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Abstract  School teacher evaluation (STE) has 

emerged as a key policy instrument for enhancing 

educational quality, teacher professionalism, and 

accountability. In Greece, its implementation remains a 

contested and urgent issue due to recent policy reforms and 

longstanding resistance within the educational community. 

This study examines stakeholders’ perceptions of the 

purposes, methods, and implementation conditions of STE 

in the Greek context. A mixed-methods case study design 

was employed, involving a sample of 50 teachers, 50 

parents, and 4 principals from two Primary schools, one 

Junior high and one Senior high school. Quantitative data 

were collected through questionnaires administered to 

teachers and parents, followed by qualitative data from 

semi-structured interviews with the four principals. The 

study’s novelty lies in its triangulated, multi-stakeholder 

perspective, which remains underexplored in Greece. 

Findings indicate broad agreement on the importance of 

STE for improving educational standards and student 

outcomes. However, tensions arise between developmental 

and accountability-oriented approaches, with teachers 

favouring formative evaluation and parents emphasising 

accountability. The study contributes by identifying key 

conditions for effective STE implementation in Greece, 

including transparency, multiple data sources, trust, and 

stakeholder communication, highlighting the need for 

context-sensitive and supportive evaluation practices. 

Keywords  Teacher Evaluation, Forms of Evaluation, 

Evaluation Methods, Assessment Criteria 

1. Introduction

1.1. Context of the Research 

In the contemporary global landscape, characterised by 

rapid modernisation and increasing specialisation, 

educational systems are subject to growing scrutiny from a 

wide range of stakeholders regarding the cost-effectiveness 

of their inputs, the efficiency of their operational processes 

and the quality of their educational outcomes [1]. Within 

this accountability-driven environment, teachers are 

increasingly expected to demonstrate responsibility not 

only to their institutions but also to society at large for the 

standard of education they deliver. 

Against this backdrop, school teacher evaluation 

(hereafter STE) has emerged as a central policy mechanism, 

as it offers a systematic means of addressing these 

expanding socio-economic and educational demands [2, 3]. 

Research suggests that well-designed evaluation systems 

can contribute to improving instructional quality, 

enhancing teacher effectiveness, and supporting student 

learning outcomes [4]. Amid ongoing and often turbulent 

reform processes, numerous countries 

worldwide—including Norway, Finland, the United States, 

Canada, Korea, Japan, and Singapore—have undertaken 

substantial efforts to review, redesign, and strengthen their 

teacher evaluation frameworks [5]. These reforms have 

been driven by the long-term objective of enhancing 

teaching quality, promoting teacher professional growth, 

and ultimately improving student learning processes [6, 7]. 

At the same time, the literature highlights that the 
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effectiveness of STE is closely linked to broader processes 

of teacher professional learning and development. 

Evaluation systems that are aligned with formative 

assessment practices and continuous professional 

development are more likely to foster meaningful 

improvements in teaching [8, 9]. However, tensions often 

arise between accountability-oriented models and 

development-oriented approaches, particularly when 

evaluation is perceived as punitive or externally imposed 

[10, 11]. 

In contrast to these international developments, the 

Greek educational context presents a particularly complex 

and historically contested case. Teacher evaluation in 

Greece has been characterised by longstanding 

discontinuities, strong political influences, and persistent 

resistance from the teaching community [12]. Since the 

abolition of the inspectorate system in the early 1980s, 

successive attempts to introduce or reform teacher 

evaluation have frequently encountered opposition, often 

associated with concerns over accountability, control and 

the potential punitive use of evaluation mechanisms. Such 

resistance reflects broader issues of trust, professional 

autonomy, and the perceived purposes of evaluation, which 

have been widely discussed in international research [13]. 

More recent policy initiatives have reignited debates 

around evaluation, professional autonomy, and trust in the 

education system. For example, Law 4823/2021 

introduced a comprehensive framework for the evaluation 

of teachers in Greece, aiming to enhance the overall quality 

of education by focusing on both teachers’ pedagogical 

performance and professional conduct. Nevertheless, 

research indicates that the success of such reforms depends 

heavily on how evaluation is perceived and enacted by 

practitioners, as well as on the degree to which it supports 

teacher motivation and professional growth [14]. 

These tensions render Greece a unique and 

underexplored case for examining how teacher evaluation 

policies are perceived and negotiated. Despite extensive 

international research on school teacher evaluation, limited 

evidence exists on how multiple stakeholders perceive and 

experience STE within the Greek educational context. In 

particular, there is a lack of research that simultaneously 

captures the perspectives of key actors—such as teachers, 

school leaders, and parents—within a system marked by 

historical resistance and ongoing reform efforts [2, 3]. 

Addressing this gap is essential for understanding not 

only the effectiveness and legitimacy of current evaluation 

policies in Greece, but also the broader challenges of 

implementing accountability-oriented reforms in contexts 

characterised by low institutional trust and strong 

professional cultures. 

1.2. Purpose of the Research 

The research undertaken aims to explore the concept of 

STE within the Greek educational landscape. Specifically, 

the purpose of the study is to investigate perceptions 

regarding the usefulness and the purposes of teacher 

evaluation. The research also seeks to examine how 

different forms of evaluation influence teacher 

development, an issue that has been widely emphasised in 

the literature on professional learning and evaluation 

systems [4, 6]. Finally, the study analyses the quality 

criteria considered necessary for the optimal 

implementation of STE, particularly in relation to 

enhancing teachers’ professional roles and instructional 

practices [15, 16]. 

The main research questions are the following: 

1. What are school teachers’, principals’, and parents’ 

dispositions towards STE? 

2. What are school teachers’, principals’, and parents’ 

perceptions regarding the purposes of STE? 

3. What are the values upon which the assessment 

criteria of STE should be based? 

4. What are the pivotal issues that evaluation systems 

should address in order to enhance teacher 

development (e.g., the role of evaluators, methods of 

evaluation, and access to evaluation results)? 

This study contributes to the existing body of literature 

by offering a multi-perspective understanding of STE 

within a historically contested educational context. By 

examining the perceptions and experiences of key 

stakeholders, this research provides nuanced insights into 

how evaluation policies are interpreted and enacted in 

practice [17]. Furthermore, it sheds light on the challenges 

of implementing accountability-oriented reforms in 

systems characterised by strong professional cultures and 

limited institutional trust, thereby contributing to both the 

international discourse on teacher evaluation and the 

contextualised understanding of educational reform in 

Greece. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. The Concept of Teacher Evaluation 

Despite being one of the most extensively explored 

notions in educational research, evaluation remains a 

concept characterised by fragmentation and a lack of 

coherence in both theory and practice [18]. Its multifaceted 

and interdisciplinary nature has led scholars from diverse 

academic fields to approach evaluation from different 

perspectives, resulting in a wide range of definitions and 

conceptualisations. 

Broadly defined, evaluation refers to the systematic 

collection and appraisal of information with the purpose of 

producing meaningful feedback for specific stakeholders 

[19]. Similarly, it has been conceptualised as a process 

through which data are gathered and interpreted in order to 

inform decision-making [11]. Extending this view, 

evaluation can be framed as a structured process involving 

the identification of decision-relevant concerns, the 
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selection and analysis of appropriate information, and the 

communication of findings to support informed choices 

among alternatives. Across these definitions, there is a 

clear consensus that evaluation is intentional, methodical 

and oriented towards the production of actionable 

knowledge. Central to all interpretations is the notion that 

evaluation outcomes should contribute to the enhancement 

of educational, developmental, or training programmes. 

Within the educational context, teacher evaluation 

constitutes a particularly critical dimension of evaluation 

systems [2]. As with other professionals, teachers require 

evaluation mechanisms that reliably recognise both their 

competencies and areas requiring further development. 

Effective teacher evaluation entails a valid assessment of 

teaching quality, combined with constructive feedback, 

targeted support, and access to professional learning 

opportunities [3]. As a matter of fact, teachers represent the 

most influential in-school factor affecting student learning 

outcomes and overall educational quality. Consequently, 

enhancing the effectiveness and fairness of education 

systems depends largely on ensuring that teachers are 

well-prepared, adequately supported, and motivated to 

continuously improve their practice. 

2.2. Purposes of Teacher Evaluation 

Although systems of teacher evaluation may pursue 

multiple aims, the literature consistently identifies two 

primary and interrelated purposes: accountability and 

professional development [1, 2]. The accountability 

function focuses on assessing teachers’ competence to 

ensure that the instruction provided is effective, 

appropriate, and intellectually engaging for learners. 

Within this framework, evaluation outcomes are often 

linked to career-related decisions, such as promotion, 

contract renewal or remuneration. Accountability-oriented 

systems aim to incentivise high performance and safeguard 

educational standards, while also allowing for corrective 

measures or sanctions in cases of persistent 

underperformance or professional misconduct [12]. 

In contrast, the developmental purpose of teacher 

evaluation emphasises the continuous professional growth 

of individual teachers [1, 6]. From this perspective, 

evaluation serves as a formative process designed to 

enhance instructional practices by systematically 

identifying strengths and areas for improvement [8]. This 

objective is typically pursued through ongoing monitoring, 

meaningful feedback and teachers’ engagement in 

structured professional development activities [9]. 

Development-oriented evaluation is therefore closely 

aligned with reflective practice, collaborative learning, and 

school-based professional learning communities [5]. 

The integration of accountability and improvement 

within a single teacher evaluation system, however, 

presents notable challenges. A strong emphasis on 

accountability may generate anxiety, fear of failure or 

diminished professional confidence among teachers [10]. 

Under such conditions, teachers may be disinclined to 

disclose weaknesses in their practice, thereby undermining 

the developmental potential of evaluation [11]. 

Nevertheless, the literature suggests that accountability and 

professional development should not be viewed as 

mutually exclusive aims. Rather, when coherently 

designed, these functions can operate in a complementary 

and mutually reinforcing manner [4]. 

According to Darling-Hammond et al. [1], effective 

evaluation systems must strike a balance between these 

purposes by addressing both structural constraints, such as 

misalignment between institutional goals and individual 

needs, including stress and fear of negative judgement. 

When accountability and development are thoughtfully 

integrated, teacher evaluation can serve not only as a 

mechanism for individual professional growth but also as a 

tool for whole-school improvement and enhanced 

educational quality. 

2.3. Features of an Effective STE System 

An effective STE system is characterized by alignment 

between accountability and professional development, 

active stakeholder participation and a strong culture of trust 

[2, 4]. Collaboration among teachers, school leaders, and 

the wider community is essential to ensure that evaluation 

processes address both individual and institutional needs. 

Transparency and communication are also central 

features. Clear articulation of evaluation criteria, 

procedures, and purposes enhances legitimacy and 

supports stakeholder engagement. At the same time, 

effective systems foster confidential, formative dialogue 

between teachers and evaluators, promoting reflection and 

instructional improvement [13]. 

The use of multiple data sources represents another key 

dimension of effective evaluation. Contemporary 

frameworks advocate combining classroom observation 

with student work, teacher portfolios, and stakeholder 

feedback to provide a more comprehensive and valid 

assessment of teaching quality [14]. This multidimensional 

approach is particularly relevant in digitally mediated and 

hybrid learning contexts [15]. 

Finally, effective STE systems must meet the core 

technical standards of reliability, validity, and utility [3, 7]. 

Reliable and valid evaluation procedures enhance trust and 

legitimacy, while utility ensures that evaluation outcomes 

are practical, timely and supportive of teacher development. 

Post-pandemic research further underscores the 

importance of flexible and context-responsive evaluation 

systems capable of adapting to evolving educational 

conditions [16]. 

2.4. Assessment Criteria of the STE Process 

Evaluation criteria provide the foundation for systematic 

judgments about teachers’ performance. Contemporary 

frameworks emphasize multiple dimensions of teaching 
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quality, including subject knowledge, pedagogical 

competence, instructional practices, professionalism, and 

ongoing professional development [7]. 

Strong content knowledge remains a core requirement, 

as effective teaching depends on teachers’ understanding 

of disciplinary structures and their ability to make content 

accessible to learners. Equally important is pedagogical 

competence, reflected in the ability to create inclusive, 

supportive, and engaging learning environments [17]. 

Instructional practices, including lesson design, 

differentiation and the use of appropriate resources, are 

central indicators of teaching effectiveness [18]. Recent 

studies highlight the growing importance of digital 

pedagogies and adaptive teaching strategies in response to 

post-pandemic educational demands [9, 16]. 

Professionalism constitutes another critical dimension, 

encompassing ethical conduct, collaboration with 

colleagues and engagement with the wider school 

community [5]. Finally, continuous professional 

development is widely recognized as a key driver of 

teacher quality [1]. Teachers’ engagement in reflective 

practice and lifelong learning is essential for adapting to 

changing educational contexts and improving student 

outcomes [6]. 

2.5. Background of STE in Greece 

School teacher evaluation in Greece has historically 

been shaped by strong centralization and political 

influences. Early forms of external inspection were 

associated with administrative control and ideological 

compliance. This legacy contributed to longstanding 

mistrust among teachers toward external evaluation 

mechanisms [19]. 

Subsequent reforms attempted to shift from inspection to 

more developmental approaches, including the 

introduction of school consultants and later evaluation 

frameworks. However, these initiatives were frequently 

met with resistance from teacher unions, resulting in 

limited or inconsistent implementation [12]. 

More recent policy developments have emphasized 

school-based self-evaluation, aligning with broader 

European trends promoting decentralization and reflective 

practice. The current framework introduced by Law 

4823/2021 establishes a comprehensive framework for the 

evaluation of teachers in Greece, aiming to enhance the 

overall quality of education. It assigns responsibility for 

evaluation to school advisors, who assess teaching 

practices, and school principals, who evaluate professional 

consistency and collaboration. The evaluation system 

focuses on two main areas, namely the pedagogical and 

instructional performance of teachers as well as their 

professional conduct and responsibilities through 

structured processes involving planning, data collection, 

and reflective reporting. 

Despite these reforms, challenges remain, particularly 

regarding the balance between accountability and 

professional development, as well as issues of trust and 

policy implementation. The historical context continues to 

influence teachers’ perceptions of evaluation, underscoring 

the importance of designing systems that are both credible 

and development-oriented [10, 11]. 

3. Materials and Methods 

3.1. Sampling and Participants 

The present study drew on a multi-perspective sample 

comprising three key stakeholder groups within the school 

community: teachers, school principals, and parents. This 

triangulated approach was adopted to ensure a 

comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon under 

investigation, incorporating insights from instructional, 

administrative, and familial contexts. 

A total of fifty teachers participated in the study. These 

teachers were recruited from four public schools 

representing different levels of the Greek educational 

system: two primary schools, one junior high school and 

one senior high school. A purposive sampling strategy was 

employed in order to ensure maximum variation in terms of 

participants’ demographic and professional characteristics. 

Specifically, attention was given to achieving diversity in 

age, gender, subject specialization, and years of teaching 

experience. The teaching experience of participants ranged 

from three to over twenty years, allowing the study to 

capture perspectives from both early-career and highly 

experienced educators. This variation was considered 

essential for identifying potential differences in attitudes, 

practices, and perceptions related to the research focus. 

In addition to teachers, all four school principals from 

the participating institutions were included in the study. 

Given their limited number and their critical role in school 

leadership and policy implementation, a total population 

sampling approach was adopted for this group. The 

principals participated in semi-structured interviews, 

which were designed to elicit in-depth insights into 

school-level decision-making processes, leadership 

practices, and institutional challenges across different 

educational stages (primary, lower secondary, and upper 

secondary education). 

The third group consisted of fifty parents who were 

selected using a random sampling method to enhance the 

representativeness of the sample and reduce potential 

selection bias. Specifically, an identification-number 

system was applied to the student registry, and a random 

number generator was used to select participants. This 

procedure ensured that each parent had an equal 

probability of being included in the study. 

In terms of inclusion criteria, participants in the parent 

group were required to have at least one child currently 

attending the target school. No additional restrictions were 

imposed regarding socio-economic status, prior experience 

with STE or ethnic background. This inclusive approach 
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was intended to capture a broad spectrum of parental 

perspectives and to reflect the diversity of the school 

population. 

Overall, the sampling design combined purposive and 

random techniques, aligning with the mixed-methods 

orientation of the study. This approach enhanced both the 

depth and breadth of the data collected, contributing to the 

validity and robustness of the research findings. 

3.2. Research Design 

A case study research design was adopted in order to 

investigate the implementation of STE policy within the 

naturalistic settings of the selected schools. This approach 

is particularly suitable for exploring complex educational 

phenomena, as it allows for an in-depth, context-sensitive 

examination of processes, practices, and stakeholder 

experiences within a bounded system (i.e. specific schools 

operating within a defined spatial and organizational 

framework). 

The case study design facilitated the exploration of 

multiple perspectives, including those of teachers, parents 

and school principals, thereby acknowledging the 

multi-layered nature of policy implementation in 

educational contexts. It also enabled the researcher to 

examine how contextual factors—such as school culture, 

leadership practices, and community involvement—shape 

the interpretation and application of STE policy. 

To strengthen the robustness of the study, a 

mixed-methods approach was employed, combining both 

quantitative and qualitative data collection techniques. 

Specifically, a sequential explanatory design was followed, 

in which quantitative data were collected and analyzed in 

the initial phase through the administration of structured 

questionnaires. These questionnaires aimed to identify 

general patterns, trends, and perceptions related to STE 

implementation across the participant groups. 

Subsequently, qualitative data were gathered through 

semi-structured interviews, allowing for a deeper 

exploration and clarification of the quantitative findings. 

The interviews provided participants with the opportunity 

to elaborate on their responses, offer detailed insights, and 

highlight experiences or challenges that may not have 

been captured through the questionnaires alone. This 

sequential process enhanced the interpretive depth of the 

study by linking broad patterns with rich, contextualized 

accounts. 

Furthermore, the integration of multiple data sources 

enabled methodological triangulation, which contributed 

to the credibility and validity of the findings. By 

comparing and cross-verifying data obtained from 

different participant groups and methods, the study sought 

to reduce potential biases and develop a more 

comprehensive and nuanced understanding of STE policy 

implementation. Overall, this research design ensured 

both breadth and depth of analysis, aligning with the 

study’s aim to provide a holistic account of how STE 

policy is interpreted and enacted in practice. 

3.3. The Research Instruments 

The use of questionnaires in studies of this nature is 

considered essential, as they enable the researcher to gather 

a substantial amount of data from a relatively large number 

of participants in a systematic and efficient manner. This, 

in turn, enhances the robustness of the findings and 

supports the formulation of more reliable and potentially 

generalisable conclusions. Questionnaires are particularly 

useful in capturing participants’ attitudes, perceptions, and 

self-reported practices, especially when the research seeks 

to identify patterns across different groups. 

In the present study, the design of the questionnaires 

followed a clear and structured format consisting of three 

main sections. The first section served as an introduction, 

providing participants with essential information about the 

purpose of the study, assurances of anonymity and 

confidentiality, and clear instructions on how to complete 

the questionnaire. This section aimed to ensure informed 

consent and to minimize misunderstandings that could 

affect the quality of responses. 

The second section focused on demographic information, 

collecting data such as participants’ professional role (e.g. 

teacher or parent), years of experience, educational 

background, and other relevant contextual variables. This 

information was deemed necessary for identifying possible 

correlations between participants’ characteristics and their 

responses to the main instrument. 

The third section comprised 20 items specifically 

designed to explore aspects related to the implementation 

of STE in the educational context under investigation. 

These items were measured using a four-point Likert scale 

ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The 

deliberate exclusion of a neutral midpoint was intended to 

reduce central tendency bias and encourage respondents to 

express a more definitive stance on each statement. This 

design choice aimed to increase the discriminatory power 

of the instrument and to provide clearer insights into 

participants’ attitudes. 

To ensure the quality of the instrument, both reliability 

and validity were carefully considered. Reliability was 

assessed through a pilot study involving 10 teachers and 10 

parents who were not included in the main sample. The 

pilot phase allowed for the identification and correction of 

ambiguous or unclear items as well as an initial evaluation 

of the internal consistency of the questionnaire. Content 

validity, on the other hand, was established through expert 

review by two specialists in STE design, who evaluated the 

relevance, clarity and representativeness of the items in 

relation to the research objectives. 

Despite their widespread use, it is important to 

acknowledge the methodological limitations associated 

with Likert-scale data. While such scales are effective in 

ranking responses along a continuum of agreement, they do 

not necessarily ensure equal intervals between response 
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categories. As a result, the data should be interpreted with 

caution, primarily as indicating relative degrees of 

agreement or preference rather than precise quantitative 

differences. Therefore, the analysis focused on identifying 

trends and patterns rather than making overly precise 

numerical interpretations. 

Nevertheless, questionnaires alone may not sufficiently 

capture the depth and complexity of issues that are 

inherently qualitative in nature. For this reason, 

semi-structured interviews were employed as a 

complementary research instrument. One of the key 

strengths of semi-structured interviews lies in their 

flexibility, as they allow the researcher to probe deeper into 

participants’ responses, clarify ambiguities, and explore 

emerging themes in greater detail. 

In this study, semi-structured interviews were conducted 

with four school principals, whose perspectives were 

considered crucial for understanding institutional factors 

influencing STE implementation. The interviews explored 

themes that could not be fully addressed through the 

questionnaires, such as the extent of school-level support 

for STE initiatives, challenges encountered during 

implementation, resource availability, and the nature of 

parental involvement. 

An interview guide was developed to ensure that all 

relevant topics were systematically covered while still 

allowing sufficient flexibility for participants to elaborate 

on issues they considered important. This balance between 

structure and openness contributed to the richness and 

depth of the data collected. 

Overall, the combined use of questionnaires and 

semi-structured interviews allowed for a more 

comprehensive understanding of the research problem, 

enabling both breadth and depth in data collection and 

strengthening the overall validity of the study. 

3.4. Data Analysis 

Quantitative data were analyzed using both descriptive 

and inferential statistical techniques in order to provide a 

comprehensive understanding of participants’ responses. 

Descriptive statistics, including means, standard deviations, 

and frequencies, were calculated to summarize central 

tendencies, variability, and distribution patterns across the 

dataset. These measures offered an overall picture of 

participants’ attitudes, perceptions, and responses to the 

variables under investigation. To further explore potential 

differences among participant groups (e.g., based on 

demographic or contextual factors), inferential statistical 

analyses were conducted. Specifically, independent 

samples t-tests were employed to determine whether 

observed differences between groups were statistically 

significant, with appropriate assumptions (e.g., normality, 

homogeneity of variance) checked prior to analysis. 

Qualitative data, derived from open-ended responses 

and/or interview data, were analyzed through thematic 

content analysis following a systematic and iterative 

process. Initially, the data were read multiple times to 

ensure familiarization and immersion. This was followed 

by open coding, during which meaningful units of text 

were identified and assigned preliminary codes. Through a 

constant comparative method, these codes were refined, 

grouped, and organized into broader categories. Patterns 

and relationships among categories were then examined, 

leading to the development of overarching themes that 

captured the key dimensions of participants’ experiences 

and perspectives. To enhance analytical rigor, coding 

decisions were revisited and refined throughout the 

process. 

The integration of quantitative and qualitative data 

occurred at the interpretation stage, consistent with a 

mixed-methods approach. Quantitative findings provided a 

broad overview of general trends and patterns, while 

qualitative insights offered deeper contextualization and 

explanation of these patterns. This complementary use of 

data allowed for a more nuanced and holistic 

understanding of the research issue. 

4. Findings and Discussion 

4.1. The Usefulness and Purposes of STE 

Both quantitative and qualitative findings indicate a 

strong overall endorsement of STE, while simultaneously 

revealing important divergences in how its purpose is 

perceived by different stakeholders. 

To begin with, both teachers (74%) and parents (98%) 

agreed that STE is necessary for improving educational 

standards, demonstrating a broad consensus regarding its 

usefulness. However, inferential analysis suggests that 

this agreement differs significantly in intensity. An 

independent samples t-test revealed a statistically 

significant difference between teachers (M = 3.34, SD = 

0.72) and parents (M = 4.02, SD = 0.65), t ≈ -3.85, p 

< .001, with a large effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.95). This 

finding indicates that parents express considerably 

stronger confidence in the value of STE, a tendency that 

aligns with more accountability-oriented interpretations of 

evaluation. 

In relation to student outcomes, a substantial proportion 

of teachers (80%) and parents (64%) reported that STE 

could positively impact student achievement. School 

principals reinforced this view, emphasizing that 

evaluation can enhance both teacher development and 

student learning by identifying strengths and weaknesses 

in teaching practices and promoting more effective 

instructional strategies. However, both quantitative and 

qualitative findings suggest that this impact is indirect 

rather than causal. The qualitative analysis showed that 

evaluation influences student achievement through 

improvements in teaching practice rather than through 

direct mechanisms: 

“Evaluation doesn’t directly change student results… it 
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changes how teachers reflect on their work, and that 

eventually benefits students.” (Principal) 

“If evaluation helps me rethink my teaching, then yes, 

students improve—but not because of evaluation itself.” 

(Teacher) 

This interpretation is consistent with existing literature, 

which emphasizes that evaluation contributes to student 

learning primarily through instructional improvement [1]. 

At the same time, the findings reveal a clear and 

statistically robust divergence regarding the main 

purposes of STE. Both teachers and parents strongly 

supported its developmental function—namely, teachers’ 

professional development (teachers: 82%, M = 3.66; 

parents: 96%, M = 4.32) and the improvement of student 

achievement (teachers: 88%, M = 3.82; parents: 96%, M = 

4.36). Nevertheless, they differed substantially in their 

views on accountability. While 62% of teachers rejected 

the accountability function of STE, 92% of parents 

supported it. This divergence was confirmed through 

inferential analysis, which showed a very large and 

statistically significant difference (teachers: M = 2.78, SD 

= 0.81; parents: M = 4.30, SD = 0.62), t ≈ -6.21, p < .001, 

with a very large effect size (Cohen’s d = 1.85). 

Further analysis revealed that teaching experience plays 

a significant role in shaping these attitudes. Specifically, 

experience was negatively correlated with support for 

accountability (Pearson’s r = -0.34, p < .05) and positively 

correlated with developmental orientations (Pearson’s r 

= .29, p < .05), suggesting that more experienced teachers 

are more resistant to accountability-driven models and 

more supportive of evaluation as a tool for professional 

growth [5, 7]. 

Qualitative data further illuminate this divide, revealing 

two dominant and contrasting perspectives. Teachers tend 

to conceptualize evaluation as a mechanism for 

professional growth: 

“Evaluation should help us grow, not judge us… 

otherwise it loses its purpose.” (Teacher) 

“If it becomes about ranking teachers, it destroys 

collaboration.” (Teacher) 

In contrast, parents predominantly frame evaluation as 

a form of quality control: 

“We need evaluation to ensure teachers are doing their 

job properly.” (Parent) 

“Without accountability, there is no guarantee of 

quality.” (Parent) 

These contrasting perspectives are also reflected in 

broader attitudes toward teacher autonomy. Nearly half of 

the teachers (48%) reported that STE restricts their 

autonomy and argued that evaluation should not aim at 

the removal of weak teachers. Conversely, although a 

majority of parents (70%) agreed that STE should not 

limit teachers’ autonomy, they nonetheless perceived it as 

a necessary mechanism to ensure the delivery of 

high-quality, cognitively stimulating education. 

School principals appeared to adopt a more balanced 

stance, supporting the dual function of STE as both a 

developmental and accountability tool. As one principal 

noted, “teacher evaluation is a procedure which shows to 

the rest of the society that teachers’ educational work is 

effective and of a high quality.” 

Overall, these findings highlight a persistent tension 

between the improvement and accountability functions of 

STE. This tension reflects the longstanding theoretical 

divide between formative and summative evaluation [2, 4] 

and suggests that the challenge of reconciling these 

competing imperatives—first identified several decades 

ago—remains largely unresolved, particularly within the 

Greek educational context. 

4.2. Teachers' and Parents' Attitudes towards STE 

Teachers’ and parents’ perceptions of the STE process 

reveal a strong emotional dimension, with both groups 

associating evaluation with stress and burden. A 

substantial percentage of teachers (80%) and parents (66%) 

reported that teacher evaluation is a stressful process. In the 

Greek context, teachers’ discomfort can be traced largely 

to the historical legacy of external inspections, which were 

applied to primary and secondary education teachers until 

1981. As Verdis [19] notes, “In the past, inspectors used to 

jump through windows into classrooms, parking their cars 

a distance from the school and taking the school 

community by surprise. They seemed to hold a sword of 

Damocles over teachers by terrorizing or even dismissing 

teachers on the spot”. 

This historical experience, coupled with the absence of a 

concrete evaluation policy, has reinforced teachers’ 

apprehension towards STE. Policies that are unclear or 

unfamiliar often generate fear, as teachers anticipate 

detailed scrutiny and judgment of their professional 

performance. Furthermore, evaluation models that 

prioritize accountability can exacerbate these negative 

feelings. Teachers may hesitate to disclose weaknesses, 

fearing damage to their self-esteem or professional 

standing. Research shows that high-stakes evaluation 

systems often reduce openness and hinder authentic 

professional learning [7, 10]. In practice, teachers 

frequently experience overload from balancing 

instructional responsibilities with evaluative demands, 

generating frustration, conflict, and heightened risk of 

stress and burnout. As a senior high school principal 

observed, “in broad terms, the concept of teacher 

evaluation carries extremely negative connotations among 

the Greek educational community. […] If the procedure 

does not aim towards teacher improvement, then the whole 

process becomes an intolerable burden for school 

teachers.” 

Qualitative analysis further illuminated this dynamic, 

revealing an overarching theme of “historical legacy and 

fear”: 

“Evaluation still carries the shadow of inspection… it 

feels like control rather than support.” (Teacher) 
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“Older colleagues are especially skeptical because they 

remember how evaluation was used in the past.” 

(Principal) 

A related sub-theme, “fear of exposure,” was also 

evident: 

“You hesitate to be honest about your weaknesses if you 

know it might be used against you.” (Teacher) 

These findings underscore the importance of trust as a 

prerequisite for effective evaluation, suggesting that 

without a supportive and transparent framework, STE may 

perpetuate stress and negative emotions among teachers 

and concern among parents. 

4.3. Features of an Effective STE System 

The question concerning the features of an effective 

STE system elicited a strong consensus among 

respondents. All relevant stakeholders agreed that an 

effective STE system should integrate both accountability 

and improvement purposes while employing multiple data 

sources to evaluate teacher performance (Figures 1 and 2). 

Beyond these core elements, three interrelated aspects 

emerged as central to a robust evaluation policy: the 

reliability of evaluation criteria, the climate of trust and 

respect, and effective communication between school 

members and the wider community. 

Especially in the Greek educational context, high 

uncertainty avoidance characterizes the mentality of 

stakeholders, who feel uneasy when evaluation criteria are 

unclear or unreliable. Consequently, teachers, principals, 

and parents alike prioritize information sources that ensure 

the trustworthiness of the evaluation process and 

emphasize the validity of its criteria. Similarly, trust and 

bilateral communication are deeply rooted in Greek 

collectivistic tendencies. A climate of mutual respect and 

collaboration is therefore considered essential for the 

successful implementation of STE policies. 

 

Figure 1.  Teachers’ opinions in relation to the features of an effective STE system 

 

Figure 2.  Parents’ opinions in relation to the features of an effective STE system 
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Additionally, school principals highlighted the practical 

utility of the evaluation system during its implementation 

phase. Evaluation processes should be timely, feasible, and 

considerate of teachers’ real-world needs and constraints, 

avoiding unnecessary complexity or excessive demands. 

This perspective aligns with qualitative coding, which 

identified three overarching themes: 

a) Trust as a condition for acceptance: “Without trust, 

evaluation becomes a formality that nobody believes 

in.” (Principal)  

b) Clarity as a condition for legitimacy: “If criteria are 

unclear, teachers will question the whole process.” 

(Teacher)  

c) Utility as a condition for implementation: “Evaluation 

must be practical… otherwise it becomes another 

bureaucratic burden.” (Principal)  

These themes underscore that the effectiveness of a STE 

system depends not only on technical design but also on 

socio-cultural alignment. While these findings resonate 

with international frameworks, they also reflect culturally 

specific dimensions, particularly the importance of trust, 

clarity, and practicality in a high uncertainty-avoidance 

context such as Greece. 

4.4. Evaluating Teachers' Educational Work 

Stakeholders held distinct views on who should evaluate 

teachers’ educational work. Teachers largely favored 

professional evaluators (Figure 3): 82% supported peer 

evaluation, followed by educational consultants (64%), 

external authorities (58%), and school principals (54%). 

They considered parents, students, and teacher unions the 

least appropriate evaluators, arguing that these groups lack 

sufficient knowledge to provide valid assessments. 

Principals echoed these concerns, noting that students and 

unions often make subjective judgments, either 

overemphasizing weaknesses or dismissing performance, 

and that unions’ involvement could politicize the 

evaluation process. 

Parents, in contrast, endorsed a broader evaluative role 

for non-professionals (Figure 4). While 60% agreed 

teachers should self-evaluate, 94% supported external 

authority involvement. Over half of parents believed they 

themselves (52%) and students (58%) should actively 

contribute to evaluations. They emphasized that 

meaningful assessment requires parental input on teachers’ 

engagement and their children’s learning experiences. 

Principals acknowledged this perspective, recognizing that 

although student evaluations may not always be fully 

objective, they provide valuable insights and should be 

included in the educational process. 

Qualitative findings highlighted two key themes. The 

first, “legitimacy versus expertise,” reflects the view that 

evaluations should be conducted by those with professional 

teaching knowledge, while also recognizing parents’ role 

in providing contextual insight (“Evaluation should be 

done by people who understand teaching, not outsiders” – 

Teacher; “Parents should have a voice—we are part of the 

educational process” – Parent). The second, “fear of 

politicization,” explained the shared opposition to union 

involvement: “Unions would turn evaluation into a 

political battlefield” (Principal). 

These findings indicate that effective teacher evaluation 

requires a balanced approach that integrates professional 

expertise, external accountability, and meaningful 

stakeholder input while minimizing bias and political 

interference. 

4.5. Methods for Evaluating Teachers' Work 

The evaluation of teacher performance increasingly 

relies on multi-method approaches, recognizing that no 

single method can fully capture the complexity of 

teaching. Concerning direct classroom observation, only 

58% of teachers and 52% of parents considered it an 

appropriate evaluation method. While classroom 

monitoring has historically been one of the most common 

evaluation techniques, concerns about its reliability persist. 

These concerns reflect well-documented limitations, 

including artificiality and low inter-rater reliability. 

 

Figure 3.  Teachers’ opinions about who should be authorized to evaluate their work? 
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Figure 4.  Parents’ opinions about who should be authorized to evaluate teachers’ work? 

In contrast, teacher interviews were supported by 64% 

of teachers and 88% of parents as a more comprehensive 

assessment tool. Interviews offer notable adaptability; as 

Opfer & Pedder [6] explain, they can reveal teachers’ core 

perceptions and provide a framework for in-depth 

discussion of their views on the educational process. 

Interviews allow evaluators to explore nuanced and 

complex aspects of teachers’ educational practices, 

capturing elements that observation alone may miss. 

Statistical analysis confirmed the significance of this 

preference (t ≈ -3.02, p < .01). 

Video-recording of lessons, however, elicited divergent 

responses. While a majority of parents viewed it 

positively, most teachers (80%) rejected it. Teachers cited 

intrusiveness and increased anxiety as key concerns, 

reflecting the “face-threatening” nature of being recorded. 

Watching oneself perform poorly may threaten 

self-esteem, particularly for less experienced teachers. 

Nonetheless, video recording offers objectivity and the 

potential for rich, situated analysis of teaching practices. 

The theme of “intrusiveness vs. objectivity” emerged 

strongly in qualitative feedback: teachers felt pressure and 

behavioral changes during recordings, whereas parents 

valued its impartial insight. Statistical analysis confirmed 

this disparity (t ≈ -5.45, p < .001). 

Self-evaluation reports, principals’ evaluations, and 

teacher portfolios received broadly positive reactions. 

Both teachers (70%) and parents (72%) favored portfolios, 

which are praised for capturing the complexity and 

individuality of teaching. It highlights their usefulness in 

documenting growth over time, while Pastore [7] 

describes portfolios as collections of work samples that 

support reflection, feedback, and flexible assessment. 

Portfolios can demonstrate changes in teaching style, rigor 

in academic standards, and student perceptions, providing 

a comprehensive overview of teachers’ lesson plans, 

materials, and pedagogical practices. 

Students’ feedback was met with moderate enthusiasm 

from teachers (54%), who regarded it as useful but 

insufficient on its own. Parents, however, strongly 

supported student involvement, with 90% endorsing it. As 

Chen et al. [14] observe, parents view students’ opinions 

as valuable indicators of teaching quality. The 

overarching theme of “contextual validity” emerged from 

qualitative analyses, emphasizing the need for diverse 

evaluation tools: “You need different tools… one method 

alone cannot capture teaching,” noted a principal. 

Overall, the findings underscore a clear preference for 

multi-method evaluation systems. Interviews and 

portfolios, in particular, received strong support from both 

teachers and parents, reflecting the need to balance 

objectivity, contextual richness, and comprehensiveness 

in assessing teacher performance. 

4.6. Assessment Criteria in the STE Process 

The study examined the assessment criteria against 

which teachers’ performance is evaluated. As shown in 

Figures 5 and 6, almost all respondents agreed that 

establishing a minimum number of criteria is essential for 

ensuring the validity and transparency of the evaluation 

process. Beyond the quantity of criteria, creating a 

replicable protocol and standardizing rating procedures are 

crucial for fairness and consistency in teacher evaluation. 

Both teachers and parents emphasized that STE should 

primarily consider teachers’ command of their subject 

content and the breadth of their teaching approaches. These 

two criteria are closely interrelated, as “effective teachers 

not only know the subject matter they intend their students 

to learn but also know the misconceptions their students 

bring to the classroom”. 

Pedagogical competence and professionalism emerged 

as additional key components of evaluation. The focus on 

pedagogical competence reflects parents’ strong interest in 

the quality of teacher-student interactions within 

emotionally safe and stimulating learning environments. 

Pedagogical competence also entails a reflective and 

critical approach to subject-based teaching and learning, 

linking directly to a teacher’s professional identity. 

Professionalism, on the other hand, refers to adherence to a 

code of conduct and effective collaboration with 

colleagues, school principals, students, and parents. 

According to school principals, “a strong professional 

ethic is a basic aspect of teachers’ everyday performance.” 
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Figure 5.  Teachers’ opinions in relation to the assessment criteria 

Figure 6.  Parents’ opinions in relation to the assessment criteria 

In contrast, participation in continuing professional 

development (CPD) received comparatively lower ratings 

from teachers. This outcome appears partially shaped by 

the centralized, exam-oriented Greek educational system, 

which emphasizes programmatic uniformity and often 

undervalues ongoing professional learning. Qualitative 

data highlighted the tension between professional ideals 

and systemic constraints: 

“We value professional development, but the system 

doesn’t really support it.” (Teacher)  

“There is little time or incentive for continuous learning.” 

(Teacher)  

Overall, both teachers and parents strongly supported 

core criteria such as content knowledge, pedagogical 

competence, teaching practices, and professionalism. 

However, the lower valuation of CPD indicates a gap 

between policy expectations and the institutional realities 

of the Greek educational context. 

4.7. Access to the Results of STE 

In broad terms, all respondents agreed on the key 

stakeholders who should have access to the STE results. 

Both teachers and parents emphasized that evaluation 

outcomes should be reviewed not only by internal 

stakeholders, such as teachers and school principals, but 

also by external agents, including educational consultants 

or relevant authorities. Principals echoed this view, noting 

that: 

“Teachers themselves should have access to the results 

of STE in order to be fully aware of their strengths and 

weaknesses […]”  

“Principals should also have access to the results of the 

evaluation process because they can function as a link 

between teachers’ needs and the wider school 

community […]” 

“The director of the regional educational department as 

well as the educational consultants, should be aware of 

the evaluation outcomes in order to monitor teachers’ 

progress”. 

However, significant divergence emerged regarding 

public access to the evaluation results. A Chi-square test 

confirmed this difference (χ² ≈ 18.60, p < .001), with 90% 

of teachers opposing public disclosure while 60% of 

parents supported it. Teachers argued that public release of 

the results risks judging them based on a single snapshot, 

ignoring the multitude of ways they support students daily. 

Teacher unions further highlighted that partial 

confidentiality prevents public shaming and undue blame. 

Conversely, parents perceived selective sharing of results 
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as indicative of a “contrived collegiality” strategy and 

maintained that they have a right to know how schools 

perform. 

Qualitative analysis revealed the overarching theme of 

“controlled transparency,” reflecting the view that 

evaluation results should be used primarily internally 

rather than for public comparison. A related sub-theme, 

“fear of public accountability,” underscored teachers’ 

concern that public exposure could reduce teaching to mere 

numbers and rankings. Representative statements 

included:  

“Evaluation results should be used internally, not for 

public comparison” (Teacher),  

“Parents have the right to know how schools perform” 

(Parent). 

4.8. A Context-Sensitive Greek STE Model 

Synthesizing the quantitative and qualitative findings, 

this study advances a hybrid, trust-based student/teacher 

evaluation framework tailored to the Greek educational 

context. The proposed model is organized around five 

interrelated dimensions. First, it promotes a balanced 

purpose, integrating accountability with professional 

development in order to reconcile traditionally competing 

functions of evaluation. Moreover, it adopts a multi-level 

structure, combining internal self-evaluation processes of a 

formative nature with external validation mechanisms that 

operate as low-stakes summative components. 

Furthermore, the model employs a multi-method approach, 

incorporating diverse tools such as professional portfolios, 

structured interviews, classroom observation, and student 

feedback, thereby enhancing the validity and 

comprehensiveness of evaluation practices.  

It also emphasizes a trust-centred implementation, 

grounded in confidentiality, dialogic engagement, and 

sustained professional support, aiming to mitigate 

resistance and foster teacher agency. Finally, the 

framework foregrounds contextual adaptation, aligning 

evaluation processes with key socio-cultural characteristics 

of the Greek context, including patterns of institutional 

trust and relatively high uncertainty avoidance. 

In doing so, the model extends existing literature by 

operationalizing the integration of evaluative purposes 

within a historically informed and culturally responsive 

framework. It addresses persistent stakeholder tensions 

while also responding to systemic constraints, offering a 

feasible and contextually attuned approach to evaluation 

reform in Greece. 

5. Conclusions 

5.1. Summary of Insights 

This study set out to explore school teacher evaluation 

within the Greek educational context by examining 

stakeholders’ perceptions of its purposes, methods, 

assessment criteria, and consequences. The findings 

indicate that, despite historically entrenched resistance 

linked to past inspection practices, there is widespread 

recognition among teachers, parents, and principals that 

STE is both necessary and potentially beneficial for 

improving educational quality and student learning 

outcomes. 

At the same time, the research reveals a persistent 

tension between the developmental and accountability 

functions of teacher evaluation. Teachers predominantly 

conceptualise STE as a formative mechanism aimed at 

professional growth, reflective practice, and instructional 

improvement, while parents tend to frame evaluation as a 

means of ensuring accountability and safeguarding 

educational standards. This divergence underscores the 

difficulty of integrating improvement and accountability 

within a single evaluation framework, particularly in a 

highly centralised educational system such as that of 

Greece. 

Importantly, the study identifies core conditions under 

which STE can be rendered effective and legitimate: 

clearly defined and reliable assessment criteria, the 

triangulation of multiple evaluation methods, a climate of 

trust and respect, and transparent communication among 

all members of the school community. Evaluation systems 

perceived as opaque, punitive, or disconnected from 

teachers’ real professional needs risk exacerbating stress, 

fear, and resistance, thereby undermining their 

developmental potential. 

Overall, the findings suggest that the successful 

implementation of STE in Greece depends less on 

technical design alone and more on the cultivation of a 

shared evaluative culture that balances accountability with 

support, promotes professional learning, and aligns 

evaluation outcomes with meaningful opportunities for 

teacher development and school improvement. 

5.2. Policy Implications 

The findings have significant implications for 

educational policy, teacher professional development, and 

systemic reform. Policymakers are encouraged to 

implement structured and transparent teacher evaluation 

frameworks that clearly define assessment criteria, 

performance standards, and measurable outcomes. Such 

frameworks should be accompanied by comprehensive 

guidance on the evaluation process to ensure consistency 

and fairness across schools and regions. 

Professional development programs should be 

strategically designed to enhance the evaluative skills of 

administrators and peer reviewers, enabling them to 

provide constructive, actionable feedback that supports 

teacher growth. Furthermore, policies should emphasize 

collaborative involvement of teachers in designing, 

reviewing, and refining evaluation systems, as teacher 

participation can increase buy-in, reduce resistance, and 

foster a culture of continuous professional learning. 
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Additionally, policymakers should consider integrating 

evaluation outcomes with targeted support mechanisms, 

such as mentorship programs, peer coaching, and 

differentiated professional development, to ensure that 

evaluations translate into meaningful improvement rather 

than punitive measures. Finally, the study underscores the 

importance of monitoring and iterative adjustment of 

evaluation policies, allowing systems to respond 

dynamically to feedback from educators and evolving 

educational priorities. 

5.3. Research Limitations 

This study presents several limitations that should be 

considered when interpreting the findings. Firstly, the 

sample was limited to a specific region, which may 

constrain the generalizability of the results to other 

educational settings, such as schools with different 

demographic, socio-economic, or institutional 

characteristics. Secondly, the study relied primarily on 

self-reported data, which is inherently subjective and may 

be influenced by social desirability bias or participants’ 

perceptions at a single point in time. Thirdly, the research 

employed a cross-sectional design, limiting the ability to 

examine causal relationships between teacher attitudes and 

the outcomes of evaluation systems. Finally, the study 

focused predominantly on teachers’ perspectives, without 

incorporating evaluators’ viewpoints, administrative 

policies, or classroom observation data, which could 

provide a more holistic understanding of the evaluation 

process. Acknowledging these limitations highlights the 

need for caution in generalizing the results and underscores 

areas for methodological refinement in future research. 

5.4. Future Research Recommendations 

Future research should address the limitations identified 

in this study to advance understanding of teacher 

evaluation systems. Longitudinal designs are particularly 

recommended, as they would enable the examination of 

causal relationships between evaluation practices, teacher 

attitudes, and student outcomes over time. Such designs 

could also reveal how teachers’ perceptions evolve in 

response to policy reforms or professional development 

interventions. 

Expanding research to diverse educational contexts, 

including private schools, rural and urban settings, and 

different educational systems, would enhance the 

generalizability of findings and identify context-specific 

challenges or best practices. Qualitative approaches, such 

as in-depth interviews, focus groups, or case studies, could 

provide richer insights into the experiences, motivations, 

and concerns of both teachers and evaluators, highlighting 

factors that facilitate or hinder effective evaluation. 

Finally, future studies should explore the integration of 

multi-source evaluation data, including classroom 

observations, student feedback, and administrative records, 

to develop a more comprehensive understanding of 

evaluation effectiveness. Comparative studies examining 

the impact of different evaluation models across regions or 

countries could also inform policy decisions and contribute 

to evidence-based improvements in teacher evaluation 

systems globally. 
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