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Executive Summary

Background and Context

The Teacher Education Expert Panel (TEEP) was formed by the Australian Government in September
2022 to address potential concerns regarding Initial Teacher Education (ITE) that were previously
identified by the Teacher Workforce Shortage Roundtable and Report of the Quality Initial Teacher
Education Review. According to Education Minister Hon Jason Clare, teachers who are better prepared
with appropriate knowledge and skills will be less likely to withdraw from the profession. However,
there are concerns that ITE programs provide students sufficient preparation. Members of the panel
included Vice Chancellor of the University of Sydney, Mark Scott, President of the Australian Council of
Deans of Education, Michele Simons, retired Professor Bill Louden, CEO of the Australian Education
Research Organisation, Dr Jenny Donovan, principal Andrew Peach, and teacher Rebecca West.

In March 2023, the TEEP panel released a Discussion Paper targeted at addressing workforce shortages
and promoting excellence within ITE. There were four proposed reform areas:

Strengthening ITE programs to deliver effective beginning teachers?
Strengthening the link between performance and funding for ITE programs
Improving the quality of practical experience in teaching, and
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Improving postgraduate ITE programs to attract more mid-career applicants.

In response to these reforms, public submissions were open until April 2023. All submissions available
for public download are available at: https://www.education.qov.au/quality-initial-teacher-education-

review/consultations/teacher-education-expert-panel-discussion-paper. One hundred and seventeen

stakeholder submissions were received (excluding two from Macquarie University and the University of
New England, which were submitted but do not appear).

The TEEP final report, Strong Beginnings, was released in July 2023. All four areas for reform were
retained. While the report stated broad support from stakeholders (e.g. “stakeholders broadly
supported both the core content and formalising it in the accreditation of ITE programs to ensure the

1 NB: In the initial Discussion Paper, this recommendation for reform was worded “Strengthening ITE programs to
deliver confident, effective, classroom ready graduates.
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content is prioritised and consistently delivered in ITE"; “In submissions to the Panel’s Discussion Paper,
stakeholders supported a focus on funding that improves the quality of all ITE programs rather than
rewarding individual providers”), and notes that some changes have been incorporated where relevant,
it is often not clear which stakeholders did or did not provide support to specific recommendations and
why. Some, but not all stakeholders are cited in the final report.

Media Coverage

Media commentary following the release of the TEEP Discussion Paper was frenzied. Hon Minister Jason
Clare stated in his press release that “the work of the Expert Panel will be important in helping us to
strengthen initial teacher education, increase completion rates and deliver more classroom ready
graduates.” Affirming the TEEP’s recommendations for core content in ITE related to the brain and
learning, Ross Fox, Director of Catholic Education Canberra Goulburn, quoted in the ABC media,
indicated that a move in the Canberra Goulburn diocese towards greater adoption of the science of
learning in ITE curricula has produced improved literacy outcomes for students completing NAPLAN
(Duffy, 2023), while comments to Fairfax from Joanna Barbousas, Dean of the La Trobe School of
Education, were similar: “[Overreliance on liberal arts and sociology traditions] doesn’t prepare
graduates for classrooms. We kept some philosophy but switched to focus on evidence-informed
approaches to developing teacher’s skills” (Carroll, 2023). In an opinion article for SMH, however, Debra
Hayes, then Head of the School of Education and Social Work at the University of Sydney, posited that
the reforms were an over-reach and avoided the responsibility of governments and educational systems
to address graduates’ experience entering the workforce.

Identifying the Problem

While the TEEP Discussion Paper argues a deficit in the preparedness of educators, and this under-
preparation has been cited extensively in the media as a cause of teacher attrition, there is little
evidence for this claim. Indeed, as we note below, recent Australian evidence suggests that graduate
teachers are as effective in the classroom as more experienced teachers (Gore et al., 2024; Graham et
al., 2020). Academic critics have instead generally attributed retention challenges to poor pay and
conditions. Clifton and colleagues from the Network of Academic Directors of Professional Experience,
writing for the Australian Association of Research in Education’s “EduResearch Matters” blog, suggested
that professional experience in ITE programs had been weaponized to introduce core content and to de-
professionalise teacher education. In their Talking Teachers podcast (2023), Dr Don Carter and Associate
Professor Jane Hunter from UTS suggest moves are expected to yield even more formidable
consequences for increasing staff shortages.

About this Project

Considering equivocal stakeholder perspectives, those discussed in the media following the release of
the final TEEP recommendations, the NSW CDE identified a strategic need to systematically identify who
the clusters of stakeholders are that hold similar perspectives to one another, the themes that emerge
in those stakeholder submissions to TEEP, and the forms of convergent and divergent evidence those



stakeholders draw on to support their submitted responses. There was also a strategic need to identify
areas of consensus towards the TEEP findings and recommendations across multiple or all stakeholders.

In this project, therefore, we aimed to identify and compare themes in submissions to TEEP from
different educational stakeholders (including higher education providers, Australian teacher regulatory
authorities, councils of deans, employers, teachers’ associations, educational research groups,
advocates, individuals, and others). We conducted additional in-depth analyses of stakeholder
responses specific to Reform Area 1, proposing mandated core content, Reform 2, proposing
performance measures for initial teacher education programs, and Reform Area 3, proposing new
mechanisms to enhance professional experience. We also conducted an in-depth analysis of those
stakeholder voices that were and were not cited in the Strong Beginnings final report. Each in-depth
analysis is accompanied by a published journal article, reproduced here with permission.

Figure 1. Visualisation of Potential Themes
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Benchmarking

We drew on methodological approaches from Jongenelis et al. (2023), who recently mapped the
content of individual public submissions and industry submissions to a new regulatory change from the
Australian Therapeutic Goods Administration in the availability and regulation of e-cigarettes in
Australia; from Stafford et al. (2020), who mapped submissions from distinct industry clusters (e.g.



alcohol producers, retailers, licensees, trade associations, and advertisers) to various Australian
government alcohol policy consultations between 2013 and 2017; and from Ulucanlar et al. (2014), who
compared submissions from transnational tobacco companies to the 2013 UK Government consultation
on plain packaging for cigarettes and tobacco products against independent scientific evidence. In all
three cases, the mapping of submission themes allowed for the identification of clusters of stakeholder
groups, the identification of themes and tactical strategies used by such groups, and the formulation of
responses and recommendations designed to protect public policy.



Identifying Stakeholder Groups

Initial stakeholder groups were identified via reference to the Strong Beginnings report (see Figure 2).
These included higher education providers, teacher regulatory authorities, councils of deans
(representing programs), and employers (representing school systems). Additional stakeholder groups
were identified by the research team following review of the stakeholder submissions and included
teacher associations, educational research groups, advocates, individuals, and others.

Figure 2. Stakeholders represented in Strong Beginnings (reproduced under creative commons licence)
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Common Method

Content analysis provides an intersection of qualitative and quantitative methodologies, facilitating the
collection of data on category frequency and content (Obermair et al., 2018; Weber, 1990). Content
analysis is an apt method for analysing textual data, including policy submissions and consultation
submissions, as it can be used to systematically categorise and quantify content into frames and codes
(Entman, 1993; Obermair et al., 2018). Here, a code refers to a predefined category reflecting a
significant textual theme (Hamad et al, 2016).

To complete our content analysis inductively we used Leximancer v5.0: an artificial intelligence-based
text mining software developed to analyse textual content, extract information and create visual data
outputs. Informed by Bayesian theory, Leximancer identifies code frequencies and relationships via an
emergent and unsupervised synthesis of input (Smith & Humphreys, 2006). Leximancer also creates a
visual map providing a review of main themes and relationships, organised by colour whereby
brightness correlates with prominence and closeness indicates semantic similarity (Campbell et al.,
2011).

Procedure

For the proposed project, publicly available submissions to the consultation were downloaded from the
TEEP submission portal and then uploaded into Leximancer v5.0 (n = 109) to identify emergent themes.
Analysis in Leximancer progressed in three stages: data cleaning, manual checking of concepts, and final
analyses (Cheng & Edwards, 2019). First, data was cleaned by removing author information, affiliations,
acknowledgements and references. Second, after uploading the cleaned data for each stakeholder
group, Leximancer-identified concepts were checked manually. Due to the automated nature of code
generation in Leximancer, it is possible that some irrelevant, conflicting or otherwise extraneous codes
may be extracted. These codes were removed before the final analysis. Stakeholders submitting
responses to each reform area are outlined in Table 1.

Table 1. Stakeholder Textual Responses to TEEP Reform Proposals (note that stakeholders with no
textual response submitted questionnaire responses)

Stakeholder Category T1 T2 LE] T4
Higher Education Providers

Alphacrucis University College _ Yes Yes

Australian Catholic University Yes Yes Yes Yes
(National School of Education)
Australian Catholic University Yes Yes Yes Yes

Centre of Educational Measurement and

Assessment at University of Sydney

Charles Darwin University Yes Yes Yes
Charles Sturt University Yes Yes Yes Yes




Central Queensland University Australia Yes Yes Yes Yes

Edith Cowan University Yes Yes Yes Yes
Flinders University Yes Yes Yes Yes
Graduate School of Education, The University  Yes Yes Yes Yes
of Western Australia
La Trobe University Yes Yes Yes Yes
Melbourne Graduate School of Education, Yes Yes Yes Yes
University of Melbourne
Monash University Yes Yes Yes Yes
Murdoch University Yes _
Queensland University of Technology Yes Yes Yes Yes
School of Education and Professional Studies,  Yes Yes Yes Yes
Griffith University
Southern Cross University Yes Yes Yes Yes
Swinburne University of Technology Yes Yes Yes Yes
Teacher Education Academics at the Yes Yes Yes Yes
University of Technology Sydney
Teachers and Teaching Research Centre — Yes Yes Yes Yes
University of Newcastle
University of Canberra Yes Yes Yes Yes
The University of Queensland Yes Yes Yes Yes
The University of South Australia Yes Yes Yes Yes
The University of Sydney School of Education  Yes Yes Yes Yes
and Social Work
University of Newcastle, School of Education Yes Yes Yes Yes
University of NSW, Centre for Social Impact _ Yes
University of Southern Queensland Yes Yes Yes Yes
University of Tasmania Yes Yes Yes Yes
University of the Sunshine Coast Yes Yes Yes Yes
University Of Wollongong Yes Yes Yes Yes
TRAs
Australasian Teacher Regulatory Authority Yes Yes Yes Yes
Australian Institute for Teaching and School Yes Yes Yes Yes
Leadership
Councils of Deans
Australian Council of Deans of Education Yes Yes Yes Yes
Network of Associate Deans of Learning and Yes Yes Yes Yes
Teaching in the Discipline of Education
NSW Council of Deans of Education Yes Yes Yes Yes
Queensland Council of Deans of Education Yes Yes Yes Yes
Victorian Council of Deans of Education Yes Yes Yes Yes

School Systems: Employers

Catholic Education Archdiocese of Canberra Yes Yes Yes Yes
and Goulburn




Catholic Schools NSW Yes Yes Yes Yes
National Catholic Education Commission Yes Yes Yes Yes

North-Eastern Montessori School & Sydney Yes
Montessori Training Centre

Northern Territory Department of Education Yes Yes Yes Yes
NSW Department of Education Yes Yes Yes Yes
Steiner Education Australia Yes _

Victorian Department of Education Yes Yes Yes Yes
School Systems: Teacher Associations

Association of Heads of Independent Schools  Yes - Yes Yes
of Australia

Australian Council of State School Yes Yes Yes Yes
Organisations

Australian Council of TESOL Organisations Yes Yes Yes Yes
Australian Early Childhood Teacher Education  Yes Yes Yes Yes
Network

Australian Education Union Yes Yes Yes Yes
Australian Primary Principals’ Association Yes Yes Yes Yes
Highly Accomplished and Lead Teachers Yes Yes Yes Yes
Association NSW

Independent Education Union of Australia Yes Yes Yes Yes
Institute of Special Educators Yes

Primary English Teaching Association Australia Yes

The Australian Special Education Principals’ Yes

Association

Advocacy Groups

Australian Association for the Education of Yes Yes Yes Yes
the Gifted and Talented
Australian Association of Special Education Yes

Code Read Dyslexia Network Australia

Dyslexia Victoria Support Yes

Isolated Children’s Parents’ Association of Yes

Australia Inc. (ICPA Aust)

Regional Education Commissioner Yes Yes Yes Yes

Educational Research

Australian Council for Educational Research Yes
Australian Education Research Organizations'  Yes
Board
Other
Asia Education Foundation Yes
Assessment for Graduate Teaching Yes Yes Yes Yes
Consortium
Australian Academy of Technological Yes

Sciences & Engineering

Vo]



CSIRO Yes Yes

Education Research Solutions Yes
National Advocates for Arts Yes Yes Yes Yes
Education

Teach For Australia
Teachers TV Foundation
Transforming Education Australasia Yes

Individuals
Barnes, Carol
Edmunds, David
Emeritus Professor Terry Lovat

Emeritus Professor Wayne Sawyer
and Emeritus Professor Rob Hattam
Ferman, Terrie

Gardiner, John
Halsey, John
Harpur, Paul
Jakupovic, Wardah
Lovell, Oliver
Mangubhai, Dr Francis
Millican, Kevan
Mundy, Mick
Norman, Karen
Rogers, Jo

Sankey, Derek
Selkrig, Mark
Thraves, Genevieve

Below we present our focus and findings in four papers. Each has also been submitted for publication.

Note that because each paper is reproduced, Table and Figure numbers restart at 1.
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Paper 1: The positioning of quality and expertise in initial teacher education: Policy enactment in the

Australian context

Teacher quality and teacher education improvement have been central discourses for at least two
decades in global education. In Australia, despite the pervasive nature of these discussions, there is a
lack of substantial evidence indicating the existence of a problem in this regard. Policies aimed at
enhancing the 'preparedness' of teacher graduates and elevating the 'quality' of Initial Teacher
Education (ITE) programs have nonetheless emerged as prevalent solutions over the past decade. The
latest enactment of reforms in the policy chain is the Strong Beginnings report from the Teacher
Education Expert Panel (TEEP). In this paper, we align with Ball's perspective that policy should be
viewed as a dynamic process rather than a presumed, ready-made solution to a problem. We utilise
systematic conceptual coding using Leximancer to enable a nuanced exploration of the understandings,
practices, and conditions of influence for the policy actors inscribed in the initial TEEP Discussion Paper.
We also analyse concept frequency and collocation in the final Strong Beginnings report, noting two
main propositions: first, that there is a problem with quality in ITE; and second, that practice is
foregrounded in professionalisation. We highlight the consistencies and contradictions within the
discourses of the final report and the submissions from policy actors that contributed to this policy
enactment process. We suggest that evidence is used when it suits a policy position, but ignored if it
disrupts the platform position. We conclude by arguing that the policy actors in this policy enactment
process should be afforded the professional authority to continue a well-established process of
continual improvement.

Keywords: Initial Teacher Education, quality, reform, policy, stakeholder responses, pre-service teachers
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The positioning of quality and expertise in initial teacher education: Policy enactment in the

Australian context

Teacher quality and teacher education improvement have been central discourses for at least two
decades in the realm of global education, as noted by Cochran-Smith and colleagues (2018). Despite the
pervasive nature of these discussions, Bourke et al. (2016) argue that there is a lack of substantial
evidence indicating the existence of a problem in this regard. In our exploration of these discourses, we
align with Ball's (2015) concept of "discursive," which emphasizes the ways in which discourses or
communicative acts are employed and disseminated within various contexts. For instance, the term
"evidence" has gained prominence within educational discussions, often becoming synonymous with
large-scale randomized controlled trials as the definitive form of acceptable evidence. This highlights a
shift in the discourse around teacher quality, with claims that Initial Teacher Education (ITE) does not
have robust bodies of evidence to indicate high quality and therefore should be assumed to be lacking in
quality. In response to this discursive challenge, policies aimed at enhancing the 'preparedness' of
teacher graduates and elevating the 'quality' of initial teacher education programs have emerged as
prevalent solutions over the past decade (Fitzgerald & Knipe, 2016; Ryan et al., 2024). The Teacher
Education Ministerial Advisory Group report (TEMAG, 2014) has been particularly influential in
advocating for these policy-driven approaches. The latest enactment of TEMAG reforms in the policy
chain is the Strong Beginnings report from the Teacher Education Expert Panel (TEEP, 2023).

The discursive concepts of quality and preparedness in teacher education are represented in
different ways across the education sector and in public discourse, and the ‘expertise’ associated with
ITE is often sourced from outside of teacher education. This study interrogates how terms related to
quality and expertise are discursively linked across documents produced by ‘experts’ in teacher
education. We adopt Ball's (2015) perspective that policy should be viewed as a dynamic process rather
than a presumed, ready-made solution to a problem (also explored by Ozga, 2020). Recognizing policy as
a process extends beyond mere implementation, bringing attention to what Ball et al. (2012) term
"policy enactment." Unlike policy implementation, which often overlooks context and individuals
"outside the formal machinery of official policy-making" (Ozga, 2000, p. 113), policy enactment places
emphasis on both the contexts in which the policy will take place and the diverse array of stakeholders,
often referred to as policy actors, actively engaged in the policy process (see also Bourke et al., 2022).
We utilise textual analysis to provide the tools for a nuanced exploration of a dynamic policy enactment
process in teacher education, including the ways in which discourses of quality and expertise are aligned
across diverse policy actors.

First, we discuss the policy context related to teacher education in Australia, with reference to
the global context. Next, we frame our study through the lens of discursive policy enactment, to account
for the contextual conditions and multiple actors that inform decision-making around policy. We focus
on a recent process of policy enactment in the Australian teacher education context —the TEEP - from
which a major textual outcome was produced: Strong Beginnings. We use inductive content analysis
and textual analysis to interrogate the understandings, practices, and conditions of influence for the
policy actors inscribed in this report. We analyse the consistencies or contradictions within the
discourses of the final report and the submissions that contributed to this policy enactment process. We

12



conclude with a discussion about the ways in which expertise and quality are represented in the
enactment of teacher education policy in Australia.
Teacher education policy context

The global discourse on teacher quality revolves around language, information, and
representations emphasizing the primary role of teaching as enhancing student outcomes on
standardized test scores (Kennedy, 2015; Singh et al., 2021). This discourse is evident in various
international reports, including those by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) such as "Teachers Matter: Attracting, Developing and Retaining Effective Teachers" (OECD,
2008), Teaching and Learning International Surveys (TALIS, https://www.oecd.org/education/talis.htm/),

European Union commissioned reports, and McKinsey reports (Mourshed et al., n.d.). It is also reflected
in national policies, such as the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL,
https://www.aitsl.edu.au/) accreditation documents, ministerial reviews of ITE (TEMAG, 2014), and the

Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP, https://caepnet.org/) standards in the

United States. In conjunction with outcomes from high-stakes tests like Trends in Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS, https://nces.ed.gov/timss/), Programme for International Student Assessment

(PISA, https://nces.ed.gov/surveys/pisa/index.asp), and the National Assessment for Literacy and

Numeracy (NAPLAN) in Australia, along with their associated ranking tables, these accreditation
documents and standards have fostered an uncritical acceptance of a specific teacher and teacher
education quality agenda, relying heavily on student assessment league tables (Ryan et al., 2024).
Stronach (2010) argued that this impact narrative has become so prevalent that it could be considered a
hegemonic hyper-narrative linking multiple texts worldwide to present a singular view of quality. This
focus on ‘learnification’ has become the Australian national policy solution to the perceived problem of
teacher quality (Singh et al., 2021, p.3) which fails to recognise the importance of student wellbeing,
social connectedness, and flourishing both at and beyond school (Biesta, 2019).

There is a dearth of longitudinal (or any) evidence about types and content of teacher education
programs that constitute quality. Brooks (2021) suggests that there are four categories of quality in ITE
promulgated in policy enactment: 1) Inputs such as characteristics and prior academic achievement of
candidates; 2) Processes such as placements and program content and cohesiveness; 3) Outputs such as
performance assessments against standards, measures of content knowledge, employment rates; and 4)
Perspectival including graduate and employer satisfaction.

Tools utilized to measure quality and classroom readiness through these indicators have
emerged as influential instruments in policy implementation. Diez (2010) explored various types of
evidence employed in teacher education programs in the United States, endorsing Teaching
Performance Assessments (TPAs) as one example (see, for instance,
https://www.edtpa.com/pageview.aspx?f=gen aboutedtpa.html). TPAs are performance-based

assessments for teacher education students, designed to gauge their preparedness for entering the
teaching profession (Parkes & Powell, 2015). Some researchers, such as Goldhaber et al. (2017) and
Darling-Hammond et al. (2013), asserted that TPAs scores could predict teacher effectiveness. However,
critics like Gore (2015) and Parkes and Powell (2015) have voiced concerns about the reliability and
content validity of these assessment instruments. In the Australian context, the AITSL has proposed
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classroom observations and satisfaction surveys as potential mechanisms for demonstrating impact in
their Insights publications. However, these instruments have not been without criticism. Caughlan and
Jiang (2014) argue that classroom observation instruments often lack reliability and credibility, while
satisfaction surveys reveal shortcomings in terms of response rates, biases, and power relations.
Satisfaction surveys are also often muddied by overarching university experiences, including non-
academic factors unrelated to ITE programs (Grebennikov & Shah, 2013).

Brooks (2021) suggests that metrics, measures, and indicators in ITE primarily function as
standards for quality assurance. They serve as proxies for quality, acting as representations rather than
direct reflections of quality itself (Vagi et al., 2019). It iss important to note that the emphasis on
indicators may obscure the understanding that quality within a learning context is a transformative
process. Quality, in this context, is a descriptive and relative concept, not an absolute entity, and it does
not easily transfer across different educational settings. Despite this nuanced perspective, these
indicators are pervasive and constitute a part of the limited array of policies in teacher education that
significantly impact international and national discussions (Mayer, 2017; Ellis et al., 2020).

According to Sahlberg (2019) the current educational landscape is largely characterized by
discourses centred around well-being and equity. The impact of these discourses is likely to be closely
tied to local concerns and priorities. For instance, in New Zealand, where there is a national
preoccupation with the distribution of educational achievement, especially after being labelled a 'high-
achievement, local equity' nation by the OECD, there is a growing emphasis on educators who can
effectively address equity issues in the classroom (Cochran-Smith et al., 2016). In contrast, England and
Australia are grappling with a dominant discourse of crisis in teacher recruitment and retention. This
crisis is reflected in policies that advocate for the diversification of routes into teaching, the privatization
of education, permitting unqualified teachers in state schools, and prioritizing subject specialists over
expert pedagogues. However, it is worth noting that the rationale behind these policies has been subject
to debate (Ellis et al., 2020; Ellis & Spendlove, 2020). In essence, the conceptualization of quality in ITE is
contingent on the specific contextual factors at play (Brooks, 2021).

Theoretical framing: Policy enactment through discourse

The conceptual framework of policy enactment provides a dynamic and non-linear approach to
explore ‘quality' and ‘expertise’ in teacher education, navigating the intricacies inherent in the policy
process. Significantly, this framework breaks the problematic circular logic cycle where new policies
often cite old policies as 'evidence’, In doing so, the framework creates space for new ideas and
alternative perspectives to emerge. To comprehensively study policy enactments, three key facets, as
proposed by Ball (2015) — the 'interpretive,' the 'material,' and the 'discursive' — must be thoroughly
examined. The interpretive facet delves into how policies are read and understood by those involved in
the policy process, shaped through language in the form of descriptions and explanations of content.
Investigating the complex interplay of interpretations, translations, active readership, and the creative
processes surrounding policy opens up spaces for fresh perspectives on teacher education quality and
expertise. The material facet, on the other hand, explores how contextual factors influence policy,
detailing the context through descriptions and explanations. Despite good intentions in central policy
making, there is often a lack of consideration for constraints and enablers in the policy context. Finally,
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the discursive facet examines how policy discourses are articulated and acted upon by policy actors,
constituted by descriptions of actions and reactions. Understanding how these discourses are spoken
about and implemented provides valuable insights into the dynamics of policy enactment and its impact
on discussions surrounding 'teacher education quality.'

The Current Study

Drawing on Ball’s three key facets to policy enactment above, this study aimed to interrogate
constructions of ITE quality and determine which voices are given authority to make these claims in
response to the TEEP suite of policy reforms. To do so we used two forms of content analysis to map
TEEP submissions: first, a mapping of which policy actor submissions made in response to the TEEP
Discussion Paper were taken up in the final Strong Beginnings report, and second, a systematic
conceptual coding of the Strong Beginnings report using inductive content analysis software tool
Leximancer. We were interested both in the frequency of different themes or narratives and the
collocation of these themes (see Obermair et al., 2018), represented visually as a concept map. To
further support our interpretations, we compared these themes with those emerging in the stakeholder
responses of several large stakeholder groups.

We framed citations to submissions in the Strong Beginnings report as elevation of stakeholder
voice and proxy recognition of expertise. We therefore were interested in the patterns of greater or
lesser citations to different policy actors and groups, with additional analyses of themes in the final
Strong Beginnings report and stakeholder submissions highlighting congruence and incongruence in
interpretations of quality and evidence by different policy actors.

Method

In part one of our analyses, we mapped the stakeholder submissions that were and were not
taken up in the Strong Beginnings report in each of four reform areas. These reform areas are outlined
in Table 1.

15



Table 1. Reform Areas recommended by TEEP for Australian ITE

Reform Area Components
1. Strengthen ITE programs to deliver 1.1 Evidence based practices
confident, effective, classroom ready 1.2 Core content for ITE programs
graduates 1.3 Embedding the core content in ITE
programs

1.4 Nationally consistent assessment of ITE
program quality

2. Strengthen the link between 2.1 Purpose of the indicators
performance and funding of ITE 2.2 Reporting on indicators
programs 2.3 Future development of the indicators

2.4 Informing student choice

2.5 Streamlining reporting requirements
2.6 Financial incentives

2.7 Further options considered by the panel

3. Improve the quality of practical 3.1 High quality practical experience for ITE
experience in teaching students
3.2 Reforms to improve the quality of practical
experience
3.3 Key challenges to delivery of high-quality
practicum placements
3.4 System-level approach to delivering practical

experience
4. Improve postgraduate programs to 4.1 Characteristics of mid-career entrants
attract mid-career entrants. 4.2 Motivations for and barriers to entering the

teaching profession

4.3 Transitioning into initial teacher education

4.4 Attracting and supporting more mid-career
entrants

4.5 Building the evidence base for mid-career
programs

Following existing stakeholder research with a similar methodology, this citation analysis
process initially involved retrieving all stakeholder submissions from the public domain (Jongenelis et al.,
2023; Stafford et al., 2020). Submissions were then collated a priori into policy actor groups using
clusterings that aligned as best possible with the stakeholder groupings proposed within Strong
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Beginnings, including higher education providers (HEPs), teacher regulatory authorities (TRAs), Councils
of Deans, employers, teachers’ associations, educational research organisations, advocates, individuals,
and others. Finally, stakeholders who were and were not cited in the Strong Beginnings report were
tallied. To determine who was given voice and when, this citation analysis was organised by stakeholder
grouping and reform area.

In part two of our analyses, we used Leximancer 5.0, an artificial intelligence-based text mining
software, to analyse emergent themes and collocations in the Strong Beginnings Report. To enable
comparisons of foci and narrative, including areas of agreement and disagreement with the final Strong
Beginnings report, we also conducted supplementary mappings of the emergent themes and
collocations present in responses to the TEEP Discussion Paper for several large stakeholder groups.
Analysis in Leximancer involved three stages: data cleaning, researcher confirmation of auto-generated
codes, and final analyses (Cheng & Edwards, 2019). To clean the data, content such as forewords,
abstracts, author affiliations, headings, figures, appendices, and references (in-text, footnotes, reference
lists) were omitted. Reform-specific introductions and conclusions were retained. Submissions were
then uploaded to Leximancer v5.0, and Gaussian analyses were used to generate an inductive report of
initial overall codes (true discovery mode). Informed by Bayesian theory, Leximancer inductively extracts
code frequencies and relationships via an emergent and unsupervised synthesis of input (Smith &
Humphreys, 2006). Due to the automated 