
 

Participatory Educational Research (PER)  

Vol. 7(1), pp. 127-142, March 2020   

Available online at http://www.perjournal.com  

ISSN: 2148-6123 

http://dx.doi.org/10.17275/per.20.8.7.1  
 

 

Evaluation as an Opportunity for Reflection: Stakeholder View of Teacher 

Performance 
 

Hasan TABAK* 
Department of Educational Sciences, Aksaray University, Aksaray, Turkey 

hasantabak@aksaray.edu.tr https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3923-5133 
Article history 

Received:  

13.12.2019 

 

Received in revised form:  

25.01.2020 

 

Accepted: 

05.02.2020 

This study aimed to determine opinion of the parties who are responsible 

for the teacher performance evaluation process in private schools. 

Carried out to determine views of the responsible parties in TPE in 

private schools, this study was a qualitative type using the 

phenomenographic model. The study group consisted of a total of 20 

individuals including school principals, vice-principals, group leaders 

who are responsible for teacher performance evaluation, and teachers 

whose performance was evaluated. The interviews were conducted using 

semi-structured interview questions. The face-to-face interview protocol 

was applied during the planning of the data collection process. The 

content analysis method was resorted to analyze the data obtained in the 

study. The fact that this study consulted not only teachers or school 

management but also all stakeholders responsible for TP shows that the 

study has considerable strength. In qualitative analysis, analyzing the 

views according to the theoretical framework can sometimes be difficult. 

As laid out by the results of the study, the views are centered on the 

“effect” theme of the teacher performance evaluation process. The study 

concluded that, the teachers encountered the possibility of understanding 

their qualifications as a teacher by turning the teacher performance 

evaluation process into an opportunity. 
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Introduction 

Teacher performance (TP) may vary according to the control in the classroom 

environment and unpredictable variables. However, the use of a measurement process may 

grant teachers who to seek to become better teachers at the end of that process an opportunity 

(Ross, Singer-Dudek & Greer, 2005). Teachers' self-regulation processes, including self-

monitoring and self-assessment, guide students’ learning, boost teachers’ performance, and 

improve their inclinations regarding the planning of teaching (Kitsantas & Baylor, 2001). 

Teachers see the objective of the ideal teacher assessment as either professional development 

or an inspiration to think about their teaching practices (Peterson & Comeaux, 1990). 

What is the objective of teacher performance evaluation (TPE)? 

The idea that student learning is well-measured by a particular test and that this provides 

information about a teacher's performance assuming it is influenced only by the teacher and is 

independent of the growth of classmates or any other aspects of class content. In other words, 
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teacher assessment is based on the belief that the achievement level measured for a particular 

teacher's students reflects that teacher's “efficiency” (Darling-Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, 

Haertel & Rothstein, 2012). According to the results of the research carried out by Loup, 

Garland, Ellett, and Rugutt (1996) on teachers, the leading objectives of teacher performance 

evaluation (TPE) were shown to be accountability, professional development, personal 

decisions, and instructional leadership. Research findings focusing on teachers of poorly 

performing schools show that administrators tend to give positive scores to teachers who are 

likely to lose their jobs due to the result of the performance evaluation (Qi, Bell, Jones, Lewis, 

Witherspoon & Redash, 2018). Half of the teachers whose performances were evaluated stated 

that the test data showing student achievement, which was among the assessment criteria, was 

not an accurate measure of students' learning (Darling-Hammond, 2015). In addition, the 

evaluation of performance obviously requires considerable training on assessment. It requires 

demounting each teacher's performance and then integrating the pieces into a whole in order to 

relate them to the dimensions required for teacher competence (Davey, 1991). 

The success or failure of evaluation and incentive systems in schools are linked to the following 

factors: (1) Quality of implementation: management was complex and that the local 

government prevented the implementation of fair measurements. Furthermore, capacity 

building around new measurements was very limited. (2) The expectation of rewarding: it was 

difficult for teachers to link monetary rewards to effort and performance. (3) Openness, 

procedural, or distributive justice: evaluations were considered low in all these processes 

(Mintrop, Ordenes, Coghlan, Pryor & Madero, 2018). Students constitute solely one group of 

stakeholders in TPE, and their opinions are among the many criteria. However, obtaining 

information alongside a multilateral evaluation of TP from students is scientifically 

recommended (Peterson & Stevens, 1988). Another stakeholder in TPE is parents. Although 

they are not the direct internal shareholders of the process, parents can contribute to multilateral 

evaluation by providing data (Peterson, 1989). In their research, as a result of the feedback they 

received during teacher evaluation, Tuytens and Devos (2014) aimed to use a model to test a 

set of three variables (e.g., procedural, leadership, and teacher variables) that could affect 

teachers' professional learning activities. Leadership was determined to be the most effective 

variable in measuring TP. Therefore, leadership behaviors were concluded to have a positive 

effect on performance. As a result of peer evaluation among teachers in TPE, an improvement 

plan can be put into effect. If teachers need assistance for improvement, this assistance should 

be provided for them (Wilson & Wood, 1996). Themes used in this study (Herbert and 

Mcnergney, 1989)- (1) evaluation system design: TPE should be a system that argues. It 

includes evaluators' objective and in-depth devices in the system. (2) process functioning: this 

emphasizes an effective process by minimizing the problems to be encountered in the 

assessment process. These reasons are considered in the continuation of the system design, the 

quality of the process and the restrictions pertaining to the feedback received and (3) effect: this 

expresses the result of feedback or evaluation as part of the system. In this way, interested 

parties should take into account the degree of impact and also should take the necessary action. 

Can TP be standardized? 

The use of standardized test scores to evaluate teachers includes various unpredictable 

elements as well as the provision of an educational accountability policy as an output indicator 

of the education system (Briggs & Domingue, 2011). Within the tradition of psychological 

research, the complex forms of human performance are assumed to be understood in terms of 

the operation of the underlying general processes. Therefore, it seems rather impossible to say 

that TP can be fully measured using standard data collection tools thinking that these general 
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forms of teaching behaviour are associated with student performance (Shulman, 1987). New 

assessments are needed to tell whether teacher education graduates have developed the 

classroom teaching skills to be effective with their students because current teacher tests do not 

directly measure what teachers do in the classroom, and they do not indicate how well teachers 

will do in the classroom (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Peck, Gallucci & Sloan, 2010). In a study 

conducted by Donaldson and Woulfin (2018), 44% of the principals who were primarily 

responsible for TPE stated that the lack of assessment standards and policies made it difficult 

to establish TP. Ellett, Wren, Callender, Loup, and Liu (1996) tried to develop a standard for 

TPE in their research. According to this research, TP was made up of some components such 

as (1) propriety, (2) utility, (3) feasibility, and (4) accuracy. However, there are also a number 

of qualifications underlying the existing standards. 

Although evaluations have various purposes, it is not always clear whether the focus is on the 

quality of the process or on the standard of the outcome. Differentiating questions such as “Is 

it the learning process or the standard of what is learned?” or “Should it be the quality and 

management of the learning environment or the achievement of the predefined service 

standards?” may help us concentrate upon what is to be evaluated (Harvey, 2002). The 

governmentality of high-stakes testing has been employed to define student achievement and 

teacher readiness in narrow positivistic ways that severely limit what can be said in discussions 

regarding educational quality and impact (Coloma, 2015). Criteria for evaluating the teaching 

task should be weighted to reflect the relative importance of different aspects of the job. For 

example, if interacting with parents involves approximately 10% of the teacher's 

responsibilities, 4 items on a 40-item scale should evaluate teachers' level of assurance in this 

area. In interaction with parents, trust can be weighted differently at the primary, intermediary, 

and secondary levels. As the tasks at these levels vary considerably, separate measures may be 

required for each of these levels (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy, 1998). Observation-based 

performance evaluation systems among teachers are often difficult to implement. When making 

observational assessments of teachers, school administrators should pay attention to trends in 

widget impacts, such as seeking the cause of low performance initially within the environment 

itself rather than doing so related to the teacher first (Cohen & Goldhaber, 2016). 

In fact the priority in measuring TP is to adjust teaching standards according to these objectives. 

The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards in the USA has established specific 

criteria for how successful teachers can apply the type of learning required by student learning 

standards in 1987. Similarly, the New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium has 

developed modelling standards for teachers accepted by more than 40 states. The best promise 

for significantly improving education at all levels of the system is for educators to assume 

accountability and make it useful for learning and improvement (Darling-Hammond, 2012). In 

their study, Herbert and Mcnergney (1989) concluded that (1) the personnel evaluation system 

was effective in terms of process functionality, (2) the system had to be appropriate for the 

design of the education system, and (3) the clinical evaluation system had the desired effects. 

In this context, effective evaluation of teacher performance is basically a difficult issue. Serious 

budgeting as well as a fair number of human resources are required to evaluate the teacher in 

the education system through a multiple number of data sources within a period for the teacher 

performance indicators to be standardized. What is more, it is difficult to determine what “good 

performance” stands for. One might think that this can be addressed referring to standardized 

measuring tools and a measuring system. Although this idea seems rational in terms of the cost 

of TPE, the relevant literature shows that it indeed is insufficient to measure its effectiveness. 
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Responsible Parties in TP 

The leading factors affecting teacher self-assessment are teacher peer review and the 

evaluations of superintendents and school board members. Thusly a need arises for studies 

examining teacher evaluation by students. The main objective of this evaluation is not only to 

identify strong or weak teachers, but also to ensure teacher development (Epstein, 1985). 

Teachers can gain information from evaluation and subsequently develop new skills, increase 

long-run effort, or do both of these (Taylor & Tyler, 2012).  

The teacher evaluation model confirms the principal's superiority as an evaluator/expert and 

strengthens the management-work distinction between principals and teachers, respectively. As 

the research results clearly lay out, the presence of this relationship is ineffective at improving 

TP. The joint evaluation may prevent the interference of bias in performance and evaluation 

decisions (Haefele, 1992). A well-planned and systematic supervision and a performance 

program that provides teachers with significant opportunities targeting to improve both the 

quality of education and students' learning opportunities are essentially prerequisites for leaders 

who want to lead teachers effectively. The TPE system must be centred on teacher autonomy 

(Ghamrawi, 2010). In this way, it can be said that the teacher will have positive motivation and 

positive communication with the school administrators who have a positive school atmosphere 

(Şahin, Sönmez & Yavuz Tabak, 2019). In Painter's (2000) research, TP was grouped under 

headings such as attitudes about the importance of dealing with low-performing teachers, 

principals' confidence in their skills, reasons for delays, or decisions to not pursue intensive 

supervision and support. The study proposed creating a performance evaluation process design 

by focusing on these topics. School principals rely on their evaluation knowledge and 

supervisory skills related to TP. In addition to saying that they perceive supervision to be more 

problematic than performance evaluation, principals see the support coming from others as a 

little less than the one coming from school board members. The data that school managers have 

in TPE includes features such as (1) support for the school mission, (2) instructional research 

focus, (3) multiple sources of data, (4) continuous process, (5) focus on student outcomes, and 

(6) integration with other school and district systems. This accounts for the characteristics of 

the evaluation system in terms of both its reliability and widespread impact (Murphy, 1987). 

The costs of supporting faculty and staff participation in training and scoring for a TPA are not 

trivial, and contemporary budget pressures have led many program administrators and policy 

makers to turn to an outsourcing strategy for containing these costs through cooperative 

agreements with commercial assessment vendors (Berlak, 2011; Peck, Singer-Gabella, Sloan 

& Lin, 2014). 

Schools in the Turkish Education System are divided into two as public and private schools. A 

long-standing debate about the non-implementation of TPE in Turkey is observed in the 

literature (Yıldırım, 2013). To that end since the working group of the study covers the relevant 

parties of a private school, it can be mentioned that TPE is mostly applied in private schools. 

Basically, the coordination of the TPE human resources department in private schools is carried 

out by a committee consisting of the school principal, the vice principal and the group leader 

(Şat, 2013). In some cases, students and parents may be asked to take part in the evaluation 

(Hatipoğlu & Kavas, 2016). However, there is not a common TPE system available and each 

school carries out a unique assessment. As a result of TPE, it is possible to dismiss the teachers 

whose performance are not satisfactory or to carry out the assessment in the following year 

again. These often lead to psychological tension for teachers. 

It is notable that there is no research into TPE with a private school sampling in Turkey. 

However, private schools employ teachers by renewing contracts every year. They renew 
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teacher contracts according to the data obtained from parents’ and students' opinions; 

nevertheless, teachers believe that the data collection process and the data obtained do not 

actually fit the TPE process. In this context, this current study aimed to determine the views of 

responsible parties of TPE and teachers working in private schools. In this research, the 

qualitative views of the school principal (SP), vice-principals (VP), group leaders (GL) and 

teacher (T) were taken as a stakeholder. In this context and aim, the study sought answers to 

the following questions: 

(1) What are the views of SP, VP, GL, and T in teacher performance evaluation? 

(2) What are the positive and negative perspectives of SP, VP, GL, and T on the evaluation 

system design, process functioning, and on the effect to explain the structures and 

functions related to teacher performance? 

Methodology 

Carried out to determine the positive and negative views of the responsible parties in 

TPE in private schools, this study was a qualitative type using the phenomenographic model. 

Phenomenographic research aims to understand people's thoughts on a particular subject in-

depth and systematically. The thought here is called a phenomenon. The phenomenographic 

research model intends to understand the phenomenon that conveys different meanings for 

different people (Bogdan & Biklen, 1997; Richardson, 1999). In this study, the phenomenon is 

the opinions of responsible parties in TP. To obtain these opinions, a phenomenographic model-

appropriate interview technique was employed. 

Participants 

The study group consisted of the personnel of a private school in İstanbul. The school 

has branches throughout Turkey, and the group consisted of school principals (n = 5), vice-

principals (n = 5), group leaders (n = 5), and teachers (n = 5). The study group was formed 

based on the convenience sampling method. Although this method has some limitations in 

terms of obtaining information and reliability, the researcher can control the group’s 

distribution, when necessary, thanks to its flexibility (Miles & Huberman, 1994). All of the 

school principals included in the study were male. However, half of the other participants were 

female, which ensured an equal gender distribution. Nearly half of the participants had a 

master’s degree. Teaching experience varied between 12 and 35 years in general. In this study, 

the researchers aimed to reduce the impact of gender on the views on TPE by providing a wide 

range of teaching experiences and equality between females and males as much as possible. 

This is to eliminate the limitation of the sampling method. In this way, internal validity was 

ensured. 

Data Collection 

The data collection procedure consisted of interviews to determine the SP, VP, GL and 

T were taken as a stakeholder opinion of TPE. The interviews were conducted using semi-

structured interview questions. Some basic steps were followed in the development of the semi-

structured interview form. The first of these steps was the obtaining of the opinions of two field 

experts: one expert from the measurement and evaluation field and one language expert who 

focused on the eight interview questions, which were created following a review of the related 

literature and legal basis. The interview form, designed in accordance with expert opinions, was 

piloted to three teachers who were not included in the study group. Based on the evaluations of 

the field experts and the measurement and evaluation expert, only three main questions were 
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asked on the grounds that some items could become repetitive and some might try to measure 

the same things using different expressions. Accordingly, the final set of questions were as 

follows: From the perspective of the school principal, vice-principal, group leader, and teacher 

in private schools, (1) What are the positive sides of TPE? (2) What are the negative sides of 

TPE? (3) What are your suggestions for a better evaluation process? Can you also give your 

reasons for each answer?   

The face-to-face interview protocol was applied during the planning of the data collection 

process. This protocol is a set of practical procedures that ensure the data collection process is 

valid and reliable (Saldaña, 2015). Following the rules of the protocol, the interviews were 

partly spread out over time due to the interviewees' positions and the intensity of their 

workloads, which varied according to their positions. Thus, each interviewee was asked to 

determine alternative appointment dates for the interview. To that end, the participants 

determined an alternative interview schedule by taking their workloads into account and 

informing the researcher about the change. The interviews took place in an atmosphere where 

the participants could express themselves freely, and at a time that was appropriate for them. 

Each interview lasted between 15 and 28 minutes on average. To protect the participants’ 

privacy, they were informed that their personal information would not be used within the scope 

of the study. All these procedures helped to conveniently fulfill the face-to-face interview 

protocol rules. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

The content analysis method was employed to analyze the data obtained in the study. 

The basic process followed in content analysis is to bring together similar data within the 

framework of certain concepts and themes and then interpret the data in a way that readers can 

understand. With this aim, the data analysis comprised the following stages: (a) Transferring 

interview data into a computer file, (b) Creating themes according to the relevant literature, and 

(c) Identifying and organizing codes (Mason, 2002; Yıldırım & Şimşek, 2008). The themes 

were created according to Herbert and Mcnergney's (1989) TPE process classification. 

Accordingly, the themes were (1) evaluation system design, (2) process functioning, and (3) 

effect. No direct information about the participants was given. In referring to the opinions of 

the participants in the analysis section, abbreviations such as SP1, SP2 for the school principal, 

VP1, VP2 for the vice-principal, GL1, GL2 for the group leader, and T1, T2 for the teacher 

were used. 

While presenting direct quotations, code names consisting of the participants’ quotations were 

made use of. To provide neutrality and reliability in determining these codes, the analyst 

diversity technique can be used by asking different researchers to create independent codes 

(Creswell, 2002). In this study, two different researchers carried out content analysis and 

classified the themes and codes. Each researcher analyzed the data obtained one by one. The 

internal consistency coefficient of the codes generated by the analyst diversity technique was 

.83. This coefficient indicates a high level of consistency between the coders (Krippendorff, 

2004). 

Interview Findings 

Qualitative findings were presented according to the sub-problem questions of the 

study. First, the themes, codes, and participant distributions obtained as a result of the 

interviews with the participants were presented. Following this step, content analysis results 

were structured based on the themes. Finally, the positive and negative overview of the TPE 
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classification was presented. The findings of the study were structured according to Herbert 

and Mcnergney's (1989) TPE's (1) system design, (2) process functioning, and (3) effect 

classification. In general, in-depth analysis of the views of stakeholders viz. P, VP, GL and T 

under these themes yielded codes: (1) system design: school recognition; improving student 

achievement; stakeholder opinion; (2) process functioning: setting criteria; assortment of 

evaluators; emotional behavior; power battle; biased evaluation; (3) effect: feedback; getting to 

know the teacher; increasing motivation; organizational belonging; business anxiety; anxiety 

of satisfaction (see figure 1). 

 

 
SP: school principal 

VP: vice-principal 

GL: group leader 

T: teacher 

Figure 1. Teacher performance evaluation themes, codes, and distribution of participants 
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Theme I: System design 

School principals and vice-principals expressed their opinions under this theme. School 

principals stated that student and parent satisfaction was usually effective on TP. "Therefore, 

this satisfaction can be achieved with the teacher. The most important stakeholder for a private 

school is the teacher," they added. On the other hand, VP5 said, “when we evaluate the 

performances, this positively contributes to the increase in student productivity, because a 

teacher who devotes all his energy to his students will have a positive effect on the institution.” 

However, SP3 stated that the collecting of related stakeholders’ views on TPE did not reflect 

the reality in some cases and pointed out the importance of using multilateral data sources 

during performance evaluation. This view is quoted below. 

SP3: “Sometimes students and parents are dominant. We should not accept the feedback 

coming from each parent and each student evaluate[s] a teacher's actual performance.” 

Theme II: Process Functioning 

It was witnessed that participants emphasized the functioning of the TPE process as an 

important issue. One of the important codes of this theme was setting the evaluation criteria. 

Although teachers were expected to behave sensitively in this issue, because they are the ones 

who were being evaluated, the opinions came from SPs. For example, SP2 said, "I think it is a 

good idea to give the criteria to the teachers before the evaluation process. If it is postponed, 

the teacher can feel anxious and therefore cannot plan the process." Contrary to this view, SP1 

expressed the opinion that setting the criteria might bring about negative consequences, and 

said, "If performance evaluation cannot be made objectively and if the criteria are not healthy, 

the process may move away from rightness. This is entirely related to the criteria used." 

Unlike school principals, the group leaders mentioned that performance was subjected to 

positive or negative ratings by the exhibition of emotional attitudes in TPE. Similarly, a school 

principal emphasized that personal problems were included in the evaluation process and that 

this led to undesirable evaluation results. 

GL2: “Sometimes there may be problems between the group leader and the teacher. 

Personal feelings can interfere with their business. The group leader and the teacher can 

sometimes have problems as they always work together.” 

SP5: “Group leaders, vice-principals, etc., may reflect their personal problems in this 

evaluation because sometimes teachers who tell the truth can be found unlovely.” 

One of the negative views was that a TP without a specific criterion could mean biased 

evaluations or evaluations that lacked evidence. For instance, supporting this view, GL1 said, 

“Gossip may be one of the negative cases. Conflicts and power battles begin among teachers. 

A chaotic atmosphere can emerge.” On the other hand, teachers’ views indicated a positive 

overview. They stated that TPE provided genuine feedback. Indeed, T1 emphasized the 

feedback function by saying, “People can see their mistakes when performance is evaluated. 

Without assessment, teachers cannot see their deficiencies or cannot mend them.” 

Theme III: Effect 

It is noteworthy that, in general, participants’ views centered on the “effect” theme, 

which constitutes the output or outcome dimension of the evaluation process. As a negative 

overview, there were opinions under the code of business anxiety, which was an expected result, 

as this study had a private school sample. Due to the fact that contracts in private schools are 
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renewed once a year based on TP, the teachers indicated that the existence of explicit 

evaluations and objective treatment created a good situation for the teachers; otherwise, they 

mentioned the likelihood of being unemployed. To illustrate, T3 said, "When they see me 

working and give me positive feedback on this, it improves my performance. Getting the return 

of my labor spiritually and materially provides me with the enthusiasm for the next year." Thus, 

T3 confirmed the aforementioned implication. Additionally, SP3 expressed their opinion that 

high performance should be rewarded apart from positive feedback as a result of TPE by saying, 

"If we reward positive performance, this promotes the sense of organizational belonging of the 

teacher. As a result, we see that this is a 10-year-old institution, and some teachers have been 

here for 10 years." With this opinion, SP3 stated that rewarded high performance increased a 

teacher’s desire to work in the school and developed a sense of organizational belonging. 

One of the common views of SP, VP, GL, and T with respect to TPE was that it helped with 

conveying the necessary feedback. In particular, the teachers stated that the parties responsible 

for the assessment could support the teacher by warning him or her and providing a chance for 

the teacher to correct deficiencies before the evaluation was conducted. The following 

quotations lay the groundwork for the idea of helping in a way that supports the teacher without 

overrating any deficiencies. 

T1: When performances are evaluated, people can see their own mistakes. Without 

assessment, teachers cannot discover self-deficiencies and cannot work on correcting these. 

Vice-principals, who provide the coordination between the school principal, the group leader, 

and teachers, positively evaluated the performance evaluation. VP2 stated that a teacher who 

knows that he or she will be evaluated exhibits a greater willingness in working by saying, 

“Sometimes they are not aware, but they are doing things that will end up with a really good 

result and create an impact, and I think it's a positive thing in terms of raising awareness here. 

In other words, when we evaluate their performance positively, I see that their motivation also 

increases. Furthermore, if the evaluation system is effective, the overall work motivation is 

positively affected, as they know they will receive feedback.” 

General Overview: Thematic approach to TPE 

SPs, VPs, GLs, and Ts interviewed apparently have mostly a positive overview of TPE. 

In other words, opinions showing the necessity of TPE were included under various codes. 

However, there were differences in the distributions of the views in TPE themes. The first 

fundamental difference was that the participants focused mostly on the theme of “effect” in 

performance evaluation. This shows that the participants focused on the results of performance 

evaluation. The examination of the participants’ views indicated that the factor of staying in the 

job or continuing to work usually led to negative emotions in teachers. 

In the general overview, there were views about the process functioning and system design 

themes, respectively. In addition, almost half of the participants expressed negative views about 

TPE. When negative opinions were examined, they appear in codes as stakeholder opinion, 

setting criteria, emotional behavior, power battle, biased evaluation, business anxiety, and 

anxiety of satisfaction. In the emotional behavior code, located in the negative overview 

category, the biased evaluation code came to the fore on the grounds that the evaluators 

evaluated teachers with irrelevant criteria during performance evaluation. Also, the anxiety of 

satisfaction frequently came into play in cases in which the mutual expectations of teachers, 

students, parents, and school administrators were not met. Finally, it would be fair to state that 
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the majority of the views were expressed about the “feedback” code of performance evaluation.  

Table1. Overview of participants' TP assessment themes 
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Results and Discussion 

The results of the research were discussed in line with the findings. According to the 

results of the research, the views were found to center on the “effect” theme of the TPE process. 

This may be related to the feedback function of TP (Cohen & Goldhaber, 2016; Ellett, Wren, 

Callender, Loup & Liu, 1996; Harvey, 2002; Milanowski & Heneman, 2001; Mintrop, Ordenes, 

Coghlan, Pryor & Madero, 2018). At the end of the process, teachers have the potential to 

understand their qualifications as a teacher by turning the TPE process into an opportunity and 

to amend their negative features through an effective evaluation system. It is frequently 

emphasized that TPE should not be seen as a simple evaluation function for it is basically a 

process (Peterson & Stevens, 1988; Richardson, 1999; Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy, 1998; 

Wilson & Wood, 1996). However, it is worth emphasizing that teachers were stressed and that 

they experienced business anxiety at the end of the TPE process. Another finding of this study 

is that group leaders, who are the critical stakeholders of this process, play a key role in 

alleviating the emotional burden of TPE. 

Theme I: System design 

The opinions of the participants, who saw the TPE process as a system involving input-

process and output, indicated that the obtaining of the views of the stakeholders in TPE 

sometimes did not reflect the reality and, therefore, that using multilateral data sources to 

evaluate the performance was of utmost importance. Thus, the study findings, in this sense, 
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showed similarities with the view in the literature that joint evaluation can prevent the 

interference of bias in decisions regarding performance and evaluation (Haefele, 1992). On the 

condition that the performance evaluation has a lengthy duration, the management can better 

understand teachers in this process. This situation was found to increase the teachers’ 

performance, too. 

Another finding was that TP could be promoted through efficient teacher training. Many articles 

about Finland's "secret" describe the revision of teacher education through a series of reforms 

since the early 1990s. Finland trains all teachers in three-year graduate programs. Afterwards, 

it focuses on developing a reflective, questioning approach toward teaching and learning, 

including instructing the learners with special needs as well as encouraging the involvement in 

strong content development and pedagogical preparation within the education system (Darling-

Hammond, 2006). The pedagogical education that teachers receive in their professional 

development is also important. To cite an example, per Japanese law, novice teachers receive 

at least 20 day-long service training sessions in their early years, along with a 60-day 

professional development in subjects such as classroom management and computer literacy 

(Darling-Hammond, 2005). 

Theme II: Process functioning 

Under this theme, the participants indicated the necessity of setting valid and reliable 

evaluation criteria. This finding was found to be similar to the results of the study carried out 

by Milanowski and Heneman (2001). The researchers of the study aimed to develop teacher 

assessment standards. In this context, the evaluation of a teacher’s performance and the degree 

of that performance—under such titles as planning and preparation for students’ learning, 

creating a learning environment, professionalism for teaching and learning—can provide 

information about the teacher’s overall performance. When teachers are aware that they are 

being evaluated, they are more careful. On the other hand, teachers’ belief that the more they 

contribute, the more benefits they get emphasizes the positive outcome of rewarding. This result 

is similar to the results in the literature that indicate such variables as attitude toward 

complementary processes, distinct administrator and teacher roles, goal-setting, and the use of 

alternative sources of information ensures quality education together with quality performance 

measurement (McGreal, 1982). Also, another result of the study was that evaluations which do 

not reflect the realms of the related processes and which refer to emotional decisions in the 

application of the assessment criteria should be avoided. This result may cause teachers to think 

that they are not trusted.  

Reducing teachers' course load, joining in-school training with “designated guidance teachers” 

twice a week, and taking part in out-of-school training each week can be a good start. 

Additionally giving free time to senior teachers to guide novices may be one of the most 

important measures to increase the number of qualified teachers (Darling-Hammond, 2005). 

The evaluation of the teacher by an experienced and different eye was found to be important 

and beneficial for both the professional development and the personal development of the 

teacher. However, there are the opinions about the evaluation of newly recruited teachers with 

a different set of criteria. The contribution to the development of novice teachers can positively 

affect their performance. 

Theme III: Effect 

The data under this theme indicated that business anxiety, stress, and evaluation were 

feedback tools. Through TPE, teachers clearly understand their deficiencies or mistakes, what 
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they should not do or what they do correctly, and how they would sustain the continuity of the 

correct behaviors. However, school administrators stated that feedback would be meaningful if 

it was holistic within the integrity of the system. In this context, the implementation of any 

school policy, including a teacher assessment policy, represents a continuous interaction among 

the various policy objectives, established rules, and procedures. To give an example, in an 

institutional context, teacher assessment procedures have the same effect at the school level as 

the political climate that exists in a school system, the relationship between teachers' 

organizations and district administration, the quality of other educational policies and business 

programs in the district, and bureaucratic processes such as the size and structure of the system 

(Darling-Hammond, Wise & Pease, 1983). Besides concerns about pleasing the stakeholders in 

private schools can wear out people. Conducting a performance evaluation and renewing 

contracts every year makes sense in terms of administration and school operations. According 

to the study findings, TPE should be conducted by protecting the personal and social rights of 

teachers and without causing them to experience business anxiety. 

General Overview 

Nearly half of the participants expressed negative opinions about TPE under stakeholder 

opinion, setting criteria, emotional behavior, power battle, biased evaluation, business anxiety, 

and anxiety of satisfaction. The issues resulting in mobbing and threatening the teacher about 

non-renewal of their contract at the end of the year would both decrease TP. This was mentioned 

through the opinions expressed at the beginning of these codes. The finding that perceived 

control objectives are related to stress shows that communication of the very purpose of teacher 

assessment is still needed. Furthermore, the use of such plans tends to affect teachers’ 

perceptions of their goals over time (Lejonberg, Elstad & Christophersen, 2018). The 

conclusion that the present study reached is supported by the finding in the literature that 

teachers’ stress and anxiety about their future, which they experience during the evaluation 

stage, negatively affects their efficiency.  

Assessing teachers' performance is an important task. To make the evaluation process effective, 

the following general overviews can be considered: (1) Choose methods appropriate to the 

purpose of the evaluation; (2) Involve teachers in the evaluation; (3) Provide the relevant 

training; (4) Increase the sources of evaluation data; (5) Use meaningful criteria; and (6) 

Associate the outcomes with institutional objectives (Stiggins & Bridgeford, 1985). When the 

general results were considered, the opinions that some of the features of TPE were not applied 

theoretically were in line with the research findings. In general, it was found that if the school 

manager carries out the assessment in a threatening manner and raises concerns about the 

teacher becoming unemployed, the teacher’s feelings of suppression come to the fore.   

Suggestions 

In the education system, especially at tertiary level, the awareness of TP to stimulate 

changes of significant sort for a teacher should be raised. This awareness needs to be built on 

the fact that TPE provides an opportunity to revisit salient issues for the individual and for 

quality of education. TPE should be a system that can be checked as a guideline instead of an 

audit. In this context, teacher candidates' experiencing with the TPE evaluation system within 

the scope of a course may increase the quality of human resources. Nonetheless prior to the 

implementation of the education system by constructing the TPE system within the 

understanding of a common system, these contents can be guided. 

On the other hand, one of the results highlighted in the research findings is the problem of 
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business anxiety experienced by private school teachers. Even though it seems difficult to 

standardize things depending on what is expected from TPE, the evaluation of teachers within 

the system can be managed with standard measurement tools at first glance. Thereupon the fact 

that schools provide information about the human resources can play a role in increasing TP as 

well as reducing this anxiety. Accordingly, the results of TP have a function of presenting a 

source of information about the professional and pedagogical development of teachers. School 

principals should not use the results of TPE to place psychological pressure on teachers at the 

beginning of a term by focusing primarily on this function of it. Teacher monitoring may be 

spread out over a year with long repetitive and periodic measurements. 

Moreover a platform can be established for private school teachers to find jobs under 

government supervision. For practitioners, these data serve as a reference for identifying 

primary problem areas in the development of teacher capacity. In general, policymakers may 

have the opportunity to use them during the policy design phase. Therefore, a nationwide 

teacher performance assessment model proposal is more than necessary. 

The contract renewal criterion can be set apart from the TPE process, and it can be carried out 

by the human resources department in private schools. Therefore, evaluation of teacher 

efficiency may be done separately using other variables because the measurement of teacher 

effectiveness is a separate problem area and a phenomenon that would be wrong to handle in 

one-off cases. 

Strengths and Limitations 

The fact that this study consulted not only teachers or school management but also all 

stakeholders responsible for TP shows that the study has considerable strength. In qualitative 

analysis, analyzing the views according to the theoretical framework can sometimes be 

difficult. The analysis of the views in accordance with the theoretical framework of TPE in the 

literature has made it possible to systematize the prominent views based on the theoretical 

discipline. The diversity of views enabled us to reach feasible concrete recommendations. TP 

is associated with both in-school and out-of-school variables. Therefore, collecting the views 

of family and students and even in-school personnel within the study group may increase the 

scope of the criteria that are important for improving TP. However, in this study, the opinions 

of the parties responsible for determining TP were the focus of primary discussion. In this 

regard, a limitation of the study is that the boundaries of the sources of views could not be 

extended to in-school and out-of-school stakeholders. The frequency of the third theme of the 

study, the effect, was higher than the other themes. This is not something to do with the quality 

of the interviews, but private school teachers tend to focus on the negative situations such as 

unemployment, falling salary, provided TP is low. This may a limitation on account of the 

pragmatist ideas of the teachers, yet not interfering with the quality of the process. Another 

limitation of this study is that it was carried out in a single private school located in Turkey. 

The generalizability of the findings and results obtained within the scope of the study should 

be interpreted carefully by considering the necessary factors, including primarily cultural 

factors i.e. the context in particular. 
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