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1.    METHODOLOGY 
This report uses a mixed-methods evaluation approach, incorporating both qualitative and 
quantitative data. The main benefit of this approach is that it helps to report findings from 
quantitative data sources, that may be explained by qualitative rationale. The use of a mixed-
methods approach allows for higher validity and reliability of data, as data from different sources 
can be triangulated for more holistic discussion.  The data collection process for this evaluation 
is informed by three key evaluation questions discussed in Chapter 2 of the main report. Figure 1 
provides five key steps in the methodology.  Each step of this approach is detailed below.

1.1 Evaluation Questions
Any evaluation begins with the formulation of key questions that are tailored to the policy interest at 
hand. This initial stage involves clarifying the scope and purpose of the evaluation, including what is 
in and out of scope. 

The three questions driving this evaluation are: 

• Is The Connection making an impact? 

• What is driving the impact? 

• What can be improved? 

It is out of the scope of this evaluation to draw any causal links to understand the causality or 
correlation between the various forms of impact, the characteristics of The Connection model and 
existing  
conditions in the school systems. 

1.2 Hypotheses
In this second stage of the methodology, hypotheses are determined to provide a clear statement 
of what this report intends to investigate and answer. This approach allows for identification of the 
key concepts involved in the research, and their relationship to both the evaluation question and 
the evidence review. The final evaluation begins with three high-level evaluation questions (above). 
These questions provide direction for the following two hypotheses, which becomes lines of inquiry 
throughout this report: 

Figure 1: Report methodology

Stage nameEvaluation 
Questions Hypotheses

Identify data 
sources and 

collect data on 
key metrics 

Data analysis Recommendations
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Hypotheses 

1.   SVA’s inputs, in conjunction with enabling conditions in school systems, and the key 
characteristics of The Connection, result in improved outcomes. 

2.   Shifts in the short-term outcomes – collective capability and school-based improvement 
practices result in improvement in long term student learning outcomes. 

1.3 Data sources
A range of data was collected in 2017, 2018 and 2019 by The Connection team. This report draws on 
multiple data sources. The list of data sources used for this evaluation are: 

Primary Data Sources 
• End of the year evaluation survey (2017, 2018, and 2019)

• Event attendance data 

• Interviews with school leaders 

• Focus group with teachers and school leaders 

• Case studies

• Project Action Plan 

• Project Artefacts 

Secondary Data Sources
• NAPLAN analysis

• Literature review (including the comparative analysis of global networks)

The following section provides further explanation about each of these data sources. 

1.3.1 Primary Data Sources

End of the year evaluation survey 
In 2018, The Connection team redesigned the end of year evaluation survey, to align it more closely 
to the original program logic, with RMIT suggesting the addition of three new questions. The survey 
measured the following 8 categories of the data aligned to SVA’s outcomes framework: 

• Knowledge and Skills 

• New practices 

• STEM practices 

• Partnership 

• Student outcomes and engagement 

• System leadership 
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• Teaching and learning environment 

• General feedback 

The original eight categories were then translated to align with the new Connection Evaluation 
Framework (see Chapter 2 of the main report) proposed by RMIT, to capture the changes to 
the categories and constructs over time. The analysis in the Developmental Evaluation Report 
found that reporting the survey results based on The Connection Evaluation Framework could be 
more useful than the individual categories. Hence, findings in this report map to The Connection 
Evaluation Framework and The Connection Logic Model.  

The structure of questions in the survey instrument was mostly identical in 2018, and 2019, while the 
grouping of the questions was very different in 2017. Most of the survey response items had a Likert 
scale, yes/no response, and an open-text category. In all three years, the survey was administered 
by The Connection team through SurveyMonkey, and respondents spent approximately 25-30 
minutes completing the survey.

A few questions were dropped from the evaluation, especially the questions in the following 
categories: student outcomes and engagement, general feedback, STEM practices, and teaching 
and learning environment mostly because they were duplicated. In addition, lack of validity and 
reliability testing of the survey questions made it extremely difficult to map questions to The 
Connection logic model proposed in this report. 

End of year evaluation survey sampling
In 2017 and 2018, principals and non-
principals from 42 schools were invited to 
complete the survey (see Table 1), whereas in 
2019, principals from 39 schools (see Table 2) 
and non-principals from 34 schools (see Table 
3) were invited to complete the survey. 

In 2019, three Catholic Schools from Victoria 
were constrained by budget cuts, and 
subsequently withdrew from The Connection, 
which lowered the total number of survey 
invites. In 2017, the response rate was derived 
from the overall school survey, whereas in 
2018 and 2019, the responses were separately 
received from principals and non-principals. 

In 2017, only one end of the year evaluation 
survey was administered to both principals 
and non-principals. The results from the 
multiple survey respondents were averaged 
out to consider an average response from The 
Connection school. For example, if four school 
staff members (including principal) took the 
survey, the responses from all four members 
were averaged out to consider one average 
response from the whole school. 

Table 2: 2019 distribution of schools based on principal invitations

State/ 
School 

type 

STEM schools Star Hub Schools 
Totals 

Primary Second. Primary Second.

VIC 4 1 6 2 13

NSW 0 4 9 2 15

SA 5 1 5 3 14

Totals 9 6 20 7 42

Note: In 2019, 3 schools dropped out of The Connection, and therefore a total 
of 39 schools

Table 3: 2019 distribution of schools based on non-principal invitations

State/ 
School 

type 

STEM schools Star Hub Schools 
Totals 

Primary Second. Primary Second.

VIC 2 1 9 2 14

NSW 0 5 2 2 9

SA 3 1 5 2 11

Totals 5 7 16 6 34

Note: In 2019, 3 schools dropped out of The Connection, and therefore a total of 
39 schools
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As the number of schools in the STEM Learning Hub cohort is less than the number of Star Hub 
schools, it is not advisable to make any comparisons between the performance of STEM Learning 
Hub and Star Hub schools. As all three states have similar numbers of schools participating in The 
Connection, the survey responses across three states can be validly compared. 

2017 Survey Response Rate 

Table 4: 2017 survey response rates 

State 
Star Hub: 

survey 
invites 

STEM Hub: 
survey 
invites 

Total  
survey 
invites  

Star Hub:  
actual  no. 

respondents 

STEM Hub: 
actual  no. 

respondents
Total 

respondents
Response 

rate (%) 

VIC 8 5 13 6 2 8 62
NSW 11 4 15 9 3 12 80

SA 8 6 14 4 4 8 57
Total 27 15 42 19 9 28 66

Note 1: For calculating a total number of participating STEM and Star Hub schools, the individual schools within a cluster was 
counted as an individual school and not one cluster of school (comprising of 2-3 schools depending on the cluster)
Note 2: The survey response rate formulae include: Responses returned/Survey invite sent out*100

All 42 schools were invited to respond to the survey in 2017. Of these schools, 28 out of 42 (66 
per cent) completed the survey, with 19 out of 27 respondents from Star Hub schools and 9 out 
of 15 respondents from STEM Learning Hub schools providing responses (see Table 4). The 
overall margin of error for this response rate is 11 per cent, at a 95 per cent confidence level.1 Even 
though the margin of error is higher than the standard margin of error (5 per cent or less), the data 
can be considered since the schools from all three Australian states and both school cohorts are 
represented in the overall survey response. Further, to improve the validity of the findings, survey 
data was triangulated with other data sources.
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2018 Survey Response Rates 

Principal Survey Response Rates 
The overall response rate for the survey was 69 per cent (29 out of 42 schools), with a margin of 
error of 10.75 per cent at 95 per cent confidence interval. See Table 5 for more details. 

Table 5: 2018 Principal Survey response rate 

 

State 
Star Hub: 
principal 

survey 
invites 

STEM Hub: 
principal  

survey 
invites 

Total  
principal  

survey 
invites  

Star Hub:  
actual  no. 
principal 

respondents 

STEM Hub: 
actual  no. 
principal 

respondents

Total 
principal 

respondents
Response 

rate (%) 

VIC 8 5 13 7 1 8 62
NSW 11 4 15 9 1 10 67

SA 8 6 14 7 4 11 79
Total 27 15 42 23 6 29 69

Note 1: For calculating a total number of participating STEM and Star Hub schools, the individual schools within a cluster was 
counted as an individual school and not one cluster of school (comprising of 2-3 schools depending on the cluster)
Note 2: The survey response rate formulae is as follows: Responses returned/Survey invite sent out*100

Non-Principal Survey Response Rates 
The non-principal survey was administered to assistant/deputy principals, teachers, and the other 
staff members of the leadership team to understand the changes in school and classroom practices 
after participating in The Connection events. 114 non-principals were invited to take the survey. The 
overall response rate was approximately 50 per cent (57 out of 114 non-principals). The margin of 
error 10.75 per cent at the confidence level of 95 per cent. See Table 6 for further details.

Table 6: 2018 Non-principal survey response rate

State 

Star Hub: 
non-

principal 
survey 
invites 

STEM Hub: 
non-

principal 
survey 
invites

Total  
non-

principal 
survey 
invites  

Star Hub:  
actual  no. 

non-principal 
respondents 

STEM Hub: 
actual  no. 

non-principal 
respondents

Total  
non-principal 
respondents

Response 
rate (%) 

VIC 22 14 35 9 6 15 43

NSW 30 11 40 22 7 29 72
SA 22 16 38 10 3 13 34

Total 74 41 113 41 16 57 50
 
Note: The average no. of non-principals per school are considered 2.7 per school. Actual values have been rounded up to the 
nearest whole number. 

The margin of error of the 2018 non-principal survey is at 10.5 per cent with 95 per cent confidence 
level, which is higher than the standard margin of error (at or below 5 per cent). The survey 
respondents across all three Australian states and school cohorts responded to the survey, 
indicating a fair representation of the school ecosystem among participants. 
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2019 Survey Response Rates 

Principal Survey Response Rates 
In 2019, the overall principal survey response rate was 51 per cent (20 out of 39 schools), with a 
margin of error of 15.5 per cent at 95 per cent confidence interval. See Table 7 for further details. 

Table 7: 2019 Principal survey response rate

State 
Star Hub: 
principal 

survey 
invites 

STEM Hub: 
principal  

survey 
invites

Total  
principal  

survey invites  

Star Hub:  
actual  no. 
principal 

respondents 

STEM Hub: 
actual  no. 
principal 

respondents

Total  
principal 

respondents
Response 

rate (%) 

VIC 5 5 10 3 1 4 40

NSW 11 4 15 7 0 7 47
SA 8 6 14 5 4 9 64

Total 24 15 39 15 5 20 51

For non-principal survey, the response rate is better than the principal survey. In 2019, the overall 
non-principal survey response rate was 71 per cent (24 out 34), with a margin of error of 11.5 per 
cent at 95 per cent confidence interval. The margin of error is higher than the standard margin of 
error of 5 per cent at 95 per cent confidence level. However, the validity of the findings improves as 
different data sources are triangulated. See Table 8 for further details. 

Table 8: 2019 Non-principal survey response rate

State 

Star Hub: 
non-

principal 
survey 
invites 

STEM Hub: 
non-

principal 
survey 
invites

Total  
non-principal 
survey invites  

Star Hub:  
actual  

no. non-
principal 

respondents 

STEM Hub: 
actual  no. 

non-principal 
respondents

Total  
non-

principal 
respondents

Response 
rate (%) 

VIC 4 3 7 3 2 5 71

NSW 11 5 16 7 4 11 69
SA 7 4 11 5 3 8 73

Total 22 12 34 15 9 24 71

School interviews and focus groups
In 2019, RMIT suggested a sample of 18 randomly selected schools for semi-structured interviews 
and focus groups with teachers and principals. The purpose of school interviews and focus groups 
was for the evaluators to capture independent feedback on the three evaluation questions. In 
particular special emphasis was placed on understanding the intent of the school’s project action 
plan and evaluation question “What is driving the impact?”. The questions for the school interviews 
and focus groups were designed by RMIT with key inputs from The Connection team. The sample 
interview and focus groups questions are included in the Appendix. All the interviews and focus 
groups were recorded for the purpose of accuracy and lasted for 50-60 mins. 
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The schools were selected with the aim of achieving a diverse sample group across the following 
categories: 

• School types (primary and secondary schools) 

• School cohort type (Powerhouse, STEM, and Star Hub schools) 

• School size (small< 299 students, medium <500, large >500) 

• School state (VIC, NSW, and SA)  

The Connection team supported RMIT to shortlist 12 schools from the initial list of 18 schools (see 
Table 9 below). The Connection team provided comments on why shortlisted schools should be 
interviewed or be in the focus group. One consideration was whether a school had experienced 
NAPLAN improvements, to gain deeper understanding about how those schools had had 
engaged with The Connection. Another consideration was the desire to speak both to schools 
that had engaged well with the network, and those that had faced challenges to engagement. The 
shortlisted schools included a combination of schools from the Powerhouse, Star Hub, and STEM 
Learning Hub cohorts.  

Table 9: List of schools selected for interviews and focus groups

School Name Type  School cohort State No. of 
students 

Glenwood Public Primary STAR NSW  228

Granville East Public Primary STAR NSW  354

Rooty Hill Second. PHS NSW  1065

Mount Burr Primary School Primary STEM SA 40

Wirreanda Secondary School Second. STEM SA 893

Stirling North Primary School Primary STAR SA 331

Murray Bridge High School   Second. STAR SA 1018

Parafield Gardens High School Second. STAR SA 913

Hampton Park Secondary College Second. STAR VIC 1155

Sunshine College Second. STEM VIC 1033

Melton West Primary School Primary STAR VIC 601

Dandenong North Primary School Primary PHS VIC  839
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Case Studies 
Case studies are a method for investigating a phenomenon in its natural setting, where 
the “boundaries between the phenomenon and its context are not clear” (Weiss, 1998; Yin & 
Campbell, 2018). The purpose of the case studies in this evaluation is to provide insights into the 
interconnections between the people, institutions, event and beliefs in these schools and their 
participation in The Connection (Weiss, 1998).  The evaluation’s case study design follows the 
approach outlined by Yin in Case Study Research and Application (2019). 

The case study design is influenced by The Connection’s Program Logic. It aims to explore each 
case study school’s unique experience in their engagement with The Connection. Accordingly, 
they are not intended to be used for generalisations about other schools. From 12 schools that 
participated in the interviews and focus groups as part of the qualitative research for this evaluation, 
RMIT and The Connection team shortlisted four schools for case studies. This group of schools 
covers each state, school cohort, and school type. It includes a mixture of metropolitan and rural 
schools. 

The schools chosen were: 

• Rooty Hill High School (New South Wales, Powerhouse)

• Dandenong North Primary School (Victoria, Powerhouse)

• Mount Burr Primary School Cluster (South Australia, STEM Learning Hub)

• Stirling North Primary School (South Australia, Star Hub)  

Project Action Plan and Artefacts 
The Connection team worked with participating schools to develop their unique Project Action 
Plans (PAPs) and Project Artefacts and reflect on their time and learning in the program (see 
Glossary for more detail on each). Each Star Hub and STEM Learning Hub school’s PAP and Project 
Artefact were provided to RMIT as additional evidence to support the evaluation. Additionally, RMIT 
also received the Powerhouse schools’ case studies, written by ACER, and Project Artefacts in their 
latest iterations from The Connection Team. The PAPs, Artefacts and case studies are rich sources 
of information about the projects that schools carried out, the outcomes achieved as a result of the 
engagement with The Connection, and the processes that supported these outcomes. 

RMIT analysed PAPs and Project Artefacts from 42 schools, and the 25th TLG school project 
presentations, to gain a comprehensive picture of the progress and outcomes in The Connection 
schools. In the case of Powerhouse schools, RMIT analysed the case studies written by ACER, 
and the schools’ most recent outcome reporting. As these data comprise schools’ responses to 
standardised forms/documents, the structure of these artefacts guided the sub-categories of data 
collected, along with The Connection evaluation framework. 

1.3.2 Secondary Data Sources

NAPLAN 
National Assessment Program Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) is an annual assessment for 
students in year 3, 5, 7 and 9. Twelve Connection schools reported improvements in their students’ 
NAPLAN scores. The data used in the analysis was collected from the My School website (ACARA, 
2019b).  
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Literature Review
The evaluation’s literature review is a comprehensive synthesis of the available literature (from 
2000-2020) in professional learning for leaders and educators, collaborative professional learning, 
and professional learning networks. The literature review also includes a descriptive analysis of five 
collaborative and comparative networks. In consultation with SVA, RMIT shortlisted five out of 30 
global networks. The network selection process was based on the following two criteria:

1. International recognition of the networks

2. Alignment between the vision of The Connection and that of other comparative networks. 

1.4 Data analysis and interpretations 
The information collected from all the above-mentioned data sources will provide the foundation for 
the analysis of the evaluation question and associated hypotheses. The data will be used to: 

• Triangulate multiple measures: To increase validity, the data collection plan relied on 
multiple sources of data to interpret survey results through triangulation of data. This 
triangulation of data would make it more likely that findings from the overall evaluation 
can be used to apply to the other schools with a similar context. However, it is important to 
consider that the sample size of the program is too small to make any generalization. 

• Accept or reject the hypotheses: Combining the survey result along with other sources 
of data will allow for a nuanced understanding of whether the initial hypotheses are well-
supported, or whether new findings need to be considered.

RMIT conducted the analysis of transcripts from interviews and focus groups in the following  
five steps: 

• Transcribed the interview or focus group in situ, and refined transcripts with reference to 
recordings as required

• Conducted first round of coding to map to the key evaluation questions

• Second round of coding to map to the sub-categories of the key evaluation questions

• With this coded data, created tables and charts and for a presentation on emerging 
insights from the interviews, which informed the final evaluation

Collated key quotes to illustrate trends in qualitative and quantitative dataThe Event 
Attendance Analysis 
The event attendance data helps to understand the frequency with which participants attended 
different Connection events and activities. The Connection events and activities include TLGs, Hub 
Days and School Visits. The attendance data is reported as the average participation rate calculated 
from 2017 to 2019.

Project Action Plans (PAPs) and Project Artefact analysis
RMIT conducted the first round of data coding using an emic (bottom-up) approach, looking at 
schools’ most recent iterations of their Project Action Plan and School Artefact. In this round, 
emerging themes in the data that related to the evaluation questions were recorded. Unsurprisingly, 
given the diversity of projects and implementation processes undertaken by The Connection’s 
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schools, this round of coding resulted in many codes for each relevant evaluation question (in some 
cases, almost as many codes as there are schools), which would hinder high-level analysis. 

To enable a more coherent high-level data analysis, RMIT then conducted a second round of coding 
using an etic (top-down) approach (Headland, 1990), refining the categories of data and codes in 
light of relevant theory and educational frameworks. The OECD Learning Compass 2030, along 
with the New South Wales School Excellence Framework (NSW Education Department, 2019), 
South Australian Teaching for Effective Learning framework (South Australian Department for 
Education, 2018), the Victorian Framework for Improving Student Outcomes (Victorian Department 
of Education and Training, 2019), and the Australian National School  Improvement Tool (ACER, n.d.), 
provide the theoretical foundation to the framework used at this stage of coding. These codes were 
also influenced by the end of the year surveys administered to The Connection schools by SVA and 
the evaluation framework developed by RMIT to ensure that the PAP and artefact analysis could be 
readily triangulated with the other data source. See map of outcomes and indicators, and Project 
Action Plan and Project Artefact inventory in the Appendix for further information. 

Case Studies Analysis 
The case studies are designed to complement the quantitative data collected from surveys, and the 
qualitative artefact analysis, by examining how participants in The Connection have perceived their 
experience in the program and their understanding of how their participation has resulted in change 
at their schools. To enable more effective triangulation between data sources, the school interview 
questions, and structure of the case studies were largely informed by the evaluation’s overarching 
questions and theory of change. In addition to interview and focus group data, supplementary 
details, particularly around the school’s project action plan and student outcomes, were taken 
from the Project Action Plans and Artefacts provided by the schools during the school visits and 
other artefacts. For the Powerhouse Schools, data was collected from the outcome Reporting and 
ACER’s 2018 case studies. 

The structure and the content of the case studies are in line with the evaluation framework.  
These case studies are written in a low-inferential style, utilising the original interviewees’ quotes 
where appropriate, to improve accuracy and reduce the likelihood of bias. The case studies can 
be considered both in isolation, and to complement the other data sources, by examining how 
the participants perceived their experience in The Connection and their understanding of how 
participation in The Connection lead to changes at their schools.

Global Comparative Analysis 

The comparative analysis is most usefully understood in conjunction with other data sources. In 
this evaluation, the findings from the comparative analysis contextualise the recommendations 
made in the main report and provide examples of best practice in comparable jurisdictions that may 
influence The Connection’s strategy going forward. 

Literature Review
A comprehensive literature review on the contemporary in the areas of professional learning, 
collaboration in professional learning, and professional learning networks, knowledge, mindsets, 
skills, and practices. 
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Limitations 
The data analysis in this report have different limitations based on the methodology and the quality 
of the underlying data. The data related to some elements being assessed is limited. For example, 
teacher knowledge, skills, and mindsets is not being directly assessed, since that would require 
conducting an exam-style assessment of teachers. This section sets out the limitations of the 
report’s various analyses. 

1. End of the year evaluation survey 
End of the year evaluation survey was used across three years to collect the perception data of 
principals and other educators. Survey data are most useful for measuring individual mindsets, 
but less so for assessing knowledge and practices. In some questions such as to what extent do 
you agree or disagree that I have acquired new knowledge that is relevant to my role in the school, 
doesn’t really measure the new knowledge that has been acquired but the perception that the 
participant has acquired new knowledge. In other words this results in the limitation that the self-
reported knowledge is an accurate measure of an individual’s perception of knowledge, but not 
necessarily the actual knowledge. 

Secondly, some survey questions asked respondents to report whether they had experienced 
change in aspects of their work in the preceding 12 months as a result of their participation in The 
Connection. Responses to these questions do not capture educators’ actual state, but rather the 
degree to which they had progressed in the preceding 12 months. Furthermore, as The Connection 
schools move through different phases of the program, from developing their project action 
plan, to implementing new practices, then embedding these practices, the degree of changes 
experienced by participants might be expected to wane naturally. Therefore, declining proportions 
of respondents reporting large or medium changes may not necessarily signal reduced engagement 
but could also reflect the shift from a change-intensive time of the program, to one more focussed 
on embedding those preceding changes. Further iterations of the end of year evaluation survey 
should include questions that measure the respondents’ actual perception, to supplement those 
that only measure the degree of perceived change.   

The third limitation of the survey responses in this report is the high margin of error, with an average 
margin of error of 11.5 per cent at 95 per cent confidence level. The standard margin of error is 5 
per cent. This margin of error affects the validity of the findings. However, the data collected from 
surveys have been triangulated and, in some cases, cross-verified with the qualitative data from 
interviews, focus groups, PAPs and Artefacts. This helps to ensure the validity of data and enriches 
the perspective of the evaluators. 

Additionally, there was no reliability and confirmatory factor analyses done initially when the surveys 
were developed and this has raised concerns about the reliability of some of the survey categories, 
sub-categories, and constructs; hence, results reported on categories, sub-categories, and 
constructs should be interpreted with caution. Related to this issue, research suggests that teacher 
and principal perceptions of changes in student outcomes may not be reliable indicators of actual 
improvements, and that in general, principal perception of change in student outcomes are more 
optimistic than teacher perceptions (Tucker et al., 2010).

2. Project Action Plan and Project Artefact analysis
Project Action Plans are a rich source of data regarding how schools have implemented school-
based improvement practices. However, as noted in the Interim Developmental Evaluation Report, 
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The Connection schools have not consistently reported on their work throughout their participation 
in The Connection. An example of inconsistency in the PAP reporting is stated in Figure 2.

This inconsistency in reporting frequency of measures and quality of reporting, affects the overall 
validity of any conclusions drawn from PAPs in isolation.  

Similarly, Project Artefacts offer a wealth of information about schools’ experiences in The 
Connection. The prompts in these Artefacts encouraged schools to reflect on the planning, 
implementation and future directions of their PAP, as well as their experiences working with The 
Connection, other schools and external organisations. As with the PAPs, schools responded to 
these questions in a variety of ways, including single sentences responses, dot points, multiple 
paragraphs of expository prose, photographs and diagrams. This variety provides a sense of 
each school’s unique experience of the program, however for the purposes of this evaluation, it 
also reduces the capacity to validly compare responses to each prompt. Accordingly, the Project 
Artefacts are analysed holistically, as described above.

Further, both PAPs and Project Artefacts are deliberately designed to be flexible to the needs 
of each school. Accordingly, their prompts to schools are open-ended and not proscriptive. This 
feature allows schools to record and express that which is most significant, from their perspective. 
A limitation of the analysis of is that, although certain commonly reported phenomena emerged 
across these documents, there is no way to know whether those phenomena are also present in 
schools that did not report them, as schools were not asked to comment on them directly. The 
actual number of schools that experienced a phenomenon, for example, appreciating the shared 
moral purpose of participants in The Connection, may be higher than the number of schools 
that reported this phenomenon in response to the open-ended question “What has made SVA a 
productive partnership for your school?  ”.

Case studies  
Case studies provide an in-depth analysis of the individual schools participating in The 
Connection. However, case studies only make up to 8 per cent of schools; therefore, they are not 
a representative sample. The schools were interviewed for case studies because they are diverse 
and represented different school types, but each has a unique context and it is hard to compare 
with other schools. Therefore, it is not recommended to use the case studies individually, but 
in conjunction with the other evaluation data. Furthermore, as this evaluation does not have a 
comparison group, there are no case studies of non-Connection schools that might provide insights 
into the difference between The Connection and non-Connection schools. This makes it harder to 
judge the overall impact of The Connection.

Student outcome analysis 
The ultimate aim of The Connection is to improve student learning outcomes by improving principals’ 
and teachers’ knowledge, skills, mindsets, and practices. Hattie (2012) states that, it is important 
to develop a consistent definition and standard by which to measure student progress.  However, 
it was noted in the recommendations of Interim Developmental Evaluation Report that The 
Connection has not clearly defined the construct of “student learning outcomes” and how schools 
should measure these outcomes. Based on the predictions from the multiple data sources and 
the judgement, the evaluators found different areas of improvement in student learning outcomes 
reported by schools.
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NAPLAN analysis 
One of the areas of improvement in student learning outcomes was NAPLAN score gains. Overall 
14 out of 42 schools reported on improvement in NAPLAN scores, therefore, any findings obtained 
cannot be generalised to the whole program (or a state, Hub, or school type). The visualisation 
are served to confirm schools’ reporting and provide evidence of student learning gains for 14 
Connection schools. 

Furthermore, even though the results of The Connection schools are compared to the similar 
schools, the results provide limited information on whether The Connection solely contributed to 
student learning improvements for the 14 schools. In addition, there are some large improvements 
across three years or large differences compared to similar schools, whether these improvements or 
differences are statistically significant is unknown. This is because the charts aggregates result from 
more than one school and calculating p-value (or related statistics) would require more data to be 
collected, namely the scores of each similar school included. 

1.5 Recommendations 
The recommendations are practical, ambitious and realistic, developed to cover, a systematic data 
collection plan for future evaluations, based on the data analysis and findings, and best practices 
(where applicable). The recommendations in this report discuss data planning and collection 
strategies for future evaluation. 

 Figure 2: Example of inconsistency in PAP reporting

 

Main issues: 
This box measures both data source and data measure (in 
single column)

1. Lack of clarity for school principals:  It is very easy for the 
participants to miss one piece of information (either data source 
or measure), especially as school leaders and teachers have 
scarce time. 

2. Data source incomplete: Teacher observation data is 
perception of teachers about students but actual improvement 
in student learning outcomes will be measured by student 
self-reporting or some form of student assessment on the topic. 

Main issues:
This box measures description of outcomes progress  

1. Engagement in the content  is an example of 
increased student engagement and not improved student 
learning. 

2. Students ask to repeat the activity can also be 
predicted as students did not clearly understand and 
wanted several examples. 
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2.   DATA SOURCES
The evaluation findings in this section used the following constructs, indicators and data sources to 
compile the findings:

2.1 Mapping exercise: Collective capability – Knowledge

Table 10: Data sources and indicators of principal knowledge

Construct Indicators and Codes Data Sources 

Principal 
Knowledge

“I have acquired new knowledge relevant to my role” The end of the 
year evaluation 
survey 

Improved principal knowledge

Principals undertaking professional research

Principal knowledge of leadership best practices 

Principal understanding of collaboration 

Principal knowledge of leading teaching and learning 

Principal knowledge of distributed leadership 

Principal knowledge of student agency

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and 
focus groups

Note: Indicators are for quantitative data retrieved from surveys and Codes are for qualitative data retrieved from PAPs, Artefacts, 
transcripts of interviews and focus groups

Table 11: Data sources and indicators of non-principal knowledge

Construct Indicators and Codes Data Sources 

Non-Principal 
Knowledge

“I have acquired new knowledge relevant to my role” The end of the 
year evaluation 
survey 

Non-principal knowledge of general pedagogical knowledge 

Non-principal participation in specific pedagogical 
professional development

Non-principal pedagogical content knowledge 

Non-principal knowledge about enhancing student agency

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and 
focus groups

Note: Indicators are for quantitative data retrieved from surveys and Codes are for qualitative data retrieved from PAPs, Artefacts, 
transcripts of interviews and focus groups
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2.2 Mapping Exercise: Collective capability – Mindset

Table 12: Data sources and indicators of principal mindset

Construct Indicators and Codes Data Sources 

Principal and 
non-principal 
self-efficacy 

How much change have you noticed in the following areas 
in the last 12 months? 

My motivation for being in education to address inequity

My confidence in my ability as an educator

My engagement in my role at the school

My thinking and underlying beliefs have been positively 
challenged and changed as a result of the ideas that I have 
been exposed to

The end of the year 
evaluation survey 

References to improvements in principal and non-principal 
self-efficacy

References to principals’ and non-principals’ higher 
expectations of students’ ability to achieve

References to principals’ and non-principals’ development 
of a growth mindset

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and 
focus groups

Collective 
efficacy

References to improvements in collective efficacy 

References to principals’ and non-principals’ belief in 
school’s collective responsibility for student learning

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and 
focus groups

Principal and 
non-principal 
system 
leadership 
beliefs

“How much change have you noticed in the following 
areas in the last 12 months? I am more motivated to share 
knowledge and expertise outside my school.”

The end of the year 
evaluation survey

References to principals’ improved motivation or 
confidence to share knowledge and expertise outside

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and 
focus groups

Note: Indicators are for quantitative data retrieved from surveys and Codes are for qualitative data retrieved from PAPs, Artefacts, 
transcripts of interviews and focus groups
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2.3  Mapping Exercise: School-based improvement 
practices

Table 13: Data sources and indicators of principal knowledge

Construct Indicators and Codes Data Sources 

Better use of data in 
decision-making and 
performance analysis

“What has been the objective of 
the planned or implemented new 
practice(s)? Better use of data in 
decision-making and performance 
analysis” (medium focus or large focus)

The end of the year 
evaluation survey 

References to new or improved data-
informed decision-making practices 
(including collaborative professional 
inquiry)

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and focus 
groups

Promotion of a positive 
learning culture 
amongst staff, students 
and parents

“What has been the objective of 
the planned or implemented new 
practice(s)? Promotion of a positive 
learning culture amongst staff, students 
and parents” (medium or large focus)

The end of the year 
evaluation survey

References to more positive learning 
culture (including a culture of 
educational risk-taking, culture of staff 
taking ownership of the school’s work, 
embedding a focus on student learning 
into the culture of the school

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and focus 
groups

Development and 
collaboration between 
teacher teams

What has been the objective of 
the planned or implemented new 
practice(s)? 

Development and collaboration 
between teacher teams (medium or 
large focus)

I have increased the distribution of 
leadership responsibilities (agree or 
strongly agree)

Leadership responsibilities are more 
distributed throughout the school 
(agree or strongly agree)

The end of the year 
evaluation survey

References to collaborative teacher 
practice

References to developing distributed 
leadership

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and focus 
groups
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Construct (cont.) Indicators and Codes (cont.) Data Sources  (cont.)

Systematic curriculum 
delivery

What has been the objective of 
the planned or implemented new 
practice(s)? 

“Systematic curriculum delivery” 
(medium or large focus)

The end of the year 
evaluation survey

References to designing, documenting 
and delivering new curriculum

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and focus 
groups

Differentiated teaching 
and learning

What has been the objective of 
the planned or implemented new 
practice(s)? 

“Differentiated teaching and learning” 
(medium or large focus)

The end of the year 
evaluation survey

References to improved differentiated 
teaching and learning

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and focus 
groups

Effective pedagogical 
practices

What has been the objective of 
the planned or implemented new 
practice(s)? 

“Effective pedagogical practices” 
(medium or large focus)

The end of the year 
evaluation survey

References to implementation of new 
or improved pedagogies

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and focus 
groups

School-community 
partnerships 

What has been the objective of 
the planned or implemented new 
practice(s)? 

“School-community partnerships” 
(medium or large focus)

The end of the year 
evaluation survey

References to the school developing 
improved relationships with student’s 
family members or individual 
community members

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and focus 
groups
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Construct (cont.) Indicators and Codes (cont.) Data Sources  (cont.)

Improved or new 
partnerships with 
industry and community 
experts

What has been the objective of 
the planned or implemented new 
practice(s)? 

“Improved new partnerships with 
industry and community experts” 
(medium or large focus)

The end of the year 
evaluation survey

References to new or improved 
partnerships between the school and 
industry, tertiary or community bodies 

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and focus 
groups

Collaboration between 
schools

“My school has developed mutually 
beneficial working relationships with 
other schools” (agree or strongly agree)

The end of the year 
evaluation survey

References to productive collaboration 
between schools, including when 
one school reports adapting and 
implementing a practice from another 
school

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and focus 
groups

System leadership 
practices

“Our school shares practices and 
knowledge acquired through The 
Connection with schools in our broader 
networks.” (agree or strongly agree)

“There is more positive interaction 
between our school and the network.”  
(agree or strongly agree)

“Our school has had a greater influence 
on the priorities of the system.” (agree 
or strongly agree)

“I observe that when people in our 
school move on it is into positions of 
influence in the wider systems.” (agree 
or strongly agree) 

The end of the year 
evaluation survey

References to sharing practice outside 
of the connection, with other schools, 
in other networks, or with system 
representatives.

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and 
Interviews and focus 
groups

Note: Indicators are for quantitative data retrieved from surveys and Codes are for qualitative data retrieved from PAPs, Artefacts, 
transcripts of interviews and focus groups
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2.4 Mapping Exercise: Student outcomes

Construct Indicators and Codes Data Sources 

Student 
learning 
outcomes

“Students have improved learning outcomes” The end of the year 
evaluation survey 

References to improved academic outcomes (including 
NAPLAN, PAT data, teacher judgement data), improved 
outcomes in the general capabilities (in particular, 
critical and creative thinking and personal and social 
capability), and improved student metacognition.

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and Interviews 
and focus groups

Student 
engagement

“Students are more engaged in learning”

“Has there been a change in your student suspension 
rate since last year?”

“Has there been a change in your student attendance 
rate since last year?”

“Has there been a change in your STEM-related student 
enrolments rate since last year?”

“Students are well equipped to use the technology that 
they have access to at school”

“As a result of your participation in The Connection, to 
what extent do you agree or disagree with the following 
statement: Students have increased aspirations to 
pursue STEM related careers”

“As a result of new Samsung technology in your school, 
to what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
following statements? New Samsung technology has 
increased the aspiration of students in our school to 
pursue STEM-related education or careers”

“As a result of new Samsung technology in your school, 
to what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
following statements? New Samsung technology has 
increased student’s engagement in learning in our 
school”

The end of the year 
evaluation survey 

Reference to improved student attendance, wellbeing, 
behaviour, attitude and participation.

The PAPs, Project 
Artefacts, and Interviews 
and focus groups

Note: Indicators are for quantitative data retrieved from surveys and Codes are for qualitative data retrieved from PAPs, Artefacts, 
transcripts of interviews and focus groups
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2.5 Interview questions
The interview questions for the qualitative research were developed in consultation with SVA. The 
first iteration of the questions was applied in interviews and focus groups conducted with New 
South Wales schools, and the first South Australian school. At this point in the data collection, it 
became evident that a crucial factor underpinning schools’ motivation to join SVA, select their 
project, and develop their networks, was the context of their student population and community. 
Accordingly, RMIT edited the interview questions, to begin by discussing this context, then moving 
to discuss the motivation of the school to join The Connection, and then to the specific work they 
chose in response to the challenges the school faced, with discussion of how specific Connection 
events had supported this work. Additionally, South Australian schools expressed strong and 
divergent opinions on the role of the Department for Education in their work in The Connection. To 
better understand the interactions between schools, SVA, and the wider system, a prompt regarding 
the influence of the school’s Department on their engagement with The Connection was included. 

Note that for each interview and focus group, specific details of the schools’ work, taken from their 
PAPs and Artefacts, were incorporated into the questions where required (marked as “X” in the lists 
of questions below). 

2.6  Project Action Plan and Project Artefact Analysis 
Inventory

The Project Action Plan and Project Artefact analysis provided rich information about the work 
schools completed throughout The Connection, and their perceptions of the network. The analysis 
incorporated data from documents submitted to The Connection by schools in all cohorts. Table 14 
below provides an overview of the number of schools involved with The Connection in each state 
(the “Total” column), including those that eventually ceased participation. The “Excluded” column 
provides the total number of schools that are not counted in the PAP and Project Artefact analysis. 
The three Victorian Catholic schools which had to withdraw from The Connection due to imposed 
funding restrictions were not included in this analysis, and neither was the South Australian STEM 
Learning Hub cluster school that ceased participation in the network. Additionally, non-lead 
cluster schools were not counted in the analysis, as it Is often difficult to glean which activities and 
improvements where reported by each individual school. Clusters that submitted one PAP and 
Project Artefact between them is counted as one unit in this analysis. 

Table 14: Overview of schools included and excluded from PAP and Project Artefact analysis

State Total Excluded Included Reasons for exclusion
NSW 18 0 18 -

VIC 18 5 13
Two non-lead cluster schools; three Catholic schools left 
permanently

SA 15 4 11 Three non-lead cluster schools; one school left permanently
Totals 51 9 42 As above

Source: complete list of participating schools provided by The Connection, school PAPs and Project Artefacts.
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The tables below describe the artefacts that each school had completed at the time of analysis. 
Schools’ outcomes were recorded by reference to the school’s most recent PAP progress reporting 
(including progress points, and responses to the associated questions below these tables. These 
data were supplemented by reference to schools’ Project Artefacts (all completed in 2019), 
where possible, in order to gain a full picture of the experience of each school and cluster in The 
Connection.

Table 15: Star Hub and STEM Learning Hub school PAP and Artefact completion

School name School type
School 

Hub 
Type

School 
State

PAP 
2017

PAP 
2018

PAP 
2019

Most recent iteration of 
Project Artefact (with date) 
and additional resources

Lang Lang 
Primary School

Primary
STEM 
Hub

VIC Y N -
191004 STEM Artefact LLPS (4 
October, 2019) 

Sunshine College Secondary
STEM 
Hub

VIC Y Y Y
190225 Artefact Template TH 
TB JP YR

Wallarano Primary 
School

Primary
STEM 
Hub

VIC Y Y Y
191004 STEM Artefact 
Wallarano

Wonthaggi North 
Primary School*

Primary
STEM 
Hub

VIC - - -  

Wonthaggi 
Primary School*

Primary
STEM 
Hub

VIC - - -  

Narara Valley High 
School

Secondary
STEM 
Hub

NSW Y Y Y 190924 Artefact - NVHS

The Canobolas 
Rural Tech High 
School

Secondary
STEM 
Hub

NSW Y Y -
191216 STEM Artefact - 
Canabolas  Rural Tech High 
School DRAFT

Campbelltown 
Performing Arts 
High School

Secondary
STEM 
Hub

NSW Y Y -
191216 STEM Artefact - CPAHS 
DRAFT.pptx

Maitland 
Grossmann High 
School

Secondary
STEM 
Hub

NSW Y Y - 191004 STEM Artefact MGHS

Prospect North 
Primary School

Primary
STEM 
Hub

SA Y Y Y 191004 STEM Artefact PNPS

Wirreanda 
Secondary School

Secondary
STEM 
Hub

SA Y Y Y
191216 STEM Artefact - 
Wirreanda SC.pptx

Mount Burr 
Primary School

Primary
STEM 
Hub

SA Y Y Y
191213 STEM Artefact - Mt 
Burr.pptx

Beachport 
Primary School*

Primary
STEM 
Hub

SA - - -  NA
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School name 
(cont.)

School type
School 

Hub 
Type

School 
State

PAP 
2017

PAP 
2018

PAP 
2019

Most recent iteration of 
Project Artefact (with date) 
and additional resources

Kalangadoo 
Primary School**

Primary
STEM 
Hub

SA - - -  NA

Nangwarry 
Primary School*

Primary
STEM 
Hub

SA - - -  NA

Glencoe Central 
Primary School*

Primary
STEM 
Hub

SA - - -  NA

Dandenong West 
Primary School

Primary VIC Hub VIC Y N -
190924 Artefact - DWPS (note, 
largely empty so relied on PAP)

Hampton Park 
Secondary 
College

Secondary VIC Hub VIC Y Y Y
191107 Artefact - HPSC-3 with 
photos (1)

Melton West 
Primary School

Primary VIC Hub VIC Y Y Y 191021 Artefact - MWPS

St Albans Primary 
School

Primary VIC Hub VIC Y Y Y 190924 Artefact - SAPS

St Anthony’s 
Noble Park***

Primary VIC Hub VIC - - -  NA

St Mary’s Primary 
School***

Primary VIC Hub VIC - - -  NA

Western Port 
Secondary 
College

Secondary VIC Hub VIC Y Y Y Artefact WPSC (2019 Dec)

St Gerard’s 
Primary School***

Primary VIC Hub VIC - - -  NA

Auburn West 
Public School

Primary
NSW 
Hub

NSW Y N - Artefact - Auburn West

Berala Public 
School

Primary
NSW 
Hub

NSW Y Y Y 191216 Berala.docx

Blairmount Public 
School

Primary
NSW 
Hub

NSW Y Y Y 191125 - Blairmount

Casula High 
School

Secondary
NSW 
Hub

NSW Y Y Y 191025 Artefact - Casula

Curran Public 
School

Primary
NSW 
Hub

NSW Y Y Y 191204 Artefact - Curran

Glenwood Public 
School

Primary
NSW 
Hub

NSW Y Y - 190924 Artefact - Glenwood
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School name 
(cont.)

School type
School 

Hub 
Type

School 
State

PAP 
2017

PAP 
2018

PAP 
2019

Most recent iteration of 
Project Artefact (with date) 
and additional resources

Granville East 
Primary School

Primary
NSW 
Hub

NSW Y Y Y
191220 Artefact - Granville East 
PS.pptx

Guise Public 
School

Primary
NSW 
Hub

NSW Y Y Y 190924 Artefact - Guise

Hilltop Road 
Public School

Primary
NSW 
Hub

NSW Y N Y 190924 Artefact - HRPS v1

Hoxton Park High 
School

Secondary
NSW 
Hub

NSW Y Y Y 190924 Artefact - HPHS

Hoxton Park 
Public School

Primary
NSW 
Hub

NSW Y Y Y
200113 Hoxton Park Public 
School Artefact.pptx

Morphett Vale 
Primary School

Primary SA Hub SA Y Y - 2019 Artefacts (collated)

Parafield Gardens 
High School

Secondary SA Hub SA Y N -
2019 T4 Artefact (given to RMIT 
by school at interview)

Victor Harbor R-7 
School

Primary SA Hub SA Y Y Y 191119 Artefact - Victor Harbour

Craigmore High 
School

Secondary SA Hub SA Y Y -
190225 Artefact, T4 TLG 
presentation

Jervois Primary 
School

Primary SA Hub SA Y Y Y 191223 Artefact

Murray Bridge 
High School

Secondary SA Hub SA Y Y -
190225 Artefact - MBHS 
FINAL

Stirling North 
Primary School

Primary SA Hub SA Y Y Y 190225 Artefact - SNPS (1)

Mypolonga 
Primary School

Primary SA Hub SA Y Y - 190225 Artefact - Mypolonga

Source: PAPs and Project Artefacts collected and provided by The Connection team.

*         Non-lead cluster schools that completed their PAPs and Project Artefacts collectively as a cluster. In these PAPs and Project Artefacts, it is often unclear 
which schools in the cluster experienced the improvements. Accordingly, the analysis excludes these non-lead schools from the total number, and the 
cluster PAP and Artefact are treated as belonging to one unit for the purposes of the analysis.

**      Kalangadoo Primary School, a former Mount Burr Cluster school ceased participation in The Connection. 
***    Three Catholic schools ceased participation in The Connection as a result of budget cuts from the Catholic Education system.
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Table 16: Powerhouse School Project Artefact (outcome reporting) completion and case study used in Artefact analysis

School name School type
School 
Hub 
Type

School 
State

PHS 
Outcome 
Reporting 
2016

PHS 
Outcome 
Reporting 
2016

Case study

Broadmeadows 
Primary School

Primary PHS VIC Y N Two-page case study

Dandenong North 
Primary School

Primary PHS VIC Y Y Long ACER Case Study, 

Hume Central 
Secondary College

Secondary PHS VIC Y N Brochure case study

Merrylands East 
Public School

Primary PHS NSW Y N Brochure case study

Rooty Hill High 
School

Secondary PHS NSW Y N ACER Case Study

Silverton Primary 
School

Primary PHS VIC Y Y Brochure case study

St Albans 
Secondary College

Secondary PHS VIC Y N Brochure case study

Toronto High 
School

Secondary PHS NSW Y N Brochure case study

Source: Project Artefacts (outcome reporting) collected and provided by The Connection team.



27 Unleashing the Power of The Collective in Education  |   Appendix Two


