their own convenience (Rienties et al., 2013). The group
meetings were complemented with individual meetings with the facilitators
(on- and offline), e-mails, and telephonic conversations. During these one-
on-one meetings, support was tailored to the participants’ individual needs
during the different stages of practitioner research. Activities during these
individual meetings included, for example, providing support in the
development of an interview guideline or providing support in finding
adequate research literature related to the topic or methodology of their
study (Vanassche & Kelchtermans, 2016).
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Participants

Forty-five institution-based teacher educators who showed interest in
participating in the intervention on practitioner research were appointed to the
intervention (n = 25) or control condition (n = 20). Teacher educators in the
intervention condition participated in 2014-2015 in the intervention on
practitioner research to further develop their researcherly disposition. Teacher
educators in the control condition (n = 20) continued their current teaching
repertoire throughout the period of the study and took part in a delayed
intervention, organized immediately after the first post-test (2015-2016). Four
teacher educators dropped out from the intervention (owing to time constraints,
format of the sessions, and personal affairs) and three teacher educators in the
control group did not participate in the post-test and were excluded from further
analysis. The final sample consisted of 21 teacher educators in the intervention
group and 17 in the control group. The mean age of teacher educators was 35.8
years (SD = 7.6) in the intervention group and 38.6 years (SD = 6.5) in the control
group. The participants were asked about their gender, highest educational degree,
years’ working as a teacher educator, and the teacher education institution they
were part of. Moreover, they were asked to indicate whether they had a teaching
qualification, earlier teaching experiences, and prior research experience (Table 2).
The Chi-square test results showed that the intervention and control groups were
similar with regard to gender, educational degree, type of teacher education
institution, teaching qualification, earlier teaching experiences, and research

experiences.

Data collection

(Primary) Quantitative data collection

This study conceptualized teacher educators’ professional development as
developing a researcherly disposition (see theoretical framework) (Tack &
Vanderlinde, 2014; 2016a). Accordingly, to gain quantitative insight into teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition, the Teacher Educators’ Researcherly
Disposition Scale (TERDS) (Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016a) was used before and after
the intervention. The TERDS (Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016a) is a 20-item
questionnaire that is used to assess teacher educators’ self-reported researcherly
disposition. The TERDS has four subscales: (1) “Valuing research,” (2) “Being a
smart consumer of research,” (3) “Being able to conduct research,” and (4)
“Conducting research” (also see Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016a).
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Table 2. Descriptive data for the intervention group (n =21) and the control group (n =17)

Group
Intervention 2 (n) Control® (n)

Gender

Male 2 1

Female 19 16
Highest study degree

Bachelor 4 2

Master 15 14

Doctoral degree 2 1
Teaching qualification

Yes 21 16

No 0 1
Teaching experience

Yes 14 9

No 7 8
Research experience

Yes 5 5

No 16 12
Type of teacher education institution

University 1 0

College of Higher Education 12 11

Centre for Adult Education 8 6

a Intervention group (n = 21). » Control group (n =17).

148



‘sjpuanol

18 8 98" 9 [buonbLINPa Ul 2.N3IDA231] YdUDasad ppad uarfo |
'22120p.4d UMO 112y Apn3s 03 SJUAPNIS A1Y3
88" 18 16 9 spipmo3 A1]1qisuodsa.l b 2ADY SL0IDINPS L2YIDI ],
'S.103DINP3 19YID3J A2YIO0 03 JUDAS]3.1
98" 18 68 ¥ abpajmouy dojaaap 03 4ap.10 ul Yo.pasad 3oNpUod |
‘(sjpu.tnof ur pup sadua.afuod
ID) 5.403DINP3 13YIDA A2YI0 YIIM SINSAL YI.ADIS.
18 g g ¥ umo Aw buripys pup bunuasa.id fo ajqodps wp |

(9102 Aen) (st02 das) (¥102 das)

1s93-1s0d eyd[y 1sai-1sod eydpy 3iser-aad eydpy

SuId)| way jdurexy

Yd.aeasal JO Jawnsuod jrews

ydJaeasald anjep

[d.1easa.130npuo)

(0189531 }ONPUOd 03 A[qY

uonisodsip ALIdYd2.1easay

Suipnpur ,Yo1easal Jo JoWNSUOD JIBWS, PUB , YDIEdsal anfep

(9102 4eN) 1591-150d paderap pue (STOZ
Joquialdas) 3s93-1sod ajerpawwl ‘($ 10z Ioqueidas) 1sa3-a1d a3 uo sjusFe0d eyd{e pue Swa)l Jo IaquINU Y} INOJe UONBULIOJUl ‘Swall ajdurexa

YoIBasal JONPU0)

» o« » o«

YoIe9Sa JONPUOD 03 J[QY, SI[EISANS Y} JO MIIAIIAQ S gD



Chapter 5

The first subscale, “Valuing research,” assesses the degree to which participants
value research-oriented approaches towards their daily practices and recognize
their role as researchers (6 items) (Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016a). The second
subscale “Being a smart consumer of research” measures the extents to which
teacher educators use existing research to inform their own practice (6 items). The
third subscale “Being able to conduct research” indicates the degree teacher
educators consider themselves capable of conducting research into teacher
education (4 items). The fourth subscale “Conducting research” assesses the extent
to which participants are actively conducting research into teacher education (4
items). The respondents were asked to specify their agreement with each item on a
six-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree = 0 to strongly agree = 5
(Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016a). Table 3 provides an overview of the subscales,
including example items, information about the number of items, and alpha
coefficients—all indicating good reliability—on the pre-test, immediate post-test,
and delayed post-test.

The participants in both groups completed both the surveys held in September
2014 (pre-test) and September 2015 (immediate post-test). Additionally, the
intervention group took part in the survey again eight months after the
intervention (May 2016) (delayed post-test).

(Secondary) Qualitative data collection

Five qualitative data sources were used to better understand the nature of the
participants’ experience and to further clarify the results after the intervention
was completed: intake interviews, exit interviews, follow-up interviews, field notes
and observations during the group sessions, and email conversations between the

facilitators and participants.

The questions in the intake interviews (n = 21), exit interviews (n = 21), and
follow-up interviews (n = 18) were based on Tack & Vanderlinde (2014) their
conceptualization of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. The intake
interviews (n = 21) were carried out to understand the teacher educators’
background, expertise, and current involvement in research, covering (1)
questions related to participants’ background characteristics and (2) to their
researcherly disposition (Tack & Vanderlinde, 2014). Regarding the latter aspect,
the participants were asked (a) to which extent they value their role as a teacher
educator-researcher (affective dimension), (b) to which extent they feel able to

conduct and assimilate research into teacher education (cognitive dimension), and
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(c) to which extent they use and conduct research into teacher education
(behavioral dimension) (for more details about the interview protocol and its use,
see Tack & Vanderlinde [2014]). The focus of the exit interviews (n = 21) and
follow-up interviews (n = 18) was an evaluation of the participants’ learning
processes during the intervention. Again, questions assessing the affective
dimension, cognitive dimension, and behavioral dimension of teacher educators’
researcherly disposition were included (see Tack & Vanderlinde, 2014), e.g., “How
would you describe your role as a researcher?” and “What is your expertise with
research related to teacher education?” During the follow-up interviews, key
questions from the exit interviews were repeated and the participants were asked
whether they had used their experiences from the intervention after the project,
what supported or impeded follow-up, and so on (Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016a;
2016b). To ensure credibility, the first author observed each group session. During
these observations, field notes were gathered. The field notes consisted of what
Bodgan & Biklen (1992) described as “the written account of what the researcher
hears, sees, experiences and thinks in the course of collecting and reflecting on the
data in a qualitative study” (p.111). The field notes were both descriptive (i.e.,
structure of the sessions, number of participants, activities) and interpretative (i.e.,
the research question and the theoretical framework). Similarly, all email

conversations were collected for further analysis.

Data analysis

The process of data analysis included three steps: (1) the (primary) quantitative
data analysis, (2) the (secondary) qualitative data analysis, and (3) the mixed-
method analysis to determine how and in what way the secondary data support or
augment the primary data (Creswell & Clark, 2010). Regarding the internal validity
of this study (Creswell & Miller, 2000), each analysis was conducted individually
by the two authors. Interpretations were compared, deliberated, and further
developed until unanimity was obtained. During a member check, eight
participants reviewed both the quantitative and qualitative findings and

commented on their accurateness.
(Primary) Quantitative data analysis

The TERDS questionnaire was completed before, immediately after, and eight
months after participation in the intervention. All participants who successfully
completed the intervention (n = 21) filled in the post-test questionnaire.

Descriptive statistics were calculated for each subscale to compare the initial
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responses in both the intervention (n = 21) and control groups (n = 17). Analysis of
Covariance (ANCOVA) was employed to quantitatively analyze the impact of the
intervention. The main purpose of ANCOVA was to adjust the post-test means for
differences among groups (i.e., intervention and control group) in the pre-test
because such differences are likely to occur in natural settings with intact groups
(Dimitrov & Rumrill, 2003) (Table 4). Further, partial eta square (%) served as a
measure of effect size (Richardson, 2011), which is considered small at .01,

medium at .06, and large at.14.

A delayed post-test, 8 months after participation (May 2016), was completed by 18
teacher educators of the intervention group (response rate: 86%) to explore
longer-term effects of the intervention (see Table 5). Teacher educators from the
control group could not participate in the delayed post-test as they were already in
the process of completing a delayed edition of the intervention at the time of data
collection (May 2016). Paired samples t-tests were conducted to determine
whether intervention effects were maintained, augmented, or weakened over time
(see Table 5). Cohen’s d was used to interpret the mean differences between pre-
and post-test scores in terms of their size (Cohen, 1977) (Tables 4 and 5).

(Secondary) Qualitative data analysis

With permission from the participants, all interviews, field notes of the
observations from the group sessions, and emails between facilitators and
participants were available for further data analysis. Interviews were audio-
recorded and transliterated before analysis. After reading the transcripts
numerous times, all individual transcripts were segmented and coded. Based on
individual coding of the transcripts, categories (i.e., affective, cognitive, and
behavioral dimensions) were established related to the research question and the
(primary) quantitative data.

Linking quantitative and qualitative data analysis results

In the final step, the qualitative findings were linked to the quantitative results to
support, contextualize, and enhance the initial results and to provide in-depth
information about the impact of the intervention on teacher educators’

researcherly disposition (Creswell & Clark, 2010).

152



Intervention study on practitioner research

Results

Baseline assessment

The participants’ first responses (September 2014) on the four dependent

» o« » o

measures (“Able to conduct research,” “Conduct research,” “Value research,” and
“Smart consumer of research”) were subjected to descriptive statistical tests
(Table 4; Figure 2). Before the start of the intervention (September 2014), at a cut-
off value of 3.0 for the TERDS instrument, 84.2% of the participants reported that
they did not conduct research in their practice. Likewise, 52.6% of the participants
indicated that the use of existing research to inform their own practice was limited.
About 50% of the participants stated that they had limited expertise with regard to
conducting research into their own practices, while 53% were rather positive

about the extent to which they valued their role as a researcher.

This finding corresponds with the qualitative findings from the intake interviews.
All participants volunteered to join the intervention and were motivated to change
their current practice based on practitioner research. However, most participants
stressed that they had not been actively involved in research into their own
practices even though they believed they were able to do so. Time constraints, fully
loaded teaching timetables, lack of resources (both financial and methodological),
and lack of peer support to conduct research were enumerated as important
factors hindering engagement in research. One participant stated, “I am very happy
with this opportunity. Even though I have always appreciated practitioner
research as a professionalization strategy, I did not have the energy to start on my

”

own.
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3,25

u Intervention group

m Control group

Able to Conduct  Value research Smart
conduct research consumer of
research research

Figure 2. Graphic representation of means on the pre-test for control group (blue)
and intervention group (green) on “Able to conduct research,” “Conduct research,”

“Value research,” and “Smart consumer of research”

Impact of the intervention on teacher educators’ researcherly disposition

To control the influence of participants' perceived understanding before the
intervention, ANCOVA was carried out with a covariate of pre-test scores.
Assumptions for ANCOVA were met; no statistically significant differences were
found at pre-test measurement between the intervention and control groups for
“Able to conduct research,” “Conduct research,” and “Smart consumer of research”
at the .05 levels and for “Valuing research” at the .01 level (Table 4). The analysis
indicates large positive effects at post-testing in favor of teacher educators’ who
participated in the intervention regarding “Conducting research,” F (1,37) = 14.63,
p = .001, ny2 = .405. Similarly, large positive effects occurred in favor of teacher
educators in the intervention group regarding “Smart consumer of research,” F
(1,37) = 8.89, p = .005, ny? = .202. The effects on “Able to conduct research” (F
(1,37) = 123, p =.728, np? =.004) and the effects on “Valuing research” revealed no
statistically significant results (F (1,37) = .795, p = .379, np? = .022). Indeed,
immediately after the intervention, the participants reported that they conducted
significantly more research into their own practice and used significantly more

existing research to inform their practice (Figure 3).
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The results of the quantitative analysis are also reflected in the qualitative findings,
providing additional explanation and in-depth understanding of the perceived

changes.

Regarding “Conducting research” (M pretest = 2.18; M posttest = 3.10; F (1,37) = 14.63, p
=.001, np? = .405), most participants (n = 16) mentioned during the exit interviews
that, in line with the quantitative results (Table 5), they would be more likely to
conduct research in their daily practice. One of the participants stated the

following:

“I am going to continue this practitioner research. I still have to finish a
follow-up interview with my students to evaluate the syllabi I have
developed during the intervention. If possible, I would be very willing to
present my study to other teacher educators who also have an interest in

differentiated instruction.”

However, most participants (n = 17) also wondered whether it would be possible
to engage in research after completion of the intervention. Some participants were
afraid that their plans to further conduct research on a regular basis would not
culminate into concrete action. One of the participants summarized this concern as

follows during the exit-interview:

“Despite all the plans, I really doubt to which extent it will be possible to
further conduct research and present at research conferences once the
prolonged structural support diminishes. I cannot guarantee you that

within a year, I will have new research plans or activities.”

The prolonged structural support refers mainly to the intensive support from the
facilitators, the planned meetings, support from colleagues in the professional
learning communities, and the assignments linked to the steps of practitioner
research. Besides the lack of structural support as a possible barrier to the
continuation of practitioner research, the participants also stressed that
engagement in research should be a formal part of teacher educators’ occupation.

In one of the group sessions, a participant stated the following:

“Our further professional development and engagement in research should
be a formal part of our job responsibility. ‘Dedicated’ research time should
be timetabled because this would help me preserve research time and

actually give me ‘permission’ to conduct research.”
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Furthermore, almost all the participants (n = 18) linked their “active role” as a
researcher to being a model to their students. One of them stated the following at

the exit-interview:

“It is not only about improving our own practice; it is also about seriously
considering our own professional development. But—and that’s a thing we
cannot forget—it is essential given our role as models to future teachers. If
they are expected to set up small-scale research projects in their

classrooms, how can we not conduct research into our own practices?”

The participants expect that it will be easier to be a “Smart consumer of research”
than to actively conduct research themselves (M pretest = 3.00; M posttest = 3.31; F
(1,37) = 889, p = .005, np?2 = .202). Although the effect size was moderate
(compared to a large effect size on the subscale “Conducting research”), the
participants were unanimously convinced during the exit-interviews that they will

continue to read and use scientific research in their work:

“It already changed my teaching practice during the intervention. My
students even noticed. I try to ground my lessons in research literature and

provide them references of scientific articles and documents afterwards.”

Also, during the group meetings, the participants reported a stronger use of
research to inform their practice on a regular basis. For instance, during the
second session, one of the participants stated:

“I read an article about how to motivate large groups of students during the
lessons. Even though it is not the subject of my own practitioner research, I
became interested in the topic because of the practitioner research of X
[who is conducting a practitioner research related to that topic].”

Moreover, the participants often mailed the facilitators for full access to a research
article or asked advice on research literature they could read related to their

research topic or their research method.

Regarding the aspect of “Valuing research,” a slight increase was found after
participation in the intervention on the quantitative post-test (M pretest= 3.25; M
posttest = 3.41; F (1,37) =.795, p = .379, np? = .022). However, based on the qualitative
data analysis, it can be concluded that an important change had taken place during
the intervention, concerning the extent to which teacher educators value their role
as a teacher educator-researcher. During the intake interviews, most participants
believed in the relevance and need for research to underpin teacher education.
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During the exit interviews, a mind-shift seemed to occur. When discussing the
value of research, most participants inherently referred to the importance of
research to improve their own practice as a teacher educator. To illustrate this
mind-shift, a participant’s responses during the intake and exit interviews are

compared below:

“We live in the 21st century, and teacher education is continuously changing
and the demands for future teachers are continuously changing. Research is
a useful instrument to keep teacher education up-to-date about these

changes.” (intake interview)

“I need to keep abreast of research literature on innovations in teacher
education and explicitly study my own decisions in practice, based on the
belief that—as a teacher of teachers—I am responsible for the quality of the

education of future teachers.” (exit interview)

Most participants were convinced of the importance of research, in general, from
the beginning of the intervention, but the specific need of research to improve
their own practice as a teacher educator only emerged at the end of the
intervention. Furthermore, several participants (n = 12) also argued that
developing one’s role as a researcher is a fundamental aspect for growing into the
other roles and related responsibilities as teacher educators (Lunenberg et al.,
2014). One of the participants stated the following during the exit-interview:

“Everything is dependent on the extent to which you fulfill your role as a
teacher educator-researcher. We are expected to become gatekeepers,
brokers, curriculum developers... According to me, there can be no
fulfillment, strengthening, or improvement of any of these roles, if you are
not thinking as a teacher educator-researcher. For example, how can you
implement curriculum changes, without understanding, based on research,
why these changes are important? And for the role of the broker, how can
that role exist without developing one’s role as a researcher, thinking about

disseminating research results to schools...?”

Because of the qualitative data analysis, we were able to understand the slight
decrease on the subscale of “Able to conduct research” (M pretest = 2.93; M posttest =
2.76; F (1,37) = 123, p = .728, np? = .004) after participation in the intervention.
Almost all the participants had at least a Master’s degree (Table 2), resulting in a
Master’s thesis upon completion of their study. During the intake interviews, it was

apparent that these previous experiences led to increased confidence when
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estimating one’s own ability to conduct research into teacher education. After the
intervention, the teacher educators were more “realistic” when assessing this

aspect:

“I thought it was only a matter of refreshing previously acquired skills and
knowledge, but I was wrong. Conducting practitioner research requires
specific methodological skills. I have learned how important it is to take
time to formulate a good research question. [...] I learned about alternative

data collection methods I had never heard of before.”

Moreover, an analysis of the email-conversations between the participants and
facilitators of the project showed that the problems the participants were faced
with during the intervention were mostly related to the participants’ being able to

conduct research. Thus, the questions were, for instance:

“What will my role be as a researcher during the focus groups I will
organize? Which analysis is appropriate?”
- “How many interviews need to be conducted to answer the research

question?”

Furthermore, based on the analysis of the observations during the group sessions,
the uneasiness of conducting research into teacher educators’ own practice was
often confirmed:

“It’s like getting out of your comfort zone. I really feel unsure about what I

am doing and where [ am going to...”
“I am studying at my own practice and that makes me very vulnerable.”

However, during the exit and follow-up interviews, the teacher educators’
indicated that these uncertainties disappeared once the research process was

completed:

“Afterwards, when reflecting upon my participation, I saw the bigger
picture. And I really believe all different steps are important—even though

they are accompanied with doubts and struggles...”

In sum, immediately after participation in the intervention, the participants
reported a higher use of research, were more actively involved in conducting
research, had a changed and more integrated view on their role as a teacher
educator-researcher, and had a more realistic idea about the extent to which they

were able to conduct research.

159



Chapter 5

Exploring relative long-term effects of the intervention on teacher

educators' researcherly disposition

Eight months after participation (May 2016) a delayed post-test was completed by
18 participants of the intervention group (response rate: 86%) to explore long-
term effects of the intervention. The descriptive statistics show that those who
participated in the intervention had higher scores on the subscales of “Conduct

»

research,” “Value research,” and “Smart consumer of research” on both post-tests
than on the pre-test (Tables 4 & 5). Moreover, the scores on the subscale “Able to
conduct research” decreased on both post-tests. The descriptive statistics show a
decrease on the scale “Conduct research” on the delayed post-test, as compared to
the immediate post-test, and an increase on the scales “Able to conduct research,”
“Value research,” and “Smart consumer of research.” All changes between scores
on the immediate (September 2015) and delayed post-test (May 2016) were non-

significant (Table 5).

Table 5. Means, standard deviations, t-tests, and effect sizes for intervention group post-
test scores (immediate) (n = 18) vs. intervention group post-test scores (delayed) (n = 18)

on the scales “Able to conduct research,” “Conduct research,” “Value research,” and “Smart
consumer of research”

Immediate Delayed M t df p d
post-test post-test  Diff.

M SD M SD

Researcherly
disposition

Able to conduct research 2.79 0.76 2.81 0.70 -.028 .16 17 872 .437

Conduct research 322 096 3.04 .79 -180 -96 17 .348 -.248
Value research 345 068 3.53 0.66 .074 .506 17 .620 -.842
Smart consumer of 334 0.73 348 082 .139 1.30 17 .209 .000
research

This means eight months after participation in the intervention; the positive
intervention effects (i.e., on the subscales “Conduct research” and “Smart consumer

of research”) were still maintained (Figure 3).
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These positive long-term results were also confirmed during the follow-up
interviews (n = 18). In this respect, a first visible outcome—related to the subscale
“Conducting research” (immediate post-test = 3.22; delayed post-test = 3.04, p =
348; d = -248)—is that five of the participants already presented their
practitioner research at the international conference of the European Association
for Practitioner Research on Improving Learning in Education and Professional
Practice (EAPRIL), at two conferences of the Dutch/Flemish Association for Teacher
Educators (VELON/VELOV), and at the annual conference of the Association for
Teacher Education in Europe (ATEE). Others (n = 4) are planning to attend research
conferences in the future and are willing to submit their study for publication in
professional journals on teacher education (e.g., Research in Teacher Education).
However, most participants also stressed that it was difficult to continue with
practitioner research at the same level of intensity as during the intervention
because of the lack of structural support (which was also evidenced by the slight
decrease from the immediate post-test scores to the delayed post-test scores in the

quantitative part).

u Pre-test

= Delayed post-test

Able to conduct Conduct Value research Smart consumer
research research of research

u Immediate post-test

Figure 3. Graphical representation of means for intervention group scores on pre-
test, immediate post-test, delayed post-test on the scales “Able to conduct
research,” “Conduct research,” “Value research,” and “Smart consumer of research”
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One of the participants explained the following during the follow-up interview:

“Time is already an excuse again to not engage in research. I would really
prefer to attend a similar intervention again, even though I already learned
how to conduct practitioner research. It is not that [ am afraid that I am not
able to conduct research on my own... I just need the group meetings, the
community, the assignments, the deadlines, and the facilitators. I need
structural support. [ need—and I think we all do—secured time to engage in

research.”
Another participant added:

“What is needed is a train-the-trainer program, to coach teacher educators
[who participated in the intervention] and how they can continue the
facilitation of practitioner research of their colleagues in their own teacher
education institution. I am afraid that once this project’s funding to provide

structural support ends, all developed expertise and materials will get lost.”

In sum, the positive results of the intervention are confirmed eight months after
participation (Figure 3). However, the participants stressed the need for prolonged

structural support to maintain this positive trend.

Discussion

A mixed-method embedded intervention design was applied to study the influence
of a one-year intervention on the development of teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition. During the intervention, 25 Flemish teacher educators conducted
practitioner research in professional learning communities. Even though
practitioner research is often described as a promising professional development
strategy, most studies on this topic focus on satisfaction (Tack & Vanderlinde,
2016b; Lunenberg et al, 2014; Murray, 2008) or investigate hindering and
supporting conditions in facilitating practitioner research (Lunenberg et al., 2014;
Vanassche, 2014), rather than addressing its impact. This is—to our knowledge—
the first mixed-method intervention study in teacher education that has tried to
capture the impact of an intervention on teacher educators’ professional
development (Lunenberg et al., 2014).

To achieve a holistic understanding of the impact of the intervention on teacher

educators’ researcherly disposition, both quantitative and qualitative data
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collection and analysis strategies were applied, as embedding the qualitative
findings substantially enhances the understanding of quantitative results (Bryman,
2007). For instance, the quantitative results confirm that teacher educators’ have
significantly better scores on the aspect “Conducting research.” This significant
change could be expected given the specific nature of our intervention. Even eight
months after the intervention, the teacher educators’ active engagement in
research continued, as illustrated by the several presentations at (inter)national
conferences and the submissions of research proposals. However, and even though
the quantitative positive change was maintained over time (Figure 3), the teacher

educators expect this effect to slowly vanish if structural support is lacking.

The lower results on the subscale “Able to conduct research” are explained by a
more “realistic” self-assessment of their capabilities to engage in research as a
teacher educator. This is in line with the findings of Willemse & Boei (2013) who
argue that teacher educators first have to become aware of—what they call—their
shortage of skills in research (see also Willemse et al., 2016). However, the authors
also stress that this awareness is an important aspect in fostering further
professional development (Willemse et al., 2016). A non-significant change on the
aspect “Valuing research” could be expected as only those who were attracted to
practitioner research participated in the study. However, the qualitative findings
revealed that, after the intervention, the participants’ value research as (1) an
inherent aspect of their practice (compared to valuing research in general before);
(2) important for modeling future teachers; and (3) link it to the further
improvement of their other roles as a teacher educator (Lunenberg et al., 2014). In
this way, the qualitative findings (1) improved our understanding of the
quantitative results related to “Able to conduct research,” (2) further explained the
quantitative results related to “Valuing research”, and (3) deepened our
understanding by explaining the kind of research activities teacher educators still

engage in (both “Conducting research” and “Smart consumers of research”).

Data collection continued up to eight months after the intervention (Lunenberg et
al, 2014). This long(er)-term perspective made it possible to conclude that a
positive change in teacher educators’ researcherly disposition did actually take
place, and that our results persisted in participants’ daily practice after the
intervention (Merchie et al., 2016). Hence, the results of this mixed-method study
confirm that our intervention is a good strategy to support teacher educators’
researcherly disposition, even for the longer term. For future initiatives, it is

important to take into account the core design characteristics of our intervention,
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which are in line with more general frameworks for evaluating successful teachers’

professional development initiatives (Desimone, 2009; Merchie et al.,, 2016):

(1) Coherent & evidence-based. The design of future interventions should be
informed by theory and research evidence (Lunenberg et al., 2010; Murray
et al., 2009a, 2009b, Rienties et al, 2013; Stes et al, 2010; Tack &
Vanderlinde, 2016b; Willemse et al., 2016).

(2) Content-based. Future interventions should focus on the improvement of
the content of teacher educators’ instruction or teacher educators’
approach to pedagogy, similar to the focus of all practitioner research’ in
the intervention (Merchie et al., 2016).

(3) Ownership. Future interventions should respond to teacher educators’ self-
identified needs and interests, i.e., practitioner research into their own
practice.

(4) Extended and intensive programs. Activities should be spread out during the
academic year with a clear exchange of commitment and expectations.

(5) Collaboration. Collaboration should be supported with both internal (share
practitioner research with colleagues in the own professional learning
community) and external peers (share results with colleagues within and
outside the teacher education institution).

(6) Site-based. Future intervention should focus on tackling problems in teacher
educators’ own work context and practice. In this respect, practitioner
research was conducted to assess and improve one’s own practice and
knowledge.

(7) Active learning. Teacher educators should be active co-creators of
knowledge during interventions.

(8) Trainer quality. The quality and expertise of the facilitators’ feedback and
coaching during the intervention was also an important feature of the
intervention (face-to-face, online, individual, and during the group
meetings) (see Hurtekant & Pauwels, 2016; Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016b, for
the facilitators’ perspective).

Although these characteristics appear to be important indicators for setting up a
good teacher educator intervention, more research is needed on promising
interventions. First, self-reported measures of teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition were used, meaning their responses are possibly influenced by social
desirability (Desimone, 2009). Field notes during the observations of the group
sessions and analysis of the email conversations were also performed alongside

the survey and semi-structured interviews. These additional analyses prevent or
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reduce chances of over-reporting (Hintze & Matthews, 2004). Besides assessing
changes in self-reported teacher educators’ researcherly disposition, future
research should investigate changes in their actual practice (Desimone, 2009;
Merchie et al,, 2016). Moreover, it is recommended to determine improvements in
student teachers’ results as an outcome measure for teacher educators’

engagement in professional development initiatives (Merchie et al., 2016).

Second, only institution-based teacher educators in professional teacher education
programs (e.g., at centers for adult education and colleges of higher education)
participated in the intervention. These teacher educators are mostly not required
to publish work in academic and professional journals (this is very similar to most
European countries [Lunenberg et al, 2014]). However, in the contexts of the
United States, teacher educators are typically researchers in a certain area, and
their job at a university comprises also teaching teachers (Hamilton & Clandinin,
2011; Snoek & Zogla, 2008). Future researchers are encouraged to assess the
impact of our intervention in a university context. Furthermore, it would be
valuable to assess the impact of the intervention among teacher educators working

in other contexts, for instance, mentors in schools.

Third, future research could consider treatment fidelity (Merchie et al., 2016),
which refers to the degree to which an intervention is delivered as intended
(Ermeling, 2010). In future studies, teacher educators could be asked to complete
fidelity forms during the intervention to establish its fidelity. Moreover, group
sessions could be coded by means of video analysis to verify whether they were

provided productively (Merchie et al.,, 2016).

Conclusion

The results of this mixed-method study confirm a positive impact of a one-year
practitioner research intervention aiming at the (further) support of teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition. Not only did the intervention contribute to
more smart consumers of research, teacher educators are also (more) actively
engaged in research. This active engagement leads to improvement of teacher
educators’ own practice (i.e. syllabi development based on their practitioner
research), but also contributes to knowledge development and dissemination to
the wider teacher education community (i.e. through conference presentations).
Moreover, teacher educators are more realistic when assessing the extent to which

they are able to conduct research. Last but not least, the teacher educators value
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research as an inherent aspect of their practice, needed to improve their practice
for modeling future teachers and their further development in the teacher
education profession. Both quantitative and qualitative results confirm the success
of this intervention on the longer term. The impact of this intervention cannot be
understated. However, if teacher educators are required to be smart consumers
and producers of research, this needs to be sustainable throughout their careers,
not depending on the existence of ad hoc and local initiatives, e.g., our intervention.
Design guidelines were provided for future interventions focusing on teacher

educators’ professional development.

166



Intervention study on practitioner research

References

Association of Teacher Educators (2008). The Teacher Educator Standards from the
Association of Teacher Educators. Retrieved from

www.atel.org/pubs/uploads/materialstousel.pdf

Berry, A. (2007). Reconceptualizing Teacher Educator Knowledge as Tensions:
Exploring the tension between valuing and reconstructing experience. Studying
Teacher Education, 3(2), 117-134. https://doi.org/10.1080/17425960701656510

Bogdan, R. C, & Biklen, S. K. (1992). Qualitative research for education. An
introduction to theory and methods. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Borko, H. (2004). Professional Development and Teacher Learning: Mapping the
Terrain. Educational Researcher, 33(8), 3-15.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X033008003

Bruggink, M., & Harinck, F. (2012). De onderzoekende houding van leraren: Wat
wordt daaronder verstaan? [Teachers’ inquiry habit of mind: what does that
mean?] Tijdschrift Voor Lerarenopleiders, 33(3), 46-53.

Bryman, A. (2007). Barriers to integrating quantitative and qualitative research.
Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 1(1), 8-22.

Cochran-Smith, M. (2003). Learning and unlearning: The education of teacher
educators. Teaching  and Teacher  Education, vol, page nos.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(02)00091-4

Cochran-Smith, M. (2005). Teacher educators as researchers: Multiple
perspectives. Teaching and  Teacher  Education, 21(2), 219-225.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2004.12.003

Cochran-Smith, M., & Lytle, S. (2009). Inquiry as Stance: Practitioner Research for

the Next Generation. New York: Teachers College Press.

Cochran-Smith, M., & Zeichner, K. M. (2005). Studying teacher education: The
report of the AERA Panel on Research and Teacher Education. Lawrence Erlbaum

Associates.

Cohen, J. (1977). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Academic
Press.

Creswell, J. W. (2003). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed

167



Chapter 5

approaches. (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Creswell, ]. W. & Clark, L.P. (2010). Designing and Conducting Mixed Methods
Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Creswell, ]. W, & Miller, D. L. (2000). Determining Validity in Qualitative Inquiry.
Theory Into Practice, 39(3), 124-130. doi:10.1207/s15430421tip3903_2

Desimone, L. M. (2009). Improving Impact Studies of Teachers’ Professional
Development: Toward Better Conceptualizations and Measures. Educational
Researcher, 38(3), 181-199. doi:10.3102/0013189X08331140

Dimitrov, D. & Rumrill, P. (2003). Pretest-posttest designs and measurement of
change. Work, 20(2), 159-165.

Dinkelman, T. (2003). Self-Study In Teacher Education: A Means And Ends Tool For
Promoting Reflective Teaching. journal of Teacher Education, 54(1), 6-18.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487102238654

Ermeling, A. (2010). Tracing the Effects of Teacher Inquiry on Classroom Practice.
Teaching and Teacher Education, 26(3), 377-388. d0i:10.1016/j.tate.2009.02.019.

European Commission. (2013). Supporting Teacher Educators. Education and
Training, 59. Retrieved from ec.europa.eu/education/policy/school/doc/support-

teacher-educators_en.pdf

Gallagher, T. Griffin, S., Ciuffetelli Parker, D. Kitchen, ], & Figg, C. (2011).
Establishing and sustaining teacher educator professional development in a self-
study community of practice: Pre-tenure teacher educators developing
professionally.  Teaching and  Teacher  Education, 27(5), 880-890.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2011.02.003

Gemmell, T, Griffiths, M., & Kibble, B. (2010). What Kind of Research Culture Do
Teacher Educators Want, and How Can We Get It? Studying Teacher Education,
6(2), 161-174. https://doi.org/10.1080/17425964.2010.495896

Goodwin, L., Smith, L., Souto-Manning, M., Cheruvu, R, Tan Y., Reed, R,, & Taveras,
L. (2014). What should teacher educators know and be able to do? Perspectives
from practicing teacher educators, Journal of Teacher Education, 65(4), 284-302.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487114535266

Griffiths, V., Thompson, S., & Hryniewicz, L. (2010). Developing a research profile:
mentoring and support for teacher educators. Professional Development in

168



Intervention study on practitioner research

Education, 36(1-2), 245-262. https://doi.org/10.1080/19415250903457166

Hamilton, M. L., & Clandinin, J. (2011). Unpacking our assumptions about teacher
educators around the world. Teaching and Teacher Education, 27(2), 243-244.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.11.008

Harrison, J., & McKeon, F. (2008). The formal and situated learning of beginning
teacher educators in England: identifying characteristics for successful induction in
the transition from workplace in schools to workplace in higher education.
European Journal of Teacher Education, 31(2), 151-168.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619760802000131

Hintze, J. M., & Matthews, W. ]. (2004). The Generalizability of Systematic Direct
Observations across Time and Setting: A Preliminary Investigation of the
Psychometrics of Behavioral Observation. General Articles. School Psychology
Review, 33(2), 258-270.

Houston, N., Ross, H., Robinson, ]., & Malcolm, H. (2010). Inside research, inside
ourselves: teacher educators take stock of their research practice. Educational
Action Research, 18(4), 555-569. d0i:10.1080/09650792.2010.525017

Hurtekant, ]. & Pauwels, ]. (2016). Balanceren tussen spanningsvelden. Masterclass
‘Lerarenopleiders  Onderzoeksvaardig!:  Begeleidersperspectief ~ [Balancing
between tensions. Masterclass 'Teacher educators as Researchers': Perspective of
the Facilitators], Tijdschrift voor Lerarenopleiders, 37(2), 63-66.

Jaruszewicz, C., & Landrus, S. (2005). Help! I've lost my research agenda: Issues
facing early childhood teacher educators. Journal of Early Childhood Teacher
Education, 25(2), 103-112. doi:10.1080/1090102050250203

Kelchtermans, G. (2013). Praktijk in de plaats van blauwdruk. Over het opleiden
van lerarenopleiders. [Practice instead of blueprint. About the education of teacher
educators] Tijdschrift Voor Lerarenopleiders, 34(3), 89-100.

Koster, B., Dengerink, ., Korthagen, F., & Lunenberg, M. (2008). Teacher educators
working on their own professional development: goals, activities and outcomes of
a project for the professional development of teacher educators. Teachers and
Teaching, 14(5-6), 567-587. doi:10.1080/13540600802571411

Lawless, K. A., & Pellegrino, J. W. (2007). Professional Development in Integrating
Technology Into Teaching and Learning: Knowns, Unknowns, and Ways to Pursue
Better Questions and Answers. Review of Educational Research, 77(4), 575-614.

169



Chapter 5

https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654307309921

Lin, E, Wang, ], Spalding, E. Klecka, C. L, & Odell, S. ]. (2004). Toward
Strengthening the Preparation of Teacher Educator-Researchers in Doctoral
Programs and Beyond. Editorial Journal of Teacher Education, 62(3), 239-245.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487110397816

Loughran, ]J. (2011). On becoming a teacher educator. Journal of Education for
Teaching, 37(3), 279-291. https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2011.588016

Loughran, J. (2014). Professionally Developing as a Teacher Educator. Journal of
Teacher Education, 65(4), 271-283. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487114533386

Loughran, J., & Berry, A. (2005). Modelling by teacher educators. Teaching and
Teacher Education, 21(2), 193-203. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2004.12.005

Lunenberg, M., Dengerink, ], & Korthagen, F. (2014). The Professional Teacher
Educator: Roles, Behaviour, and Professional Development of Teacher Educators.

Rotterdam: Sense Publishers.

Lunenberg, M., Korthagen, F., & Swennen, A. (2007). The teacher educator as a role
model. Teaching and Teacher Education, 23(5), 586-601.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2006.11.001

Lunenberg, M., Zwart, R., & Korthagen, F. (2010). Critical issues in supporting self-
study. Teaching and Teacher Education, 26(6), 1280-1289.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2009.11.007

Maguire, M. (2000). Inside/Outside the ivory tower: Teacher education in the
English academy. Teaching in Higher Education, 5(2), 149-165.

Murray, J. (2008). Teacher educators’ induction into Higher Education: work-based
learning in the micro communities of teacher education. European journal of
Teacher Education, 31(2), 117-133.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619760802000099

Murray, ]., Campbell, A., Hextall, 1., Hulme, M., Jones, M., Mahony, P., & Wall, K.
(2009a). Research and teacher education in the UK: Building capacity. Teaching
and Teacher Education, 25, 944-950. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2009.01.011

Murray, J., Jones, M., McNamara, O., & Stanley, G. (2009b). Capacity = expertise x
motivation x opportunities: factors in capacity building in teacher education in
England.  Journal of  Education for  Teaching, 35(4), 391-408.

170



Intervention study on practitioner research

https://doi.org/10.1080/02607470903220455

Murray, J., & Male, T. (2005). Becoming a teacher educator; evidence from the field.
Teaching and Teacher Education, 21(2), 125-142.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2004.12.006

Murray, ., Swennen, A., & Shagrir, L. (2008). Understanding Teacher Educators’
Work and Identities. In Becoming a Teacher Educator (pp. 29-43). Dordrecht:
Springer Netherlands. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-8874-2_3

Prestridge, S. (2010). ICT professional development for teachers in online forums:
Analysing the role of discussion. Teaching and Teacher Education, 26(2), 252-258.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2009.04.004

Richardson (2011). Eta squared and partial eta squared as measures of effect size
in educational research, Educational Research Review, 6(2), 135-147.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2010.12.001

Rienties, B., Brouwer, N., & Lygo-Baker, S. (2013). The effects of online professional
development on higher education teachers’ beliefs and intentions towards learning
facilitation and technology. Teaching and Teacher Education, 29, 122-131.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2012.09.002

Ross, J. A, McDougall, D., Hogaboam-Gray, A, & LeSage, A. (2003). A Survey
Measuring Elementary Teachers’ Implementation of Standards-Based Mathematics
Teaching. Journal for Research in Mathematics Education, 34(4), 344.
https://doi.org/10.2307 /30034787

Roth, D., & Swail, W. (2000). Certification and Teacher Preparation in the United
States. Washington DC. Retrieved from www.educationalpolicy.org/pdf/prel
certification.pdf

Shagrir, L. (2010). Professional Development of Novice Teacher Educators:
Professional Self, Interpersonal Relations and Teaching Skills. Professional
Development in Education, 36(1-2), 45-60.

Sikes, P. (2006). Working in a ‘new’ university: In the shadow of the Research
Assessment Exercise. Studies in Higher Education, 31(5), 234-252.

Smith, K. (2003). So, What About the Professional Development of Teacher
Educators? European Journal of Teacher Education, 26(August 2014), 201-215.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0261976032000088738

m



Chapter 5

Smith, K. (2015). The role of research in teacher education. Research in Teacher
Education, 5(2), 43-46.

Snoek, M., & Zogla, 1. (2008). Teacher Education in Europe: Main Characteristics
and Development. In A. Swennen & M. van der Klink (Eds.), Becoming a teacher
educator: Theory and practice for teacher educators (pp. 11-28). Dordrecht:
Springer.

Stes, A., Min-Leliveld, M., Gijbels, D., & Van Petegem, P. (2010). The impact of
instructional development in higher education: The state-of-the-art of the
research. Educational Research Review, 51, 25-49,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2009.07.001

Stoll, L., Bolam, R., Mcmahon, A., Wallace, M., & Thomas, S. (2006). Professional
learning communities: A review of the literature. Journal of Educational Change, 7,
221-258.https://doi.org/10.1007 /s10833-006-0001-8

Tack, H., & Vanderlinde, R. (2014). Teacher educators’ professional development:
Towards a typology of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. British Journal
of Educational Studies, 62(3), 297-315.

Tack, H., & Vanderlinde, R. (2016a). Measuring teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition: Item development and scale construction. Vocations & Learning, 9(1),
43-62.

Tack, H., & Vanderlinde, R. (2016b). De Masterclass ‘Lerarenopleiders
Onderzoeksvaardig!: Ontwikkeling, organisatie en onderzoek naar een
professionaliseringstraject voor lerarenopleiders. [The Masterclass: Development,
organization and research on an intervention for teacher educators], Tijdschrift
voor Lerarenopleiders (VELON/VELOV), 37(2), 43-54.

Tack, H., & Vanderlinde, R. (2016c). Teacher educators’ professional development
in Flanders: Practitioner research as a promising strategy. Research in Teacher

Education, 6(2), 6-11.

Tack, H., Valcke, M., Rots, I, Struvyen, K. & Vanderlinde, R. (accepted). Uncovering a
hidden professional agenda for teacher educators: A mixed method study on
Flemish teacher educators and their professional development. European Journal

of Teacher Education.

Vanassche, E. (2014). (Re)constructing Teacher Educators’ Professionalism:
Biography, Workplace and Pedagogy. Leuven: Faculty of Psychology and

172



Intervention study on practitioner research

Educational Sciences.

Vanassche, E., & Kelchtermans, G. (2016). Facilitating self-study of teacher
education practices: toward a pedagogy of teacher educator professional
development. Professional Development in Education, vol, page nos.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2014.986813

Vanassche, E., Rust, F., Conway, P., Smith, K,, Tack, H., & Vanderlinde, R. (2015).
InFo-TED: Bringing policy, research, and practice together around teacher
educator development. In C. Craig & L. Orland-Barak (Eds.), International teacher

education: Promising pedagogies (Part C). Bingley, England: Emerald Books.

Willemse, T. M., & Boei, F. (2013). Teacher educators' research practices: an
explorative study on teacher educators' perceptions on research. Journal of

Education for Teaching: International Research and Pedagogy, 39(4), 354-369.

Willemse, T. M., Boei, F., & Pillen, M. (2016). Fostering Teacher Educators’
Professional Development on Practice-Based Research Through Communities of

Inquiry. Vocations and Learning, 9(1), 85-110.

Zellermayer, M., & Margolin, I. (2005). Teacher Educators’ Professional Learning
Described Through the Lens of Complexity Theory. Teachers College Record,
107(6), 1275-1304. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9620.2005.00513

173






General conclusion and
discussion

“It is not only about improving our own practice; it is also about seriously considering our own
professional development. But—and that’s a thing we cannot forget—it is essential given our
role as models to future teachers. If they are expected to set up small-scale research projects

In their classrooms, how can we not conduct research into our own practices?”

Participant of the intervention

(Tack & Vanderlinde under review b)
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Chapter 6

General conclusion and discussion

Abstract

The research presented in this dissertation focuses on gaining a better
understanding of teacher educators’ professional development. In particular, the
concept ‘researcherly disposition’ (onderzoekende houding) is introduced as a
means to enhance both conceptual and empirical clarity of teacher educators’
professional development. Based on existing research in this field, a clear
conceptualisation of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition was first
developed. Afterwards, several empirical studies were conducted to gain further
empirical understanding of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. This
chapter starts with an overview of the research objectives as presented in the
introductory chapter. Afterwards, the main results of the different studies are
presented. Building on the results of these individual studies, the final section of
this discussion chapter is structured around four themes: (1) teacher educators’
professional development as the development of a researcherly disposition, (2)
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition as a multidimensional construct, (3)
developing teacher educators’ researcherly disposition is conceived in context, and
(4) practitioner research as a promising strategy for teacher educators’
professional development. For each theme, a general discussion, limitations and
future directions for research, and implications for policy and practice are
presented. This chapter concludes with a framework to better understand and,
subsequently, support teacher educators’ researcherly disposition and their
professional development.
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Introduction

The main goal of this dissertation was to develop a better understanding of teacher
educators’ professional development by advancing theoretical and empirical
insight into teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. To tackle this main goal,
four general research objectives (RO) were addressed, in four different empirical
chapters (CH):

RO1 To develop a theoretical framework on teacher educators’ CH2
researcherly disposition based on the available literature and

empirical research in the field

RO2 To construct a self-reported measurement instrument for CH3

evaluating teacher educators’ researcherly disposition

RO3 To identify factors that are related to teacher educators’ CH4
researcherly disposition

RO4 To advance insight into the impact of a one-year intervention CH5
in practitioner research on teacher educators’ researcherly

disposition

Throughout the different chapters in this dissertation, the four research objectives
have been tackled from different methodological perspectives. In particular, this
dissertation has included a literature review combined with a qualitative study
(CH2), two quantitative survey studies (CH3 & CH4), and a mixed-method
intervention study (CHS5). Thus, some main research challenges in research on
teacher educators’ professional development were tackled. The first research
challenge is related to the lack of conceptual coherence about teacher educators’
professional development in general (Loughran, 2014) and teacher educators’ role
as a ‘researcher’ in particular (Lunenberg, Dengerink & Korthagen, 2014). The
second research challenge refers to the lack of large-scale quantitative studies in
teacher education in general (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005), and teacher
educators’ professional development in particular (Lunenberg et al, 2014). The
third research challenge is related to the lack of intervention studies on the impact
of promising professional development initiatives for teacher educators
(Lunenberg et al,, 2014) (see CH1). Figure 1 recapitulates the overview of the
different chapters included in this dissertation and their relation with each other
(also see CH1).
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In this final chapter, the main results of the individual studies are first summarised.
Building on the results of these individual studies, limitations of the different
studies are presented and translated into directions for future research, and
implications for policy and practice are outlined. This last section is structured
around four themes. The first theme focuses on the understanding of teacher
educators’ professional development as the development of a researcherly
disposition. In the second theme, the multidimensional nature of teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition is discussed. The third theme focuses on the
idea that teacher educators’ professional development is always situated in
context. The fourth theme focuses on the more general current debate on a formal
education programme for teacher educators, and discusses practitioner research
as a promising strategy. For each theme, a general discussion, limitations, future
research directions and implications are presented. This chapter is concluded with
a framework to better understand and, subsequently, support teacher educators’

researcherly disposition and their professional development.
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Figure 3. Schematic overview of the dissertation
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Overview of the main findings

Theoretical framework on teacher educators' researcherly disposition (R01)

A first important issue in this dissertation was to help clear the conceptual fog
surrounding strongly related terms, such as, for instance, ‘inquiry as stance’
(Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009), ‘research journey’ (Loughran, 2014), ‘researcher’s
attitude’ (Kelchtermans, 2013; Vanassche, 2014), and ‘pedagogies of investigation’
(Grossman, Hammerness & McDonald, 2009). These very similar terms broadly
refer to ‘teacher educators’ habit of mind to engage in research’ (Cochran-Smith &
Lytle, 2009) and suggest a meaningful conceptualisation to think about teacher
educators’ professional development. However, up until now, the existing
literature on teacher educators’ professional development has not provided a clear
and comprehensive understanding on these strongly related concepts, and
empirical work on this topic is scarce. Thus, these concepts have become ‘hollow
buzz words’ used frequently and interchangeably in the plea for a stronger focus
on teacher educators’ role as a researcher in both research literature (e.g.
Lunenberg et al., 2014; Vanassche, 2014) and policy debates (e.g. European

Commission, 2013).

In line with the first research objective (RO1), the concept ‘researcherly
disposition’ was introduced to enhance theoretical understanding about teacher
educators’ professional development. The results of this study are reported in
Chapter 2 (also see Tack & Vanderlinde, 2014).

The first part of Chapter 2 focused on developing a better theoretical
understanding of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. The existing
research literature on teacher educators’ professional development (see, for
instance, Bates, Swennen & Jones, 2011; Cochran-Smith, 2005; Lunenberg et al.,
2014; Loughran, 2014) was first reviewed to understand what a teacher educator’s
role as a ‘researcher’ encompasses (or should encompass). Summarised, this role is
three-fold: (1) they have to be ‘smart’ consumers of research, which means that
they have to critically use the existing research literature on teacher education to
inform their own practice; (2) they have to be producers of research, which means
they have to conduct research to inform their own practice and the broader
knowledge base on teacher education; and (3) they need to value the importance
of a research identity as a teacher educator. Subsequently, Perkins, Jay and
Tishman’s (1993) theory on ‘triad disposition’ provides an analytical framework to

better understand how these different aspects are related to each other. In sum,
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this framework provides an important explanatory basis in shaping how
individuals (here: teacher educators) tackle problem-solving activities in their
occupational practice (here: teacher educators’ work context) (also see Billett,
2008). Combining the concept of ‘triad disposition’ as developed in the research of
Perkins and colleagues (1993) with the central ideas on the teacher educator’s role
as a ‘researcher’ (see, for instance, Cochran-Smith, 2003, 2005; Cochran-Smith &
Lytle, 2009; Loughran, 2014), ‘teacher educators’ researcherly disposition’ was
broadly defined as:

Teacher educators’ habit of mind to engage with research - as both
consumers and producers - to improve their own practice and contribute to

the knowledge base on teacher education.

Teacher educators’ researcherly disposition was further specified with three inter-
related but distinct dimensions: (1) an affective dimension, (2) a cognitive
dimension and (3) a behavioural dimension. The affective dimension refers to the
extent to which a teacher educator values a research-oriented approach towards
his/her daily practice and, as such, recognises his/her role as both a consumer and
producer of knowledge. The cognitive dimension refers to the extent to which a
teacher educator is able to engage in research in his/her daily practice, as both a
consumer and a producer of knowledge. The behavioural dimension refers to the
extent to which a teacher educator engages in research activities in his/her daily
practice, as both a consumer and a producer of knowledge. Compared to previous
terms such as, for instance, ‘inquiry as stance’ (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009) or
‘researcher attitude’ (Kelchtermans, 2013; Vanassche, 2014), this triad provides a
first analytical framework that theoretically explains the different aspects of
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition.

The second part of Chapter 2 empirically explored our conceptualisation of
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition by means of qualitative research. In
this respect, twenty in-depth interviews with teacher educators were conducted
and analysed in order to empirically explore the ‘triad concept’ and assess possible
differences in teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. The qualitative analysis
revealed a typology with three types of teacher educators: the enquiring teacher
educator (Type 1), the well-read teacher educator (Type 2) and the teacher
educator-researcher (Type 3). The enquiring teacher educator (Type 1) was
described as a teacher educator who clearly recognises and appreciates the
teacher educator’s role as researcher (affective dimension). The well-read teacher

educator (Type 2) was described as a teacher educator who values the role of
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researcher (affective dimension), reads research literature from time to time, and
has also developed knowledge and understanding of research during (previous)
research experiences (cognitive dimension). However, this Type 2 teacher
educator does not systematically detect occasions to fulfil this research role in
their practice as a teacher educator (behavioural dimension). The teacher
educator-researcher (Type 3) was described as a teacher educator who is able to
conduct research (cognitive dimension), and conducts research in practice
(behavioural dimension) because he/she is convinced that engaging in research is
a core aspect of being a ‘good’ teacher educator (affective dimension). Table 1
summarises the developed typology on teacher educators’ researcherly

disposition.

Table 2. Typology on teacher educators’ researcherly disposition

Affective  Cognitive Behavioural

Type 1 ‘the enquiring teacher educator’ v
Type 2 ‘the well-read teacher educator’ v v
Type 3 ‘the teacher educator-researcher’ v v v

Tackling the first research objective (RO1), teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition was conceptualised as a three-dimensional concept with an affective,
behavioural and cognitive dimension in Chapter 2 (also see Tack & Vanderlinde,
2014). Moreover, a typology on teacher educators’ researcherly disposition was
developed, distinguishing three different types of teacher educators: (1) the
‘enquiring teacher educator’ (Type 1), (2) the ‘well-read teacher educator’ (Type
2) and (3) the ‘teacher educator-researcher’ (Type 3).

Measurement instrument on teacher educators' researcherly disposition

(RO2)

A second important issue in this dissertation was related to the current lack of
measurement instruments to gain empirical insight on teacher educators’
professional development. Up until this dissertation, large-scale empirical studies
on teacher educators’ professional development were largely absent (Lunenberg et
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al,, 2014). In this respect, the study presented here represents one of the first
large-scale quantitative survey studies on teacher educators’ professional
development (n = 944). Such studies are not only important to gain empirical
understanding about teacher educators’ professional development; they also
enable research into factors that facilitate or hinder teacher educators’
professional development. Moreover, measurement instruments are needed to

advance insight into the impact of interventions, also in the longer term.

Based on the theoretical conceptualisation of teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition reported in Chapter 2, the second research objective (R02) focused on
the development of a measurement instrument to gain empirical understanding of
teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. The results of this study are reported
in Chapter 3 (also see Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016a).

The first part of Chapter 3 reports on the development of the ‘Teacher Educator
Researcherly Disposition Scale’ (TERDS), a self-reported measurement instrument
to assess teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. The results of the
exploratory factor analysis (n = 472) suggested a four-dimensional structure to
advance empirical understanding of teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. In
particular, the following four different factors were identified: (1) ‘valuing
research’, (2) ‘being a smart consumer of research’, (3) ‘being able to conduct
research’ and (4) ‘conducting research’. The first factor, ‘valuing research’ (with six
items), refers to the extent to which a teacher educator values his/her role as a
teacher educator-researcher. The second scale, ‘being a smart consumer of
research’ (with six items), reflects the degree to which a teacher educator is able to
use and uses existing research to inform his/her practice. The third factor, ‘being
able to conduct research’ (with four items), pertains to the extent to which a
teacher educator is capable of conducting research into teacher education. The
fourth factor, ‘conducting research’ (with four items), contains items concerning
whether or not a teacher educator is actively conducting research into teacher
education. The stability of this four-factor structure was confirmed by means of a

confirmatory factor analysis (n = 472). Goodness of fit estimates indicated good fit.

In the second part of Chapter 3, TERDS was used to empirically explore teacher
educators’ self-reported researcherly disposition (n = 944) (also see Chapter 3).
Overall, teacher educators reported low to moderate scores on all subscales of
TERDS. In particular, teacher educators reported little active engagement in
research and perceived themselves as moderately able to conduct research.

Moreover, teacher educators reported a limited use of existing research in their
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teacher education practice, and did not strongly value their role as a researcher.
However, the variety in teacher educators’ answers on these scales suggested
differences in teacher educators’ researcherly disposition. Considering the existing
research literature on teacher educators’ professional development (e.g.
Lunenberg et al, 2014), differences were hypothesised across subgroups of
teacher educators with different backgrounds and experiences and with different
professional work contexts. First, tests of measurement invariance (testing for
configural, metric and scalar invariance) were performed. These tests investigated
whether our instrument measured the same constructs with the same structure
across different groups. After successfully establishing full measurement
invariance, tests of latent mean differences were performed to make comparisons
across these subgroups’ scores on TERDS. Related to teacher educators’
background and experiences, the following groups of teacher educators were
compared with their counterparts: (1) teacher educators with research experience
(n = 746) vs. teacher educators without research experience (n = 163); (2) teacher
educators with more than three years of service as a teacher educator (n = 699) vs.
teacher educators with less than three years of service as a teacher educator (n =

192); and (3) teacher educators with teaching experience in PK-12 education (n

514) vs. teacher educators without teaching experience in PK-12 education (n
356). In line with previous small-scale qualitative studies (e.g. Lunenberg et al,,
2014), we found that the largest group of teacher educators had no research
experience. Compared to their counterparts with research experience, teacher
educators without research experience have significantly lower scores on all
subscales of TERDS. Moreover, teacher educators with more than three years of
service use significantly more existing research literature to inform their practice,
compared to beginning teacher educators (with less than three years of service as
a teacher educator). Teacher educators without teaching experience in PK-12
education conduct significantly more research into their practice than teacher
educators with teaching experience in PK-12 education. Related to their
professional work contexts, teacher educators working in colleges of higher
education (n = 709) were found to conduct significantly more research than their

colleagues working in centres for adult education (n = 190).

Targeting the second research objective (R0O2), teacher educators’ researcherly
disposition was empirically operationalised as a four-dimensional construct in
Chapter 3 (also see Tack & Vanderlinde, 2016a). TERDS was developed as a
reliable measurement instrument to assess teacher educators’ self-reported
researcherly disposition. Four interrelated but distinct subscales were
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distinguished: (1) ‘valuing research’, (2) ‘being able to conduct research’, (3)
‘conducting research’ and (4) ‘being a smart consumer of research’. Overall,
teacher educators have rather low scores on all subscales of TERDS; however, the
high variety in teacher educators’ scores suggests important differences in teacher
educators’ researcherly disposition. In this respect, teacher educators’ (