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ABSTRACT In 2003, the Department of Education adopted the Integrated Quality Management System (IQMS)
as a performance accountability mechanism in South Africa. Since then, scholarly attention has been focused on
the implementation of IQMS in schools. Few studies have investigated the criteria, performance standards (PS)
that are used in IQMS in order to determine salary progression of Level 1 classroom-based teachers. The researchers
surveyed 100 teachers in uMgungundlovu District of KwaZulu-Natal Province in South Africa in order to elicit their
views on the importance of the PS in the composite score sheet used to evaluate their performance. Planning,
administration and lesson delivery are given prominence by most teachers. Such valued aspects are likely to receive
greater attention to the neglect of other criteria that are as important for the development of rounded students.

INTRODUCTION

Teachers are regarded as street-level bureau-
crats, a term used by Lipsky (2010) to describe
civil servants who not only work directly with
citizens and who have considerable discretion
in the execution of their tasks, but who also have
substantial amounts of autonomy from organi-
zational authority. Circumstances in their daily
routines compel them to use such discretion
(Hupe and Hill 2007; Lipsky 2010). While educa-
tional managers seek ways to restrict workers’
discretion in order to secure certain results
(Gálvez et al. 2016), teachers seek to manage their
work in the ways that suit them. Given that teach-
ers are (or at least should be seen as) profes-
sionals, it would be natural for educational man-
agers to allow teachers to do what they deem to
be fit and relevant. This faces education manag-
ers with professional dilemmas, as they are will-
ing to give teachers the latitude to exercise their
profession without undue interference, but also
need to make sure that their schools attain the
mission goals. Informed by the rise of adminis-
trative reforms, particularly the New Public Man-
agement (Thiel and Leeuw 2002) and the need to
maintain standards and to improve the welfare
of students, school public sector managers are
forced to employ various mechanisms of ac-
countability (Wanzare 2002; Tuytens and De-
vos 2013; Moletsane et al. 2015; Esch et al. 2016).

In South Africa, the Department of Basic Edu-
cation (DBE) has at various levels, employed a
multiplicity of mechanisms in order to hold
schools and teachers accountable to organiza-
tional objectives and to improve the quality of
schooling for all learners (Heystek 2014). Such
mechanisms include the Integrated Quality
Measurement System (IQMS) and the Teacher
Performance Appraisal (TPA). In recent years
the DBE has been developing a performance
agreement document to be signed by school
principals and their deputies as a performance
accountability mechanism (Heystek 2014). De-
spite the usage of such a mechanism by the
DBE, Lipsky (2010) asserts that teachers with
discretion and autonomy in the execution of their
duties will always possess resources to resist
management’s excessive control.

Scholarly attention on performance account-
ability is not recent nor is it restricted to the
South African education system. In Canada,
extensive work has been done to investigate
the challenges of implementing performance
accountability (Fagan 1995). In the United
States, the Government Performance and Ac-
countability Act of 1994 empowered agencies
to use performance accountability systems in
order to improve delivery (Berry et al. 2000). In-
cisive work by Berry et al. (2000) explored the
changes that were brought about by the appli-
cation of performance accountability in Florida
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and found that departments whose workers
commanded professional discretion faced chal-
lenges in implementing performance account-
ability mechanisms. In Texas, Cullen and Reback
(2006) explored the extent to which schools ma-
nipulated the composition of students in the
examination classes in order to maximize their
rating under performance accountability sys-
tems. Liu et al. (2016) demonstrate how perfor-
mance evaluation that is used as an account-
ability mechanism might pose potential prob-
lems due to its over-reliance on a market-orient-
ed accountability system. What has been a com-
mon phenomenon across most of these studies
is that, compelled by the need to improve gov-
ernment’s performance, performance evaluation
has remained critical of politicians and adminis-
trators (Thiel and Leeuw 2002). In South Africa,
most scholarly attention has focused on the
IQMS as a form of performance accountability
(See Clercq 2008; Biputh and McKenna 2010;
Kutame 2010; Mosoge and Pilane 2014) or stan-
dards-based accountability (See Taylor 2009).
Most of these studies have been qualitative,
small-scale projects, master’s dissertations and
doctoral theses (Biputh 2008).

While the international literature on perfor-
mance accountability is rich in terms of depth
and breadth, its usefulness in informing policy
and practice in the South African education sys-
tem is limited in a number of ways. First, South
Africa, as an emerging economy, is at a different
level of economic development. Secondly, South
Africa is still grappling with the impact of apart-
heid, which left large gaps of inequalities be-
tween different races and geographic regions.
As a result, South Africa suffers an acute short-
age of teachers in certain subjects. Scholarly
literature on performance accountability in South
Africa is still in its infant stages and tends to
focus on IQMS in its broader sense without
unpacking its different components. For in-
stance, using a quantitative approach Kutame
(2010) explored the attitudes and perceptions of
teachers of the effectiveness of the IQMS as-
sessment system. While this is a plausible study,
it gives an impression that IQMS is a single unit.
This can be misleading as IQMS has a number
of components, which evoke different percep-
tions and effects. There is a dearth of perfor-
mance accountability literature, which explores
the perceptions of teachers from different racial
groups and types of schools found in South

Africa. As a result, the understanding of IQMS
as a form of performance accountability mecha-
nism is partial.

Objectives

The purpose of this paper is, therefore, to
further the understanding of performance ac-
countability in education by exploring the im-
plementation of IQMS in South Africa. The study
does this by analyzing the perceptions of teach-
ers of the seven Performance Standards (PS) of
classroom-based teachers contained in the
IQMS. The analysis is based on the type of
schools at which the respondents taught. This
paper reveals that such perceptions are not ho-
mogenous across the different types of schools
in the uMgungundlovu District, South Africa.

Following this introduction, there is a brief
discussion on the conceptualization of perfor-
mance accountability in order to locate the IQMS
within the broader accountability discourses.
Thereafter, the researchers consider the position
of performance accountability in education. Af-
ter discussing the methodological approaches
adopted in collecting the empirical data, the pa-
per will make a comprehensive quantitative and
qualitative analysis of the findings. Based on the
insights that emerged from the findings, conclu-
sions are drawn and recommendations are made
in the last two sections, respectively.

Performance Accountability in Education

Also termed ‘managerial accountability’,
performance accountability refers to demonstrat-
ing and accounting for performance in the light
of agreed-upon performance targets (Brinkerhoff
2003). Performance is an internal and external
form of accountability, internal to internal su-
pervisors and external to the public. The main
focus of performance accountability is on out-
puts for public bureaucracy requirements. Per-
formance accountability also denotes the no-
tions of efficiency, effectiveness, productivity,
quality (‘hard accountability’) and satisfaction,
trust and equity (‘soft accountability’). It in-
volves complex processes of setting credible
goals and objectives against which performance
is judged. The main problem with this is the mea-
surability of public bureaucracies’ ‘goods’. By
definition, street-level bureaucracies (such as
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DBE) are large organizations whose outputs are
difficult to measure objectively (Lipsky 2010).
On the surface, “performance accountability
appears deceptively simple: public officials
should be accountable for outputs, results, and
impacts” (Brinkerhoff 2003: 11). However, such
a simplistic view of performance accountability
ignores the complex methodological issues that
arise in linking performance with outputs.

Using performance accountability as an an-
alytic tool, Leithwood et al. (1999) assert that an
educational system must account for the wel-
fare of individual students (1999:18). By ‘wel-
fare’, these scholars imply the pre-eminence of
academic achievement. They argue, “such
achievement is a necessary if not sufficient part
of the meaning of student welfare in the context
of schooling” (Leithwood et al. 1999:18). A dis-
tinguishing feature of this view is ‘academic
achievement’ without which an educational in-
stitution may not be said to be accountable. In
current policy and practice, Leithwood et al.
(1999:18) argue that teachers are often also held
accountable for the nature of the organization
and the practices of those who it is believed
contribute more or less directly to students’
welfare. Under this regime, the most straightfor-
ward way of understanding educational account-
ability seems to be that of “performance report-
ing, a periodic report of attainments of schools
and other educational units” (Levin 1974: 364).

Performance Accountability in South
African Education

Performance accountability can be viewed as
an external form of accountability, which involves
the “scrutiny of the actions of officials and agen-
cies related to the production of outputs, deliv-
ery of services, accomplishment of objectives,
and/or achievement of results and impacts”
(Brinkerhoff  2001:  6). In the South African edu-
cation system, the performance of teachers is scru-
tinized in terms of their outputs (for example, the
pass rate in Grade 12 and numeracy skills in vari-
ous grades) and the objectives of DBE. However,
the performance and outputs of education bu-
reaucracies are not the same for all the different
stakeholders in education. While some stakehold-
ers measure the achievement of schools through
pass rates, others measure it in terms of the qual-
ity of such passes or the ability of school leavers
to cope with university education and find place-
ment in jobs. This has given rise to different ways
of measuring performance as well as to indicat-

ing various means of making schools and teach-
ers accountable.

To be able to achieve performance account-
ability, the DBE uses human resources manage-
ment tools such as the Integrated Quality Man-
agement System (IQMS) (Weber 2005: 65). We-
ber notes that the use of IQMS was agreed on by
the Department of Education and teacher organi-
zations in the Collective Agreement 8 of  2003:
Integrated Quality Management System (Weber
2005: 64). The IQMS has several devices, which
include Developmental Appraisal (DA), Perfor-
mance Measurement (PM) and Whole School
Evaluation (WSE) (mentioned here as a compo-
nent of IQMS). The purpose of DA is to assess
individual teachers in a transparent manner with
a view to determining areas of strength and weak-
ness and to draw up programs for individual
development (Weber 2005: 65). The performance
measurement, which is the focus of this paper, is
used to secure accountability among teachers.
This mechanism mimics the traits of a ‘carrot
and stick’ device. Performance measurement is a
rewards and incentives tool, which is used to
evaluate individual teachers for purposes of sal-
aries and promotion, as well as an affirmation of
appointments. Performance measurement has ten
Performance Standards. Some of the performance
standards for class-based teachers are profes-
sional development in the field of work/career
and participation in professional bodies, knowl-
edge of curriculum and learning programs, les-
son planning preparation and presentation,
learner assessment/achievement, and creation
of a positive learning environment. These per-
formance standards are often considered very
important by most teachers as they are the ones
listed on the composite score sheet for use in
performance measurement for pay progression
and grade progression for the Level 1 teacher.
The Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) reports that the IQMS in
South Africa is used as an incentive scheme to
determine the teachers’ salary progression. This
study is centered on the perceptions of teach-
ers of seven performance standards that are used
as part of the criteria to determine their salary
progression.

Criteria for Measuring Teacher Performance

The standards used to measure performance
are not without controversy. While improve-
ments in the education system depend on the
identification of competent teachers (Soar et al.
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1983), the identification and measurement of the
attributes of such a teacher have continued to
be elusive. The accuracy of the principals’ judg-
ments of the teachers’ performance is subjec-
tive and at times misleading (Medley and Coker
1987). Researchers internationally have become
aware of the shortcomings of the current mod-
els of teacher evaluation (See Milanowski 2004,
2011; Muijs 2006; Kyriakides et al. 2010). Dis-
contentment has emerged in part due to the real-
ization that education outcomes are a product
of multifaceted factors, which are (in some cas-
es) beyond the control of the teacher. Although
it is widely accepted that it is generally difficult
to measure the performance of teachers (Lipsky
2010), education ministries need to devise meth-
ods and metrics for evaluating teachers’ perfor-
mance, in their departments.

In the United States, there are a plethora of
models for measuring teachers’ performance
(Podgursky and Springer 2006). One such mod-
el is the Milken Family Foundation’s Teacher
Advancement Program (TAP). This model has
some parallels with the performance standards
contained in the IQMS in South Africa. TAP
consists of four components, namely multiple
career paths, ongoing applied professional
growth, instructionally focused accountability,
and performance-related compensation. A com-
mon factor among these models of performance
accountability is that they imply prominence of
the evaluation of inputs, process, and outputs.

Much research on the issues of performance
evaluation (including IQMS in its broader sense)
has been carried out, yet there has been very
little work carried out on how teachers as street-
level bureaucrats, perceive the criteria that are
used to measure their performance. More recent-
ly, Kairuz et al.’s (2016) work has shown that the
teachers’ perceptions of such accountability
mechanisms negatively affect the teachers’ cre-
ative, reflective and critical thinking due to the
stress they create. In this paper, the researchers
examine how teachers view such criteria and
show the values, which they attach to each cri-
terion in the evaluation of their work.

METHODOLOGY

This paper forms part of a broader project,
which investigated the different accountability
mechanisms employed by the DBE in uMgun-
gundlovu District in KwaZulu-Natal Province1.

The researchers used data from multiple sourc-
es, including documents, interviews, question-
naires and observation as well as secondary
sources. The total population for this study com-
prised all the practicing high school teachers
and school principals in the uMgungundlovu
Education District, (approximately 3240) accord-
ing to the KwaZulu-Natal Education Manage-
ment Information System (EMIS). For feasibility
purposes, the researchers chose a sample of 100
teachers based on non-probability purposive
sampling, which is also known as judgment sam-
pling. Although the purposive sample was
deemed appropriate for this study, “it does not
pretend to represent the wider population” (Co-
hen, Manion, and Morison 2005:104). This limi-
tation prevents the generalization of the find-
ings to the whole population. A total of 15
schools were conveniently selected. Three of
these schools were from former Model C2

schools, three were independent schools and
nine were public townships schools. Although
this was not accurately proportional, the num-
bers were determined by the available resources
and feasibility of access.

A questionnaire with six sections was used
to solicit the perceptions of teachers of relative
values they assign to the different performance
standards in IQMS. A five point Likert-like scale
was used to measure the degree of agreement
with given statements with regard to different
performance standards where 1 = strongly agree
and 5 = strongly disagree. These questionnaires
were hand delivered to the selected respondents.
The Cronbach’s alpha index was used to mea-
sure the internal consistency and reliability of
the items in the questionnaire. An alpha value of
0.7 revealed that there was internal consistency.

Face-to-face semi-structured interviews were
conducted with six principals who were purposive-
ly selected from high schools in the District. The
interviews lasted forty-five minutes to one hour.
The interviews served two main purposes. Firstly,
they sought to understand the mechanisms of ac-
countability associated with the implementation
of the National Curriculum Statement (NCS). Sec-
ondly, the interviews also elicited the views of
school principals on the use of performance ac-
countability mechanisms in education.

The main form of data analysis was content
analysis. Data recorded and coded from the in-
terviews was transcribed before analysis. The-
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matic content analysis was used to analyze re-
sponses to the open-ended comments in the in-
terview schedule. The analysis of this transcribed
data was based on pattern-matching logic, which
‘compares an empirically-based pattern with a
predicted one’ (Yin 2003: 116). The ‘predicted
pattern’ comprised findings from the previous
studies, together with the theoretical framework
(Bergen and While 2005: 4). Put another way,
findings from other studies at times were used
to compare results.

The responses from the close-ended ques-
tions in the interview schedule for the teachers
were analyzed quantitatively, using SPSS Win-
dows (version 21). Frequency and contingency
tables were used to present summary statistics.
The Chi-Square tests were used to test and com-
pare responses from respondents of different
racial backgrounds and from different types of
schools. Cross-tabulation was used to explore
relationships in the data. To ensure construct
validity, the researchers used multiple sources
of evidence (triangulation) during the data col-
lection stage. The researchers gave some partic-
ipants draft reports for verification. The study
used pattern and explanation building during the
data analysis stage to ensure internal validity.

RESULTS

The Perceived Importance of Different Aspects
of the Performance Evaluation Score Sheet

The main tool used in measuring and evalu-
ating the performance of teachers in the uM-
gungundlovu District, namely IQMS, is dis-
cussed with respect to various items that are

listed on the composite score sheet for perfor-
mance evaluation. Performance Agreements (PA)
must be signed by teachers at the beginning of
the year and must be reviewed quarterly until
the evaluation is completed. Quarterly reports
must be kept in an individual’s file and must be
made available whenever they are required. In
this section, the researchers discuss the per-
ceived importance of different aspects of the
performance evaluation score sheet, namely,
learner assessment and achievement, planning,
administration and lesson delivery, co-curricu-
lar activities, human relations and contribution
to school development, creation of a positive
learning environment, knowledge of curriculum
content, and professional development. The re-
spondents were asked to rank the importance of
each item on a five-point scale. The ratings were
1 (not important at all), 2 (slightly important), 3
(somewhat important), 4 (important) and 5 (very
important).

Learner Achievement for Performance
Evaluation

One of the most important aspects of perfor-
mance evaluation is ‘learner achievement in as-
sessments’. Table 1 demonstrates that about
twenty-three percent of respondents indicated
that performance evaluation based on learner
achievement in assessments is ‘important’. The
majority (55%) indicated that assessment is ‘very
important’ in performance evaluation. A very small
group (4%) said performance evaluation is ‘not
important at all’ and a fairly large proportion
(15%) said learner achievement in assessment is
‘somewhat’ important. The information in Table

Table 1: Learner achievement in assessments for performance evaluation, according to type of school

Type of school Not important   Slightly  Somewhat Important    Very      Total
    at all important   important important

 
Independent 1 1 5 7 11 25

4.0% 4.0% 20.0% 28.0% 44.0% 100.0%
25.0% 33.3% 33.3% 30.4% 20.0% 25.0%

Public Former Model 2 2 7 9 28 48
  C School 4.2% 4.2% 14.6% 18.8% 58.3% 100.0%

50.0% 66.7% 46.7% 39.1% 50.9% 48.0%
Public Township 1 0 3 7 16 27

3.7% 0.0% 11.1% 25.9% 59.3% 100.0%
25.0% 0.0% 20.0% 30.4% 29.1% 27.0%

Total 4 3 15 23 55 100
4.0% 3.0% 15.0% 23.0% 55.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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1 indicates that most of the respondents affirm
that learner achievement in assessments is a sig-
nificant component of performance evaluation.
A further analysis of the respondents’ percep-
tions according to the type of school in which
they taught is presented in Table 1.

 Table 1 indicates that forty-four percent of
respondents in independent schools said that
learner achievement in assessments is very im-
portant for performance evaluation, twenty-eight
percent rated this as ‘important’ and twenty per-
cent believed this to be ‘somewhat important’.
A very small minority (4%) thought that this
consideration is either ‘slightly important’ or ‘not
important at all’. Note, however, that those who
rated assessment as ‘very important’ constitut-
ed twenty percent of the total of a number of
teachers in all types of schools. The majority
(58.3%) of respondents in public former Model
C schools said that learner achievement is ‘very
important’ in performance evaluation, and they
were also the majority (50.9%) of all respondents
who took such a standpoint. About 18.8 percent
of the respondents in former Model C schools
indicated that learner achievement in assessment
is ‘important’ in performance evaluation and they
constituted 39.1 percent of all respondents who
held such a view. A small proportion (14.6%) in
former Model C schools believed that learner
achievement in assessments is ‘somewhat im-
portant’ in performance evaluation. Respon-
dents from former Model C schools were a large
proportion (46.7%) of all the respondents who
took that position. In the ‘not important at all’
and ‘slightly important’ categories, there were
4.2 percent in each. The highest proportion
(59.3%) of those who believed that learner
achievement in assessment is ‘very important’
in performance evaluation was of the respon-
dents in public township schools, although they
comprise a small proportion (29.1%) of all the
respondents who took such a view.

The information in Table 1 seems to suggest
that there is little variation in the perceptions of
respondents according to the type of school.
This is confirmed by a chi-square test, which
shows that the variations are not statistically
significant (p = 0.914). It is, therefore, clear that
the type of school had no influence on the per-
ception of street-level bureaucrats on the im-
portance of learner assessment in performance
evaluation.

Planning, Administration and Lesson
Delivery in Performance Evaluation

The third item of performance evaluation of
teachers in uMgungundlovu District is ‘plan-
ning, administration and lesson delivery’. A sub-
stantial majority (56%) of all the respondents
believed that planning, administration, and les-
son delivery are ‘very important’ in performance
evaluation, about twenty-two percent of all the
respondents rated this as ‘important’ and eigh-
teen percent as ‘somewhat important’. Only three
percent of all the respondents rated this item as
‘slightly important’ while one percent believed
it is ‘not important at all’. Generally, Table 2
shows that most respondents confirmed the sig-
nificance of planning, administration and les-
son delivery in the performance evaluation of
street-level bureaucrats’ work. In order to iden-
tify any association between such perceptions
of respondents and the type of school in which
they teach, the two variables were cross-tabu-
lated. Table 2 shows the results.

 About 58.3 percent of all the respondents in
public former Model C schools (50% of all such
respondents) indicated that planning, adminis-
tration, and lesson delivery are ‘very important’
in performance evaluation, 20.8 percent believed
that this item is ‘important’ (45.5% of all respon-
dents who took such a view), 18.8 percent re-
garded it as ‘somewhat important’ (50% of the
entire sample), whereas only 2.1 percent (only
one teacher) viewed this as ‘slightly important’.
Table 2 suggests that the majority (55.6%) of
respondents from public schools in townships
constituted a small proportion (26.8%) of all the
respondents who indicated that planning, ad-
ministration, and lesson delivery are ‘very im-
portant’ for performance evaluation, 18.5 per-
cent of respondents in public schools in town-
ships rated this as ‘important’ (22.7% of the sam-
ple) and twenty-two percent viewed the item as
‘slightly important’ (33% of all such respon-
dents). No one thought that planning, adminis-
tration, and lesson delivery are not important
for performance evaluation. The responses seem
to be fairly similar across all types of schools.
This is confirmed by a chi-square test (p = 0.784).
It is generally apparent that planning, adminis-
tration, and lesson delivery are regarded as cru-
cial elements of performance evaluation of street-
level bureaucrats implementing the NCS in uM-
gungundlovu District.
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Co-curricular Activities in Performance
Evaluation

Involvement in co-curricular activities is con-
sidered to be an important part of a teacher’s job
description. To this end, it is also listed on the
composite score sheet of performance evalua-
tion in the uMgungundlovu District. Table 3
demonstrates that a small majority (35%) of re-
spondents said that co-curricular activities are
‘very important’ in performance evaluation,
twenty-six percent said they are ‘important’,
while twenty-five percent said they are ‘some-
what important’. A small proportion (11%) indi-
cated that they are ‘slightly important’. Only
three percent of all the respondents thought that
co-curricular activities are ‘not important at all’.
As compared to other items of the composite
score sheet discussed earlier, it seems as though
less value is attached to co-curricular activities

for purposes of performance evaluation as
shown by the relatively small proportion (35%)
of respondents who thought that contributing
to co-curricular activities was ‘very important’
for evaluating their performance. The findings
seemed to suggest that there was an associa-
tion between perceptions of respondents on the
importance of curricular activities and the type
of schools in which they taught (see Table 3).

 Table 3 illustrates that twenty percent of re-
spondents from independent schools (14.3% of
all such respondents), indicated that co-curric-
ular activities are ‘very important’ in performance
evaluation, twenty-four percent said that they
are ‘important’ (23.1% of all such respondents),
and thirty-two percent that they are ‘somewhat
important’ (45.5% of all such respondents). Only
four percent (33.3% of all respondents) of re-
spondents from independent schools thought
that co-curricular activities were ‘not important

Table 2: Perceived importance of planning, administration as a means of performance evaluation,
according to type of school

Type of school Not important   Slightly  Somewhat Important     Very       Total
     at all  important   important important

 
Independent 1 1 3 7 13 25

4.0% 4.0% 12.0% 28.0% 52.0% 100.0%
100.0% 33.3% 16.7% 31.8% 23.2% 25.0%

Public former Model C 0 1 9 10 28 48
0.0% 2.1% 18.8% 20.8% 58.3% 100.0%
0.0% 33.3% 50.0% 45.5% 50.0% 48.0%

Public township 0 1 6 5 15 27
0.0% 3.7% 22.2% 18.5% 55.6% 100.0%
0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 22.7% 26.8% 27.0%

Total 1 3 18 22 56 100
1.0% 3.0% 18.0% 22.0% 56.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table 3:  Importance of co-curricular activities as means of performance evaluation, according to type
of school

Type of school Not important   Slightly   Somewhat  Important      Very       Total
     at all important   important important

 
Independent 1 5 8 6 5 25

4.0% 20.0% 32.0% 24.0% 20.0% 100.0%
33.3% 45.5% 32.0% 23.1% 14.3% 25.0%

Public Former Model C 1 4 7 13 23 48
2.1% 8.3% 14.6% 27.1% 47.9% 100.0%

33.3% 36.4% 28.0% 50.0% 65.7% 48.0%
Public Township 1 2 10 7 7 27

3.7% 7.4% 37.0% 25.9% 25.9% 100.0%
33.3% 18.2% 40.0% 26.9% 20.0% 27.0%

Total 3 11 25 26 35 100
3.0% 11.0% 25.0% 26.0% 35.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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at all’ in their performance evaluation. The high-
est proportion (47.9%) of respondents who in-
dicated that co-curricular activities were ‘very
important’ in performance evaluation were teach-
ers in the former Model C public schools and
they also constituted 65.7 percent of all respon-
dents who took such a viewpoint. In these
schools, 27.1 percent rated this item as ‘impor-
tant’ (50% of the sample who did so), whereas a
small fraction (8.3%) thought that co-curricular
activities were ‘slightly important’ for perfor-
mance evaluation (18.2% of all respondents who
had the same view). The information in Table 3
seems to suggest that there is an association
between the perceptions of teachers about the
importance of co-curricular activities in perfor-
mance evaluation and the type of schools in
which they are located. Respondents from former
Model C schools seemed to place greater value
on co-curricular activities than respondents from
public township schools. However, a chi-square
test showed that this was not statistically sig-
nificant (p = 0.177).

Human Relations and Contribution to School
Development in Performance Evaluation

Teachers are expected to maintain good hu-
man relations and to contribute to the develop-
ment of the schools in which they teach. Re-
spondents were asked to rank the importance of
this item for their performance evaluation. The
findings are presented in Table 4.

Table 4 indicates that a small majority (40%)
of all the respondents said that human relations
and factors contributing to the development of
their school were ‘very important’ in assessing
their performance while twenty-seven percent

said these were ‘important’. About twenty-two
percent suggested that this item was ‘somewhat
important’, eight percent that it is ‘slightly im-
portant’ while two percent believed it is ‘not im-
portant at all’. The perceptions were then ana-
lyzed according to the type of school at which a
teacher was based. Former Model C schools
seem to place more value on human relations
and on contributing to school development than
any other type of school, with 47.9 percent of
their respondents constituting 65.7 percent of
all the respondents who suggested that this was
‘very important’. Furthermore, 27.1 percent of
their respondents represented fifty percent of
all respondents who felt that this criterion was
‘important’. About 14.6 percent indicated that it
was ‘somewhat important’ (28% of those who
took such a view). Only one teacher dismissed
the importance of this item altogether. Approxi-
mately 25.9 percent of respondents in public
township schools constituting twenty percent
of all respondents believed that human relations
and contributing to school development were
‘very important’ in their performance evaluation.
It is clear that teachers in all types of schools
attach at least some importance to human rela-
tions and to contributing to school development
as a means of performance evaluation. Although
respondents from former Model C schools seem
to attach more value to this than any type of
school, a chi-square showed that the associa-
tion was not statistically significant (p = 0.177).

Creation of a Positive Learning Environment
for Performance Evaluation

Teachers are expected to create a positive
learning environment in their classrooms. They

Table 4: Perceived importance of human relations and contribution to school development as a means
of performance evaluation, according to type of school

Type of school Not important   Slightly   Somewhat Important     Very       Total
    at all important   important important

 
Independent 1 5 8 6 5 25

4.0% 20.0% 32.0% 24.0% 20.0% 100.0%
33.3% 45.5% 32.0% 23.1% 14.3% 25.0%

Public Former Model C 1 4 7 13 23 48
2.1% 8.3% 14.6% 27.1% 47.9% 100.0%

33.3% 36.4% 28.0% 50.0% 65.7% 48.0%
Public Township 1 2 10 7 7 27

3.7% 7.4% 37.0% 25.9% 25.9% 100.0%
33.3% 18.2% 40.0% 26.9% 20.0% 27.0%

Total 3 11 25 26 35 100
3.0% 11.0% 25.0% 26.0% 35.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND MEASURE TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS 87

are given scores on the composite score sheet
for performance evaluation according to how
they do this. Table 5 illustrates the perception of
respondents of this item for their performance
evaluation.

 Table 5 demonstrates that thirty-two percent
of the respondents in independent schools (17%
of all such respondents) indicated that the cre-
ation of a positive learning environment was
‘very important’ in evaluating the performance
of street-level bureaucrats who are implement-
ing NCS. Twenty-four percent believed that this
is ‘important’ (24% as well of all such respons-
es). Thus, fifty-six percent rated this item as at
least important. Approximately twenty-eight per-
cent of the respondents from independent
schools formed thirty-five percent of all the re-
spondents who thought that the creation of a
positive learning environment was ‘somewhat
important’ in performance evaluation. Only six-
teen percent believed it was ‘slightly important’,
which was 66.7 percent of all respondents who
held such a view.

The majority (50%) of respondents from
former Model C schools also formed the majori-
ty (51%) of all respondents who believed that
creating a positive learning environment was
‘very important’ in the performance evaluation
of street-level bureaucrats. A small percentage
(21.7%) of respondents from these schools con-
stituted a majority (52%) of all respondents who
thought that this factor was ‘important’. This
means that a total of 77.1 percent of respondents
from former Model C schools identified as im-
portant the creating of a positive learning envi-
ronment. 16.7 percent of respondents in former
Model C schools noted that this was ‘somewhat

important’ with only one teacher suggesting that
it was ‘slightly important’ and another that it
was unimportant. The majority (55.6%) of re-
spondents in public schools in townships indi-
cated that the creation of a positive learning
environment was ‘very important’ for perfor-
mance evaluation while 22.2 percent suggested
that it was ‘important’. Thus, 77.8 percent rated
the importance of this item. Respondents from
public schools in townships at 18.5 percent (25%
of all such respondents) felt that the creation of
a positive learning environment was ‘somewhat
important’. The creation of a learning environ-
ment was found to be important in all types of
schools with forty-seven percent of the total
indicating that it was ‘very important’ and twen-
ty-five percent that it was ‘important’.

Importance of Knowledge of Curriculum
Content in Performance Evaluation

Knowledge of curriculum content describes
the teacher’s knowledge and mastery of the
subject(s) he or she teaches. Table 6 presents
the perceptions of respondents of the impor-
tance of knowledge of curriculum content for
their performance evaluation.

 Table 6 demonstrates that the majority (56%)
of respondents indicated that knowledge of cur-
riculum content was a ‘very important’ compo-
nent of performance evaluation. About twenty
percent and eighteen percent of the respondents
said it is ‘important’ and ‘somewhat important’,
respectively. A very small proportion of respon-
dents rated this lower with three percent saying
it was ‘not important at all’ and two percent that
it was ‘slightly important’. The type of schools

Table 5: Importance of creating a positive learning environment as a means of performance evaluation,
according to type of school

Type of school Not important   Slightly   Somewhat Important    Very    No   Total
    at all important   important important opinion

 
Independent 0 4 7 6 8 0 2 5

0.0% 16.0% 28.0% 24.0% 32.0% 0.0% 100.0%
0.0% 66.7% 35.0% 24.0% 17.0% 0.0% 25.0%

Public Former Model C 1 1 8 13 24 1 4 8
2.1% 2.1% 16.7% 27.1% 50.0% 2.1% 100.0%

100.0% 16.7% 40.0% 52.0% 51.1% 100.0% 48.0%
Public Township 0 1 5 6 15 0 2 7

0.0% 3.7% 18.5% 22.2% 55.6% 0.0% 100.0%
0.0% 16.7% 25.0% 24.0% 31.9% 0.0% 27.0%

Total 1 6 20 25 47 1 100
1.0% 6.0% 20.0% 25.0% 47.0% 1.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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where respondents taught seemed to have an
influence on their perceptions about the impor-
tance of knowledge of curriculum content for
performance evaluation. Table 6 reveals that fif-
ty-two percent of respondents from the inde-
pendent schools (23% of all such respondents)
indicated that knowledge of curriculum content
was ‘very important’ in their performance.
Twelve percent thought that it was ‘important’
(15% of all respondents who took such a stand-
point). This means that sixty-seven percent of
respondents from independent schools identi-
fied the significant importance of knowledge of
curriculum content in performance evaluation.
Only twelve percent thought that this was ‘some-
what important’ while twenty-four percent be-
lieved that it was ‘slightly important’. A chi-
square test showed that there was no signifi-
cant difference between respondents from dif-
ferent types of school (p = 0.490).

Professional Development in Performance
Evaluation

The number and type of professional devel-
opment workshops/training that a teacher at-
tends in a year was the final item for performance
evaluation. Respondents were asked to rank the
importance of this for their performance evalua-
tion. This is indicated in Table 7.

 An analysis of the responses according to
the type of school where teachers were located
revealed no significant differences in response
to this item. Approximately thirty-six percent of
the respondents from independent schools (20%
of all such respondents) rated professional de-
velopment as ‘very important’ for their perfor-
mance evaluation, and twenty-eight percent
(25.9% of all such respondents) regarded this
factor as ‘important’. Thus, sixty-four percent
of the respondents in independent schools sug-

Table 6: Perceived importance of knowledge of curriculum content in performance evaluation, according
to type of school

Type of school Not important   Slightly   Somewhat Important     Very    No   Total
    at all important   important important opinion

 
Independent 1 2 6 3 13 0 2 5

4.0% 8.0% 24.0% 12.0% 52.0% 0.0% 100.0%
33.3% 100.0% 33.3% 15.0% 23.2% 0.0% 25.0%

Public Former Model C 1 0 8 10 28 1 4 8
2.1% 0.0% 16.7% 20.8% 58.3% 2.1% 100.0%

33.3% 0.0% 44.4% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 48.0%
Public Township 1 0 4 7 15 0 2 7

3.7% 0.0% 14.8% 25.9% 55.6% 0.0% 100.0%
33.3% 0.0% 22.2% 35.0% 26.8% 0.0% 27.0%

Total 3 2 18 20 56 1 100
3.0% 2.0% 18.0% 20.0% 56.0% 1.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table 7: Perceptions of the importance professional development for performance evaluation, according
to type of school

Type of school Not important   Slightly  Somewhat Important     Very       Total
    at all important   important important

 
Independent 1 2 6 7 9 25

4.0% 8.0% 24.0% 28.0% 36.0% 100.0%
50.0% 50.0% 27.3% 25.9% 20.0% 25.0%

Public Former Model C 0 2 9 12 25 48
0.0% 4.2% 18.8% 25.0% 52.1% 100.0%
0.0% 50.0% 40.9% 44.4% 55.6% 48.0%

Public Township 1 0 7 8 11 27
3.7% 0.0% 25.9% 29.6% 40.7% 100.0%

50.0% 0.0% 31.8% 29.6% 24.4% 27.0%
Total 2 4 22 27 45 100

2.0% 4.0% 22.0% 27.0% 45.0% 100.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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gested the significant importance of professional
development in their performance evaluation of
teachers. Only eight percent of the respondents
from independent schools indicated that pro-
fessional development is ‘slightly important’
while four percent stated that it was ‘not impor-
tant at all’.

Table 7 reveals that 40.7 percent of respon-
dents from public schools in townships (24.4%
of all such respondents) suggested that pro-
fessional development was ‘very important’ for
performance evaluation and 29.6 percent that it
was ‘important’ (29.6% of respondents who took
such a view). This brought to 70.3 percent the
total proportion of respondents who identified
the importance of professional development for
performance evaluation. Of these, 25.9 percent
rated professional development as ‘slightly im-
portant’ for performance evaluation. There is no
association between the perceptions of respon-
dents of the importance of professional devel-
opment and the type of school at which they
teach. This is confirmed by a chi-square test (p
= 0.67), which shows that any such association
is insignificant.

The perceptions of respondents from all
types of school discussed here are fairly uni-
form. Most of the respondents in the uMgun-
gundlovu District acknowledged that perfor-
mance evaluation improved performance ac-
countability among teachers. However, some
commented:

Committed and dedicated teachers are ac-
countable all the time. You do not need an in-

strument to ensure accountability. It adds a lot
of admin [planning and administration] (Tr53).

Because it is done once [per term], it is not
a true reflection. If it is done continuously it
can empower teachers for better performance
(Tr23).

It [is] not a true reflection of everyday ac-
tivities as evaluation occurs on limited occa-
sions (Tr59).

Although these responses do not identify
any specific criterion of performance evaluation,
they do reflect a somewhat negative perception
of the system of evaluation.

DISCUSSION

The researchers set out to demonstrate how
teachers perceive the criteria that are used to
measure their performance in order to ensure
their accountability to the DBE mission and
goals. As Lipsky (2010) notes, bureaucracies and
their managers need to know what they want
their workers to do and to be able to rank their
preferences and know how to measure the out-
put. The DBE does have performance standards.
It is against this background that the research-
ers have revealed that it is critical to identify
crucial aspects of the job of teachers in order to
measure their performance. Table 8 displays key
aspects (key result areas) of uMgungundlovu
District teachers. Drawing on the analyses, the
summary of perception of respondents of the
importance of these aspects is presented in the
order of the value that was attached to each
item.

Table 8: Perceptions of respondents of the importance of different items of performance evaluationiii

Not important   Slightly   Somewhat Important    Very    No   Total
    at all important   important important opinion

 
Planning and adminis- 1% 3% 18% 22% 56% 0% 100%
   tration and  lesson
   delivery
Knowledge of 3% 2% 18% 20% 56% 1% 100%
   curriculum and
   programs
Learner assessment/ 4% 3% 15% 23% 55% 0% 100%
   achievement
Creation of a positive 1% 6% 20% 25% 47% 1% 100%
   learning environment
Professional development 2% 4% 22% 27% 45% 0% 100%
Human relations and 2% 8% 22% 27% 40% 1% 100%
   contribution to school
   development
Co-curricular activities 3% 11% 25% 26% 35% 0% 100%
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 From Table 8 one can see that performance
evaluation, planning, administration and lesson
delivery are considered to be ‘very important’
by fifty-six percent of all respondents surveyed
and by twenty-two percent to be ‘important’.
This perception is generally uniform across dif-
ferent types of schools. This suggests that plan-
ning, administration, and lesson delivery were
critical for teachers as well as members of School
Management Teams (SMTs). Kyriakides et al.
(2010) value this aspect and argue that plans
must be well-structured showing clarity of pre-
sentation. This is fairly consistent with Podgur-
sky and Springer’s (2006) findings on the TAP.
This criterion implies attention to the inputs into
education. Discussing the importance of plan-
ning, Milanowski (2011) argues that evaluators
should collect artifacts such as lesson and cur-
riculum plans. The assumption is that good and
effective teaching is a product of good plan-
ning. In some cases, teachers bemoan the
amount of administration that is caused by the
value that is given to this criterion in perfor-
mance evaluation. With regards to this challenge,
Milanowski (2011) suggests that collection of
artifacts must be carefully limited so that teach-
ers are not coerced to provide a full portfolio of
evidence. Lesson delivery, which is evaluated
through observation by members SMTs, is also
deemed to be very important. This is barely dis-
tinguishable from Milanowski’s (2011) observa-
tion in Cincinnati Public Schools where evalua-
tors paid attention to different aspects of in-
structional practice such as student behavior
management, teacher-student interaction, and
student engagement. Furthermore, performance
assessments that measure teacher activity in the
classroom have been found to correlate with
teacher effectiveness (Darling-Hammond 2010).
However, Kairuz’s (2016) recent work suggests
that such measures of accountability increases
the complexity of teachers’ work despite a lack
of empirical evidence supporting their appropri-
ateness in the schools.

The next most important item was knowledge
of curriculum and programs, which was also con-
sidered to be ‘very important’ by fifty-six per-
cent of the respondents and ‘important’ by twen-
ty percent. However, in practice, this item may
be difficult to measure. It was not clear whether
knowledge of the curriculum also included sub-
ject content knowledge, which was widely cited
as important in performance evaluation (Muijs

2006; Kyriakides et al. 2010; Milanowski 2011).
Methods of evaluating the knowledge of a teach-
er are not easy to find, neither are they well ac-
cepted. Achievement in learner assessment was
ranked third in Table 8 with fifty-five percent
who felt that this measure of performance was
‘very important’ and by twenty-three percent
that it was ‘important’. In the fourth position
was the creation of a positive learning environ-
ment, which was judged to be ‘very important’
by forty-seven percent and ‘important’ by twen-
ty-five percent of the respondents. Since a learn-
ing environment is not confined to the class-
room, this item may be difficult to evaluate. A
few observations of lessons by SMTs cannot
evaluate this comprehensively. Concerning this,
Lipsky notes that “teaching is done in the class-
rooms that principals and supervisors do not
normally enter, and if they do, they provide a
notice so that the teaching, like performance,
may be changed by the presence of audience”
(Lipsky 2010:169).

The fifth position was professional devel-
opment, which was considered to be ‘very im-
portant’ by forty-five percent and important by
twenty-seven percent. Again the measurement
of this item was based on the number of profes-
sional development workshops attended by a
teacher as opposed to what was learnt (content)
and how much the teacher understood. To put it
another way, it was purely based on attendance.
Professional development has some parallels
with what Kyriakides et al. (2010) term respon-
siveness to change, which they found to be im-
portant in performance evaluation among Cyp-
riot teachers. The sixth position was ‘human re-
lations and contribution to school development’,
which was considered ‘very important’ by forty
percent and ‘important’ by twenty-two percent,
and the last position in the ranking was co-cur-
ricular activities, which were considered ‘very
important’ by thirty-five percent, many of whom
were from former Model C schools (wealthier
schools), and ‘important’ by twenty-five percent.
This may suggest that respondents from less
privileged schools do not see co-curricular ac-
tivities as important in performance evaluation.
Although the literature does not show the value
of the contribution to school development, Kyr-
iakides et al.’s (2010) study demonstrates that
teacher’s personal traits and self-efficacy were
valued in performance evaluation.

While it is clear that the use of different qual-
ity management systems in schools has in-
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creased since the advent New Public Manage-
ment paradigm in the public sector, their pur-
poses are not well-shared by different stakehold-
ers. Gálvez et al. (2016) question the usefulness
of such systems in the attainment of quality ed-
ucation and effective schools.

CONCLUSION

It can be concluded that the criteria used to
measure the performance evaluation in the IQMS
are fairly consistent with that used internation-
ally. Although there is a general discontentment
among the teachers who are evaluated, there are
some performance standards, which they value
more than others. There is compelling evidence
that of all the criteria, teachers, and members
SMTs value planning, administration, lesson
delivery and knowledge of curriculum and pro-
grams. Human relations and contribution to
school development and participation in co-cur-
ricular activities did not receive positive respons-
es from the respondents. The co-curricular as-
pect was perceived to be the least important
among respondents from less wealthy schools.
Insights gained from this study have important
implication for school managers and policymak-
ers. It can be argued that teachers tend to put
more effort into what they perceive to be impor-
tant. This may lead to tokenism or total neglect
of areas such as co-curricular activities, which
are important for the development of well-round-
ed students. Much emphasis on records and
plans in the name of planning administration may
take away valuable teaching time.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Drawing from insights of these findings, the
study recommends that the demand for artifacts
must be done with care so as to avoid burnout
among teachers. School managers need to find
ways of ensuring that the performance standards
that are less valued by teachers in performance
evaluation are not neglected in practice. There
is a need for further studies to explore and dem-
onstrate how performance standards used in
measuring the teachers’ performance affect the
different aspects of the teachers’ work and the
quality of teaching and learning in South Africa
and beyond. Such studies could take the form
of case studies in different provinces of the coun-
try and triangulation of findings from students,

teachers, education managers and documenta-
ry analysis of relevant educational records. Find-
ings from such studies can inform policy and
practice with regard to the implementation of
IQMS.

NOTE

i. This paper is based on a doctoral project conduct-
ed for at the University of KwaZulu-Natal. De-
tailed analyses of the findings produced this paper.

ii. Former Model C schools are those that were re-
served for white students during apartheid. Al-
though this has changed in the new democratic
dispensation, these schools are better resourced
than township schools and some independent
schools.

iii. Table 8 is a summary based on the data from Table
1 to 7.
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