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Introduction
The Foundation for Young Australians’ (FYA) Centre for New Public Education (CNPE) welcomes the
opportunity to comment on the Department of Education and Early Childhood Development’s (DEECD) New
Directions for School Leadership and the Teaching Profession Discussion paper (DEECD 2012a).
FYA is a national, independent, non-profit organisation dedicated solely to young people. It provides a national
platform of respect and opportunity for the best ideas and actions that young Australians have to offer. FYA
believes that all young people have the courage, imagination and will to shape their education and create
social change. Its vision is for a generation of connected, confident and optimistic young people with a deep
sense of purpose and belonging. Its mission is to empower young Australians to be successful learners and
creative, active and valued citizens through research, initiatives and partnerships and by harnessing the
passion of young people.
The Centre for New Public Education (CNPE) is an initiative of FYA, focused on mobilisation and research. CNPE
believes education reform must be driven by increased public will, informed by what educators and experts
know works and sustained due to increased pressure from monitoring. CNPE works to engage and empower
people, shape and monitor policy and accelerate alliances to achieve change.
FYA has a proven track record in the delivery and development of education programs, research and
community engagement over the past 30 years. Its many education initiatives aid young people in developing
the skills and beliefs required to be successful in the 21st century. Our research documents and promotes
young people’s capacity for active participation across all areas of public life. This includes the annual How
Young People are Faring (HYPAF) report, which provides a regular snapshot of the education and employment
situation for young people across Australia.
For over 10 years, FYA’s research team has been engaged in work seeking to understand learner centred
environments and the broader institutional, technological social and economic implications of these for public
education in Australia in the 21st century. The team has been commissioned to provide advice about this
research to Cisco Systems, the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership, Flexible Learning
Framework and National Curriculum Board (now ACARA).

Key recommendations and outline of this paper
CNPE is responding to the New Directions paper on behalf of FYA. We commend DEECD for its vision and the
rigour of its comprehensive approach to improving teacher quality in Victoria. CNPE supports DEECD’s
recognition of teacher quality as central to improving student outcomes. Section 1 (What Matters?) argues
that while teachers matter they are only one part of a learning ecosystem, and accountability systems for
equity and 21st century learning are also needed to deliver change. While supporting all DEECD's actions,
the focus of this Submission is on Action 2, 'Creating a High Performance Profession: Stimulating a Culture of
Excellence and Effective Professional Development’. As discussed in Section 2 (Priorities), CNPE supports the
alignment of the system around professional collaboration and collective responsibility, viewing these as the
key levers to achieve systemic and cost-effective reform. Highlighting emerging research, Section 3 (What is
Missing?) strongly recommends the involvement of students in teacher evaluation mechanisms as they are the
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primary stakeholders in education. Section 4 (Where Should Effort Not Be Directed?) suggests that prioritising
individual incentive performance pay or exiting low performing teachers do not support professional
collaboration or collective responsibility, and may conversely detract from a collaborative culture of excellence
in the teaching profession.

Section 1: What matters?
Teachers matter
While teachers are the single most important in-school factor that impacts student learning (McCaffrey,
Koretz, Lockwood & Hamilton 2004; Rivkin, Hanushek & Kin 2005; Rockoff 2004), they are just one part of a
learning ecosystem. Teacher quality is a critical lever in improving student outcomes, but to have impact, must
work in concert with other reforms that address whole school and system factors (e.g., school funding to
address disadvantage, 21st century curriculum, school and community partnerships, etc.) The central question
of how to define, quantify and improve teacher effectiveness underpins all teacher policy and practice
reforms. Within a context of greater public accountability (My School), declining international performance,
the availability of student and school level performance data (NAPLAN) and the development of new national
teaching and school leadership standards by AITSL – teacher quality and the associated policy areas such as
teacher evaluation can take on a more charged and publicly debated role.
Teacher quality can be regarded by political leaders and policy makers as a silver bullet for education reform.
Keating argues that “teacher quality is seductive for policymakers as it simplifies the highly complex sociology
of schooling” (Keating 2009, p.13). A relentless focus on teacher quality can result in teachers being cast as the
saviour or the villain, with corresponding policies that can reduce the complexity of teacher effectiveness to
single issue actions such as performance pay or an aggressive focus on exiting the lowest performing teachers
from the system.
This has been partially fuelled in an international context by the development of systems to measure the
effectiveness of teachers that are focused on value-add measurements, based on students’ test scores. These
appear to provide “objective data” and are focused on the outputs of teaching – the students. In the US this
process was accelerated by the Obama administration’s federal Race to the Top (RTTT) policy, which strongly
incentivised the use of multiple measures of teacher effectiveness including student test scores in teacher
evaluations (Eds Clapp et al. 2012, p.79). As a result in some US public school systems, value-added scores for
individual teachers now account for 50 percent of teacher appraisal (District of Columbia Public Schools 2011,
p.6).

Accountability for equity matters
Teacher quality issues in Victoria cannot be analysed without considering the larger policy enablers and
accountability frameworks. The New Directions paper is aligned to and nested within DEECD’S 2012-16 Draft
Strategic Plan (DEECD Strategic Plan). The DEECD Strategic plan clearly articulates that it is seeking to lift the
educational performance of all young Victorians and also close the gap for young Victorians who are
disadvantaged by geography, socioeconomic status, indigeneity, disability and English language proficiency.
The paper states:
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The challenge is to lift our education and development outcomes to the global top tier both on
average and across the distribution – that is, we have to “move the curve right” (DEECD 2012b, p.5)
There is a strong commitment to closing equity gaps in the top-line level of this plan. However, this does not
necessarily permeate all of the proposed systems and structures when you drill down. For example, the DEECD
performance framework draft achievement measures utilise mean scores for literacy and numeracy as an
indicator of student achievement (DEECD 2012b, p.6). Means, while a useful measure, can mask achievement
trends for disadvantaged populations. Disaggregated data would tell the story of all young Victorians and is an
important cornerstone of any accountability and improvement framework at a teacher, school or system level.
The DEECD draft performance framework also includes the measure of “the proportion of students showing
high growth” (DEECD 2012b, p.6), which uses value-added definitions of success. Growth measures (valueadded) are an important tool in evaluating student, teacher and school level progress. However, the use of
“proportions of students with high growth” aggregates value-added data in a way that masks the underlying
issues. Value-added measures need to examine improvement across the distribution of students in order to
ensure that performance measures do not hide groups of students left behind in a broader context of rising
achievement.
A potential model for comparison with Victoria is the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Similar to the
Victorian goal of “moving the curve to the right”, the new Massachusetts' school and district accountability
framework aims to halve proficiency gaps for all schools, and subgroups over the next five years. The
Massachusetts state system classifies schools and districts on a five-level scale, with corresponding
accountability and support interventions. The indicators used to determine the performance of a school
include achievement and growth data on state wide tests, cohort graduation rate and annual drop-out rate.
These are reported in aggregate for all students in the school and also for high need subgroups such as
students with disabilities, economically disadvantaged students, etc (Massachusetts Department of
Elementary & Secondary Education 2012). The point of difference with Victoria is the targeted focus on
subgroup performance. This helps teachers, schools and the system intentionally deploy resources to where
they are needed most and works to close equity gaps. School level disaggregated data also helped identify
schools that may have previously been regarded as high performing due to their student body, but failed to
effectively serve certain groups.
The Victorian accountability frameworks would be strengthened through the use of additional indicators that
disaggregate data for sub-group performance.

Accountability for 21st century learning matters
The Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians (MCEECDYA 2008, p.8), endorsed by all
of Australia’s Education Ministers is in keeping with global shifts of high performing systems towards
21st century learning outcomes. In response, assessment and accountability frameworks are starting to try to
measure 21stCentury skills. In 2015, the most influential benchmark of a country’s educational performance,
the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), will begin testing for collaborative problemsolving (Pearson 2011). The DEECD’s draft strategic plan rightly focuses on connecting “education and training
with the requirements of the 21st century economy and society” (Priority 1.e). Victoria must prepare all young
Victorians so they are ready for their future and no one is left behind. To be successful, young people’s needs
extend beyond literacy and numeracy to the range of 21st century skills (Binkley et al. 2010, p.2), comprising
critical thinking and problem solving, collaboration, communication, creativity, innovation and domain specific
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literacy in science, information and civics. The need for skills such as problem solving and enterprise was
recognised by the National Foundation Skills Strategy for Adults, in certain COAG targets, in federal budget and
some state policy, and through the work of some VET training providers, universities and not-for profit
organisations. The Australian national employability skills framework identified a set of skills required for
workplace success that include communication, team work, problem solving, initiative and enterprise,
planning and organisation, self-management, learning and technology (ACCI & BCA 2002, cited in Australian
Government Department of Education, Science and Training, p.5). More work could be done in how these may
directly relate to the teacher workforce. Measuring primarily literacy and numeracy outcomes risks a
narrowing of performance to 20th century needs.
In building accountability and performance management frameworks, Victoria needs to ensure that it aligns
performance goals to a broader range of educational and wellbeing outcomes, beyond literacy and numeracy.
We need to measure what matters.

Section 2: What should the priorities be?
The New Directions paper outlines three key actions (DEECD 2012a) that when taken together, work to
improve the quality of teaching across Victoria. These are:
1.

Attract great people into teaching: attract stronger candidates and improve their preparation.

2.

Create a high performance profession: stimulate a culture of excellence and effective professional
development.

3.

Provide strong direction and support: elevate the role of leadership at school and system levels.

All of these levers are important for systemic reform and when combined, will have the largest impact on
learning outcomes in Victoria. However, CNPE believes that the largest opportunity for the greatest
impact in the next decade is in directly creating a high performance profession (2), guided and supported
by integrated school and system leadership (3).
The focus on the ‘teaching profession’ as a whole hides a complex labour market for teachers, as previously
recognised by MCEECDYA’s analysis of the issue (MCEECDYA 2004, p.72). The teacher force cannot only be
understood in terms of quality, but also in the number of available teachers, as well as their distribution across
schools and qualification areas. 'Flows' of teachers within the labour force include not only the training and
entry of new teachers, but also the retirement or resignation of existing high quality teachers.
Attracting stronger candidates and pre-service training reforms are fundamental to longer-term systemic
change, but there are current constraints. First, the requirements of training new teachers currently leads to
both large government expense and protracted lead-times before these reforms translate into improved
educational outcomes. The Productivity Commission’s School Workforce Report highlighted that this was an
area for potential review (Productivity Commission 2012, p.119). Second, beyond DEECD’s ability to influence
initial teacher training through market forces (e.g., improving regulatory oversight and inducing competition),
the quality of entering teachers relies on a number of factors outside their direct control (e.g., university
qualifications).
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Arguably, improving the performance of the existing profession is likely to lead to more cost effective
improvements in Victoria’s learning outcomes. These measures should also focus on retaining existing
high performance teachers, who may leave due to a lack of recognition, career progression and better
prospects elsewhere (Jensen 2010, p.13; Hanushek 2011; The New Teacher Project 2012, p.15). Without
changing the existing profession, investments in attracting higher quality applicants to the teaching
profession is likely to rely on relatively expensive short-term incentives.
With over 40,000 public school teachers in Victoria (DEECD 2012c), and nearly 550,000 public school
students (DEECD 2012c), reform efforts must be scaleable, cost effective, and serve all Victorian students.
Additionally, this must occur within the context of Victoria’s highly devolved and increasingly autonomous
system. So how do we create the high performance profession (2), guided and supported by integrated
school and system leadership (3) required to achieve this?
Priority Action 1: Full system alignment around professional collaboration
Professional collaboration works to improve the “collective capacity” (Fullan 2011, p.2) of the profession,
shifting the “drive for change away from the centre to the front lines of schools” (Mourshed, Chijioke & Barber
2010, p.22) and making reform efforts self-sustaining.
Utilising professional collaboration as the “primary driver of school performance” (DEECD 2012a, p.15) in
Victoria is pivotal to moving the Victorian system to the global top tier (DEECD 2012b, p.5). The challenge then
arises in aligning the whole system to support, demand, incentivise and reward effective professional
collaboration that is oriented around increasing student learning. This alignment also requires a fundamental
shift in professional culture, as teaching is currently a highly atomised profession with teachers inherently
spending the majority of their professional life alone in classroom with their students. According to Jensen and
Reichl “the culture within most schools, and schools systems, is a long way from one of openness and sharing,
continuous learning and high performance” (Jensen & Reichl 2012, p.1).
Victoria has already implemented key reforms that address this culture shift and build school-based capacity
through the Professional Development Culture Initiative undertaken between 2003-2009 (Marshall, Cole &
Zbar 2012, Appendix). This used an accreditation approach, with over 96 percent of government schools
becoming accredited during this time. The University of Deakin’s evaluation reported significant shifts in
professional culture with “greater openness, the sharing of ideas and practices” between teachers and
“increased collaborative planning and collective responsibility for student learning” (Starr in 2008, cited in
Kamener 2012, p.6). This resulted in higher levels on peer-to-peer accountability and increased the collective
efficacy of schools. Unfortunately the effects of this initiative were limited as it was a singular process and
there were no ongoing monitoring systems or external incentives to sustain the gains made (Kamener 2012,
p.6). It did, however, provide a strong foundation from which to leverage further actions.
Where pockets of good practice do exist, collaborative approaches help enable these practices to be
leveraged, across schools and systems. CNPE supports the following actions for aligned professional
collaboration that will help build the capacity for schools across the system as outlined by DEECD:


Establish exchanges and secondments for teachers to work in other schools to allow them to develop
their skills and share effective teaching practices. This could be further leveraged if implemented using
small teams.
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Support teachers engaging in peer observation and feedback, joint curriculum planning and mentoring
activities to improve student learning outcomes.



Teachers undertaking team-based research projects.

There are also pre-existing structures and practices that could be further modified to incorporate a more
collaborative focus:


Pre-service training –
o



Professional learning –
o





Training teachers to work in teams and continue to do so in the early stages of teaching, as
demonstrated by Shanghai (Jensen 2012, pp. 53-54)

Prioritising school based professional learning, focused on student learning with an emphasis
on opportunities for collaborative problem-solving and group support (Cole 2011, p.9; Hawley
and Valli 1999, pp. 137-143; Elmore & Burney 1997, p.2; Jensen 2012, p.13)

Evaluation and feedback –
o

Embedding professional collaboration into performance evaluation and professional
development standards (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin 1995, p. 598)

o

Peer review as a central part of formal feedback on teaching practice (Jackson & Bruegmann
2009, p.106)

o

Systemise the use of informal feedback to build a feedback culture (Marshall, Cole & Zbar
2012, p.6)

o

Regular, rather than annual, review and reporting on individual, group and whole school
professional goals (Cole 2011, p.1)

Accountability and incentives –
o

Use of team or whole school incentives rather than individual incentives (that may undermine
collaboration) (Johnson 2012, p.116)

Priority Action 2: Stronger guidelines and monitoring for implementation of performance
management systems
Performance management systems can be used as a professional development tool to improve instructional
practice (Papay 2012, p.125), and as a measurement tool to assess performance (Papay 2012, pp.125-126).
The Victorian system, like most across Australia, has prioritised improvement purposes over accountability
(Marshall, Cole & Zbar 2012, p.7). This can have significant system impact if there is rigour in the evidence
used to assess standards not only for individual teachers, but across classrooms and schools. Currently, in
Victoria, there are no guidelines on what evidence should be used to demonstrate that standards have been
met (Marshall, Cole & Zbar 2012, p.6), for example, student outcomes, peer observation, etc. This decision is
up to schools, and can result in high levels of variability across the system.
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While localised decision-making and principal autonomy has many benefits, there must be uniformity of
performance standards set by the centre and principals must be equipped, supported and held accountable
for effective implementation. Within a highly decentralised system, principals become the lynch pin in
improving teaching and student learning outcomes and the gatekeepers to schools and teachers. As DEECD
has a direct relationship with principals, CNPE strongly supports the potential actions outlined in Action 3 to
build the capacity, quality and performance of school leaders (DEECD 2012a, pp.22-23).
In order to effectively support and sustain the implementation of a performance development and
management system, DEECD should consider focusing on:


Promoting stronger accountability by requiring the use of certain types of evidence and data
(Marshall, Cole & Zbar 2012, p.6)



Stronger monitoring of the implementation of performance management practices across the system
(Marshall, Cole, Zbar 2012, p.6)



Building the capacity of school principals to give effective feedback on teaching practices (Marshall,
Cole & Zbar 2012, p.6)



Providing independent monitoring of classroom observations to ensure system level reliability (Bill &
Melinda Gates Foundation 2012, p.4)



Providing targeted capacity building, requiring principals to demonstrate ongoing accuracy in the use
of classroom observation instruments to reduce issues with inter-rater reliability (Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation 2012c, p.3)

Section 3: What is missing?
Students are the primary stakeholders in education and the ones whose futures are most impacted by policy
reform. From CNPE’s perspective, their potential role has been minimised in this discussion. In Victoria there
is a stated commitment to involving students in decisions about their learning and in the how their schools are
run (DEECD 2009, p.10). However, despite positive policy frameworks, the reality is that students:
“... remain the group that is least frequently invited to share in the governance or decision-making
processes of their schools and whose role within these processes is most limited.” (Black 2009, p.74)
In the context of teacher performance management, the role of students is even more limited as teachers are
understandably concerned about student feedback becoming a popularity contest. For instance, on the well
known ‘Rate my Teachers’ website (http://au.ratemyteachers.com/), students rate their teachers using
indicators such as ‘easiness’, ‘helpfulness’ and ‘clarity’ to give an overall quality rating out of four stars. The
open comments section fuels teachers' fears about comments based on personality and are of a highly
subjective nature.
So what is the role of student surveys in teacher evaluation? Recent work by the Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation has begun to develop and trial a new comprehensive measure of teacher effectiveness (MET). It
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has involved 3,000 teacher volunteers drawn from across six school districts in the United States (Kane, Staiger
2010, p.4). The MET project is researching tools for measuring effective teaching such as classroom
observations, student surveys, assessments of pedagogical content knowledge and different measures of
student achievement. The study is using the Tripod survey developed by Harvard Professor Ron Ferguson to
survey student perceptions of teacher practice. In the survey, students are asked to agree or disagree with
statements such as “my teacher knows when the class understands, and when we do not” or “my teacher has
several good ways to explain each topic that we cover in this class” (Kane, Staiger 2010, p.12).
The preliminary findings of the study have found that student surveys used in conjunction with student valueadded scores and classroom observation, create a more reliable measure and are a greater predictor of
student achievement gains than any of the measures alone (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 2012b, p.14).
Even more powerful was the finding that when used on their own, student surveys were a more reliable
measure of a teacher's student achievement gains effectiveness than classroom observation, which is the most
common form of teacher evaluation (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 2012b, p.52). This should not be that
surprising as students spend on average 195 days a year in the classroom with their teacher.
Different tools serve different purposes in a performance management system. Classroom observations and
student surveys are powerful tools for diagnosing areas of strengths and weakness and supporting the key
objective of improving teacher instructional practice. Student surveys also have the benefit of being a low cost
option, and can be rolled out across a whole system (Kane & Staiger 2010, p.31), whereas value-added data is
limited to only those teachers who teach year groups and subjects that are tested by NAPLAN, and classroom
observations are costly.
As a result of strong student-led advocacy, the use of student feedback in teacher evaluations has been
adopted into policy in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The Boston Student Advisory Council ran a
successful campaign that initially started as a trial in 29 high schools. With over 86 percent of the participating
principals indicating support for including students as part of the teacher evaluation process, the students ran
a successful state wide campaign, “We are the ones in the Classrooms -Ask Us!” Along with the evidence from
the MET study and with RTTT reforms requiring an overhaul of teacher evaluations, this resulted in the
Massachusetts Board of Elementary and Secondary Education adopting student feedback as evidence in its
new teacher evaluation system, from the 2013-2014 school year.
The New Directions paper mentions the potential use of student feedback as a reliable source of data (DEECD
2012a, p.18). CNPE recommends the appropriate use student survey tools as a required component of any
teacher performance review system in Victoria.

Section 4: Where should effort not be directed?
The central means by which a system builds its collective capacity is through the dual levers of professional
collaboration and collective responsibility for student learning. Strategies such as individualised incentive pay
do not necessarily reinforce these core objectives and can work to undermine improvement reforms. A
prioritised focus on exiting the bottom 5 percent of teachers fails to get whole system gains, and any
underperformance of teaching should be identified and managed through the implementation of a
comprehensive performance management system.
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Performance pay
DEECD’s general approach to trailing new ways of rewarding effective teachers (DEECD 2012a, p.18), and the
corresponding consideration of non-financial rewards appear sound. In spite of the attractive nature of
performance pay schemes as a policy tool, there is very little evidence to support individual incentive pay as an
effective lever for improving student outcomes (Productivity Commission 2012, p. 114). The complexities of
education and an inability to exclusively correlate student improvement to a single teacher’s contributions
(improvement could also be attributed to concurrent or past teachers) reduces the efficacy of tying individual
performance to incentive schemes (Goodman & Turner 2010, p.1). It also undermines the principles of
collaboration and a collegiate culture. Additionally, teachers may become overly focused on the content of
what is being measured, to the detriment of other learning outcomes that are not being incentivised, or are
difficult to measure (Pederson 2007, p.142). Factors outside a teacher’s control – such as the student or school
context – have significant impact on student outcomes, and may demotivate teachers if not factored into
measurement considerations.
While there is little evidence to support the direct effects of performance pay on individual teachers’
performance it may have other indirect positive effects as it may cause schools’ to adopt a culture of
meaningful performance development, and act as a catalyst for schools and teachers to approach
performance and development systems with greater rigour (Kamenar 2012, p.7). There is evidence of this from
the Victorian Rewarding Teaching Excellence trials, and in Singapore’s highly evolved professional
development and appraisal system.
Teachers are more likely to be motivated by rewards related to the moral purpose of teaching (Watts &
Richardson 2010, p. 141) and the potential to make a difference rather than fiscal incentives (OECD 2005,
p.68). Teachers will explicitly translate this motivation into action when this moral purpose is encouraged and
rewarded (Fullan 2006, p.88). Acting for a moral purpose comprises teachers “constantly improving student
achievement and ensuring that achievement gaps, wherever they exist, are narrowed. In short, it’s about
raising the bar and narrowing the gap” (Barber & Fullan 2005, p.3). Appropriate incentives for teacher
performance must take these intrinsic motivations into account.
A potential alternative is incentive pay for groups or teams of teachers, which has shown some positive effects
in a two-year, randomised school wide study in New York public schools (Goodman & Turner 2010, p.2).
Incentivisation through group rewards may reinforce greater professional collaboration, as highlighted in
Section 2. However, the design of such a structure must be tightly linked to teachers’ individual efforts to
counter a potential ‘free-rider’ problem (Goodman & Turner 2010, p.12). The size of the school must be taken
into consideration, as “in schools with a small number of teachers, the NYC School-Wide Performance Bonus
Program boosted student learning in math, but it may have had a negative effect in schools with a large
number of teachers” (Goodman & Turner 2010, p.22).

Prioritised exiting of the lowest 5 percent of teachers
While CNPE supports the implementation of a comprehensive teacher evaluation and development process
we are concerned by the suggestion of “exiting the lowest performing 5 percent of teachers” (DEECD 2012a,
p.5) as an isolated or prioritised action.
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It is unfair to exit teachers without an effective teacher evaluation and development process (Jensen 2010,
p.13). A 2003 BCG Study for the Victorian Department of Education and Training, where 99.85 percent of
teachers were assessed as ‘satisfactory’ (BCG 2003, p.15), while principals considered 30 percent of teachers
to be underperforming points to a significant implementation challenge (BCG 2003, p.25). Before Victoria can
focus on exiting people from the profession it needs a workforce that is differentiated (Weisberg et al. 2009,
p.7). CNPE strongly supports the Department’s focus on building the capacity of principals to effectively
support, develop and evaluate teachers (DEECD 2012a, pp.22-23).
Additionally, any assessment of what constitutes the “lowest performing 5 percent of teachers” must be
explicitly embedded within a consideration of the contexts of different schools and different students (Johnson
2012, p.112). Without such consideration, high performing teachers that serve in particularly challenging
contexts (e.g. disadvantaged or under-resourced schools, poorly administered schools, if they are required to
teach outside their fields, etc) may be inadvertently and unfairly evaluated as underperforming.
This is particularly concerning as challenging schools already face high attrition rates (Productivity Commission
2012, p.22) as teachers leave in the search for more supportive environments (Johnson 2012, p.111).
Particular areas of concern are those teaching students with disabilities, and those more generally working in
regional and remote areas. Without a broader focus on improving the collective efficacy and school
environment, a continual revolving door of teachers will only prove a temporary, high-cost and inefficient
model.

Conclusion
There are no silver bullets in education reform, but teacher quality is a significant lever for improving student
outcomes in Victoria. CNPE strongly supports DEECD’s strategy of aligning the system around professional
collaboration that is focused on building collective capacity and collective responsibility for student learning.
These key objectives should be reinforced by teacher development and performance management systems.
However, in order to “move the curve to the right” and improve learning outcomes for all young Victorians,
special attention needs to be paid to equity and 21 st century learning outcomes in the data, accountability and
incentive structures. Finally, CNPE believes that students are the primary stakeholders in education and have
their part to play in improving teacher practice through the mechanism of student feedback in teacher
evaluations.
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