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Abstract



Abstract

A group of  high ability students (n = 32) described the qualities of  

their most effective teachers through a written essay. Analysis of  the 

essays identified 30 different themes within four domains. These 

themes were used to construct both a six-point Likert scale survey as 

well as an ipsative comparison which were both administered to 42 

teachers and 300 students at a secondary school for high ability female 

students in Singapore. Results show that there are statistically 

significant differences between the qualities of  effective teachers as 

perceived by teachers and students. In addition, the results also show 

that students demonstrate a preference for teachers’ personality and 

socio-emotional qualities over their classroom management skills, 

thinking skills or moral and ethical qualities.
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Review



Literature Review

“...the field of  giftedness has been less blessed 

by strongly designed research than have some 

other fields in education...”

“If  we want to strengthen the field of  

giftedness, one way to do it certainly is to have 

stronger research...”

Sternberg, 2010.



Literature Review

In his thought-provoking paper entitled 

Unthinkable Thoughts: Education of  Gifted Students,

Gallagher (2000) argues that gifted students, i.e. 

individuals who learn faster and produce more 

original ideas than their peers, exist within most 

classrooms (pp. 5-7). 



Literature Review

Gallagher continues to argue that gifted students 

require a special education programme to ensure 

that their natural abilities are challenged and that 

their potential is fully developed, thus allowing 

them to make a positive contribution to their 

culture or society (pp. 7-8). 



Literature Review

Gallagher concludes that gifted education 

programmes should be delivered by specially 

trained teachers who are able to identify and 

meet the particular requirements of  gifted 

students, such as acceleration and differentiation

(pp. 8-9).



Literature Review

After reviewing the literature and performing his 

own empirical research into the qualities of  

effective teachers, Stronge (2007) is adamant that 

the classroom teacher is the single most 

important factor in a child’s academic 

development.



Literature Review

It can be concluded from the contributions of  

Gallagher and Stronge that gifted students 

require their own education programmes, which 

should be delivered by specially trained teachers. 

In addition, teachers of  the gifted bear the 

responsibility of  being the single most important 

factor in their students’ academic, and possibly 

social / emotional, development. 



Literature Review

Considering that today’s gifted students have the 

greatest potential to develop into tomorrow’s 

business leaders, research scientists and 

performing artists, their education should not be 

left to chance.



Literature Review

Considering that today’s gifted students have the 

greatest potential to develop into tomorrow’s 

business leaders, research scientists and 

performing artists, their education should not be 

left to chance.



Literature Review

Personal Characteristics of  the Ideal Teacher of  the Gifted:

Cropley & McLeod, 1986, p. 128.

 Be intelligent and knowledgeable.

 Have broad interests.

 Be hard working and achievement orientated.

 Be well organised.

 Be highly enthusiastic about their work.

 Possess a good sense of  humour.

 Be flexible.

 Understand and accept gifted students.



Literature Review

Knowledge, Skills and Competencies Needed by 

Teacher of  the Exceptionally Able:

Cropley & McLeod, 1986, p. 129.

 Knowledge of  the nature and needs of  gifted students.

 Knowledge of  new developments in education.

 Knowledge of  relevant current research.

 Knowledge of  the subject being taught.

 Knowledge of  psychological development.

 Knowledge of  special teaching methods.

 Skill in devising learning experiences.

 Skill in arousing affective conditions.



Literature Review

Summary:

 There is an urgent need to perform pertinent and 

high quality research in the field of  gifted education.

 One such area is the qualities of  effective teachers of  

high ability students:

 No recent studies performed.

 No significant studies performed in Asia.

 No significant studies performed on females.

 Few studies comparing teachers’ and 

students’ perspectives.

 Studies tend to be in the field of  general education.
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Research Questions

 From a student’s perspective, what qualities do 

effective teachers of  high ability Singaporean female 

secondary school students possess?
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Research Questions

 From a student’s perspective, what qualities do 

effective teachers of  high ability Singaporean female 

secondary school students possess?

 From a teacher’s perspective, what qualities do 

effective teachers of  high ability Singaporean female 

secondary school students possess?

 When the perspectives of  the students and 

teachers are compared, in what ways are they 

similar? In what ways are they different?



Research Questions

 How do the findings of  this research compare to 

findings from similar studies?



Research Questions

 How do the findings of  this research compare to 

findings from similar studies?

 What are the possible consequences / 

implications for teacher training programmes?





Methodology



Methodology

Sequential Exploratory Strategy

(Creswell, 2009, p. 211).

A three phase mixed methods approach:

 Gather and analyse qualitative data.

 Use results to develop an instrument.

 Use the instrument to gather quantitative data

from a sample of  a population.



Instruments – Part One – Essay

Data collected from 32

Secondary Three students.

Mean age = 15 years 1 month

Standard Deviation = 9 months

Choice of  Domains:

Maddux, Samples-Lachmann

& Cummings, 1985.

Sternberg, 2000.

PDF Files of Instruments/MMM800 Instrument for Data Collection Part One - Essay.pdf
PDF Files of Instruments/MMM800 Instrument for Data Collection Part One - Essay.pdf


 Hand written students’ essays were typed into

Microsoft Word.

 The responses were thoroughly read several 

times.

 Sentences containing the same or synonymous

words / terms were grouped together.

(Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

Instruments – Part One – Essay – Coding



 The theme connecting the similar words / terms 

was identified, and the group of  words / terms was 

given a descriptive label, thus generating a sub-scale 

within the domain. Some of  the sub-scales that 

emerged were already anticipated based upon the 

literature review.

 The final product was reviewed several times. Some 

large sub-scales were divided into smaller sub-scales, 

while some small sub-scales were merged together.

(Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

Instruments – Part One – Essay – Coding



Instruments – Part One – Essay – Coding

PDF Files of Coding/Management and Leadership.pdf
PDF Files of Coding/Management and Leadership.pdf
PDF Files of Coding/Thinking Skills.pdf
PDF Files of Coding/Thinking Skills.pdf
PDF Files of Coding/Moral and Ethical Qualities.pdf
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PDF Files of Coding/Personal Qualities.pdf
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Domain: Classroom Management and Leadership

 Builds Relationships (f = 14) e.g. Communicates, good listener.

 Disciplinarian (f = 15) e.g. Authority, discipline, punish, rules, strict.

 Engages Students (f = 36) e.g. Capture attention, increase interest.

 Leads Classroom (f = 16) e.g. Follow, leader, leadership, unite.

 Manages Classroom (f = 28) e.g. Control manage, maintain order.

 Students Respect Teacher (f = 8) e.g. Admire, respect, respectful.

 Well Organised (f = 16) e.g. Meticulous, organised, well planned.

Instruments – Part One – Essay – Coding



Domain: Intelligence and Thinking Skills

 Challenges Students to Think (f = 13) e.g. Think differently.

 Clear Instruction (f = 17) e.g. Students fully understand.

 Creative (f = 11) e.g. Creative, flexible thinking, innovative. 

 Intelligent (f = 10) e.g. High standard of  education, smart.

 Knowledgeable (f = 22) e.g. Good grasp of  the field, well read.

 Quick Thinking (f = 11) e.g. Quick thinking, thinks on their feet.

 Responds to Questions (f = 7) e.g. Responds well to questions.

Instruments – Part One – Essay – Coding



Domain: Moral and Ethical Qualities

 Empathetic (f = 20) e.g. Empathising, sensitive, understanding.

 Fair (f = 22) e.g. Fair, not biased, reasonable.

 Honest (f = 13) e.g. Admits mistakes, honest, honesty, integrity.

 Moral Values (f = 14) e.g. Ethical, moral, sense of  right and wrong.

 Professional (f = 13) e.g. Professional.

 Responsible (f = 10) e.g. Responsible, responsibility.

 Positive Role Model (f = 10) e.g. Role model, set a good example.

 Teacher Respects Students (f = 6) e.g. Must respect students.

Instruments – Part One – Essay – Coding



Domain: Personality and Socio-emotional Qualities

 Friendly and Approachable (f = 16) e.g. Amiable, easy to access, open.

 Caring (f = 24) e.g. Care, caring, concerned, love.

 Cheerful Personality (f = 19) e.g. Fun-loving, happy, relaxed, smile.

 Enthusiastic (f = 9) e.g. Energy, energetic, enthusiasm, passion.

 Humorous (f = 20) e.g. Funny, jokes, jovial, sense of  humour, witty.

 Passion for Teaching (f = 8) e.g. Dedicated to teaching.

 Patient (f = 10) e.g. Patient, patience.

 Tolerant of  New Ideas (f = 11) e.g. Broad minded, open minded.

Instruments – Part One – Essay – Coding



Instruments – Part Two – Likert Scale Survey

30 Questions.

6 Point Likert Scale

from

Strongly Disagree

to

Strongly Agree.

No “Neutral”

option is given.

PDF Files of Instruments/MMM800 Instrument for Data Collection Part Two - Likert Survey for Students v2.pdf
PDF Files of Instruments/MMM800 Instrument for Data Collection Part Two - Likert Survey for Students v2.pdf
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Instruments – Part Two – Likert Scale Survey



Instruments – Part Two – Ipsative Comparison

Seven groups of

four questions.

One question from

each domain within

a group. Questions

are not repeated.

Teachers / students

indicate priority from

High (1) to low (4).

PDF Files of Instruments/MMM800 Instrument for Data Collection Part Two - Ipsative Comparison for Students.pdf
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Instruments – Part Two – Ipsative Comparison



Instruments – Part Two – Ipsative Comparison

Questions from the “Classroom Management

and Leadership” domain.



Instruments – Part Two – Ipsative Comparison

Questions from the “Intelligence and Thinking

Skills” domain.



Instruments – Part Two – Ipsative Comparison

Questions from the “Moral and Ethical

Qualities” domain.



Instruments – Part Two – Ipsative Comparison

Questions from the “Personality and

Socio-emotional Qualities” domain.



Demographic Data

 Number of  teachers surveyed = 50

(Teachers of  Secondary 3 Students)

 Number of  responses = 42 (84.0%)

 Years teaching:

 Minimum = 3 months

 Maximum = 30 years

 Mean = 5 years 8 months

 Standard deviation = 6 years 5 months

 Missing data = 3



Demographic Data

 Number of  students surveyed = 300

(Sec. 3 / Centre for the Gifted and Talented)

 Age:

 Mean = 14 years 10 months

 Standard deviation = 6 months

 Missing data = 6

 Race:

 Chinese = 266 (88.7%)

 Malay = 9 (3%)

 Indian = 13 (4.3%)

 Other = 5 (1.7%)

 Missing Data = 7 (2.3%)



Note: Students who were involved in first 

stage of  data collection – Essay Writing –

were excluded from the second stage of  

data collection – the Likert Scale Survey 

and Ipsative Comparison.

Methodology





Results



Field, 2009 and George & Mallery, 2009. 



 Cronbach’s Alpha can be used to measure the 

internal consistency of  a survey. In the case of  

this research, do the sub-scales within each 

domain measure the same thing?

 > .9 is excellent

 > .8 is good

 > .7 is acceptable

 > .6 is questionable

 > .5 is poor

 < .5 is unacceptable

(George and Mallery, 2009, p.231)

Results – Cronbach’s Alpha



 Likert Scale Survey for Teachers:

 Classroom Management and Leadership = .785

 Intelligence and Thinking Skills = .686

 Moral and Ethical Qualities = .828

 Personality and Socio-emotional Qualities = .809

 Likert Scale Survey for Students:

 Classroom Management and Leadership = .776

 Intelligence and Thinking Skills = .810

 Moral and Ethical Qualities = .854

 Personality and Socio-emotional Qualities = .858

Results – Cronbach’s Alpha







Results – Means – Likert Scale Survey

Teachers
Challenges Students = 5.62

Engages Students = 5.60

Builds Relationships = 5.55

Enthusiastic = 5.52

Passion for Teaching = 5.52

Clear Instruction = 5.50

Professional = 5.45

Knowledgeable = 5.38

Tolerant of  New Ideas = 5.36

Honest = 5.33

Students
Students Respect Teacher = 5.51

Engages Students = 5.42

Knowledgeable = 5.41

Enthusiastic = 5.38

Approachable = 5.37

Responsible = 5.36

Clear Instruction = 5.34

Teacher Respects Student = 5.30

Cheerful = 5.30

Patient = 5.28

Strongly Disagree = 1     Strongly Agree = 6



Results – Means – Ipsative Comparison

Teachers
Clear Instruction = 1.50

Challenge Students = 1.52

Passion for Teaching = 1.64

Tolerant of  New Ideas = 1.67

Responsible = 1.74

Engages Students = 1.76

Knowledgeable = 1.79

Enthusiastic = 1.79

Manages Classroom = 1.81

Role Model = 2.36

Students
Clear Instruction = 1.72

Passion for Teaching = 1.86

Engages Students = 1.88

Knowledgeable = 1.89

Tolerant of  New Ideas = 1.92

Humorous = 2.01

Enthusiastic = 2.10

Students Respect Teacher = 2.11

Intelligent = 2.26

Cheerful Personality = 2.26

High Ranking / Popular = 1     Low Ranking / Unpopular = 4
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Conclusions and Implications

 The research was successful in obtaining qualitative 

feedback from the students with regards to the qualities 

of  their most effective teachers. Similarities were 

observed between the results obtained from this 

research when compared to the results obtained from 

similar types of  research (Schulte & Slate, 2008).

 The qualitative data was used to construct a 30 item, 

six point Likert scale survey that had a “good” internal 

consistency as reflected by the values for Cronbach’s 

Alpha.



Conclusions and Implications

Likert Scale Survey

Similarities:

Teacher 2nd Engages 2nd Student

Teacher 4th Enthusiastic 4th Student

Teacher 6th Clear Instruction 7th Student

Teacher 8th Knowledgeable 3rd Student



Conclusions and Implications

Likert Scale Survey

 There are statistically significant differences between 

certain teachers’ and students’ responses to the Likert 

scale survey.

 The most striking differences (difference in means > 1) 

exist between:

Responds to Questions p < .001.

(mean teachers = 3.24 mean students = 4.96)

Cheerful Personality p < .001.

(mean teachers = 4.29 mean students = 5.30)



Conclusions and Implications

Likert Scale Survey

 Statistically significant differences between domains

exist:

Intelligence and Thinking Skills p < .001.

(mean teachers = 4.86 mean students = 5.18)

Personality and Socio-emotional Qualities p < 0.05.

(mean teachers = 5.09 mean students = 5.26)

For both domains, students placed more importance on 

these qualities than the teachers!



Conclusions and Implications

Ipsative Comparison

Similarities:

Teacher 1st Clear Instruction 1st Student

Teacher 3rd Passion for Teaching 2nd Student

Teacher 4th Tolerant of  New Ideas 5th Student

Teacher 6th Engages Students 3rd Student

Teacher 7th Knowledgeable 4th Student

Teacher 8th Enthusiastic 7th Student



Conclusions and Implications

Ipsative Comparison

 There are statistically significant differences between 

certain teachers’ and students’ responses to the ipsative 

comparison.

 The most striking differences (difference in means > 1) 

exist between:

Challenges Students to Think p < .001.

(mean teachers = 3.48 mean students = 2.25)

Approachable p < .001.

(mean teachers = 1.26 mean students = 2.70)



Conclusions and Implications

Ipsative Comparison

 The results to the ipsative comparison show that high 

ability Singaporean secondary school students value 

teacher qualities in the Personality / Socio-effective 

Qualities domain over the other three domains –

Classroom Management and Leadership, Intelligence 

and Thinking Skills, Moral and Ethical Qualities. These 

differences are all statistically significant at the p < .01 

level (most are significant at p < .001).

 This finding agrees with a similar study performed in 

America by Maddux et al (1985).



Conclusions and Implications

Recognised Limitations

 Some differences between teachers’ and 

students’ perceptions may be due to pedagogy

and “best practice” in gifted education. For 

example, whether or not a teacher answers their 

students’ questions. Students may value a direct 

answer, while teachers may use critical thinking

skills, such as Socratic Questioning, to elicit the 

answer from the class itself.



Conclusions and Implications

Recognised Limitations

 Students value the moral and ethical domain 

least out of  the four domains that were 

investigated. This does not necessarily mean that 

the students do not value their teachers as moral 

and ethical role models. However, it is possible 

that the students look more towards their family, 

friends and the media when searching for a 

moral compass to follow.



Conclusions and Implications

Recognised Limitations

 From the results of  the study, it would appear 

that teachers value classroom management over 

classroom leadership. This may be because the 

teachers want their high ability students to lead 

the classroom in thinking, questioning, 

discussion and debate – the teacher taking on 

the role of  classroom manager to facilitate the 

student centred activities.



Conclusions and Implications

Recognised Limitations

 It may be possible to train teachers to enhance 

their skills in the domains of  Classroom 

Management and Leadership, Intelligence and 

Thinking Skills. But, is it possible for a teacher to 

enhance their qualities in the domains of  Moral 

and Ethical Qualities, Personality and Socio-

emotional Qualities? Can an individual learn to 

be more cheerful or more approachable?



Conclusions and Implications

Recognised Limitations

 The sample size for teachers (n = 42) was 

relatively small (these teachers were chosen due 

to their close interaction with the individuals in 

the student sample).

 Only female students were involved in the 

study (this is in alignment with the area of  study 

and the research questions). The results cannot 

be generalised to high ability male secondary 

school students.



Conclusions and Implications

Recognised Limitations

 Students from a relatively narrow age range 

were involved in the study (14 years and 10 

months, standard deviation = 6 months). The 

results cannot be generalised to high ability 

primary school or junior college students.



Conclusions and Implications

Recognised Limitations

 Issues associated with the collection and 

analysis of  survey data:

 How does each student interpret each 

question?

 Ordinal data interpreted as interval data

(a quasi-interval scale).



Conclusions and Implications

Recognised Limitations

 This research does not explain the reasons for 

the statistically significant difference between the 

mean responses of  teachers and students on 

certain sub-scales / domains.

 This research does not determine whether the 

identified teacher qualities are unique to teachers 

of  high ability students.



Conclusions and Implications

Suggested Future Studies

 Extend the research to include Secondary One, 

Two and Four girls from the same school. In 

what ways are their perspectives similar / 

different?

 Extend the research to include high ability 

Singaporean male secondary school students. In 

what ways are their perspectives similar / 

different to the females?



Conclusions and Implications

Suggested Future Studies

 Perform a longitudinal study to determine how 

students’ preferences for certain teacher qualities 

change over time.

 Compare the perspectives of  high ability 

students with those of  ordinary students. This 

study would identify qualities that are unique to 

the teachers of  high ability students.



Conclusions and Implications

Suggested Future Studies

 Conduct individual / focus group interviews 

with teachers and students to determine why 

statistically significant differences exist between 

mean responses of  teachers and students on 

certain sub-scales / domains.



“Lead us to explore, encourage us to

think differently.”

“Students always look forward to,

and enjoy, the effective teacher’s

lesson.”

Class 305, Raffles Girls’ School (Secondary), 2010.
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Thank you for your attention.

What questions do you have to ask?

● Chew Meek Lin – RGS PeRL

meeklin.chew@rgs.edu.sg

● Chris Slatter – RGS PeRL

christopher.slatter@rgs.edu.sg




