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Abstract  

Enhancing achievement for all students has long been the purpose of schools. With 

evidence that teacher quality is the most important school variable influencing student 

achievement, teacher evaluation can be a key lever in assisting schools and teachers to 

have a specific focus on teacher quality in order to improve student outcomes. 

Increasingly, schools are using The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers

(AITSL, 2011) as the platform upon which to base evaluation of teacher performance as 

it provides clarity around what constitutes effective teaching. However, there is a need to 

explore the value of this framework as a tool to enhance teacher quality, when used as 

part of a teacher evaluation process within a school. 

This purposive single case study was conducted in one school across five geographic sites 

and used a mixed methodology approach. Data were collected through a survey 

instrument and semi-structured interviews. Phase 1 occurred in Term 1 of the 2017 school 

year with 25 teachers completing the survey. Of these, seven agreed to be interviewed 

about their experiences with teacher evaluation processes prior to 2017. Phase 2 revisited 

the same teachers in Term 4, 2017, following their involvement in a new teacher 

evaluation process that incorporated The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers.

On this occasion, 23 teachers completed the survey. Six teachers from the original seven 

agreed to be re-interviewed. A thematic network approach was applied to analyse the 

interview data and structural equation modelling was used to analyse the survey data. The 

benefit of this methodology is that it produces sufficient data to enable insights into the 

key factors that affect a teacher evaluation process, and, it facilitates recommendations to 

inform future teacher evaluation procedures within schools.

The value of The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, for the purpose of a 

teacher evaluation process, are that they present a framework upon which to base 

judgements around teacher performance, they create a structure for the provision of 

feedback, they offer a common language across school staff, and finally, they provide 

clarity around what teachers are expected to know and do as part of their professional 

role. Findings from this study revealed a number of themes and suggest that the evaluation 

mechanism itself, and inclusion of The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers

as part of any evaluation mechanism, are secondary to a range of other important factors 
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including: the relationship that the teacher has with their evaluator; the skills of the 

evaluator; and the addition of a developmental plan post evaluation. Based on these 

findings, recommendations for teacher evaluation processes are; for a common 

understanding of quality teaching across the school; data to inform feedback needs to be 

from a wide range of sources, be ongoing, and both formal and informal; sufficient time 

should be set aside to do the process well; the evaluator must have the experience to 

interpret the data correctly; and finally, the evaluator must have the skills and training to 

deliver feedback in an effective manner.
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Glossary  

This glossary has been developed to assist engagement with the literature. Key terms and 

words have been identified over the course of the study, which need to be clarified, and 

which need to be elaborated in order to enhance understanding of the purpose of the study, 

and the outcomes. 

Term Definition

Teacher Evaluation The systematic procedure or process for reviewing the performance 
of a teacher in a classroom and/or in their wider role within a school. 
This review generally includes the collection of evidence in order to 
provide constructive feedback to inform their professional growth.

Appraisal As per Teacher Evaluation. This is another term used to define or 
explain teacher evaluation. Both terms are used inter-changeably. To 
appraise one’s performance is to evaluate, judge or assess.

Performance and Development A process or procedure within a school, conducted between a 
manager and teacher. Whereby the performance of the teacher is 
evaluated or appraised, and a plan is developed to address identified 
weaknesses, and to assist professional growth.

Teacher Quality As distinct from Teaching Quality (below), as it encompasses the 
whole spectrum of the role of the teacher, both inside and outside of 
the traditional classroom. It places more emphasis on the attributes 
of the whole person, in a professional sense, and what they 
contribute to the role.

Teaching Quality As distinct from Teacher Quality (above), has a narrow focus on the 
pedagogy of teaching. This focus is primarily focussed on the craft
and science of teaching, and the interaction between teacher and 
student.

Thematic Networks Thematic networks are web-like illustrations that summarise the 
main themes constituting a piece of text. The thematic networks 
technique is a robust and highly sensitive tool for the systematisation 
and presentation of qualitative analyses.

Structural Equation Modelling 
(SEM) 

Structural equation modelling is a form of causal modelling that 
includes a diverse set of mathematical models, computer algorithms, 
and statistical methods that fit networks of constructs to data as part 
of quantitative analyses.
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Chapter 1. Rationale for the Study

1.1. Introduction

There has been an ongoing focus on improving the quality of teaching for decades across 

both Australia and internationally. Specifically, in Australia, there have been numerous 

national initiatives introduced since 2007 with the aim to improve school, teacher, and 

student performance. For instance, The National Partnership on Improving Teacher 

Quality (NPITQ) (Council for Australian Governments [COAG], 2008) and the 

Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians (The Ministerial 

Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs [MCEETYA], 2008), 

noted that improving teacher quality is a critical factor as part of Australia’s efforts to 

improve student attainment and ensure it has a strong, globally competitive education 

system that is able to meet the demands for a skilled and knowledgeable workforce.

The proliferation of documentation highlighting the importance of quality teaching is in 

response to strong evidence that a teacher’s effectiveness has a powerful impact on 

student performance (Hanushek & Rivkin, 2006; Hattie, 2012; Jensen, Hunter, 

Sonnemann, & Cooper, 2014; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

[OECD], 2011). This recognition of teachers as the largest in-school influence on student 

achievement led to the exploration at a national level of a raft of mechanisms to not only 

define what constitutes teacher quality, but to also make explicit the elements of high 

quality, effective teaching practices in contemporary education settings. However, to 

firstly define quality teaching, and secondly to measure it, has proven to be problematic 

as there has been conjecture around the elements of quality teaching, and how best to 

determine teacher effectiveness (Connell, 2009; O’Meara, 2011). As such, in 2009, 

development of The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (hereafter referred 

to as The Standards) commenced under the auspices of the Ministerial Council for 

Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs [MCEECDYA] (AITSL, 

2011).  

Chapter 1 introduces the research around teacher evaluation, and The Standards, and 

provides a background and context to the study. It then provides clarity and distinction 

around the key terms that will be used throughout the study. The research questions that 



2

will be answered following the collection and examination of the data will then be 

provided. The chapter will close with an overview of the entire study. 

1.2. Background to the Study

In response to the increased emphasis around teacher standards and the drive to improve 

the quality of teaching throughout Australia, the Australian Institute for Teaching and 

School Leadership (AITSL) was formed in 2010 (AITSL, 2014), to provide educational 

stewardship for the Federal, State and Territory governments (AITSL, 2011; Jensen & 

Reichl, 2011). Funded by the Australian Federal Government, AITSL’s remit is to 

promote excellence in the profession of teaching and school leadership. One of the major 

tasks of this statutory authority, on its establishment in 2010, was to deliver the first 

consistent national framework for monitoring teacher quality in Australia. Although 

states remain responsible for teacher accreditation/registration, deployment and salaries, 

the shift towards a national framework of professional standards were intended to 

streamline teacher mobility across state borders and to provide a regulatory mechanism 

upon which claims of teacher equivalence and excellence across sites might be made 

(Gannon, 2012). In February 2011, AITSL published The Standards to clearly articulate 

what teachers are expected to know (knowledge) and be able to do (skills). The Standards

were part of a wider package of standardising educational reforms that were being 

implemented across the nation at this time, including mandatory national literacy and 

numeracy testing (NAPLAN) and the establishment of the Australian Curriculum, as it 

was an opportune political landscape to advance a range of initiatives, with not only a 

Labor Federal Government in power, but also with a sitting Labor Government in most 

states and territories. Only Western Australia and Victoria had a Liberal Government at 

this time.

According to AITSL (2011), The Standards represent an articulation of effective teaching 

and learning expectations and practices for teachers across Australia. The Preamble 

asserts that an “extensive validation process involving almost 6,000 teachers ensured that 

each descriptor was shaped by the profession” (AITSL, 2011, p. 3). They were developed 

through an analysis of teachers’ knowledge, practice and professional engagement as 

described by teacher accreditation and registration authorities, employers and 

professional associations (AITSL, 2011). The first draft of The Standards were initially 

compiled in consultation with each of the state regulatory authorities. Subsequent 
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iterations were also shaped by the existing state standards at the time, and which they 

subsequently superseded, incorporating and building upon them, as well as taking account 

of similar models overseas and locally. At the completion of this process in February 

2011 (AITSL, 2011), for the first time in the history of contemporary, organised schooling 

in Australia, there was a clear and agreed articulation of what teachers were expected to 

know and do as part of their professional responsibilities across all states and territories.

The Standards are comprised of a set of seven standards that incorporate three teaching 

domains: Professional Knowledge, Professional Practice and Professional Engagement—

across four career stages of teaching, these being: Graduate; Proficient; Highly 

Accomplished; and Lead. In reference to the three domains, Professional Knowledge 

refers to teachers’ knowledge of their subject, their students, and their application of 

developmentally appropriate teaching and learning strategies. Professional Practice refers 

to teachers’ ability to create and maintain safe, inclusive and challenging learning 

environments. Professional Engagement refers to teachers’ ability to expand their own 

professional learning needs and to engage with their wider school community. The four 

career stages in The Standards provide touchstones to ascertain the professional journey 

of teachers throughout their career. Progression through the stages demonstrates a 

growing understanding and application of pedagogy across a range of situations. Graduate 

teachers have met the requirements of a nationally accredited program of beginner teacher 

education. Proficient teachers are considered to be fully registered as they have 

demonstrated their ability to develop and implement engaging learning programs that 

fulfill curriculum, assessment and reporting obligations. Highly Accomplished teachers 

are recognised as highly effective, skilled classroom practitioners, whilst Lead teachers 

are recognised and respected by colleagues, parents and their community as exemplary 

teachers (AITSL, 2011). Table 1.1 sets out The Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers, aligning each of The Standards against one of the three Domains of Teaching 

(AITSL, 2011). The Domains of Teaching represent the scope and role of the teacher, and 

the teaching profession, more broadly. Each Domain has a specific purpose to which each 

of The Standards correlates. 
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Table 1.1 The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers

Domains of Teaching Standards

Professional Knowledge 1. Know students and how they learn

2. Know the content and how to teach it

Professional Practice 3. Plan for and implement effective teaching and learning

4. Create and maintain supportive and safe environments

5. Assess, provide feedback and report on student learning

Professional Engagement 6. Engage in professional learning

7. Engage professionally with colleagues, parents/carers and the 
community

Teacher Career Stages

Graduate Proficient Highly Accomplished Lead

(Source: AITSL, 2011)

Whilst the purpose of The Standards is to provide a clear expression of what teachers are 

expected to know and do across the four career stages of teaching, they also provide a 

platform that schools may use to establish a collective understanding of what effective

teaching looks like. As such, schools have increasingly used The Standards as a 

mechanism to conduct their own method of teacher evaluation, appraisal, or what is 

otherwise known as performance development and management (Elliott, 2015). 

However, a major criticism of many teacher evaluation processes is that they are purely 

a method of teacher accountability, or at best, merely an administrative exercise (Bartlett, 

2000; Hickey, 2012; Mockler, 2015). As such, there is a need to examine what value The 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers have on teacher quality, where a school 

has used these as part of their evaluation process.

The release of these Standards was followed in August 2012 by the publication of the 

Australian Teacher Performance and Development Framework (AITSL, 2012). This 

framework provided a platform for the implementation of The Standards when used as 

part of teacher improvement process within a school. These documents were not released 

in isolation, but rather, they were part of a raft of papers (Kamener, 2012; OECD, 2009, 

2011) that all collectively aimed at improving the quality of teaching in Australian 

schools. The premise underpinning The Standards was that at both a national and 

international level, there was substantial evidence that the quality of teachers is the most 

important in-school element affecting student outcomes (AITSL, 2012; Barber & 
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Mourshed, 2007; Hattie, 2012; OECD, 2009). Therefore, in order to have significant, 

lasting effects on enhanced student outcomes, it has been recommended that schools put 

effort into building teacher capacity for improvement (Aaronson, Barrow, & Sander, 

2007; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012; Hattie, 2012).  

To support the building of teacher capacity, schools have been encouraged to create and

promote effective systems of teacher performance evaluation and development, or 

appraisal as it is otherwise known (Piggot-Irvine, 2003a). Performance evaluation, 

development or appraisal mechanisms, have been viewed as the key method to improve 

teacher quality (Jensen & Reichl, 2011, 2012; Kamener, 2012; Stronge, 2006). It has been 

argued that many schools continue to do this poorly and teachers have reported that they 

do not receive real and tangible benefits from current teacher evaluation, performance or 

development systems (Elliott, 2015; Hay Group, 2012; Jensen & Hunter, 2010). 

However, effective performance and development processes within a school have been 

shown to be one of the key platforms for improving teacher quality (Jensen & Reichl, 

2012; OECD, 2009, 2018). As such, it has been suggested that reforming teacher 

evaluation and development processes should not only improve the quality of teaching, 

but also student outcomes (Bruce, Esmonde, Ross, Dookie, & Beatty, 2010). This 

imperative underpins the rationale for this study, which is to determine the value of a 

teacher evaluation process that has used The Standards to drive improvements in teacher 

quality. 

1.3. Teacher Quality Versus Teaching Quality

At the outset, an important distinction needs to be made between teacher quality and 

teaching quality. Quality as a concept within the teaching profession is at times, an 

ambiguous, and subjective topic. For some, the main indicators of teaching quality should 

be measures of student outcomes, based on standardised tests of student achievement. 

Fenstermacher and Richardson (2005) argued that improved student outcomes can be 

regarded as successful teaching. Thus, successful teaching is where the learner can 

demonstrate, to a reasonable and acceptable level of proficiency, what the teacher has 

taught. For others, the evidence of a teacher’s quality should be based on observations of 

the range and helpfulness of opportunities they provide for student learning in their 

classrooms in relation to teaching standards (Ingvarson & Rowe, 2008). In this sense, the 

concept of teaching is the work of the teacher and how well they do it. Whereas the 
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concept of teacher in a simplistic form is merely a title conveyed upon a person with the 

requisite qualification, but in its broader sense, encapsulates a range of characteristics, 

skills and attributes. 

Whilst some Standards have an obvious link to quality teaching, particularly those within 

the domain of Professional Practice, it is the broader work of the teacher that has the

greatest impact on student outcomes. This is reflected in the entirety of all seven 

Standards that comprise The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, and that is 

why the concept of teacher, as opposed to their teaching, also needs to be explored in the 

context of this study. The seven Standards include areas of the work of a teacher that 

transcend the classroom. This is demonstrated within the three Domains of Teaching from 

which the seven Standards are drawn: Professional Knowledge; Professional Practice; 

Professional Engagement. Indeed AITSL, (2011) provides significant elaboration of the 

roles and responsibilities of a contemporary teacher across these Domains including the 

learning needs of teachers themselves, the importance of their interaction with the broader 

school community, and social development of their students.  

The importance of the teacher arguably goes well beyond the content they can impart to 

a student. A considerate, caring teacher can have a powerful and long-lasting impact on

a student that goes well beyond the classroom and indeed the subject matter. 

Consequently, there is a strong push, certainly within the Australian context, and arguably 

internationally, for the holistic development of the student (Barber & Mourshed, 2007). 

Schools, school leaders, and teachers are encouraged and supported to not only focus on 

academic attainment, but also on the physical, social, and emotional growth of the child. 

Schools have embraced this notion, so to the teaching profession, and that is why these 

facets are included within The Standards. The Professional Engagement domain in 

particular requires the teacher to engage with their school community within and beyond 

the classroom to augment the educational experience for students. Therefore, this research 

has focused on teacher quality, as the teacher and the school context in which they teach, 

are inextricably linked (Dinham, 2013; Fullan, 2001). 

1.4. Appraisal and Evaluation

Within the literature, the terms appraisal and evaluation have been used interchangeably 

(Martinez, Taut, & Schaaf, 2016; Smith & Kubacka, 2017; Stronge, 2006; Wragg,
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Wikeley, Wragg, & Haynes, 1996). For the purposes of this research, the concept of 

evaluation will be used to refer to all occasions where teachers are assessed on the 

effectiveness of their professional performance and effectiveness. Performance 

evaluation can be defined as the process for measuring individual performance, against 

set criteria, using a range of evidence, in order to establish ongoing improvement 

(Aguinis, 2009; Elliott, 2015). Likewise, the expanded terminology of Australian Teacher 

Performance and Development Framework has been used by some authors and, indeed, 

many schools, when referring to teacher appraisal or evaluation (Middlewood & Cardno, 

2001). This process generally includes setting professional goals, the collection of 

evidence, and the collation of various pieces of data that speak to the effectiveness or 

otherwise of the teacher. 

The term teacher appraisal is generally associated with the summative process and as 

such, may cause some anxiety amongst teachers as it is not perceived as developmental 

in nature, but instead seen as more of a management and accountability tool (Elliott, 2015;

Ovando & McCleary, 1991). Whereas the term, teacher performance and development,

is generally associated with the formative process in that it is perceived as having a focus 

on personal and professional growth (Bartlett, 2000). The term teacher evaluation has 

been used across both dichotomies within the literature and has been applied to both 

formative and summative contexts (Mockler, 2015). 

The goal of teacher evaluation is to first, document the quality of teacher performance,

second, to help teachers improve their performance, and third, to hold them accountable 

for their work. Major methods of teacher evaluation include: observation of teacher work; 

student performance data; portfolios, including lesson plans and assessment tasks; self-

evaluation; and client feedback in the form of student, parent, and peer surveys. 

Formative evaluation may involve a focus on developing performance, such as career 

development, pedagogical knowledge, professional learning and feedback. Summative

evaluation, on the other hand, evaluates performance for career progression, 

remuneration, possible promotion or demotion, and termination purposes (Elliott, 2015).  

1.5. Research Questions

The key aim of this research was to consider the value of The Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers on teacher quality where a school has used these Standards as
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part of their evaluation process. In addressing this key aim, three sub-questions were 

developed to help identify this value and to provide recommendations around their 

implementation for schools.

This research focussed on addressing the following questions: 

1. What effect on the quality of teaching is evident in a school which has used The 

Standards as the key benchmark of their teacher evaluation process?

2. What are the key issues affecting the implementation of an effective teacher 

evaluation process in schools that have used The Standards? 

3. Once identified, how can these issues be managed in order to provide a 

meaningful and developmental experience for teachers?

1.6. Research Methodology and Analysis

This study utilised a mixed methodology approach to answer the research questions. A 

purposive single case study that consisted of a pre- and post-survey, together with a semi-

structured interview, was used to collect quantitative and qualitative data throughout the 

2017 Australian school year. A case study was deemed most suitable as it would allow 

for a thorough investigation of a complex issue, this being, a teacher evaluation process 

within a school (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000; Gulsecen & Kubat, 2006; Yin, 

2009). The advantages of the use of a case study as a methodology is that they provide 

more descriptive data, and, allow for the depth of a question to be explored and more fully 

understood. Case studies are valuable as they allow detailed research to be conducted on 

a limited research population as is the situation with the selected school site as part of this 

research (Creswell, 2008). A mixed methodology was applied as it would allow the 

findings to be triangulated and to achieve complementarity, which, for a small sample 

size, would provide a higher degree of reliability of results (Greene, 2007). 

Research data were collected in what was called Phase 1 and Phase 2. Phase 1 occurred 

in Term 1 of the 2017 school year with 25 teachers completing the survey. Of these, seven 

agreed to be interviewed about their experiences with teacher evaluation processes prior 

to 2017. Phase 2 revisited the same teachers in Term 4, 2017, following their involvement 

in a new teacher evaluation process that incorporated The Standards. On this occasion, 
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23 teachers completed the survey. Six teachers from the original seven agreed to be re-

interviewed.

The quantitative and qualitative data were analysed according to the research questions 

and the data type. The quantitative data were analysed to identify relationships, and, was 

a multi-layered process. To analyse the quantitative survey data, a causal mapping 

exercise was first performed. This was done to draw connections between the literature 

and the survey questions and was based upon the procedures described by Nadkarni and 

Shenoy (2004), and Berkout, Gross and Young (2014), as a method to help identify 

themes and relationships. To analyse the quantitative data, the emergent themes, and the 

relationships between questions, a Structural Equation Modelling exercise was 

conducted. Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) is a multivariate statistical analysis 

technique that is used to analyse structural relationships. It is predominantly used to 

analyse the structural relationship between measured variables and latent constructs. In 

doing so, it uses a combination of factor analysis and multiple regression analysis (Klein,

2005). This method of analysis was used to identify the multiple and interrelated 

relationships, dependence, and impact of the various aspects of teacher evaluation in a 

single analysis, as depicted in the causal map (Hoyle, 1995). Heat maps were used to 

display the strength of responses from the survey. Also known as a cluster heat map, they 

are depicted as a rectangular tiling of a data matrix with cluster trees appended to its 

margins. Heat maps generate a useful visual to assist the analysis and interpretation of 

findings (Wilkinson & Friendly, 2009). 

Qualitative data were analysed through a Thematic Networks approach (Attride-Stirling,

2001). Interviews were transcribed and themes were identified. These were then 

represented as web-like maps depicting the relationships between the themes. This 

method of qualitative analysis provided a methodical manner in how to identify themes, 

and a firm structure to organise the data for ease of analysis.   

1.7. Research Ethics

Ethical clearance was sought through the Griffith University Research Ethics Department 

and was subsequently granted (see Appendix A–GU Ref No: 2016/790). As part of the 

process to ensure research ethics were considered and applied to this research, the 

National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (National Health and Medical 
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Research Council, 2015) was consulted. Permission was also sought from the school 

principal and subsequently granted (see Appendices B and C)

1.8. Overview of the Study

The first chapter provides an introduction and background to the present study. The 

chapter provides an overview of the teacher reform efforts within Australia both currently 

and in recent years. It explores a range of documentation surrounding teacher 

improvement efforts from State and Federal Governments and associated organisations. 

Included amongst this documentation is an articulation of The Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers which identifies what teachers are expected to know and do. It 

also explores how these Standards are subsequently being used to inform teacher 

evaluation processes within schools. Included in this chapter is a delineation of key terms 

and the articulation of the research questions that guide this study. 

Chapter 2 reviews the literature relevant to the study. It explores the historical context of 

teacher evaluation both nationally and internationally. It reviews pertinent literature 

related to school culture, the concept of quality teaching, how some teacher evaluation 

mechanisms are perceived as accountability exercises only, and the value of rewards and 

consequences if or when they are built into an evaluation process. This chapter also 

explains the critical role that the evaluator plays in the outcome of a teacher evaluation 

process, and, concludes with an exploration of the merits and limitations of formative and 

summative evaluation methods.

Chapter 3 describes the research methods involved in the study and details the procedural 

aspects. Both qualitative and quantitative data collection methods were used in this study 

and these are explained along with an overview of the setting and participants. This 

chapter also includes extensive detail around the data collection instruments used as part 

of this mixed methodology research design. The value of the research methodology is 

explored in this chapter including the unique way in which the case study incorporates 

both structural equation modelling and thematic networks to provide a depth of 

understanding and insight into the complexities and effectiveness of a teacher evaluation 

process.
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Chapter 4 focuses on quantitative data analysis and discussion. The causal mapping 

exercise upon which relationships between survey questions are made, and from which 

the sub-models are identified, is explained. These sub-models are further expanded within 

the chapter and are later used as the key points for analysis and discussion of the 

quantitative research findings. This chapter also includes a conceptual framework 

analysis table to help further explain the sub-models and their connection to relevant 

literature. Structural Equation Modelling is also explored as the key method of analysis 

for the quantitative data. Finally, a thorough discussion of the quantitative data across 

both Phase 1 and Phase 2 data collection points is provided.

Chapter 5 focuses on qualitative data analysis and discussion. In examining this data, the 

thematic network approach is explained, and the key themes are presented. Likewise, a 

more in-depth investigation of the qualitative interviews is provided, along with a number 

of excerpts from these interviews, which provide useful insights into how teachers view 

the purpose of evaluation, as well as providing a foundation for future recommendations. 

Phase 1 and Phase 2 qualitative data are presented concurrently.

Chapter 6 provides a conclusion and recommendations from the study. The 

recommendation section is further broken down into several categories to clearly identify 

those aspects of a teacher evaluation process that must either be included or managed for 

optimum effectiveness. The conclusion provides clear and succinct answers to the three 

research questions. The chapter concludes with an overview of how this study has 

contributed to the field of teacher evaluation.
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Chapter 2. Literature Review

2.1. Introduction

Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature on teacher evaluation and identifies six 

recurring themes surrounding the effective implementation of teacher evaluation within 

Australian schools. This chapter also provides research around how past attempts to 

implement a teacher evaluation process in schools and education systems throughout a 

number of countries, including Australia, have experienced a variety of challenges. These 

challenges are multifaceted and include, ambiguous understandings of what quality 

teaching looks like, a lack of capability on the part of the evaluator to provide effective 

feedback, and the need for clarity around the purpose of teacher evaluation. In particular, 

previous research suggests that, regardless of the tool, the existing culture of the 

organisation plays a key role in the outcome of a teacher evaluation process within a 

school. Furthermore, it will also explore the importance of trust in the relationship 

between the evaluator and teacher, the perceived value of evaluation and the impact this 

has on the outcome, and the importance of an agreed understanding of what quality 

teaching looks like, as part of the evaluation process. 

2.2. Historical Context of Teacher Evaluation

Throughout the history of formal schooling, both nationally and internationally, the role, 

purpose, and implementation of teacher evaluation has been applied in assorted forms 

with varying levels of success (Elliott, 2015; Ingvarson & Chadbourne, 1997a; Mockler, 

2015). For instance, the focus on teacher quality and subsequent development of quality 

teacher education programs, really gained momentum across Australia in the late 1980s 

and early 1990s. (Ingvarson, 2010). However, Australia was not alone in the promotion 

of quality teaching and the requisite impact upon student outcomes, with the exploration 

of rigorous standards figuring prominently in public discourse in the United Kingdom 

and the United States (Louden, 2000; Sachs, 2005). Reforms to teacher evaluation and 

performance procedures in the late 1990s and early 2000s continued to be promoted by 

respective governments. Driven by readily accessible and ongoing school comparisons, 

choice and international competitiveness, this saw an ongoing focus on teacher quality
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and methods to measure performance as a means to lift student academic attainment 

(Cochran-Smith, 2010; Connell, 2009; Kelly, 2012). 

A focus on international competitiveness since the early 2000s has been facilitated by 

subsequent international comparisons of literacy and numeracy results through the 

International Study Centre’s Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study 

(TIMSS), the Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS), the OECD 

Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), and the Global 

Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) (OECD, 2010). Furthermore, national comparisons 

through initiatives such as My School (according to ACARA [2010] introduced in 2011 

to provide improved visibility across Australian schools) made it easier to determine 

academic outcomes within and between schools throughout Australia. With evidence 

suggesting “that the main driver of the variation in student learning at school is the quality 

of the teachers” (Barber & Mourshed, 2007, p.12), the impetus to compete in a global, 

knowledge-based market (Goodwin, 2010; Ingvarson & Rowe, 2008), highlighted the 

need for school systems to evolve and meet the demands for an increasingly skilled 

workforce. This demand has led to the implementation of varying modes of teacher 

performance and development tools, accountability mechanisms and evaluation processes 

within schools across Australia (Ingvarson & Chadbourne, 1997a; Isore, 2009). 

In tandem with these international comparisons of literacy and numeracy results, during 

the late 1990s and early 2000s, a range of national and international policies were also 

released, emphasising the importance of teacher quality. For instance, in the United 

States, the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future Report, What 

Matters Most: Teaching for America’s Future (1996) and the No Child Left Behind Act 

[NCLB] (2002) fuelled reform and improvement agendas, while the OECD (2005) report, 

Teachers Matter, facilitated international dialogue around teacher quality, teacher 

evaluation mechanisms, professionalism and standards (Connell, 2009). Meanwhile, in 

Australia, publications such as Teaching Talent: The Best Teachers for Australia’s 

Classrooms (Dinham, Ingvarson, & Kleinhenz, 2008) and the Melbourne Declaration on 

Educational Goals for Young Australians [Melbourne Declaration] (MCEETYA, 2008) 

contributed to national dialogue around teachers and teaching quality (Connell, 2009; 

O’Meara, 2011). The argument for national benchmarks around quality teaching, and how 

to measure it, was gaining momentum.
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The Melbourne Declaration (MCEETYA, 2008) further highlighted the need for 

Australian education reform and emphasised the role that teachers have in ensuring their 

students can access a quality educational experience. Evidence indicating effective 

evaluation, performance, and development processes, improve teacher effectiveness, had 

been the catalyst for many educational reforms throughout Australia (Elliott, 2015). 

These reforms included inspections by superintendents, various performance payment 

schemes and performance reviews conducted by school principals or external inspectors 

(Ingvarson & Chadbourne, 1997a). However, many practitioners, researchers and 

policymakers agree that historically, most teacher evaluation and appraisal systems have 

done little to help teachers improve (Darling-Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, Haertel, & 

Rothstein, 2013). For instance, findings in Australia, including those outlined by TALIS 

(OECD, 2009) and Jensen and Reichl (2011) suggest that during teacher evaluation 

processes, neither feedback nor valid performance appraisal had been provided 

consistently in Australian schools.

Whilst many schools had conducted teacher evaluation for some time prior to the release 

of The Standards and the Australian Teacher Performance and Development Framework

(AITSL, 2012), these documents did provide a mandate and a framework for schools to 

base their subsequent teacher evaluation processes upon. They also provided clarity 

around what teachers are expected to know and do as part of their professional 

responsibilities. There is a broad continuum in terms of how schools have conducted 

teacher evaluation both before and since the release of The Standards. This continuum 

includes superficial attempts, with minimal evidence of teacher performance collected, 

through to a highly prescribed, somewhat bureaucratic style of appraisal of teacher 

performance (Elliott, 2015; Groundwater-Smith & Mockler, 2009; OECD, 2018). It can 

be argued that such a huge disparity of teacher evaluation methods is in part, due to the 

wide set of beliefs from educators themselves around what constitutes quality teaching, 

the role of the teacher, and the difficulties in finding accurate and meaningful ways to 

measure or at least determine the effectiveness of a teacher (Jensen & Reichl, 2011, 2012) 

2.3. A Definition of Teacher Evaluation

The term teacher evaluation is meant to encapsulate the process whereby the teacher is 

judged, assessed or appraised by a superior or line manager to ascertain their 

effectiveness. Within this process, effectiveness is determined by the teacher’s ability to 
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manage a classroom of students, to deliver a prescribed curriculum, to assess students’ 

understanding of this curriculum and to report on the students’ understanding and 

progress. 

An array of purposes and aims of teacher evaluation processes are expressed in the 

literature. These range from increased accountability and professional development 

(Bartlett, 1996); collaborative professionalism, quality enhancement and surveillance 

(Brix, Grainger, & Hill, 2014); development-oriented as opposed to performance 

management-oriented (Gunter, 2001; Mockler, 2015); and, the ensuring of teacher 

effectiveness (Campbell, Kyriakides, Muijs, & Robinson, 2003; Jensen & Reichl, 2011). 

As such, for the purposes of this study, the definition provided by Aguinis (2009) will be 

used, that is, that teacher evaluation is defined as the ongoing process for identifying, 

measuring and developing an individual’s (i.e., a teacher’s) performance in accordance 

with an organisation’s strategic goals.

2.4. A Purpose for Teacher Evaluation

Research over the past 20 years around what delivers the biggest effect on student 

outcomes has repeatedly indicated that teachers have the largest in-school impact on the 

academic outcome of a student (Dinham, 2013; Elliott, 2015; Forrester, 2000; Hattie, 

2009; Wragg et al., 1996). As a result, governments and educational bodies have tried to 

develop ways to improve teaching quality. One of these ways is seen to be via a robust 

teacher evaluation process. However, there is conjecture around what constitutes an 

effective teacher evaluation process, what criteria should be used to make judgements, 

and the type and amount of evidence that should be collected to inform these judgements. 

It is this continuing conjecture and this disparity around the purpose, the role, and the best 

way to implement teacher evaluation that has led to many schools still not having a 

common, consistent, robust teacher evaluation process. It has only been since the release 

of The Standards in 2011 that Australian teachers across all states and school jurisdictions 

have an agreed upon set of benchmarks around what constitutes best practice. It is these 

standards that have subsequently been used by many schools to form the foundation of 

their teacher evaluation mechanism. 
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2.5. A Contextual Summary to the Literature 

Surrounding Teacher Evaluation

Whilst The Standards for the first time in the Australian education context, provide an 

agreed upon, consistent framework upon which to judge performance, research suggests 

that there are several other equally important factors that determine the effectiveness of a 

teacher evaluation process within a school (Piggot-Irvine, 2003b; Tuma, Hamilton, &

Tsai, 2018). The process of teacher evaluation consists of a complex web of interrelated 

areas. A careful review of the literature surrounding all aspects of teacher evaluation both 

nationally and internationally, was carried out as part of this research. This review 

examined research that has been conducted over the past three decades. This period was 

seen as important to ascertain the development of thinking and approaches behind the 

purpose and implementation of teacher evaluation methods across a wide variety of 

schools over an extended period. It was felt that this time span would also reveal any 

barriers faced by schools in their teacher evaluation attempts, as well as the shortcomings 

or constructive perceptions that teachers had of their own evaluation experiences. 

The literature review gradually began to highlight themes that were significant to teacher 

evaluation practices. In the early stages of the review, a mind map was used to assist in 

the grouping of these themes and to draw connections between concepts, researchers, and 

their respective body of work. At this stage, the significant themes were broadly grouped 

around the role of the evaluator, how evaluation is perceived by teachers, and the 

somewhat ambiguous nature of how to quantify, measure, or assess the effectiveness of 

a teacher. The less significant themes were the amount and type of evidence collected, 

and how the tool itself appeared to be of less importance as compared to how it was 

administered, and how the feedback was interpreted and delivered.  

As the literature was analysed and synthesised, six key themes emerged as consistently 

being significant aspects to the successful implementation of a teacher evaluation process. 

These six themes include: a school culture that has a strong climate of trust, where 

relationships and collegiality are nurtured and valued (Blomeke & Klein, 2013; Fullan, 

2001; Kamener, 2012) a clear understanding, and agreement of what quality teaching

looks like, and the difficulties in evaluating what is in many cases a subjective field and 

profession (Dinham, 2013; Jensen & Reichl, 2011; Marland, 1986), teacher evaluation
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that is a mechanism for teacher development, rather than a management tool and a means 

of accountability (Blake & Jacques, 1990; Hay Group, 2012; Zhang & Ng, 2017), rewards

and authentic recognition for ongoing improvement and exemplary practice. Conversely, 

there are few consequences for repeated poor performance (Barber & Mourshed, 2007; 

Dee & Wyckoff, 2017; Odden, 1995; Springer, Walker, & Rodriguez, 2016). A high level 

of trust between the evaluator and those being evaluated must be established. Poor 

outcomes are attained where evaluators have insufficient knowledge and training, and 

where the teacher lacks confidence in, and has a poor relationship with, their evaluator 

(Cardno & Piggot-Irvine, 1997; Tabancali, 2017; Wildy, 1996). Finally, tensions exist 

around the purpose and process of summative and formative evaluation. Each must be 

aligned with school-wide goals as well as personal fulfilment ( Daniere, Vanhoof, Faddar, 

Gijbels, & Petergem, 2014; Gordon, 2002; Zapeda, 2006). These six themes are depicted 

in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1 Significant themes essential to achieve successful implementation of a teacher 
evaluation process
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2.6. Key Themes from the Literature

The literature surrounding each of these identified contributors to the successful 

implementation of a teacher evaluation process will now be explored in the context of its 

relevance to this study. 

2.6.1. School Culture 

A school’s culture can be described as the rituals, customs, traditions, group norms, rules, 

climate, shared meanings, and the hidden symbols that are imbued in the physical space 

of that organisation (Fullan, 2001). Every school has an established school culture and 

entrenched value systems that affect the implementation of any new initiative, program 

or change process. Before a decision can be made as to the design of an evaluation system, 

the culture of a school must be such that it is accepting of such implementation. If there 

is a culture of resistance within a school, then an evaluation system will also be resisted. 

Furthermore, there is a broad body of research to suggest that for a change process such 

as evaluation to be successful, a school culture must be one that is open to constructive 

feedback, mentoring, monitoring of classroom performance, collegial discussions, 

ongoing professional development, and a high level of trust (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012; 

Kamener, 2012; Ustunluoglu, 2009). Indeed, Kamener (2012) argued that if such a culture 

does not exist, it makes it futile to impose an evaluation process, irrespective of how good 

the process actually purports to be. This outcome is supported by Down, Chadbourne and 

Hogan (2000) who found that for teachers who are already deeply concerned and 

suspicious about evaluation, the tool itself is not what matters most, but, rather, it is how 

it is implemented and the climate it exists within, that is most important to teachers and 

the eventual success of the tool or process.

A school’s culture is predicated upon relationships with and between teachers, 

management, students, parents, and administrative staff. As such, the strength of 

relationships has been found to be the key indicator of successful change initiatives in 

schools (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). Further to this, Hargreaves and Fullan (2012) 

argued that effective school cultures are those that are collaborative in nature and which 

aim to build social capital. Social capital refers to how the quantity and quality of 

interactions and social relationships among members of an organisation affect their access 

to knowledge and information, their sense of expectation, obligation and trust, and how 
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likely they will adhere to the same norms or codes of behaviour (Hargreaves & Fullan, 

2012). As such, it is important for school leaders to invest in building relationships and 

trust for evaluation to be effective because as Radinger (2014) points out, school leaders 

are the second most important school-level factor affecting student learning after 

classroom instruction, even if mainly indirectly through their influence on teachers. 

Social capital is not the only indicator of school culture. Caldwell and Harris (2008), who 

in their global research, acknowledge a range of capital in shaping the culture of a school 

and its readiness or otherwise to embrace a teacher development initiative such as 

appraisal; these being intellectual, social and spiritual capital. Intellectual capital refers to 

the quality and training of the teaching staff; spiritual capital denotes the strength of moral 

purpose and coherence amongst values and attitudes towards life and learning; social 

capital, as discussed earlier, relates to the strength of all formal and informal partnerships 

throughout a school (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). Only when all of these forms of capital 

are given serious attention will a school be in a position to embrace the sort of professional 

candour and reflection that effective evaluation demands. This is illustrated by a report 

from McKinsey and Company titled How the world’s best performing school systems 

come out on top, who argue that “the quality of an education system cannot exceed the 

quality of its teachers” (Barber & Mourshed, 2007, p. 16). This report builds on global 

studies that identified a range of school-based cultural attitudes that must be in place to 

attract, retain and develop teachers (Bartlett, 2000; Stronge, 2006). In short, to build trust, 

rather than create suspicion and ambivalence. All of these studies suggest that the 

teaching environment and school culture are just as important as the individual qualities 

of the teacher, to producing improved student outcomes.  

Relational trust is what Fullan (2001) argued as being the single factor common to every 

change initiative. If it does not exist within the culture of a school then the implementation 

of an evaluation process, a mechanism that is already laden with fear and suspicion 

(Wragg et al., 1996), will be met with teacher resistance (Knight, 2009). Relational trust 

is often developed over time and through actions between colleagues that have 

engendered a sense of collegiality and a desire to improve their professional practice. This 

need for relational trust is particularly the case in terms of the key evaluator, and the faith 

or worth that those being evaluated have of this person. This type of authentic trust is 

illustrated by O’Pry and Schumacher (2012) who found that it was teacher belief in the 
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evaluator that was most significant to the success of the tool and the overall process. 

Teachers who felt as though they had a knowledgeable evaluator, who valued the process, 

who took time for them to feel supported and prepared, who was someone with whom 

they shared a trusting, collegial relationship, who gave them the opportunity to receive 

valuable feedback, and who encouraged them through guided reflection on their teaching, 

perceived the process as more valuable (Ashbaugh & Kasten, 1987). When any of these 

factors were absent or lacking in the experience of the teacher, the perception of the 

teacher towards their evaluation was quite negative as a whole, viewed with suspicion, 

and seen as an administrative exercise only.

Concern and suspicion have also arisen from previous attempts to impose an evaluation 

process upon a school staff where the underlying purpose was perceived to be more about 

control and manipulation, rather than professional growth and development (Ingvarson & 

Chadbourne, 1997b; Smyth, 1996). Where evaluation is used purely as a mechanism of 

management to control, measure and monitor teachers, misses the point of it being the 

key method to improve teacher quality and student outcomes as espoused by the 

Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (2012). Further to this, some 

evaluation systems were seen as so ineffectual that they lacked credibility (Bosetti &

O’Reilly, 1996). This lack of credibility is best illustrated where schools and teachers 

practised superficial compliance, but did not engage with it at a deeper level. It is where 

those responsible for teacher evaluation in a school use it for administrative purposes, 

rather than a powerful mechanism to improve teacher effectiveness and student outcomes,

where there are no consequences for repeated poor teacher performance, and likewise no 

reward or incentive for exemplary performance and outcomes. Like many policy 

initiatives, it becomes a case of playing the game, or what Smyth and Shacklock (1998) 

described as paper posturing, the imposition of an artificial purpose for appraisal as 

opposed to an authentic one. Authentic, meaning that the evaluation tool provides useful, 

targeted feedback on performance, advice on areas of improvement, and validation for 

work well done. Authenticity is more likely through having trust in the process, and trust 

between the teacher and their evaluator. 

The use of a teacher evaluation process often tries to serve two purposes, accountability,

and teacher pedagogical improvement. This duality is sometimes a fragile juxtaposition.

Yet to identify poor teaching, such a tool is needed, but in doing so it often brings with it 



21

unhealthy levels of anxiety and trepidation (Fitzgerald, Youngs, & Grootenboer, 2003). 

However, a collaborative organisational climate, coupled with thoughtful implementation 

methods, can have the twofold effects of improved teacher quality and student outcomes 

(Cardno & Piggot-Irvine, 1997). When used for both accountability and instructional 

improvement, Danielson and McGreal (2000) argue that performance evaluation which 

identifies and enhances teaching quality, may be considered the ideal quality assurance

mechanism. 

In terms of the implications of this theme to the broader study, the research will explore 

the levels of trust in the organisation and between teacher and evaluator. It will also 

examine the existence of an improvement, or professional growth culture, and how this 

impacts on a teacher evaluation process. 

2.6.2. Quality Teaching

Of substantial importance to this research is the role of the teacher and their impact on 

student outcomes. Therefore, the second theme to emerge from the literature was that of 

quality teaching. There has been significant attention towards teacher effectiveness, and 

the impact that the teacher has on student academic outcomes (Hattie, 2003; Hattie, 2009). 

There is consistent agreement on that topic, however, there has been much diversity of 

opinion as to how teacher effectiveness is best measured and appraised. Whilst The 

Standards articulate what teachers are expected to know and do, and with the overarching 

goal of evaluation systems being to improve teachers’ practice, there is still much 

conjecture about what quality teaching actually looks like, and therefore how it can be 

measured (Blake & Jacques, 1990; Devine, Fahie, & McGillicuddy, 2013; Wragg et al., 

1996). Collins (2011) contends that it is clear that teacher quality matters, however, 

describing, quantifying and classifying it is contentious. Good (2008) concurs, asserting 

that teacher quality is a ubiquitous term and is measured differently depending on the 

stakeholders. Classroom practice is an indicator of teacher quality for schools whereas 

bureaucrats responsible for funding in schools equate teacher quality to student 

achievement results. 

There are in fact numerous dimensions to teacher quality (Byrne, 2015). This includes 

mastery of subject matter, through to strong classroom discipline techniques, developing 

rapport with students, and differentiating learning to cater to variances in learning styles 
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and learning progressions. To further illustrate this point, in a recent study by Devine et 

al. (2013), students in Ireland believed that a quality teacher possesses traits such as a 

passion for teaching and learning, has a social and moral perspective, is a reflective 

practitioner, performs effective planning and management of learning, and has a love of 

children. Fenstermacher and Richardson (2005) provide possibly the most simplistic 

definition of quality teaching by suggesting that it is teaching that produces learning. It 

can be argued though that the quality, pace, and depth of learning is dependent on teacher 

qualifications, experience, personal attributes and practices such as planning.

Not only do we have differing understandings of quality teaching, but the concept of 

quality teaching has changed over the decades. To demonstrate this, Connell (2009) 

provides a historical definition of what defined good teaching in Australia since the 

introduction of mass public education. The teacher who could command obedience and 

respect was the desired model in the early 1900s. The mid 1900s saw a move towards a 

humanist model where teachers were expected to know how to manage a classroom but 

could also apply subject knowledge and act as an agent for cultural renewal. The current 

model of quality teaching, according to Connell, is based around competencies and

teachers’ ability to adhere to standardised testing, standardised curriculum, and teacher 

registration requirements. 

The very nature of teaching is subjective and not easily identified, agreed upon or 

quantifiable. Significant variance exists between teachers in how they perceive the role 

of the teacher and what constitutes quality teaching. As Barber and Mourshed (2007), 

suggested, the challenge is to define what great instruction looks like. This is a crucial 

issue since there is not only no single way of teaching well, but also no hard empirical 

evidence about effective teaching or even agreement about what effectiveness is (Wragg 

et al., 1996). Additionally, there are significant differences between traditional Primary 

School Prep to Year 6 classes and Secondary School Year 7 to 12 classes, there is also no 

single agreed outcome like we may see in sport or business. Thus, to impose an evaluation 

system on to a school context, one that would normally be quite adequate in a business 

context due to its ability to judge success on easily quantifiable measures, may be met 

with less than positive outcomes (Mercer, 2005). 

The responsibilities of a teacher are difficult to define and assess. Some are specific and 

tangible, such as teaching basic skills in specialist mathematics lessons, others are vague 
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such as realising the full potential of every child. As Eisner (1976) suggested, the 

quantification of teaching is appealing, but not realistic. In his analysis of the rhetoric of 

the US government towards recent teacher evaluation initiatives, Gottleib (2013) argued 

that to reduce teacher evaluations to test scores reduces something complex to something 

quite simple and mechanistic. Furthermore, Middlewood (2001) believed it is dangerous 

to assess teachers purely on educational outcomes since some teachers may actually be 

preparing wonderful learning opportunities, however they are not being accessed by the 

students. Whilst it is acknowledged that the ability to motivate students to learn is 

important, he questions how this can be measured. This also calls into question the 

difficulty of evaluating teachers based on benchmarks when the students whom they teach 

change annually, and classes across the same cohort are also different. Furthermore, it is 

argued that the professional skills inherent in teaching cannot be objectively evaluated 

because it is inevitable that the experience, attitudes, and aims of the evaluator alter their 

perception and judgements, which creates their own understanding of what quality 

teaching looks like (Marland, 1986).  

Like any piece of good assessment, those being assessed need to know what they are 

striving for, and those doing the assessing need to know what they are looking for, and, 

providing feedback on. Developing a shared vision of educational goals and supportive 

instruction is the foundation from which a school can define quality teaching and support 

effective instruction (Darling-Hammond et al., 2013). That is, before an evaluation 

process can be implemented, teachers and school leaders need to come to an 

understanding of what it looks like in their own context. To illustrate this point, the 

National Institute for Excellence in Teaching in California commissioned research to 

develop a teacher evaluation process (Daley & Kim, 2010). This research found that well-

designed performance-based teacher assessments: capture teaching in action; observe and 

assess aspects of teaching relative to teacher effectiveness; examine teacher planning and 

strategies; evaluate student work to determine student learning; use rubrics that vividly 

describe performance standards. These recommendations echo those of Jensen and Reichl 

(2011) who proposed that schools need to define what constitutes effective teaching, and 

decide the objectives and benchmarks against which evaluation is conducted. Not doing

so creates the risk of at best, a sense of ambiguity, and at worst, increasing levels of 

tension surrounding a teacher evaluation process. 
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Tension among the contributing factors in the learning process such as class size, 

resources, teacher quality, and the home environment is at the heart of the debate around 

using student achievement measures in teacher evaluation to define quality teaching. On 

the one hand, there is compelling evidence that teachers have a substantial effect on 

student achievement (Hattie, 2012; Mendro, 1998), and yet, it is equally evident that 

student characteristics and instructional resources of all types affect the learning process 

(Rice, 2003). The emphasis on the teacher seems justified, however, particularly in light 

of recent analyses of teacher effects and school effects on student achievement gains. The 

impact of high-effect teachers compared with low-effect teachers is about d=0.25, which 

means that a student in a high-effect teacher’s classroom has almost a year’s advantage 

over his or her peers in a lower-effect teacher’s classroom (Slater, Davies, & Burgess, 

2009). Furthermore, Nye, Konstantopoulos and Hedges (2004) found that teacher effects 

explain 12% to 14% of the variance in mathematics achievement gains and approximately 

7% of the variance in reading. The variance in student achievement gains attributable to 

teachers was two to three times as great as that of the school’s students attended, 

suggesting that policies addressing teacher effectiveness would yield greater gains than 

those addressing school improvement efforts. To further support this, Hattie’s (2012) 

meta-analysis of over 500, 000 studies of the effects on student achievement found that 

the teacher accounts for 30% of the variance. This effect size is in comparison to the effect 

of the home, peers, school and school principal, all of which accounted for 5-10% 

variance respectively (Hattie, 2003). Whilst there are many powerful influences on 

student academic success, some of which are beyond the direct influence of the school, 

of those factors within the direct influence of the school, the teacher emerges as the most 

influential on student achievement gains (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Hattie, 2012; Isore, 

2009; Jensen et al., 2014; Stronge & Tucker, 2000). 

In terms of the implications for this study, the research will focus upon teacher 

understanding of what quality teaching looks like, their comprehension of the AITSL

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, and the suitability of the methods used 

within a school to evaluate teacher performance.

2.6.3. Management Only

The next theme identified was that of teacher evaluation being perceived as a management 

only function, rather than a developmental intent. The fundamental purpose of teacher 
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evaluation is to improve teacher performance and instruction in order to improve student 

outcomes. For some teachers, the use of an evaluation process has been seen to be rather 

superficial and an administrative exercise rather than a mechanism for meaningful 

improvement. In fact, the concept of teacher evaluation being perceived as a management 

tool, a method of accountability, and a purely administrative exercise is one of the major 

impediments to its successful implementation (Blake & Jacques, 1990; Hay Group, 2012; 

Jensen & Hunter, 2010; OECD, 2009).  

Despite 76% of Australian teachers reporting that they receive annual feedback on their 

work, they indicate that the feedback is inadequate, is meaningless and is little more than 

a supervisory exercise (Hickey, 2012). This lack of meaningful feedback has implications 

for the classroom since 61% of Australian teachers report that current evaluation 

processes have little impact on their teaching. (Jensen & Reichl, 2012). Fitzgerald et al.

(2003) found similar feedback across schools and amongst teachers in New Zealand 

where a number of mandatory mechanisms were introduced by the New Zealand 

government during the 1990s to regulate teacher performance. Whilst it was reported that 

most teachers acknowledged that some form of appraisal was necessary, the increased 

level of bureaucratic control of teachers professional work was to the disadvantage of 

teachers, the quality of their work, outcomes for students and led to what they dubbed the 

“bureaucratisation” of the profession (Fitzgerald et al., 2003, p. 94). Without sufficient 

emphasis upon the developmental purpose of teacher evaluation, its function becomes 

viewed by teachers as an accountability mechanism only, rather than professional 

development, and lacking any real tangible benefits or outcomes.

An impression of accountability creates a sense amongst teachers that whatever 

evaluation process is used to appraise their work, that it will be largely bureaucratic and 

impersonal. There are many issues that make a bureaucratic model untenable for 

developing and sustaining a healthy school climate, and specifically the evaluation of 

teachers. These issues include the perception that it is merely a clerical hurdle to be 

completed rather than as a mechanism for improvement, and that it is largely an 

ineffective method to deliver rewards or consequences (Ingvarson & Chadbourne, 

1997b). Such a system fails to take into account the complexity of teachers’ professional 

work (Eisner, 1976; Middlewood & Cardno, 2001). For the most part, teachers are 

regarded as reflective practitioners who thrive on autonomy and collaboration. Therefore, 
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the imposition of an evaluation tool that is delivered in a hierarchical sense by an external 

agency or management is the antithesis of the development model it is trying to engender 

(Darling-Hammond, 1990). Moreover, some teachers construe their evaluation as a 

threatening process (Townsend, 1995) and teachers’ sense of dissatisfaction towards the 

process is greater when a teacher’s work is being evaluated by a superior for what they 

perceive as administrative purposes only (Gitlin & Smyth, 1989). 

According to Bartlett (2000), many teacher evaluation systems are weighted heavily 

toward accountability rather than growth and development of teachers and their teaching 

performance. A US study by Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, and Keeling (2009), The Widget 

Effect: Our National Failure to Acknowledge and Act on Differences in Teacher 

Effectiveness, found that of the 15, 176 teachers surveyed, 75% believed that nearly all 

teachers received high ratings (good or great) following the evaluation and that poor, or 

under-performance, seldom led to consequences such as teacher dismissal. Less than half 

(43%) believed that performance evaluation practices actually assisted teachers to 

improve, and that subsequent professional learning was rarely connected to the process 

(Weisberg et al., 2009). Another teacher-based survey in the US yielded similar 

outcomes, with 69% of respondents in one study claiming performance appraisal was just 

a formality (Duffet, Farkas, Rotherham, & Silva, 2008). A recent study of teacher 

evaluation experiences in Norway uncovered comparable results (Lillejord, Elstad, &

Kavli, 2018). Researchers found that while negotiations over teacher evaluation schemes 

were consensual at the national or central level, implementation problems occurred 

locally. The divergence between political visions, administrative procedures and expected 

teacher professional development reduced teacher evaluation to technical procedures, 

paper-work and little attention to teachers’ professional learning. Thus, it could be argued 

that many past teacher evaluation systems have failed to inform teachers about what they 

needed to do to improve or supported them in their development and, were instead seen 

to be an accountability measure (Elliott, 2015).  

A level of dissatisfaction towards the process does not engender a collective sense of buy-

in or ownership by teachers towards their evaluation experience. An evaluation process 

implemented without sufficient consultation, and a focus on accountability rather than 

development, will be met with cynicism and distrust by teachers. An example of this can 

be found in the Australian states of Western Australia and Victoria, where their respective 
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Education Departments implemented a systemic appraisal system during the 1990s as 

part of the push for improved accountability and student learning outcomes (Ingvarson & 

Chadbourne, 1997b). In Victoria, this was known as the Professional Recognition 

Program (PRP), whilst in Western Australia, it consisted of a four-step process involving 

self-reflection, review and feedback and teachers were assigned to a performance 

manager. A study of these initiatives found that despite the right intentions, these systems 

lacked the capacity to provide teachers with an idea of what to improve upon, was seen 

by teachers as an ineffectual form of professional development, did not validly assess the 

quality of work, and failed to offer teachers adequate incentive to improve their 

performance (Ingvarson & Chadbourne, 1997b). The majority of teachers in this study 

found the respective processes to be managerial and reported that their teaching had not 

changed as a result. As such, the evaluation process was reported as an officious, 

administrative exercise without adequate input from teachers or the attention to 

professional development, resulting in their disenchantment and disengagement from the 

process.

A managerial perception by teachers towards their evaluation experiences is what Ball 

(2000, p. 16) coined the “performative society”. This is where the evaluation tool used by 

schools is part of a larger agenda to drive the corporate message, and to ultimately gain 

greater market share. According to Blackmore (1998) this corporatisation of the 

classroom has led schools and teachers to shift their focus away from the internal needs 

of the students and more towards the external needs of the marketplace. This focus on 

accountability and measurement has the effect on teachers to become more competitive, 

and to therefore display traits of competence, efficiency and excellence at the expense of 

collaboration, sharing and a professional desire to respond to feedback to improve the 

way they teach in order to affect the student experience. In this performative state, 

teachers feel they need to contribute to quality improvement and assurance strategies for 

themselves and their school to maintain their competitive advantage (Mendro, 1998;

Sullivan, 2010;). Further to this, Mockler (2015) believes that the development of 

professional teaching standards has been a key dimension of the creation of the 

calculable, describable, and comparable teacher.

The literature suggests that teachers are not opposed to evaluation being used in some 

measure as a means of accountability (Currie & Vidovich, 2000). Teachers understand 
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that they are being paid to do a job and, like other professional roles, there must be some 

type of performance measurement. Furthermore, wherever there is public expenditure of 

money, teachers in the main, recognise that accountability is necessary (Forrester, 2000). 

They also have a desire for meaningful feedback to inform their ongoing professional 

growth. However, tensions and indifference surface when teacher evaluation is only 

focussed upon measured outputs rather than teaching and learning; and development 

rather than management. This approach has the ability to de-professionalise and de-skill 

teachers, and lead to disparagement (Harris, 1997).  

The evaluation of professional practice is a fraught area, not least because it is complex 

(Cochran-Smith, 2003), but because it is an intensely personal business as well as a 

professional one. This tension between the personal and professional, and the need for 

teachers to be accountable to their students, schools, and colleagues, makes the 

implementation of evaluation, appraisal or professional review multifarious and intricate 

(Mockler, 2015). 

In terms of the implications for this study, the research will ascertain teacher perceptions 

of the role of evaluation within their school, and whether this has a positive effect upon 

their performance, and ultimately, upon student outcomes. 

2.6.4. Rewards and Consequences

Another theme to emerge from the literature was that of rewards and consequences. 

Despite a range of studies (Barber & Mourshed, 2007; Bassey, 1999; OECD, 2011) the 

literature is equivocal about the effect, if any, of teacher performance pay on student 

outcomes. Broadly speaking, this is where teachers are appraised or evaluated, ideally via 

a variety of data sources, and provided with a financial reward based on their value to the 

organisation. The Australian Government Productivity Commission report Schools 

Workforce (2011) found that despite extensive experience over many years, there is 

surprisingly little evidence on the effectiveness of performance-based pay in improving 

student outcomes. On this basis, the report recommended that the Australian Government 

defer the full-scale introduction of a national bonus scheme for teachers. 

However, there is some evidence to suggest that certain types of performance pay can 

influence teacher performance and student outcomes when it is based on a broad 

assessment of teacher performance rather than student test results alone (Odden, 1995). 
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Kamener (2012) cites the example of the Singapore school system where an annual bonus 

payment, linked to a substantial collection of evidence and professional development, is 

used. At the year-end review for each teacher, his or her supervisor prepares a narrative

describing the teacher’s strengths, particular skills and areas of improvement in 

competency ratings and performance goals, work-related challenges and current 

estimated potential. This narrative, and the teacher’s self-assessment, is further 

scrutinised by a school committee who recommends to the Ministry a bonus allocation 

which can range from a couple of weeks to four month’s salary, and movement to the 

next salary grade. It should be noted that in Singapore, the progression of salary grades is 

not automatic with tenure. Singapore has experienced significant improvements in 

student outcomes, and whilst performance pay cannot be identified as the sole contributor, 

it may be a factor amongst a number of other initiatives in contributing to these 

improvements in their student test scores (OECD, 2010).

Throughout Australia, the use of a teacher evaluation and development process has not 

traditionally been used to reward high performing teachers, or conversely to sanction poor 

performing teachers. There is still mixed evidence to support merit-based pay, however, 

there is a desire amongst teachers to see some method of formal recognition and 

consequences surrounding their performance, and that of their peers, including that of 

underperformance (Elliott, 2015; OECD, 2018, 2019). It can be argued that the outcomes 

from many current teacher evaluation and development processes are not used to address 

ineffective teaching (Jensen & Reichl, 2012; Kamener, 2012; OECD, 2009). To illustrate 

this point, 71% of teachers reported that teachers with sustained poor performance will 

not be dismissed in their school (Jensen & Hunter, 2010). Conversely, 92% of teachers 

reported that if they improved the quality of their teaching, they would not receive any

recognition from their school (i.e., reward). In addition, 83% of teachers reported that the 

evaluation of their work had no impact on the likelihood of career advancement (Jensen 

& Reichl, 2011).  

Internationally, the literature surrounding the use of performance pay or career 

advancement as an outcome of an evaluation found that there was a mixture of 

applications across countries (OECD, 2018). In many cases, teachers’ career 

advancement was at stake in evaluations, either because evaluation results—both positive 

and negative—influenced decisions about promotion, or the speed at which a teacher 
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progressed through the career structure or salary scale (Australia, Macao [China], 

Singapore, Slovenia), or because underperformance resulted in deferred promotions or 

career advancement (Belgium, Macao [China], New Zealand, Singapore, and Slovenia). 

Results of evaluations are not formally linked to career advancement in Japan, nor does 

Japan conduct special evaluations for promotion. In England (United Kingdom), the 

results of evaluations are also not formally linked to career advancement, but in 2013, 

97% of Principals in lower secondary schools reported that the results of formal teacher 

evaluations influence the likelihood of career advancement (OECD, 2019). Teachers’ 

salaries are directly dependent on the results of evaluations in Singapore, where a salary 

increase is provided, in the form of a pay allowance, for good performance. In Australia, 

England (United Kingdom), Macao (China), New Zealand and Slovenia, the impact on 

pay is a reflection of the influence of evaluations on career progression. In Belgium, Japan 

and Korea, the results of teacher evaluations are not used for determining pay levels, 

although in Korea, there is a separate performance-based incentive system under which 

teachers are obliged to be evaluated annually (Dang & King, 2016; OECD, 2018). 

Whilst many schools have used The Standards as part of their formal evaluation process, 

AITSL, though, have stopped short of recommending how schools should administer a 

teacher evaluation process, or how they may embed The Standards within such a process. 

They have though provided some guidance around how schools may recognise strong 

teachers through their publication titled Guide to the Certification of Highly 

Accomplished and Lead Teachers in Australia (AITSL, 2017) which articulates the 

certification process requirements and the respective roles and responsibilities. 

For many Australian teachers who have a positive evaluation, apart from professional 

pride and the certification itself, there is no other incentive to move beyond the Proficient 

Level. This position is arguably due to the poorly resourced and implemented Advanced 

Skills Teacher (AST) classifications in all states throughout Australia in the 1990s 

(Ingvarson & Chadbourne, 1997a). As a result of industrial award restructuring 

negotiations at a national level in the education industry during the late 1980s, three 

further steps were added (AST 1 to 3) to the top of the existing incremental pay scales for

teachers in all state and territory education authorities, whether public, Catholic, or 

Independent (Ingvarson & Chadbourne, 1997ba. The original intention of the AST 

concept was to provide an alternative career path for teachers who wished to stay mainly 
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in a teaching role, and remuneration comparable to that enjoyed by administrators. As 

Ingvarson and Chadbourne (1997a) point out, the aim of the AST reform was to reward 

teachers for demonstrable improvements in the quality of their practice. Such an offer, it 

was hoped, would keep good teachers in the classroom, provide all teachers with an 

incentive to continue their professional development, and attract high calibre recruits to 

the profession. The need for reform was particularly pressing in Australia at the time as 

teachers reached the top of their incremental pay scale after only 8 or 10 years, and pay 

schedules in most states provided few or no increments after acquiring further academic 

qualifications (Lee, 1994).  

Despite the commendable intention of the Advanced Skills Teacher program in terms of 

keeping good teachers in the classroom, it was not a success principally due to how it was 

implemented. A number of authors (Gaffney & Crowther, 1993; Ingvarson & 

Chadbourne, 1997a; Lee, 1994) identified reasons for the failure of the program

including: (a) it became a case of more pay for more work; (b) there were inequities across 

schools; (c) it destroyed relationships within schools due to the use of school-based 

panels; and (d) there was no use of thorough evaluation systems. In short, it was “a rush 

job by Unions and Employers, poorly thought out and executed” (Ingvarson & 

Chadbourne, 1997a, p. 19), principally as a means to appease both sides of the industrial 

relations enterprise bargaining negotiations of the time.

Despite the historical ineffectiveness of pay based performance for teachers, merit or 

performance pay schemes are gathering strength within the Australian educational 

landscape (Kamener, 2012; Wong, 2017). Whereas previous attempts to introduce similar 

schemes have largely been unsuccessful, they are receiving growing support from 

teachers and teacher unions, especially with the implementation of the Highly 

Accomplished and Lead Teacher (HALT) certification process across all states and 

educational jurisdictions. Whilst it is unclear whether schools have started to use this 

certification to base decisions around salary, or to provide a financial reward or incentive 

to teachers, preliminary research suggests that certification has led to increased pride, 

confidence and a sense of accomplishment amongst teachers (AITSL, 2017; Willis, 

Spooner-Lane, Crosswell, & Churchward, 2019; Wong, 2017).  

The impetus behind this current push may in part be due to the top salary scale for a 

teacher in Australia being approximately one and a half times that of their starting salary 
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which is one of the lowest in OECD countries (OECD, 2019). Furthermore, as stated, 

there are currently few incentives for effective teaching, and the introduction of The 

Standards has provided the benchmark upon which assessments can be made, this being 

one of the key impediments to previous merit pay schemes in this country (Ingvarson, 

Kleinhenz, & Wilkinson, 2007). However, the use of performance evaluation 

mechanisms as a means to determine rewards and consequences, is for many, a contrast 

to its very purpose. Bremner (2014) argued that teacher evaluation should focus on the 

core business of schools and teachers, this being student learning. Whilst Yariv (2009) 

posits that it should be purely formative and not as a means of determining promotion. 

Nor should it be used for dealing with underperforming teachers. 

The concept of merit-based pay for teachers as a motivating factor for improvement has 

at its core an assumption that money is a key determinant to improvement and driving 

student outcomes. It does not consider that for most teachers, they did not choose their 

career path for financial reward, but rather for other intrinsic purposes. Therefore, this 

approach may have some limitations. Indeed, the evidence is mixed as to the benefits of 

merit-based pay with some research indicating that extrinsic rewards may actually 

diminish intrinsic motivation (Meng & Wu, 2017). One report from the OECD (2018) 

found that teachers in countries performing well on the Program for International Student 

Assessment (PISA) participated in professional development and appraisal systems that 

concentrated on continuous improvement, rather than performance bonuses. The report 

noted that these school-level processes appeared to have a direct influence on teachers 

and the assessment of their work: mentoring, professional learning, feedback, and career 

and leadership development. Similarly, the RAND Corporation found that teachers were 

more positive toward evaluation systems, and more willing to make changes, when they 

focused on teacher growth and development as opposed to promotion. Moreover, when 

teachers were provided frequent feedback from a mentor or a coach, 91% made 

improvements to their instructional practices (Tuma et al., 2018). Some countries have 

linked at least a portion of teacher pay to criteria related performance, usually to how well 

students do on tests (OECD, 2019). Opponents of this approach argue that the work of 

teachers is multidimensional, with only some aspects of it being measured by student test 

scores, and that linking pay to student performance would lead to teachers teaching 

mainly to the test. Moreover, research suggests that non-pecuniary and implicit 
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incentives, such as work conditions and peer recognition, may be sufficient or even more 

powerful in raising teacher effort (Dang & King, 2016; Dixit, 2002). 

The implications for this study will be to examine the impact that rewards or 

consequences may have on teacher effectiveness and student outcomes when these are a 

part of a teacher evaluation process within a school.  

2.6.5. The Role of the Evaluator

The importance of the evaluator was also a key theme to emerge from the literature. The 

person charged with the responsibility of teacher evaluation is generally someone in a 

senior leadership role within a school. Evaluation of a teacher within a department may 

also fall to the head of that department. The rapport that these people have, and their 

professional relationship, plays an important part in the usefulness, or otherwise, of an 

evaluation process (Martinez et al., 2016; Piggot-Irvine, 2003a, 2003b;). Trust in the 

belief that the person leading the evaluation is effective, knows what good teaching looks 

like, can provide useful feedback and has an honest desire to see a teacher improve 

professionally, is a key aspect to an effective evaluation process. The literature 

demonstrates clear links between productive teacher evaluations and effective 

interpersonal interactions that lead to high trust and open relationships (Cardno & Piggot-

Irvine, 1997; Marshall, 1995; Wildy, 1996). According to Patterson, Purkey, and Parker

(1986) for any reform effort, including a new teacher evaluation process, to be effective, 

the non-rational aspects of schools must be acknowledged, particularly issues of trust, 

relationships, collegiality, power and decision making. Furthermore, Stronge and Tucker 

(1999) suggested that the individual facilitating such an effort must pay careful attention 

to the interpersonal dynamics of communication and persuasion as much as to the 

technical design of a teacher evaluation process.

According to Mo, Connors and McCormick (1998) the collegial and professional 

relationship between the teacher and evaluator is central to successful outcomes. If the 

evaluation is done by someone in a line management position, it is important that the 

evaluator is credible, respected and skilful in appraising teachers to eliminate the fear or 

misuse of evaluation data (McNamara, 1995). A high-quality teacher evaluation process 

which is based within a collegial environment, where there is mutual trust, and draws data 

from a variety of sources may enable personal and professional growth of teachers. A 
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well planned and carefully implemented teacher evaluation process can have a positive

impact on teacher effectiveness, while an inadequately planned one can diminish staff 

morale and have a negative impact. For suggestions to be accepted by the teachers for 

facilitating their growth, the evaluator should be helpful, patient, trustworthy, credible in 

providing useful information, able to demonstrate new ideas and techniques, and be able 

to persuade teachers with convincing reasons (Duke & Stiggins, 1986; Tuytens & Devos, 

2014). These characteristics of the evaluator are particularly important for formative 

purposes because the ultimate goal of this kind of evaluation is the improvement of 

teacher performance. The teacher may then improve if the evaluator is competent in 

providing appropriate feedback and solutions on any problems identified (Natriello, 1990; 

Tuytens & Devos, 2010). 

Teacher evaluation has been perceived as ineffective when staff do not trust the process 

and see it as bureaucratic, and when there is low trust between the evaluator and those 

being appraised (Piggot-Irvine, 2010). In some cases, this has been due to insufficient or 

poor training for those tasked with the role of evaluation (Mockler, 2015; Piggot-Irvine,

2003a). When challenged with problems in evaluation, there is considerable evidence to 

suggest that evaluators adopt defensive, control or avoidance responses (Popham, 1988). 

There are many manifestations of defensiveness but essentially, as Argyris (1990) 

suggested, it is an anti-learning process that leads to misunderstandings, distortions, and 

a lack of efficacy for all concerned. To establish bilateral, trust-based, open interactions, 

an educative process where the following traits dominate is recommended: (a) valuing 

individuals; (b) using negotiated and joint approaches; (c) two-way dialogue; (d) enabling 

the appraisee to discuss genuine concerns as well as successes; (e) providing feedback 

and judgement that is data-based and specific; (f) confronting problems rather than 

avoiding them; and (g) creating an environment where weaknesses can be openly 

admitted along with their causes (Piggot-Irvine, 2003b). 

The role of the school leader is also an important aspect of an evaluation process and in 

fostering a strong relationship between teacher and evaluator. School leaders must be 

supportive of the process, be consultative in the implementation, and whilst the Principal 

may not be the evaluator, they must ensure that those who are entrusted with this 

responsibility are adequately trained (Isore, 2009). It has been argued that strong school 

leadership is needed to build the right kind of dispositions in a school organisation for 
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effective evaluation to occur. The characteristics espoused by Piggot-Irvine (2003a) such 

as valuing the individual, and specific feedback, are meaningful, but if they are only 

practised by one evaluator then school-wide teacher effectiveness is stymied. Once again, 

these processes reinforce the need for collaborative, trusting and affirming school cultures 

to be firmly entrenched for evaluation to be truly transformative. Fullan (2001) argued 

that the quality of a teacher evaluation process has little meaning in situations with 

unsupportive school leadership. Indeed, Mockler (2015) argues that for a teacher 

evaluation process to be truly transformative, the school must have at its core, a concern

for teacher formation, renewal and encouragement rather than an approach akin to 

compliance and accountability. Furthermore, the evidence upon which feedback is based 

must be from multiple sources and be delivered within a collegial environment. An 

environment within which opportunities exist for teachers to develop trust, provide 

feedback, and play the role of critical friend, as opposed to one that is adversarial, is 

recommended (Mockler, 2015). 

These new and more rigorous teacher evaluation models however require more measures 

of teaching and more observation of teachers. School leaders are expected to devote many 

hours to evaluator training, pre- and post-observation conferences, observations, and the 

collection of supporting documentation (Lavigne & Good, 2015), amongst an already 

demanding schedule. As is typical in many other countries (OECD, 2014) only a small 

portion of the workweek is dedicated to curriculum and teaching related tasks or more 

specifically, supervision and evaluation (Grissom, Loeb, & Master, 2013). As a result, 

teachers tend to receive their feedback from busy school leaders, who in some cases may 

be unable to provide concrete and targeted feedback, especially in school settings where 

content knowledge may be necessary. It, therefore, becomes more of a summative 

exercise, and used to make decisions about promotion, tenure, and retention, rather than 

a developmental conversation and outcome (Lavigne & Chamberlain, 2017).

The success or otherwise of an evaluation tool that uses The Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers, or any criteria for that matter, ultimately hinges on their 

implementation. In a paper commissioned by AITSL in 2013 (Ho, 2014) which discloses 

interim findings from their evaluation of the implementation of The Standards, it is 

apparent that the application of The Standards within a specific school context is a large 

determinate to how it is perceived by teachers and what effect it has on improving teacher 
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quality and student outcomes. It is clear that the role of the school administration 

including those responsible for teacher evaluation must ensure that teachers are familiar 

with The Standards, and more importantly, engage with The Standards at a level that 

influences teaching practices and student learning. This applies equally to the formative 

function of teacher feedback and linked professional development, as much to the 

summative process of teacher evaluation, as will be explored in the next section.

In terms of the implications for this study, the research will aim to identify the trust within, 

and competence of, those conducting evaluation within a school. This will assist in the 

determination of the effect that this has on the efficacy of the evaluation process for each 

teacher.

2.6.6. Summative Versus Formative Evaluation

The final theme to emerge from the literature centred around the competing forces of 

teacher evaluation. There are tensions and some ambiguity around the purpose of teacher 

evaluation. On the one hand, it is seen as a formative method to provide constructive, 

supportive feedback and professional development to teachers to enable improvement. 

On the other, it is seen to be used as a summative performance management tool upon 

which employment decisions are made such as termination or promotion. The nature of 

formative and summative evaluation must be clearly articulated and understood for the 

purposes of this research but also from the perspective of teachers themselves. 

As Stronge (2006) affirmed, the two most frequently cited purposes of personnel 

evaluation are accountability and professional growth. These two broad purposes suggest 

that summative evaluation (accountability) and formative evaluation (professional 

growth) are essential for student achievement and overall school improvement. It is also 

suggested that given the critical attributes of these two types of evaluation, each aims at 

different outcomes. Ovando and McCleary (1991) stated that summative judgements lead 

to actions related to retention, promotion, and dismissal, whereas formative judgements 

lead to actions related to needed improvements. Others, such as Tucker and DeSander 

(2006), point out that most legal references on personnel evaluation use formative 

practices to indicate the developmental processes of collecting and sharing information 

on the teacher’s performance, and summative to indicate the final synthesis or decision 

re their employment. It can be seen, therefore, that whilst both approaches play an 
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important role, they are in fact quite distinct in function and outcome. Debate ensues 

around whether both types of evaluation processes should be conducted by the same 

person or separated and conducted by different people in separate parts of the 

organisation. Zapeda (2006) argued that it is almost impossible to separate, perhaps 

unadvisable, to try to separate the two in that these two forms of evaluation act in a 

complementary and reciprocal fashion. Further to this, Ovando and Ramirez (2007) 

pointed out that summative evaluation can inform the types of assistance and professional 

learning opportunities that are needed to assist with formative development. However, 

there are problems with this approach, because unless the procedures for formative 

evaluation are made clearly distinct and separate from the summative, teachers will 

continue to be guarded, suspicious and fearful (Glickman, Gordon & Ross-Gordon, 

1998).  

Research from the 2013 TALIS survey (OECD, 2013) indicates that nearly half of all 

teachers reported that evaluation processes in their school are largely for administrative 

purposes, however, eight in ten teachers work in schools where evaluation will lead to a 

developmental plan. Earlier research by Kyriacou (1997) suggested that for formative and 

summative mechanisms to be combined, then the kinds of interactions and relationships 

between the evaluator and those being evaluated are critical, and so too the way in which 

feedback is delivered and understood. According to the 2009 TALIS report (OECD, 

2009) evaluation and feedback have a strong influence on teachers, increasing job 

satisfaction, and improving teaching practice. Performance evaluation needs to provide 

feedback to teachers about their professional practice and suggest areas for improvement. 

Despite research by Donaldson and Donaldson (2012) recommending that teachers need 

constructive feedback from experienced practitioners to improve their teaching, research 

suggests that feedback is often not a common occurrence in schools (OECD, 2009; 

Zatynski, 2012). Just as students need feedback about performance and progress, so to do 

teachers. Success criteria outlining what quality teaching looks like, informed by timely 

feedback about how to improve and in what areas, should be part of a continuous learning 

process for both teachers and students alike.

Not only is the type of feedback important as part of an effective evaluation tool, but so 

too is the source of feedback. A study by Tuytens and Devos (2014) found that 

transformational leaders responsible for teacher evaluation were an important factor in 
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teachers perceiving their feedback as useful, and in accepting the process as valid. 

Conversely, the transactional style of leadership engendered a desire on the part of 

teachers to seek out professional learning opportunities, as a reaction to the feedback 

received. This research concludes that those responsible for evaluation within a school 

should receive training around both styles of leadership, and in the provision of feedback. 

An integrated leadership model is needed since both styles are crucial in the whole of the 

teacher evaluation process (Tuytens & Devos, 2014). 

It can be argued that historically in Australia, we have not adequately prepared our school 

leaders in the tasks of supervision, evaluation, and developmental conversations. This 

assertion, when added to a scarcity of time in the work week being specifically devoted 

to teacher evaluation processes, leads to a focus on the summative aspects of teacher 

evaluation rather than formative or developmental. An example of this is provided in a 

recent study by Leaf and Odhiambo (2017) whose research of Deputy Principals in 

Australia, found that most of their time was devoted to management and organisational 

administration rather than teacher evaluation, a task that they were often also supposedly 

responsible for.

Clearly, the role of feedback is important to both the summative and formative aspects of 

teacher evaluation, as well as the perception that teachers form of evaluation in their 

school as well as their own personal sense of self-efficacy. Teachers, like anyone learning 

a new task, or attempting to become better at performing an existing task or role, are 

affected by their sense of self-efficacy. Self-efficacy refers to beliefs concerning one’s

capabilities to learn or perform certain behaviours (Bandura, 1986). Bandura (1977, 1986) 

theorised that self-efficacy affects one’s choice of activities, effort, and persistence. 

Therefore, those who hold a low sense of self-efficacy for accomplishing a task tend to

avoid it. Especially when they encounter difficulties, individuals who believe that they 

can perform well tend to work harder and persist longer than those who doubt their 

capabilities. People develop their own sense of self-efficacy from their performances, 

vicarious experiences, forms of persuasion, and physiological reactions (Bandura, 1986). 

Success raises self-efficacy and failures lower it, but once a strong sense of self-efficacy 

is developed, a failure may not have much impact. Where feedback is conveyed by a 

trusted colleague or evaluator, and delivered through a constructive, positive lens, in a 

supportive school climate, and where a developmental plan for improvement is 
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developed, then self-efficacy is more likely to be enhanced (Piggot-Irvine, 2010; Schunk, 

1996). Effective evaluation and feedback is an essential element in improving the 

performance of individual teachers in the classroom, and therefore in improving student 

learning. School leaders play an important role in ensuring that a collaborative and 

supportive climate is established for this to occur.

The implications for this study will be to identify the methods and frequency of both 

summative and formative evaluation within a school. It will also be important to identify 

the impact that each of these has on an individual teacher’s sense of self-efficacy. 

Furthermore, it will be essential for the research to ascertain the role that each plays within 

a school, and the effect they each have on improving teacher performance. 

2.7. Chapter Summary

Chapter 2 provided a review of the literature surrounding the six themes identified as 

having the greatest impact of a teacher evaluation process within a school. These were: a 

school culture that has a strong climate of trust; a clear understanding of what quality 

teaching looks like; a process that has teacher development as its focus rather than an 

accountability mechanism; embedded rewards and consequences to acknowledge 

excellent teaching practices and to manage poor performers; and finally, a delineation 

between the roles and purpose of formative and summative teacher evaluation. It is clear 

from the literature, that these six themes must be reflected in the data collection 

instruments selected, to capture a thorough understanding of the perceptions and needs of 

teachers as they complete a teacher evaluation process. It is also clear that the role of the 

evaluator is vitally important, as well as the environment that a school creates in order to 

facilitate an effective teacher evaluation process.
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Chapter 3. Research Design

3.1. Introduction

Chapter 3 describes the research design and methodology for this study. The first part of 

this chapter discusses the purpose of the research. It then presents the questions that are 

being explored, which have led to the development of the research design. The next part 

of the chapter provides details of the research setting and the participants. A detailed 

description of the research design is then presented including a broader exploration of the 

data collection points and phases. A mixed method approach utilising qualitative and 

quantitative data collection instruments is outlined and a justification for their value is 

provided. The procedures for data collection are then explained, together with the data 

collection instruments, coding, analysis, and how issues of validity and reliability have 

been addressed. 

The purpose of The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers is to provide a clear 

expression of what teachers are expected to know and do across the four career stages of 

teaching. They also provide a platform that schools may use to establish a collective 

understanding of what effective teaching looks like in practice. As such, schools have 

increasingly used The Standards as a mechanism to frame and conduct their own teacher 

evaluation, appraisal, or what is otherwise known as performance development and 

management (Elliott, 2015; Ho, 2014). However, a major criticism of many teacher 

evaluation processes is that they are perceived by teachers as merely an administrative 

exercise, rather than a worthwhile development tool (Bartlett, 2000; Hickey, 2012; 

Mockler, 2015). There is a need, therefore, to examine what effect The Standards have 

on teacher quality, where a school has used these as part of their evaluation process. This

study has been designed to investigate this phenomenon. 

3.2. Research Questions

The aim of this research was to consider the value of The Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers on teacher quality, where a school has used these Standards as 

part of their evaluation process. In addressing this aim, three questions were developed 
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to help identify this value and to provide recommendations around their implementation 

for schools. 

This research sought to explore the value of The Standards by addressing the following 

questions: 

1. What effect on the quality of teaching is evident in a school which has used The 

Standards as the key benchmark of their teacher evaluation process?

2. What are the key issues affecting the implementation of an effective teacher 

evaluation process in schools that have used The Standards? 

3. How can these issues be managed in order to provide a meaningful and 

developmental experience for teachers?

3.3. Data Collection Overview

Data were collected throughout the 2017 Australian school year using a mixed 

methodology approach. A purposive single case study that consisted of a pre- and post-

survey, together with a semi-structured interview, was used to collect quantitative and 

qualitative data. Research data were collected in what was called Phase 1 and Phase 2.

Phase 1 occurred in Term 1 of the 2017 school year with 25 teachers completing the 

survey. Of these, seven agreed to be interviewed about their experiences with teacher 

evaluation processes prior to 2017. Phase 2 revisited the same teachers in Term 4, 2017, 

following their involvement in a new teacher evaluation process that incorporated The 

Standards. On this occasion, 23 teachers completed the survey. Six teachers from the 

original seven agreed to be re-interviewed. To analyse the quantitative data, the emergent 

themes, and the relationships between questions, a Structural Equation Modelling 

exercise was conducted. Structural Equation Modelling was used to analyse the 

quantitative data, the emergent themes, and the relationships between questions. 

Qualitative data were analysed through a thematic networks approach. 

An overview of the data collection points (referred to as phases) in the school year and 

the data collection methods is provided in Table 3.1. This table also indicates which data 

collection method was designed and applied to answer a specific research question(s). 
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contexts (Careless, 2007; Liao & Li, 2017). This technique, also called judgment 

sampling, is the deliberate choice of an informant due to the qualities the informant 

possesses. It is a non-random technique that does not need underlying theories or a set 

number of informants. Via this method, the researcher decides what needs to be known 

and sets out to find people who are able and willing to offer the information through their 

knowledge or experience (Tongco, 2007). Thus, a purposive sampling method was 

deemed most suitable for the purposes of this study as the criteria for site selection 

required a school that had not used The Standards, as part of their teacher evaluation 

process, prior to 2017, but had committed to do so.  

A range of schools were initially shortlisted as candidates for the research. These schools 

were shortlisted as they were identified as not having had a teacher evaluation process 

where The Standards were embedded, prior to 2017, but they were intending to do so for 

the 2017 school year. These schools were identified through investigations via collegial 

networks over the course of the 2016 school year, and a final decision was made as to the 

most suitable. The way in which this particular school was chosen was through the 

application of a case study suitability framework as provided by Yin (2014), and as used

by a number of researchers of education contexts (Careless, 2007; Clark, 2015; Liao & 

Li, 2017) whereby the school had a receptive Principal and senior leadership team, it had 

a sufficient number of staff to provide both survey and interview data, and it was 

accessible to the researcher. 

The selected school had multiple campuses throughout the one Australian State, with 61 

teaching staff and over 800 students. Each campus has a Head of Campus who manages 

the daily operations of the campus. The Head of Campus conducts the evaluation of all 

teaching staff on their campus. There is a Principal and an executive leadership team who 

are responsible for overall strategic and curriculum oversight. The school leadership team 

indicated that for the 2017 school year, they intended to implement a teacher evaluation 

process using The Standards as the basis for evaluation. The school leadership team 

determined that The Standards would provide a level of understanding around the 

performance expectations the school had of its teachers, around which professional 

formal and informal conversations could be conducted, and, where appraisal and 

feedback could be conducted between teacher and evaluator. 
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3.5.1. Mixed Methodology

Mixed methods research includes the use of both qualitative and quantitative data, 

methodologies, and/or paradigms. In doing so, mixed methods research takes advantage 

of using multiple methods to explore a research problem (Cooper, 2014; Creswell, 2008). 

Lopez-Fernandez and Molina-Azorin (2011) argued that the findings obtained by using 

both quantitative and qualitative approaches can enrich and improve our understanding 

of the research topic, in this case, a teacher evaluation process, and give answers to 

questions that would be more difficult to answer by using a single method. Furthermore, 

this mixed methodology approach allows the findings to be triangulated and to achieve 

complementarity. According to Greene (2007), complementarity seeks to clarify or to 

illustrate the results obtained with one method by also applying the other, leading to a 

higher degree of reliability. What is pursued, therefore, is an alignment or corroboration 

of results obtained through different methods. Further to this point, Collins, 

Onwuegbuzie, and Sutton (2006) provided a thorough list of reasons for conducting 

mixed methods research, and each of these were categorised under one of four main 

purposes: (a) participant enrichment (i.e., identifying participants characteristics as 

intervention providers); (b) instrument fidelity (i.e., assessing the adequacy of the 

instrument development and its measures); (c) treatment integrity (i.e., refining 

intervention implementation and the variables related with its context); and (d) 

significance enhancement (i.e., expanding the interpretation of the results and enhancing 

significant findings). Each of these underpins the use of a mixed methodology approach 

as used in this study. Being a relatively small sample, the use of the two methods was 

seen to collaborate to deliver fidelity, integrity, and an enhanced participant experience 

and results.

3.5.2. Case Study

Case study research investigates a contemporary phenomenon (the case) within a real-

world context, and, is especially useful to investigate and explain this phenomenon, to 

provide useful insights (Silverman, 2013). In this research the contemporary phenomenon 

is the effect of The Standards upon teacher performance when included within a teacher 

evaluation process. Case studies are bounded as they are reflective of a particular 

program, event, individual, or activity being studied at a particular place and time 

(Merriam, 2002).
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A case study methodology provides more descriptive data, and, allows for the depth of a 

question to be explored and more fully understood. Case studies are valuable as they allow 

detailed research to be conducted on a limited research population (Creswell, 1998). This 

method of research is also used regularly when investigating issues in education as it 

allows for the examination of multifaceted topics within a specific environment or setting 

(Gulsecen & Kubat, 2006; Yin, 2009). According to Yin (2014), doing case study

research is the preferred method in situations when (a) the main research questions are 

how, what or why questions; (b) a researcher has little or no control over behavioural 

events, and; (c) the focus of the study is a contemporary (as opposed to entirely historical) 

phenomenon. This matches the parameters of this research, these being, the type of 

research questions, the lack of researcher control, and the contemporary focus upon The 

Standards within a current school context. 

A case study was selected as the most suitable methodology as it could incorporate an in-

depth study using both a survey tool and semi-structured interview questions within a 

single school site. All teachers were asked to complete a survey, and a smaller group 

agreed to participate in an interview. An additional reason for the use a case study was 

due to the tension and anxiety that exists around teacher evaluation, and a more 

personalised interview style was seen to have a positive effect on this (Gitlin & Smyth, 

1989; Hickey, 2012). Furthermore, it was felt that this methodology would provide a 

depth and richness of response and understanding, a variety of data collection points and 

methods, and a greater ability to compare pre and post teacher experiences with an 

evaluation process that either did or did not use The Standards as a way to appraise their 

performance.  

3.6. Data Collection Points and Phases

As outlined in Tables 3.1 and 3.2, the data were collected throughout the 2017 school 

year in two phases. Interview questions were semi-structured and a pre- and post-survey 

was deployed. Pre-survey and interviews were called Phase 1, and post-survey and 

interviews were called Phase 2. Phase 1 of the data collection was completed in Term 1.

Phase 2 data collection was completed at the end of the school year, during Term 4. The 

Phase 1 data collection methods asked teachers to reflect upon their experiences with 

teacher evaluation prior to 2017 when The Standards were not used as part of their 

evaluation. The same survey and interview questions were used in Term 4, and teachers 
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were asked to reflect upon their experiences with the new teacher evaluation process when 

The Standards were embedded within their school evaluation tool.  

There were approximately nine months that separated Phase 1 data collection and Phase 

2. Phase 1 data were collected in February 2017, whilst Phase 2 data were collected in 

November 2017. This was designed to allow a sufficient amount of time to transpire 

between data collection points so that the new evaluation process, with the embedded 

Standards, could be used and implemented by both the teachers and their evaluators. A 

typical Australian school year commences in late January and finishes in early December. 

Therefore, February was deemed suitable as it allowed time for the school year to get 

underway and for teachers to have the time to not only become familiar with the new 

process, but to also complete the survey. Likewise, at the end of the year, whilst the school 

year finishes in December, this is a time of demanding end of year completion events, 

and November was deemed more appropriate. The nine months in between would also 

allow time for evidence to be collected as part of the process, and for the evaluator to 

have both formal and informal conversations with a teacher at both the start of the process 

and the end. 

In Term 1, of the 61 teachers sent the survey, 25 completed it and seven agreed to be 

interviewed. In Term 4, of the 61 teachers sent the survey, 23 completed it. Of the seven 

original teachers that were interviewed in Term 1, six teachers agreed to be interviewed 

in Term 4. The one person who was not interviewed from Term 4 was on leave and 

therefore unavailable. Interview responses were analysed using a qualitative thematic 

network methodology, whilst survey responses were analysed using a structural equation 

modelling (SEM) methodology. The overall research design, displaying both qualitative 

and quantitative data collection methods, as well as Phase 1 and Phase 2 data collection 

points is depicted in Figure 3.1. 
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Figure 3.1 Flow chart of study design including Qualitative and Quantitative strands

3.7. Participant Information and Consent Procedures

At the beginning of the 2017 school year, all teachers at the case study school were sent 

a participant information statement and consent form (see Appendix D). The participant 
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information statement articulated why the research was being conducted and what the 

participants were being asked to do, should they agree. This information statement 

included all benefits, risks, a confidentiality and privacy statement as well as key contacts 

at Griffith University should they have had further questions. The participant consent 

form outlined what they would be asked to do, their rights, and finally their consent. Only 

those who consented to the research went on to complete the survey online.  

3.8. Survey Procedures

3.8.1. Survey Instrument

The survey used in this study was adapted from a three-year research project in the late 

1980s that explored teacher evaluation practices in four school districts in Oregon and 

Washington to determine the most conducive factors to meaningful appraisal (Stiggins & 

Duke, 1988). Known as the Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP), this 46 item questionnaire 

measured the evaluation environment in a school or district. Factors that were assessed 

included: (a) attributes of the teacher, (b) attributes of the evaluator, (c) the evaluation 

procedures, (d) the evaluation feedback, and (e) the context of the evaluation. The style 

of this survey was a Likert Scale and teachers were asked to rate their most recent 

evaluation experience related to their perceptions of the quality and impact on them as a 

teacher. Schools used this tool to gather data on whether their evaluation procedures had 

the preferred impact on teachers that produces professional growth and development. The 

TEP has also been used in a number of additional studies including research to determine 

the perceptions of teachers towards a newly introduced evaluation system in New Jersey 

(Snyder, 1999); to evaluate the effectiveness of a local as opposed to a state-mandated 

teacher appraisal across 21 school districts in the US (Colby, Bradshaw, & Joyner, 2002); 

and to determine the relationship between teacher evaluation and job satisfaction in 

schools throughout the US state of Missouri (Hughes, 2006). 

Based on the review of the literature around factors affecting the impact of an evaluation 

process, and, based on how the TEP had been used in similar studies, it was decided that 

this questionnaire could be adapted for the purposes of this research. Adaptations of the 

original TEP centred around the amount and type of evidence that was collected to inform 

judgement, and around the application of a post-evaluation professional development 

plan. Both of these being borne out via the literature as significant features of a teacher 
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evaluation process in a school (Hickey, 2012; Jensen & Reichl, 2012). The number of 

questions went from 46 to 55 with these additions. These additional nine questions were 

added to ensure that several other aspects of teacher evaluation were captured such as, an 

indication of whether the evidence collected was formal or informal, an understanding of 

the frequency, and timing of feedback was important to know, and the sophistication of 

the professional development plan post evaluation was also important to realise.

The TEP has been described as a Semantic Differential style of survey (Eger, Egerova, &

Pisanova, 2018). A Semantic Differential survey is typically used to measure a person’s

attitude towards a topic and has been used extensively in educational research (Hughes, 

Gabel, Irani, & Schlagheck, 2010; Silverman, 2013). It is particularly useful for assessing 

attitudes towards a curriculum setting for longitudinal change or inter-comparison of 

groups (Bauer, 2008), all of which provide a strong rationale for its application as part of 

this study. Although adapted to reflect the literature, this survey has been used before and 

well documented in terms of its application (Powell, 2011; Sullivan, 2010). The fact that 

the survey was objective and anonymous was a positive aspect since the data obtained 

reflected teacher’s honest attitudes towards their existing school culture, their relationship 

with their evaluator, and prior experiences with teacher evaluation. However, it is 

acknowledged that with respect to this instrument, attitude scales such as a Semantic 

Differential, have a greater chance of falsification, and respondents may misinterpret the 

questions. Therefore, interviews were used in order to provide a degree of validity to the 

survey results and to provide greater depth of understanding, triangulation and 

complementarity (Collins et al., 2006; Greene, 2007). 

3.8.2. Causal Mapping

A causal mapping exercise was first undertaken to identify relationships between 

questions, to draw connections to both the literature and the qualitative methodology, and 

to prepare the data for further interrogation. The methodology surrounding this process 

was based upon the procedure as outlined by Nadkarni and Shenoy (2004). Causal maps 

express the judgement that certain events or actions will lead to particular outcomes. In 

the case of this research, what needed to be ascertained, were the aspects of an evaluation 

process that would lead to improved teacher effectiveness, and the impact of The 

Standards upon teacher effectiveness. This causal mapping exercise was undertaken to 

illuminate the key features of the literature, and to draw connections between identified 
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themes. Furthermore, it was undertaken to determine if the original TEP survey as devised 

by Stiggins and Duke (1988) could be augmented following a review of the more recent 

literature surrounding teacher evaluation. The causal mapping exercise underwent a

number of refinements as further literature was gathered, and as reflections around the 

themes and relationships within and between these themes became refined. For instance, 

the initial causal map led to the addition of further questions around methods used to 

collect evidence of teacher performance, and developmental plans, or lack there-of, post 

evaluation. This process also helped to frame the questions used as part of the interviews 

with individual teachers. The causal mapping exercise underwent further refinements 

following the collection of data. It was then used as the framework upon which to perform 

the analysis procedure known as Structural Equation Modelling. 

3.8.3. Field Test

The survey and interview questions were subjected to a field pre-test. According to 

Fowler (2002) the purpose of a pre-test is to find out how the data collection protocols 

and the survey instruments work under realistic conditions. It is suggested that a survey 

and interview questions be given to people similar to those who will make up the sample 

(Nardi, 2003). Three teachers were recruited who were working with an existing teacher 

evaluation mechanism at a school, to complete the survey online. Following the survey, 

they were also asked the interview questions. The teachers represented Primary and 

Secondary year levels from a variety of subject areas. Afterwards, the researcher 

discussed the survey instrument and interview questions with each teacher. As 

recommended by Fowler (2002) field test participants were asked to report on the clarity 

of instructions. Respondents were also encouraged to say what they found confusing, how 

they reacted to the format and questions, and what they felt was missing or repeated 

(Nardi, 2003). The respondents were asked how long the survey took to complete as 

online surveys must be relatively short to avoid survey fatigue, as 15 minutes is 

considered to be a long time for such a survey (Czaja & Blair, 2005). Based on the field 

test, the survey took approximately 14 minutes to complete, and feedback from all 

respondents indicated that one of the questions was a close resemblance to an existing 

question which was confusing, so this question was removed. The respondents also 

indicated that the pre-survey instructions and the interview questions were clear. Finally, 
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the answers provided by the teachers via this initial collection of responses indicated that 

the questions would provide the data necessary to answer the research questions. 

3.8.4. Administration of Survey

The TEP was administered to individual teachers via the Griffith University Lime Survey 

software tool with data being collected directly into that tool. The data from the surveys 

were then exported to an Excel spreadsheet. By disseminating online via Lime Survey,

responses were efficient to collate, and easier to be sent to a large number of potential 

respondents. Both Phase 1 Term 1, and Phase 2 Term 4 surveys included the identical 55 

questions, however, the Phase 2 survey also included three pre-survey questions. These 

questions enabled the researcher to determine if the respondent had completed both Term 

1 and Term 4 surveys, or just the Term 4 survey. This information supported the validity 

and reliability of the quantitative data analysis by providing comparison data between 

pre- and post-survey responses.  

The Term 1 Phase 1 survey is attached as Appendix E. The Term 1 Phase 2 survey has 

exactly the same questions, however it has three opening questions at the start in order to 

determine if the respondents also completed the Term 1 survey, or if they were only 

completing the survey in this first instance. This is attached as Appendix F.

3.9. Quantitative Data Analysis—Structural Equation 

Modelling

To effectively analyse the quantitative data and the relationship between questions 

(nodes) within the causal map constructed, a Structural Equation Modelling exercise was 

implemented. Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) is a multivariate statistical analysis 

technique that is used to analyse structural relationships. This technique is the 

combination of factor analysis and multiple regression analysis, and it is used to analyse 

the structural relationship between measured variables and latent constructs (Klein,

2005). The SEM methodology as outlined by Berkout et al. (2014) was used as a model 

when performing the analysis of data collected as part of this research. Firstly, the causal 

mapping exercise was used to not only show relationships between questions (nodes) but 

was also used to provide a visual diagram. Rounded rectangles (with question numbers)

represented the directly measured variables, whilst rectangular shapes represented the 
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latent factors. The tail of the arrow is the parent and the point of the arrow is the child.

This is represented in Figure 4.1, however, to assist with this description, the diagram 

below (Figure 3.2) provides a visual illustration.

Figure 3.2  Causal Mapping Example

According to Hox and Bechger (1998), the benefits of Structural Equation Modelling are 

that it provides a very general and convenient framework for statistical analysis that 

includes traditional multivariate procedures including factor analysis, regression analysis, 

and canonical correlation. Structural equation modelling provides the ability to display a 

thorough framework of relationships between variables in both hierarchical, non-

hierarchical, recursive and non-recursive structural equations (Bullock, Harlow, & 

Mulaik, 1994; Gefen, Straub & Boudreau, 2000). This method of analysis enabled the 

identification of the multiple and interrelated relationships, dependence, and impact of

the various aspects of teacher evaluation in a single analysis, as depicted in the causal 

map (Hoyle, 1995).  

There is however some conjecture as to whether or not, statistical analysis alone can 

establish causation, since it does not determine isolation or temporal ordering (Bullock et 

al., 1994; Gefen et al., 2000). Nevertheless, correlation analysis, including linear 

regression as applied to the SEM within this study, can be employed to show that the 

correlations found in the data are in alignment with the causation expected by an existing 

theory base (Gefen et al., 2000). The theory base in this case being that a robust teacher 

evaluation process will improve teacher performance and therefore student outcomes. 

Despite the weaknesses pointed out in using statistical analysis alone of this nature, when 

used as part of a mixed methodology, in combination this provides a powerful way to 

identify key insights, and to support recommendations. 

Heat maps have been used to display the strength of responses from the survey. Also 

known as a cluster heat map, it is depicted as a rectangular tiling of a data matrix with 

cluster trees appended to its margins. It is a useful visual to assist with analysis and 
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interpretation of findings, because as suggested by Wilkinson and Friendly (2009), within 

a relatively compact display area, it facilitates inspection of row, column, and joint cluster 

structure.

3.10. Interview Procedures

3.10.1. Semi-Structured Interview Instrument—Overview

A qualitative semi-structured interview methodology was used to ascertain the 

effectiveness of The Standards when used within a teacher evaluation system at the 

school. This methodology was chosen as it had been used by numerous researchers as 

part of a single site case study, across a variety of fields, and provided a greater depth of 

understanding of teacher attitudes towards the efficacy of the tool, the process and overall 

effectiveness (Lizier, 2017; Yin, 2014). In fact, Gudmundsdottir (1996) suggests that the 

interview, as a data collection tool, is recognised as possibly the most important method 

that a researcher can use to collect data, especially within the field of research on teaching 

as it allows a broader collection of data, it provides further detail around the phenomenon 

being studied, and it allows the respondents to give their own reflections and 

interpretations of events.

Interviews were also used to augment the survey data, and to provide a greater depth of 

understanding of the impact that an evaluation tool which uses The Standards within a

school context, has had upon the teaching and learning within that school. Whilst some 

researchers suggest that the order and content of the interview protocol can potentially 

bias responses (Rocci, 2009), it was anticipated that the semi-structured interview 

methodology as used within this study, would enable teachers to articulate their levels of 

satisfaction with their performance evaluation, and their feelings of self-efficacy towards 

the process (Clarke & Robertson, 2001). 

3.10.2. Interview Questions

The interview questions were devised around the six broad themes identified in the review 

of literature as having the greatest impact on the outcome of an evaluation tool. The six 

broad themes were: school culture; quality teaching; management only; rewards and 

consequences; the role of the evaluator; and, summative v formative evaluation. The 

interview questions are provided in Appendix G. The level of trust between the teacher 
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and their evaluator is paramount. A common understanding within the school of what 

quality teaching looks like is critical, and the perceived role of the process in terms of the 

balance between teacher growth and teacher accountability is equally important. Further 

to this, the effectiveness of the process is greatly enhanced when a post-evaluation 

developmental plan is created and enacted and this too was fundamental in the creation 

of the interview questions. Furthermore, the causal mapping exercise, as previously 

outlined, whilst important to the validation and creation of the survey questions, also 

reinforced the themes and helped to frame the interview questions. The six themes are all 

represented across the nine interview questions. These themes were identified through the 

literature as having the most significant effect upon the efficacy of a teacher evaluation 

mechanism within a school, and therefore the interview questions in reflecting these 

themes, were created to collect the data needed to determine teacher experiences with 

such mechanisms. Each theme and an example of a corresponding question developed for 

the interview protocol are outlined in Table 3.4. 

Table 3.4 Theme and Corresponding Question

Theme Interview Question

School Culture Do you feel that you are valued in your school?

Quality Teaching Do you have a clear understanding of what quality teaching looks like?

Management Only What is your perception of your schools’ teacher evaluation process? Do you 
feel that it promotes professional growth or is it more an administrative 
exercise?

Rewards and 
Consequences

Is there any reward or consequence mechanism built into your teacher 
evaluation tool? For instance, do persistent poor performers receive support 
and/or consequences, and conversely, do high achievers receive additional 
remuneration?

Role of the 
Evaluator

Was the level and type of feedback you received as part of your performance 
evaluation helpful to your ongoing professional growth?

Summative v 
Formative 
Evaluation

Is the feedback you receive as part of your annual evaluation the only time you 
receive it, or are there other informal occasions throughout the school year? If 
so, how is this conducted?

Although the questions were standardised, the approach taken would still be best 

described as semi-structured as there was scope to alter the ordering of the questions, and 

a degree of latitude for the interviewer to ask clarifying questions or to probe further 

(Burns, 2006). As a result, this then allowed for more open-ended responses as would be 

expected from a wide variety of teachers, many of whom one would assume to have 
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differing attitudes towards, and experiences with, their respective evaluation. This 

methodology provides greater flexibility than the close-ended type and permits a more 

valid response from the participant’s perception of reality (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992). 

However, as pointed out by Freebody (2003), the comparability of the information 

between participants will be more difficult to assess and response coding issues may arise 

due to the large amount of data that would potentially be generated. However, as noted, 

the questions are based upon the six broad themes identified in the literature as having 

the greatest impact upon a teacher evaluation process. Therefore, initial coding of the data 

used these as a starting point in the identification of words, topics, phrases and themes. 

3.10.3. Interview Techniques

According to Stewart and Cash (1988), open-ended or in-depth interviews are repeated 

face-to-face encounters between the researcher and a participant, directed towards 

understanding individual perspectives on their lives, experiences or situations as 

expressed in their own words. The rationale behind this approach is that the only person 

who understands the social reality in which they live is the person themselves. For the 

purposes of this study, each teacher will have a different experience with evaluation 

dependent upon what school they were at previously, who their evaluator was, what 

evidence was collected, how and when feedback was provided. There is research to 

support this approach to the collection of qualitative data and which allows for sound 

recommendations to be made (Bell, 2016; Jones, et al., 2016). However, no structure 

imposed by the interviewer will encapsulate all the subtleties and personal interpretations. 

Likewise, if this case study were to have no list of questions to at least guide the 

conversations then it will lack the focus needed to adequately address the overall broad 

research aims, to reflect the literature, and to answer the research questions.

Throughout the interviews, mirroring techniques were used to encourage and keep the 

participant conversing. As a technique, mirroring requires the interviewer to repeat back 

to the participant the last few words they said, indicating to the participant that the 

interviewer is listening and understanding, encouraging them to continue (Creswell, 

2008). Minimal encouragers are single words or short phrases that encourage or reinforce 

the participant, for example: “I see”, “Go on”, “Can you tell me more?” When combined

with such non-verbal communication techniques as eye contact and head nods, it ensures 
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that the participant continues to speak in what they perceive as a warm, accepting 

interpersonal context.

Both video and audio recordings were used for each interview, and teachers were asked 

for their permission to do so prior to the interview. This recording approach enables the 

researcher to take part in the conversation in a natural way (Keedle, Schmied, Burns, &

Dahlen, 2018) as they are not taking notes about the comments. Interview notes were still 

used to record non-verbal activity. For example, levels of frustration with teacher 

evaluation were observed through audible sighs, and via eye rolls when explaining an 

experience that was less than satisfactory. All interviews were conducted by the same 

person, who was the researcher of the study, across both Phase 1 and Phase 2 data 

collection points.

3.11. Qualitative Data Analysis—Thematic Network 

Approach

The qualitative analysis of the interview data followed the thematic networks approach 

as described by Attride-Stirling (2001). The interviews were firstly transcribed and initial 

themes were identified. These were then represented as web-like maps depicting the 

salient themes and illustrating the relationships between them. The value of this method 

of analysis is that it provides a methodical manner in how to organise and then analyse 

qualitative data. Thematic networks as an analytic tool, draw on core features that are 

common to many approaches in qualitative analysis. In this sense, parallels can be found 

in many other analytic techniques (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  

The full process of analysis can be split into three broad stages: (a) the reduction or 

breakdown of the text; (b) the exploration of the text; and (c) the integration of the 

exploration. While they all involve interpretation, at each stage a more abstract level of 

analysis is accomplished. Codes were firstly generated based on their frequency, based 

on the salient themes from the literature, and based on the impact these were deemed to 

have on the outcome of an evaluation process (Stewart & Cash, 1988). These were then 

expanded to depict the context in which they were mentioned by the participants to create 

basic themes. These basic themes were further grouped together in more meaningful ways 

to form global themes (Attride-Stirling, 2001). Finally, qualitative analysis will also 

present verbatim text to illustrate an experience that a teacher has had with an evaluation 
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process, and pseudonyms will be used to ensure confidentiality and anonymity to the 

respondents. 

3.12. Limitations of the Study

One of the greatest limitations of case study research methodology is the difficulty in 

applying the findings from one case to another. A limited number of subjects are generally

studied in-depth, and the results are often assumed to be representative of the population. 

There is, therefore, occasionally a reluctance for researchers to give credence to the results

of a case study if the message is disputed due to the limited number of subjects involved 

(Baxter & Jack, 2008). Further to this, there is a danger that the respondents may be 

somewhat reticent with the information they choose to provide the researcher, therefore 

impacting the internal validity of the research. According to Creswell (2008), case study 

design is very personal and, if precautions are not taken, the validity of the interpretation 

may be compromised. On occasion, the researcher, while knowing the expected results, 

may unintentionally guide the subject into endorsing those results. 

The constraints of this single case study were the need to ensure that a sufficient number 

of teachers firstly, agreed to complete the survey, and secondly, agreed to be interviewed 

in order to gather enough data to draw valid and reliable conclusions. A larger number of 

respondents and participants would have provided a greater level of validity to the overall 

outcomes of the research simply due to the fact that the experiences of a larger cohort 

would have added additional richness and breadth of data.  

There is however no single acceptable number of participants to be surveyed or 

interviewed in qualitative research. Yin (2009) noted that the typical criteria regarding

sample size are irrelevant, rather the researcher should focus on obtaining information on 

the various aspects of the case. Some authors though have provided some suggestions as 

to the most desirable number of participants needed to adequately answer a research 

question. Creswell (2008) suggests between five and 25, whilst Morse (1994) suggests at 

least six. The number of interview respondents in this research in Phase 1 was seven, 

whilst in Phase 2 it was six.

For quantitative research, it is important to have a sufficient sample size to achieve a 

statistically significant result. Burmeister and Aitken (2012) suggest a variety of sample 
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size calculations techniques, dependent upon the analysis method. Whilst the percentage 

of respondents who completed the survey in this research, from a sample population of 

61 is sufficient, 25 respondents in Phase 1 and 23 in Phase 2 respectively, these are 

considered a small number for the purposes of Structural Equation Modelling (Berkout, 

et al., 2014). 

Whilst some of the participants did have some Primary Years experience, there was no 

single stand-alone Primary specialist amongst the teachers who agreed to be interviewed. 

It was felt that this would have provided additional insight into the experiences of teachers 

across all grade levels. Burmeister and Aitken (2012) argue that sample homogeneity is 

important as it is a reflection of how well the sample reflects the study population.

3.13. Chapter Summary

Chapter 3 has explained the methodology devised to answer the three research questions 

in this study. In summary, the methodology is a single case study of a school in Australis, 

using a mixed methodology to collect data and analyse results. All teachers were asked 

to complete a survey, and a smaller group agreed to participate in an interview. There 

were two data collection points, and these were known as Phase 1 and Phase 2

respectively. Phase 1 data were collected in Term 1 of the 2017 school year, and of the 

61 teachers sent the survey, 25 completed it and seven agreed to be interviewed. Phase 2

data were collected in Term 4, and of the 61 teachers sent the survey, 23 completed it. Of 

the seven original teachers that were interviewed in Term 1, six teachers agreed to be 

interviewed in Term 4. Interview responses were analysed using a qualitative thematic 

network methodology, whilst survey responses were analysed using a quantitative 

structural equation modelling (SEM) methodology.
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Chapter 4. Data Analysis

4.1. Chapter Overview

Due to the mixed methodology approach to this research, this chapter is presented in two 

parts. Part A will focus on the quantitative data, and Part B will focus on the qualitative 

data. In performing an analysis of both sets of data, structural equation modelling (SEM) 

was applied to the quantitative data derived from a survey, whilst thematic network 

analysis was applied to the qualitative data derived from the semi-structured interviews.

Part A will explain what structural equation modelling is, why it was chosen as the 

quantitative analysis tool for this research, and how it was applied to the data. Part A will 

also explain the purpose of the causal map and its relationship to structural equation 

modelling. Likewise, Part B will provide an explanation of thematic networks, why this 

methodology was chosen as the qualitative analysis tool, and how it was applied to the 

data. Both Phase 1 and Phase 2 data collection points will be included in Part A and Part 

B respectively.

4.2. Part A Quantitative Data Analysis

4.3. Introduction to Quantitative Data Analysis

Part A presents an analysis of the quantitative research data collected across both Phase 

1 and Phase 2. A survey tool was used to collect this data. To identify relationships 

between survey questions, a causal mapping exercise was performed, and this too will be 

further explained. Whilst there were two data collection points, one at the beginning of 

the school year, and another at the end of the school year, the causal mapping exercise 

was only performed once as the questions did not change from Phase 1 to Phase 2. A 

conceptual framework analysis table was developed to highlight sub-categories within 

the causal map, and to draw connections to the literature (Table 4.1). This too will be 

presented. Structural equation modelling was applied to both sets of data in order to 

identify changes, based on the application of The Standards within a teacher evaluation

process, over the course of the 2017 school year.
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Data were collected throughout the 2017 Australian school year using a mixed 

methodology approach, within a single case study, that consisted of a pre- and post-survey 

together with semi-structured interviews. 61 teachers were employed at the school and all

were asked to complete the survey in both Phase 1 and 2 of this study. In Phase 1, 25 

teachers responded to the survey, whilst in Phase 2, 23 teachers responded to the survey. 

4.4. Causal Mapping—Detailed

There are three major components of a causal map: causal concept, causal connection, 

and causal value (Nadkarni & Shenoy, 2004). A causal concept is a single ideational 

category. It can be an attribute, issue, factor or variable of a domain, and is represented 

by a node in the causal map. For this research, each node represented a question. Each 

question was reduced to a single word or a shortened phrase. For instance, Question 12 

was: Rate the level of trust that you had in the person who evaluated you. This question 

was reduced to evaluator_trust, and then further reduced to e_trust. Every question was 

reduced and added to the map, and connections between the nodes were identified and 

drawn. As the causal map was being constructed, there was a need to develop a focal 

point around an emerging theme or collection of nodes. On these occasions, the focal 

point in itself became a node. For instance, several questions referred to specific methods 

of data collection and these all connected to a node which was labelled Richness of Data 

Collection Methods. 

Questions or nodes were naturally first grouped together based on their associations via 

the survey questions, secondly, due to their affiliation with the literature, and thirdly, their 

relationship to each other. For instance, there were several questions on data collection 

methods used to inform evaluator judgement on teacher effectiveness. Another group of 

questions centred around the provision of professional development. These questions 

were added to a first draft of the causal map, with teacher effectiveness at the epicentre. 

Further reflection on this draft and each question led to a refinement of the causal map. 

This was further enhanced by drawing connections between key nodes. This is consistent 

with the methodology of causal mapping as recommended by Nadkarni and Shenoy

(2004). A causal connection is a tie that links two concepts in the map and is represented 

with a unidirectional arrow. This depicts an antecedent-consequence relation between the 

concepts. As data collection methods were being refined, and data was being collected, 

and as results were initially assessed, five categories started to emerge. These were around 
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the skill and experience of the evaluator; feedback; methods of data collection; teacher 

perceptions around the purpose of evaluation; and the presence or absence of a 

developmental plan post evaluation. To assist with the analysis, each of these categories 

were delineated by a colour, and this colour was used for this category in subsequent 

analysis segments as can be seen in Table 4.2 Sub-Models and Colour Codes. The 

category which included nodes with a focus on the skill and experience of the evaluator 

were brown; data collection nodes were green; feedback nodes were red; teacher 

perceptions around the purpose of evaluation were blue, and; nodes that were associated 

with a developmental plan were purple. Each node was also assigned a question number, 

which linked to the survey questions (Appendix H), which linked to the lookup table 

(Appendix I ‘Look Up’ Table), also known as a scope of responses to each survey 

question (Appendix G Interview Questions), that assisted in further analysis, as can be 

seen in Table 4.1 Conceptual Framework Analysis Table. 

Table 4.2 Sub-Models and Colour Codes

Colour Sub-Model

Brown The Skill and Experience of the Evaluator

Green Data Collection Methods

Red Feedback

Blue Teacher Perceptions of the Purpose of Evaluation

Purple A Developmental Plan

Yellow Teacher Receptiveness

As categories became apparent, what also became apparent was that some questions had 

taken on more importance or value, whilst others became redundant. For instance, 

Questions 13, 14, 15, 18, and 44 were not included in the final Causal Map as they became 

absorbed or combined into a single node that was similar in nature, and as connections 

between nodes became more refined. 

To further assist with the analysis of results, it was determined that some sections of the 

Causal Map may have more importance or value, either within a category or across 

categories. A causal value represents the strength of the causal connection, and to 

represent the strength of the connection between questions, a conceptual framework 

analysis table was constructed. The Causal Map was refined through all of these processes 

to create what can be seen in Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1 Causal Map
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4.5. Conceptual Framework Analysis Table

The conceptual framework analysis table provided an overview of each question, and, 

explained the antecedent-consequence relationship as parent and child. See Table 4.1

Conceptual Framework Analysis Table. Parent being the cause or the initiate, and child 

being the consequence or outcome (Berkout et al., 2014).  

It was useful to develop this table for a number of reasons. Firstly, it provided a more 

detailed schematic overview of each sub-category as per the Causal Map. Secondly, it 

drew together the parent-child relationship with the relevant literature. Finally, it 

facilitated a description of each relationship which provided a foundation for further 

analysis and discussion. 

The description for each parent-child relationship drew upon the literature, and the 

strength or value of the relationship was indicated in terms of its perceived importance to 

the teacher evaluation process via a numerical value of 1 to 5, with 5 being the strongest. 

This 5-point scale was used purely for its simplicity. The strength of the relationship was 

determined based on the weight of literature and the number of interconnections within 

the Causal Map. Each question number was also added to the parent-child question 

descriptor within the framework to assist with alignment between survey, results, causal 

map, conceptual framework analysis table, and data analysis. This further assisted with 

the analysis, as each question number linked to the nodes within the causal map, which 

linked to the survey questions and lookup table. The causal map and conceptual 

framework were then used as the basis to perform Structural Equation Modelling (SEM).

4.6. Histograms

Survey responses to each question are displayed via a histogram. Each question name is 

displayed at the top, the number of respondents are on the Y axis, and the spread of 

possible responses, 1 through to 5, are along the X-axis. Histograms have been provided 

for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 data collection points. They are all displayed within this 

chapter and begin at Figure 4.6 and end at Figure 4.36.
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4.7. Heat Maps

Heat maps have been used to display the strength of responses from the survey and the 

histograms. Like the histograms, these are displayed within this chapter and begin at 

Figure 4.7 and end at Figure 4.37. According to Wilkinson and Friendly (2009), heat 

maps are a useful visual to assist with analysis and interpretation of findings, hence the 

reason for their inclusion in this study. They are displayed as a rectangular tiling of a data 

matrix with cluster trees appended to its margins. Also known as a cluster heat map, they 

are depicted as a rectangular tiling of a data matrix with cluster trees appended to its 

margins. It is a useful visual to assist with analysis and interpretation of findings, because 

as suggested by Wilkinson and Friendly (2009), within a relatively compact display area, 

it facilitates inspection of row, column, and joint cluster structure. As used in this study, 

each sub-model has its own heat map for both Phase 1 and Phase 2. The heat maps

complement both the histograms and the Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). Effect 

sizes are depicted on the colour key that accompany each heat map. The relative 

importance of the effect sizes, and their relationship with each sub-model SEM, is 

explained in the next section of this chapter 

4.8. Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)

To effectively analyse the data and the relationship between nodes within the causal map 

constructed, a Structural Equation Modelling exercise was seen as a way to achieve this. 

In doing so, a causal mapping exercise (see Figure 4.1, p. 66) was first performed to not 

only show relationships between questions (nodes) but was also used to provide a visual 

diagram. Rounded rectangles (with question numbers) represented the directly measured 

variables, whilst rectangular shapes represented the latent factors. The tail of the arrow is 

the parent and the point of the arrow is the child. 

According to Hox and Bechger (1998), the benefits of structural equation modelling is 

that it provides a very general and convenient framework for statistical analysis that 

includes traditional multivariate procedures including factor analysis, regression analysis 

and canonical correlation. Structural equation modelling provides the ability to display a 

thorough framework of relationships between variables in both hierarchical, non-

hierarchical, recursive and non-recursive structural equations (Bullock et al., 1994; Gefen

at al., 2000).  
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When presenting the data, each sub-model SEM is displayed via a graph. These are 

displayed within this chapter and begin at Figure 4.10 and end at Figure 4.39. Where 

applicable these graphs are presented with both latent factors and regression analysis 

included. Even though they were not directly measured, the latent factors were included 

because they are critical to the overall effect of an evaluation experience and an evaluation 

tool.  

4.8.1. Interpreting the SEM Data

When interpreting the SEM data via the graphs, a continuum of influence that depicts 

effect sizes was used. An example of this is displayed within the research of Hattie (2009) 

who used this approach in his synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating to 

achievement. In this research, Hattie located all possible influences of achievement along 

this continuum. Influences to the left of this continuum are those that decreased 

achievement, and those on the right increase achievement. Those near the zero point were 

deemed to have no influence on achievement outcomes. The same approach has been 

applied to this study. The further along the X-axis that a value appears, the more important 

it is, or the more influence it has on a particular aspect of the teacher evaluation process. 

Zero is the point at which a variable is eventually deemed neutral, or as having neither a 

positive or negative effect. 

An effect size of d = 1.0 indicates an increase of one standard deviation on the outcome, 

which in this case, the outcome is the effect of a particular variable upon the experience 

of a teacher when part of an evaluation process. For a variable to have a weighting, or a 

co-variate to have an effect size at a score approaching d = 1.0 or greater, this means that 

the associated effects upon that aspect of teacher evaluation have a greater influence. 

Cohen (1988) argued that an effect size of d = 1.0 should be regarded as large, blatantly 

obvious, and grossly perceptible, whereas d = .29 would not be perceptible to the naked 

eye, or this case, would not have an obvious effect on the teacher evaluation experience. 

To ascribe an adjective to an effect size, Cohen (1988) went on to suggest that d = 0.2 

was small, d = 0.5 medium, and d = 0.8 as large. Whilst some authors caution against 

such a simplistic approach (Hattie, 2009), and others suggest that even small effect sizes 

can have an impact (Rosenthal & DiMatteo, 2001), when interpreting the SEM data 

within this study, any effect size above .2 was deemed to have an impact. Obviously, the 
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higher the value, the greater the effect or influence, therefore anything above 1.0 was 

judged to have considerable impact. 

Each question and each node on the causal map is depicted on the SEM graphs. The child

nodes, as outlined in the conceptual data analysis table and the causal map, are listed at

the right of the graphs and these are along the X-axis, whilst the parent nodes are listed 

along the Y-axis. They are also colour coded purely for ease of interpretation, but also so 

that the relationships between parent and child can be easily seen. The small circle in the 

middle of each child response along the X-axis is the estimated effect, and the extended 

line either side of this circle is the uncertainty or un-plausible range of effect sizes.

4.9. Overview of Quantitative Presentation of Data

Phase 1 Term 1 data will first be presented. This will be followed by Phase 2 Term 4 data. 

To assist with the interpretation of the quantitative results, each model has been separated 

from the overall Causal Map to conduct targeted analysis. Each of these sub-models has 

been colour coded and are displayed in Table 4.2 Sub-Models and Colour Codes. Each 

coloured sub-model correlates with the conceptual framework analysis table and overall 

causal map. Table 4.2 will also be displayed beside the presentation of sub-models and 

Accompanying each model in the presentation of data is a description, as well as the 

arrangement of the histogram data and heat maps, followed by the SEM data in graphical 

format. Within the histograms, each graph displays the responses to each individual 

question. There are five possible responses for each question that reflect the Semantic 

Differential style of survey. For a breakdown of each question and the scaling or scoping

used, refer to Appendices G and H respectively. 

4.10. Expanded Analysis of Each Sub-Model

As explored within Chapter 2, there is a broad range of research that indicates a number 

of factors as influencing the effectiveness of a teacher evaluation tool (Isore, 2009; 

Piggot-Irvine, 2010; Stronge, 2006). Each of these tends to focus on one or two variables

such as the evaluator’s skills in the delivery of feedback (Knight, 2009), the perceived 

role and purpose of evaluation (Elliott, 2015), investment in professional development 

post evaluation (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012), or the tool itself and the richness of the data 

collection methods (Cardno & Piggot-Irvine, 1997). Whilst there is research that 
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highlights the role and value of an evaluation tool, including those that use the AITSL

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers as a key platform (Jensen & Reichl,

2011), there is a scarcity of research that unpacks the impact of the tool itself when it is 

embedded within a complex school environment, where there is a cross-section of 

variables that impact on the effectiveness of the tool, and more broadly, upon teacher 

effectiveness.

A review of the literature indicates six broad areas have an impact upon a teacher 

evaluation process within a school. These six areas are: (a) the existing school culture, 

(b) an understanding of quality teaching, (c) the process being perceived as a management 

tool only, (d) rewards and consequences as an outcome of performance, (e) the role of the 

evaluator, and (f) summative versus formative feedback. As outlined in Chapter 3, when 

developing the survey instrument for the quantitative collection of data, the initial survey 

instrument of Stiggins and Duke (1988) was used. As the Causal Map was initially created 

from these questions, and as the connections and relationships were refined, five 

categories or sub-models emerged. These five sub-models had significant alignment to 

the six broad areas explored in the literature review. These sub-models are depicted in 

Table 4.2 Sub-Models and Colour Codes. They are also displayed within Figure 4.1

Causal Map. 

At the core of the framework is Teacher Effectiveness, this being the desired outcome of 

a teacher evaluation process with the aim being that a positive impact on teacher 

effectiveness will see a similar positive resultant impact upon student outcomes. This part 

of the Causal Map is coloured Yellow. It is not a sub-model, but it is a latent variable, and 

as such, has been included to display the relationship with and between the sub-models, 

and to cater for past experiences with teacher evaluation. The five sub-models will now 

be described in greater detail to display their association to the literature, their connection 

to each other, and their overall significance to teacher evaluation. 

4.10.1. The Skill and Experience of the Evaluator (Brown Sub-

Model)

Much centres around the skills of the evaluator when it comes the interpretation of data 

and the delivery of feedback (Piggot-Irvine, 2003b). This data can come via a variety of

sources and can be formal or informal, however it is the ability of the evaluator to take 
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this data and deliver it in a way that it is affirming rather than punitive, and that is 

constructive rather than critical, that will deliver the greatest impact towards pedagogical 

improvement. Of equal importance, is the way in which the evaluator presents feedback 

to the teacher, that it is interpreted as developmental rather than an administrative exercise 

(Mockler, 2015). Whilst this is undeniably an artefact of the existing culture of a school, 

when feedback is provided in a timely manner, that is specific, that is uplifting, by a 

colleague who is well respected, and who exhibits a personal manner that exudes 

compassion, then the feedback received is more likely to have an impact.  

Whilst the skill of the evaluator is not necessarily dependent upon experience, it is a 

significant factor, as it is this experience that the evaluator may draw upon to interpret the 

data, to provide pedagogical insight and to incorporate The Standards in a way that 

intersects with the tool, the data collected and classroom practice (Ho, 2014). It is this 

experience that creates a sense of trust and credibility, that can imbue a level of empathy, 

and can assist in the overall experience being one of development rather than 

administrative. 

4.10.2. Data Collection Methods (Green Sub-Model)

The evaluation mechanism in its purest sense consists of the physical framework of the 

tool in terms of how it is presented or conducted within a school. This generally consists 

of the initial meeting between a teacher and their evaluator where goals are set for the 

year, a discussion around the criteria, standards or benchmarks that will be used to 

ascertain performance, an indication of what data collection methods will be deployed, 

and then an end of year meeting where performance is discussed against the 

aforementioned criteria (Jensen & Reichl, 2011). 

The conceptual framework of this research indicates a range of possible data collection 

methods, all of which provide evidence as part of what is commonly known as the 

evaluation tool, process, or mechanism (Isore, 2009). This can range from a somewhat 

limited and biased self-evaluation through to a more thorough 360-degree feedback tool 

where peer, student and parent evidence may be collected. The amount of evidence 

collected, and the array of methods or tools to do so, are important to the process for the 

evaluator to build a picture of the strengths and weaknesses of the teacher. A process that 
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has only one data collection method could be seen as superficial and ineffective (Cardno 

& Piggot-Irvine, 1997). 

Methods of data collection can also be formal or informal. For instance, a formal lesson 

observation generally involves the evaluator watching the entirety of the lesson, 

completing a rubric or scoring template, followed by written feedback, and a meeting 

post-lesson to deliver this feedback to the teacher. Whereas informal feedback is generally 

unstructured, unannounced and even unplanned. It may involve an observation of a 

portion of a lesson, or an interaction with a student, and is provided by a colleague or 

supervisor. This feedback is more-often verbal rather than written, and brief. It may 

happen in the hallway, over a coffee, in the playground, or between colleagues who sit 

near each other in the staffroom. It can have just as great an impact as a formal 

observation, especially if it is delivered by a trusted and well-respected colleague 

(Donaldson & Donaldson, 2012). 

Whilst it is important to note that best practice teacher evaluations use a variety of data 

collection methods, regardless of the amount of evidence collected, it is the evaluators 

skill in their ability to interpret the data, and to then be able to deliver this to the teacher, 

that has the most impact upon overall teacher effectiveness (Piggot-Irvine, 2003a). This

is reflected in the causal map that shows a clear link between the richness of data 

collection methods node and the evaluator’s interpretation of data node.

4.10.3. Feedback (Red Sub-Model)

The timing, frequency and amount of feedback are important aspects of effective 

feedback processes (OECD, 2009). Feedback needs to be regular, ongoing, and 

immediate to have the greatest impact. For instance, apart from having no evaluation 

process, one of the least effective forms of teacher evaluation is to set goals between 

teacher and evaluator at the start of the school year, and to then review the progress made 

towards achieving these goals at the end of the school year, 10 months later. What is also 

critical within this model is the depth of feedback. For feedback to be effective it must 

not only be specific, but also have depth as opposed to being superficial. This depth comes 

from having sufficient evidence upon which to base feedback and to provide suggested 

areas of improvement. 
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The relationship that the person being evaluated has with the person who is conducting 

the evaluation., significantly affects the effectiveness of feedback. Trust and credibility 

are critical factors in the efficacy of the feedback provided (Mo et al., 1998). The person 

receiving the feedback on their performance must have a high level of trust and respect 

for the person who is delivering it, for it to resonate, and for them to act on this feedback. 

The quality of feedback is also a contributor and this quality can be further delineated 

into depth, specificity, timeliness of feedback, and, if the evaluator can model best 

practice (Piggot-Irvine, 2010). For instance, feedback should be explicit and not 

ambiguous or shallow. It must be provided very soon after the collection of evidence to 

inform judgement such as a lesson observation, or a student survey. It has a more powerful 

impact when the person providing the feedback can do what they advocate. This too is 

linked to credibility as the teacher being evaluated wants to know that the person 

providing the feedback can do what they recommend.  

4.10.4. Teacher Perceptions of the Purpose of Evaluation (Blue

Sub-Model)

The enabling environment within a school has a significant bearing upon the evaluation 

mechanism and the impact that this process has on improving teacher effectiveness. 

Regardless of the type of data collection methods, and richness of the data, and the variety 

or amount, there are three key enablers. These are the teachers’ understanding of what 

quality teaching looks like, the existing school culture, and a sense of purpose around the 

process (Jensen & Hunter, 2010). 

In terms of teacher understanding of quality teaching, this is where The Standards play a

role. If teachers are to be judged or critiqued against these standards, then ideally they 

need to know them, to engage with them, and to work within a school setting that provides 

the time and commitment towards them. An evaluation process works best in an 

environment where quality teaching is discussed, where it is explicit, where it is lauded 

and where it is underpinned by a well-grounded body of expert knowledge (Jensen & 

Reichl, 2012). 

A school culture that permits, enables and nurtures an atmosphere of continual 

improvement, of sharing and collaborating between colleagues, that encourages an open 

door, open classroom environment, and that inspires healthy risks in the pursuit of 
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learning, is one where a teacher evaluation process tends to flourish. Conversely, a school

culture where teachers operate in silos, where there is a fear of making mistakes, and 

where academic results are prized above learning, is one where the evaluation process is 

endured rather than enjoyed. It is where an appraisal system is either feared, or, seen as a 

benign administrative task that creates and perpetuates adverse conditions that will not 

see improvements in teaching quality (Barber & Mourshed, 2007). 

Likewise, the perceived role of teacher evaluation is an additional enabler (Elliott, 2015). 

Teachers may perceive the process as an administrative exercise rather than a 

developmental and professionally affirming experience. Furthermore, if continually 

underperforming teachers are not provided with support or corrective action then this too 

may create a lack of purpose and integrity within the process. A process where school 

leadership provides weak support of the process, with a lack of communication, and 

where there are inconsistencies in the application of the process amongst teachers, all 

suggest a weak organisational attitude and culture towards the purpose of teacher 

evaluation, leading to minimal, poor and ineffective outcomes. 

4.10.5. A Developmental Plan (Purple Sub-Model)

Purpose and perception are strengthened when a teacher evaluation process includes a 

developmental plan. This plan ideally targets the identified weaknesses of the teacher as 

borne out by the data collected and the feedback provided. The process is strengthened 

where professional development is available, where time is allocated to its provision, and 

where school leaders create an environment of accessibility and value (Jensen, Hunter, 

Sonneman, & Cooper, 2014). 

Where an evaluator also acts as a mentor or a coach to those who they are also responsible 

for evaluating, and therefore assists in the creation of their development plan, this leads 

to powerful outcomes. If this evaluator also has the credibility and the earned trust, and, 

operates within a school culture that has a clear focus on quality teaching, then this too 

creates a powerful environment for improvement. That is why the causal map also shows 

a connection between the blue school culture section and the purple development plan 

section.

The developmental plan then also works to provides a distinction between an 

evaluation process being perceived as an administrative exercise or management tool, 
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rather than a developmental process with the aim of genuine personal and professional 

improvement. This is reinforced when sufficient time in the week or term is provided, 

when funds are provided to access professional learning, and where there is active 

encouragement towards improvement. There is also an acknowledgement that 

professional development opportunities are valuable and are worth the investment to see 

improvements in teacher effectiveness (Tuytens & Devos, 2014). 

4.10.6. Teacher Receptiveness (Yellow Nodes)

This element of the conceptual framework largely focuses upon a teachers’ prior 

experience with evaluation. This may be at their current school or a previous school. Both 

a positive or negative experience will affect their receptiveness to feedback, to their 

perception of the process overall, and how they perceive the process in terms of it being 

a mechanism for management and administration or for teacher improvement.

A negative past experience with teacher evaluation may create a low expectation towards 

the current process and it may create an attitude that is not receptive to feedback. Whereas

a positive past experience with teacher evaluation may lead to a greater acceptance of 

feedback, of a willingness to explore professional development opportunities, and a 

genuine willingness to accept feedback with a view to personal pedagogical improvement 

that leads to student success.

The Yellow nodes were not included within a SEM as they simply provided benchmark 

data or a baseline to provide a context around the participants and their prior experiences 

with teacher evaluation. Whilst prior experience data is important, the other models 

provided a greater breadth and depth to capture this evidence across a variety of areas 

pertaining to this study. 

4.11. Sub-Model Rationale and Displays

Each Sub-Model will now be displayed. A rationale for each one will also be provided to 

draw a connection between the overall causal map, and to provide an explanation as to 

why this part of the Map has been sectioned off. This rationale will describe the 

importance of this part of the sub-model to the study, and how it will address the research 

questions. Each sub-model remains the same for Phase 1 and Phase 2 data collection 

points. 
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4.11.1. Brown Sub-Model

The rationale behind the construction of this section of the overall model or causal map 

was to examine how evidence of teacher performance is used to inform feedback. There 

are a variety of data collection methods available to schools, ranging from informal to 

formal methods, and from linear self-evaluation, through to multifaceted 360-degree 

feedback tools. Irrespective of the amount or quality of feedback, research suggests that 

the skill and experience of the evaluator are critical in the ability of the teacher to accept 

and act on this feedback. This includes the ability of the evaluator to use and apply The 

Standards, or other agreed to criteria or benchmarks, through to their ability to interpret

the evidence collected, and to then deliver this in such a way that is meaningful and 

developmental. It was felt that the efficacy of the feedback would not only be due to the 

experience of the evaluator, or their ability to interpret data, but will be based upon the 

relationship that the teacher has with their evaluator. This is when issues of trust and 

credibility are important and why these have been incorporated into survey questions and 

ultimately depicted in the model. The Brown Sub-Model is depicted in Figure 4.2. The 

Green model has been added here, simply to display the type and variety of data collection 

methods potentially used to inform feedback. 

Figure 4.2 Brown and Green Sub-Models

4.11.2. Green Sub-Model

The purpose of the Green Sub-Model was to depict all of the data collection tools that are 

commonly used by schools as part of their teacher evaluation process, and which have 
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also been listed as the most typical methods of data collection in the literature. These 

methods include formal and informal lesson observations through to student surveys and 

360-degree feedback tools. It was important to include all of these methods to determine 

the breadth of tools used, as part of the evidence gathering that informs developmental 

conversations or employment related decisions. Essentially, the formative and summative 

purposes of a typical teacher evaluation process. The Green Sub-Model is displayed in 

Figure 4.2. 

4.11.3. Red Sub-Model

The Red Sub-Model displays and connects survey questions around the quality of 

feedback. This is displayed in Figure 4.3. This quality is determined by a number of 

factors including depth, specificity, and timeliness. For instance, via the literature, it was 

important to research teacher experiences with their evaluation to determine the amount, 

and the impact of feedback on their classroom performance. Therefore, an understanding 

around the feedback provided in terms of whether it was deemed reasoned and thorough 

as opposed to glib and narrow, or whether it was considered deep and meaningful rather 

than minimal and superficial, were critical to the outcomes of this research. Timeliness in 

terms of how close this feedback was given post data collection was also seen as important 

to the impact on teacher performance. The amount of feedback was also a key factor to 

determine as the regularity of this is important. For instance, it was deemed important to 

understand if feedback was provided at a once-off point in time at the end of the school 

year, or was it provided at regular points throughout a school term. 

Figure 4.3 Red Sub-Model
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4.11.4. Blue Sub-Model

The development of the Blue Sub-Model is based around teacher attitudes towards their 

evaluation and their understanding of quality teaching. This is displayed in Figure 4.4.

There are two broad purposes of teacher evaluation and these are to ensure accountability 

and performance from a management perspective, and to deliver professional growth and 

development for the teacher. There is conjecture as to whether these two competing goals 

of evaluation can be combined or in fact should remain separate. Most schools do 

combine both aspects, with the line manager of each teacher being responsible for both 

performance as well as development. Teachers also need to not only know what they are 

being evaluated on, and the outcomes for good or poor performance, but they ideally 

require an understanding of what quality teaching looks like. This understanding should 

be shared across all teaching staff at a school.

Figure 4.4 Blue Sub-Model

4.11.5. Purple Sub-Model

The Purple Sub-Model of the Causal Map relates solely to professional development. This 

is displayed in Figure 4.5. Schools tend to allocate time and resources towards the

professional development of their teaching staff to seek improvement in them as 

practitioners. Time can come in the form of regular weekly provisions, or in blocks 

throughout the year. It can also be provided on-site for what is commonly referred to as 

in-house, where a facilitator may visit the school to deliver a workshop, or where staff

may be permitted to come together for mentoring or assessment moderation. It can also 

be off-site via workshops, seminars or conferences as an example. These examples also 

indicate the resources that might be committed towards professional development such 
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as a human facilitator, the cost of attending a conference or course, or simply via the 

purchase of professional reading materials. These examples of professional development 

may then be accompanied, or be pursued in concert with, a developmental plan. This plan 

is specific to the employee, and, will highlight specific areas of weakness that need 

improvement.

Figure 4.5 Purple Sub-Model

4.12. Phase 1—Term 1 Data Analysis

Phase 1 Term 1 data is now presented. The data for each sub-model will be presented in 

the same order as listed earlier in this chapter—Brown; Green; Red; Blue; Purple. For 

each Sub-Model the histograms will be presented first, followed by the heat maps, and 

then the Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). The Brown and Green Sub-Models are 

interconnected, and so their respective SEM data will be presented as such.

When presenting the data for each sub-model, a brief analysis will be offered that provides 

an overview of the data. A full discussion of the findings is provided in the next chapter,

Chapter 5 Part A Quantitative Findings and Discussion. 

4.12.1. Brown Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Data

The results are generally positive in that they indicate a favourable relationship between 

the teacher and their evaluator in terms of their experiences of a teacher evaluation 

process prior to the 2017 school year. The Phase 1 Brown Sub-Model Heat Map also 

suggests several factors were important to teachers in terms of their experience with their 

teacher evaluations prior to 2017. This is further reflected in the combined Brown and 
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Green Sub-Model SEM graph. For instance, credibility in the evaluator, a strong 

professional relationship, and trustworthiness, were all seen as particularly important to 

the outcome of an evaluation process. The ability of the evaluator to role model best 

practice and their understanding of pedagogy were also large effect sizes and therefore 

important to teachers. The experience of the evaluator was seen as less of a factor in the 

outcome of an evaluation process. 

Figure 4.6 Brown Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Histograms

Figure 4.7 Brown Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Heat Map
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4.12.2. Green Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Data

An examination of these histograms indicates that for many respondents there were 

minimal data collection methods deployed in their experiences with teacher evaluation 

prior to the 2017 school year. The Phase 1 Green Sub-Model Heat Map also suggests that 

teachers experienced a mixed application of data collection methods as part of their 

evaluation prior to 2017. Informal observations, peer observations, and self-reflections 

were the most prevalent. The SEM graph of both the Brown and Green Sub-Models 

combined, indicate that the experience of the evaluator is less significant than the ability 

of the evaluator to interpret the data and to model best practice.

Figure 4.8 Green Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Histograms
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Figure 4.9 Green Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Heat Map 

Figure 4.10 Brown and Green Sub-Models Combined Phase 1 Term 1 SEM Graphs Latent 
Results
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Figure 4.11 Brown and Green Sub-Models Combined Phase 1 Term 1 SEM Graphs Regression 
Results

4.12.3. Red Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Data

The histograms suggest that for the majority of respondents, their feedback both formal 

and informal was infrequent and/or minimal prior to 2017. The SEM results, and heat 

map, indicate that the timing of feedback and the frequency of feedback is most important 

to teachers. Results also indicate that the ability of the evaluator to model best practise is 

less important than their ability to provide a depth of feedback. 

The Phase 1 Red Sub-Model Heat Map and SEM also included some Brown Sub-Model 

factors. This was because these were considered to have a potential impact upon the 

quality of feedback provided. For instance, it was important to ascertain what factors such 

as pedagogical understanding, evaluator experience, and the ability to be an effective role

model, would have on feedback quality and efficacy. The heat map suggests that these 

three factors impact specificity, and to a lesser extent, depth, and overall quality.
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Figure 4.12 Red Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Histograms

Figure 4.13 Red Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Heat Map
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Figure 4.14 Red Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 SEM Graphs Latent Results

Figure 4.15 Red Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 SEM Graphs Regression Results

4.12.4. Blue Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Data

Teachers felt that prior to 2017, that their school had a clear understanding of effective 

teaching practices, however they had less clarity around what quality teaching looks like. 

The Phase 1 Blue Sub-Model Heat Map suggests that rewards and consequences were not 

used or applied in any significant way prior to the 2017 school year, amongst those 

teachers who completed the survey (N-25). Teachers felt that they had a strong 
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understanding of quality teaching. There is no correlation between teacher effectiveness 

and rewards, or conversely, ineffective teaching and consequences. 

Figure 4.16 Blue Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Histograms

Figure 4.17 Blue Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Heat Map
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Figure 4.18 Blue Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 SEM Graph Latent Results

4.12.5. Purple Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Data

The histograms indicate that professional development was, in general, made available 

and that time was set aside for it, however there was minimal understanding of what 

quality teaching consists of, and there was little in the way of a development plan post 

evaluation. The SEM results and heat map indicate that an investment in time towards 

professional development is more significant than resource investment towards 

professional development. The Phase 1 Purple Sub-Model Heat Map also suggests a real 

mix of experience in terms of professional development opportunities, for teachers who 

completed the survey, prior to 2017. The data suggests that whilst time was provided, 

resource availability towards professional development was not. 

Figure 4.19 Purple Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Histograms
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Figure 4.20 Purple Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 Heat Map

Figure 4.21 Purple Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 SEM Graphs Latent Results
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Figure 4.22 Purple Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1 SEM Graphs Regression Results

4.13. Phase 2—Term 4 Data Analysis

Phase 2 Term 4 data is now presented. The data for each sub-model will be presented in 

the same order as listed earlier in this chapter and as per Phase 1—Brown; Green; Red; 

Blue; Purple. For each Sub-Model the histograms will be presented first, followed by the 

heat maps, and then the Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). The Brown and Green 

Sub-Models are interconnected, and so their respective SEM data will be presented as 

such. The SEM graphs presented in this data set include the shaded Phase 1 Term 1

results, side by side with Phase 2 Term 4 results, to allow for ease of comparisons.

When presenting the data for each sub-model, a brief analysis will be provided that 

provides an overview of the data. A full discussion of the findings is provided in the next 

chapter, Chapter 5 Quantitative Findings and Discussion. 

4.13.1. Brown Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Data

The Phase 2 Brown Sub-Model Histogram results suggest that teachers generally had 

strong relationships with their evaluator throughout the 2017 school year. Data richness 

had the largest effect size on the SEM graph when compared to Phase 1. However, The 

Standards used to inform feedback decreased despite the application of the AITSL

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers within the tool used throughout the 2017 

school year. Likewise, the evaluator’s persuasiveness also decreased.
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Figure 4.23 Brown Model Phase 2 Term 4 Histograms

Figure 4.24 Brown Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Heat Map
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4.13.2. Green Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Data

Histogram results suggest that peer observations were the most prevalent data collection 

method used throughout 2017. Overall, the results indicated a broad use of data collection 

methods, but no dominant method or methods. The results suggest that minimal data 

collection methods were used in Phase 2.

Figure 4.25 Green Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Histograms
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Figure 4.26 Green Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Heat Map

Figure 4.27 Brown and Green Sub-Models Combined SEM Graphs—Phase 2 Term 4 (Brown 
Sub-Model Latent Results) 
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Figure 4.28 Brown and Green Sub-Models Combined SEM Graphs—Phase 2 Term 4 (Brown 
Sub-Model Regression Results) 

4.13.3. Red Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Data

As per the Phase 1 Histograms, there were some Brown Sub-Model questions included 

within the Red Sub-Model data. These were Questions 16, 17, and 19. These had a focus 

on the skill and experience of the evaluator and so were deemed important to determine 

their impact on the ability of the evaluator to deliver effective feedback to the teacher.

Again, data richness showed a large increase in the SEM graph, however the timing of 

feedback showed a decrease when compared to Phase 1. There was an increase in the 

evaluator’s ability to interpret the data and all other variables surrounding the delivery 

and quality of feedback were strong. 
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Figure 4.29 Red Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Data

Figure 4.30 Red Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Histograms
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Figure 4.31 Red Sub-Model SEM Graphs—Phase 2 Term 4 (Red Sub-Model Latent Results)

Figure 4.32 Red Sub-Model SEM Graphs—Phase 2 Term 4 (Red Sub-Model Regression 
Results)

4.13.4. Blue Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Data

The histogram results suggest that The Standards were clear to teachers when used as part 

of their evaluation process throughout 2017. The heat map suggests that teachers see 

value in rewards and consequences being applied to the process. Clarity around the 

purpose of evaluation is also deemed important. Teachers also want to see a focus on 

improving teacher effectiveness. This is reflected in the SEM, although there is a decrease 

in the school’s focus on teaching quality in Phase 2 when compared to Phase 1.
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Figure 4.33 Blue Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Histograms
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Figure 4.34 Blue Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Heat Map

Figure 4.35 Blue Sub-Model SEM Graph—Phase 2 Term 4 (Blue Sub-Model Regression 
Results)

4.13.5. Purple Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Data

These histograms indicate that a minimal, at best, developmental plan was provided post 

evaluation. The heat map reflects the histograms in many respects. The creation of a 

developmental plan post evaluation was seen as important to teachers. A question from 

the Blue Sub-Model was included within the SEM and heat map (Question 27 Does your 

school have a clear focus on improving teacher quality?). This reason for this inclusion

was because it was felt that this question would provide a level of insight into the 

connection between professional development and the school focus upon improving 

teacher quality. The SEM results, when compared to Phase 1, indicate that professional 

development by way of time allocation and resource access remained strong. In fact, 

school investment in professional development resources had a large increase.
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Figure 4.36 Purple Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Histograms

Figure 4.37 Purple Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 Heat Map
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Figure 4.38 Purple Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 SEM Graph (Purple Sub-Model Latent Results)

Figure 4.39 Purple Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 SEM Graph (Purple Sub-Model Regression 
Results)

4.14. Qualitative Data Analysis Summary

The analysis of the qualitative data highlights a range of issues and some conflicting 

dichotomies. It suggests that across both Phases, there were a haphazard application of 

data collection methods deployed to obtain evidence around teacher performance. It was 

not as if there were a strictly narrow collection of evidence, rather the lack of a common 

set of data collection methods. There was also superficial feedback provided by the 

evaluator to the teacher despite high levels of trust between the two. There were mixed 

levels of understanding of the concept of quality teaching amongst teachers, despite 

relatively strong cultures of dialogue around teacher effectiveness at a school level. Both 

Phases indicated a weak application of a developmental plan post-evaluation although 

there was a strong provision of both time and resources devoted towards professional 

development. A comparison of Phase 2 data with Phase 1 data reveals that despite the 

inclusion of The Standards the application of the overall process, both during and after
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evaluation, has delivered similar outcomes to teachers in terms of their attitudes towards 

their evaluation. There were clear differences in variables such as rewards and 

consequences, and data richness, and these will be further explored in Chapter 5. 

4.15. PART B Qualitative Data Analysis

4.16. Introduction to Qualitative Data Analysis

Part B presents an analysis of the qualitative research data collected in Phase 1 and Phase 

2. A semi-structured interview tool was used to collect this data. Seven teachers were 

interviewed in Phase 1, whilst six teachers were interviewed in Phase 2. In presenting the 

qualitative results, these are first presented in a tabular format in order to display codes, 

and organising themes through to global themes, as per the Thematic Network approach. 

These themes are then depicted as web like maps to display the significant outcomes from 

the interview data collected. An analysis of each web map is also provided. Phase 1 and 

Phase 2 tables and web maps are presented concurrently.

4.17. Qualitative Data Analysis Overview

Interview data were collected in Term 1, at the beginning of the 2017 school year. 

Qualitative data analysis was conducted on this first set of interview data, known as Phase 

1. The same procedure of analysis was performed for the second set of interview data, 

known as Phase 2, in Term 4, at the end of the school year. Following the completion of 

the survey, teachers were asked if they would participate further in this case study via 

these interviews. Seven teachers agreed to do so. Phase 1 data collection methods that 

were deployed in Term 1 asked teachers to reflect upon their experiences with teacher 

evaluation prior to 2017 where The Standards had not been used within their evaluation 

process. The same interview questions were used in Term 4, however, teachers were 

asked to reflect upon their experiences with the new teacher evaluation process that 

incorporated The Standards.

4.18. Thematic Networks

The qualitative analysis of the interview data followed the thematic networks approach 

as described by Attride-Stirling (2001). The interviews were firstly transcribed and initial 
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themes were identified. Thematic networks organise and regulate the identification of (i) 

lowest-order ideas and statements apparent in the text (Basic Themes); (ii) categories of 

basic themes grouped together to summarise more abstract principles (Organising 

Themes); and (iii) super-ordinate themes capturing the primary metaphors in the text as 

a whole (Global Themes). These are then represented as web-like maps illustrating the 

salient themes at each of the three levels and demonstrating the relationships between 

them.

The value of this method of analysis is that it provides a methodical manner in how to 

organise and then analyse qualitative data. Thematic networks as an analytic tool, utilise 

fundamental characteristics that are common to many approaches in qualitative analysis. 

Hence, parallels can be found in many other analytic techniques (Miles & Huberman, 

1994). Applying thematic networks is simply a way of organising a thematic analysis of 

qualitative data. Thematic analyses seek to expose the themes salient in a text at different 

levels, and thematic networks enable the structuring and representation of these themes. 

It is not in any way a new method, but one that shares the key features of any hermeneutic 

analysis. What thematic networks offer is the web-like network as a method to organise 

and present key themes, and to articulate the procedures applied to interpret text (Attride-

Stirling, 2001). 

The full process of analysis can be split into several stages. This began with the 

identification of codes based on frequency of words, terms, or concepts, as well as the 

prominent themes from the literature. These were then expanded to depict the context in 

which they were mentioned by the participants to create basic themes. These basic themes 

were further grouped together in more meaningful ways to form organising themes and 

global themes.

Throughout all interviews there were a number of recurring themes strongly expressed 

by teachers. This applies to both Phase 1 and Phase 2 data collection points and is further 

outlined in Chapter 5 Part B Qualitative Findings and Discussion. The first of these was 

their relationship with their evaluator, the trust they had in this person, and therefore the 

value they placed in the feedback they provided. The second theme that regularly emerged 

was the perception around the purpose of evaluation. The third major theme was the 

sources of evidence collected to inform judgements and to provide feedback. The fourth 
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significant theme was the provision of professional development, linked to goals and 

identified areas of growth. 

4.19. Phase 1—Term 1 Thematic Networks

Semi-structured interview questions were used as the data collection tool and a list of 

these are provided in Appendix G. In Phase 1—Term 1, seven teachers agreed to be 

interviewed following their completion of the survey. The responses were firstly 

transcribed, coding was then carried out, and themes were identified. These codes, basic 

themes, organising themes, and finally global themes, are depicted in Table 4.3. The 

major themes are then depicted in web-like maps in from Figure 4.40 to Figure 4.45. 
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Table 4.3 Phase 1 Term 1 set of interviews

Codes Issues discussed Themes as Basic Themes Organising Themes Global Themes

Trust Importance of trust Trust in the evaluator
Importance of trust in the process

Trust between evaluator and those 
being evaluated is critical

Trust as critical to 
the evaluation 
process

Relationships
Professionalism
Value
Respect

Feelings of being valued
Professionalism of the evaluator
Respect for the evaluator

Relationships with evaluator and 
colleagues
Feelings of being valued by 
evaluator and the organisation
Respect both given and received

Respect in the process and between 
participants
Building and maintaining 
professional relationships

Culture Respect
Loyalty
Honesty

Existing school climate and impact 
on evaluation

The existing school climate towards 
evaluation and honest conversations

Evaluation process
Process driven
Evaluation experience
Evaluation purpose
Tick a box
Administrative exercise

Steps
Framework
Past experiences
Purpose
Administrative exercise only

General steps or phases of 
evaluation
Seen as driven by the process rather 
than the outcome
An administrative or management 
tool

Clarity around the process of 
evaluation
Purpose of evaluation
Outcomes of evaluation—
administrative or developmental Clarity of process, 

purpose and 
outcomes of 
evaluationAnxiety around 

evaluation
Feeling lost
Judgements
Collaboration

Collaboration between colleagues
Feelings of trepidation with the 
process and the outcomes

Acknowledging that evaluation 
brings with it a range of emotions

Evaluation is an emotion laden 
exercise

Quality teaching Quality teaching couldn’t be 
articulated

Very little understanding of what 
quality teaching is or looks like

Vague understanding of what 
quality teaching is and what it 
consists of

The Standards
AITSL Standards AITSL Standards were not know 

and could not be articulated
Minimal to basic understanding or 
knowledge of the AITSL Standards

No connection between quality 
teaching and how this is articulated 
via the Standards

Learning styles
Rapport with students

Rapport and learning styles were 
only mentioned as important to 
quality teaching

Learning styles and rapport with 
students were identified as 
important to Quality Teaching

Quality seen as understanding 
students foremost
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Codes Issues discussed Themes as Basic Themes Organising Themes Global Themes

Self-evaluation/ 
reflection
Peer observation
Peer feedback
Student feedback
Parent feedback
Lesson observations
Student surveys
Interviews
Meetings
Informal feedback
General feedback
Feedback frequency

A range of data sources were
collected to inform the evaluation 
process
Much of it was informal
No consistent data
Parent feedback rated highly

Informal feedback was the 
dominant theme
Peer feedback rated highly
Frequency was ad hoc

Methods of data collection used to 
inform the evaluation process
No clear process was being 
followed on any campus
Peer feedback also featured 
regularly

Informal feedback was the main 
source of feedback
General feedback was the dominant 
mode rather than specific

A variety of data collection
methods but nothing consistent or 
common

Informal feedback as the dominant 
form
General feedback rather than 
specific

Sources of data to 
inform the 
evaluation process

Evaluation leading to 
improvement
Goal setting

Post evaluation personal 
development plan
Some goal setting

Very little productive outcomes as a 
result of the process
Some goal setting, but not linked to 
organisational goals

Creation of a personal development 
plan as a result of evaluation
Professional goals established as a 
result of the evaluation process Outcomes of the 

evaluation process
Personal development
Evaluation outcomes

No personal development plan put 
in place

No professional development 
linked to goals
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4.19.1. Reflections on Phase 1 Term 1 Interviews

On reflection of the first set of interview data, it is clear, that trust between evaluator and 

teacher is a key foundation for which a robust evaluation process needs to be effective. 

Whilst the establishment of a strong school culture that explicitly values effective 

teaching is arguably equally important, this relationship between teacher and evaluator is 

critical for the overall efficacy of the process and ultimately, the eventual outcomes. 

Another key aspect that was borne out in the interview data was the need for teachers to 

have clarity around the purpose of evaluation. Prior to the 2017 school year, teacher 

experiences with their professional evaluation was seen as a process of accountability, as 

something that was done to them by the school administration, as largely an 

administrative exercise rather than a process for professional growth. Furthermore, they 

had feelings of suspicion towards the process as they saw it as a process of judgement 

rather than validation or acknowledgement. This may partially be due to the lack of 

rewards or consequences. There were certainly no rewards, and the only tangible 

consequences were related to the termination of employment.  

There were minimal understanding of The Standards, or of any criteria that they may 

have been appraised against prior to the 2017 school year. When asked to list The 

Standards, any Standards, or if they could articulate some level of understanding of them, 

only vague descriptions were provided. This vague understanding then extended into their 

ability to articulate the key aspects of quality teaching. Superficial and narrow responses 

were provided only. 

The data collection methods that teachers were familiar with were variable. This may be 

due to the diversity of schools they had been at prior to the 2017 school year, and the mix

of approaches that each of these schools may have employed. This does speak to the fact 

that there is no common set of data collection methods across the profession, or at least, 

limited understanding of the basic data collection methods needed to provide meaningful 

evaluations. Possibly as a result of this, feedback was general, superficial, lacked depth 

and specificity.  

Finally, the outcomes of the evaluation process were, not surprisingly, also vague and 

opaque. Most of the teachers reported very little productive outcomes, or goal setting, 
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within their teacher evaluation experiences prior to the 2017 school year. Furthermore, 

they had minimal to nil, professional development plans created post evaluation. 

4.19.2. Web Maps—Phase 1 Term 1

The following pages display the web maps as suggested by Attride-Stirling (2001), and

which are drawn from the thematic network table from Phase 1 Term 1 data. Each global 

theme is displayed along with their accompanying organising themes. Each web map also 

includes an explanation of these themes and their implications for the teacher evaluation 

process. Phase 1 Web Maps are presented in the following order: 

1. Trust

2. Rewards and Consequences

3. Clarity and Purpose

4. AITSL Standards

5. Sources of Data

6. Outcome  
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Figure 4.40 Phase 1 Trust
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Figure 4.41 Phase 1 Rewards and Consequences 
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Figure 4.42 Phase 1 Clarity and Purpose
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Figure 4.43 Phase 1 AITSL Standards
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Figure 4.44 Phase 1 Sources of Data
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Figure 4.45 Phase 1 Outcomes
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4.19.3. Phase 1—Term 1 Analysis Summary

Based on a review of the Phase 1 Term 1 Thematic Network Table and web maps, it is 

apparent that whilst teachers had a high level of trust in their evaluator, the outcomes of 

their evaluation were superficial and lacked a focus on their actual development as 

teachers. This was due to several reasons. The first being a lack of clarity around the 

purpose and the process of evaluation within both the teacher and the broader school 

culture. This then led to a lack of credibility in the process.

Teachers also had only a vague understanding of what quality teaching is, and this was 

coupled with minimal knowledge of how or what they were being assessed against in 

terms of criteria. This is in part their own responsibility, but also a key responsibility of 

the school in terms of needing to make this explicit from both a professional and moral 

perspective.

The overall summary of the data from this phase of the study is that teacher experiences 

towards evaluation prior to 2017 indicate that they were unaware of the process, and if 

there were in fact a process, that it was poorly communicated and applied. Teachers had 

minimal understanding of quality teaching, had minimal understanding of the criteria they 

were being judged against, there were narrow data collected on their performance, and 

feedback was shallow. There was also no developmental plan created post evaluation. In 

essence, irrespective of the criteria used, there was a range of factors that created an 

ineffective experience for the teacher.

4.20. Phase 2—Term 4 Thematic Networks

Phase 2 data were collected in November, at the end of the 2017 school year. Throughout 

this year, The Standards were embedded within the school-wide teacher evaluation 

process. The same teachers who were interviewed at the start of the year were interviewed 

again, to determine what effect The Standards had towards their evaluation experience. 

These interviews were conducted following the surveys in November of the 2017 school 

year. Of the original seven teachers interviewed in Term 1, six agreed to be re-

interviewed. The seventh was on maternity leave and could not be contacted. The 

responses were firstly transcribed, coding was then carried out, and themes were 

identified. These codes, basic themes, organising themes, and finally global themes, are 

depicted in Table 4.4. The major themes are then depicted in web-like maps from Figure 

4.46 to Figure 4.52. 
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Table 4.4 Phase 2 Term 4 set of interviews

Codes Issues discussed Themes as Basic Themes Organising Themes Global Themes

Trust Importance of trust Trust in the evaluator more-so than 
trust in the organisation
Importance of trust in the process

Trust between evaluator and those 
being evaluated is critical
Lack of value from organisation

Two points of 
trust—in the 
evaluator and the 
organisation

Support
Collegiality
Value
Open/Honest

Feelings of being valued—at a 
campus level and at a state level
Positive relationships
Respect for the evaluator

Relationships with evaluator and 
colleagues
Feelings of being valued by 
evaluator and the organisation
Feelings of not being part of the 
decision-making process

Respect in the process and between 
participants

Building and maintaining 
professional relationships

Culture Turmoil
Respect
Uncertainty
Change
Distrust

Existing school climate and impact 
on evaluation
Lack of communication
Robust conversations—both had 
and not had
Collegial support

The existing school climate towards 
evaluation and honest conversations

Evaluation process
Evaluation experience
Tick a box
Administrative exercise
No evaluation done

Framework
Past experiences
Purpose or lack of
Administrative exercise only
No evaluation done
No time for evaluation

General steps or phases of 
evaluation
Seen as driven by the process rather 
than the outcome
An administrative or management 
tool
50/50 administrative v growth

Clarity around the process of 
evaluation

Purpose of evaluation

Outcomes of evaluation—
administrative or developmental

Clarity of process, 
purpose and 
outcomes of 
evaluationAnxiety around 

evaluation
Feeling lost
Judgements
Collaboration

Collaboration between colleagues
See value in the process but 
acknowledge the anxiety around 
that comes with the process

Acknowledging that evaluation 
brings with it a range of emotions
A fear that the process is being used 
for purposes other than professional 
growth

Evaluation is an emotion laden 
exercise
The role of the evaluator
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Codes Issues discussed Themes as Basic Themes Organising Themes Global Themes

Quality teaching
Learning styles and 
rapport with students

QT couldn’t be articulated
QT exposure differs across 
campuses—no common 
understanding

Very little understanding of what 
quality teaching is or looks like
Learning styles and rapport with 
students were identified as 
important to QT

Vague understanding of what 
quality teaching is and what it 
consists of
Quality seen as understanding 
students foremost An understanding of 

what Quality 
Teaching isAITSL Standards AITSL Standards were not known

and could not be articulated, or 
were superficial
Survival only—no time to discuss 
QT

Minimal to basic understanding or 
knowledge of the AITSL Standards

No connection between quality 
teaching and how this is articulated 
via the Standards
AITSL Standards not being referred 
to or used as part of the process

Poor performance
Fired/sacked/terminated
Pay/rewards

Employment termination for poor 
performance

No feedback given
No extra pay given
No constructive feedback

Pay increments as a reward Poor performance leading to 
termination

Rewards and 
consequences for 
poor or excellent 
performanceConsequences No rewards and no consequences Very little rewards or consequences 

built into the process
Consequences lead to being 
terminated rather than supported

No rewards for excellent 
performance
A mechanism to manage 
performance rather than growth

Informal feedback Much of it was informal
Informal feedback was the 
dominant theme

Informal feedback was the main 
source of feedback

Informal feedback as the dominant 
form

Feedback

Student feedback
Parent feedback
General feedback

Peer feedback rated highly—but 
informal

General feedback was the dominant 
mode rather than specific

General feedback rather than 
specific

Feedback frequency Frequency was ad hoc Peer feedback also featured 
regularly
A lack of communication featured 
regularly

No feedback
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Codes Issues discussed Themes as Basic Themes Organising Themes Global Themes

Self 
evaluation/reflection
Peer observation
Lesson observations
AITSL online survey
Folio evidence

A narrow range of data sources 
were collected to inform the 
evaluation process
No consistent data

Methods of data collection used to 
inform the evaluation process—
minimal
No clear process was being 
followed on any campus

Narrow use of data collection 
methods

Sources of data to 
inform the 
evaluation process

Evaluation leading to 
improvement

Post evaluation PDP Very little productive outcomes as a 
result of the process

Lack of a PDP as a result of 
evaluation

Outcomes of the 
evaluation process

Goal setting
Personal development
Evaluation outcomes 

Some goal setting
An evaluator and an organisation 
that cares
End of year review meeting
Post evaluation personal 
development plan
No developmental plan post 
evaluation

Some goal setting, but not linked to 
organisational goals
No personal development plan put 
in place

Professional goals established as a 
result of the evaluation process
No professional development linked 
to goals



118

4.20.1. Reflections on Phase 2 Term 4 Interviews

These results have many similarities to Phase 1 data. Whilst trust between teacher and 

evaluator remained a key aspect, trust in the organisation and the purpose of evaluation 

increased as an important aspect to teachers. Teachers indicated that they had less trust in 

the organisation. This was despite the implementation of a teacher evaluation process that 

had The Standards clearly embedded. This lack of trust in the organisation may have been 

due to other factors external to their teacher evaluation process such as a staff 

rationalisation process.

Teachers continued to have only a vague understanding of quality teaching and could not 

articulate the connection with The Standards or in fact recall The Standards in a 

substantial way. Again, a narrow collection of data was used to inform feedback. This led 

to the feedback provided being quite superficial. There continued to be a weak creation 

of a developmental plan for teachers post their evaluation. For some, they did set 

professional goals, but these did appear to be rather disconnected to their actual identified 

weaknesses.

Overall, it appears that the inclusion of The Standards within the teacher evaluation 

process had minimal impact on improving the teacher experience and the outcomes. The 

actual implementation of the process, rather than the criteria for assessment, was what led 

the process to be seen as ineffective by the teachers who were interviewed.

4.20.2. Web Maps—Phase 2 Term 4

The following pages display the web maps as suggested by Attride-Stirling (2001), and

which are drawn from the thematic network table from Phase 2 Term 4 data. Each global 

theme is displayed along with their accompanying organising themes. Each web map also 

includes an explanation of these themes and their implications for the teacher evaluation 

process. Phase 2 Web Maps are presented in the following order: 

1. Two Points of Trust 

2. Rewards and Consequences

3. Clarity of Process and Purpose 

4. Quality Teaching 

5. Sources of Data

6. Outcomes of the Evaluation Process 

7. The Evaluation Process 
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Figure 4.46 Phase 2 Two Points of Trust
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Figure 4.47 Phase 2 Rewards and Consequences
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Figure 4.48 Phase 2 Clarity of Process and Purpose
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Figure 4.49 Phase 2 Quality Teaching



123

Figure 4.50 Phase 2 Sources of Data
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Figure 4.51 Phase 2 Outcomes of the Evaluation Process
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Figure 4.52 Phase 2 The Evaluation Process
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4.20.3. Phase 2—Term 4 Analysis Summary

Despite the inclusion of The Standards within the evaluation process for the 2017 school 

year, there were a number of whole-school organisational and operational issues that had 

an adverse bearing on the ability of The Standards to have a positive impact on the 

evaluation experience for teachers.

To begin with, The Standards were still not known to teachers. Where teachers were at 

least aware of their existence, they could not confidently recall them or articulate them. 

This was then reflected in teachers’ ability to express an understanding of quality teaching 

both in a generic sense, but also how this may be reflected through the lens of The 

Standards. 

Teachers continued to view the process as administrative rather than developmental. 

Again, this was due to the operational shortcomings of the school which did not place 

time and effort into explaining the evaluation process, and, did not explore The Standards

with their staff. It was also due to the inexperience and lack of skill of the Heads of 

Campus who were responsible for the administration of the process at their respective 

Campus. Whilst most teachers expressed high levels of trust in their Head of Campus on 

a personal level, this same level of trust did not extend to the organisation or the ability 

of the Head of Campus to conduct a robust evaluation process. 

Much like the Phase 1 data, there was very little evidence of a developmental plan post 

evaluation. Therefore, the overall process, implementation, and management of teacher 

evaluation at this school was uneventful and ineffective. Furthermore, it was 

inconsequential if The Standards were even included or not as they were not referred to, 

or used as the catalyst to drive feedback conversations, to create a developmental plan, to 

set goals, or to make decisions around rewards or consequences for the teacher.

4.21. Qualitative Data Analysis Summary

At the beginning of the 2017 school year, whilst The Standards were known to many 

teachers at this school, it appears that their knowledge of them was superficial. They had 

an understanding that there were teacher standards and that these articulate what a teacher 

is expected to know and do, however, they could not explicitly express them. They were 

not used in any meaningful way as part of the evaluation process. In Phase 2, at the end 
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of the 2017 school year, whilst The Standards were embedded within the evaluation tool, 

the majority of teachers still could not articulate any Standard and were not fully aware 

of how they were being used to evaluate their professional practice.

It appears that whilst the relationship between the teacher and their evaluator is in most 

cases strong, the process, the tool, the amount of data collected, the method of feedback 

provided, and the lack of a post-evaluation developmental plan are rendering the outcome 

ineffectual. This applies to both Phase 1 and Phase 2 data, which indicates that the use of 

The Standards has little to no impact on the effectiveness of a teacher evaluation 

mechanism. It is difficult at this stage to determine what effect this is having on student 

outcomes, however as the literature clearly points out, the greatest effect on student 

outcomes is the ability of the teacher, and the best way to improve teaching is through a 

robust teacher evaluation process (Elliott, 2015; Hay Group, 2012).
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Chapter 5. Findings and Discussion

5.1. Chapter Overview

In following the same format as the previous chapter, this chapter is presented in two 

parts. Part A will present the quantitative findings and discuss the results, whilst Part B 

will present the qualitative findings and discuss the results. Both Phase 1 and Phase 2 data 

analysis will be included in Part A and Part B respectively. This chapter will conclude 

with a summary discussion of both sets of results as derived from their own analysis, in 

a combined format, that harnesses the strength of the mixed methodology. 

5.2. PART A—Quantitative Findings and Discussion

5.3. Introduction to Quantitative Findings and 

Discussion 

Part A begins with a summary of the Quantitative findings. Phase 1 Term 1 data will be 

discussed first, followed by Phase 2 Term 4 data. The histograms and heat maps from 

each sub-model will be explored, and this will be followed by a discussion of the SEM 

graphs. Each sub-model is explored separately. The chapter will conclude with a broader 

discussion where all results are considered collectively in relation to the purpose of this 

study, the aim, and the key questions that guided this study. 

Once more, for ease of interpretation of the findings, the Sub-Model and Colour Codes 

Table (Table 4.2) from Chapter 4 has been provided. 

Table 5.1 Sub-Models and Colour Codes  

Colour Sub-Model

Brown The Skill and Experience of the Evaluator

Green Data Collection Methods

Red Feedback

Blue Teacher Perceptions of the Purpose of Evaluation

Purple A Developmental Plan

Yellow Teacher Receptiveness
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5.4. Summary of Findings

Findings from this research suggest that the evaluation mechanism or tool itself is

secondary to a range of other important facets, specifically: (i) the relationship that the 

teacher has with both their evaluator and the organisation for whom they work; (ii) the 

prevailing level of organisational understanding surrounding quality teaching; (iii), the 

skills of the evaluator including how they deliver feedback; and (iv), the addition of a 

developmental plan post evaluation. There is also a correlation between Phase 1 and 

Phase 2 data, especially around the collection of performance data, and the role of the 

evaluator. 

5.5. Brown Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1

5.5.1. Histograms and Heat Map

The results are generally positive in that they depict favourable relationships between 

teacher and evaluator. The majority of the respondents indicated medium to high levels 

of trust and credibility towards their evaluator. Teachers also felt that on most occasions, 

their evaluator could model best practice, had a knowledge of effective pedagogy, and 

had sufficient experience upon which to base their feedback. There does appear to be 

limited to occasional use of The Standards upon which to base their decisions regarding 

teacher performance, and subsequent feedback. This though is to be expected as the Phase 

1 survey asked teachers to reflect upon their experience with teacher evaluation prior to 

the 2017 school year when The Standards were not incorporated into their school 

evaluation process. The evaluators may have also used their own school-based set of 

criteria or benchmarks prior to the 2017 school year as well. The heat map suggests that 

the credibility of the evaluator, a strong professional relationship and trustworthiness, 

were seen as particularly important to the outcome of an evaluation process.

5.6. Green Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1

5.6.1. Histograms and Heat Map

An analysis of these histograms indicates that many respondents had minimal data 

collected on their teaching practices as part of a teacher evaluation process prior to the 
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2017 school year. This may be due to the variety of schools at which they were previously 

employed, and the variety of evaluation processes that they may have experienced. Peer 

observation was the most prevalent data collection method. For a large number of 

respondents, many of the methods had not been used at all, or, used very little. This 

included nil to very little lesson observations from the person(s) responsible for their 

evaluation. Whilst their relationship with their evaluator would, for the majority, be 

considered strong, there were minimal data collection methods deployed, and therefore 

minimal evidence upon which to have meaningful developmental conversations. These 

conversations were therefore rather superficial as can be seen in the Red Model. There is 

either a reluctance, or inability, to engage in robust conversations around pedagogical 

weaknesses.

The Phase 1 Green Sub-Model Heat Map indicates informal observations, peer 

observations and self-reflection as the most prevalent data collection methods. The rather 

sporadic placings of the heat map indicate that there was not a common set of data 

collection methods employed. This may be due to the teachers reflecting upon the 

different schools they had been at, or it could be due to their reflections over several years. 

Nevertheless, it does indicate a rather broad range of data collection methods. This then 

leads to questions as to how this data may be interpreted, and how the feedback may be 

applied to different teachers, based on the different data collected. This again comes back 

to the skill of the evaluator, and the importance that this person plays in the process.

5.6.2. Brown and Green Sub-Models Combined—SEM

The SEM findings indicate that the experience of the evaluator is less significant than the 

ability of the evaluator to interpret the data and to model best practice. This is an 

interesting result since experience would more often correlate with an ability to interpret 

data. It’s also an interesting set of results since the experience of the teachers surveyed, 

towards their previous evaluations, indicated a very narrow selection of data collection 

methods being used to appraise them. It does point to the value they place in the skills of 

the evaluator to interpret data in ways that are meaningful to them. The levels of trust and 

credibility are also important to the teacher, both of which are also reflected in the

histograms. Formal observations were seen as more valuable than informal. This may be 

due to the level of feedback received post-observation. Persuasiveness of feedback was 
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also seen as less important when compared to modelling, pedagogical knowledge, and the 

relationship between teacher and evaluator.

5.7. Red Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1

5.7.1. Histograms and Heat Maps

The Red Sub-Model Histogram results indicate a broad mix of experiences around 

feedback in particular. Most teachers felt that their evaluator could model best practice, 

had sufficient experience, and a satisfactory level of pedagogical understanding. 

However, this same level of satisfaction is not reflected in the feedback measures. More 

often than not, teachers felt that their feedback was less than satisfactory, was not 

grounded on pre-established criteria or benchmarks, lacked depth, and when provided, 

was minimal. The majority of respondents also indicated infrequent amounts of both 

formal and informal feedback. The histograms suggest that for the majority of 

respondents, their feedback both formal and informal was infrequent and/or minimal. 

Furthermore, when it was provided, it was perceived as low quality and shallow by many 

respondents. Many respondents also indicated that their feedback was delayed. This level 

and frequency of feedback correlate with the green model results which indicate a narrow 

use of data collection methods used. 

5.7.2. SEM

The SEM analysis results suggest that the evaluator’s ability to interpret the data to 

provide a depth of feedback is more important to a teacher than their ability to model best 

practice. Informal observations also appear to be less valued by teachers than formal. The 

timing of feedback, when provided, is also important to teachers. Immediately following 

the data collection point is most preferable.

5.8. Blue Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1

5.8.1. Histograms and Heat Map

The Blue Sub-Model Histogram and Heat Map results are somewhat mixed. Teachers felt 

that their school had a clear understanding of effective teaching, however, they had less 

clarity around what quality teaching looks like. What was clear though was that they 



132

perceived teacher evaluation to be largely an accountability exercise rather than a 

mechanism for professional growth. Rewards and consequences were rarely to minimally 

used as well. The fact that there is no link between rewards or consequences, and effective 

or ineffective teaching, suggests in the minds of teachers, it does not matter what standard 

of teaching is produced, or that there is little follow up or outcomes for excellent or poor 

performance. 

5.8.2. SEM

The SEM results provide a variety of insights. Much like the histograms, they indicate 

that rewards and consequences were not applied to their teacher evaluation experiences 

prior to the 2017 school year. In fact, they provide a negative outcome to an understanding 

of school-wide effective teaching practices. Teachers valued a knowledge of The 

Standards or criteria against which they were being assessed. Of most importance was 

the school-wide understanding of what effective teaching looks like. This is linked to the 

ongoing dialogue that occurs at a school around quality teaching and provides an 

indication of school culture, and the importance there is towards improving quality 

teaching.

5.9. Purple Sub-Model Phase 1 Term 1

5.9.1. Histograms and Heat Map

The histogram analysis of the questions and responses pertaining to the Purple Model 

from the Phase 1 Term 1 survey indicates a range of outcomes. Whilst the case study 

school did provide professional development, there was an indication from the majority 

of teachers that they did not receive, or contribute towards, their own professional 

development plan. It can also be seen that despite there being either some, to a great deal 

of time, spent on teacher evaluation, the school in the majority of cases did not provide a 

development plan post evaluation. Furthermore, it appears that the school also did not 

explicitly and deliberately engage in an exploration around improving teaching quality. 

The histograms indicate that professional development was, in general, made available 

and that time was set aside for it, however there was minimal understanding of what 

quality teaching consists of, and there was little in the way of a development plan post 

evaluation, or, at the start of the school year. This, at the very least, has the effect of 
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professional development appearing to be ad hoc, and not connected in a meaningful way 

to personal or school improvement.

5.9.2. SEM

The SEM results indicate that an investment in time towards professional development is 

more significant than resource investment towards professional development. Whilst the 

variables all had a positive impact on the latent variables, time investment had the most 

significance. This is reflected in the regression results where the time invested towards 

professional development had the largest affect size of the covariates on a professional 

development plan. What is also interesting to observe, is the positive effect size the school 

had in terms of its focus upon teaching quality. This was only slightly less than the time 

invested in professional development and both would appear to complement each other 

since a school that has a focus on improving teacher quality should ideally devote time to 

doing so. 

5.10. Brown Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4 

5.10.1. Histograms and Heat Map

The Phase 2 Brown Sub-Model Histogram results suggest that teachers generally had a 

strong relationship with their evaluator throughout the 2017 school year. Teachers 

perceived their relationship with the evaluator as having high levels of trust, and as 

personally exhibiting high credibility and pedagogical understanding. The experience of 

their evaluator was mixed, however, they felt that their evaluator had high levels of 

persuasiveness. Teacher understanding or knowledge of The Standards was also quite 

strong, certainly stronger than the Phase 1 data.

As per Phase 1, and as reflected in the histograms, evaluator credibility, the relationship 

between teacher and evaluator, and associated levels of trust were all seen as important

to teachers with their experiences of their evaluation throughout 2017. Evaluator 

experience was seen as less important. The awareness of The Standards also scored a 

larger effect size.
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5.11. Green Sub Model Phase 2 Term 4

5.11.1. Histograms and Heat Map

The heat map suggests a mixture of data collection methods either used throughout 2017 

or at least deemed important to the teacher in terms of the outcome of their experience 

with their evaluation tool. Self-reflection, peer observations, and informal observations 

were seen as the most prevalent and potentially useful to the teacher.

5.11.2. Brown and Green Sub-Models Combined—SEM

The SEM indicates that all data collection methods were seen as relevant and important, 

but that self-reflection, peer observations, and informal observations were the most 

prevalent. Persuasiveness of feedback was also seen as less important when compared to 

modelling, pedagogical knowledge, and the relationship between teacher and evaluator.

In terms of using this data to inform performance discussions, the level of experience was 

seen as less important to teachers as compared with their ability to interpret the data and 

to provide feedback that had depth and was specific. This is similar to the Phase 1 SEM 

and suggests that the skills of the evaluator in terms of their ability to interpret data and 

deliver it in such as way that it resonates with the teacher is what matters most to teachers. 

Whilst evaluator experience may play a role in this skill, this in itself was not seen as the 

critical factor. 

5.12. Red Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4

5.12.1. Histograms and Heat Map

The histograms display a broad mix of experiences with feedback throughout 2017. For 

some teachers their feedback lacked depth, was minimal to nil in terms of the amount 

provided, and, lacked quality. For others, it was substantial, had some depth, and was 

reasonably specific. The attitudes of teachers towards the pedagogical skills of their 

evaluator, and the ability of their evaluator to model best practice was generally positive. 

In summary, their belief in their evaluator was strong, but their belief in the outcome of 

the evaluation process was mixed.
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The heat map indicates some very strong outcomes across a range of factors surrounding 

feedback quality throughout 2017. The ability to model best practice was not seen as 

important to teachers. Whereas the depth of feedback, timing, and the amount, were seen 

as important. This reflects the Phase 1 data.

5.12.2. SEM

As reflected in the histograms and heat map, the SEM indicates that modelling best 

practice is less important to teachers. Feedback that is timely and specific is important to 

teachers according to their responses at the end of the 2017 school year. This is similar to 

the Phase 1 data which suggests that feedback quality is more important to teachers than 

their evaluator’s ability to role model best practice.

5.13. Blue Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4

5.13.1. Histograms and Heat Map

The histogram results suggest that The Standards were clear to teachers when used as part 

of their evaluation process throughout 2017. There were however, nil to vague, 

understanding and knowledge of the broader school’s improvement agenda surrounding 

teacher quality. There were mixed attitudes towards the purpose of evaluation with some 

seeing it purely as an accountability exercise. There were also mixed attitudes towards 

rewards and consequences. This is potentially linked to the sense of purpose towards 

evaluation as some would see it purely linked to a summative purpose rather than 

developmental. 

5.13.2. SEM

There was a major change in the Phase 2 SEM results and this was around the application 

of rewards and/or consequences surrounding teaching performance. This factor increased 

markedly over the course of the 2017 school year following the application of The 

Standards. It suggests that The Standards may have provided the framework to apply 

either rewards or consequences for good or poor performance, or at the very least, to 

identify these characteristics and to have some performance conversations. However, The 

Standards do not appear to have had an effect on school-wide understanding or dialogue 

around teacher effectiveness and quality teaching. 
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5.14. Purple Sub-Model Phase 2 Term 4

5.14.1. Histograms and Heat Map

These histograms indicate that a minimal, at best, developmental plan was provided post 

evaluation. Professional development was provided for most teachers as can be seen with 

responses to Questions 49 and 50. However without a professional development plan, the 

application of PD could be haphazard and not specifically targeting the areas of greatest 

need. 

5.14.2. SEM

The SEM suggests that teachers value a developmental plan post evaluation. They 

received the time and resources towards their professional development. However, 

without a plan, linked to their own professional growth and goals, and if not connected to 

the broader goals of the school, will be less effective. The encouraging outcomes from 

the Phase 2 SEM data indicate that professional development time and resources were 

certainly accessible, however when comparing this with the Blue Sub-Model results,

there appears to be a disconnect between professional development that will directly 

target the pedagogical weakness of a teacher as they are unlikely to know what this is 

themselves.

5.15. Summary of Quantitative Findings and Discussion

The teachers surveyed in general had a strong relationship with their evaluator, however 

their experiences with the evaluation process were less than satisfactory. Across both data 

collection phases, teachers indicated that minimal evidence was collected upon which to 

base any feedback on their performance. This led to superficial performance 

conversations between teacher and evaluator. It also led to a lack of goals or plans being 

put into place for the next teaching cycle, which in turn created a cycle of mediocrity and 

ambiguity. Teachers indicated that they preferred an evaluator who could model best 

practice and interpret the data to deliver meaningful suggestions, rather than one who may 

have been experienced, but could not translate this experience into displaying strong 

classroom pedagogy themselves. Their level of credibility reduced, which in turn reduced 

the likelihood of the teacher accepting further advice. Teachers also preferred feedback 
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to be timely and frequent. Timely to mean, very soon after the evidence was collected 

such as a lesson observation or student survey. Teachers preferred these traits over an 

evaluator who could model best practice. The histogram results indicate that whilst this 

was their preferred method of receiving feedback, it did not happen enough for their 

satisfaction. Teachers were also unsatisfied with the depth and amount of feedback they 

had received across both Phases. They wanted more feedback, especially that which is 

based upon agreed to, and fully explained, Standards or criteria. Across both Phases,

professional development was provided, however it did not appear to have a close 

connection with teacher identified weaknesses following a development conversation or 

feedback.

5.16. PART B—Qualitative Findings and Discussion

5.17. Introduction to Qualitative Findings and Discussion

This chapter will discuss the findings from the Qualitative collection of data. In the 

discussion of the qualitative results, the thematic network data analysis will be referred 

to concurrently with excerpts from the respondents of the interviews. Pseudonyms have 

been used for the names of the respondents. These excerpts will serve to illustrate the data 

obtained via the thematic networks, and to illuminate the key points made within the 

discussion. The terms teacher and respondent will be used interchangeably as someone

who was interviewed as part of this research. Phase 1 Term 1 will be explored first.

5.18. Qualitative Findings Summary

Findings from the Qualitative sets of data correlate closely with the Quantitative data. 

The evidence suggests that the mechanism itself is secondary to a range of other important 

facets, specifically: (i) the level of trust that the teacher has with both their evaluator and 

the organisation for whom they work; (ii) the skills of the evaluator including how they 

interpret evidence and deliver feedback; (iii) the sense of purpose surrounding an 

evaluation process, and (iv), the creation of a developmental plan post evaluation. There 

is a close correlation between Phase 1 and Phase 2 data. It is also evident that irrespective 

of the inclusion of The Standards, what matters most in the application of a teacher

evaluation process is the value that a school places on such a process to inform practice 

and seek improvement. 
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5.19. Phase 1 Term 1 Findings and Discussion

In Phase 1 of the study, six themes emerged as significant experiences with teacher 

evaluation prior to the 2017 school year. These were: (a) trust; (b) purpose of evaluation; 

(c) rewards and consequences; (d) The Standards; (e) sources of data; and (f) the

outcomes of evaluation. Tables 4.3 and 4.4 show the codes, basic themes, organising 

themes, and global themes, as explored in Chapter 4, from both the Phase 1 and Phase 2

data collection points. 

Findings from the Phase 1 Term 1 set of interview data indicate that those being evaluated 

had high levels of trust and respect for the person who was evaluating their performance, 

however, they had low levels of trust in the process and in the broader organisation for 

whom they worked. For example: 

I’ve been here for fourteen years and I’ve seen a leader who I 

don’t trust and I don’t think is there to actually help you but more 

worried about their own personal well-being, and then you get 

someone like my boss here who obviously cares about his own 

well-being but he’s massive on protecting the staff from 

unreasonable parents. Also, I trust that he basically draws a line 

in the sand. So, I feel sometimes some campuses are run by people 

in the community more than the professionals that are employed 

to do the job. (Respondent, Gavin) 

The majority of teachers expressed that they had a positive relationship with their 

evaluator. In all cases, their evaluator was their immediate supervisor or line manager, 

who was based at their campus, and is referred to as Head of Campus. They felt that this 

person supported them well in their professional role, and that they had a strong collegial 

relationship. They reported high levels of trust and respect for this person. These 

comments were largely based around character traits and professional conduct as their 

Head of Campus rather than their dual role of evaluator. All of the teachers could not 

separate, or, make a distinction between these dual roles. Which in some respects is 

understandable where there is a small campus and a small number of staff, however, it 

did create ambiguity for the purposes of this research and teacher understanding of the 

role of the Head of Campus. Whilst the relationship in most cases was one of high levels 
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of trust and respect, the lack of a clear process around teacher evaluation prior to the 2017 

school year, would have contributed to a lack of meaningful data collection and feedback. 

Furthermore, the Head of Campus may very well have been highly competent in the role 

as Head of Campus, however, they may have lacked the skills to provide a robust teacher 

evaluation experience. Further examination of the data would suggest that this is the case 

across both Phase 1 and Phase 2.

Teachers expressed that they found their experiences with their evaluation had been 

largely an administrative exercise and had not contributed towards their improvement. 

They had only a vague understanding of the purposes of evaluation, as well as the process, 

and saw it as something that had to be done, like a compliance measure. This is illustrated 

by one teacher who reinforced the high relational nature of their interaction with their 

evaluator, but their low level of satisfaction with the evaluation process or intentions. For 

example:

My Head of Campus, she was really supportive, very 

approachable. So I’d say we had a very good relationship. The 

appraisal made sure I’m on track with what I should be doing to 

be the best teacher I can be… but it’s also something that could 

be done without giving much thought to. So in that sense, just like 

doing some paperwork, hand it in, do your interview, start again. 

(Respondent, Penny) 

The experiences therefore, for the teachers towards their evaluations, prior to the 2017 

school year, were rather underwhelming. There was very little professional growth

through the experience. They reported that when professional growth did occur, it was 

through incidental and informal exchanges with colleagues, rather than any formal 

process. In fact, there was a level of resentment for some, whilst for others, there was

indifference toward the process that was seen as an imposition. Again, these feelings and 

comments are borne from a sense that the process was meaningless, and used more as an 

accountability exercise rather than a mechanism for fulfilling professional conversation 

and growth. 
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Further to this, evaluators appeared to lack the skills to be effective in their roles. This is 

evidenced by the lack of robust conversations based on evidence, the lack of a broad range 

of evidence collected, and the narrow and superficial provision of feedback. For example:

Well I take it seriously in terms of how I approach it but I don’t

think it’s ... I think it’s treated as an administrative exercise from 

leadership. (Respondent, Alison)

The process was viewed by many as being quite onerous, lengthy, 

way too driven by paperwork, and submission of deadlines and 

things like that. (Respondent, Gina) 

However, where the evaluator had the requisite skills, competence and where high levels 

of trust existed, there appeared to be a more fulfilling outcome for the teacher as 

evidenced by this comment: 

I’ve been at the school since 2002. Initially we had no process for 

the first few years because we’re very small, but as we’ve grown 

that’s changed. Certainly our Head of Campus that’s been here 

since 2006, she started to implement that process…I would say 

that it’s extremely effective. I have found it, in terms of my 

professional growth and my own learning and development as an 

education, I think its been nothing but positive and helpful. While 

there is a little bit of paperwork, it doesn’t take that long, and to 

be honest its a really good process to go through. (Respondent, 

Lois)

In terms of the provision for, or inclusion of, rewards for excellent performance, or 

consequences for poor performance, these did not appear to exist as part of the teacher 

evaluation process at this school. At the very least, of the teachers interviewed, they were 

unaware if they were being implemented or administered. They certainly were not 

explicitly embedded within the associated documentation or communication at the 

commencement of this process at the start of the 2017 school year. There did appear 

however to be some haphazard or whole of staff application of rewards for performance 

however these were not targeted and certainly were not linked to a specific teacher’s

appraisal against set criteria, as evidenced in the following comments:
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I’m not aware of any additional remuneration in that sense or any 

penalty as such. (Respondent, Brian) 

Remuneration or reward is not really part of the appraisal process. 

It’s becoming better at what you do, but in saying that, our 

directors will often spring a lunch for us, or something like that. 

(Respondent, Gina) 

All respondents not only had little knowledge of rewards for good teaching, they were 

equally unaware of any process for under-performance, as evidenced by the following 

comment:

I definitely don’t think there’s any. Not that I am aware of any 

remuneration for good performance. I don’t know what the 

process would be for poor performance. (Respondent, Patrick) 

The concept of performance pay or rewards based around appraisal and performance 

appeared to be less of a concern for teachers in this study. No teacher expressed any 

disappointment around the fact that there was no reward for performance, be this financial 

or otherwise. Of more concern though, was that there was no discernible process to 

manage poor performance. Again, this may be due to a number of reasons ostensibly 

linked to the process or framework they had experienced prior to 2017, or it could be 

linked to the fact that their evaluator or manager did not have the skills to manage poor 

performance. 

Of the teachers interviewed, most could only articulate a superficial and limited 

understanding or expression of what quality teaching means to them. Many teachers were 

preoccupied with the operational aspects of the educative process of deliver content, 

assess understanding, report attainment, repeat. Some were aware of The Standards, and

had heard of them, and they had a sense that they provided an indication of what teachers 

are expected to know and do, however they could not confidently articulate any of the 

seven standards. For example: 

I couldn’t rattle it off to you now, but I am quite familiar with it. 

Working is it? Is that the diagram? Sorry, I should say that I’m
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thinking that, is that that diagram or is something else? 

(Respondent, Alison) 

Whilst some teachers had a basic or superficial understanding of The Standards, or could 

articulate some opinion of what quality teaching looked like, others were completely 

bereft of any knowledge of The Standards, or a sense of what quality teaching actually

consists of. Furthermore, there was very little appreciation of how teaching standards of 

any kind could provide a level of clarity around what teachers are expected to know and 

do, as evidenced by the following comment: 

What I think is good teaching is based upon what I saw when I 

was in High School. I guess I also go on what I do in the 

classroom. If my relationship with my students are good and 

they’ve got really good results. (Respondent, Penny) 

A number of teachers identified a positive relationship as the key indicator to quality 

teaching. None of the respondents mentioned the typical markers of an understanding of 

teacher effectiveness such as pedagogy, data analysis, differentiation, learning styles, 

content knowledge, parent partnerships or integrated tasks. There was no mention of 

innovative approaches to teaching and learning. 

Prior to the 2017 school year, the case study school had not utilised The Standards, so it’s

not surprising for teachers to not be able to articulate them. However, The Standards were 

released some years earlier, and there had been considerable promotion of them within 

the teaching profession, education networks, and educational networks. AITSL as an 

organisation also had a significant profile amongst the profession. 

There also appeared to be very little breadth of evidence collected to support 

developmental conversations and upon which to base evaluator judgement. The evidence 

collected largely consisted of self-evaluation and infrequent lesson observations. Where 

lesson observations did occur, there was also very little feedback provided or a post-

lesson conversation. Further to this, based on the responses, each teacher had a different 

experience of data collection and feedback. Whereas some reported the use of self-

evaluation as the primary source of data collection, others reported the use of peer 

observations, or informal discussions with colleagues. This suggests a lack of a clear 

framework being in place to guide teacher evaluation at their school, and possibly a lack 
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of application on behalf of the evaluator or person responsible for the administration of 

teacher evaluation. For example:

No, there was no other data apart from self-evaluation. 

(Respondent, Gavin) 

Not really in any direct feedback sort of way. I mean, some 

indirect feedback. (Respondent, Brian) 

Furthermore, the feedback that was used, tended to come from informal sources such as 

colleagues. This was obtained via unstructured means in the staffroom, during breaks, or 

in the playground whilst on shared duties, rather than structured peer observations. When 

feedback was provided it was quite general in nature, rather than specific. It left teachers 

with only a vague sense of their progress as opposed to targeted areas to strengthen. 

There was also no structured post-evaluation process implemented in terms of the creation 

of a developmental plan. Whilst some professional goals appeared to be set, these did not 

appear to be linked to broader organisational or strategic goals, or to have a clear link to 

the weaknesses identified as part of the evaluation process. Furthermore, those 

responsible for conducting the evaluation of teachers at this school did not set it as a 

priority and did not put time aside to provide sufficient feedback or to create a 

developmental plan for those they were supposed to evaluate. For example: 

I don’t think we ended up having any meetings last year. Like 

they kind of never happened because our administrator was busy, 

or we couldn’t line up all the ducks in a row. (Respondent, Lois) 

Often, the end of year teacher evaluation meeting or developmental conversation did not 

occur, or, were conducted in a rushed and superficial manner. This was because their line 

manager, who was also their evaluator, was pre-occupied with the end of year tasks, and 

preparing for the year to come. 

5.20. Phase 2 Term 4 Findings and Discussion

Phase 2 of the research was conducted at the end of the 2017 school year after a teacher 

evaluation process had been implemented and The Standards were explicitly embedded

as the criteria upon which to base judgements on performance, and upon which to 
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structure conversations around improvement. The same questions were asked of the same 

teachers on their experiences with this evaluation process over the course of the 2017 

school year. Of the original seven teachers interviewed in Phase 1, one teacher was on 

maternity leave and unable to contribute, therefore six teachers were interviewed in Phase 

2. As per Phase 1, a thematic network analysis was conducted, and seven global themes 

were identified. Many were similar to Phase 1, but there were some variations. These 

were: (a) trust; (b) purpose of evaluation; (c) rewards and consequences; (d) quality 

teaching; (e) feedback; (f) sources of data, and (f) the outcomes of evaluation. As can be 

seen in Table 4.4 (p. 115), there were a number of similarities to teacher responses when 

compared to Phase 1 responses, however, the differences were around the concept of 

feedback and sources of data to inform evaluation.

Trust in the evaluator remained high, and trust in the organisation remained low. Teachers 

could see value in the process but continued to not feel valued by their organisation. For 

example:

The relationship I have with the person who conducted my recent 

evaluation is open, and I definitely feel like I’m valued here, for 

the contributions I make. (Respondent, Patrick) 

However, another teacher made this comment:

My evaluation hasn’t happened. I feel like I’m being shunted to 

one side. Which irritates me to no end because I’m the most 

experienced teacher going. (Respondent, Lois) 

There was though an increase in the clarity of purpose and process of evaluation amongst

teachers. There also appeared to be a greater sense of ownership from the evaluators 

towards the process and the benefits it can provide to teachers around improving their 

performance. The process also appeared to have a greater connection to organisational 

goals as evidenced in the following text: 

Elements of it are a tick the box administrative process. But it 

depends on how you manage it at your site, so we made a 

relatively big deal of it from the point of view that my Head of 

Campus opened it up to staff, and said, “This is what it needs to 
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look like. This is the outcome, this is stuff you do all day every 

day. My focus in the next six months is going to be watching you 

grow and develop based on the school’s goals. Choose 2 of those 

goals, not 50 of them, and do those well and achieve those well.” 

(Respondent, Gina) 

There was an increase in the perception that the overall process was contributing towards 

their professional growth, however there continued to be a strong sense that it remained 

an administrative exercise. For example:

I’d say that’s a bit of 50-50. I do feel like there’s definitely parts 

of it that are ticking boxes, so to speak, and parts of it as well have 

been definitely geared towards trying to get some professional 

growth, especially with the stuff that my Head of Campus has said 

with regards to getting us to do professional development that has 

to do with that particular subject or particular topic that we

wanted to research into. (Respondent, Brian) 

Whilst the relationship that teachers had with their evaluator was strong, for most 

respondents there did appear to be a lack of communication, a lack of depth of feedback, 

and a lack of honest, robust conversations around performance based on evidence. For 

example:

So, in terms of evaluation I have been indirectly evaluated, I know 

no-one has said “you aren’t teaching well” or anything... no one 

is coming to my classroom to say “oh look you are being 

terminated”. We haven’t had a formal evaluation and given the 

commotion and turmoil in the school, we haven’t actually had like 

one person for the task. (Respondent, Patrick) 

Other teachers could point to a process being in place where goals were set at the start of

the year and they were reviewed at the end of the year. However there still existed 

ambiguity around this process in terms of how these goals were set, how they would be 

assessed, or what evidence was collected to assist this process. For example:
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Probably around Term 2 we sort of did some goal setting. In Term 

3 our Head of Campus said we had to do a PD to cover and meet 

our goals. (Respondent, Lois) 

With respect to the inclusion or adoption of rewards or consequences for excellent or poor 

performance, there was no evidence that these had been included in the 2017 teacher 

evaluation process. For example:  

Definitely nothing built into our system where we get any sort of 

bonus or any sort of incentive to ... We get plenty of feedback. If 

we’re doing well, we get positive feedback, which is great. For a 

lot of us, that’s a great benefit anyway. But yeah, nothing 

materialistic of any sort. Probably there’s nothing really at the 

other end either, other than, obviously, the leader we have here 

will definitely follow up anything. (Respondent, Alison) 

When asked if they were aware of any rewards or consequences based on performance, 

one respondent answered with:  

Not that I’m aware of. I assume if you’re performing poorly, then 

you’d be trying to address it. There’s no real reward type of thing. 

(Respondent, Brian) 

However, another teacher did think that there was an increase in the pay scale based on 

good performance reviews. Although, it was only a vague recollection as can be deduced 

from this comment:

Apparently if you can demonstrate that you’re meeting goals, 

your scaling of pay goes up. (Respondent, Brian) 

There was very narrow sources of data collected, this being largely peer and self-

assessments as per previous years. There did appear to be even less structured or 

formalised mechanisms to collect evidence on performance as portrayed in the following 

comment:

I’ve had people often come into my classroom, but that’s been 

more unannounced. Sort of once again, that’s my issue with this 
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process, is I’m basically getting critiqued regularly but never 

under a controlled environment. Basically, people sometimes 

coming in, who knows what they’re doing or saying, I don’t

know. (Respondent, Gavin) 

As this comment suggests, there were not only less formalised mechanisms to collect 

evidence but fewer opportunities and avenues to both provide and receive feedback. 

Despite The Standards being included, teachers still could not articulate a single one. 

Again, they were aware of them, but they could not accurately recall them. For example:

Well my appraisal was based directly on the questionnaire 

associated with the AITSL Standards, so, I sort of did that online

survey so I’m pretty familiar with what they look like and I mean, 

there’s a lot of content in there but I’m pretty familiar with what 

my role is in relation to those and ticking the boxes in relation to 

those. (Respondent, Gina) 

On a scale of 1-10—I would give myself a 6. I can’t recall them 

specifically. (Respondent, Lois)

Teachers also elicited a superficial understanding of quality teaching with a focus on 

learning styles and student-teacher rapport. Whilst encouraging to see that teaching as a 

practice was being discussed and shared, these did not tend to be in-depth discussions 

around the pedagogy of teaching. When asked as to whether they had an understanding 

of what quality teaching looks like, one teacher responded with: 

Gosh I would hope so, we go on about it so much. And we 

actually do talk about things like that at staff meetings, so what 

worked really well, or somebody might say, “I did this in the 

class.”. (Respondent, Gina) 

There was no evidence of a post-evaluation professional learning plan put in place as 

evidenced by the following comment: 

Not to my knowledge anyway. I don’t know. That’s what it seems 

like. I asked where am I going, and basically they said, “Well, we 
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haven’t had anyone complain about you, so it must be going all 

right.” (Respondent, Patrick) 

The inclusion of The Standards within the 2017 school evaluation process appeared to

have had no impact on the outcome for teachers in terms of improving their performance, 

or identifying areas of weakness, or the creation of a post-evaluation development plan 

to address these weaknesses. Teachers within this study reported similar levels of 

indifference or suspicion towards the process and purpose of evaluation at their school 

between Phase 1 and Phase 2. For this particular case study, the 2017 school year was a 

busy one as the organisation was implementing a range of whole-school initiatives. This 

only served to occupy the Heads of Campus more-so, giving them less time to conduct 

teacher evaluations. The relationship between teacher and evaluator, the levels of trust, 

and the capacity of the evaluator were critical themes that emerged.

5.21. Summary of Qualitative Findings and Discussion

Qualitative data analysis across both Phase 1 and 2 suggests that teachers see evaluation 

largely as an administrative exercise, without adequate data collected to make meaningful 

judgements, and ineffectual feedback. While the majority of the teachers interviewed 

indicated that they had a positive relationship with their evaluator, it was clear that much 

of the process was superficial, and, did not provide the teachers with any deep insight into 

how they may be more effective. Further to this, the teachers had very little knowledge 

of The Standards or what criteria they were being judged against, and there was very little

in the way of a developmental plan put in place to continue to grow their capabilities.  

Furthermore, with multiple campuses spread across the State, each with their own Head 

of Campus, it appears that there was significant variance in the types of data collected, 

the methods of data collection, the feedback provided and the outcomes post evaluation, 

despite the evaluation tool being the same for every campus. Those responsible for 

evaluation, in this case study this being the Head of Campus, would appear to benefit with 

additional training around how to provide feedback that has depth, and that is targeted. 

The overall process would also benefit from a formalised procedure around what data 

will be collected, and how, followed by a post-evaluation development plan with 

embedded goals and professional development. 
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Further to this, the dual role of the Head of Campus as both the line manager responsible 

for teacher performance, and the evaluator or mentor responsible for professional growth, 

is problematic for several reasons. The Head of Campus has responsibility for coaching, 

mentoring, and building rapport with their teaching staff. In some remote towns and 

communities, teacher recruitment and retention is difficult. In these situations, the Head 

of Campus may not wish to provide what may be interpreted as negative, yet constructive 

feedback to a teacher for fear of losing them. Having no teacher is sometimes worse than 

a poorly performing one. Another issue they face is that their role absorbs their time and 

energy, and so the collection of evidence of teacher performance, followed by a 

conversation, followed by the creation of a developmental plan, across several teachers, 

means that it either does not happen, or is done in a very superficial or purely compliance 

manner. 

For this process to be most effective, there are some suggestions and recommendations. 

These include: a broader range of data collection mechanisms; feedback that has depth 

and specificity; an evaluator that is skilled in the delivery of this feedback; a post-

evaluation developmental plan; a clear understanding of what quality teaching is; and a 

tool or mechanism that uses criteria that are known, understood and applied to everyone. 

These will be further expanded upon in Chapter 6. 

5.22. Combined Summary as Derived From Both Sets of 

Data

A number of themes emerged across both sets of quantitative and qualitative data. In 

Phase 1, the dominant themes were the levels of trust that teachers had towards their 

evaluator and their evaluation experience; the skill and pedagogical skill of the evaluator; 

superficial feedback, and minimal data collection methods. In Phase 2, the dominant 

themes were similar to Phase 1, however, the differences were that teachers felt that they 

had a better grasp of The Standards against which they were being assessed. However,

they also indicated that their professional development plan post evaluation was even less 

than what they experienced prior to 2017.  

This study reveals that the mechanism or tool is affected by the teacher’s understanding 

of what quality teaching actually is and how this is also expressed and understood at a

whole school level. It can be argued that this applies to the evaluator as well since they 



150

are the person making a subjective judgement, and, is supported in the literature whereby 

teachers have a wide variance around what quality teaching looks like. Furthermore, the 

value that the school places on teacher evaluation processes as a key driver to student 

outcomes is reflected in their sense of purpose, and clarity around that process.

In summary, the quantitative and qualitative results across both Phases indicate that 

regardless of the tool, or The Standards used to assess performance, it is the strength of

the relationships, the skill of the evaluator, the depth of feedback, and the creation of a 

professional development plan post evaluation that matter most to teachers.
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Chapter 6. Conclusion and Recommendations

6.1. Introduction

This chapter provides the conclusions drawn from the study by first revisiting the research 

questions and then providing a summary of the data collection methods used to address 

each question and the key findings. Answers are provided to each specific research 

question. It then suggests a number of recommendations for the future implementation of 

a teacher evaluation process within a school, to ensure the greatest chance of success and 

efficacy for teachers. These recommendations have been grouped in such a way that they 

target specific areas of a school organisation and are provided to guide those responsible 

for the implementation, management, and oversight of teacher evaluation. It concludes 

with a reflection of the contribution that this study makes to the profession and literature 

on this topic. 

6.2. Conclusion

The key aim of this research was to consider the value of The Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers on teacher quality where a school has used these Standards as

part of their evaluation process. In addressing this key aim, three sub-questions were 

developed to help identify this value and to provide recommendations around their 

implementation for schools.

This research was focussed on addressing the following questions: 

1. What effect on the quality of teaching is evident in a school which has used The 

Standards as the key benchmark of their teacher evaluation process?

2. What are the key issues affecting the implementation of an effective teacher 

evaluation process in schools that have used The Standards? 

3. Once identified, how can these issues be managed in order to provide a 

meaningful and developmental experience for teachers? 

To ensure a thorough examination of each question, the following paragraphs will provide 

a breakdown to include the research question, the methods of data collection used to 
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answer the question, the key findings from the analysis of this data, an answer to the 

questions, and finally, a summary of the recommendations of this study.  

Research Question 1: What effect on the quality of teaching is evident in a school which 

has used The Standards as the key benchmark of their teacher evaluation process? Both 

data collection methods addressed this question with the survey and semi-structured 

interviews providing insights into the perception and attitudes that teachers held towards 

the role of the evaluator, the delivery of feedback, and the purposes of evaluation. The 

survey tool also provided the ability to compare Term 1 and Term 4 data, or essentially, 

to compare the effect that The Standards had when they were included in a teacher 

evaluation process within a school. 

Following an analysis of the data, the key findings for Research Question 1 are: 

1. The evaluation tool is less important than the existing school culture toward 

teaching quality and teacher effectiveness.  

2. The evaluation tool is less important than the level of trust that exists between 

evaluator and teacher.

3. The use of The Standards, whilst beneficial from the point that they are an 

articulation of what teachers are expected to know and do, are not what have the 

greatest effect. 

What matters most is that teachers know and understand The Standards, criteria, or 

benchmarks used to evaluate them. An example of this is provided by one respondent, 

who, when asked if she could accurately recall The Standards, stated “On a scale of 1-10, 

I would give myself a 6. I can’t recall them specifically” (Lois). An additional example

is provided by the Phase 2 SEM results which indicate that teachers knew The Standards

however those responsible for conducting the evaluation and providing feedback were 

not skilled in the interpretation of data and provision of feedback. Both examples indicate

that a sense of transparency around the evaluation process, the strength of the evaluator 

in their ability to interpret data and then provide feedback, and clarity of the criteria for 

evaluation, are important aspects in improving teaching quality. 

The answer to Research Question 1 is that the inclusion of The Standards as part of a

school’s teacher evaluation process, by themselves, does not guarantee that the quality of 
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teaching throughout that school will be improved. The ability to measure the quality of 

teaching is problematic, as explored in the review of the literature. Therefore, to measure 

the effect that The Standards have on the quality of teaching is equally problematic. The 

results indicate that whilst The Standards may provide clarity around what constitutes 

quality teaching, without a whole of teaching staff dialogue and agreed understanding of 

what quality teaching looks like, and without an exploration within and amongst staff 

around the articulation of The Standards in everyday professional teacher practices, they 

become inconsequential. It is the work that is done around The Standards, when 

embedded within an evaluation process, that affects the quality of teaching. For example, 

one respondent (Brian), when asked about his experience of evaluation following the 

inclusion of The Standards said “I’d say that’s a bit 50/50. I do feel like there’s definitely 

parts of it that are ticking boxes, so to speak, and parts of it as well have been geared 

towards trying to get some professional growth.”  

This study has provided no evidence to suggest that the inclusion of The Standards will 

have a positive impact on the effectiveness of an individual teacher, where they are 

embedded within a tool to evaluate teacher performance, and to inform professional 

development. There are a range of other more critical issues that must be addressed for 

any teacher evaluation process to be effective. For instance, when asked if a professional 

learning plan was put in place following his evaluation, one respondent (Patrick) replied 

with “Not to my knowledge anyway. I don’t know. That’s what it seems like. I asked 

where am I going, and basically they said, ‘Well, we haven’t had anyone complain about 

you, so it must be going all right’”. This is reflected in the Phase 2 SEM which showed a 

weak application of a developmental plan post-evaluation despite the inclusion of The 

Standards. Further issues are explored and answered in the next question. 

Based on the findings to this research question, the implications for the future 

implementation of a teacher evaluation process within a school include:  

1. The establishment of a school culture that emphasises teacher improvement. 

2. The creation of a school culture that has regular dialogue around teacher quality 

and teaching quality. 

3. The establishment of trust between the teacher and their evaluator is critical.
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4. The development of a common understanding of quality teaching—for both the 

evaluator and the teacher.

5. Ensure knowledge of the AITSL Professional Standards for Teachers or the 

criteria or benchmarks used for evaluation. 

Research Question 2: What are the key issues affecting the implementation of an effective 

teacher evaluation process in schools that have used The Standards? Whilst both data 

collection methods provided useful evidence to address this question, the semi-structured 

interviews allowed for a greater depth of understanding around the emotional impact of 

evaluation, the power of a developmental plan post evaluation, and the importance of trust 

between teacher and evaluator. The interviews also enabled a greater depth of explanation 

and reflection from respondents around how they perceived teacher evaluation. 

Furthermore, this methodology provided clarity around the key issues affecting 

implementation, as it gave a voice to the teachers who were directly affected.

Following an analysis of the data, the key findings are:  

1. The skills of the evaluator in terms of their ability to interpret data, and to provide 

feedback to the teacher that is meaningful is important.

2. The ability of the evaluator to develop credibility with the teacher(s) whom they 

are providing feedback to, and, conducting an evaluation for is considerable. 

3. A variety of data collection methods from a mixture of audiences or sources 

should be used to provide evidence and inform feedback. 

4. Feedback must be provided in a timely manner, it must be regular, and it must 

have depth.  

The importance of feedback to teachers as part of their evaluation is reflected in the 

comments from respondents such as Alison who stated, “We get plenty of feedback, if 

we’re doing well, we get positive feedback which is great”. However other respondents 

reflected a rather haphazard approach to feedback, including this comment from Gavin

I’ve had people often come into my classroom, but that’s been 

more unannounced. Sort of once again, that’s my issue with this 
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process, is I’m basically getting critiqued regularly but never 

under a controlled environment. Basically, people sometimes 

coming in, who knows what they’re doing or saying, I don’t

know. (Respondent, Gavin).

Results from the study indicate that the experience of the evaluator isn’t as important as 

their ability to interpret the data and provide appropriate feedback. It is acknowledged 

though that experience may assist with this interpretation of data for instance, although it 

is not the sole determining factor in providing high-quality data interpretation and 

feedback. Furthermore, the expectations or requirements of the process assists the impact 

of feedback. For instance, if it is mandatory for feedback to be provided as soon as 

possible after a lesson observation, using a template that facilitates depth of feedback, 

then this delivers some assurance and consistency to the process.

The answer to Research Question 2 is that the key issues affecting the implementation of

an effective teacher evaluation process in schools that have used The Standards are:

1. Levels of trust.

2. The skill of the evaluator.

3. The prevailing school culture. 

4. An explicit understanding of The Standards across the entire school teaching staff.

5. A developmental plan that is implemented post evaluation. 

Trust between the teacher and their evaluator must be high. The evaluator needs to have 

the experience to interpret performance data, and to be able to deliver feedback to the

teacher in such a way that it is useful and meaningful. A school culture must exist where 

quality teaching is not only understood, but, is explicitly valued and articulated. Teachers 

need to know what is expected of them, and what they are being judged against. A post-

evaluation development plan must be created, where goals are set, where review dates are 

set, and which identifies and provides ongoing professional growth opportunities for the 

teacher.
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Based on the findings to this research question, the implications for the future 

implementation of a teacher evaluation process within a school include:  

1. The importance of the development of a school culture that values feedback. 

2. A variety of data sources is needed for the collection of evidence to inform 

feedback that has depth, and, is specific enough to create a developmental plan 

that is meaningful.

3. An evaluation process is enhanced when the evaluator has the requisite experience 

to interpret the data and provide advice in such a way that it is instructive and 

useful. 

4. An evaluator who can role model best practice as this engenders trust and 

credibility.

5. An evaluator with the ability to adequately interpret the evidence collected as part 

of the teacher evaluation process.

6. Regular informal meetings should be held on a term by term basis to ensure 

ongoing and regular feedback. 

7. Both summative and formative feedback is important and healthy.

8. Feedback must have depth. 

9. Feedback must be specific.

Research Question 3: Once identified, how can these issues be managed in order to 

provide a meaningful and developmental experience for teachers? In answering this 

question, both data collection methods proved useful as they provided insights into the 

tools that schools use to collect evidence on teacher performance. They also provided 

insights into the importance of the skill and pedagogical understanding of the evaluator 

and their ability to interpret this evidence and deliver the feedback to a teacher in such a 

way that it resonates. The data obtained from these tools ultimately provided the 

foundation upon which a raft of recommendations for future teacher evaluation processes 

for schools. 



157

Following an analysis of the data, the key findings are:  

1. Teachers need to feel safe and validated by the evaluation experience, and by their 

evaluator. This means that they need to perceive the process as one that has a focus 

on their professional growth rather than as a punitive or an accountability purpose.

2. Following an evaluation discussion, a developmental plan should be created to 

address identified weaknesses.

3. The evaluation process needs to be given the time for data collection, discussions, 

and professional development. 

4. The evaluator should be supported and trained to carry out their role effectively.  

SEM results from Phase 2 indicate that despite the inclusion of The Standards, a post-

evaluation developmental plan was rarely implemented, despite there being a good level 

of access to professional learning resources. In terms of the ambiguous application of a 

clear process for data collection, the provision of feedback, and the lack of a development 

plan, this is reflected by one respondent (Lois) who said “Probably around Term 2 we 

sort of did some goal setting. In Term 3 our Head of Campus said we had to do a PD to 

cover and meet our goals.” 

The answer to Research Question 3 is that to provide a meaningful and developmental

experience for a teacher when participating in an evaluation process, a range of methods 

should be applied. Those responsible for evaluation in a school must be carefully 

identified to ensure they not only collect sufficient performance evidence, but that they 

correctly interpret it, and then deliver it in such a way that it is received by the teacher as 

an opportunity for professional growth, as opposed to a superficial accountability 

exercise. The school must make an ongoing commitment to value teacher evaluation by 

providing time and training for both the collection of evidence, the developmental 

conversations, and for the subsequent professional development. They can further display 

this value by ensuring that all teachers have an explicit understanding of The Standards

to which they are being judged against, as well as clarity around what quality teaching 

looks like at their school. Finally, the school must ensure that a developmental plan is put 

in place, post evaluation, that addresses identified weaknesses via appropriate 
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professional development. In short, the evaluator and the school must value the process 

and the ongoing growth of the teacher. 

Based on the findings to this research question, the implications for the future 

implementation of a teacher evaluation process within a school include:  

1. School leadership that provides sufficient time in a school calendar to conduct a 

teacher evaluation process.

2. There should be a separation between the person responsible for the performance 

management of a teacher, from that of a person responsible for their evaluation.

3. To implement a teacher evaluation process effectively, the school must invest in 

structures to support the process.

4. Consequences for underperformance must be embedded in the teacher evaluation 

framework of a school. 

5. Feedback should be developmental and constructive. 

6. The articulation of the purpose of teacher evaluation must be explicit, understood, 

and perceived as valuable.

7. A development plan that is prepared post-evaluation and enacted. 

8. The development plan should include some fundamental elements that target 

weaknesses and develop effectiveness.

9. The evaluator should receive training on how to do their role effectively.

6.3. Summary

In summary, this study reveals that the inclusion of The Standards as part of a teacher 

evaluation framework, is less significant to a range of other important considerations, 

these being: (i) the relationship that the teacher has with their evaluator; (ii) the skills of 

the evaluator; and (iii), the addition of a developmental plan post evaluation. A review of 

the literature suggests that teachers accept that evaluation of their work is necessary and 

when implemented in a collaboratively, using a range of evidence, is a source of 
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professional growth and development (Currie & Vidovich, 2000). However, in Australian 

schools, there has yet to be seen a successful implementation of a teacher evaluation 

process, due to a lack of consideration and planning as outlined in the six areas discussed 

in the review of the literature (Ingvarson & Chadbourne, 1997b; Jensen & Reichl, 2012). 

The documents and recommendations produced by AITSL provide a framework, 

however it is the way in which schools implement an evaluation process, which will 

determine its success in ultimately improving teacher quality and student outcomes. 

In support of the findings of this study, a recent report by the OECD (2018) provides a 

very clear summary of the impact of teacher evaluation processes within any school and 

validates the findings of this research. Based on in-depth analysis of the existing literature 

and the review of over 20 teacher-appraisal systems across the world, this report 

highlighted that it is not the existence of a formal evaluation framework, but the design 

and quality of the processes that matter most, if teacher evaluations are to have an impact 

on teaching and learning outcomes. 

6.4. Recommendations

Following the research conducted throughout this study, and the analysis of the results, a 

number of recommendations are proposed. These are offered to assist schools to establish 

the culture and environment to have every chance of success when implementing a 

teacher evaluation process. They are also suggested to provide educational leaders, within 

a school, with the insights needed to prepare for the evaluation, and then the collection 

and delivery of feedback that is meaningful to the recipient. Finally, they are provided to 

teachers so that they may be active contributors to making this process one that, rather 

than imposed upon them, is worthwhile and developmental. 

Based on the review of the literature, and the analysis of results, there are six categories 

around which these recommendations have been grouped: 

1. School culture 

2. The tool or mechanism for the collection of evidence

3. The evaluator 

4. A professional development plan
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5. Rewards and consequences\ 

6. Feedback

6.4.1. School Culture

School culture refers to both the explicit and implicit behaviours, language, and 

engagement patterns that exist within a school. It is the climate of trust and relationships 

between teachers, students and parents.  

A school culture that emphasises teacher improvement. This emphasis on teacher 

improvement rather than teacher accountability, or an administrative exercise, is critical 

if teachers are to view it as worthwhile. There are many things that the leadership team 

of a school can do to ensure that the emphasis is on improvement. These are to provide 

time to conduct a worthwhile evaluation, collect a wide variety of evidence, acknowledge 

excellent performance, manage poor performance, and devise a personalised 

development plan post evaluation. 

A school culture that values feedback. It is the collective responsibility of all staff to 

promote a school culture that encourages feedback. Whilst the Principal and management 

team play a significant role in leading and facilitating this mindset, it is the daily actions 

of all staff that will embed it, practice it, and who will normalise it. This feedback culture 

must be framed in such a way that the feedback provided is developmental, is regular, has 

depth, is specific, and is drawn from a variety of evidence collected.

A school culture that has regular dialogue around teacher quality and teaching 

quality. This delivers two outcomes to a school. All teachers come to know the 

importance of teacher quality and quality teaching, and that this is their core business. 

Secondly, all teachers have a baseline understanding of the core features that are 

considered quality practices, skills, aptitudes and characteristics for them as a teacher, 

and for their classroom pedagogy. 

A common understanding of quality teaching—for both the evaluator and the 

teacher. This is an extension of the previous recommendation, and it makes the point that 

whilst regular dialogue around quality teaching is important, it is just as important that 

this creates a common understanding between teacher and evaluator, so that there is an 
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understanding of the identified areas of improvement needed, and that this understanding 

leads to mutually agreed to goals and a development plan post evaluation.  

Knowledge of The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers or the criteria or 

benchmarks used for evaluation. A teacher needs to know what the criteria for their 

assessment is. This is a fundamental aspect of any assessment practice. The teacher must 

know what they will be judged against, what is expected from them, and what best 

practice looks like across a variety of domains or aspects of teaching practice. This needs

to be communicated to the teacher at the start of the evaluation cycle. Whilst The 

Standards provide a sound set of criteria upon which to build a teacher evaluation tool, 

and upon which to critique teacher performance, it is quite acceptable for a school to 

modify these or to add to these, those aspects that are deemed important to their own 

context. The key point here is that, regardless of the criteria, it must be known and 

understood by the teacher who is being evaluated against it.  

6.4.2. The Tool or Mechanism for the Collection of Evidence

The tool or mechanism for the collection of evidence refers to the method of teacher 

evaluation including the sources of evidence, the regularity of data collection, and the 

process used to provide feedback on performance.

A variety of data sources is needed for the collection of evidence to inform feedback 

and the creation of a developmental plan. Too many schools use a very narrow source 

of data upon which to base feedback and to make decisions around professional 

development, or decisions around rewards, consequences, or employment. These data 

sources invariably include self-assessment and/or peer assessment. They should come 

from a variety of audiences and methods. It is recommended that the concept of 

triangulation is applied. Therefore, a minimum of three data sources is recommended. 

Each of these data sources should come from a different audience, preferably the audience 

that has the most exposure to the teacher. Therefore, self-assessment, peer-assessment, 

and student assessment methods are suggested. The student assessment should also be 

from at least one whole class and this class should have a sufficient number of students 

to make the feedback viable and valuable. The class should also have been taught by the 

teacher for at least an entire unit of work, which is generally a typical school term, and 
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cover the entirety of the unit from the introduction, through to setting the assessment, and 

providing feedback on this assessment. 

School leadership that provides sufficient time in a school calendar to conduct a 

teacher evaluation process. Based on the results in this study, a lack of time was cited 

as a contributing factor to a teacher evaluation process being done superficially, or not 

done at all. Further to this, often the person responsible for teacher evaluation, is also the

person tasked with a number of whole school administrative tasks which further erodes 

their time to collect data, analyse it, deliver this to the teacher, to create a bespoke 

developmental plan, and to source appropriate professional development. 

To implement a teacher evaluation process effectively, the school must invest in 

structures to support the process. This recommendation complements the previous 

point in suggesting that structures such as human resources, and administrative support, 

may be applied in order to create time and space to sensibly carry out all functions of the 

process effectively and efficiently. Either reduce the load of the evaluator to give them 

this time and space, or, create an organisational structure where specific staff are tasked 

with the responsibility(ies) to facilitate all aspects of the teacher evaluation process from 

the identification of data collection tools, through to the sourcing of bespoke professional 

development. 

6.4.3. The Evaluator

The evaluator is the person who leads, conducts and/or manages the evaluation process 

for a teacher. Their role may include oversight of data collection processes, the provision 

of feedback, and the facilitation of a post-evaluation developmental plan. 

An evaluator who has the requisite experience. The success or failure of a teacher 

evaluation process is dependent upon the skill, experience, and aptitude of the evaluator. 

Whilst experience in the profession is not the only critical factor, and there is no minimum 

number of years of service that is considered by teachers as a requisite level of experience, 

there is a recognition that some years of classroom experience do provide the evaluator 

with the insights into the teaching and learning exchange, and the requisite challenges 

this often presents. These insights provide the evaluator with the ability to deliver 

feedback that is authentic, practical, and useful.  
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An evaluator who can role model best practice. A teacher will be more likely to adhere 

to the advice of their evaluator if they see this person with the ability to role model this 

same advice in their own classroom. Much like experience in the profession, effective 

role modelling breeds credibility in the person and the process. The evaluator does not 

have to be an expert in the same content or subject area as the teacher whom they are 

appraising, but they do need to have the ability to deliver content, manage a classroom, 

establish expectations and routines, develop a rapport with students, deploy a variety of 

teaching methods that resonate with the variety of learner needs, prepare effective 

learning experiences, write effective assessment tasks, and provide feedback to students 

that is authentic and useful. In short, they need to display strong pedagogical skills and 

aptitude themselves. 

An evaluator with the ability to adequately interpret the evidence collected as part 

of the teacher evaluation process. The ability to interpret the evidence is predicated on 

the assumption that there is sufficient evidence upon which to make a valid interpretation. 

Insufficient evidence creates superficial conversations, a lack of efficacy around the tool, 

and a loss of confidence in the process on the part of the teacher. As per the previous

recommendation, the experience of the evaluator may assist in the interpretation of the 

results.

The establishment of trust between teacher and evaluator. Trust in this context is 

based upon two aspects, experience in the profession that delivers credibility, and the 

integrity of the evaluator in the eyes of the person being evaluated. A certain level of 

experience provides the initial credibility, however, it is the integrity of the evaluator, 

which determines the level of trust the teacher has in this person and therefore the process. 

Integrity in this context is developed by the person being honest, being present, 

committing to the process through a genuine desire to seek collegial improvement, and 

by being kind, empathetic and supportive yet constructive. Whilst experience is 

important, trust is critical. Without this, the evaluation process may be rendered 

ineffectual. 

The articulation of the purpose of evaluation. This must be grounded upon the 

developmental purpose as opposed to the accountability purpose. Teachers are generally 

suspicious and not filled with great excitement around performance evaluations, partly 

due to poor prior experiences, and partly due to the concept of performance evaluation 
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still, either not carried out in their respective school(s), or, carried out in rather haphazard 

ways. Nevertheless, where teacher evaluation is embedded, the purpose must be 

reinforced regularly, and, for it to have the desired effect of teachers seeing it as beneficial 

to their ongoing professional growth and development, the message must be delivered

regularly, especially from school management. This message should reflect that the 

process is important to the entire school community, that it is important for improved 

student outcomes, and that the school wishes to see their staff attain their professional 

goals and aspirations through this process. This developmental purpose must be promoted 

by those who are driving evaluations in a school, and school leadership must display how 

they value this by creating the conditions to do it well. Ostensibly through the provision 

of time and resources.

There should be a separation between the person responsible for the performance 

management of a teacher, from that of a person responsible for their evaluation. If

the emphasis of teacher evaluation is to be on growth and development, then the formal 

performance management or accountability role should not also be done by the same 

person. Whilst there is a role to play of accountability and performance within a teacher 

evaluation process, particularly where a teacher has been identified as not meeting the 

conditions of their employment, or not carrying out their expected role or duty as a 

teacher, then this part of the employment process should be managed separately. The 

purpose of teacher evaluation is strengthened where the teacher can develop a rapport and 

a high level of trust with their evaluator. Whilst the evaluator does have a formal role to 

play in terms of summative appraisal, one of the biggest impacts upon teacher 

improvement is when they also become a mentor, a coach, a trusted advisor. The role of 

evaluator can become compromised if the same person is also responsible for the 

application of punitive consequences, sanctions, warnings and ultimately, decisions 

surrounding tenure. These dual roles, residing with the one person, are not always 

complimentary or conducive to the desired outcome of improved teacher performance 

and student results. This is because the teacher is less likely to reveal their insecurities or 

discuss their weaknesses, and, is less likely to rate themselves accurately via a self-

assessment tool, if their evaluator is also the same person who may have to make 

decisions around their employment. 
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The evaluator should receive training on how to do their role effectively. Too often 

there is insufficient training provided to the evaluator to conduct this important role within 

a school. By virtue of their position, or their seniority, a person is required to conduct 

teacher evaluation for one or more people, but may have to do so without the training and 

requisite skills to provide effective feedback to adult professional staff, without the 

training on how to collect evidence on performance that is meaningful, and without the 

knowledge of how to prepare a development plan and to source appropriate professional 

development. In short, the evaluator should receive training on how to conduct an 

effective teacher evaluation prior to the commencement in this role.

6.4.4. Professional Development Plan

This is created following a teacher evaluation process. Once the evidence has been 

collected, and the evaluator has interpreted this evidence, areas of improvement will be 

identified, and a professional development plan will ideally be created to address these. 

A development plan that is prepared post-evaluation. Where weaknesses are 

identified, and professional development is suggested to address these. This plan should 

be established with the teacher as soon as practicably possible following the development 

conversation with their evaluator.

A professional development plan does not have to adhere to a standard yearly cycle 

with a start and end point at the beginning and end of the year respectively. Too 

many schools fall into the trap of setting ill-conceived goals with teachers at the start of 

the year, and then reviewing these in some form at the end of the year in terms of their 

achievement or otherwise. Whilst a 12month or school year cycle is acceptable, 

irrespective of the time period, there should first be a phase of evidence gathering, 

followed by a meeting between teacher and evaluator to establish the process to be 

undertaken surrounding their entire evaluation process. 

Regular informal meetings should be held on a term by term basis. Whilst there may 

still be summative meetings that establish the creation of the plan and set goals, and a 

later review of performance after a period of time, there can be excessive time between 

the initial meeting and final meeting. This creates a loss of connection between teacher 

and evaluator, ambiguity around the goals set, and apathy towards the purpose and 

process. In between these summative meetings, there should be regular informal and/or 
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formative meetings where the evaluator can check progress towards goals, and where the 

teacher can articulate their own progress, and through this collaboration the development 

plan may be adjusted accordingly. 

A development plan should include some fundamental elements that target 

weaknesses and develop teacher effectiveness. Following the collection of data, a 

development plan is developed in partnership between evaluator and teacher. This plan 

should articulate strengths and weaknesses within the professional capacity of the teacher 

based on this evidence, and against the criteria or standards used by the school. 

Professional goals then should be set that address these weaknesses and that develop in a 

professional sense, the capacity of the teacher. In order to attain these goals, specific 

professional development opportunities are identified to assist in this process. The plan 

should also articulate the formative review meetings, with time frames, to track progress, 

as well as the final summative meeting date with the evaluator.

Professional development must target the weaknesses identified from the collection 

of evidence. This may seem obvious, however too many schools facilitate professional 

development that is not specific to a teacher, or, which does not target their identified 

weaknesses and/or goals. Furthermore, if the evaluator is not diligent in their oversight of 

this, then the professional development either doesn’t get done, or becomes another 

administrative exercise, and the credibility of the purpose of evaluation becomes eroded. 

6.4.5. Rewards and Consequences

These may be applied for teaching performance which exceeds defined targets, minimum 

standards, or agreed expectations and may include remuneration or promotion. 

Conversely, consequences may be applied for underperformance such as demotion, a 

targeted developmental plan, or termination. 

Consequences for underperformance must be embedded. Whilst there is still 

conjecture around how or if financial rewards should be built into a teacher evaluation 

process, what is not ambiguous is the need to apply consequences to underperforming 

teachers. Nothing erodes credibility in the process, or the culture of a school, more than 

when an underperforming teacher is not provided with a consequence. This consequence 

does not have to be punitive, it can be developmental. It is not the severity of consequence 

that matters, as much as the assurance that it is delivered. 
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Teachers do respond to acknowledgement and recognition. Whilst this may not be 

explicitly built into a school evaluation process, it is important to include it as it will 

impact culture. This speaks to the basic human need around recognition for a job well 

done. It also speaks to the intrinsic motivation that teachers have and why they entered 

the profession in the first place. It often wasn’t based on a need to achieve financial 

reward, it was based on an intrinsic motivation to help others. 

6.4.6. Feedback

Feedback is generally provided once evidence is collected and is delivered by the 

evaluator. It can be informal or formal in nature and is used to enlighten the 

developmental plan post evaluation. 

Both summative and formative feedback is important and healthy. A teacher 

evaluation cycle should not only have summative meetings at the start and end of an 

evaluation cycle, but it must also include formative meetings in between. These should 

be regular and designed to track progress towards goals. They are also designed to provide 

the collegial advice, mentoring, and coaching that a respected evaluator ideally has with 

the teacher whom they are assisting to grow and develop. 

Feedback must have depth. The evidence collected should inform the feedback 

provided and it must have sufficient depth to ensure the teacher can appreciate why it was 

provided. Superficial feedback only creates ambiguity and an inability to establish 

weaknesses and subsequent professional development. 

Feedback must be specific. A lack of specificity also leads to ambiguity. It creates 

confusion in the mind of the teacher and a lack of clarity. 

Feedback should be developmental and constructive. This recommendation is 

connected to the relationship between teacher and evaluator, the skill of the evaluator, as 

well as to the purpose of evaluation. Feedback must be delivered in such a way that it is 

accepted by the teacher, it is deemed valid and reasonable, that suggested improvements

are attainable. The process should not be linked to decisions around employment, or as a 

punitive exercise, it instead needs to be developmental and constructive in the sense that 

the feedback is designed to be helpful and to ultimately seek improvement to teacher 

performance, and student improvement. Where the evaluator determines that the teacher 
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is in dereliction of their duties, only then should it become a performance management 

process.

6.5. Recommendations in Summary

Implementing valid performance evaluation systems in schools presents a range of 

challenges. To evaluate and improve teaching, a shared understanding of quality teaching 

needs to be adopted. Placing all of the responsibility of evaluation onto one person to 

carry out these duties without the necessary training or time to do so is also likely to lead 

to failure (Day, 2013). Attaining a balance between formative and summative appraisal 

methods and creating a new collective understanding of what evaluation for teachers now 

entails is vital. Whilst there is substantial evidence about the aspects of performance 

evaluation considered effective, it is not the design or the tool that needs a re-examination, 

but the application of the process itself (Biron, Farndale, & Paauwe, 2011). 

To summarise the recommendations, there are three broad yet significant considerations 

for any whole-school evaluation process. 1. The tool itself is less important than the 

relationship between the teacher and their evaluator. 2. The criteria or standards used to 

appraise teacher performance, are less important than the perceived purpose that a teacher 

has towards their evaluation. 3. Without the creation of a developmental plan post 

evaluation, this will render the entire process ineffective.

6.6. Contributions of the Study

In terms of broader application, this study contributes to the literature in terms of building 

a greater understanding of the key factors impacting the successful implementation of a 

teacher evaluation process within a school. Creating an understanding that such a system 

is much more than an administrative exercise, but rather an affirming process to improve 

performance and student outcomes, is important to instil within the cultural fabric of a 

school. Whilst there is substantial evidence about the aspects of a teacher evaluation 

process considered effective, it is not necessarily the design or the tool that needs a re-

examination, but the application of the process itself.

Currently, there is no implementation strategy for a teacher evaluation process for 

Australian schools. Whilst AITSL has developed The Standards and the Australian 

Teacher Performance and Development Framework to guide their implementation, there 
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are no explicit recommendations or strategies that would enhance the chance of successful 

implementation. Without this, schools throughout the country are in danger of repeating 

the mistakes of the past which includes:  

An existing school climate of suspicion and distrust surrounding 

evaluation; 

A lack of understanding of what quality teaching looks like;

A belief on the part of teachers that evaluation has an accountability 

purpose only; 

Inadequate training or preparation for those conducting the evaluation; 

Insufficient recognition for exemplary teaching, and conversely a lack of 

consequences for continued poor performance; 

A scarcity of professional development plans borne out of truly rich and 

engaging formative teacher evaluation processes.

As an outcome of this research, and a consideration of the recommendations, the benefits 

to school leaders charged with the responsibility and desire to implement a teacher 

evaluation process within their school, and whose aim it is to ultimately improve teacher 

quality and student outcomes, includes: 

The school will be able to ascertain their existing levels of receptiveness 

to the implementation of an evaluation tool;

The school will be able to make changes to its practices and context prior 

to implementation and enhance their level of readiness;

If an evaluation process is already in place, the school will be able to 

modify how it is implemented and how the existing culture is affecting its 

effectiveness;

The school will be able to plan and prepare staff and associated 

documentation prior to implementation. 

The school will be able to use The Standards as part of their evaluation

process in an effective manner that provides teacher understanding of their 

performance, areas of strength, and areas of improvement. 
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4. Rate your personal orientation or preference towards experimentation in the classroom

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘I don’t experiment’ = 1 through to ‘I experiment frequently’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

5. Rate your acceptance of or openness to criticism

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘I’m relatively closed’ = 1 through to ‘I’m relatively open’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

6. Rate your personal knowledge and understanding of the technical aspects of teaching 
(pedagogy or how students learn)

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘I know a little’ = 1 through to ‘I know a great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

7. Rate your personal knowledge and understanding of your specific subject matter

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘I know a little’ = 1 through to ‘I know a great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

8. How many years of teaching experience have you had?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
0 - 1 year = 1; 2 - 5 years = 2; 6 - 10 years = 3; 11 - 15 years = 4; 16 or more years = 5

1 2 3 4 5

9. Prior to this year, how would you describe your experience with teacher evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Waste of time’ = 1 through to ‘Very helpful’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

Describe your perceptions of the person who evaluated your performance most recently

Please use the scales provided to describe your perceptions of the person who evaluated your 
performance most recently. This may be at your current school or previous school. Do this by 
considering each item carefully, studying the scale to be used to describe each, choosing the 
number of the scale that best represents your response.

10. Rate the credibility of your evaluator as a source of worthwhile feedback

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not credible’ = 1 through to ‘Very credible’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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11. Describe the working relationship that you had with the person who evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Adversary’ = 1 through to ‘Helper’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

12. Rate the level of trust that you had in the person who evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not trustworthy’ = 1 through to ‘Trustworthy’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

13. Rate the interpersonal manner of the person who evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Threatening’ = 1 through to ‘Not threatening’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

14. Rate the temperament of the person who evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Impatient’ = 1 through to ‘Patient’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

15. How flexible was your evaluator in terms of their feedback and understanding towards you?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Rigid’ = 1 through to ‘Flexible’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

16. How knowledgeable do you believe your evaluator to be about the technical aspects of 
teaching (pedagogy or how students learn)?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not knowledgeable’ = 1 through to ‘Knowledgeable’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

17. To what extent do you think your evaluator would be able to demonstrate or model 
improvements that might be needed in your teaching?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Low’ = 1 through to ‘High’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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18. How familiar do you think your evaluator was with your particular classroom?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Unfamiliar’ = 1 through to ‘Very familiar’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

19. How experienced do you believe your evaluator to be with classrooms in general?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None’ = 1 through to ‘A great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

20. Rate the level of ‘usefulness of suggestions for improvements’ from the person who evaluated 
you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Useless’ = 1 through to ‘Useful’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

21. Rate the persuasiveness of their suggestions for improvement as provided by the person who 
evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not persuasive’ = 1 through to ‘Very persuasive’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

Describe the attributes of the procedures used during your most recent evaluation

Please use the scales provided to describe the attributes of the procedures used during your most 
recent teacher evaluation. This may have been at your current school or previous school. Do this 
by considering each item carefully, studying the scale to be used to describe each, choosing the 
number of the scale that best represents your response.

22. Prior to your most recent teacher evaluation, were the AITSL Professional Standards for 
Teachers communicated to you?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not at all’ = 1 through to ‘In great detail’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

23. Prior to or during your most recent teacher evaluation process, were the AITSL Professional 
Standards for Teachers clear to you?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Vague’ = 1 through to “Clear’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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24. Prior to or during your most recent teacher evaluation, were the AITSL Professional 
Standards for Teachers supported by you as appropriate for your classroom?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not supported’ = 1 through to ‘Supported’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

25. In relation to your most recent teacher evaluation process, were The Standards, criteria or 
benchmarks used for this evaluation the same for all teachers at your school?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘The same for all teachers’ = 1 through to ‘Unique to you’ = 5 

1 2 3 4 5

26. To what extent do you believe your school to have a clear understanding of what effective 
teaching looks like?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None at all’ = 1 through to ‘Very clear’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

27. Does your school have a clear focus on improving teacher quality?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None at all’ = 1 through to ‘Very explicit’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

To what extent were the following methods of acquiring performance information used?

Please use the scales provided to describe the extent in which specific data or evidence collection 
methods were used with your most recent teacher evaluation experience. Do this by considering 
each item carefully, studying the scale to be used to describe each, choosing the number of the 
scale that best represents your response.

28. To what extent was observation of your classroom performance by a supervisor or line 
manager used as part of your evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not used’ = 1 through to ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

29. To what extent was the examination of classroom or school documents (lesson plans, unit 
plans, assessment tasks etc) used as part of your evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not used’ = 1 through to ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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30. To what extent was the examination of student achievement and results used as part of your 
evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not considered’ = 1 through to ‘Examined extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

31. To what extent was a 360-degree assessment and feedback tool used as part of your 
evaluation? (This is a method used to collect feedback from a variety of people across an 
organisation)

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not used’ = 1 through to ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

32. To what extent were parent surveys and feedback used as part of your evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not used’ = 1 through to ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

33. To what extent was peer observation and collaboration used as part of your evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not used’ = 1 through to ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

34. To what extent was self reflection used as part of your evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not considered’ = 1 through ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

35. To what extent were student surveys and feedback used as part of your evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not used’ = 1 through to ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

Extent of observation in your classroom based on your most recent experiences

In these items, FORMAL refers to observations that were pre-arranged, and were preceded or 
followed by a conference with the evaluator. INFORMAL refers to unannounced walk throughs.

36. Rate the number of FORMAL observations that you experienced per year by the person who 
evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
Zero = 1; One to Two = 2; Three to Four = 3; Five to Ten = 4; More than Ten = 5
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1 2 3 4 5

37. Rate the approximate frequency of INFORMAL observations that you experienced per year 
from the person who evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
None = 1; Less than 1 per month = 2; Once per month = 3; Once per week = 4; Daily = 5

1 2 3 4 5

Please describe these attributes of the feedback you received

FORMAL feedback includes documented feedback from a supervisor or line manager following a 
formal observation or other type of data collection method.
INFORMAL feedback includes conversations, reflections or discussions with colleagues or 
supervisors that contributes towards your professional practice but is not connected to a formal 
evaluation process in any way.

38. Rate the amount of feedback received as part of your evaluation process

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None’ = 1 through to ‘A great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

39. Rate the frequency of formal feedback received as part of your evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Infrequent’ = 1 through to ‘Frequent’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

40. Rate the frequency of informal feedback received as part of your evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Infrequent’ = 1 through to ‘Frequent’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

41. Rate the depth of feedback provided as part of your evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Shallow’ = 1 through to ‘In depth’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

42. Rate the quality of the ideas and suggestions contained in the feedback

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Low’ = 1 through to ‘High’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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43. Rate the specificity of feedback provided as part of your evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘General’ = 1 through to ‘Specific’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

44. Rate the nature of feedback provided as part of your evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Judgemental’ = 1 through to ‘Descriptive’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

45. Rate the timing of the feedback provided to you following your most recent evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Delayed’ = 1 through to ‘Immediate’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

46. Rate the degree to which the feedback received focussed on the AITSL Professional 
Standards for Teachers

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Ignored them’ = 1 through to ‘Reflected them’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

Describe these attributes of the teacher evaluation context in your school

Please use the scales provided to describe your most recent experiences with teacher evaluation. 
Do this by considering each item carefully, studying the scale to be used to describe each, 
choosing the number of the scale that best represents your response.

47. Describe the amount of time spent on the evaluation process including your time and that of 
all other participants

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None’ = 1 through to ‘A great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

48. Rate your ability or freedom to access resources available for professional development 
following your most recent evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None’ = 1 through to ‘A great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

49. Rate the amount of time allotted during the teaching week for professional development 
around the time of your most recent evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None’ = 1 through to ‘A great deal’ = 5
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1 2 3 4 5

50. Rate the availability of professional development programs and models of good practice 
following your most recent evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None’ = 1 through to ‘Many’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

Describe your perceptions around your school’s values and policies on teacher evaluation

Please use the scales provided to describe your most recent experiences with teacher evaluation. 
Do this by considering each item carefully, studying the scale to be used to describe each, 
choosing the number of the scale that best represents your response.

51. Rate the clarity of policy statements regarding the purpose for evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Vague’ = 1 through to ‘Clear’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

52. Rate the intended purpose of evaluation at your school

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Teacher accountability’ = 1 through to ‘Teacher growth’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

53. Rate the perceived role of evaluation at your school

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Administrative purposes’ = 1 through to ‘Teacher growth and development’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

54. Regarding your most recent evaluation experience, was it linked to rewards and 
consequences? i.e. pay, promotion, demotion

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not at all’ = 1 through to ‘Always’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

55. Following your most recent evaluation, was a developmental plan created that had clear 
goals, targets and aims to improve or strengthen identified weaknesses

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not at all’ = 1 through to ‘Always’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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Additional comments

Please feel free to comment on any aspect of your current or past experiences with teacher 
evaluation.
Thank you for completing this survey.
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Describe these attributes of you as a teacher

Please use the scales provided to describe yourself, and your most recent experiences with teacher 
evaluation in your school. Do this by considering each item carefully, studying the scale to be used to 
describe each, choosing the number of the scale that best represents your response.

1. Rate the strength of your professional expectations of yourself

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘I demand little’ = 1 through to ‘I demand a great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

2. Rate your personal orientation or preference towards risk taking

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘I avoid risks’ = 1 through to ‘I take risks’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

3. Rate your personal orientation or preference towards change

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘I’m relatively slow to change’ = 1 through to ‘I’m relatively flexible’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

4. Rate your personal orientation or preference towards experimentation in the classroom

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘I don’t experiment’ = 1 through to ‘I experiment frequently’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

5. Rate your acceptance of or openness to criticism

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘I’m relatively closed’ = 1 through to ‘I’m relatively open’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

6. Rate your personal knowledge and understanding of the technical aspects of teaching 
(pedagogy or how students learn)

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘I know a little’ = 1 through to ‘I know a great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

7. Rate your personal knowledge and understanding of your specific subject matter

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘I know a little’ = 1 through to ‘I know a great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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8. How many years of teaching experience have you had?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
0 - 1 year = 1; 2 - 5 years = 2; 6 - 10 years = 3; 11 - 15 years = 4; 16 or more years = 5

1 2 3 4 5

9. Prior to this year, how would you describe your experience with teacher evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Waste of time’ = 1 through to ‘Very helpful’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

Describe your perceptions of the person who evaluated your performance most recently

Please use the scales provided to describe your perceptions of the person who evaluated your 
performance most recently. This may be at your current school or previous school. Do this by 
considering each item carefully, studying the scale to be used to describe each, choosing the
number of the scale that best represents your response.

10. Rate the credibility of your evaluator as a source of worthwhile feedback

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not credible’ = 1 through to ‘Very credible’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

11. Describe the working relationship that you had with the person who evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Adversary’ = 1 through to ‘Helper’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

12. Rate the level of trust that you had in the person who evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not trustworthy’ = 1 through to ‘Trustworthy’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

13. Rate the interpersonal manner of the person who evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Threatening’ = 1 through to ‘Not threatening’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

14. Rate the temperament of the person who evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Impatient’ = 1 through to ‘Patient’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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15. How flexible was your evaluator in terms of their feedback and understanding towards you?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Rigid’ = 1 through to ‘Flexible’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

16. How knowledgeable do you believe your evaluator to be about the technical aspects of 
teaching (pedagogy or how students learn)?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not knowledgeable’ = 1 through to ‘Knowledgeable’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

17. To what extent do you think your evaluator would be able to demonstrate or model 
improvements that might be needed in your teaching?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Low’ = 1 through to ‘High’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

18. How familiar do you think your evaluator was with your particular classroom?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Unfamiliar’ = 1 through to ‘Very familiar’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

19. How experienced do you believe your evaluator to be with classrooms in general?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None’ = 1 through to ‘A great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

20. Rate the level of ‘usefulness of suggestions for improvements’ from the person who evaluated 
you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Useless’ = 1 through to ‘Useful’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

21. Rate the persuasiveness of their suggestions for improvement as provided by the person who 
evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not persuasive’ = 1 through to ‘Very persuasive’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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Describe the attributes of the procedures used during your most recent evaluation

Please use the scales provided to describe the attributes of the procedures used during your most 
recent teacher evaluation. This may have been at your current school or previous school. Do this 
by considering each item carefully, studying the scale to be used to describe each, choosing the 
number of the scale that best represents your response.

22. Prior to your most recent teacher evaluation, were the AITSL Professional Standards for 
Teachers communicated to you?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not at all’ = 1 through to ‘In great detail’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

23. Prior to or during your most recent teacher evaluation process, were the AITSL Professional 
Standards for Teachers clear to you?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Vague’ = 1 through to “Clear’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

24. Prior to or during your most recent teacher evaluation, were the AITSL Professional 
Standards for Teachers supported by you as appropriate for your classroom?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not supported’ = 1 through to ‘Supported’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

25. In relation to your most recent teacher evaluation process, were The Standards, criteria or 
benchmarks used for this evaluation the same for all teachers at your school?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘The same for all teachers’ = 1 through to ‘Unique to you’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

26. To what extent do you believe your school to have a clear understanding of what effective 
teaching looks like?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None at all’ = 1 through to ‘Very clear’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

27. Does your school have a clear focus on improving teacher quality?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None at all’ = 1 through to ‘Very explicit’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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To what extent were the following methods of acquiring performance information used?

Please use the scales provided to describe the extent in which specific data or evidence collection 
methods were used with your most recent teacher evaluation experience. Do this by considering 
each item carefully, studying the scale to be used to describe each, choosing the number of the 
scale that best represents your response.

28. To what extent was observation of your classroom performance by a supervisor or line 
manager used as part of your evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not used’ = 1 through to ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

29. To what extent was the examination of classroom or school documents (lesson plans, unit 
plans, assessment tasks etc) used as part of your evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not used’ = 1 through to ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

30. To what extent was the examination of student achievement and results used as part of your 
evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not considered’ = 1 through to ‘Examined extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

31. To what extent was a 360-degree assessment and feedback tool used as part of your 
evaluation? (This is a method used to collect feedback from a variety of people across an 
organisation)

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not used’ = 1 through to ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

32. To what extent were parent surveys and feedback used as part of your evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not used’ = 1 through to ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

33. To what extent was peer observation and collaboration used as part of your evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not used’ = 1 through to ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5



215

34. To what extent was self reflection used as part of your evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not considered’ = 1 through ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

35. To what extent were student surveys and feedback used as part of your evaluation?

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not used’ = 1 through to ‘Used extensively’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

Extent of observation in your classroom based on your most recent experiences

In these items, FORMAL refers to observations that were pre-arranged, and were preceded or 
followed by a conference with the evaluator. INFORMAL refers to unannounced walk throughs.

36. Rate the number of FORMAL observations that you experienced per year by the person who 
evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
Zero = 1; One to Two = 2; Three to Four = 3; Five to Ten = 4; More than Ten = 5

1 2 3 4 5

37. Rate the approximate frequency of INFORMAL observations that you experienced per year 
from the person who evaluated you

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
None = 1; Less than 1 per month = 2; Once per month = 3; Once per week = 4; Daily = 5

1 2 3 4 5

Please describe these attributes of the feedback you received

FORMAL feedback includes documented feedback from a supervisor or line manager following a 
formal observation or other type of data collection method.
INFORMAL feedback includes conversations, reflections or discussions with colleagues or 
supervisors that contributes towards your professional practice but is not connected to a formal 
evaluation process in any way.

38. Rate the amount of feedback received as part of your evaluation process

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None’ = 1 through to ‘A great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

39. Rate the frequency of formal feedback received as part of your evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Infrequent’ = 1 through to ‘Frequent’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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40. Rate the frequency of informal feedback received as part of your evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
‘Infrequent’ = 1 through to ‘Frequent’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

41. Rate the depth of feedback provided as part of your evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Shallow’ = 1 through to ‘In depth’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

42. Rate the quality of the ideas and suggestions contained in the feedback

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Low’ = 1 through to ‘High’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

43. Rate the specificity of feedback provided as part of your evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘General’ = 1 through to ‘Specific’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

44. Rate the nature of feedback provided as part of your evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Judgemental’ = 1 through to ‘Descriptive’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

45. Rate the timing of the feedback provided to you following your most recent evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Delayed’ = 1 through to ‘Immediate’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

46. Rate the degree to which the feedback received focussed on the AITSL Professional 
Standards for Teachers

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Ignored them’ = 1 through to ‘Reflected them’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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Describe these attributes of the teacher evaluation context in your school

Please use the scales provided to describe your most recent experiences with teacher evaluation. 
Do this by considering each item carefully, studying the scale to be used to describe each, 
choosing the number of the scale that best represents your response.

47. Describe the amount of time spent on the evaluation process including your time and that of 
all other participants

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None’ = 1 through to ‘A great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

48. Rate your ability or freedom to access resources available for professional development 
following your most recent evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None’ = 1 through to ‘A great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

49. Rate the amount of time allotted during the teaching week for professional development 
around the time of your most recent evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None’ = 1 through to ‘A great deal’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

50. Rate the availability of professional development programs and models of good practice 
following your most recent evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘None’ = 1 through to ‘Many’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

Describe your perceptions around your school’s values and policies on teacher evaluation

Please use the scales provided to describe your most recent experiences with teacher evaluation. 
Do this by considering each item carefully, studying the scale to be used to describe each, 
choosing the number of the scale that best represents your response.

51. Rate the clarity of policy statements regarding the purpose for evaluation

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Vague’ = 1 through to ‘Clear’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

52. Rate the intended purpose of evaluation at your school

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Teacher accountability’ = 1 through to ‘Teacher growth’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5
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53. Rate the perceived role of evaluation at your school

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Administrative purposes’ = 1 through to ‘Teacher growth and development’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

54. Regarding your most recent evaluation experience, was it linked to rewards and 
consequences? i.e. pay, promotion, demotion

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not at all’ = 1 through to ‘Always’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

55. Following your most recent evaluation, was a developmental plan created that had clear 
goals, targets and aims to improve or strengthen identified weaknesses

Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
‘Not at all’ = 1 through to ‘Always’ = 5

1 2 3 4 5

Additional comments

Please feel free to comment on any aspect of your current or past experiences with teacher 
evaluation.
Thank you for completing this survey.
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Appendix G Interview Questions

Teachers

Below is a list of indicative questions for the semi-structured interview, to be conducted 

with teachers, as part of a case study of a single school who is currently using the AITSL

- ‘Australian Professional Standards for Teachers’, as part of their teacher evaluation 

methodology. Questions will be drawn from the literature, and they will focus upon the 

six significant aspects that research suggests, affect the successful implementation of a 

teacher evaluation tool:

School culture 

Quality teaching

Management only 

Rewards and consequences

The role of the appraiser

Summative versus formative evaluation

1. Describe the relationship you have with the person who facilitated your most recent 

performance evaluation. How would you describe the level of trust you have in this 

person? 

2. Do you feel that you are valued in your school? 

3. What is your perception of your schools’ teacher evaluation process? Do you feel that 

it promotes professional growth or is it more an administrative exercise?

4. Is there any reward or consequence mechanism built into your school teacher 

evaluation tool? For instance, do persistent poor performers receive support and/or 

consequences, and conversely, do high achievers receive additional remuneration? 

5. Do you have a clear understanding of what quality teaching looks like?

6. How familiar are you with the AITSL Standards? 

7. Was the level and type of feedback you received as part of your performance 

evaluation helpful to your ongoing professional growth? 
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8. How is data gathered on your performance as a teacher within your school, and which 

inform your evaluation?

9. Is the feedback you receive as part of your annual evaluation the only time you receive 

it, or are there other informal occasions throughout the school year? If so, how is this 

conducted? 
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Appendix H Question Codes

1. personal_expectations
2. personal_risk
3. personal_change
4. personal_experimentation
5. personal_criticism
6. personal_pedagogy
7. personal_subjectmatter
8. personal_teachingexperience
9. personal_evaluationexperience
10. evaluator_credibility
11. evaluator_relationship
12. evaluator_trust
13. evaluator_manner
14. evaluator_temperament
15. evaluator_flexible
16. evaluator_pedagogy
17. evaluator_modelling
18. evaluator_familiarity
19. evaluator_experience
20. evaluator_usefulness
21. evaluator_persuasiveness
22. standards_communicated
23. standards_clear
24. standards_appropriate
25. standards_sameforall
26. school_effectiveteaching
27. school_teacherquality
28. observation
29. schooldocuments
30. studentachievement
31. 360degreetool
32. parentsurveys
33. peerobservation
34. selfreflection
35. studentsurveys
36. formalobservation
37. informalobservation
38. feedback_amount
39. feedbackfrequency_formal
40. feedbackfrequency_informal
41. feedback_depth
42. feedback_quality
43. feedback_specificity
44. feedback_nature
45. feedback_timing
46. feedback_standards
47. evaluation_timespent
48. pd_resourceaccess
49. pd_timespent
50. pd_availability
51. evaluation_clarity
52. evaluation_purpose
53. evaluation_role
54. rewards_consequences
55. developmentplan
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Appendix I ‘Look Up’ Table

Scope of Responses to each survey question

Q > Code 1 > Code 2 > Code 3 > Code 4 > Code 5

1 > A little > Some > Average > Quite a lot > A great deal

2 > Avoid risks > Avoid most > Some risks > Most risks > Takes risks

3 > Slow > Reluctant > Medium > Reasonably > Flexible

4 > Don’t exp > Minimal > Medium > Many times > Exp freq

5 > Closed > A little > Average Quite open > Open

6 > A little > Somewhat > Average Quite a lot > A great deal

7 > A little > Somewhat > Average > Quite a lot > A great deal

8 > 0-1 > 2-5 > 6-10 > 11-15 > 16+

9 > Waste > Basic > Average > Somewhat helpful > Helpful

10 > Not credible > minimal > Average > generally 
credibility 

> Very credible

11 > Adversary > Fractious > Neutral > generally helpful > Helper

12 > Not trust > minimal > average > generally trusting > Trustworthy

13 > Threatening > some threat > neutral > generally 
supportive

> Not threatening

14 > Impatient > usually impatient > sometimes 
impatient  

> generally patient > Patient

15 > Rigid > usually rigid > sometimes rigid > generally flexible > Flexible

16 > Not knowable > minimal > some knowledge > good knowledge > Knowledgeable

17 > Low > minimal > sometimes > usually > High

18 > Unfamiliar > minimal > some > good > Very familiar

19 > None > minimal > some > good > A great deal

20 > Useless > minimal > some > mostly > Useful

21 > Not persuasive > minimal > some > mostly > Very persuasive

22 > None > minimal > some > usually > In great detail

23 > Vague > minimal > some > good > Clear

24 > Not supported > minimal > some > usually > Supported

25 > The same > mostly > some > a few > Unique

26 > None > minimal > some > good > Very clear

27 > None > minimal > some > generally > Very explicit

28 > Not used > minimal > sometimes > quite a lot > Used extensively

29 > Not used > minimal > sometimes > quite a lot > Used extensively

30 > Not used > minimal > sometimes > quite a lot > Used extensively

31 > Not used > minimal > sometimes > quite a lot > Used extensively

32 > Not used > minimal > sometimes > quite a lot > Used extensively

33 > Not used > minimal > sometimes > quite a lot > Used extensively 

34 > Not used > minimal > sometimes > quite a lot > Used extensively 

35 > Not used > minimal > sometimes > quite a lot > Used extensively

36 > Zero > One to two > Three to Four > Five to Ten > More than ten

37 > None > Less month > once month > once week > Daily






