(Professional Recognition Program, PRP)
(literature review)

(interview)

(evidences)

A Study of Possibility of Teacher Appraisal System in Primary and
Secondary School

—The Impleamented Experience in The Victoria Australia

ABSTRACT

This study aims to innovate the teacher appraisal system in the primary and secondary
school in Taiwan based on the implemented experience of the Professional
Recognition Program (PRP) in the Victoria Australia. Literature review and interview
was used as the main research methodologies. The findings of this study could be
suggested as a feasible teacher appraisal strategy to the government of Taiwan in the
field of appraisal aim, appraisal method, procedure, teacher level categories, appraisal
evidences, teaching performance standards, evaluator, salary structure, teacher career

development, and relevance.

Key words: teacher evaluation, teacher appraisal, teacher levels, teaching performance,
teaching standard, career devel opment, PRP
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(Department of Industry, Professional and Adult education,
Faculty of Education, Language and Community Services, Royal Melbourne Institute

of Technology University RMIT University)
( )
( ) ( ) RMIT
University 2001 (Opening Day) Dr. David Forrest
Dr. Peter Kell
Dr. Peter Kell
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( ) (RMIT Center for
English Language Learning CELL, RMIT) Elizabeth Lisners

480 (Elizabeth Street 480, Melbourne)

() (single
subject) (UE752, Human Resource
Development For Educators, lan, Mosely

31 (FG651, Assessment and
Reporting in Adult and Vocational Education Jack Keating
3-2 RMIT city campus building 47,
Swanston Street, Melbourne.
() (Associate Professor)
(Senior Lecturer) (Lecturer)

CristinaWalta, Jane Perry, Gloria Latham,
Stephanie Leege, Ern Reeder, Kathy Walker, Jack Keating

() Garry Hunter,

Veronica Luk, Rita Farrugia

() RMIT University (
) (

RMIT University
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3-3) ( )

Dr.
Christina Walta chriswalta@rmit.edu.au , Dr. Peter Kell peter.kell@rmit.edu.au ,
Dr. Tahmi Ngwenya thams80@hotmail.com , Dr. Gloria Latham
glorialatham@rmit.edu.au , Ern Reeders, ern@rmit.edu.au , Jane Perry,
Jane.perry@rmit.edu.au , RMIT

()
1. Preston Preston Primary School
2. Australian Education Union, Victorian
Branch. www.aeuvic.asn.au .
Box Hill Senior Secondary College, VET in school program
4, (Ministerial Advisory Committee
for the Victorian Institute of Teaching)
Mill Park Heights Primary School
Northern Metropolitan Region, Department of Education in Victoria
()
(The
University of Sydney) AustraliaAssociation for

Research in Education Annual Conference ( AARE)
()
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(New South Wales, NSW Teachers Federation)
Albany Creek State School, Queensland.

(Queensland Teachers Union)

(Australian Education Union, South Australian Branch)

(Gifted Education Consultants )
()
(literature review) (interview)
RMIT CristinaWalta, Jane Perry
Dr. Peter Kell 31
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(interview)

Preston Preston Primary School
Stephanie Leege
06" Friday, October, 2000
Ms. Janet Paterson (assistant principle),
09" Monday, October,2000. 10:00 am.

Preston primary school (03-94701167)

() ( 3-3)

()

Some questions about Teacher evaluation in primary school

A: Teaching quality
1. How many times does the teaching quality being measured in ayear?
2. How to evaluate the teaching qualities? | s there any teaching evaluation

form?
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Arethere any teaching competency standards or teaching job descriptions?
Who isin charge of teacher evaluation?
Are there any conflicts between evaluator and teachers? How to confront

the conflicts?

B: Differentiated teaching stuff

1. Isthereany differentiated teaching stuff (teacher level) in primary
school ?
2. How many kinds of levels do you have? What are they? Any
proportional limitation in each level?
Do they (different teacher level) get a certification?
Which organization issues the certification?
Isthere any relevant regulation of law/act for the differentiated
teaching stuff?
Teacher should apply a promotional level by her self /himself?
7. How much money does the teacher evaluation cost? Who charges the
fee?
Are there any conflicts between evaluator and clients?
9. What are the different jobs/tasks between teacher levels?
10. Aretheteacher levels different between statesin Australia?
11. What are the conditions if ateacher wants to apply promotional level?
How to prepare for it?
12. What isthe main reason that there are differentiated teaching stuff in
schools?
13. Ingeneral, do teachersfor or against the teaching evaluation?
() ( 101-A1)
1. 1995 (Professional Recognition
Program for teachers, annual review guidelines) ( )
2.
3.
4.
5. (90% )
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1.
Australian Education Union, Victorian
Branch. www.aeuvic.asn.au .
Ms. Stephanie Leege  (RMIT University, Senior Lecturer) RMIT
Bundoora Campus room
25" Wednesday, October, 10AM.
Jhon Graham, Research Officer. Tel:03-94172882, e-mail:
johng@aeuvic.asn.au
27" Friday, October, 2000. 10:00 am,
112, Trenerry Crescent. Abbotsford VIC 3067. meeting room level 2.
()

Some questions about the teacher appraisal system(PRP) in Australia:
1. When was the Professional Recognition Program (PRP) devel oped? Who
devel oped the system?

2. How was the teacher appraisal system developed? What was the main
methodology?

How many times has the PRP revised? What are the main reasons?

In which year had the last issue of PRP published?

Are there any reports about the revision history of the PRP?

Follow which law/act had the teacher appraisal system established?

N o o &~ W

How is the teacher appraisal going? Do the most of the people agree with this
system?

8. Which state in Australia use this (PRP) system to appraise the teaching

performance? | s there any contact about this program with other states?

() ( 101-A2, 101-B)
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Department of Education,
Victoria. 1995 (Professiona Recognition Program
for teacher, PRPfor teacher) ( )
1996 AEU

Industry Relation Communication ,

AUE PRP (Industry
Agreement) PRP 1996 ( ) PRP
PRP
Mr. Graham Marshall John PRP (International

Management Consultant)

(new agreement) PRP 1995
1996 (2000) AUE
(new agreement) (2001)

(Institute of Teaching)
PRP

PRP 1996 Jhon AUE

(Victoriacourt, industry agreement and regulation) AUE

(performance
evidences)
PRP AUE

( )(industry
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relevant system) AEU

6. PRP PRP
PRP
7.
(1) 2000 (new agreement) 1996
A. (acceleration), 1996 PRP
(annual review)
AEU
B. (leading teacher Level 11 and Level 111)
(performance pay, bonus)
25% 7.5%
C.
(deferment)
2
(competencies/

teaching standards)

Box Hill Senior Secondary College, VET in school program
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Ms. Jane Perry (lecturer), 03-99252510, jane.perry@rmit.eud.au ,RMIT
Bundoora Campus room 220.2.12
25" Wednesday, October, 2000. 13:30 pm,
AnneVlass, Assistant Principle, TEL:03-98900571 E-mail:
vlass.anna.a@edumail .vic.gov.au
08" Wednesday, November, 2000. 11:20 am,
Dunloe Avenue, Box Hill North, 3129, Victoria. Assistant principle's

office TEL: 03-98900571

()
INTERVIEW OUT LINE

A. To synthesize the teaching competency indexes/standar ds,

1-1 Isthe three teacher level structure feasible to teacher appraisal system?
(1) How many level do we have? 3 or 4?
a. By DEET there are 3 levels: level (I) experienced teacher; level (11)
leading teacher; level (111) leading teacher.
b. By SCTPthere are 4 stages.
(2) How many levelswill be feasible to this appraisal system?
1-2 Are the professional standards (competency indexes) suitable for each
teacher level?
(1) Arethe standards to each dimension being too many and too explicit?
(2) If the standards are ambiguous will it be better for teacher to prepare the
evidences?
B. To explore the systematization of theteacher appraisal in Australia,
2-1 What are the main opinions to this program while this program is
implementing?
(1) Isthe PRPaworkload program? Does it make stressto
teachers?
(2) Isit complexity? Hard to running? Or lack of transparency?

(3) Isitan encouragement of individualism, if every teacher doing
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(

their own way in order to receive their bonuses?
(4)  Will there be any budget problemsif every leading teacher gets
the performance pay/ bonuses?
2-2 What are the main relevant systems/laws/regul ations support to this PRP
program?
(1) DoesPRP follow some act/regul ation?
(2) Isthere any program to appraise teacher performance before
the PRP (1995) developed? What act had it followed?
2-3 Inthewhole, isthe PRP being satisfy to teachers, principles, staffs, and
educators?
(1) What parts of PRP are teachers, staff in schools, parents, and
staff in educational department satisfied with?
(2) What parts are they dissatisfied with?

) ( 102-A1)
) (Professional Recognition
Program)
(informal)
(ideas)
(2 (Performance Review)
(evidence)

©)

(promote) level |

level 11 level 11 level 111 level | level 111

46



(appointment) (accreditation)

(performance pay)
25%
( )
(1)
(experience responsibility
level) (2001)
2 (school charter)

(independence)

(Ministerial Advisory Committee
for the Victorian Institute of Teaching)
Mr. Jack Keating (senior lecturer), 0407-811071, |gibson@netspace.net.au,
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RMIT Building 37

02", Thursday, November, 2000.

Andrew lus, project director jus.andrew.p@edumail.vic.gov.au
03-96373340 Wendy Bradly, senior project officer

bradly.wdndy@edumail.vic.gov.au 03-96373341
10™ Friday, November, 2000. 10:00 am,

2 Treasury Place East Melbourne VIC 3002

()

1. Isthe three teacher level structure feasible to teacher appraisal system?
(1) How many levels do we have? 3 or 4?
a. By DEET there are 3 levels: level (1) experienced teacher; level (I1)
leading teacher; level (I11) leading teacher.
b. By SCTPthere are 4 stages.
(2How many levels will be feasible to this appraisal system?
2. What are the main opinions to this program while this program is implementing?
(1) Isthe PRPaworkload program? Does it make stress to teachers?
(2) Isit complexity? Hard to running? Or lack of transparency?
(3) Isitanencouragement of individualism, if every teacher doing
their own way in order to receive their bonuses?
(4)  Will there be any budget problems if every leading teacher getsthe
performance pay/ bonuses?
3. What are the main relevant systems/laws/regulations support to this PRP program?
(1) IsPRPfollows some act/regulation?
(2) Isthere any program to appraise teacher performance before the
PRP (1995) developed? What act had it followed?
4. In the whole, isthe PRP being satisfy to teachers, principles, staffs, and educators?

(1) Which parts of PRP are teachers, staff in schools, parents, and staff
in educational department satisfied with?

(2) Which parts are they dissatisfied with?
5. If Talwan wants to improve the teacher appraisal system, what are your comments?
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(1) What are the main factors influence on the teacher appraisal systemin
Taiwan?
(2) How should the relevant systems be settle down?

6. By theteacher appraisal system in Victoria, who are the review members/panel ?
Are they different from schools? Who should be involved?

7. Compareto the salary, what are the differences between the 3 levels? What will be
happened if teacher stayed at asalary level for along time? The similarity to the
level I, how will it be happened when teacher who reach to the top salary level. (If
thelevel 11 or 111 teacher does not reach the competence standard for many years,
what will it being happened? Will it drop down to level | and get the salary level
127)

8. Should all theteachersinlevel Il and 111 do the administration (staff) work?

9. What isthe main purpose of the new agreement to the teacher appraisal system?
What is the main reason to sign a new agreement? What will be the majority
differentiates between the old PRP and the new agreement?

10. How about the linkages of teacher level in statewide or between interstate?

11. In your opinion, what is the best procedure to appraise the teaching performance?
Or which part of the procedure should be innovated?

() ( 102-B1, 103-A1)

1. 1994

1994
Professional Recognition Program ( PRP)
1995

PRP
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(evidence)

(case
study)
3 4 (leading teachers)
25%
(coordinator)
5. PRP
( )
(evidence)
6. (the new agreement)
(Australian Education Union,AEU)
(1)
(accreditation)
(experience responsibility) (experience teacher, in level 1)
2
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)

2

3)

(4) (the standard council of the teaching

professon SCTP)

SCTP (stage 1)
(level | class teacher) (stage 2)
(level | experience teacher) ( stage 3) (level 11)
(stage ) (level 111)

Mill Park Heights Primary School
ChistinaWalta, Senior lecturer in RMIT University, chis.walta@rmit.edu.au
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30™ Monday, October, 2000. 10:00am,

Val Brittain and Jane Taplin, the Principle, and VVal Brittain, Assistant
Principle Tel: 03-94368866 Email:

brittanin.valevic.m@edumail.vic.gov.au

27" Friday, October, 2000. 10:00 am,

Pindare Ave. Mill Park, 3082

()

INTERVIEW OUTLINE (11/13/2000)
1. What are your opinions to the PRP whileit is implementing in your school?
(2) Isthere any procedure should be innovated?
(2) Isthe PRP aworkload program? Does it make stress to teachers?
(3) Isit complexity? Hard to running? Or lack of transparency? How about the

assessor member?

(4) Isit an encouragement of individualism if every teacher doing their own way
in order to receive their bonuses?

(5) Isthere any budget problem if every leading teacher gets the performance pay/
bonuses?

2. What are the main relevant systems/laws/regulations support to this PRP program?
(1) Does PRPfollow some act/regulation?

(2) Isthere any program to appraise teacher performance before the PRP (1995)
developed? What act had it followed?
3. Inthe whole, are teachers, principles, staffs, and educators satisfied with the PRP?
(1) What parts of the PRP are teachers, staff in schools, parents, and staff in
educational department satisfied with?
(2) What parts are they dissatisfied with?
4. How about the new agreement? What are the main changes to the PRP 19967
5. If Taiwan wants to improve the teacher appraisal system what are your comments?
(1) What are the main factors influence on the teacher appraisal systemin
Taiwan?

(2) How should the relevant systems be settle down?
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6. Do you have any documents about teacher appraisal that can give me asthe

reference information?
() ( 103-A2, 103-B)
1. 1050 57

46 levdl 7 levell 4  level Il

(peer

review meeting)

2.
level Il level 111 (leading teacher)
3. PRP
PRP
(school charter)

(evidence) (Performance Review)

4,
PRP
(performance payment)

5.

(experience responsibility level)
6. 1995 PRP

(the teaching service order)
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Northern Metropolitan Region, Department of Education in Victoria

ChistinaWalta, Senior lecturer in RMIT University, chris.walta@rmit.edu.au

26" Thursday, October, 2000.
Cheryl Judd, Assistant Regional Director,03-94889412
judd.Cheryl.e@edumail.vic.gov.au ; and Keith Woodward, curriculum

coordinator, 03-94889423 Woodward.keith.d@edumail.vic.gov.au
16" Thursday, November, 2000 13:30,

582 Heidelberg Road, Fairfield Vic 3078

INTERVIEW OUTLINE (11/15/2000)
1. What isthe context or main reasons of developing teacher appraisal system?
2. What is the main methodology to devel op the PRP?
3. What are your opinions to the PRPwhile it isimplementing in this region?
(1) Isthere any procedure should be innovated?
(2) Isthe PRPaworkload program? Does it make stress to teachers?
(3) Isit complex? Hard to running? Or lack of transparency? How about the
assessor member?
(4) Isit an encouragement of individualism, if every teacher doing their own way
in order to receive their bonuses?
(5) Will there be any budget problem if every leading teacher gets the
performance pay/ bonuses?
4. What are the main relevant systems/laws/regulations support to this PRP program?
(1) Does PRP follow some act/regul ation?

(2) Isthere any program to appraise teacher performance before the PRP (1995)
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developed? What act had it followed?

5. In the whole, are teachers, principles, staffs, and educators satisfied with the PRP?

(1) What parts of PRP are teachers, staff in schools, parents, and staff in educational
department satisfied with?

(2) What parts are they dissatisfied with?

6. How about the new agreement? What are the main changes to the PRP 19967

7. If Taiwan wants to improve the teacher appraisal system what are your comments?
(1) What are the main factors influence on the teacher appraisal system in Taiwan?
(2) How should the relevant systems be settle down?

8. Do you have any documents about teacher appraisal that can give me as areference

information?

() ( 104-A, 104-B)
1.
2. (Penal Discussion)
3.

1)

(2 PRP

(©)

(4) (Performance Review)

(evidence)
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D

(2
Il and I11)

(new agreement)

Prep year10

Certification of Education, VCE

2010

D)

56

(teaching service order)

(level | )

(Level

(performance pay, bonus)

2005

(

Curriculum Standard Framework, CSF

Victoria



(2)

VCE

AustraliaAssociation for Research in
Education Annual Conference ( AARE Conference)
AustraliaAssociation for Research in Education
(  AARE)
The Faculty of Education, The University of
Sydney
04™ Monday 07" Thursday, December, 2000

http://www.wein.edu.au/aare/

(information technology) Successful

Integration of Learning Technology in School Classroom(SILT )
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1)

2)

3)

(4)

D)

2

Self-Regulation-Learning Model (SRL) SILT

Science SOSE

(04™ December,2000)
(initiation)

(implementation and continuous improving)

(06™ December,2000)

(06™ December,2000)

(07" December,2000)

Monash University, Melbourne, Victoria

(1999-2001)

( ) (04" December, 2000)

(Australian Association for Teaching of
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1999



English) (Australian Literacy Educations

Association) (04™ December, 2000)
©)
(04™ December, 2000)
(4)
(documents)
(04™ December,
2000)
5
1997 5.0% 1998 2.5%
(05" December,
2000)
(6)
(
center of evaluation teaching) ( )

(05" December, 2000)

41 (05" December, 2000)

4-1

(05th
December, 2000)

1) (classroom teacher)
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A (centralize control)

< >
(political responsibility) (professional responsibility )

v

(decentralization self government)

4-1

2) ( 43 )

4-3
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(05" December, 2000)

1)
)
©)] (need and demand)
(4) (agenda)
HSC (NSW, Higher School Certification)
VEC (Victoria Education Certification)
(students outcome)
(06™ December,2000)
HSC (NSW, Higher School Certification)
(Vocational Education and Training, VET)
(VET program in high schools) HSC
NSW

(VET in VCE program)
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( 1999 2000 )

http: //www.sofweb.vic.edu.au)

NSW



(07" December,2000)

1) ( )
OHP  Power Point

2)

3 ( 170 )

(1) 04™ Monday, December, 2000. Cuttance P. Successful Integration of
L earning Technology in School Classroom.

(2) 04™ Monday, December, 2000. Nicholson P. Successful Integration of
L earning Technology in School Classroom.

(3) 04™ Monday, December, 2000. Bishop A. Developing and Validating
Teaching Standards for Professional Development and advance Certification.

(4) 04™ Monday, December, 2000. Ingvarson L. Developing and Validating
Standards for Professional Certification in teaching Science.

(5) 04™ Monday, December, 2000. Emmitt Marie. Ownign the Standards:
English Literacy Teachers and SPIRT Project.

(6) 05™ Tuesday, December, 2000. Chadbourne R. Can Pprfessional Portfolios
Capture the Complexity of Highly Accomplished Teaching?

(7) 05" Tuesday, December, 2000. Angwin J. Taking the Journal on Line:
Developing Online Pedagogies in Post Graduate Programs.

(8) 05™ Tuesday, December, 2000. Brady L. Portfolio For Assessment and
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Reporting.

(9) 05" Tuesday, December, 2000. Woodward H. Portfolio Assessment: A
Student Perspective.

(10) 05" Tuesday, December, 2000. Ingvarson L. Teacher Evaluation in
Australia: Current Policies and Practices.

(11) 06™ Wednesday, December, 2000. Lynch J. Effective Implementation of
New Technologies: Legitimising Change Strategies in Schools.

(12) 06™ Wednesday, December, 2000. Ewing R. Cyber learning: The
implications for Education and Curriculum.

(13) 06™ Wednesday, December, 2000. Dinham S. The Role of the Faculty in
Quality Teaching.

(14) 06™ Wednesday, December, 2000. Seddon T. The Old and New Story of
Teachers Work: Innovative Educational Practices in a Marketised
Environment.

(15) 07" Thursday, December, 2000. Schiller J. Implementation of Computing
in Schools by Primary Principals: A longitudinal Perspective.

(16) 07" Thursday, December, 2000. Connell R. Policy Reform for Standards
and Equity: the Implication for Vocational Education and Training of the

Reformed HSC in New South Wales.
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(New South Wales NSW Teachers Federation)

John Graham, Research Officer. Tel:03-94172882, e-mail

johng@aeuvic.asn.au
08™ November,2000

Jennifer Leete, Deputy President. Wendy Currie, Research Officer..

02-92172100, jleete@nswitf.org.au and wendy@nswtf.org.au
08" Friday, December, 2000. 9:30 am,

23-33 Mary Street, Surry Hill 2010, Sydney NSW

INTERVIEW OUTLINE (08/12/2000)

. What kind of teacher appraisal system does your State have? Isit aformal or
informal system?

. How do the principal s appraise teaching performance? | s there any standard
appraisal process?

. Isthere any teaching performance standards or teaching competenciesin your
State?

. Do theteachersin your State divided into levels? Which levels do you have? And
how about their workload (teaching hours)?

. Do you think teachers will happy to have an appraisal system, and glad to show
what they have done in classroom?

. Inyour opinion, what should be involved in teacher appraisal system?

. Do you familiarize with the teacher appraisal system in Victoria? If you do, what
arein similarity/difference between your state and Victoria?

. Do you have any documents about teacher appraisal that can show me as

reference information?
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(

)

( 105-A, 105-B)

(1) ( NSW) (December,2000)
NSW NSW (NSW Teacher
Federation, AEU )

(annual review)

2 1986 1994 NSW
1994 1999
(industry)
NSW
(Director General of Education ) 2000
(3) (draft) 2000
NSW 2001
(4) NSwW

(Procedures for Managing Teachers Who are Experiencing
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Difficulties with Their Teaching Performance)

(classroom teacher)

(check list)
(exacted teacher) (assistance principal,
) (deputy principal) (principal)
(classroom teacher) (head of teacher)
(principal)
(
( )
@) NSW
)
©)
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(deputy principal)

1994

NSW



(Desirable Attribute of Beginning Teachers)

5.
Albany Creek State School, Queensland.
Greg Nelson, the Principal of Inniea state primary school. 07-40611537
greg.nelson@innieastss.qgld.edu.au
12" November 2000
Mary Pringle, Deputy Principal, 07-32642640
mary.pringle@al bacreess.qld.edu.au
11" Monday, December, 2000. 09:30 am,
696 Albany Creek Road, Albany Creek 4035
()
INTERVIEW OUTLINE
() ( 106-A)
1
2.

Q) (Year level meeting)
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(2 (regular staff meeting)

(3) (community meeting)

(Diminished Work
Performance-Teacher Procedures)

http://www.qed.qgld.gov.au/palicies/doem/humanres/hr-
04001/sections/procedure.htm

@D (probationary teacher)
(classroom teacher) (senior teacher)
(deputy principal) (principal)
2
25

(2 hours non contact time)

Mary Pringle
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PRP

School Staffing and Recruitment Unit, Human

Resources Branch, Education Queensland

(Queensland Teachers Union)

15" Wednesday, November, 2000
Jm Sykes Assistant Secretary  07-33690888
11" Monday, December, 2000. 14:00 pm,

21 Graham Street, Milton

INTERVIEW OUTLINE

) ( 106-B)

(Education Queensland, 1999. Diminished Work
Performance- Teachers, Employee Relations Unit Human Resources Branch)
1)
)
3
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(4)

4.
D
2 ( )
(©)
(4)
®)
(6)
5 ( )
(head of teacher) 15%
25 2
hours non contact time)
6. PRP
7. 2001
8. 0.5%
(3000 16 )
9.
10. http://www.education.gld.gov.au/

(AEU, South Australian Branch)
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08™ Monday, January, 2001

Deborah Dowsett, Library Technician 08-83731339

ddowsett@aeusa.asn.au ( Jenni
Devereaux and Janet Giles Debroah

9" Tuesday, January, 2001. 13:30 pm,

163 Greenhill Road, Parkside, SA 5063

INTERVIEW OUTLINE

) ( 107-A1)

(1) S.A Education Department www.learnsa.net/|earnsa/

(2) AEU SA-Branch www.aeusa.asn.au/

(3) AEU Federal Branch www.aeufederal.org.au/

(GEC, Gifted Education Consultants)

08™ Monday, January, 2001
Dennis Southern, Fran Southern, retired Principal of governmental

Primary Schools 08-82918838 fsouthern@chariot.net.au (
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(

(

10™ Wednesday, January, 2001.

50-52 Wright Street, Paradise, SA 5075

)
INTERVIEW OUTLINE
) ( 107-A2,107B)
(informal)
(peer appraisal)
( )
(appraisal group akind of formal team)
(
)
(classroom teacher) (specualist

teacher) (assistance principal) (deputy principal)
(principal)
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() ( )1995

(1996)

Beerens(2000)  Beare(1989)

()
(peer appraisal)

() (work plan or teaching
planning )
(evidences)
(mid cyclereview)

(annual
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(

(

(

)

)

)

review) Nevo (1995)
( Stake, 1967, 1975; Provus, 1971; Stufflebeam, 1971; Guba and
Lincoln,1981)

( )
Joint Committee(1994)
(
)
( )
( )
( )
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(

(

(

(

)

)

)

)

(inter states)

Peterson 2000 (peer)

Nevo (1995) ( Stake, 1967,
1975; Provus, 1971; Stufflebeam, 1971; Guba and Lincoln,1981)

(performance evidences)
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(

(

)

)

(bonus

25%

(deferment)

(AEU)

performance pay)

(school charter)

(annual reports)

(new agreement)
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2001

PRP



(

(

)

)

Beare(1989)
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(inter state)

Ingvarson and Chadbourne(1998)

Beerens(2000)

Glasser(1992)



5-1

(evidences

4, (midterm review)

(check list)

(accreditation) (

10.
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(2000)

(classroom teacher) (research

teacher) (administration teacher)

(evidences)

(evidences)
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( 85 ( 87
( 89
Joint Committee(1994)
(major group) (utility standards) (feasibility
standards) (propriety standards) (accuracy standards)

(competencies/ teaching standards)

(performance assessment or
performance appraisal)
(quantity)
(quality)
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(school charter)

(peer)

2001

(merit)
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( 87 39

(893 -

( 77 12

( 83

( 82

¢ 7

(
165-279

)

30 113-133

( 87
(87) o o©
( 84

( 82

( 83

( 76) 3-18
(1999) —
(2000)

155-190

( 8
( 83
( 833

( 83b)
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(2000)

(85

19-20
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3-1

UE752 Subject Guide
Human resource devel opment for educators

Faculty Name: Education, Language & Community Services
Department Name: INDUSTRY ,PROFESSL & ADULT EDU
Subject Number: UE752
Subject Name: HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT FOR EDUCATORS
Credit Points: 24
Contact Hours (per week): 3.0
Non Contact Hours (per week)
Contact Details
Name: Andrew Scown; lan Mosley
Email:ascown@rmit.edu.au ian.mosley@rmit.edu.au
Mode of Delivery
Mixed mode:
16 hours (41% lectures)
15 hours (39% class sessions)
8 hours (independent supervised workplace study)
Pre-requisite Subjects
Co-requisite Subjects
Subject Description
Huam Resource Developmet will focus on the acquisition of knowledge and
skills that will enable you to maximise the effective contribution of people's
skills to an organisation. You will be expected to demonstrate an
understanding of current policy, and organisation patterns and management
strategies to improve the level of participation and effectiveness of staff within
an organisation.
Objectives
At the end of this unit each student will be expected to be able to:
* identify and understand the concepts and functions of Human Resource
Management.
*  demonstrate knowledge and understanding of the need for well defined
Human Resource Management practices in the workplace.
*  apply their knowledge and understanding of Human Resource
Management to situations where they manage and/or coordinate staff.
*  posit the human resource function within the total managerial and
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strategic focus of the workplace.

*  demonstrate an awareness of trends in Human Resource Management
practice and of legidlative devel opments effecting Human Resource
Management in Australia.

Planned Student L earning Experiences
This unit will be presented in Lecture mode with opportunities for class
discussions and practical application of the concepts covered in the course
where appropriate.

Assessment
Assessment Task 1:

Anindividual case study report that develops aframework linking the areas
outlined in the lectures on performance management with the concepts
explored regarding the functions of Human Resource Management. The
‘framework' for Human Resource Management that each student presentsisto
be located within the current practice of the immediate (or most recent)
workplace. The overall aim of this ‘framework’ isto provide a critique of what
is the current practice in Human Resource Management in different
workplaces and to suggest what is possible to develop each of these functional
Human Resource aress.

Assessment Task 2:

Presentation of areport exploring an area of Human Resource Management
that is of practical importance to the student as a current/future Manager. This
report is to be applicable to the workplace and is to be both
conceptual/theoretical and practical. In dealing with this chosen issueit is
expected that the other areas of Human Resource Management outlined during
the course and noted in the Framework submitted as Assignment 1 will be
addressed to demonstrate clearly an understanding of the total application of
Human Resource Management to workplace settings.

Total Assessment is equivalent to 6500 words and will be constructed of
both Assessment Tasks with aweighting considered for Charts/Graphs etc.

University Plagiarism Statement
Students are reminded that cheating, whether by fabrication, falsification of
data, or plagiarism, is an offence subject to University disciplinary procedures.
Plagiarism in oral, written or visual presentationsis the presentation of the
work, idea or creation of another person, without appropriate referencing, as
though it is one's own. Plagiarism is not acceptable. The use of another
person's work or ideas must be acknowledged. Failure to do so may resultin
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charges of academic misconduct which carry arange of penaltiesincluding
cancellation of results and exclusion from your course.
Students are responsible for ensuring that their work is kept in a secure place.
It isalso adisciplinary offence for studentsto alow their work to be
plagiarised by another student. Students should be aware of their rights and
responsibilities regarding the use of copyright material.

Texts, References and Other Learning Resources
Prescribed References:
Recommended References:
Ainsworth, M, and Smith N. Making it Happen: Managing Performance at
Work, Sydney, Prentice Hall
Clark, R., (1992) Australian Human Resource Management, Australia,
McGraw Hill
Palmer, G., (Ed.) (1988) Australian Personnel Management, Australia,
MacMillan
Schuler, R.S., Dowling, P.J., Smart, J.P. and Huber, V.L. (1992) Human
Resource Management in Australia, Pymble, NSW. Harper Educational
Stone, R.J. (1991), Human Resource Management, Australia, John Wiley,
Asia Pacific Human Resource Management Journal
Human Resource Management Journal
Industrial Relations Journal
Teacher Learning Network Journal
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FG651 Subject Guide
Assessment & reporting in adult & vocationa educ

Faculty Name: Education, Language & Community Services
Department Name: INDUSTRY ,PROFESSL & ADULT EDU
Subject Number: FG651
Subject Name: ASSESSMENT & REPORTING IN ADULT & VOCATIONAL
EDUC
Credit Points; 12
Contact Hours (per week): 3.0
Non Contact Hours (per week): three
Contact Details
Name:Veronica Volkoff
Email:valkoff @rmit.edu.au
Jack Kesating
Email: .keating@rmit.edu.au
Mode of Delivery
. Seminars
. Intensives
. Workplace practicum - assessor tasks
Pre-requisite Subjects
Co-requisite Subjects
Subject Description

While examining assessmnet broadly, this subject has an industry focus and a

workplace assessment component. Learners will look at the principles of
assessment and the broad contexts in which assessment takes place. The

subject will aso give learners the opportunity to plan asssessment procedures

and implement sifferent assessment instruments as well as recording and

reviewing assessment results and systems. Thiswill be undertaken to alevel

that conforms with the nationally endorsed Competency Standards for
Assessment.

Objectives
- describe the place of assessment in education & training

- selecet & use types & methods of assessment appropriate to the context and

learners
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- demonstrate an understanding of competency based assessment
- design appropriate assessment tasks for competency outcomes
- conduct assessments for competency outcomes
- use the outcomes of assessment
- be familiar with basic resaerch terms and principles
- demonstrate knowledge of arange of evaluation approaches
- use an evaluation approach appropriate to the context
- report on and use the outcomes of evaluation

Planned Student Learning Experiences
students will take part in:
- group discussion & presentations;
- class dicsussions
- seminars and lectures.
They will undertak assessments in workplace settings.

Assessment
Short presentation x 2 = 2 x 20%
Major report on workplace assessment = 60%

University Plagiarism Statement
Students are reminded that cheating, whether by fabrication, falsification of
data, or plagiarism, is an offence subject to University disciplinary procedures.
Plagiarism in oral, written or visual presentationsis the presentation of the
work, idea or creation of another person, without appropriate referencing, as
though it is one's own. Plagiarism is not acceptable. The use of another
person's work or ideas must be acknowledged. Failure to do so may result in
charges of academic misconduct which carry arange of penaltiesincluding
cancellation of results and exclusion from your course.
Students are responsible for ensuring that their work is kept in a secure place.
It isalso adisciplinary offence for studentsto alow their work to be
plagiarised by another student. Students should be aware of their rights and
responsibilities regarding the use of copyright material.

Texts, References and Other Learning Resources
Prescribed References:
Griffin & Nix, 1992, Assessment & Reporting
ANTA, Assessor competency standards
Recommended References:
Assessor training manual is provided.

Study Program
1. Introduction and types of assessment
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2 Assessment tools
3 Reporting and moderating assessments
4 Introduction to competency based assessment
5RPL & Credit Transfer
6 Assessor training
7 Evaluation overview
8 Basic evaluation design
Subject Guide Author Subject Guide Approval
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A Study of Teacher Appraisal System
in the Primary and Secondary School
INTRODUCTION

Background:

Teaching isan art. In principle, Teachers deliver knowledge to each student by a
professional instruction individually. The learning outcome will depend on intelligent
and diligent of students, and teacher’ s knowledge and teaching activities. Therefore, it
isvery hard to find a suitable way evaluating a professional teaching performance.

In Taiwan ROC, there is ateacher appraisal regulation, by which committeeis
the assessor. Principle and teachers elect the committee members. The teacher
appraisal committee meeting normally takes place once a year, and they evaluate
teacher’ s performance by a non-technological approach. They do not use much
evidence to evaluate teaching performance. Only if have done the teacher improper
teaching and sued by parents, the committee members should collect some evidences
to appraise the teacher performance and judge whether the teacher can promote to
higher salary lever or not. Otherwise, all the teachers will promote to one level higher
automatically. Thiskind of teacher appraisal regulation exit formally, but no any
substantial evaluation has been done for teachers.

In Australia, there is ateacher appraisal system, The Professional Recognition
Program (PRP), devel oped by the directorate of school education, Victoria, in 1995.
And it isrevised by Department of Education, Employment, and Training (DEET)
recently. The PRP isthe career structure for teachersin Government schoolsin
Victoria, Australia. The PRP recognizes the vital importance of teachersin improving
student learning outcomes. DEET in Victoria not only innovated PRP but
implementing this system successfully for many years. The staff of the DEET,
principlesin government primary and secondary schools, the educators, and teachers
have such a experiences, which Taiwan can take as one of the teacher evaluation
experienced countries to learn from.

The central personnel administration, one of the executive bureaus of Taiwan
government, recognized that teacher appraisal regulation had no real function because
the Chinese traditional thought, all teachers should be treated as Confucius; Students
and parents should respect teachers; Teachers are aways right. By this reason, the
saary level is not depends on the teacher performance but upgrading year by year
automatically. The Taiwan government also findsthat it is not fair to the teacher who
does good teaching, has the same promotion as the teacher who does not teach in
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responsibility. In addition, it is not merited that the beginning teacher and the high
level teacher doing the same jobs in the same school. Therefore, the Taiwan
government assigned this research topic in order to take experience from Australian
teacher appraisal system, and try to create a new teacher appraisal system, to
encourage the primary and secondary school teachers doing more accountability and
warmhearted in the future.

Purpose:
For the reasons that Taiwan government wants to improve the teacher appraisal
system, this study has three main purposes as shown in bellow:
1. To synthesize the teaching competency indexes/standards as an innovation
reference for Taiwan government to establish teaching competency standards.
2. To explore the systematization of the teacher appraisal in Australiain order to
identify a positive and practicing teacher appraisal system for Taiwan.
3. To establish afeasible teacher appraisal strategy for Taiwan government.

Questionsto This Study
In order to undertake this study, some of questions are bring up. First, to

synthesize the teaching competency indexes/standards, following questions should be

answered:

1-1. Isthe PRPreaching to the original aims of the program?

1-2. Arethe dimensions of the teaching in PRP satisfied to teachers?

1-3. Isthethree teacher level structure feasible to teacher appraisal system?

1-4. Arethe professional standards (competency indexes) suitable for each teacher
level?

Secondary, to explore the systematization of the teacher appraisal in Australia,
the following questions should be answered:

2-1.  Isthereany conflicts to the PRP between teachers, principles, staffs, and
educators while they were developing this program? What were their main
opinions?

2-2.  What are the main opinionsto this program while this program is

implementing?

2-3. What are the main relevant systems/laws/regulations support to this PRP

program?

2-4. Inthewhole, the PRP satisfy to teachers, principles, staffs, and educators?
Finally, to establish afeasible teacher appraisal strategy for Taiwan government,

the following questions should be answered:
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3-1. What are the main factors influence on the teacher appraisal systemin
Taiwan?
3-2.  What arethe relevant systems should be settle down in order to build a teacher
appraisal system in Taiwan?
3-3.  What will be afeasible teacher appraisal strategy to Taiwan?

LIMITATIONS
This study should be completed on the January 2001. Therefore, this study will
narrow down. Therefore, there are some limitations described as bellow.

1. Thereare 6 statesin Australia, each state has individual teacher appraisal system,
this study will base on Victoria s system only.

2. There are public and private schoolsin Victoria, this study focus on the public
school teacher appraisal system not on the private schools.

3. Dueto different culture between Australia and Taiwan, this study will only
collect the Australian teacher appraisal system which working in present; and
some comments about this system from interviewee. The results could be a
important reference to Taiwan government. It would not be duplicated and
applied directly.

4. In Taiwan school system, The Teaching staff normally included Principle,
Teachers, and school service officers, but this study only focuses on the teachers,
not including principle and school service officers.

METHODOLOGY

This study will undertake by the methods of the literature review and interview.
The scopes are as shown.
Literaturereview

This study use literature review as one of the methodology to synthesize the
teacher competency indexes/standards, and explore the systematization of the teacher
appraisal in Australia. The literature review is divided to three parts, they are: The
relative influence factors to the teacher evaluation; the teacher evaluation
indexes/standards; and the teacher appraisal system in the primary and secondary
school inAustralia.

Interview

This study use interview to analyze the conflict and consensus while the teacher
appraisal system developing and implementing. And al so establish afeasible teacher
appraisal strategy to Taiwan government by synthesize the interviewer opinions.
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Inter view objects/samples:

Theinterview objects will be difficult to select by random, therefore it would be
pick up by intended persons who are in the schools, or organizations. The interview
objects would be:

1. School principles, teachers, and staffs.
2. Staffsin Education bureau, and Education Union.
3. Educators.

Schedule design:
This study started on the middle of the August, and will end by the beginning on
the next February. The rough schedule shown as bellow:
1. Literature review---from Oct.2000 to Nov.2000
2. Interview---between Nov.2000 to Jan.2001(depend on the office time)
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