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ABSTRACT

Finding effective methods for improving teaching quality is crucial because it has been
found to be the most important factor in education. This paper compares two approaches
of improving teaching quality through a one-year experimental study involving two
experimental groups and one control group. The first is the use of education standards
and the second is the use of education standards combined with a teacher development
program. Teaching quality was measured in four variables: Building classroom as a
learning environment (CLE), instruction, questioning, and orientation. In this study, 1255
students and 45 teachers from 43 junior secondary schools in two provinces of Indonesia
voluntarily participated. Multilevel modelling was employed and the results indicate that
both interventions have significant effects on the outcomes. However, as expected, the
second intervention is significant in all variables and has larger effects, whereas the first
intervention is significant only in two variables: CLE and questioning. The findings of this
research imply the need to have clear and concrete education standards and to enhance
these education standards with training sessions to facilitate better teaching quality.
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approaches, namely education standards
and educational effectiveness research
(EER) are compared through a one-year
experimental study. Education standards
have been argued to serve as guidance for
improvement purposes, which is the focus
of this paper. The argument is that standards
define goals and provide concrete direction
to different stakeholders, such as principals,
teachers and administrative assistants to
provide learning opportunities and improve
outcomes for all students regardless of their
background (Dowson, Mclnerney, & Van
Etten, 2007; Neumann, Fischer, & Kauertz,
2010; Schmidt, Houang, & Shakrani, 2009,
Stosich, 2016, Volante, 2012). Agreement
on a shared set of specific, clearer and
higher goals and ways to accomplish them
is found to improve organisational capacity
and to have better planning and actions
(Kawamato & Greenes, 2014). In this way,
both excellence and equity are argued to be
simultaneously addressed. .

For teachers, education standards
provide direction by setting clear indication
on what students should learn and be
able to do (Choi, de Vries, & Kim, 2009;
Dowson, et al., 2007; Marzano & Kendall,
1996; National Research Council [NRC],
2001; Neumann et al. 2010; Ravitch,
1995; Schmoker & Marzano, 1999). In this
case, teachers are required to deepen their
knowledge and skills related to their subject
matter and incorporate various teaching
strategies to meet different needs of different
students, which in turn are expected to
improve learning outcomes for all students

(Chambers & Dean, 2000; McClure, 2005;
Stosich, 2016).

The standards are also argued to promote
school accountability whereby schools have
to report their results to the public and receive
the consequences accordingly (Raizen,
1998; Ravitch, 1995). In this respect, high-
stakes testing has been widely developed to
monitor performance (Hamilton, Stecher,
& Yuan, 2008). However, the assessment
is more summative, where results are used
mainly for accountability purposes and
not to provide feedback for teachers to
improve their instruction (Snow-Renner,
2001). In addition, little is known about the
results. Several existing studies, which are
dominated by those in the United States,
have identified a large variation among
different states despite some progress
(Hanushek, Peterson, & Woessmann, 2012)
and performance gaps among different states
and between the white and black students
(e.g. Dowson et al., 2007; Hanushek et al.,
2012; US Department of Education, 2008,
2015).

Indonesia, as the focus of the study, has
a history of low student achievement in both
national and international measurements
(Jazadi, 2003; Kompas, 2010; Mohandas,
2004; Nurweni & Read, 1999; Setiogi, 2003;
Tilaar, 1992). Following the movement of
education standards in other countries, the
Indonesian government established formal
education standards to improve education
in 2005. Schools are expected to start
implementing them seven years afterwards
at the latest (Pemerintah Indonesia, 2005). To
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date, as in other countries, few experimental
studies have been conducted to examine the
effectiveness of the standards. Referring
also the findings in the US, thus, not much
could be learnt from the standard movement;
there are, indeed, missing gaps that need to
be fulfilled.

Two problems may contribute to the
ineffectiveness of the standards. Firstly,
research has found that standard documents
have been largely written in a broad and
global language (e.g. Choi, de Vries, &
Kim, 2009; Dowson et al. 2007; Hammer,
1998) and have been criticised for being
vague and nebulous and having insufficient
grounding in their content (Gandal, 1996;
Finn, Petrili, & Vanourek, 1998). The
standards usually consist of lists of topics
and there is lack of explicit guidance for
teachers about instructional strategies (Hill,
2001). Secondly, teachers face problems
dealing with the standards (Gandal, 1996;
Hammer, 1998; NRC, 2001, Stosich, 2016),
which clearly implies that teachers are not
provided with appropriate assistance.

On the other hand, educational
effectiveness research (EER) has provided
empirical evidence on factors related to
student performance, which are useful to
guide educational improvement and to
prioritise actions. There have been different
lists of factors situated at different levels,
namely context/system, school, classroom/
teacher and student levels. However, the
findings suggest a consensus that high

expectations, curriculum quality/opportunity
to learn, school climate, classroom
climate, effective learning time/classroom
management, structured instruction, and
frequent evaluation are found to be strongly
related to student outcome (Azigwe, 2016;
Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; Creemers
& Reezigt, 1996; Ehren, 2015; Muijs &
Reynolds, 2000, 2011; Reynolds et al.,
2014).

Another important finding of EER is the
fact that teacher or classroom factors, which
in some studies are referred to as teacher
instructional roles, have been found to be
superior compared to factors at other levels
(e.g. Creemers, 1994, Darling-Hammond,
1997; Doolaard, 1999; Goldhaber, 2015;
Harris & Muijs, 2005; Luyten & Snijders,
1996; Marzano, 2007; Scheerens, 2013; Van
Der Werf, Creemers, De Jong, & Klaver,
2000).

There have been models of EER
developed by researchers in the field, one of
which is the dynamic model of educational
effectiveness research (Creemers &
Kyriakides, 2008).

As described in Figure 1, it has four
levels, that are, context/national policy
level, school level, teacher/classroom level,
and student level. The model emphasises
the teacher/classroom level and expects the
above levels, namely context and school
levels to provide necessary conditions for
effectiveness of the classroom level.
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CONTEXT/SYSTEM
LEVEL

education
- Evaluation of Policy

- National/regional policy for

|

SCHOOL LEVEL
(on teaching and

Learning Environment)

- School Policy and Actions
providing/improving School

- Evaluation of school policy

!

CLASSROOM LEVEL
- Orientation

- Structuring

- Modeling

- Application

- Questioning

- Assessment

- Management of time

- Classroom as a learning
environment

N

Outcomes:
- Cognitive
- Affective
- Psychomotor
- New Learning

STUDENT LEVEL
- Aptitude - SES
- Perseverance - Gender
- Time on Task - Ethnicity
- Opportunity - Personality traits

- Expectation

- Thinking style

- Subject

- motivation to
learn

Figure 1. The dynamic model of Educational Effectiveness Research (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008)

Responding to the criticism that existing
effectiveness models do not explicitly refer
to the measurement of each effectiveness
factor, the model proposes five dimensions
to measure the effectiveness of factors in
each level. Creemers and Kyriakides (2008)
argue that the dimensions could provide a
better picture of effectiveness enhancing
factors and hence, more specific strategies
for improving educational practice could be
established. These dimensions are frequency,
focus, stage, quality and differentiation.
Frequency refers to the quantity of activities
associated with effectiveness factors,
whereas focus is dealing with the specificity
of the activity in relation with the goals
of the activity. Effectiveness factors can

202

happen in different periods and therefore
the dimension of stage looks at the period
at which the activities take place. Quality
looks at the properties of the activities or
whether they are supported by literature
or whether students understand and can
follow the activities. Finally, differentiation
is concerned with the diversity of students
and teacher actions to help all students have
the opportunity to learn.

With respect to the classroom level of
the model, which is the main concern of
the model and also this paper, Creemers
and Kyriakides (2008) refer to observable
teacher instructional roles and relate them to
student outcomes. These factors include: (1)
orientation; (2) structuring; (3) questioning;
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(4) teaching modelling; (5) application; (6)
management of time; (7) teacher role in
making classroom a learning environment;
and (8) classroom assessment. Table 1
describes the main elements of each factor.
An experimental study by Antoniou (2009)
using classroom factors of the dynamic
model found an increase of teaching quality
and student performance and therefore, the
model is adopted in this paper.

In summary, the standards serve as
guidance in setting educational goals and
expectations, whereas the results of EER
provide empirically validated principles on
what to prioritise in the teacher development
program in order to achieve the goals.

Table 1

Taking both the arguments of education
standards and the empirical findings of EER
in serving frameworks to improve teacher
quality, this paper attempts to compare two
approaches: the use of standards and the
use of standards combined with a teacher
development program. However, as the case
in other countries, the Indonesian education
standards have been written in broad and
general language. Therefore, this paper
proposes an elaborated standards document
for English in junior high schools as the
context of the study, which is intended to
further explain the competencies mentioned
in the standards.

The main elements of each teacher factor included in the dynamic model (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008)

1)  Orientation a)

Providing the objectives/goals for which a specific task/

lesson/series of lessons take(s) place

b) Challenging students to identify the reason for which an
activity takes place in the lesson

2) Structuring a)

Beginning with overviews and/or review of objectives

b) Outlining the content to be covered and signalling
transitions between lesson parts

c) Calling attention and reviewing main ideas

3)  Questioning a)

Raising different types of questions (i.e. process and

product) at appropriate difficulty level

b) Giving time to students to respond

c) Dealing with student responses

4)  Teaching modelling a)

Encouraging students to use problem solving strategies

presented by the teacher or other classmates

b) Inviting students develop strategies

¢) Promoting the idea of modelling

5)  Application a)

Using seatwork or small group tasks in order to provide the

necessary practice and application opportunities

b) Using application tasks as starting point for the next step of
teaching and learning
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Table 1 (continue)

6)  The classroom as a learning a)

Establishing on task behaviour through the interactions
they promote (i.e. teacher-student and student-student

interactions)

b) Dealing with classroom disorder and student competition
by establishing rules, persuading students to respect them
and using the rules

Organising the classroom environment and maximising

engagement rates

environment
7)  Management of time a)
8)  Assessment a)

Using appropriate techniques to collect data on student

knowledge and skills

b) Analysing data in order to identify student needs and report
the results to students and parents

c¢)  Evaluating teachers’ own practices.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND
HYPOTHESES

This paper raises the following two research
questions:

1. Do the (elaborated) standards only
improve teachers’ teaching quality?

2. Does the combination of the (elaborated)
standards and a teacher professional
development program (TPD) improve
teachers’ teaching quality more?

In line with these questions, two hypotheses
are examined:

Hl1:  teaching quality will be better when
the education standards are further
elaborated.

H2: teaching quality will be much better

when the elaborated standards
document is combined with a TPD.

EER, especially the classroom factors of the
dynamic model of educational effectiveness
research, was used to design the TPD.
Two intervention groups were set up. The
first group worked with the elaborated
standards while the second group combined
the elaborated standards document with a
teacher improvement program.

METHODS

Research Design

The study was an experimental study in
which two interventions were deliberately
introduced to observe their effects (Field,
2009). The participants voluntarily
participated, and as described in Table 2,
were randomly assigned into three groups.
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Table 2
The groups and the intervention

Group Intervention

I. Experimental 1 The elaborated standards document; the teachers were free to develop their
own strategies in implementing and achieving the standards

2. Experimental 2 The elaborated standards document and a teacher development program

(teacher training)

3. Control group
government

No intervention, teachers used the standard document available from the

Participants

The population of the study was a private
Madrasah Tsanawiyah in the provinces
of DKI and Banten. Indonesia has a dual
schooling system: general school, which is
managed and supervised by the Ministry of
National Education (MONE) and madrasah,
which is under the authority of the Ministry
of Religious Affairs (MORA). Students
in madrasah follow the same national
curriculum complied with by those in
general schools but they have additional
subjects for religions and therefore, have
longer hours of schooling (Departemen
Pendidikan Nasional, 2003). This study
was specifically conducted for Madrasah
Tsanawiyah, a junior secondary school
level (12 to 13, 15 to 16 years old) due
to several considerations. Most madrasah
schools are private, small, and attended
by students from low income families and
generally are of lower quality compared
to general schools (Asian Development
Bank, 2006, Centre for Excellency and
Quality Development Assurance [CEQDA],
2007). Therefore, improvement in this type

of school is urgently required. English,
especially reading comprehension, was
selected since English is one of the subjects
tested nationally through the national exam
and students’ attainment on this subject has
been the lowest throughout the years (Badan
Standar Nasional Pendidikan, 2010).

Sampling was carried out at the school
level, yet the focus of this study was on the
teacher and student levels. In each of the two
provinces three municipalities or districts
with the highest number of madrasahs were
selected. Another criterion concerned school
size; schools with enrolment of above 100
students were selected. Information on the
research project and invitation to participate
was sent to more than 200 schools in the
selected areas. Until the deadline, 57
schools (32% accredited A, 68% accredited
B), with a total of 59 teachers (M = 44%,
F =56%) and 2,431 students (M =48, 5%,
F = 51, 5%) volunteered to participate. In
this paper, referring to the analysis, which
requires the participants to participate in
both measurements, only 45 teachers and
1255 students are retained.
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Some background characteristics at both
teacher and student levels were collected
in this study. At the teacher level, the
characteristics included gender, teachers’
qualification, , years of teaching experience,
and age while those at the student level
consisted of gender, fathers’ and mothers’
education and fathers’ and mothers’ jobs.
These characteristics are displayed in Table
3 and 4 respectively, which generally show
no significant differences among the three

groups.

Table 3
The background characteristics of teachers
according to group

Characteristic Distribution (%)

Expl Exp2 Cont

Teacher gender

1. Female 50 74 47

2. Male 50 26 53
Teacher degree
1. Diploma 13 21 18
2. Bachelor 81 74 77
3. Master 6 5 6
Teacher major
1. English 75 84 82
2. Non-English 19 11 18
3. Missing/unknown 6 5 0
Teacher age

1. <= 30 years 50 47 47

2.31 - 40 years 25 42 18

3.41-50years 25 11 29

4. Missing/unknown 6
Teaching experience

1. <=5 years 44 42 31

2.6 - 10 years 31 32 31

3. > 10 years 25 26 38

Note: Exp 1 refers to experimental group 1, Exp 2 to
experimental group 2, and Cont to the control group

Table 4
The background characteristics of students
according to group

Characteristic Distribution (%)

Expl Exp2 Cont
Student gender
1. Female 50 55 52
2. Male 50 45 48
Father's education
1. Primary 22 13 24
2.JSS 24 23 25
3.SSS 33 39 26
4. University 6 10 4
Missing 15 16 21
Mother's education
1. Primary 32 19 35
2.JSS 23 27 19
3.SSS 26 28 20
4. University 4 7 4
Missing 16 18 22
Father's Job
1. Labour and Farmer 32 26 38
2. Small business 40 34 38
3. Professional 17 25 10
Missing 12 15 14
Mother's Job
1. Housewife 82 72 75
2. Labour and Farmer 2 3 4
3. Small business 6 6 6
4. Professional 5 11 4
Missing 5 9 11

Note: Exp 1 refers to the experimental group one,
Exp 2 to experimental group 2, and Cont to the
control group

Research Instrument

The main variable in this study is teaching
quality, which was measured through
classroom observation by independent
observers and a student questionnaire.
This paper specifically reports the results
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of the student questionnaire, which was
distributed two times (mid and end points)
and constructed based on the classroom
factors of the dynamic model (Creemers
& Kyriakides, 2008). The students filled
in the questionnaire merely based on their
perception since there was no training for
them on how to fill in the questionnaire nor
any interview to confirm their perception.
They rated their teachers twice, in the
middle and end of intervention Due to
technical problems, students were unable to
rate their teachers prior to the intervention.
However, based on the data of the observer,
no difference in teaching quality (F {2, 49}
= .554, p = .578) was observed among the
three groups.

During the pilot study (> 300 students),
40 items representing the classroom factors
of the dynamic model were included
and questions were based on a five-point
unidirectional scale ranging from “never”
to “a great deal”. In the exploratory factor
analysis, four scales (32 items, o ranged
from .71 to .85) were resulted and retained in
the present study. These include orientation,
instruction (the items refer to structuring,
modelling, and application), questioning,
and creating classroom as a learning
environment (CLE). In both measurements
in the present study, the (o) reliability was
equal or above .80 except CLE in the second
measurement (.71). In all measures, several
items were reversed to assure that all items
go in the same direction.

Interventions in the Study

Prior to the study, an analysis of the
Indonesian government standards (of
content) of English (reading comprehension)
was carried out to analyse the clarity of the
terms. It revealed that they were broad and
general, and therefore, elaborated standards
were developed to make them more
concrete and specific. Both experimental
groups attended a workshop to discuss the
document. The activities included discussion
on specific reading skills, analysis of the
government standards to get an agreement
on the proposed elaborated standards, and
analysis and development of questions/tasks
in accordance with the elaborated standards.
Teachers in experimental group 1 were
free to choose strategies to implement the
elaborated standards.

Teachers in experimental group 2
were further assisted in a TPD program.
In addition to the elaborated standards
document, another document on effective
teaching based on the classroom factors
of the dynamic model was developed for
experimental group 2. The TPD consisted
of six meetings and the sessions were a
combination of brainstorming, lecture,
discussion, and group work in which they
presented the result. The topics were: (1)
building student interest and motivation
through orientation and structuring; (2)
teaching strategies [modelling] and the
development of tasks [application] and
questioning (for skills/competencies under
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“understanding meaning”); (3) teaching
strategies [modelling] and the development
of tasks [application] and questioning (for
skills/competencies under “responding
meaning”); (4) developing lesson plan 1
(theoretical); (5) developing lesson plan 2
(practical); and (6) peer teaching. In the
visit during the observation, feedback was
provided by the observer to teachers in
experimental group 2.

Data Analysis

The data were analysed both descriptively
and statistically. The descriptive analysis
refers to the mean score of each group in
the four outcome variables (orientation,
instruction, questioning, and CLE). These
mean scores of each scale were computed
and analysed using multilevel modelling
(using MLwiN; Rasbash, Charlton, Browne,
Healy, & Cameron, 2005) to investigate
the effects of the interventions. The data
were nested in three levels: student (level
1), school (level 2), and group (level 3)
in which two levels were included and
group (indicating intervention) was used
as predictors. The first step was an empty

Table 5
Descriptive statistics

model to understand the variance at the
student and school levels. The next step
added the result of measurement one to see
its effect. The third step included not only
the result of measurement one but also the
second intervention (experimental group
two) as the predictors and regarded the first
intervention (experimental group one) and
the control group as the control group to
examine the effect of the second intervention
on the outcome variables. However, in this
model it is not known whether the first
intervention contributed to the outcome
variables. Finally, the last model compared
the effects of both interventions.

RESULTS

Descriptive: General Picture of
Teaching Quality

The descriptive finding presents the mean
score of each group in all four outcome
variables in both measurement one and
two in order to provide general picture
of teaching quality. In general, students
perceived good teaching quality of their
teachers in both measurement 1 and 2.

Outcome Variable/Group

Measurement 1

Measurement 2

N Mean SD N Mean SD
CLE
Experimental Group 1 422 3.22 .56 426 3.31 .57
Experimental Group 2 491 3.29 .60 494 341 .58
Control Group 333 3.16 .50 334 3.18 .64
Excluded 9 1
Total 1255 3.24 .55 1254 3.32 .60
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Table 5 (continue)

Outcome Variable/Group

Measurement 1

Measurement 2

N Mean SD N Mean SD
Instruction
Experimental Group 1 421 3.22 .61 425 3.36 .66
Experimental Group 2 491 3.23 .65 493 3.40 72
Control Group 328 3.17 .62 335 3.26 .81
Excluded 15 2
Total 1240 3.21 .63 1253 3.35 72
Questioning
Experimental Group 1 423 3.38 .59 426 3.41 .69
Experimental Group 2 492 3.42 .65 494 3.45 .69
Control Group 335 3.96 .54 335 3.22 .78
Excluded 5 0
Total 1250 3.40 .60 1255 3.78 726
Orientation
Experimental Group 1 425 3.44 72 426 3.43 1.03
Experimental Group 2 494 3.49 .78 294 3.54 .86
Control Group 334 3.47 .70 335 3.33 .88
Excluded 2 0
Total 1253 3.47 74 1255 3.40 5.93

Table 5 indicates that students in all groups
started to rate their teacher high (above 3
from 1-5 scales) in measurement one. In
all the four outcome variables, teachers in
experimental group 2 were rated higher
than those in the other two groups except
questioning, which was rated higher by
the control group. Similarly, the standard
deviation is also highest in experimental
group 2, indicating more variance of teaching
quality in the group. It is important to note
that the data in this measurement were
collected in the middle of the intervention.
Due to some problems, the data at the
beginning of the intervention could not be
collected. However, as previously noted, no
significant difference, F (2, 49) = .554,p =

.578, was found in the data from independent
observers collected at the beginning of the
intervention.

Compared to the first measurement,
students in experimental group 1 and
2 rated their teachers higher in all four
variables in the second measurement, that
is, there was a gain from the first to the
second measurement. On the other hand, the
control group had a decrease in questioning
and orientation. Teachers in experimental
group 2 were again rated higher than
the other two groups, but this time in all
variables. Overall, there was an increase in
all four variables from measurement one to
measurement two, except orientation, from
3.47 in the first measurement to 3.40 in the
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second one. In short, the above descriptive
statistics showed changes and variation of
teaching quality as perceived by students,
whose effects were further investigated
through multilevel modelling analysis.

The Result of Multilevel Modelling
Analysis: The Effect of Interventions

As depicted in Table 6, four models were
tested, whose results also showed variance
at both student and school levels in all
variables. The empty model shows that the
differences in all variables are bigger at the

Table 6

student than at school level, as is common
in this type of study. In order to have a better
estimate of the effect of the interventions,
the subsequent analysis determined the
results of the first measurement. Model 1
indicates that the first measurement in all
variables has significant effect (p < .01)
and is positively related to the results of the
second measurement. Thus, students who
rated high in the first measurement also
rated their teachers high in the second one.
The last model clearly shows that the first
intervention has significant effects on two
variables: CLE and questioning.

The results of multilevel analysis explaining variation of teaching quality and the effects of interventions

Empty Model

Model 1 (+
measurement 1)

Model 2 (+
intervention 2)

Model 3 (+ both
interventions)

Creating Classroom as a Learning Environment

Fixed Part
Constant 3.31(.03) 2.54 (.10) 2.50 (.10) 2.43 (.10)
CLE (measure 1) .24 (.03) *** .23 (.03) *** .23 (.03)
Intervention 1 (group 1) 13 (L06)**
Intervention 2 ( group 2) .14 (.05) ** 21 (L05)***
Random Part
School level .03 (.01) .02 (.01) .01 (.00) .01 (.00)
Student level .34 (.01) .33 (.01) .33 (.01) .33 (.01)
Deviance 2.244.363 2.175.734 2.168.675 2.163.489
Decrease in deviance 68.629 7.059 5.186
Variance explained .052 .017 .009
Total variance explained .068

Instruction
Fixed Part
Constant 3.35(.03) 2.60 (.11) 2.66 (.11) 2.61(.12)
Instruction (measure 1) .20 (.03) *** 22 (L03)*** 20 (L03)***
Intervention 1 ( group 1) .10 (.07)
Intervention 2 ( group 2) .08 (.06) 13 (L.07)*

210
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Table 6 (continue)

Empty Model =~ Model 1 (+ Model 2 (+ Model 3 (+ both
measurement 1) intervention 2)  interventions)

Random Part
School level .02 (.01) .02 (.01) .02 (.01) .02 (.02)
Student level .50 (.02) 49 (.02) .49 (.02) 49 (.02)
Deviance 2.730.265 2.666.475 2.664.750 2.662.902
Decrease in deviance 63.790 1.725 1.848
Variance explained .028 .004 .004
Total variance explained .032

Questioning
Fixed Part
Constant 3.36 (.03) 2.60 (.01) 2.55(.12) 2.44 (.12)
Questioning (measure 1) 22 (.03) *** 22 (L03)*** 22 (L03)***
Intervention 1 ( group 1) .19 (L07)**
Intervention 2 ( group 2) 12 (.06) ** 22 (L07)*x*
Random Part
School level .03 (.01) .03 (.01) .02 (.01) .02 (.01)
Student level .49 (.02) A48 (.02) .48 (.02) A48 (.02)
Deviance 2.723.683 2.670.920 2.667.196 2.660.980
Decrease in deviance 52.763 3.724 6.216
Variance explained .038 0.008 0.012
Total variance explained 0.045

Orientation
Fixed Part
Constant 3.44 (.04) 2.92 (.13) 2.863 (.13) 2.82 (.14)
Orientation (measure 1) .15 (.04) *** 15 (L04)*** 15 (L04)%**
Intervention 1 (group 1) .08 (.10)
Intervention 2 (group 2) .15 (.08) ** 20 (L09)***
Random Part
School level .04 (.02) .04 (.01) .03 (.01) .03 (.01)
Student level .82 (.03) .81 (.03) .81 (.03) .81 (.03)
Deviance 3.358.162 3.322.524 3.318.744 3.318.016
Decrease in deviance 35.638 3.780 728
Variance explained 0.027 0.007 0.001
Total variance explained 0.034
¥k p <.01; ¥* p<.05;*p<.10
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Model 2 demonstrates that experimental
group 2 has significant effect in all variables
at p < .05, compared to other groups,
except instruction. On this variable, the
effect is significant only at p < .10 (one
tailed). However, Model 3 gives a better
estimate: it is significant at p = .058. In
addition, it is interesting to highlight that
the second intervention explains nearly
2% of the variance in building classroom
as a learning environment as indicated
in Model 2. However, with respect to
instruction, Model 2 shows that it explains
almost nothing (.004) and the effect is less
significant (p < .10, 1 tailed). Nevertheless,
the variance at the student level in this
model remains the same as that in Model
1, indicating that the variance is due to the
differences at the school level, and thus the
intervention plays a role. Moreover, Model
3 provides supporting information that the
second intervention has significant effect at
p =.058.

Overall, the findings, especially as
described by the estimates in Model 3,
clearly suggest that both interventions
have effect but the second one has larger
effects, not only in terms of the coefficient
but also in the aspects. Concerning the
aspects, experimental group 2 is proven to
have significant effects in all four outcome
variables, whereas in experimental group
1, there were significant effects in only two
variables, namely, CLE and questioning.

DISCUSSION

The study examined the impact of two
approaches of improving teaching quality

as perceived by students. Generally, students
reported high ratings in all four variables,
which suggest that Indonesian teachers are
considered to have relatively good teaching
quality, as perceived by their students.
However, this finding is contradictory
to previous studies. Using classroom
observation, Utomo (2005) described that
in general, classrooms were characterised
by a didactic, whole-class style of teaching.
He, further explained that teachers paid little
attention to children’s needs as individual
learners and little recognition that children
enter school with ideas, opinions and
conceptions about their world. Similarly,
Kaluge, Setiasih, and Tjahjono (2004)
indicated that teachers in general are unable
to create active, joyful and effective learning
environment.

This finding could be influenced by the
Indonesian culture in which the teaching
profession is normally regarded as a high
and respected occupation and therefore,
teachers benefit from being respected by
students and society in general (Maulana,
Opdenakker, Den Brok, & Bosker, 2011).
Nevertheless, it is important to note that this
study found significant effects of the second
intervention, which is the main concern in
the study, in all variables. Thus, teachers in
experimental group 2 were perceived to have
better performance by their students after
one school year of intervention compared
to teachers in the other two groups.

Furthermore, it is also crucial to show
that the study found significant effects
(p < .05) of the first intervention on two
variables: building classroom as a learning
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environment and questioning. However, a
bigger effect size of the second approach
could be inferred from its larger estimates
compared to the first one. Therefore, the
hypothesis built in this paper is satisfied.
The use of clear and concrete education
standards lead to better teaching quality
compared to the general and broad education
standards and the use of standards combined
with teacher development program prove
to outperform the other approaches in
improving teaching quality.

It is also interesting to explore further
the effects of both interventions on different
variables. Concerning building classroom
as a learning environment, the second
intervention has significant effect at p =.000
and explains 2% of the existing variance,
which is relatively high considering the fact
that school level normally explains around
10% with many variables. In this variable,
the first intervention has a significant
effect at p = .002. Nevertheless, this result
shows that teachers in both interventions
have improved their skills, for instance, in
building interactions among the members of
the class and managing classroom disorder.

On the other hand, the results described
in Table 6 indicate that even teachers in
experimental group 2, to some extent, face
difficulties to provide proper instruction to
students. Model 2 explains that the effect
of the second intervention is less significant
(p = .10, 1 tailed and .058 in Model 2 and
3, respectively) compared to its effect in the
other variables. Likewise, Model 3, which
is considered as the best model, finds no
significant effect of the first intervention

in instruction. This finding suggests
that teachers may even forget to briefly
explain the series of activities students
will carry out and have more difficulties in
presenting strategies or models of learning,
and providing appropriate and enough
application activities for their students. This
result is not surprising as previous studies
indicated similar findings, for instance,
teachers are text-book oriented (Utomo,
2005), whereas some (English) text-books
have been criticised for not enabling learners
to achieve the goals of using the language
and not providing further explanation on
why and for what purposes students should
do the exercises (Priyanto, 2009). It is also
possible that instruction contains more
difficult teaching skills.

With respect to questioning, the results
indicate that teachers in both experimental
groups have managed to raise various
questions with more or even better hints
and feedback to their students as both
interventions have significant effect (p
< .01 for the second intervention and p
<.05 for the first one). Finally, the second
intervention has significant effect on
orientation (p < .01, model 2 and 3) but the
first intervention does not. As previously
mentioned, orientation is a very important
aspect because effective teachers have been
found to provide orientation activities to
encourage students’ motivation to learn,
and this study has shown that the second
intervention has succeeded in improving
teaching skills in this aspect.

Finally, the teaching quality
improvement shown in this study supports
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previous studies such as by Avalos (2011)
and Antoniou and Kyriakides (2013).
Reviewing publications in the journal,
Teaching and Teacher Education over ten
years (2000 — 2011), Avalos concludes
that when teachers participate in teacher
development programs, improvement
in teachers’ knowledge and practice is
observed. Similarly, the study of Antoniou
and Kyriakides show links between teacher
professional development and improvement
in teaching skill.

CONCLUSION

This study compared two approaches of
improving English teachers’ teaching
quality. The first was the use of elaborated
education standards and the second was
the use of elaborated education standards
combined with a teacher development
program, where the classroom factors
of the dynamic model was used as the
framework in designing the program. The
findings of this study suggest two important
conclusions. Firstly, education standards
produce better teaching quality when the
standards are written in concrete and clear
language. Secondly, teachers’ teaching
quality is better improved when elaborated
education standards are enhanced with a
teacher development program or training
sessions.

Thus, the findings of this study imply
the need to provide teachers with a teacher
development program. Furthermore,
practically this study offers both theory-

driven and evidence-based principles on
the aspects and strategies of improving
teaching quality. Theoretically, the study
provides empirical evidence on the necessity
of teacher development program next to the
education standards and provides ground for
further development of the dynamic model,
especially concerning the use of standards.

Nevertheless, this study should also be
considered from the perspective of some
limitations. Firstly, this study was limited
only to one type of schooling in Indonesia
and one subject, of which results might
not be generalisable to other contexts.
Secondly, a previous study (Antoniou, 2009)
revealed that teaching skills in the dynamic
model could be classified into five stages,
progressing from the easier to more difficult.
When teachers are found in stage one, they
are able to concentrate their improvement in
skills in the second stage. Due to inevitable
reasons, this study did not incorporate these
stages. When these stages are included in a
follow-up study, it is possible to see more
comprehensive results.
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