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Abstract This contribution proposes a respecified concept of teaching quality,
grounding it in a praxeological paradigm of classroom research. We argue that,
when addressing teaching quality, the complex interactive relations between teach-
ing and learning as social practices should be taken into account. The notion of
teaching quality from within that we discuss develops two arguments: 1) the anal-
ysis should necessitate considering the embedded norms and objectives inherent in
teaching and learning practices as an empirical basis for making judgments about
teaching quality, and 2) the analytical focus must be placed on the orientation of
classroom practices towards enabling subject-specific learning, which we argue rests
at the heart of teaching quality.
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Untersuchung der Unterrichtsqualität von innen heraus: Eine
praxeologische Perspektive

Zusammenfassung In diesem Beitrag wird ein neu ausgerichtetes Konzept der
Unterrichtsqualität vorgeschlagen, das in einem praxeologischen Paradigma der Un-
terrichtsforschung begründet liegt. Wir plädieren dafür, bei der Betrachtung von
Unterrichtsqualität die komplexen interaktiven Beziehungen zwischen Lehren und
Lernen als sozialen Praktiken zu berücksichtigen. Das diskutierte Verständnis ei-
ner Untersuchung der Unterrichtsqualität von innen heraus entwickelt zwei zentrale
Thesen: 1) die in Lehr- und Lernpraktiken selbst eingebetteten Normen und Ziele
sind analytisch zu rekonstruieren und die evaluativen Aussagen über die Unterrichts-
qualität auf sie als empirische Grundlage zu beziehen; 2) der analytische Fokus ist
auf jene Unterrichtspraktiken zu legen, die auf die Ermöglichung fachlichen Lernens
ausgerichtet sind, weil dieses aus unserer Sicht als Kernstück von Unterrichtsqualität
angesehen werden kann.

Schlüsselwörter Unterrichtsqualität · Lernen · Soziale Praktiken · Praxeologie

1 Introduction

In the social sciences, it is not self-evident to ask about ‘quality’ since sociolog-
ical analysis mostly aims at description and not at judgement. But in educational
research, the question of the quality of teaching does arise at the latest when it
comes to improving teaching and in the context of teacher education. Researchers
concerned with teaching quality aim to distinguish between ‘successful’ teaching,
which is measured by the achievement of its goals, and ‘good’ teaching, which
is conceptualised from a normative perspective through pedagogical assumptions
about its desirability or beliefs (Berliner 2005). However, this distinction is not as
simple as it seems to be: How do we define the ‘success’ of teaching? And how
do we measure it? Some perspectives suggest that the quality of teaching may be
linked to its ability to produce learning, framing it in terms of achieving specific
outcomes (Fenstermacher and Richardson 2005). However, teaching as a practice is
characterised by its own normativity, as it is directed towards certain, partly implicit
goals. One may, then, want to ask again: What does ‘quality’ mean in relation to
teaching? And how can it be investigated? These two questions are interrelated, as
the means of the research predefines the concepts of ‘quality’ and vice versa (Elf
2021). In this article, we want to reflect on these questions and argue for a notion of
teaching quality that, grounded in a praxeological paradigm of classroom research,
takes into account the complex interactive relations between teaching and learning
as social practices. We argue that, when addressing teaching quality, one must con-
sider the multilayered character of these practices as being situated in the practical
circumstances of the classroom setting; related to specific goals and objectives of
local classroom activities with their immanent normative orientations; and format-
ted by learning materials and tasks that contain their own normativity embedded
in these didactic objects. Far from offering a new conceptual framework or a co-
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herent methodological approach for analysing teaching quality, we seek rather to
provide some reasons why we are concerned about respecifying teaching quality
as something that should be analysed from within—that is, by exploring the local
circumstances of classroom activities. This requires going beyond the subjective
standpoints of the teachers or the students, as well as beyond external, objectivist
forms of evaluation. We discuss some conceptual tools that can enable us to address
quality as an inherent feature of classroom practices and, at the same time, to ask
how they relate to enabling subject-specific learning, which we argue rests at the
heart of teaching quality.

2 Assessing teaching quality in standardized classroom research

Until now, the concept of teaching quality has predominantly been associated with
standardised classroom research. In the context of educational research, the quality
of instruction has traditionally been assessed from three main perspectives: that of
teachers, that of students, and that of external observers. Students’ assessment of
teaching quality is usually obtained through student questionnaires. The use of such
questionnaires is particularly appealing due to its cost effectiveness and efficiency in
capturing this complex construct (Senden et al. 2022). While research has demon-
strated that student assessments of teaching quality can be considered valid, even
that of younger students in primary school (Fauth et al. 2014), these evaluations of-
ten leave ambiguity regarding the specific aspects of instruction they address. This
gap is particularly concerning when considering that students may base their judge-
ments on different frames of reference, such as individual experiences, rather than
classroom-level dynamics (Fauth et al. 2020).

Teachers’ self-assessment of teaching quality, also mostly captured through ques-
tionnaires, continues to be a common resource in educational research. However,
this method has increasingly come under criticism due to concerns that teachers
may be too biased to objectively evaluate their own teaching (Senden et al. 2022).
Empirical evidence supports this critique, showing that teachers’ ratings of instruc-
tional quality often differ significantly from those of students and external observers.
Specifically, studies have found that teachers tend to rate the quality of instruction
lower than students and external observers do (Kunter and Baumert 2006).

The assessment of teaching quality by external observers is often regarded as the
most ‘objective’ measure. External evaluations are considered less susceptible to the
biases that may affect self-assessments by teachers or the perceptions of students.
These observations typically involve video recordings of lessons, which are then
evaluated using pre-defined observation manuals designed to estimate the ‘quality’
of teaching across various pre-defined dimensions. On an international level, numer-
ous different observation manuals are used (e.g., Pianta and Hamre 2009; Grossman
et al. 2013; OECD 2020). These instruments tend to aggregate different subdimen-
sions, which describe specific behaviours or actions, into overarching dimensions.
In German-speaking countries, the framework of the Three Basic Dimensions has
become particularly established in recent years (Praetorius et al. 2018). Interna-
tionally, similar three-part structures are frequently found (Pianta and Hamre 2009;
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OECD 2020), although there is a current trend towards expanding beyond these
rather sparse dimensions (Bell et al. 2019; Praetorius and Charalambous 2018). The
naming differs, but there is some consensus that classroom management, supportive
climate, and cognitive activation (or more specific didactic and instructional aspects)
comprise the foundations of teaching quality.

These dimensions are evidence based, as they have been shown to be related to
successful teaching in terms of measurable learning outcomes (Doan et al. 2020;
Maulana et al. 2023). However, it is becoming increasingly apparent that this form
of assessing teaching quality has its limitations. At the forefront of such doubts is
the question of the conceptualisation of teaching quality and its associated dimen-
sions (Praetorius and Charalambous 2018). Recently, the focus has shifted to the
need to consider the subject-specific nature of the dimensions of teaching quality,
as many manuals tend to result in generic assessments (Schlesinger et al. 2018).
Moreover, there is growing criticism of the teaching quality models and their statis-
tical representations. In German-speaking countries, the so-called opportunity–use
model of teaching quality has become more prominent, in that it has moved away
from the process–product paradigm (Vieluf and Klieme 2023). More recent con-
ceptualisations no longer claim to explain the outcome of teaching; instead, they
make a fundamental distinction between the ‘opportunities’ provided by teaching
and their ‘use’ by students. Both parts are investigated independently of each other.
The way in which students make use of the opportunities provided by teaching
depends on various factors, including preconditions on the parts of the students. In
this conceptualisation, the opportunities provided by teaching are very much seen as
the activity of the teacher, and teaching quality depends on the knowledge, beliefs,
and competences of the teacher herself. What is neglected is both the role of the
students in providing ‘opportunities’ for learning and even more so the interactive
nature of teaching itself (Vieluf and Klieme 2023). Additionally, an emerging dis-
cussion highlights the risk of (mis)using these observation instruments to evaluate
teachers instead of teaching, including the involvement of artificial intelligence in
such evaluations (Gitomer et al. 2020).

3 The challenges of primary education for research on teaching quality

Some of the limitations of research on teaching quality with standardised manuals
relate particularly to classroom research in primary education, where very hetero-
geneous conditions among learners play a particularly central role, especially in
the early years, and where subjects are not always clearly defined, with a single
teacher often responsible for several subjects. As stated by the UNESCO Institute
for Statistics (2012, p. 30):

“Educational activities at ISCED level 1 (particularly in the early grades) are
often organized around units, projects or broad learning areas, often with an
integrated approach rather than providing instruction in specific subjects. Typi-
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cally, there is one main teacher responsible for a group of pupils who organizes
the learning process, although a class may have more than one teacher, espe-
cially for certain subjects or units”.

What this structure might mean for research on teaching quality remains an open
question, but there is obviously the need to ask about the different conditions of
learning and their differential impact on teaching.

Primary education, at least in Germany, is organised to some extent in terms of
‘individualised’ teaching, which relies on practices of ‘self-regulated’ learning and
on students working autonomously on (different) tasks (Tyagunova and Breidenstein
2023). This kind of teaching and learning relies especially, though not exclusively,
on learning materials that facilitate self-control and can be considered didactic actors
(Breidenstein 2023). In this respect, the analysis of teaching quality must encompass
the materiality of teaching practices. Since parts of the teaching are ‘delegated’ to
the learning materials, the investigation of teaching quality would also have to take
into consideration the design, production, and use of the learning materials (Lange
2025).

Explorations into teaching quality would also have to include the classroom tasks
themselves, as the tasks set by the learning materials, the textbooks, or teacher in-
struction are formative for large parts of teaching, particularly in primary schools.
Here, the analysis of the quality of tasks would have to consider not only the ‘inten-
tion’ of the task—the learning opportunities that the task potentially implies—but
also its situated use in the classroom.

Finally, when asking about teaching quality in primary education and beyond, it is
necessary to take into account the characteristics of classroom discourse and its basic
patterns, such as the well-known I-R-E sequence, which have to be learned in the first
years of school (Mehan 1979). It is also necessary to pay attention to the practices
of ‘doing student’, as well as the concept of “studenting” (Fenstermacher 1986),
each offering distinct perspectives on how classroom interactions and processes
unfold. The pragmatic attitude of “pupil strategies” (Woods 1980) is not evident
at the beginning of the school career but is an effect of everyday practices and
routines. The fundamental relevance of interaction patterns, routines and rituals is
immediately apparent; most of what goes on in classrooms is not related to anyone’s
plans or intentions but rather is passed on as a social practice.

4 Respecifying the notion of teaching quality

Against this background, we would like to suggest a way of conceptualising teaching
quality that draws on praxeological classroom research, which establishes practices
as a basic element of social reality and as an object of investigation in its own
right. The praxeological approach is particularly revealing for the analysis of school
lessons, as the classroom is a very stable environment for social interaction: the
same participants meet each other on a daily basis; much of what happens is based
on persistent routines and can be conceptualised as a bundle of social practices that
include materialities, bodies, and participants in different roles. Classroom practices
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are complex and multi-layered, often pointing in different directions and potentially
“interfering” with each other (Breidenstein 2021). At the same time, the praxeologi-
cal approach is quite challenging for research on teaching quality because it does not
focus on individual ‘actors’, such as teachers and students, but on social practices
that include, and constitute, human beings as ‘participants’ or ‘members’ of these
practices (cf., Garfinkel and Sacks 1970, p. 342). As participants, ‘teachers’ and
‘students’ are both shaping and shaped by the interactive actions and procedures
that are constitutive of the classroom practices.

In praxeological classroom research, it has not yet been common to address
teaching quality, as practice theories are primarily descriptive and tend to avoid nor-
mative questions, such as those surrounding ‘quality’. However, classroom practices
inherently contain a kind of normativity, in that they are directed towards certain
objectives, purposes, tasks, and the like. There are likewise multiple normative ori-
entations at play within the social practice of a classroom, such as enabling learning,
promoting well-being, and having a good time. Which of these orientations should
be referred to as aspects of ‘teaching quality’? We might speak of teaching quali-
ties in the plural—different orientations that can be treated as contributing to and
accounting for what is taking place in the classroom. Nevertheless, we have good
reasons to focus on (subject-related) learning as the primary orientation of the class-
room practices themselves. It is likely that participants would agree that providing
the possibility of subject-related learning is at the heart of the whole arrangement.
The extensive effort of assembling around 25 children alongside a well-trained and
well-paid adult in a classroom must result in something that can be understood as
‘learning’. Classroom practices contain numerous activities that serve the purpose
of demonstrating that something has been ‘learned’ (or could have been learned),
such as presentations, examinations, and student products of all kinds. Of course, we
also learn all the time and everywhere in our daily lives; however, the social prac-
tice of the classroom is not directed towards just any kind of learning but towards
specialised learning, which is (mainly) confined to schools, divided into subjects,
and scheduled into lessons. In this respect, one might ask to what extent classroom
practices are oriented towards this kind of school learning. We therefore suggest
that when asking about the quality of teaching, the primary focus should be placed
on the orientation of classroom practices towards enabling subject-specific learning.
Having said this, we should also bear in mind that this orientation towards (the pos-
sibility of) learning may be interrupted, modified, or challenged within the situation
by the various contingencies that can occur.

We thus argue that teaching quality must be seen as

� situated: Since school teaching and learning take place in the institutional and so-
cial setting of the classroom, they are closely tied to the specific concerns and
practical circumstances of that setting. In this respect, teaching quality cannot be
separated from its situated performance and can only be observed and evaluated
in the context of the situated practices of the classroom. These classroom prac-
tices establish their own local orders (Hester and Francis 2000; Macbeth 1990),
and teachers and students hold each other accountable for what they should or
should not do and know as members of these practices. Whether the students
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are expected to pay attention to the teacher-directed activities conducted in the
whole-cohort teaching format, whether they are held accountable for working in-
dividually on their own tasks in the context of ‘individualised learning’ in ‘open
classrooms’, and whether they are encouraged to ‘collaborate’ during pair or group
work phases are all forms of classroom order. Consequently, what could be treated
as rational, adequate, desirable, or meaningful is contingent on a local classroom
order: different orientations can be relevant, and pragmatically preferable, in dif-
ferent situations;

� relational: Teaching quality must be related to the specific orientations and goals
of the concrete practices. The teacher’s job can be seen as taking steps that are
aligned with the lesson’s objectives and continuously reshaping the learning en-
vironment towards the goals set up for a particular lesson. The rationality and
adequacy of these steps should be considered in terms of their relevance to the
subsequent activities as the lesson unfolds in an actual situation. To make a con-
crete lesson ‘happen’ in line with the particular objectives set up for that lesson,
the teaching practice must operate in an inevitably selective way: it must draw the
students’ attention to certain phenomena and issues and not to others. Any reflec-
tion on the quality of teaching needs to take into account this selectivity inherent in
teaching practice. Since each lesson is assembled from a series of local classroom
events and activities—filling in a worksheet during student group work is a dif-
ferent practice from conducting a whole class discussion, for example—reflecting
on teaching quality must also consider the relative differences between the ori-
entations and functionalities that are constitutive of different classroom activities,
which may sometimes be in tension with each other (Sert et al. 2021);

� material: Classroom practices are multimodal events (Kress 2010; Markee 2015)
and include materials of all kinds: blackboards, worksheets, flashcards, edu-
cational games, science kits, and, not least, textbooks (Macgilchrist 2017). As
a means of illustration, clarification, and demonstration, classroom materials re-
present school knowledge. At the same time, they are heavily involved in framing
and structuring what is considered ‘school knowledge’ and, thus, in structur-
ing teaching and learning processes (Ekström and Lindwall 2014; Röhl 2015;
Sørensen 2009). Materials used in the classroom have an affordance charac-
ter—they are instructive in that they suggest and pre-figure a certain course of
action (Kalthoff et al. 2019). The role of these didactically invented school ob-
jects, specifically designed for educational purposes, and the role of the tasks that
these objects enable to set, specify, visualise, and so on, should be taken into
consideration when investigating teaching quality.

The situated, relational, and material character of classroom practices also means
that we should take into account their subject specificity—that is, that classroom
practices are related to and produced inseparably from particular school subjects.
The notion of teaching quality must consider this relationship and the subject-specific
dimension of classroom interaction. What happens in the classroom is not just any
kind of interaction, but one that is ultimately intended to enable subject-specific
learning, and those involved relate not only to each other but also to the content of
the lesson in one way or another (Lindwall and Lymer 2008). Of course, classroom
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practices also cross subject boundaries, but at the same time they are linked to
subjects in specific ways. For example, writing is a widespread practice across
various school subjects, but in language classes, writing is part of teaching and
learning in a different way than, say, in mathematics classes: not only is it the object
of instruction in a distinct way, but it also requires organisational elements and forms
that are characteristic of teaching and learning in these particular subjects. Similarly,
drawing can be found in both mathematics and art classes. However, in mathematics
it is linked to different purposes and tasks and is realised through different techniques
than in art.

In summary, conceptualising teaching quality from a praxeological perspective
highlights the complexity of classroom practices as situated, relational, subject-
specific, and grounded in materiality. This perspective suggests an examination of
the embedded norms and objectives inherent in teaching and learning processes as
an empirical basis for making judgments about teaching quality.

5 Exploring teaching quality from within

But what exactly does this respecified perspective of teaching quality mean for
research on teaching quality? And what does ‘teaching quality’ mean in regard to
specific classroom practices? In the following section, we would like to discuss some
conceptual tools for exploring teaching quality ‘from within’, which can enable us
to address quality as an immanent feature of classroom practices. In particular, we
will consider:

� Schatzki’s theory of social practices, which allows us to take into account the
normativity inherent in classroom interaction practices;

� Baltruschat’s notion of the “inner logic” of the subject matter in order to be able
to consider the subject-specific dimension of classroom interaction;

� the ideas of Joint Action Framework in Didactics, which can help to reconstruct
the development of knowledge content within specific teaching units (during a sin-
gle lesson or a sequence of thematic units).

Schatzki (1996, p. 89) conceptualises practices as a “nexus of doings and say-
ings” linked by characteristic understandings, rules, and, less frequently discussed,
normative orientations. Social practices have normative orientations, in that they
include specific “teleoaffective structures” as their organising component, which
consist of “hierarchies of ends, tasks, projects, beliefs, emotions, moods, and the
like” (Schatzki 1996, p. 99). Moreover, the entire organisation of a practice is, as
Schatzki points out, normative. The practice’s inherent normativity can be found “in
the presence and absence of corrective, remonstrative, and punishing behaviours and
in the verbal and nonverbal injunctions, encouragements, and instructions” (Schatzki
1996, p. 101). That is, the understandings, rules, and teleoaffective structures that
organise a practice specify how actions should be performed and understood, what
should be done or said, what goals are to be pursued, what tasks and actions should
be undertaken toward those goals, and what emotions are expressed when one is
engaged in the practice.
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If we assume that normative orientations are embedded in classroom practices
themselves, then the investigation of teaching quality should explicate these orien-
tations. What conceptions of ‘quality’ are guiding for the practitioners themselves?
What norms do they orient their actions towards (Martens and Asbrand 2022)? In
this way, normative issues are addressed as participants’ concerns, with the primary
analytical interest focused on what members themselves regard as competence, un-
derstanding, expertise, and other qualities relevant to the practical accomplishment of
their everyday activities in the classroom according to situational needs (Garfinkel
1967). Normative expectations—for example, about what counts as a correct so-
lution, classroom-compliant behaviour, or active participation—are often not ver-
balised but shaped by tacit orientations that underlie acts of knowing and meaning-
making (Mannheim 2013). Considering the immanent normative orientations of
teaching and learning practices does also entail recognising their autonomy to a cer-
tain extent. Teachers and students do not act according to predetermined normative
standards of teaching and learning but rather adjust their normative orientations to
their perceptions of what the actual situation requires.

At the same time, when asking about teaching quality, the analysis would have to
include the subject matter and its requirements. If we understand teaching in terms
of its orientation towards enabling subject-specific learning, we need to reconstruct
the ways in which teachers’ and students’ actions relate to the subject matter of
a particular lesson. Some ideas developed by Baltruschat (2018) can be helpful
here. To the extent that both modes of action—teaching and learning—are orientated
towards the subject matter, they have a ‘teleological structure’, and as acts of teaching
and learning, they only become comprehensible and accountable in relation to the
subject matter of the lesson (Baltruschat 2018, p. 75). There is no freestanding
‘subject matter’ as such. Instead, it only takes shape in classroom interactions,
through the process of dealing with it. It is structured and developed during the
lesson through the interactive practices of teachers and students.

A number of studies within praxeological educational research have shown how
the subject matter emerges through classroom interaction and how it is constituted
and constantly reconstituted by the participants in the lesson (e.g., Heller 2016;
Jakonen and Morton 2015; Melander 2012). However, if we want to say something
about the quality of teaching, the analysis must reveal more than simply how subject
matter is interactively co-constructed by the participants. We must understand how
the situationally co-constructed elements of the ongoing interaction relate to the
targeted subject matter of the lesson, or, to borrow a formulation of Baltruschat
(2018), to the “inherent meaning structure” of the subject matter, its “inner logic”.
It is this “inner logic” of the subject matter against which the teacher’s instructional
actions and the solutions adopted by the students can be judged as appropriate or
misleading. It may turn out, for example, that the medium chosen to represent and
articulate a particular piece of content, or the solutions employed to approach it in
the lesson, do not do justice to the inner logic of the subject matter being addressed
(Baltruschat 2018, p. 67).

This notion of inner logic substantiates the point that the subject matter and
the material artefacts with which a particular subject matter is represented and
articulated in a lesson also participate in the constitution of meaning, because they
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are, as Bruno Latour (1999) would say, ‘equipped’ with signs of what they are suited
for. There may be many ways of dealing with particular subject matter, but not all
of them could be considered adequate or congruent with its inner logic. If we take
seriously the role of the subject matter as a “third” participant (Baltruschat 2018,
p. 61 ff.) in teaching and learning practices, then the analysis of how teachers and
students approach and jointly construct the subject matter must relate these joint
constructions to the inherent meaning structure of the targeted subject matter. Both
aspects, however, can only be clarified in relation to the actual classroom situation,
which provides an insight into how the accessibility of the subject matter develops
within the classroom interaction.

With an understanding of teaching and learning as a “joint action” (Ligozat and
Buyck 2024), it becomes possible to analyse the development of knowledge content
in the interplay between the teacher’s instruction and the learners’ ways of deal-
ing with the task by asking “how the content move[s] within the teacher’s and the
students’ joint actions” during a lesson (Ligozat et al. 2018, p. 165). The concept
of “knowledge content progression” developed by the Joint Action Framework in
Didactics (JAD) aims to capture and describe such interactive moves in knowledge
content development through the succession of tasks in the classroom: “Based on
meanings construed about the task [...], these moves regulate and institute the knowl-
edge content progression over time through various kinds of actions in discourse”
performed by the participants (Ligozat and Buyck 2024). With regard to the quality
of teaching, the analysis would, therefore, necessitate considering both the conditions
for knowledge development (characteristics of tasks) and the opportunities for stu-
dents to participate in the development of actual knowledge over time in classroom
interaction (Ligozat and Buyck 2024). Furthermore, the analysis of teaching quality
in a more situated and praxeological sense probably cannot be limited to a single
lesson but must at least consider the development of knowledge over a series of
lessons, asking about “knowledge in motion” (Nespor 1994).

Up to this point, our considerations have remained rather abstract, and it may
be useful to present an example to discuss the challenges of exploring teaching
quality from within in a more concrete way. Let us look at a research project that
was conducted by a research group of the University of Kassel from 2009 to 2011.
The project, Cooperative Student Feedback in Text Revision in Elementary School
German Lessons (KoText), aimed at comparing and evaluating two settings in which
students were asked to give each other feedback on their own texts (stories) in order
to improve them. The measurement of the quality of the students’ texts reveals
a slight increase in quality in one setting and a decline of quality in the other
(Reichardt et al. 2014). At the same time, the qualitative analysis of the video-
recorded interaction at the students’ desks shows a great variety in the ‘qualities’ of
peer interaction directed towards achieving social cohesion, towards entertainment
(Eckermann 2017), as well as towards the task (giving feedback on the story).
Different normative orientations are certainly at play here simultaneously, but when
asking about teaching quality, we suggest focusing on the opportunities for subject-
specific learning. This assertion means that the improved quality of the texts is
not the only criterion for evaluating teaching quality; we can also consider giving
feedback on a text as an objective (and an aspect of quality) in itself. Exploring
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teaching quality from within would likely here mean including in the analysis not
only the students’ texts but also the teachers’ instructions and the students’ activities
during the feedback phase. Relating texts to teachers’ instructions and students’
activities remains a challenging task—not only for the participants but also for the
researchers (Heinzel et al. 2023).

Teachers and students themselves, of course, observe what is occurring in the
classroom and how it may be evaluated in terms of quality. In the example, the
teachers may observe how the students interact with each other and try to assist them
by offering advice and hints. They may ask themselves how well the setting works,
and they also may try to estimate the improvement in the quality of the students’
texts. In relation to these observations of the teaching quality by the participants
themselves, we can, according to Luhmann (2012), conceptualise what research
does as a second-order observation: an analysis of the criteria and practices of
evaluating teaching quality that can be observed as part of the local teaching and
learning practices.

In conclusion, we have argued for a notion of teaching quality that is responsive to
the practical circumstances of the classroom situation and at the same time capable
of questioning the potential of the observable practice. We have pointed out that
considering teaching quality in this way must take full account of the local conditions
and the very concrete ways in which the subject matter is approached. Moreover, this
perspective allows for a distinction between external quality, understood in terms of
the output orientation pursued in much of the existing research on teaching quality,
and internal quality, which focuses on the immanent logics of classroom practices. At
the same time, this perspective requires transparency about the externally determined
focus that is chosen to assess the immanent normativity of classroom practices and
to evaluate teaching quality. This kind of research on teaching quality from within
has to rely on qualitative methodology, trying to reconstruct the immanent logics
of practices and the interwoven activities of their inhabitants, who often act under
great pragmatic and temporal pressure.

We have discussed some conceptual tools that may sharpen our focus on the
functioning of the local classroom order, the requirements and affordances of the
subject matter at stake alongside the material objects involved, and the conditions of
knowledge development within the classroom situation. However, we are well aware
that it is not obvious how these tools may fit together and how they may be combined
in the analysis of teaching quality. We suggest that this topic should be explored
within concrete case studies that seek to capture teaching quality from within—and
in doing so, the notion of teaching quality itself must be further elaborated.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

Open Access Dieser Artikel wird unter der Creative Commons Namensnennung 4.0 International Lizenz
veröffentlicht, welche die Nutzung, Vervielfältigung, Bearbeitung, Verbreitung und Wiedergabe in
jeglichem Medium und Format erlaubt, sofern Sie den/die ursprünglichen Autor(en) und die Quelle
ordnungsgemäß nennen, einen Link zur Creative Commons Lizenz beifügen und angeben, ob Änderungen
vorgenommen wurden. Die in diesem Artikel enthaltenen Bilder und sonstiges Drittmaterial unterliegen
ebenfalls der genannten Creative Commons Lizenz, sofern sich aus der Abbildungslegende nichts anderes
ergibt. Sofern das betreffende Material nicht unter der genannten Creative Commons Lizenz steht und
die betreffende Handlung nicht nach gesetzlichen Vorschriften erlaubt ist, ist für die oben aufgeführten

K



480 G. Breidenstein et al.

Weiterverwendungen des Materials die Einwilligung des jeweiligen Rechteinhabers einzuholen. Weitere
Details zur Lizenz entnehmen Sie bitte der Lizenzinformation auf http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/
4.0/deed.de.

References

Baltruschat, A. (2018). Didaktische Unterrichtsforschung. Springer VS.
Bell, C.A., Dobbelaer, M. J., Klette, K., & Visscher, A. (2019). Qualities of classroom observation systems.

School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 30(1), 3–29.
Berliner, D.C. (2005). The near impossibility of testing for teacher quality. Journal of Teacher Education,

56(3), 205–213.
Breidenstein, G. (2021). Interferierende Praktiken Zum heuristischen Potenzial praxeologischer Unter-

richtsforschung. Zeitschrift für Erziehungswissenschaft, 24(4), 933–953.
Breidenstein, G. (2023). Issues in “individualized” teaching practice in Germany: an ethnomethodological

approach. In F. Ligozat, K. Klette & J. Almqvist (Eds.), Didactics in a changing world: European
perspectives on teaching, learning and the curriculum (pp. 123–136). Springer.

Doan, S., Mihaly, K., & McCaffrey, D. (2020). Relationships between teaching practices and student out-
comes. In OECD (Ed.), Global teaching insights: a video study of teaching (pp. 266–286). OECD
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/20d6f36b-en.

Eckermann, T. (2017). Kinder und ihre Peers beim kooperativen Lernen. Differenz bearbeiten – Unter-
schiede herstellen. Springer VS.

Ekström, A., & Lindwall, O. (2014). To follow the materials: the detection, diagnosis and correction of
mistakes in craft education. In M. Nevile, P. Haddington, T. Heinemann & M. Rauniomaa (Eds.),
Interacting with objects: language, materiality, and social activity (pp. 227–248). John Benjamins.

Elf, N. (2021). The surplus of quality: how to study quality in three QUINT projects. In M. Blikstad-
Bals, K. Klette & M. Tengberg (Eds.), Ways of analysing teaching quality: potentials and pitfalls
(pp. 53–88). Scandinavian University Press.

Fauth, B., Decristan, J., Rieser, S., Klieme, E., & Büttner, G. (2014). Student ratings of teaching quality in
primary school: Dimensions and prediction of student outcomes. Learning and Instruction, 29, 1–9.

Fauth, B., Wagner, W., Bertram, C., Göllner, R., Roloff, J., Lüdtke, O., Polikoff, M.S., Klusmann, U., &
Trautwein, U. (2020). Don’t blame the teacher? The need to account for classroom characteristics in
evaluations of teaching quality. Journal of Educational Psychology, 112(6), 1284–1302.

Fenstermacher, G.D. (1986). Philosophy of research on teaching: three aspects. In M.C. Wittrock (Ed.),
Handbook of research on teaching (Vol. 3, pp. 37–49). Collier Macmillan.

Fenstermacher, G., & Richardson, V. (2005). On making determinations of quality in teaching. Teachers
College Record, 107(1), 186–213.

Garfinkel, H. (1967). Studies in ethnomethodology. Prentice-Hall.
Garfinkel, H., & Sacks, H. (1970). On formal structures of practical actions. In J.C. McKinney &

E.A. Tiryakian (Eds.), Theoretical sociology: perspectives and development (pp. 337–366). Apple-
ton-Century-Crofts.

Gitomer, D., Martinez, J.F., Battey, D., & Hyland, N. (2020). Assessing the assessment: evidence of relia-
bility and validity in the edTPA. American Education Research Journal, 58(1), 3–31.

Grossman, P., Loeb, S., Cohen, J., & Wyckoff, J. (2013). Measure for measure: the relationship between
measures of instructional practice in middle school English language arts and teachers’ value-added
scores. American Journal of Education, 119(3), 445–470.

Heinzel, F., Kruse, N., & Ritter, M. (2023). „Warum hast du alles so brutal gemacht?“ Zum Verhältnis von
sozialer Ordnung und fachlichen Aspekten von Unterricht am Beispiel der Textlupe. In A. Bossen,
C. Freytag, G. Meister, A. Roch, A. Schnitzer, S. Siebholz & T. Tyagunova (Eds.), Schulische Prak-
tiken unter Beobachtung. Springer VS.

Heller, V. (2016). Meanings at hand: Coordinating semiotic resources in explaining mathematical terms in
classroom discourse. Classroom Discourse, 7(3), 253–275.

Hester, S., & Francis, D. (Eds.). (2000). Local education order: Ethnomethodological studies of knowledge
in action. John Benjamin.

Jakonen, T., & Morton, T. (2015). Epistemic search sequences in peer interaction in a content-based lan-
guage classroom. Applied Linguistics, 36(1), 73–94.

Kalthoff, H., Wiesemann, J., Lange, J., & Roehl, T. (2019). The meaning of things. Didactic objects and
the implementation of educational theory. Pedagogy, Culture & Society, 28(2), 281–298.

K

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/deed.de
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/deed.de
https://doi.org/10.1787/20d6f36b-en


Exploring teaching quality from within: A praxeological perspective 481

Kress, G. (2010). Multimodality: a social semiotic approach to contemporary communication. Routledge.
Kunter, M., & Baumert, J. (2006). Who is the expert? Construct and criteria validity of student and teacher

ratings of instruction. Learning Environments Research, 9(3), 231–251.
Lange, J. (2025). Designing objects of understanding: The practice of manufacturing school artefacts in the

educational tool industry of the 21st Century. In P. Heering & R. Wittje (Eds.),Objects of understand-
ing: Historical perspectives on material artefacts and practices in science education (pp. 310–321).
Franz Steiner.

Latour, B. (1999). Pandora’s hope: essays on the reality of science studies. Harvard University Press.
Ligozat, F., & Buyck, Y. (2024). Comparative didactics: toward a generic model for analyzing content-

specific dimensions of teaching quality. European Educational Research Journal, 23(6), 810–838.
Ligozat, F., Lundqvist, E., & Amade-Escot, C. (2018). Analyzing the continuity of teaching and learning

in classroom actions: when the joint action framework in didactics meets the pragmatist approach to
classroom discourses. European Educational Research Journal, 17(1), 147–169.

Lindwall, O., & Lymer, G. (2008). The dark matter of lab work: illuminating the negotiation of disciplined
perception in mechanics. Journal of the Learning Sciences, 17(2), 180–224.

Luhmann, N. (2012). Theory of society. Stanford University Press.
Macbeth, D.H. (1990). Classroom order as practical action: the making and un-making of a quiet reproach.

British Journal of Sociology of Education, 11(2), 189–214.
Macgilchrist, F. (2017). Textbooks. In J. Flowerdew & J. Richardson (Eds.), Routledge handbook of critical

discourse studies (pp. 525–539). Routledge.
Mannheim, K. (2013). Ideology and utopia: an introduction to the sociology of knowledge. Routledge.
Markee, N. (2015). Giving and following pedagogical instructions in task-based instruction: an eth-

nomethodological perspective. In C. Jenks & P. Seedhouse (Eds.), International perspectives on ELT
classroom interaction (pp. 110–128). Springer.

Martens, M., & Asbrand, B. (2022). Documentary classroom research. Theory and methodology. In
M. Martens, B. Asbrand, T. Buchborn & J. Menthe (Eds.), Dokumentarische Unterrichtsforschung
in den Fachdidaktiken: Theoretische Grundlagen und Forschungspraxis (pp. 19–38). Springer VS.

Maulana, R., Helms-Lorenz, M., & Klassen, R.M. (Eds.). (2023). Effective teaching around the world:
theoretical, empirical, methodological and practical insights. Springer Nature.

Mehan, H. (1979). Learning lessons: social organization in the classroom. Harvard University Press.
Melander, H. (2012). Transformations of knowledge within a peer group: knowing and learning in interac-

tion. Learning, Culture and Social Interaction, 1(3–4), 232–248.
Nespor, J. (1994). Knowledge in motion. Space, time and curriculum in undergraduate physics and man-

agement. Routledge.
OECD (2020). Global teaching inSights: a video study of teaching. OECD Publishing. https://doi.org/10.

1787/20d6f36b-en.
Pianta, R.C., & Hamre, B.K. (2009). Conceptualization, measurement, and improvement of classroom

processes: standardized observation can leverage capacity. Educational Researcher, 38(2), 109–119.
Praetorius, A.-K., & Charalambous, C.Y. (2018). Classroom observation frameworks for studying instruc-

tional quality: looking back and looking forward. ZDM—Mathematics Education, 50(3), 535–553.
Praetorius, A.-K., Klieme, E., Herbert, B., & Pinger, P. (2018). Generic dimensions of teaching quality:

the German framework of Three Basic Dimensions. ZDM—Mathematics Education, 50(3), 407–426.
Reichardt, A., Kruse, N., & Lipowsky, F. (2014). Textüberarbeitung mit Schreibkonferenz oder Textlupe

– Zum Einfluss der Schreibumgebung auf die Qualität von Schülertexten. Didaktik Deutsch, 19(36),
64–85.

Röhl, T. (2015). Transsituating education. Educational artefacts in the classroom and beyond. In S. Bol-
lig, M.-S. Honig, S. Neumann & C. Seele (Eds.), MultiPluriTrans: emerging fields in educational
ethnography (pp. 143–161). transcript.

Schatzki, T. (1996). Social practices. A Wittgensteinian approach to human activity and the social. Cam-
bridge University Press.

Schlesinger, L., Jentsch, A., Kaiser, G., König, J., & Blömeke, S. (2018). Subject-specific characteristics
of instructional quality in mathematics education. ZDM—Mathematics Education, 50(3), 475–490.

Senden, B., Nilsen, T., & Blömeke, S. (2022). Instructional quality: A review of conceptualizations, mea-
surement approaches, and research findings. In M. Blikstad-Bals, K. Klette & M. Tengberg (Eds.),
Ways of analysing teaching quality: potentials and pitfalls (pp. 140–172). Scandinavian University
Press.

Sert, O., Markee, N., & Kunitz, S. (2021). Introduction to Part III. In S. Kunitz, N. Markee & O. Sert (Eds.),
Classroom-based conversation analytic research: theoretical and applied perspectives on pedagogy
(pp. 255–257). Springer.

K

https://doi.org/10.1787/20d6f36b-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/20d6f36b-en


482 G. Breidenstein et al.

Sørensen, E. (2009). The materiality of learning: technology and knowledge in educational practice. Cam-
bridge University Press.

Tyagunova, T., & Breidenstein, G. (2023). Instructional touch: the organisation of a close and closed inter-
action space for individualised instruction in ‘open classrooms. Learning, Culture and Social Inter-
action, 42, 100752.

UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2012). International standard classification of education. ISCED 2011.
https://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/documents/isced-2011-en.pdf

Vieluf, S., & Klieme, E. (2023). Teaching effectiveness revisited through the lens of practice theories. In
A.-K. Praetorius & C.Y. Charalambous (Eds.), Theorizing teaching: current status and open issues
(pp. 57–95). Springer.

Woods, P. (Ed.). (1980). Pupil strategies: explorations in the sociology of the school. Croom Helm.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps
and institutional affiliations.

K

https://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/documents/isced-2011-en.pdf

	Exploring teaching quality from within: A praxeological perspective
	Abstract
	Zusammenfassung
	Introduction
	Assessing teaching quality in standardized classroom research
	The challenges of primary education for research on teaching quality
	Respecifying the notion of teaching quality
	Exploring teaching quality from within
	References


