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Judging Student Teacher Effectiveness: A Systematic Review of 
Literature

By SARAH K. ANDERSON , School of Education, University of Glasgow, Glasgow, 
UK, SEVDA OZSEZER-KURNUC, School of Education, University of Glasgow, 
Glasgow, UK; Turkish Ministry of National Education and PINKY JAIN , Carnegie 
School of Education, Leeds Beckett University, Leeds, UK

ABSTRACT: This paper reports on a systematic literature review to under-
stand better methodologies and data collection tools used to judge student 
teaching effectiveness, ways in which validity and reliability are considered, 
the processes involved in assessing new teaching effectiveness within teacher 
education programmes, and how evaluation and results are used to judge 
readiness to teach. The accurate and consistent judgement of teaching 
competence during and at completion of preparation continues to be an 
area of increasing interest and concern. The PRISMA review process identi-
fied 45 key papers. An in-depth analysis underscored several crucial factors, 
such as the challenge of ensuring the reliability of judgements within 
dynamic educational environments and the need for broader understanding 
and applications of reliability and dependability when making judgements. 
The findings of this systematic literature review hold implications that merit 
consideration by teacher education programmes for processes to judge 
teaching effectiveness. The analysis also highlighted the intricacies inherent 
in evaluating teaching effectiveness, alongside ongoing discourse regarding 
the criteria and measures for judging competence of student teachers.

Keywords: educator preparationteacher education programmesjudgemen-
treliabilityvalidityinitial teacher education

1. INTRODUCTION

Evaluation of student teachers’ readiness to teach is a central component of high- 
quality teacher preparation, which is often assessed during practice placements in 
schools. The accurate and consistent judgement of teaching competence during 
preparation continues to be an area of increasing interest and concern (Asher, 2018; 
Haigh et al., 2013; Schmoker, 2023; Seidenberg, 2017), particularly during this era of 
high accountability and increased scrutiny of student teacher preparation. Darling- 
Hammond (2017) argued that there is a robust relationship between high-performing 
school education systems, the quality of student teachers, and robust intellectual and 
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professional barriers to admission into the profession. Such ‘appropriate’ barriers 
include effective assessment of pre-service and early career teachers. Hattie (2023) 
stated that while teacher education programmes claim to have a comprehensive set of 
core attributes to determine competence, this core remains different across providers 
and systems in a state that Levine (2006, p. 109) labelled ‘unruly’ and ‘disordered’. 
Raths and Lyman (2003) suggested that many student teachers manage to pass into 
the profession despite manifesting significant incompetence due to failures of profes-
sional agreement as to what constitutes a judgement of competence.

An inspection approach continues to take shape and dominate discourse in 
teacher education, in what has been referred to as a crisis in teacher education 
provision (Mutton and Burns, 2024). This has sparked discord amongst teachers 
and teacher educators alike concerning perceived disproportionate levels of 
accountability in the form of high-stakes observations and evaluations, and 
performative measures during preparation, including those used in decision- 
making for entry into the profession. Interestingly, in a review of 32 studies by 
Klassen and Kim (2019), findings revealed only small correlations of both 
academic and non-academic criteria during preparation as predictors of later 
teacher effectiveness. Research by Sandholtz and Shea (2011) contested the 
accuracy of supervisors’ judgements of student teacher performance questioning 
the reliability of determinations of readiness to teach. Indeed, Haigh and Ell 
(2014) found that university and classroom-based teacher mentors take an 
‘idiosyncratic approach’ (p. 19) to reaching decisions about teaching, and 
even where judges have a shared vision of quality teaching, significantly 
different findings often emerged. Such failures of agreement are not uncommon 
and can be attributed to a range of factors (i.e., contextual differences, time 
constraints, and asymmetric attributions of importance). There are implications 
from this variability and dissensus amongst judgement-making to be explored. 
Amongst complicating factors shared across the UK is the increasing reliance 
on adjunct and school-based supervisors and a perceived disconnect between 
theory and practice. The integration of theory and application during practical 
experiences in schools remains an abiding concern for systems globally with 
judgements as to effective practice and their concomitant criteria at its centre 
(Conroy et al., 2013).

Rather than see this as an enduring problem, this systematic literature 
review seeks to understand better methodologies and data collection tools 
used to judge teaching effectiveness of student teachers, ways in which 
validity and reliability are considered, the processes involved in assessing 
new teaching effectiveness within teacher education programmes (TEPs), 
and how evaluation and results are used to judge readiness to teach. The aim 
is to better inform practices in teacher education, the experience of evaluators 
and student teachers, and to contribute to the conversation around what 
teaching quality means. This article reports results of a substantial and sys-
tematic review on judging teaching effectiveness and factors impacting 
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reliability and validity. The review is part of a multi-phased study which also 
included a comparative policy analysis of teaching standards and a descriptive 
multiple-case study with mixed-methods data collected. In other scholarly 
works, we report on the outcomes of the larger study informed by this 
systematic review (Anderson et al., 2023). In this review, we shed light on 
prevailing trends and identified gaps in the literature, guiding areas that 
demand further investigation.

2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Social judgement theory (SJT) as a system-orientated perspective of understanding 
human judgement in specific ecological circumstances supported and informed the 
overall project inclusive of this review (Cooksey, 1996; Hammond et al., 1977). As 
a framework, SJT guides enquiry through eight stages: conceptualise the judgement 
problem, understand the ecology, identify relevant cues and dimensions for judge-
ment, sample cue profiles, sample judges, obtain judgements, capture policies, and 
compare policies (Cooksey, 1996). This systematic review was explicitly intended to 
address stage one, to conceptualise the nature of the problem (i.e., judging teaching 
effectiveness), and the evidence utilised for making those judgement decisions. Thus, 
the approach maintained recognition of the complexities of exploring judgements. 
This multi-phased project recognised that judgement is both a cognitive act and 
a socially positioned practice (Allal, 2013). Therefore, judgement of student teachers’ 
performance will be dependent on a myriad of factors, including complex surround-
ings, normed teaching standards, and variations in decision-making and evaluation 
tools. This acknowledgement informed the selection of search terms, consideration of 
researcher positionality, and the iterative approach to analysis.

3. METHODOLOGY

To better conceptualise what SJT notes as the ‘judgement problem’, this review sets 
out to explore the most recent evidence related to nature of student teacher judge-
ment in both UK and international contexts in addition to documenting methodo-
logical tendencies. A systematic literature review can be considered ‘the most 
reliable and comprehensive summary about “what works” in a given field’ (Van 
Der Knaap et al., 2008, p. 49) and was thus chosen. The review was conducted 
using the PRISMA framework (Page et al., 2021), while also following established 
methods of systematic review from Bryman (2016). The review process was guided 
by three key questions, which played a vital role in identifying search terms and 
establishing inclusion and exclusion criteria:

● What types of evidence are used to make judgements of teaching 
effectiveness?
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● What is the nature of reliability and validity of evaluations/tools used to 
judge student teachers?

● How are results of judgements of teaching effectiveness used in the 
research literature?

Search Strategy and Inclusion Criteria
The search was conducted in January 2023 and utilised electronic searches 
across 19 education-focused databases using specified terms (see Appendix A 
in Anderson et al., 2024). To be included in this review, texts had to meet the 
following inclusion criteria: 

● peer-reviewed;
● English language and published within or outside of the UK;
● published from 2010 to 2023;
● address a relevant aspect regarding the nature of student teacher judge-

ment related to:
○ how student teachers are evaluated in their teaching practice;
○ criteria used to judge teaching effectiveness;
○ validity and trustworthiness of evaluation instruments;
○ relationships between rater groups (i.e., classroom teachers, university staff);
○ related to rater’s judgement of student teachers;

● demonstrate high-quality methods (i.e., presence of research question, 
alignment between methodology, analysis, findings, and conclusions);

● pertaining to initial teacher education.

A ten-year parameter was considered but expanded to account for impact of the 
Covid pandemic years. The review therefore did not include any pre-print or in 
press publications, non-peer reviewed articles, book chapters, books, or govern-
ment documents. Searches were not limited by research methodology, encom-
passing a range of empirical and non-empirical studies, such as those which 
utilized secondary analysis of programmatic and administrative data.

Screening Literature
Studies were screened in a multi-step process (see Figure 1) to identify 
relevant literature. The second author conducted the database search and 
retrieved the studies, and the first author confirmed results. Studies were 
exported to the Rayyan software application to facilitate the screening 
processes (Ouzzani et al., 2016); irrelevant papers were excluded by 
screening abstracts and titles. A total of 632 peer-reviewed articles were 
retrieved; 601 were identified as an initial sample with 31 duplicates 
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removed. Abstracts and titles of these were screened and reviewed by 
the second author; 555 were excluded based on unanimous agreement of 
first and second author. There was an initial disagreement regarding the 
inclusion of seven papers, which was successfully resolved through dis-
cussion. The process resulted in a high percentage agreement of 98.8% 
among the authors and Cohen’s Kappa coefficient was calculated at 0.91, 
indicating ‘almost perfect agreement’. Following this, 46 publications were 
deemed suitable for full-text screening and review for relevance and 
quality. One study was excluded due to lacking research purpose, ques-
tions, and clear methodology. Screening led to inclusion of 45 studies 
which underwent full summary and extraction. These studies are referred 
to in the text, Table 1, and Appendix B by number (see Appendix B in 
Anderson et al., 2024 for full citations).

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram of screening (adapted from Page et al., 2021)
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Data Extraction
Data was extracted from each paper into a summary frame developed specifi-
cally for this review which included citation, study aim(s), research question(s), 
research focus, evaluation context, methodology, and findings (see Anderson et 
al., 2024). Next, data were organised into a chart which is included as Table 1; 
themes and subthemes were added after analysis.

Analysis
A total of 45 studies were deemed suitable for thematic analysis according to 
Braun and Clarke’s (2006) Six-Step Framework. Analysis involved the follow-
ing steps: familiarisation with data, creating initial codes, searching for themes, 
appraising themes, naming themes, and producing the report. This process 
identified initial recurring themes which were examined iteratively and colla-
boratively by first and second authors. Themes were cross-checked with each 
study’s focus, which helped to validate and clarify alignment of decisions. The 
results of each study were summarised under the inductively identified themes 
and sub-themes (see third column of Table 1). Results were audited by 
the second author three times and one time by the third author to ensure 
accuracy. Employing this process ensured a rigorous and thorough account of 
the findings (King, 2004).

Ethical Considerations
Commensurate with a systematic literature review, ethical considerations relate 
primarily to transparency of processes for reproducibility and to researcher bias. 
Creation and adherence to the PRISMA protocols also increased trustworthiness of 
the research (Snyder, 2019). Making research public and open to critique was another 
method for establishing credibility (McDonagh, 2016). The review was presented at 
two conferences; sharing early interpretations and themes allowed analysis to be 
refined through questioning and critique. During the process, the third author served 
in the role of a ‘critical friend’ (Herr and Anderson, 2015) who engaged in debriefing 
conversations throughout the search, extraction, and analysis processes. The brack-
eting and reflective practices were used to address potential bias (Creswell, 2007). 
The use of bracketing involves a thorough, honest, and in-depth personal reflection 
throughout the research process. Brainstorming, repeated analysis, reintegration of 
meaning, and audits ensured that a high level of neutrality was achieved.

4. FINDINGS

The review identified 45 peer-reviewed articles that met established inclusion 
criteria. Table 1 provides a descriptive presentation of findings organised in 
response to the research questions.
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Country and Context of Data Collection
The papers located data collection predominately in the USA (56%, n = 25) 
followed by Pakistan (13%, n = 6), Germany (n = 2), and Malaysia (n = 2). 
Other countries with one study each included Canada, Chile, Indonesia, 
Mexico, New Zealand, and South Africa. Three studies did not have a country- 
specific context. One study (#2) was carried out within the context of two 
countries involving student teachers in Germany and Austria. No research was 
identified from the four UK home nations. When the study was about teacher 
education, this took place within the context of university-based teacher prepara-
tion programmes. The majority of research involved examination within a single 
TEP (n = 13) or multiple TEPs across universities in the same country (n = 10), 
followed by studies from multiple programmes within a single university (n = 6). 
Only one study involved multiple TEPs from different states or countries.

Methods and Participants
Quantitative (n = 20) and mixed (n = 14) research methods were prominent, 
followed by studies relying solely on qualitative methods (n = 11). Of those 11 
qualitative studies, only six were empirical studies, while five were scholarly 
written non-empirical studies. Non-empirical studies were identified as not 
based on systematic data collection and/or analysis. Instead, they relied on 
conventional literature and the authors’ own experiences and scholarship. 
Thereby, a majority of studies were empirically driven (n = 40, empirically 
driven quantitative = 20, empirically driven mixed = 14, empirically driven 
qualitative = 6). A notable portion of studies (n = 19) relied solely on primary 
data collection, while others used only secondary evidence (n = 11). Ten studies 
employed a combination of both primary and secondary methods. Sources of 
data in empirical studies (n = 40) revealed that almost half drew upon data from 
university-based teacher educators (n = 17), followed by student teachers 
(n = 13) and school-based mentor teachers (n = 10). Data collected from these 
participants typically took the form of participant views, experiences, and 
assessments of student and teacher evaluation tools, or involved the ratings of 
student teachers and mentor teachers.

Studies which involved primary data employed a variety of data collection 
tools, including evaluation instruments, surveys, interviews, focus group dis-
cussions, think-aloud data, and feedback forms. Two almost equally favoured 
instruments were evaluation instruments (n = 17), encompassing fabricated (i.e., 
created for research purposes), emerging (i.e., in development stage) and 
authenticated versions (i.e., actively in use in TEPs) to elicit judgements and 
ratings on students and teachers as well as questionnaires (n = 14). Primary data 
collection involved obtaining direct verbal views and feedback (n = 10) through 
interviews (n = 5), engaging in focus group discussions (n = 5), and employing 
think-aloud data (n = 1). Written views and feedback (n = 7) were collected 
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through qualitative comments as a part of questionnaires (n = 5), feedback form 
(n = 1), and reflective commentary (n = 1). Studies drawing on secondary data 
used ready evaluation outputs (i.e., ratings assigned to a student teacher), 
documents (i.e., programme information), administrative data (i.e., student 
teacher’s ethnicity), and existing literature. Evaluation outputs (n = 12) encom-
passed data, results, and reports from evaluations, followed by document 
reviews (n = 5) involving an examination of teacher education programme 
documents and course work.

Prevalence of Research Focus and Domains
Three main research foci were identified and are presented (see third column of 
Table 1): validity (n = 25), reliability (n = 13), and judgement making of teach-
ing effectiveness (n = 7). Notably, some studies addressed multiple foci; in such 
cases, the primary focus was utilised for determining prevalence, and the 
secondary focus was recorded. Majority of studies focused on construct validity 
(n = 8), followed by face validity (n = 6), consequential validity (n = 6), 
predictive validity (n = 4) and content validity (n = 1). Studies mainly focused 
on reliability of judgement specifically aimed to identify consensus and con-
sistencies in judgement amongst raters (n = 9). However, only few directly 
focused on internal consistency reliability (n = 2) and influences on rater 
reliability and how to improve it (n = 2). Amongst these studies, no study 
directly addressed the rater’s reasonings, but three studies identified rater’s 
reasonings with an intention to explain reliability (see #23, 29, 36). Studies 29 
and 36 included interviews with raters for their reasoning in an examination of 
interrater reliability (IRR) and Study 23 employed a statistical analysis of 
independent sample t-tests to examine relationships between administrators’ 
accuracy on scoring connected to reasoning strategies. Studies focused on 
judgement making of teaching effectiveness focused on instrument implementa-
tion and result use (n = 4), instrument development (n =2), and instrument 
structure (n = 1).

Evaluation Instruments
Eleven instruments used to judge teaching effectiveness were identified (see 
Table 1 column four). Evaluation instruments developed by TEP faculty (n = 5) 
and the adopted instruments (n = 5) were the most prominent followed by 
instruments modified by TEPs (n = 1). Adopted evaluation tools were either 
a product of an educational research centre (such as edTPA) or of independent 
researchers (e.g., CLASS, STP). Amongst eleven tools, those grounded in profes-
sional standards (n = 5) were the most prominent, followed by those based on 
national or state standards (n = 4). By design, teaching evaluation-focused tools (i. 
e., instructional performance) were the most prominent (n = 8), followed by those 
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focused on teaching dispositions (n = 3). However, a closer look revealed that 
some instruments, aside from their main focus on teaching effectiveness, also 
contained elements of disposition (e.g., the competence tool in Study 1, STP in 
Study 30). During implemantation stage, evaluation results were predominatly 
used for, or to contribute to, summative decision-making; efforts to support growth 
with progress oriented formative feedback, tailored support and monitoring were 
rare. Notably, of these tools, two focused on dispositional growth and one focused 
on growth in teaching effectiveness. Assessment methods including a combination 
of self-assessment and observation (n = 4), and portfolio/student teacher work (n =  
4) were the most common followed by observations alone (n = 2). One implemen-
tation distinctively incorporated peer assessment in conjunction with observation.

Reliability
Reliability signifies consistent or dependable results. Examination revealed 
a number of findings related to the nature of reliability of judgements of 
teaching effectiveness focused within four key areas: internal consistency relia-
bility, inter-rater reliability, influences on rater reliability, and proposed ways to 
improve reliability.

Internal Consistency Reliability
Internal consistency reflects the extent to which items within an evaluation 
instrument measure the same construct, in this case, teaching effectiveness. 
Overall, researchers tend to prioritise internal consistency reliability testing 
more frequently than other reliability tests in the represented studies. Several 
studies revealed that consistencies and accuracies in assessments tend to be 
more prevalent in holistic scoring rather than analytic scoring across raters 
and time (#23, 26, 31, and 35), suggesting scores may be more reliable when 
utilised in a holistic manner (#31). In Study 28, the degree of consistency 
amongst items of the T-TESS rubric considered the statistical properties and 
the extent to which it differentiated student teachers on teaching quality. 
Further, in Study 31 it was noted that certain elements may have been harder 
to rate than others, but that differences in administrators’ reasoning were not 
related to accuracy. A number of studies looked to ensure dependable and 
consistent results in the same setting with the same type of subjects 
(#11, 23, 41).

Interrater Reliability (IRR)
Several studies involved examination of inter-rater reliability considering the 
consistency of the judgements of several raters. Some studies confirmed 
instances of interrater agreement and consistency (#23, 24, 25, 31, 34, 35, and 
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36). A majority of studies employed descriptive statistics using either exact or 
partial percentage agreement or comparing raters’ scores with an identified 
‘true’ score (#23, 31, 34, and 36). Studies which calculated IRR with advanced 
statistics techniques (i.e., Cohen Kappa) were less prevalent (#26 and 29). One 
study (#25) calculated a Chi-square test to examine the match between raters. 
One study considered ‘similarity in mean scores’ as evidence for IRR (#35), and 
another used qualitative interview data as evidence estimating IRR (#9). 
Measures such as Cohen’s kappa and intra-class correlations were recom-
mended for accurate reporting (#29). Several studies revealed that where there 
are consistencies in assessments, these might stem from raters’ preferences and 
mindset in the form of clustered ratings around a limited range of available 
scoring options (#9, 35, 36).

Other studies revealed inconsistencies and disagreements between raters (#9, 
23, 25, 26, 29, 31, and 35). Analysis identified two notable patterns emerging. 
Student teachers tended to rate themselves lower than peers and mentors (#36), yet 
their self-ratings, in comparison to university-based teacher educators, were either 
similar (#25 and 35) or lower (#36). The second pattern noted that mentor teacher 
ratings were almost always higher than both student teacher (#35) and university- 
based teacher educators (#9 and 35). The review also noted inconsistencies 
between school-based mentors and university-based teacher educators (#9 and 
26). In Study 35, statistically significant similarities in overall mean scores 
between student teachers and supervising faculty regarding professional disposi-
tions were found. The study also noted statistically significant higher rating from 
mentor teachers over university-based teacher educators not only at one point in 
time but also across time. This was deemed an important finding as mentors were 
noted as ‘professional teachers in the field observing the actual teaching practices 
and dispositions of teacher candidates’ (#35, p. 128).

A student teacher’s active involvement in self-evaluating effectiveness cre-
ated additional opportunities for growth, in particular when self-reported ratings 
were deliberated alongside mentors and university teacher educators demon-
strating triangulation (#15 and 35). This fostered student teachers’ autonomy, 
self-reflection, and self-monitor practices (#15 and 39). Study 13 further evi-
denced engagement with evaluation feedback as supportive. In Study 28, the use 
of triangulation was evident through focus group discussions to confirm ques-
tionnaire results.

Influences on Rater Reliability
Analysis revealed a widely shared objective in evaluating teaching to ensure 
that judgements are considered accurate and reliable. Studies exemplified incon-
sistencies and inaccuracies in judgement due to factors stemming from ratee, 
rater, tool characteristics, deployment of evaluation, and the choice of methods 
used to determine reliability and validity. Interestingly, a masking effect of 
quantitative data over qualitative data was evidenced in Study 2 which appeared 
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to suggest that utilisation of qualitative data could unearth biases in rater’s 
judgement in some cases in contrast to quantitative data thus arguing for the 
use of multiple sources of evidence. Analysis also revealed that poor IRR might 
be related to measurement approaches. For example, it could stem from 
a restricted range in rating scale (#35) such as having only three options leaving 
little room for variability and actually leading to consistently high ratings (#29, 
35). IRR was found to also potentially be related to having a binary mindset 
(i.e., satisfactory, unsatisfactory) even if the scales include a greater range to 
potentially avoid conflict with other ratees (#16 and 21). It was also found that 
some judgements were made using non-scoring criteria aspects such as experi-
ence from conducting other evaluations and own teaching experience (#23).

In Study 2, a student teacher’s gender was found to be unrelated to evalua-
tion of the teacher’s skills, causing no bias. Societal groups the ratee belonged to 
(e.g., ethnicity) influenced judgement in two studies (#23 and 36). And while 
ethnicity significantly affected outcomes like edTPA pass rates (#12), it was not 
a significant factor in each context, for example in Study 21 which involved 
principle ratings. Nonetheless, there was a call to address bias against student 
teachers from minority backgrounds (#12 and 15). Also, raters themselves – 
who they are, their cognitive processes, social background, personal beliefs, 
preferences, or prejudices – are argued to influence judgement (#11 and 23). 
Study 23 showed that deviating from formally designated tasks led to subjective 
personal conclusions that may not accurately reflect the teacher’s actual 
effectiveness.

Improving Reliability
The most widely taken action to improve reliability has been the standardisation 
of sources, scoring, and criteria (#33 and 41) with the fundamental idea to 
exclude contextual influences (#33). However, standardisation did not guarantee 
evaluators made objective and reliable judgements (#4) and standardised assess-
ment tools were found to not always align within the context of specific subject 
areas (e.g., art teacher #33). Constructing measurable indicators for assessment 
was reported as important to mitigate potential subjectivity of judgements (#25), 
as some indicators were challenging to operationalise.

Training was one of the most frequent conclusions to achieve greater 
reliability and validity of judgements (#1, 26, 27 and 31) for all raters (#1, 4, 
26 and 31) and explicitly for mentors (#9). Suggestions of Study 31 recom-
mended more than one-time training was needed and also advised a quality 
control scoring session. Further studies specifically focused on the impact of 
training with pre- and post-training tests and concluded poor interrater agree-
ment (#29) or little to no improvement in interrater agreement (#34). Findings 
from Study 34 concluded IRR improved post-training for some evaluations (i.e., 
research paper, case study) but decreased for others (i.e., digital portfolio).
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Some empirical studies concluded training was not an effective solution 
(#23, 29, and 31). In Study 23, school administrators exhibited a variety of 
reasoning strategies to rationalise judgements. Interestingly, the findings indi-
cated variation in reasoning strategies did not influence the accuracy of ratings. 
Study 41 noted that evaluations of teaching have evolved to include methods 
such as peer assessment, self-assessment, portfolio assessment, and simulated 
teaching. The combination of supervisor observation with student teacher self- 
reporting has been suggested (#35 and 41) and could validate self-evaluations 
(#41). Other recommendations to improve reliability included multiple raters 
rather than a single rater (#24 and 35), employing a variety of assessment 
methods (#24), and assessing multiple times (#16 and 35). Portfolios of student 
teachers’ work have also been suggested (# 20) and are widely adopted in many 
TEPs (#20 and 41), especially in the USA. However, the intention of being 
student-centred has been found to be flawed by use for organisational needs 
such as quality assurance (#20).

Validity
Several studies examined the ways in which judgements of teaching reflect real 
situations, are adequate to measure what they intend to measure, and if instru-
ments fully represent what they aim to measure. In terms of instrument validity, 
face, content and construct validity emerged as the most frequently employed, 
while consequential validity was also evident. In Study 17, Classical Test 
Theory (CTT) was used, with authors arguing CTT as one of the most used 
tests in the field; the study also used the Rasch model to explore construct 
validity. In Study 7, an extensive validation process to develop a teaching 
effectiveness scale in higher education was carried out; efforts involved inter-
views, focus groups, subject matter experts, calculation of Content Validity 
Index (CVI), content validity ratio, and confirmatory factor analysis to ensure 
construct validity. Further studies also examined content validity through both 
Cohen’s Kappa Index and CVI, supported by face validity (#14). Further, Study 
38 involved in-service teacher relevance ratings stated as content-based evi-
dence for instrument validity. Factor analysis was also evident in establishing 
construct validity (#1, 3, 7, 11, 18, and 26).

Content of evaluation tools was underpinned by a combination of standards 
and evidence. The standards encompassed state and/or national standards (n = 3), 
professional standards from associations (n = 4), and TEP institutional standards 
or frameworks (n = 1). Further evidence used to establish validity came from 
internally generated original evidence such as need analysis (n = 4), prior aca-
demic research (n = 3; i.e., effective teacher qualities), a framework for teaching, 
and recommendations of professional organisations. In Study 4, researchers 
suggested validity could be compromised through a shifting in purpose from 
evaluating constructs of effective teaching for student teacher growth to 
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gatekeeping purposes. This leads to a shift where the evaluation itself becomes 
the focus of instruction (#33) causing a ‘teaching to the test’ approach (#4 and 33) 
that could weaken validity.

Findings revealed insufficient evidence pertaining to success in student 
teacher evaluations to predict subsequent teaching success (i.e., predictive 
validity). Certain measures and indicators, both prior to individuals entering 
teacher education and during preparation, were found to be valuable in predict-
ing the future effectiveness of teachers and others were not (#6 and 37). Some 
evaluation scores in certain subjects (i.e., reading edTPA) were shown to 
prevent ineffective teachers from entering the workforce (#12 and 24); others 
failed to predict teaching success in subjects such as mathematics (#12) and arts 
(#32). Research regarding edTPA, the most frequently used student teacher 
assessment tool identified in the review has yet to establish predictive validity. 
Using evaluation as a one-time gatekeeper was found to possibly screen out 
student teachers who would become effective teachers (#4).

A number of studies addressed concepts of face validity, examining if 
evaluations appear to measure what they are supposed to measure. Several 
studies included in this review revealed a notable sense of dissatisfaction with 
evaluations (# 4, 8, 10, and 16) indicating low confidence of student teachers 
and teacher educators to actively engage in evaluation processes. This was 
predominantly attributed to perceptions of evaluation tool’s lack of validity 
and reliability (#4, 8, 10 17, and 41). Low engagement with evaluation measures 
was also attributed to cultural insensitivity evident in the tools (#4 and 33), 
high-stake consequences linked to results (#4 and 12), and unclear and imprac-
tical evaluation tools (#8). In one study, this also led to school administrators 
identifying their own criteria, moving away from agreed standards-based indi-
cators of the evaluation tools to rely on their own (#23). Study 33 suggested 
a more radical approach, to grant autonomy to teacher educators and mentor 
teachers to choose contextually appropriate evaluation tools. Interestingly, 
a drive towards standardisation was found to potentially come at a cost, such 
as not considering programme values (#4), moving away from authentic, cultu-
rally responsive evaluation, or disregarding the real-time context of teacher– 
student relationships (#33).

5. DISCUSSION

The intricacies inherent in evaluating teaching effectiveness, alongside ongoing 
discourse regarding criteria for judging competence, were illuminated by the 
outcomes of this review. Exploration of the methods of evaluating teaching 
effectiveness has underscored several crucial factors, such as the challenge of 
ensuring the reliability of judgements within dynamic educational environ-
ments, understanding and applications of reliability and dependability and 
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consequential factors. The findings of this systematic review hold implications 
that merit consideration by Teacher Education Programs (TEPs).

Features of Reliability and Validity in Judging Teaching Effectiveness
Examination of research domains in prior research showed a focus on 
reliability as the main research foci, followed by use of evaluations and 
interrogation per validity measure to create confidence in the judgement 
process. Investigations of content, construct and face validity were evident, 
yet very little regarding internal consistency. Most research was empiri-
cally driven and conducted in an individual, university-based TEP with 
little comparative analysis or understanding investigated across systems 
evident. The types of evidence used to make judgements of teaching 
effectiveness involved results from a variety of sources, with the primary 
source being observations conducted by university-based teacher educators 
followed by information from students themselves. Input from school- 
based mentor teachers was less common.

The individuals who conduct judgements included university-based super-
visors, mentor teachers, a combination of these two, self-evaluation, and peer 
evaluation. Student teacher contributions were prominently visible in the con-
text of formative evaluation; self-evaluations did not extend to the decision- 
making level. Discrepancy between how student teachers rate themselves and 
how they are assessed by peers, mentors, and university-based teacher educators 
may be less relevant or directly relevant to the overall consistency of judge-
ments, depending on context.

Analysis of instruments further underscores the extensive diversity of 
indicators utilised to judge effective teaching. Teaching standards were often 
identified as the identified cues for judgement and to establish both content 
and construct validity. Standards provided the basis and rationale for judge-
ments that are made, and these judgements are made by professionals who 
know what the standards are and contextualise application. It is noted, 
however, that during any lesson observation, some standards may not be 
observable or met bringing question to construct validity. Tools were 
designed mostly in the form of scale or rubric and were almost equally 
employed in a formative or summative manner. Most evaluation tools were 
used for diagnosing and measuring growth followed by informing decisions 
regarding eligibility and licensure to screen out those who may not be ready 
to teach. Engagement of those who make judgements of teaching effective-
ness with evaluation has been influenced by the confidence in reliability and 
validity of judgements and tools, and not necessarily each measure or the 
indicators embedded in tools able to predict a student teacher’s future 
teaching.
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Considering Dependability
It is clear through the variety of ways researchers engage questions of validity 
and reliability that there is a constant interplay amongst how these are 
approached and how they are perceived by those engaged in the processes of 
evaluating teaching effectiveness. For example, an evaluation tool with high 
content and construct validity confirmed with advanced statistical modelling 
may not be used with fidelity and thus not yield reliable results. Additionally, 
IRR can be achieved regardless of accuracy of a measure; findings from this 
review support that compromised confidence in tools, process, or purpose can 
lead to more variability in judgement decisions. It could be argued that IRR may 
not be attainable, or perhaps even desirable, when judging teaching. While the 
same evaluation instrument may be used each time an observation of practice 
occurs, IRR is dependent on consistency of what is being measured. However, 
in teaching, the setting (Cooksey, 1996) (i.e., classroom environment, learner 
complexity, different schools, etc.) and subjects always change. It is within these 
concepts that social judgement theory (SJT) emerges to guide consideration of 
the diverse settings in which a demonstration of competency is judged. Neither 
ecological validity (i.e., the connections between judgement criteria and the 
cues used to make judgements) nor cue utilisation validity (i.e., the connection 
between the cues that are observed and the judges making decisions about 
student teachers) were really evident in the included studies except for 
Study #23.

Variability evidenced in these studies further reflects the complexity and 
uncertainty of the teaching endeavour and questions the desirability of standar-
disation and high-level objectivity. Perhaps, findings on the low influence of 
training to improve IRR and limit potential rater bias support a rethink around 
how reliability and validity are determined. There is a need for a holistic and 
balanced judgement strategy that enables decision-makers to consider various 
factors and does not overlook professional judgement and personal insights of 
raters or individuality of each student teacher. Perhaps moving from the cannon 
of quantitative language to that of trustworthiness and dependability is more 
fitting to judge a phenomenon that defies uniformity. Within studies included in 
this review, it was put forward that multiple raters could help mitigate variance 
in understanding and implementation of evaluations (#24), and multiple ratings 
could yet be concluded with a quantitative rating aggregation or interpretative 
qualitative approach. Ultimately what is desired is a reassurance that decisions 
made about student teachers are as valid and reliable as possible, thus a broader 
consideration of how this is determined may be useful.

Interestingly, the creditability of collective component parts of the entire 
process of judging teaching effectiveness was not evident amongst the research 
examined. Findings overall indicate a needed alignment of evidence used to 
make to make judgements of teaching effectiveness and two critical aspects 
(Haigh et al., 2013) of why these occur in the first place: to confirm that student 

28                     JUDGING TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS                     



teachers have the necessary personal qualities and relationships needed to 
assume independent responsibility of a classroom and that they can plan, 
teach, and assess for pupil learning.

Challenges in Complexity
As Cooksey (1996) noted and this systematic review re-confirmed, judgement- 
making appears to remain a best estimate of the right choice under specific 
constraints which always runs the risk of being in error. Furthermore, simultaneity 
of influences from different levels prompt variability (Martin et al., 2019), and 
even small influences (e.g., how an evaluator grounds a judgement they observe) 
can have a cascading, consequential effect (e.g., a student teacher receiving 
licensure or not). Even the simplest teacher decisions can have multiple causal 
pathways (Opfer and Pedder, 2011). The degree of ambiguity and variation with 
which decision-makers are able to cope amongst an intertwined set of probabil-
istic relationships indeed varies from one setting, TEP, or education system to the 
next. What is considered important to investigate and establish validity and 
reliability remains just as variable according to the literature. An interesting 
deliberation emerges to reconsider predictive validity and to persist to question 
whether TEPs should seek to guarantee particular outcomes (Cochran-Smith 
et al., 2014). There appears to be a continued need to mesh both professional 
standards and professional judgement when practices of student teachers are 
judged, and to continue to illuminate what is or should be considered legitimate 
knowledge in the process of teacher education.

As Biesta (2020) observed, effectiveness is considered a process value, and 
effective ‘for what’ and ‘for whom’ should be a consideration of TEPs in the 
exploration of judging effectiveness. It may prove useful during this era of high 
accountability and increased empirical scrutiny to reengage with educational 
purposes to better understand what is at stake for new teachers when judgements 
are made. To that end, Biesta’s (2015) three functions of education, qualifica-
tion, socialisation, and subjectification may prove applicable to navigating 
judgements of effectiveness made in teacher education. Qualification is the 
most dominant reason judgements of teaching effectiveness were made in this 
review (i.e., gatekeeping); however, this appears often to be at the expense of 
other purposes. There was a tension between high-stake consequential outcomes 
of judgements and educative uses of evaluation for growth which revealed itself 
in the findings. TEPs may be challenged to consider if knowledge, skills, and 
dispositions to teach should be precise, confined, and measured analytically 
according to operationalised indicators, or if these can be relatively broad, such 
as the holistic ability to gracefully teach increasingly diverse learners. 
Socialisation brings consideration to the ways teacher education attempts to 
make student teachers competent members of the profession and reproduce 
expected identities. Teacher educators are confronted to consider if orientation 
into existing traditions and standardised ways of doing is what is desired, or if it 
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is more necessary for new teachers to be transformative and TEPs to review 
what could be reductive evaluation measures. Finally, Biesta (2020) reminds us 
that education itself always also impacts on the student teacher as an individual; 
thus, teacher education can serve to either enhance or sometimes restrict 
capacities and capabilities. TEPs may consider, therefore, in what ways evalua-
tion processes are situated to capture important dispositional aspects of high- 
quality teaching, such as developing a sense of self and agency as decisions 
about entering the profession are made.

For Further Exploration
This review brought forward multiple considerations for future research and 
substantially informed the larger aforementioned project. It would be of parti-
cular interest for future research to be situated within the UK given no studies in 
this review were found to be in this context. It may also be of interest to 
consider other facets of reliability and validity, such as intra-rater reliability 
or ecological validity. Only one study focused on raters’ justifications of 
judgements of student teachers’ readiness to teach (see #23); further exploration 
of summative decision-making and how reasoned opinions and preferences 
factor into professional judgements is needed. All studies in this review 
involved teacher preparation situated within university contexts. Given the 
increasing diversity of alternative teacher education programmes (e.g., Teach 
First, Teaching School Hubs, School Centred Initial Teacher Training), it would 
be interesting to explore facets of judging teaching effectiveness from this 
perspective. Additionally, the function of judgements, and the potential positive 
and negative outcomes of them, could be further explored in the space of 
consequential validity. This approach could enable a deeper understanding of 
whether the measurements conducted in TEPs effectively align with the require-
ments and conceptualisations of effective teaching.

6. LIMITATIONS

Although efforts have been made to address the constraints of the systematic 
review, limitations of this approach were anticipated and must be addressed. As 
the experiences of those involved in making judgements and requirements for 
determining effectiveness vary, it can be difficult to investigate reliability and 
validity across multiple TEPs, each situated in complex contextual settings. It is 
therefore important to consider the applicability of findings and conclusions from 
the studies presented. Results obtained through a review of literature are only as 
reliable as the methods adopted in the original primary research. Consequently, 
any inherent issues in research design remain and may have influenced results 
even given the quality of the original research as an inclusion criterion. This study 
included research and practices of TEPs reflective of multiple countries, yet only 
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examined research published in English and inclusive of the search criteria. The 
nature of systematic reviews means some relevant work may have been found 
relevant if framed in a different way, therefore exploring research beyond the 
inclusion parameters may have identified further sources.

7. CONCLUSIONS

This review underscores ongoing discourse surrounding the validity and relia-
bility of assessment measures and criteria employed in evaluating student 
teachers, with implications extending beyond mere predictive capacities. 
Particularly pertinent is the debate surrounding the high-stakes nature of judge-
ment-based evaluations used in pivotal decisions of entry into teacher prepara-
tion and the teaching profession itself. Given the multifaceted nature of both 
purpose and process, there persists a compelling need for deliberation in 
selecting indicators of teaching effectiveness. In this regard, it is imperative 
that indicators reflect standards of the profession and conceptually contextua-
lised while upholding a holistic perspective. The integrity and credibility of the 
teaching profession hinges on the exercise of professional judgement guided by 
meaningful sources of evidence. As such, ongoing reflection and refinement of 
judgement practices are essential to ensure the fidelity of teacher preparation.
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