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A Letter to Readers From John Ryan

Dear reader

Between May 2006 and May 2019, I held the position of Director, Queensland
College of Teachers (QCT). The QCT is the regulatory authority for the teaching
profession in Queensland. Holding this critical position enabled me to be in a priv-
ileged and unique position to shape, develop and implement significant changes in
the regulation of the teaching profession. A critical function of the college is the
accreditation of initial teacher education (ITE) programs.

This allowed me to develop in-depth insights into initiatives being proposed and
implemented. Some of the key initiatives that I have detailed knowledge of include
the development of national teacher standards for the profession and national guide-
lines for the approval of ITE programs. Of all of the initiatives, the change that had the
greatest positive impact on Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) delivering Initial
Teacher Education (ITE) programs was the implementation of a teaching perfor-
mance assessment (TPA). The TPA was introduced as part of the revised Accredita-
tion of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures
(Standards and Procedures; Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership
[AITSL], 2015).

During my time as Director of the QCT, three major reviews were held that
impacted on ITE in Queensland. The three reviews were:

e A Shared Challenge: Improving Literacy, Numeracy and Science Learning
(Masters, 2009)

e Review of Teacher Education and School Induction (Caldwell & Sutton, 2010)

e Action Now: Classroom Ready Teachers (Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory
Group [TEMAG], Craven, et al., 2014).

The first and second reviews were state-level reviews. The final review was national
and produced the report Action now: Classroom ready teachers (Craven et.al., 2014).
This report had the greatest impact on ITE. Unlike many previous reviews that sat on
bookshelves, the AITSL drove the implementation of many of the recommendations
in partnerships with HEIs and Teacher Regulatory Authorities (TRAS).

vii



viii A Letter to Readers From John Ryan

The TEMAG review was also the one that created the greatest angst for me.
Despite how you tried to frame the report, it was a very public criticism of ITE
programs and their approval or accreditation by TRAs.

Despite the personal angst the review had created, I also believed it provided
opportunity. Concepts from the relevant recommendations from the review were
transformed into requirements of the Accreditation of initial teacher education
programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures (Standards and Procedures;
AITSL, 2015).

One of the revised requirements of the standards and procedures required preser-
vice teachers to have successfully completed a final-year teaching performance
assessment prior to graduation that is shown to:

a. beareflection of classroom teaching practice including the elements of planning,
teaching, assessing and reflecting,

b. be a valid assessment that clearly assesses the content of the Graduate Teacher
Standards,

c. have clear, measurable and justifiable achievement criteria that discriminate
between meeting and not meeting the Graduate Teacher Standards,

d. be areliable assessment in which there are appropriate processes in place for
ensuring consistent scoring between assessors,

e. include moderation processes that support consistent decision-making against
the achievement criteria”. (Standard 1.2; AITSL, 2015, p. 12).

This requirement addressed a major theme of the report—that graduates were class-
room ready. It was through this requirement I saw opportunity, as I strongly believed
this requirement could significantly improve the teaching quality of graduates and
silence many critics of teacher education, if implemented properly.

I also believed it would be advantageous if all Queensland HEIs used the same
TPA. Benefits included:

e reduced compliance obligations for HEIs and for panels accrediting programs,

e reduced costs for HEIs as they did not have to develop their own TPA,
reduction in teacher workloads as supervising teachers would only have to be
familiar with one TPA, and

e consolidation of the key message to the Minister for Education, stakeholders and
the public that there was a consistently high-level minimum standard being applied
to all graduates in Queensland.

The more TPAs implemented, the greater the challenge of ensuring comparability of
standards across them.

The development of a TPA initially seemed straight forward and easy to accom-
plish. It was not until each of the conditions stated in (a)—(e) above were dissected,
that it became apparent that this was a very complex task and nothing like it existed in
Australia. Teaching performance assessments that complied with the conditions did
exist overseas, and there was a real concern that an instrument would be imported and
administered by a commercial company. This would further erode the profession’s
ability to set the standard of teaching.

Compounding the issue was that the Australian Professional Standards for
Teachers (APSTs; AITSL, 2011), which outline what graduate teachers should know
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and be able to do, did not articulate any achievement levels; that is, What is the stan-
dard of the standard ? Without an agreed standard, there were inconsistent judgements
being applied within universities, and across universities, about whether graduates
met the APSTs at an appropriate level.

While these notions were agitating, I had to acknowledge that the QCT neither had
the capacity nor the authority to develop a TPA. It was at this point that I approached
Professor Claire Wyatt-Smith at the Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher
Education (formerly known as the Learning Sciences Institute Australia) to gauge
her interest in developing such a task. Fortunately for education in Australia, Claire
accepted the challenge of developing Australia’s first endorsed TPA. The Graduate
Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA) was borne out of this acceptance. The
GTPA is an assessment that demonstrates preservice teacher pedagogic problem-
solving and decision-making, allowing others to “see” the thinking that informs
practice, bringing together theory and practice across an entire degree program (Adie
& Wyatt-Smith, 2020).

The next challenge was to engage and enrol Queensland HEIs so they would
participate in this project. Initially, all but one Qld HEI agreed to participate in the
GTPA. At the time of writing this introduction, seven out of the nine Queensland
HEIs are still using the GTPA. Other HEIs from other states and territories have
realised the benefits of the GTPA and have also joined the consortium, known as the
Collective.

A number of chapters of the book explore the various concepts required for
the development and implementation of the GTPA on ITE program and research.
Chapter 5 emphasises the importance of fidelity in assessment to ensure results from
different HEIs can be used in fair moderation, the preconditions required to “get
the GTPA” right is examined in Chap. 17. Chapter 16 explores how results from
various assessment tasks early in a students’ program predicts their probability of
successfully completing the program. Chapter 4 examines the media reaction to the
introduction of TPAs and specifically the GTPA.

While the GTPA addressed the program standards, perhaps more importantly
were some of the serendipitous outcomes of the GTPA. The book explores how ITE
educators worked collaboratively with each other rather than in silos, how the GTPA
was a driving force in HEIs reviewing and renewing their programs, how stakeholders
worked collaboratively to resolve issues, the business enablers required to progress
the project, and how teacher educators reclaimed their professional accountabilities.
It also highlights how the GTPA enabled business continuity of some ITE programs
during COVID-19.

The term cultural disruptor is used in the book and it is an apt term considering
the meticulous work involved in creating a safe environment where frank, fearless
and honest conversations could be held by teacher educators about important and
sensitive topics regarding their programs.

There is commentary in the book about the important role of TPAs in ITE
programs. Unfortunately, there has been a proliferation of TPAs in Australia and
the author of that section outlines possible consequences of what this might mean
for ITE in future.

Those teacher educators who participate in the GTPA consortium need to be
acknowledged for bringing an open mindset to such an innovative initiative. They
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need to be congratulated on having the courage to be transparent about their programs
with their colleagues. Finally, they need to be praised for their contribution to devel-
oping an authentic assessment that the profession can relate to and accept. In doing
so, they have determined the competence of the next generation of teachers.

It would be remiss if I did not highlight the leadership and vision of Professor
Claire Wyatt-Smith. She showed courage and resilience in the face of ignorance,
criticism and adversity. She demonstrated innovative practices when solutions could
not initially be found. She facilitated a change in culture of how teacher educa-
tors worked. Claire will leave a legacy of helping change the perception of ITE in

Australia.
g -

John Ryan
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Chapter 1 ®)
Professional Standards, Evidence Gouck ko
and Collaboration: Cultural Disruption

in Teacher Education

Claire Wyatt-Smith® and Lenore Adie

Abstract This book is about significant cultural disruption in initial teacher educa-
tion. The disruption can be traced to two main catalysts. The first was a policy change,
and the second was spearheaded through a research and development initiative that
saw an unprecedented number of universities mobilising for collective agency. Their
shared focus was to establish the readiness of teacher education graduates for profes-
sional practice. Initially, the policy change took the form of a requirement for preser-
vice teachers to successfully complete a teaching performance assessment to demon-
strate professional competence. In the policy enactment, however, research-informed
change involved the formation of new networks and interrelationships across multiple
educational stakeholders and sites where education policy is remade in and through
practice and research. To set the scene for what follows in the book, this chapter
sketches the contestation surrounding teacher education and highlights the turn to
data, standards and professional judgement as essential in building an evidence base
to show the quality of teacher preparation. The chapter also presents an overview of
the four parts of the book. Taken together, these bring into the forum the voices
of teacher educators (Part 2), followed by provocations from leading education
researchers on changes in education, and includes a commentary on getting teaching
performance assessments right in the best interests of learners (Part 3). To conclude
the book, Part 4 presents future directions for sustainable change in teacher education.
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4 C. Wyatt-Smith and L. Adie

1.1 Teacher Education in a Crucible of Change

Within the contemporary frame of global change and increasing calls for reform
in education, teacher education has come to centre stage of government and public
interest in many countries. In what is undoubtedly a powerful policy driver, the
elusive notion of teacher quality has come to be regarded as a major determinant
of overall quality of a country’s schooling system in both the Global North and
the Global South. The policy logic is clear: improving the quality of teachers is
needed, along with a concerted focus on suitably engaging learning opportunities
for diverse learners that incorporates the growing array of online technological tools
and platforms. This is not to argue that teachers are redundant, with schools destined
to become obsolete. Rather, it is to argue that teacher professionalism is critical in
preparing young people to take up their roles in what will continue to be complex
and unchartered futures. Well-prepared teachers and the use of technological tools
to support learners are both central to efforts to promote learner growth and address
the divide, widening in many countries, between high- and low-performing students.
Also, critical is the need to address shortages in professionally trained teachers in
some countries.

The main question taken up in this book is: What does teacher education reform
look like when evaluative expertise and issues of quality, evidence and agency are
placed centre stage? In this chapter, evaluative expertise is taken to refer to the neces-
sary knowledge and skills of teacher educators to monitor their own performance
in curriculum design and pedagogic decision-making and to recognise quality and
apply standards as referents in arriving at judgements of preservice teacher compe-
tence for entering the teaching workforce. The genesis of the book is located in two
forces that constitute the contemporary crucible of change in which teacher educa-
tion is located. The first force comes from the numerous national reviews and reform
agendas that assert the need to improve quality in teacher education programs and,
in turn, student learning and achievement. The second force has fuelled calls for
producing evidence of quality in graduating teachers, in efforts to sustain and build
public confidence in education systems at state and national levels. Each of these is
discussed briefly.

In the last decade, official national reviews have taken place in countries including
Scotland, Wales, Ireland, the Republic of Ireland, Australia, Canada, the United States
(USA), England, New Zealand and Hong Kong (e.g. Australia: Craven et al., 2014;
Wales: Furlong, 2015; Ireland: Sahlberg et al., 2014; Scotland: Donaldson, 2010).
At the time of writing this book, the Australian education minister, the Hon. Allan
Tudge MP has heralded a further review of teacher preparation, telling the nation that
“The next evolution of reforms is needed... to ensure that all ITE courses are high-
quality and adequately prepare our teachers to be effective from day one” (Tudge,
2021, n.p.).

The momentum for reviewing and improving teacher education is also evident
in the moves in several countries to strengthen the role of accreditation agencies
with responsibilities for setting and monitoring professional standards for teaching
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and school leadership—the second force of change. Professional standards are now
firmly in place in initial teacher education (ITE). This observation tends to mask
the more important insight into differences in how standards are conceptualised,
and their nature and function understood. Broadly speaking, the recognised main
purpose of professional standards is to formalise and communicate expectations of
practice for membership of a profession (Wyatt-Smith & Looney, 2016). Standards
are an essential hallmark for recognition of a profession, with standards associated
with requirements for safe practice. Once competence has been demonstrated and an
accredited program of preparation has been completed, licensure can be granted as
recognition of approved membership of a chosen profession. There are, for example,
professional standards that apply in fields including medicine, dentistry, clinical
practice in the fields of psychology and psychiatry and teaching.

We note that breaching professional standards can have legal implications and lead
to litigation. This can occur where practice by individuals or groups is assessed to be
inconsistent with approved standards, where it was assessed as unsafe and, in some
cases, breaching ethical practice, and where injury or damage has resulted. In such
cases of breaching standards, licensure can be revoked. This provides an opening for
mentioning that public recognition of the standing of the awarding institution for a
degree is of increasing interest. In turn, this shines a spotlight on the dependability
of standards in higher education within and across countries, especially as these
are associated with professional entry requirements as applied and interpreted by
individual universities. An issue bubbling in policy contexts in some countries is
whether it is possible to tie the quality of practice of a graduate back to the quality
of the preparation program in an awarding institution.

While the nomenclature of professional standards for teaching can vary consid-
erably across countries and even across jurisdictions within a country, essentially
standards are intended to capture official expectations of the practice of the begin-
ning teacher and, in some countries, subsequent career stages (e.g. the advanced or
master teacher) through to administrative leadership positions in schools. Impor-
tantly, research evidence on ITE that connects standards and actual evidence of the
quality of ITE programs is in its infancy. This book provides empirical research
evidence of the application of standards in teacher education with respect to the
introduction of teaching performance assessments (TPAs).

The strength of the second force is clear in the move in several countries to produce
evidence of the quality and effectiveness of teacher education programs. While the
calls have some variation, they tend to highlight issues common across contexts.
These include strengthening the evidence base that universities and others with
responsibilities for teacher education use in designing and implementing programs
to integrate theory and practice. The optimum balance between academic programs
and practical or school-based experiences is therefore of high interest. The numerous
research-informed reviews of teacher education, mentioned earlier, and seminal
studies including meta-analyses of the motivation for choosing teaching as a career
(Gore et al., 2015; Wyatt-Smith et al., 2017) and teacher preparation and certifica-
tion (Bahr & Mellor, 2016; Cochran-Smith & Villegas, 2015; Darling-Hammond &
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Bransford, 2005) illustrate efforts to inform teacher education about the candidates
that enter teaching and their experiences.

Against this backdrop, some readers may find it surprising that research conducted
in teacher education has been dominated historically by small-scale studies which
have tended to offer limited generalisability beyond the sites in which the studies
were undertaken. This has resulted in a situation where teacher education as a field
does not have access to a well-developed evidence base—including quantitative
information—to demonstrate the quality of candidates entering teacher education
programs. Added to this is the observation made by Cochran-Smith and Villegas
(drawing on the work of Kennedy, 1996) that ‘primarily quantitative research on
teacher education, intended to inform policy and policy makers, was often more
familiar to skeptics and critics of teacher education, including economists and policy
analysts, than to teacher educators themselves’ (2015, p. 8). This observation suggests
policymakers turned to primarily quantitative research that has tended to remain
undeveloped in the research field of teacher education.

In Australia, one recent response to the frequent calls for evidence has been the
commitment of the Australian Education Council to review teacher workforce needs
of the future and develop the Australian Teacher Workforce Data and related work-
force strategy. This is a joint initiative implemented by AITSL in partnership with
national and state governments, teacher regulatory authorities and key stakeholders
(AITSL, 2020). A further response is to concentrate attention on the oft repeated
phrase of ‘what works’ in education, evident in the move to establish the Australian
Education Research Organisation (AERO). This organisation has three main aims: to
generate high-quality evidence, make high-quality evidence accessible and enhance
the use of evidence in Australian education. The motivation is to ‘ensure that all
school leaders, teachers and educators have access to the best available evidence and
resources’ for improving learning (AERO, n.d., para. 4). The increasing demands for
evidence and related measures of quality of education and the teaching workforce
are central themes in this volume.

1.2 The Move to Assess Professional Competence
in Teaching

This book comes at a time when the potent changes mentioned earlier have converged
and triggered the requirement for a culminating or summative TPA. This observation
is not intended to suggest that the field of teacher education is in a state of crisis
in Australia (or elsewhere) where such an assessment has attracted interest. It is,
however, to highlight the turn underway in many countries to education performance
data, with areach beyond schooling performance and into the preparation of teachers.
Underlying this is the well-entrenched value proposition that teachers matter—their
work matters—in how and how well young people learn, and in turn, the opportunities
that open (and close off) in post-school pathways.
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The impetus of the intensifying focus on teacher preparedness can be traced
back to the prospect of establishing impact measures of the teacher preparation
programs on student learning in the classroom. This turn became clear in Australia
following the Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) review into
teacher education, titled Action now: Classroom ready teachers (Craven et al., 2014).
The report presented recommendations for reforming teacher education, including
a recommendation to introduce a new mandatory competence assessment in the
final year of preparation as a hurdle assessment. As it was originally proposed,
the aim of the assessment was to establish ‘classroom readiness’, assessed against
a minimum standard of professional competence. At the time when the TEMAG
report was published, an assessment of classroom readiness against the minimum
acceptable standard for graduation and subsequent licensure had not been established
in Australia. The introduction of a competence assessment in the final year of a
teacher education program represented unchartered territory in policy reforms at the
national and state levels. Precedents of teaching competence assessments elsewhere
are discussed in Chap. 2 of the book.

The current requirement is for all teacher preparation programs to be accred-
ited against already established and endorsed Australian Professional Standards for
Teachers (APST; Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership [AITSL],
2011; revised 2018). The APST provided the overarching framework for identi-
fying requirements for teacher preparation programs. It may not be surprising for
some readers that the additional policy-driven requirement for all teacher education
programs to include a teaching performance assessment to determine readiness for
practice was not uniformly welcomed. Half a decade later, several sites of teacher
education are yet to implement an endorsed TPA.

A watershed in Australian teacher education came when the national agency,
AITSL, invited universities in 2017 to form consortia to design a new competence
assessment. The common enterprise set for the two successful consortia (one led by
Australian Catholic University; one by the University of Melbourne) was to develop
a research-informed authentic competence assessment, undertake a rigorous trial
for validation and standard-setting purposes and conduct some form of moderation.
The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®),! which is the focus of this
book, initiated a new online model of cross-institutional moderation (CIM-Online™;
see Chaps. 3 and 11).> The model was developed for the purposes of demonstrating
the validity of the instrument and the reliability of judgements made by teacher
educators who had no previous experience of collaboration in determining readiness

1 Acknowledgment: The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®) was created by the
Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic University and has
been implemented in a Collective of Higher Education Institutions in Australia (graduatetpa.com).
ILSTE has led the validation of the instrument, standard-setting and cross-institutional moderation
with the engagement of teacher educators, policy personnel and a multidisciplinary research team.
2 Acknowledgment: The online model of cross-institutional moderation (CIM-Online™) was
conceptualised and developed by the authors of this chapter. The work has been supported by
digital architects in the Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic
University.
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(see Chap. 2 for a more detailed discussion of the GTPA). This required the design
and trialling of the scoring rubric, formulation of the standard at the minimum and
collection and analysis of quantitative data showing the results of applying the stan-
dard on actual samples drawn from participating universities. A significant corpus
of evidence from the trial was generated, including exemplars showing the applica-
tion of the scoring rubric and the standard, and this was submitted for review and
assessment to an Expert Advisory Group in AITSL. The new TPA, together with the
scoring rubric and exemplars showing the application of the standards, made avail-
able evidence of what counts as practice assessed as profession ready. As discussed
further in Chap. 2, the authors of the present chapter use the term profession readi-
ness to capture the critical association between the TPA and licensure requirements,
with the outcome of the TPA being consequential for entry to the profession. This
development of a new mandatory competence assessment was without precedent in
the history of teacher education in Australia.

There emerged three categories of responses to the introduction of TPAs in
Australia, and what became a slow-moving attempted reform. The first was to ignore
the TEMAG report, taking up the position that the policy would ‘die on the vine’, if
universities simply ‘waited it out and did not engage’. A related response was to resist
the invitation to join with other universities in designing and trialling a TPA. The
second response was to acknowledge the report and the recommendation to introduce
a TPA but resist it by characterising TPAs as a top-down policy-driven imposition on
teacher education. The oft repeated assertion was that TPAs promoted compliance
and performativity. In this response, standards came to be narrowly construed as
accountability tools for compliance, associated with an audit culture of ‘ticking off’
evidence types and outcomes.

The third response went well beyond a compliance-driven notion of reform. It
focussed instead on the enabling potential of assessment and standards where they are
used to foster both collaboration at scale and an inquiry culture in the use of evidence
for review and renewal. Serafini (2000) characterised this form of response as an
inquiry paradigm of assessment, as distinctive from what he termed measurement
and procedure paradigms. A measurement paradigm is associated with large-scale
standardised testing where results are primarily for use by authorities beyond the
school, teacher and student. The procedure paradigm is still concerned with mandated
reporting requirements to external authorities, though the method of data collection
may be based in the classroom, such as portfolio assessment. While the method of
data collection through a portfolio may generate inquiry, the epistemological stance
of the procedure paradigm remains as the objective reporting of results to a higher
authority for accountability purposes. Markedly different is assessment as inquiry
which supports efforts to interrogate and interpret assessment results to infer meaning
from them for next steps. In an inquiry paradigm, assessment is a positive agent; it
can inform understandings of what and how well student learning has progressed
and inform planning about options to improve teaching programs. The assessment
then becomes the source of reflection. Serafini (2000) takes this paradigm further to
involve the student in using assessment for self-assessment of their learning progress.
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This book locates the TPA reform in relation to the assessment as inquiry
paradigm. The potential of this lies in how it is used to discern useful evidence
of the quality and impact of teacher preparation in Australia. In particular, the quan-
titative and qualitative data generated from implementing the GTPA enables teacher
educators to report the quality of graduates against a common standard and undertake
evidence-informed curriculum review and planning. The GTPA is a cultural disruptor
as teacher educators across the country collaborate in large-scale data collection.
It is a cultural disruptor as it navigates across the three paradigms of assessment
(Serafini, 2000) with focus on assessment as inquiry and the learning generated from
the assessment. The evidence of standards met as outputs from the cross-institutional
scoring and moderation of GTPA samples is providing data not previously available
to teacher educators and in turn providing evidence to inform policy (see Chap. 3).

As mentioned, this book presents perspectives on the culture change that flowed
from the introduction of professional competence assessment in Australian teacher
education, with a focus on a group of universities that came together to form the GTPA
Collective. At one level, the volume is about holding teacher preparation to account.
At another and far richer level, it presents situated accounts of teacher educators’
experiences of culture change as they worked with preservice teachers and a range of
industry collaborators, who joined forces in a national collective. At the time of the
call for forming consortia in 2017, there was no precedent for universities to share
preservice teacher work samples for the purposes of blind review, cross-institutional
scoring and moderation to confirm the application of a common standard. More than
this, there were no quality assurance processes—system checks and balances—to
verify the comparability of judgements of the professional competence of teacher
education graduates. The book raises issues concerning the benefits and risks of
competence assessment, and system and site expectations of evidence and quality in
teacher education.

Since the introduction of competence assessment in Australian teacher educa-
tion, we have considered ourselves to be working in a discovery project in an
approach to reform that has required ongoing enquiry, collaboration and the forming
and maintenance of networks across the country. It has also required ongoing and
significant learning by all parties, including teacher educators, preservice teachers,
policy personnel, school personnel and a multidisciplinary team of researchers and
methodologists. The shared focus of authors in this volume is on the phenomenon
of change and specifically changing culture in teacher education through collab-
oration. Through this lens, attention focuses on evaluative expertise, professional
judgement, authentic evidence and standards. We use the term authentic evidence to
refer to (1) material evidence of performance change assessed against standards and
(2) situated perspectives on the application of a common standard and using data
for curriculum review and program renewal. By conjoining these three elements—
evidence, standards and situated perspectives—we open the space for examining how
culture change comes to be operationalised at system and local levels for the purpose
of quality assuring graduate readiness for entering the classroom. In taking this
approach, the book explores what we know about ‘how’ and ‘how well’ teachers are
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prepared for professional practice and also how teacher educators can use previously
unavailable evidence to inform their curriculum review and program renewal.

1.3 Chapter Overview

The book is presented in four main parts. Part 1 (Chaps. 1-4) situates teaching perfor-
mance assessments in policy, and in broader public, professional and international
contexts. Part 2 (Chaps. 5-9) gives an account of teaching performance assessments
as enacted in diverse contexts. Part 3 presents a suite of five provocations to challenge
thinking about the possible futures of teacher education. It concludes with Hattie’s
invitation to explore what it means to say, “We have to get TPAs right’ and why that
is important. Part 4 presents the final two chapters with discussion of the next steps
for sustainable change in teacher education through TPAs.

Each chapter can be read as a stand-alone chapter; however, readers interested in
Part 2 would gain a more informed understanding of the TPA context by first reading
Chaps. 1, 2 and 3. Readers interested in the challenges facing teacher education
may first engage with the provocations to then return to the responses in the earlier
chapters and the actual on-site engagement in Chaps. 5-8. Readers interested in the
current and future possibilities for TPAs should engage with Part 4, returning to the
other chapters of the book to gain insight to the historic context that set these actions
in play.

Chapters 1, 2 and 3 provide foundational information for reading the implementa-
tion accounts in Chapts. 4-7. In Chap. 1, Wyatt-Smith and Adie describe the change
context in teacher education internationally, including calls for reform, and present
commentary on the move to assess professional competence in teaching. The GTPA
has been presented on the one hand as an example of a TPA undertaken in response
to the policy demand for TPAs to be introduced into all Australian teacher education
programs and on the other hand as a cultural disruptor when assessment is viewed
as an inquiry into practice.

In Chap. 2, Adie and Wyatt-Smith introduce the GTPA as one of Australia’s
endorsed TPAs. The assessment is conceptualised as a catalyst for culture change,
bringing together a large collective of universities across Australia to undertake
large-scale data collection, intended to provide evidence of the quality of ITE. This
scale of data offers the potential to respond to criticisms of the quality of teacher
education graduates and for curriculum review and program renewal. Six conditions
are presented as necessary for bringing together a national collective of universi-
ties and other educational agencies to respond to accountabilities stemming from
system and local or site requirements. Core design principles are illustrated through
actual preservice teacher work samples, demonstrating how the GTPA is an authentic
assessment of professional competence.

Chapter 3 sketches an online model of cross-institutional moderation (CIM-
Online), a form of national benchmarking. The model is a main outcome from
the GTPA development work undertaken after the instrument had been developed,
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trialled and validated, and the accompanying standard had been established. CIM-
Online as conceived for the GTPA invites teacher educators to take up an agentic
role in the scoring of de-identified samples nationwide. Beyond this, it invites an
even more intensified agentic role in the use of data for curriculum review and
program renewal. The model has potential to build collaborative professionalism
through collegial engagement in applying a common or established standard within
and across participating universities. More than this, CIM-Online has potential to
enable teacher educators to give an account of the quality of their programs and in
this way professionalise teacher education, improving its status from what has been
referred to as a cottage industry (see Hattie’s Commentary in Part 4).

In Chap. 4, Heck explores the representation of teachers, the teaching profession
in the Australian news media and the role played by the media in teacher education
reform and the emergence of TPAs and related preservice teacher assessment. A
dataset of 111 news articles published since the release of the TEMAG report (Craven
et al., 2014) was analysed using the Analytical Framework for Media Discourse
(Carvalho, 2008). The chapter discusses the implications of media representation
of teaching, teacher quality and standards and the impact this has had on teachers’
professional identity and public perceptions of the profession more broadly.

Chapters 5 to 8 and present teacher educator accounts in-situ. Taken together,
they provide a lens on cross-site activity for significant change in ITE, led by teacher
educators working in partnership with mentor teachers and other school leaders.
These chapters lay out the intellectual, experiential and personal resources and related
expertise that teacher educators and preservice teachers bring to their practice. The
focus is on the academic dimensions (knowledge and skills in curriculum, pedagogy
and assessment) and formation of teacherly dispositions and attitudes. The final
chapter in Part 2 (Chap. 9) draws on cultural-historical activity theory (Engestrom,
2014) to consider how the previous accounts of implementing the GTPA (Chaps. 5-8)
are impacting on teacher education, teacher educators and preservice teachers.

Doyle, Evans and Salter (Chap. 5) focus on the impact of the implemen-
tation of TPAs on the work of teacher educators. Drawing on Hargreaves and
O’Connor’s (2017) work on collaborative professionalism, they trace their experi-
ences of accountability and professionalism to reflect on TPAs as a major disruption to
their prior understandings about their practice as teacher educators. The authors take
a critical inquiry approach to the design and implementation of the GTPA into their
programs. Written texts provided by teacher education colleagues (both tenured and
non-tenured and administrative as well as academic) are analysed to identify tensions
and opportunities in the implementation of a TPA in their university. Their conclu-
sion is significant for institutional practices of teacher education. They argue that
considerable work remains in re-imagining and reworking systems and processes
to facilitate the introduction of new assessments. This work includes acting upon
a holistic view of the teacher education workforce, beyond the interests solely of
teacher education academics.

In Chap. 6, Lugg, Lang, Weller and Carr present the impacts of introducing a
new competence assessment on the work of four teacher educators located in two
universities in Victoria, Australia. The authors use a collaborative autoethnographic
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methodology, Edwards’ (2011, 2012) concepts of relational agency and relational
expertise and Engestrom’s (2007) concept of expansive learning to explore and inter-
pret the impacts of the GTPA on their roles as teacher educators, their professional
learning and on the development of their ITE programs. The tensions and opportuni-
ties for working in teams within and across teacher education programs and providers
are identified. A significant insight is that the discomfort experienced as they worked
with new practices triggered a strengthening of collaborative problem-solving within
and across universities as they exercised agency in leading ITE program review and
renewal.

In Chap. 7, Parks and Morrison report on redefining boundaries between one
higher education institution and its stakeholders for the purpose of developing a
collective vision and common objectives in supporting final year preservice teachers.
The chapter shows how the introduction of the GTPA within their university provided
the impetus for reform. This phenomenon enhanced relationships, informed perspec-
tives, developed new and shared language and practices and encouraged regular and
productive boundary crossings (Oswick & Robertson, 2009) for those associated
with this work.

Chapter 8, by Dargusch, Ambrosetti and Busch, focusses on the developing assess-
ment literacies and identities of preservice teachers, a widely recognised underde-
veloped area of teacher education. The authors utilise case study methodology to
investigate the implementation of the GTPA in their multi-campus university and
to specifically inquire into their pedagogical and assessment practices across their
ITE programs. Data sources include teacher educator talk and actual GTPA samples.
The authors found that the GTPA enabled preservice teachers to demonstrate their
assessment practices in contextually responsive ways and to develop confidence in
their role as assessors. The authors further identify how preservice teacher responses
to the GTPA focussed the teacher educators’ attention on the redesign of their
ITE programs, taking a developmental approach to preparing preservice teachers
as knowledgeable and confident assessors.

Chapter 9 by Nuttall draws on the preceding chapters in Part 2 to consider the
GTPA and its implementation from the perspective of cultural-historical activity
theory (Engestrom, 2014). Concepts of re-mediation and motive object of activity
are used to explain how the GTPA, and the work of the GTPA Collective, has changed
practices of teacher education in Australia and fostered the agency of participating
teacher educators. Blunden’s (2014) concept of collaborative projects, as the appro-
priate unit of analysis for understanding the development of human practices, is
employed to show how the GTPA has re-mediated ITE practice across a range of
scales.

Following these accounts of the experience of enacting the GTPA and culture
change in teacher education is a suite of five provocations and a commentary
(Chaps. 10-15) by leading international scholars who address issues of quality,
change and reform in teacher education. A key question taken up in the provo-
cations is: What are the social, digital and environmental counter narratives, the
alternate responses, the blind spots in education made apparent in the COVID-19
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crisis that could be incorporated in thinking about and addressing issues for trans-
forming teacher education? The provocations give readers access to possible futures
for teacher education and changing work practices for teachers. Readers are chal-
lenged to consider radical rethinking of assessment and its purposes in schooling, in
turn, teacher education and the impact of advances in digital technology on teachers’
professionalism and their work.

In Provocation 1, DeLuca proposes that the COVID-19 pandemic has provided
the opportunity to pause and experience deep reflexivity to reimagine a fundamental
new future for education. He suggests that in this re-imagining, the focus should turn
to well-being, connections and understanding of self. DeLuca notes the imperative
of socially orientated curriculum and assessment in which students work collabora-
tively, responding to challenge and building compassion. He asks, ‘How can assess-
ment support a curriculum of care?’. His call is to empower teachers to imagine new
assessment possibilities by radically rethinking assessment theories and practices. He
suggests education systems need to provide opportunities for teachers’ professional
learning that will equip them with the capacity to experiment and think radically to
innovate assessment and to respond to the social consequences of assessments that
consider students’ well-being.

Bearman explores the impact of the digital in light of the COVID-19 pandemic
through two connected provocations. The first provocation is for innovation of assess-
ment so that learners can navigate an ever-changing world. As many education
systems have become increasingly data and technology driven, Bearman stresses
the necessity for graduating teachers to have the skills to work within this evolving
and ever-changing digital landscape. The second provocation is that such innova-
tion in digital assessment is often easier said than done. Digital innovations can
be complex, political and require compromise. Furthermore, the language used in
assessment in a time of digital development has a significant role. Bearman asks how
assessment practices can be meaningfully translated to support student development
in a dynamic digital future.

In Provocation 3, Snowling highlights the attainment gap of disadvantaged chil-
dren as a growing concern made more evident during the pandemic. She notes the
role of oral language in this context, which is often neglected in the curriculum. In
particular, Snowling emphasises that assessing language in its own right for school
entry is just as valuable as ‘reading readiness’. In particular, the development of
oral language is identified as important for learners of diverse language backgrounds
or those who have developmental needs. Snowling also notes concerns of socio-
economic demographic variables and the role of educators to teach reading and
writing and to help children build a rich vocabulary. She identifies spoken language,
or ‘oracy’, as important in the classroom as ‘literacy’. Snowling provokes readers
to consider the imperative for appropriate developmental language intervention in
efforts to close the social differences that have grown as a result of the pandemic.

In Provocation 4, Smith notes that COVID-19 has provided an event that could not
have been predicted, yet one that has caused a rethink of education, and in particular,
assessment in education. She makes the claim that the pandemic has brought to
the fore the flaws in existing infrastructures, making it evident that teachers do not
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adequately understand the complexity of assessment. She proposes that this is the
area where teacher education now needs to focus. Smith further claims that education
systems and leaders do not have a robust understanding of alternatives to traditional
assessment. She challenges readers to reconsider how assessment is understood. In
addition to this, Smith notes that the pandemic has amplified the digitalisation of
education and the role of the home in education. Smith provokes readers to think
about how education, including assessment, can be restructured.

During the production of the book, we found ourselves in the grips of a pandemic
and a resultant tumultuous global economy. Trying to make sense of teacher educa-
tion in this time set up new complexities and hitherto unpreceded challenges. In
Provocation 5, Wyatt-Smith, Day and Adie describe how, due to the COVID-19 situ-
ation, preservice teachers were unable to complete TPAs in classrooms in 2020. The
teaching workforce pipeline of graduate teachers in 2020 was at risk. The closure of
schools presented significant concerns regarding the policy requirement for graduates
to demonstrate professional competence (classroom readiness). In this provocation,
the authors present how the GTPA Collective was able to meet these challenges during
the impact of COVID-19 on teacher education. The response involved designing
GTPA Data Scenarios that presented a class context and included authentic data
samples and materials drawn from previous cohorts. The provocation can be read in
conjunction with Nuttall’s chapter concerning the GTPA as a collaborative project
for preservice teachers.

The final Commentary in Part 3 commences with Hattie’s proposition that “We
have to get TPAs right’. He starts with the recognition that teacher education has
already been the subject of extensive review and critique, with a succession of
reform attempts. His statement that ‘teacher education, in large part, remains a
cottage industry, allowing each program to be unique’ (Commentary, para. 2) will no
doubt resonate with many readers. While program distinctiveness can appear to be
a strength, he also identifies ‘The variance in programs across Australia illustrates
remarkably high variance in quality measures’ (commentary, para. 2). He states that
‘The most recent ITE Data Report (AITSL, 2019) provides a vivid example of the
variance between the five ITE institutions rated highest and the five rated lowest
across a number of indicators’ (Commentary, para. 3). He challenges readers to
think about the value of TPAs in the Australian teacher education landscape. This
challenge has relevance beyond Australia. Further, he does not advocate for TPAs
as a generic product; rather he identifies the critical features of productive TPAs that
have the potential to inform teacher education. He further acknowledges concern with
the limited evidence of the impact of teacher education on student learning. Cross-
institutional moderation, as a key practice associated with Australian TPAs, is iden-
tified as a significant move to ensure teacher educators are intrinsically involved in
establishing the standard for determining competence assessed against professional
standards. He identifies how the growing number of TPAs increases the difficulty
of achieving a common passing standard in ITE as well as introducing complexity
for school partners. He concludes by noting the work still to be done in the imple-
mentation of TPAs, while promoting the potential ‘hothouse of exciting research’
(Commentary, para. 10) that is waiting to be explored.
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In Chap. 16, Haynes and Smith present an approach to longitudinal analysis of
progression pathways from entry to graduation in teacher education, as an aspect of
the research and development work that includes the implementation of the GTPA.
They adopt a methodology applied previously in the physical sciences, for example,
in groundwater research (Luo et al., 2006) and in optimal topography for medical
research (Ducros et al., 2009). They have adapted the methodology for a social
science/education application. This is the first known instance of application in
teacher education. Its potential lies in how it can take into consideration large-scale
demographic and other temporal individual characteristics and identify patterns in
performance pathways, which may lead to either success, or under-performance,
supported through a custom-designed digital architecture. The methodology gener-
ates new knowledge that will enable universities to strategically target support for
different preservice teacher groups to enhance opportunities for program success.

The final chapter by Wyatt-Smith and Adie introduces an interconnected set of
preconditions that constitute a sustainable approach to culture change in teacher
education. This set has been empirically developed from the large-scale GTPA
project. The preconditions point to evaluative expertise and evidence-informed
decision-making as critical in agentic action. The preconditions are offered as a guide
to those responding to new policy directions intended to improve teacher education,
especially where agency and collaboration are taken as core values of the profes-
sionalism of teachers and teacher educators. The discussion focusses on professional
standards and what they mean for a sustainable approach to professionalising teacher
education, carrying forward the focus on evidence and standards. In the chapter, the
GTPA is presented within two longitudinal workforce studies that share an interest
in workforce readiness, standards and evidence.

1.4 Contribution of This Chapter

In this chapter, we have introduced the genesis of the book and its key question:
What does teacher education reform look like when evaluative expertise and issues
of quality, evidence and agency are placed centre stage? The work began against a
backdrop of repeated calls for reforming teacher education, a strengthening focus on
professional standards and governments’ insatiable appetites for data and evidence to
show the quality of schooling systems. Starting with a policy-driven, top-down reform
agenda in teacher education, the discussion characterises three possible responses
to the introduction of teaching performance assessments. These are: first, to ignore
or resist the policy, taking up the position that it is not going to endure; second,
to acknowledge the policy as a call to action, but characterise it as serving to
promote compliance and performativity through standards narrowly conceptualised;
and third, to approach the dual focus on standards and data as enabling, seeing them
as providing opportunity to foster a culture of collaboration in the generation of
actionable evidence for improvement. This third response stands in stark contrast to
the other responses in its focus on a paradigm of assessment as inquiry (Serafini,
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2000). This chapter opens the window to see what this third choice has entailed for
research-led intervention in teacher education.
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Abstract This chapter introduces the Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment
(GTPA) as an Australian endorsed teaching performance assessment (TPA). The
GTPA is taken to be a cultural disruptor. Officially it is positioned within an
accountability-as-measurement policy-driven reform context. We are bringing an
inquiry mindset to the introduction of TPAs within which TPAs acted as a catalyst
to inquire into initial teacher education (ITE) programs with a focus on evidence
of program effectiveness. We argue that the use of data generated from the assess-
ment for curriculum review and program renewal through TPAs is not an optional
extra. Rather, it is a necessary precondition for a sustainable approach to professional
accountability and requires a new mindset on the part of teacher educators, policy
personnel, and school staff involved in preparing future generations of teachers.

2.1 Introduction

Motivated by attempting the move to an evidence and inquiry mindset, the Graduate
Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®)! acts as a cultural disruptor in Australian
initial teacher education (ITE) for mobilising a large collective of national partners
to build an evidence base of the quality of ITE. In exploring how this has occurred,
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we begin the chapter with a discussion considering the emergence of teaching perfor-
mance assessments (TPAs) in initial teacher education. We then introduce the GTPA
and present seven conditions that we have relied on to bring together the national
collective of universities and other educational agencies to enable collaboration at
scale that is responsive to both policy (system) and local site level requirements. In
addition, four core design principles of the GTPA are illustrated through segments
drawn from samples of preservice teachers’ GTPA responses. The design princi-
ples locate the assessment as an authentic assessment of professional practice that
draws together the university-based theoretical program with the practical profes-
sional experience to capture data-informed pedagogic reasoning, as mentioned in
Chap. 1.

We begin with the proposition that quality is an overly used term; its meaning
remains elusive. In education, there is a quest for “quality” teachers and teaching. In
addition, there is reported criticism in the media and more generally in the commu-
nity that improved student results hinge on the quality of the teacher/teaching. The
corollary to this appears to be that declines in student performance can be traced back
to the quality of the teacher/teaching. This is a contested claim in the international
research and in practice, though it continues to attract attention in education policy
and the media (see Chap. 3, this volume). Throughout this book, the focus is on the
contested issue of graduate preparedness or readiness for teaching and the introduc-
tion of a TPA as a mandatory requirement for licensure. The authors explore what
is involved in collaborative action and inquiry in teacher education and the move to
evidence-informed practice and the use of large-scale data to “show” quality.

In this chapter, we begin to consider the hard questions about the conditions
necessary to promote sustainable culture change in teacher education. Our intent
is to “sharpen the professional discourse” (Newton, 2007, p. 151) on the purposes
of TPA assessment and by extension, the purposes of the actionable evidence that
it produces. We turn to Newton (2007) who positions purpose as central to policy.
Newton warned that, where scant attention is given to purpose, “policy debate is
likely to be unfocused and system design is likely to proceed ineffectively” (p. 150).
At the time of writing, in Australia, for example, the number of TPAs to be officially
endorsed in the country remains unknown. Also unknown is how the standard deemed
acceptable within a TPA compares to the standard established in other TPAs. The
position proposed in this book is not to advocate for a single national TPA but
rather to advance research-informed inquiry into the quality and effectiveness of
teacher education to inform policy. A centrepiece for such inquiry should be a laser-
like focus on quality assurance systems and processes for applying an established
standard, accepted by the profession, to determine graduate readiness. Our position
is that evidence from such inquiry is necessary for sustainable culture change in
teacher education. In the absence of evidence, the current pattern of lurching from
one review of teacher education to the next is likely to continue.
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2.2 The Emergence of Teaching Performance Assessments
in Initial Teacher Education

The last two decades have seen considerably strengthened interest in standardised
assessment tools, in part reflecting developments in digital technologies and advances
in data analytics. The turn towards standardised assessments, long evident in the
schooling system, is an emerging feature of teacher education, a field that has been
identified as needing reform, is not well led, and lacks a strong evidence base (e.g.
in Scotland: Donaldson, 2010; the United States: Cochran-Smith et al., 2013 and
Rickenbrode et al., 2018; Australia: Craven et al., 2014; Northern Ireland: Sahlberg
et al., 2014; England: Carter, 2015; Wales: Furlong, 2015; New Zealand: Education
Council of New Zealand, 2016).

The introduction of TPAs as a policy lever is one response to such criticisms and is
intended to improve the preparedness of graduates for teaching practice. Many coun-
tries are seeking assurance that teaching graduates are “classroom ready”. TPAs have
existed in the United States for almost two decades (Sato, 2014). For example, the
Performance Assessment for California Teachers (PACT) was first implemented in
2002, with the Educative Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA) implemented
in 2013 across many regions in the United States. Both of these performance assess-
ments draw on practical teaching experiences to demonstrate core practices of
the profession. Both are also widely critiqued as reflecting accountability agendas
responsive to a perceived disquiet about the quality of teaching to lift standardised
test scores (Cochran-Smith et al., 2016; Dover & Schultz, 2016; Potter, 2020; Powell
& Parkes, 2019; Reagan et al., 2016).

In Australia, the introduction of TPAs is a relatively recent phenomenon, as
discussed in the preceding chapter. The absence of an evidence base to show the
quality of teacher education, along with increasing calls for the reform of teacher
education, acted as a catalyst for the Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group
(TEMAG:; Craven et al., 2014) to recommend the introduction of “final assessments
that ensure pre-service teachers are classroom ready” (p. xiv). The adoption of this
recommendation by the Australian Government in 2015 introduced a new creden-
tialing requirement for all preservice teachers to achieve a pass on a validated final
year summative teaching performance assessment prior to graduation.

This requirement is arguably the most significant of the suite of measures adopted
from the TEMAG report as a driver of change in teacher preparation. The official
purpose of a TPA was promoted as the way for the preservice teacher to demonstrate
professional competence on completion of their ITE program. The related purpose
was for the TPA to generate evidence of the quality and impact of ITE programs and,
in this way, inform ongoing accreditation. In both purposes, there is a common focus
on evidence of teaching performance to be gauged against external and officially
accepted standards as common reference points, namely the Australian Professional
Standards for Teachers (APST; Australian Institute for Teaching and School Lead-
ership [AITSL], 2011; revised 2018) and the related standards and procedures for



22 L. Adie and C. Wyatt-Smith

accreditation of initial teacher education programs in Australia (AITSL, 2015; revised
2018, 2019).

The alignment of ITE programs with professional standards has been in place for
some time in Australia, with each state and territory having systems and processes for
accrediting teacher education programs. However, since their introduction in 2011,
the professional standards have served primarily as inputs into the design of ITE
programs and, in turn, program accreditation by state-based regulatory authorities.
There has been no published evidence at either state or national levels to show the
quality required of graduates to be assessed as competent for entry to the profession.
Furthermore, the development of programs has proceeded without informing data
which can be used to identify strengths and gaps in program design and to show how
standards have been achieved by graduating preservice teachers (Wyatt-Smith et al.,
2017).

The introduction of TPAs in Australia was a catalyst for shifting the focus from
professional standards as inputs used to inform program development, to standards
as outputs assessed in actual classroom teaching practice. In this shift, the require-
ment to implement a TPA has been attempted as a primary policy lever for building
public confidence and trust in graduate capabilities. The TPA, as consequential for
graduation and licensure, is intended to capture a demonstration of competence in the
authentic skills and performances of teaching, otherwise termed profession readiness.
The assessment is to include “clear, measurable and justifiable achievement criteria
that discriminate between meeting and not meeting the Graduate Teacher Stan-
dards” and “moderation processes that support consistent decision-making against
the achievement criteria” (AITSL, 2015, p. 10). Since 2019, the implementation of
a validated TPA has been a mandatory inclusion in all Australian ITE programs?
(see endnote for requirements of a validated TPA). The accepted recommendation
for a TPA has potential to be consequential in turning teacher education towards
evidence of professional competence on completion of preparation. The repercus-
sions of the policy-driven intervention for issues of governance and program design
are becoming apparent, with teacher education on the cusp of a multi-tiered quality
assurance system (see commentary by Hattie and Chap. 16).

2 Extract from AITSL Accreditation Standards and Procedures: Standard 1.2.
Program design and assessment processes require pre-service teachers to have successfully
completed a final-year teaching performance assessment prior to graduation that is shown to

1. Be a reflection of classroom teaching practice including the elements of planning, teaching,
assessing, and reflecting.

2. Be avalid assessment that clearly assesses the content of the Graduate Teacher Standards.

3. Haveclear, measurable, and justifiable achievement criteria that discriminate between meeting
and not meeting the Graduate Teacher Standards.

4. Be a reliable assessment in which there are appropriate processes in place for ensuring
consistent scoring between assessors.

5. Include moderation processes that support consistent decision-making against the achievement
criteria. (AITSL, 2015, p. 12).
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2.3 Purpose/s, Accountability, and Responsibility

First, we return to our intent in this chapter stated earlier, to bring purpose to centre
stage and to “sharpen the professional discourse” (Newton, 2007, p. 151) on the
purposes of TPA assessment. We begin with Newton’s insights into the need for
clarity of purpose in the design and implementation of assessment systems, and
following this, we identify two mindsets that have played out in the introduction of
TPAs in Australia. In part they reflect why many universities have been participating
in endorsed TPAs for some time, whereas others are yet to begin.

The concept of “fitness-for-purpose” as applied in the assessment literature
(Newton, 2007) is helpful. Newton presented the case that assessment purpose can
be interpreted in a variety of different ways. He stated that “a system which is fit for
one purpose will not necessarily be fit for all purposes” (p. 149). In this discussion,
he identified three distinct purposes, namely

1. “thejudgementlevel—which concerns the technical aim of an assessment event”
(p. 150),

2. “the decision level—which concerns the use of an assessment judgement, the
decision, action or process which it enables” (p. 150), and

3. “the impact level—which concerns the intended impacts of running an assess-
ment system... These are impacts specifically attributable to the design of the
assessment system, per se, rather than to features of the broader educational
programme or system within which it operates” (p. 150).

Further, Newton presented the cautionary note that, “where the three discrete
meanings are not distinguished clearly, their distinct implications for assessment
design may become obscured. In this situation, policy debate is likely to be unfocused
and system design is likely to proceed ineffectively” (p. 150). Assessment purpose
and how assessment results are used need to be clearly aligned and communicated.

The preceding discussion identified that the TEMAG review ascribed two
purposes for the “final assessments that ensure pre-service teachers are classroom
ready” (Craven et al., 2014, p. xiv). These included the use of the assessment for the
preservice teacher to demonstrate professional competence on completion of their
ITE program and for the TPA to generate evidence of the quality and impact of ITE
programs and thereby inform ongoing accreditation. Of these two, the heavyweight
purpose by far was the development of a TPA to assess professional competence,
increasingly referred to as “classroom readiness”. At the policy and practice level
across the country, considerably less attention has been given to what could count
as evidence of quality and impact, the second identified purpose. This has led to
the emergence of two distinct mindsets towards how to demonstrate professional
accountability and responsibility in the purposive use of TPAs. These mindsets are
sufficiently distinctive to merit further investigation as they shape the uptake of policy
into practice in teacher education.

Here, we draw on the work of Lingard et al., (2017, p. 1), who identified that
accountability in school systems can be understood in two ways, as “being held to
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Fig.2.1 Distinguishing a compliance mindset and an inquiry mindset as responses to accountability
for implementing teaching performance assessments

account”, calling forth a mindset of compliance, and “giving an account”, adopting a
mindset of inquiry. The authors argued that while the former is currently more domi-
nant in school systems, there needs to be a balance between the two. We recognise
that taking up a compliance mindset is a necessary, though insufficient, condition
for improving teacher education; also, essential is a quality mindset that supports
proactive inquiry and the generation and analysis of data that will enable an account
to be given of the strengths of teacher education programs while also identifying
areas in need of renewal (see Fig. 2.1). Both responses to accountability call for the
use of evidence and fit-for-purpose action.

We argue that a compliance mindset responds to policy as text, delivering an
officially endorsed TPA used for grading preservice teacher performance against the
associated standard. This stance with its primary focus on summative assessment
and related reporting is consistent with being held to account. The alternate response
goes beyond this and involves generating and using customised data that links stan-
dards and performance characteristics for the purpose of investigating quality and
effectiveness of programs in preparing teachers for teaching practice. The potential
benefit of this data lies in how it can enable teacher educators to give an account of
programs and identify both strengths and areas for improvement as part of program
evaluation. These understandings about policy and fitness-of-purpose by design go
well beyond the mandatory requirement for universities to take up an endorsed TPA
as a high-stakes hurdle assessment in ITE programs. A key distinction between the
two mindsets relates to understandings about the purposes of the assessment and the
evidence that it produces.
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As shown in Fig. 2.1, both mindsets lead to the production of a TPA as an authentic
assessment that is recognisable to, and accepted by, the profession, being based on
professional standards for teachers and program standards. The difference between
them concerns the use of the data from scored TPAs. The inquiry mindset moves to a
position where the data from a TPA can be used for curriculum review and program
renewal. We propose that the use of TPA data for such purposes is a necessary
precondition for a sustainable approach to professional accountability and for teacher
educator agency in improving teacher education. By extension, it is a precondition
for avoiding the otherwise inevitable treadmill of reviews into teacher education,
many of which have led to no real reform (see Chap. 1). This inquiry mindset also
recognises as essential (not optional) teacher educators’ judgement and decision-
making in online cross-institutional moderation (CIM-Online™, see Chap. 3).3 This
is taken to be the event where the profession exerts authority and self-responsibility in
the application of standards. CIM-Online and the commitment to researching teacher
education at-scale call for the application of digital technologies and the design of
new infrastructures. The elements to support an inquiry mindset are elaborated in
the final section of the chapter.

2.4 The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment
(GTPA)

This book introduces the Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA) as a
complex performance assessment undertaken over a sustained period of teaching in
an actual classroom. It is an endorsed Australian TPA that is acting as a catalyst
for mobilising a large collective of national partners to build an evidence base to
show profession readiness. The development of the GTPA was part of a research
project initiated and led by the Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education
(ILSTE), Australian Catholic University (ACU), commenced in 2015. The GTPA was
piloted within two universities in 2016 and trialled in 2017 in 13 universities across
six Australian states and territories. The purpose of the trial phase was for teacher
educators to collectively formulate a performance standard applicable to preservice
teachers at the point of entering the profession, that is, for establishing profession
readiness. This standard had not previously been set (for details of this phase, see
Wyatt-Smith et al., 2020; Wyatt-Smith et al., in press). National endorsement from
the AITSL expert panel was received in January 2018 for national implementation.
The GTPA is currently being implemented in a large national group of universities,
referred to as the GTPA Collective (for participating universities see ILSTE/ACU,
2021).

3 Acknowledgment: The online model of cross-institutional moderation (CIM-Online&#xF0D4;) wag
conceptualised and developed by the authors of this chapter. The work has been supported by
digital architects in the Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic
University.
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The GTPA is a summative or culminating performance assessment of teaching
used to show the preparedness of the preservice teacher for professional prac-
tice and to make decisions about licensure for teacher candidates in all phases of
schooling. It is an authentic teaching performance assessment located at the inter-
face of the academic program and the school-based component of the teacher educa-
tion program. Preservice teachers undertake the assessment drawing on information
generated during a final year professional experience placement (practicum) of four
or more weeks. The assessment requires demonstration of competence in the core
practices of planning, teaching, assessing, reflecting and appraising, as described in
the graduate level of the APST (AITSL, 2011) and the program standards (AITSL,
2015). In completing the GTPA, preservice teachers are required to demonstrate
curriculum and pedagogic knowledge through a description of how they taught and
justification of the decisions that were made. Thus, the assessment is a demonstra-
tion of pedagogic problem-solving and decision-making, allowing others to “see”
the thinking that informs practice, bringing together theory and practice across an
entire degree program.

2.5 Responsiveness to System and Site Validity

The GTPA is purposefully designed to generate valid and reliable evidence of the
full teaching and assessment cycle. It has been designed to meet both system and
site validity (Freebody & Wyatt-Smith, 2004); that is, it is informed by and makes
response to policy (system) requirements through the professional and program stan-
dards, while recognising that site requirements can vary subject to context (e.g. indi-
vidual university assessment policies and school expectations, often tied to school
philosophy and mission) (Adie & Wyatt-Smith, 2018).

A main challenge encountered in the design and implementation of the GTPA
was how to bridge the requirements of system and site level policies and procedures.
During the conceptualisation of the GTPA, seven conditions were identified that
needed to be in place to ensure validity and reliability of the assessment and consistent
implementation across the wide range of ITE providers. These were

1. Core design principles. The design principles of the GTPA were grounded
in the APST (AITSL, 2011), program standards (AITSL, 2015), research-
informed assessment design principles, and practical professional experiences.
This grounding reflects the key understanding that the GTPA is located at the
nexus between the academic program (undertaken in the university) and the
practical program (undertaken in the school). The points of connection between
these two sites had long been associated with the dualism of theory and practice.
Our approach in the GTPA was to confront this dualism and go beyond it to
explore how they could be complementary in preparing and assessing the next
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generation of teachers. The core principles specify the purpose of the assess-
ment and are illustrated in the section below drawing on authentic preservice
teacher responses to the GTPA.

2. Conditions for fidelity of the assessment in implementation. Conditions for
fidelity were established to ensure consistency and integrity of GTPA imple-
mentation in ITE programs while allowing for situated responses to local needs
(Adie & Wyatt-Smith, 2020). Specifying the conditions of fidelity was a neces-
sary prerequisite to ensure equitable opportunity for success across participating
universities and teacher education candidates. The identified conditions include

a. maintaining the integrity of the assessment and criteria,

b. the timing and duration of the final year professional experience placement
in which the GTPA is completed (a minimum of four weeks),

c. the context and duration for completion and submission,

d. the originality of the submitted assessment with acknowledgment of
sourced materials and ideas, and

e. processes for assessment and cross-institutional moderation of the GTPA.

3. Resource and data protocols. These were formulated as they relate to a secure
online portal that provides the GTPA and associated resources to all members
of the GTPA Collective. A research data management plan was developed to
describe the collection, management, data storage and security, retention, and
ethical protocols.

4. Centralised contacts for effective communication. Centralised contacts in
each institution were identified and established to channel information to all
stakeholders within, and associated with, their institution.

5. Strategic planning procedures. These included the establishment of an advisory
board consisting of a wide range of sector stakeholders who provide strategic
advice and support and a risk management plan that identifies, rates, and outlines
steps to mitigate risk. The plan proved useful in addressing the unanticipated and
significant impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on progression in teacher educa-
tion and workforce recruitment. The GTPA response to this crisis is addressed
in Provocation 5 in Part 3 of this volume.

6. A schedule of activities for meetings and moderation. These included twice
yearly, in-person meetings, moderation, and benchmarking activities (online
and in-person), monthly online meetings known as Touchpoint sessions for
GTPA Collective members, dedicated topic-driven online meetings, and the
advisory board meetings (twice yearly online and in-person). These activities
have two core purposes:

a. dissemination of information related to TPAs and the GTPA specifically
and

b. collaborative discussion and problem-solving in response to emerging
issues.

These activities were essential at a time of significant change to ensure that the
GTPA Collective, and other stakeholders were an informed community.
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7.  Customised resources to support the intellectual work of judging using the
established standard. These include standards descriptors, authentic exemplars
showing the application of the standard, cognitive commentaries for each exem-
plar illustrating how the criteria combine to form an overall judgement of quality,
and verbal descriptors of the standard at the threshold, above standard and below
standard.

The seven conditions were identified as necessary to meet requirements for valid
and fair implementation of the assessment, including how this involved mentor
teachers in schools, and consistency in the application of a common standard across
sites. They were also identified as necessary to ensure that agency within indi-
vidual universities was retained to steer site-specific responses, especially in their
partnerships with schools and in accord with institutional priorities and policies.

2.6 Illustration of Core Design Principles

As referred to in the preceding section, the core principles of the GTPA are informed
by the extant literature on (1) authentic assessment as based on actual, contextu-
alised professional practice; (2) theory and research-informed practice in promoting
learning; (3) cognitive models that capture pedagogic reasoning and reflexivity; and
(4) data-based decision-making. Extracts from completed GTPAs are used to illus-
trate the design principles in action. They are authentic in that they are reproduced
verbatim from preservice teachers’ work samples. Only those work samples that
have approval from individual preservice teachers consistent with university ethics
requirements have been selected.

2.6.1 Authentic Assessment

The GTPA, as an authentic assessment, captures illustrations of teaching-in-action,
acknowledging the dynamics of classroom interactions and the multiple variables that
impact on the successful delivery and completion of an intended learning sequence.
In completing the GTPA, preservice teachers provide illustrations of the continuous
re-thinking and modification of teaching plans that is an authentic, contextualised
representation of teaching. In the following GTPA work sample (Box 2.1), the preser-
vice teacher describes an in-the-moment decision (Schoenfeld, 2008) to alter the
intended Year 9 health education lesson plan in response to observed student interest
in arelated topic. Through the collated evidence, she demonstrated her knowledge of
alignment and the iterative relationship between planning, teaching and assessing,
recognising achievement of the intended learning outcomes for the lesson, even
though the original lesson plan was changed.
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Box 2.1 GTPA extract illustrating in-the-moment teaching decisions respon-
sive to identified student learning needs.

Enacted teaching veered from original planning in a lesson focussed on safety
in relation to drink spiking. The curiosity from the students surrounding drink
spiking presented what I perceived to be an incredibly influential opportunity to
embed learning of lifelong safety skills within the individual arsenal... Improve-
ment in learning at all levels comes from identifying positive levels of engage-
ment and then developing teaching behaviours that foster them best (AITSL,
2011). Observations of student body language, enthusiasm in questioning and
discussion formed the basis of my identification.

In straying from the lesson plan, I facilitated informal whole class discus-
sion covering content such as: What is used to spike drinks? Who is most
at risk? Reasons for drink spiking, legal implications, etc. Students engaged
in rich whole class discussion, created solutions to problems and were chal-
lenged to form justifications. Students researched and shared information in-
the-moment, including prosecution for drink spikers, and street names for
substances used.

Enacted teaching differed from the lesson plan, however the principal
outcomes of the lesson were achieved...

In this response, the preservice teacher demonstrated an ability to “see” learning,
connect it to prior teaching, and adjust strategies in deciding next steps. In a second
example (Box 2.2), a preservice teacher working in a Year 4 mathematics class notices
that some students appear to have mathematical anxiety. In this illustration of practice,
the preservice teacher acts on evidence from their noticing, while maintaining a
focus on the students’ successful achievement of mathematical learning goals. The
response shows the integration of responsive pedagogic practice and professional
accountability to progress students’ mathematical learning.

Box 2.2 GTPA extract illustrating how the preservice teacher has addressed
site-specific variables and systemic accountability.

The biggest issue I faced was maths anxiety. Anecdotal evidence of this was
seen when a number of students... started feeling ill and were wanting to be
excused as soon as I notified them of the pre and post assessment... in order to
combat this emotional response, the literature reviewed suggests that it is the
more formal activities and assessments that evoke these emotions, so I utilised
resources that would allow students to change mistakes easily... I had students
work with a class-set of mini-whiteboards mainly in the “introduce/launch”
phase of the lessons, and I found that students were engaged and responded
well to using them to write down their answers, even those with some degree of
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maths anxiety. Having students work in pairs was also an effective strategy as
it took some of the pressure to perform well as an individual off the students,
and it was evident in the work that they produced.

2.6.2 Theory and Research-Informed Practice

As a culminating assessment, the GTPA is designed as providing authentic opportu-
nities for connecting university-based theoretical learning and practical professional
experiences. The following example is from a GTPA response based on a profes-
sional experience in a Year 10 English class (Box 2.3). In the extract, the preservice
teacher uses relevant educational theory, research, policy, and the APST to justify
their pedagogical decision-making, in this case for a teaching focus.

Box 2.3 GTPA extract illustrating use of theory, research, and policy to inform
pedagogic decisions.

Readman and Allen (2013) affirm that an effective classroom is one where
assessment is “firmly embedded in the day-to-day practices of teaching and
learning” (p. xvii). Therefore, as this text type was new to students, significant
time was needed to be devoted to the teaching, modelling, and practice of struc-
ture, where students to be given the full opportunity to succeed (Department
of Education and Training, Victoria,2018; Gannon, 2009; Readman & Allen,
2013). Thus, textual structure is a key focus of the unit and is represented in
the lesson sequence (AITSL, 2011).

2.6.3 Pedagogic Decision-Making

The GTPA is designed to capture the thinking and decision-making that informed
teaching actions and related reasoning, with claims supported by a curated body of
evidence. Justification of teaching decisions is made with regard to the curriculum
and teaching context, including classroom context and the characteristics of indi-
vidual learners. In the following authentic reproduction of a Year 1 student’s writing,
the preservice teacher has provided annotations on the work to demonstrate their
understanding of the student’s knowledge and skills to use grammatical features
(Box 2.4).
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Box 2.4 GTPA extract illustrating preservice teacher annotations on Year 1
student’s work and the accompanying analysis.

confusion on upper and lower case letters

on @1 o Weeke n d Use of compound words
suggest high level of

understanding of onset

| got in to rime.

. fight |
a Fite with my

SiStEF@ Correct use of grammatical features

Frequent correct use and spelling of high frequency words.

[The student] demonstrated impressive use of onset and rime and as a
result was able to sound out high frequency and abstract words effectively with
minimal errors. She was also able to correctly use full stops at the conclusion
of her sentences and illustrated high proficiency in letter formation exhibiting
little errors.

In the annotations above, we see how the preservice teacher determined that the
student was working above expected year level standard. She went on to describe the
learning opportunities that would extend this student and others in the class with a
similar standard of writing skills through “tasks that required them to use extended
vocabulary, explore synonyms and develop understanding of personal connections to
text through engaging in student-led discussion and role play”. This example illus-
trates how preservice teachers can demonstrate their ability to adjust and justify their
teaching decisions, according to curriculum requirements, while directly responding
to identified student learning needs.

2.6.4 Data-Based Decision-Making

To complete their GTPA, preservice teachers collect data of whole class learning,
with particular attention on three focus students who are representative of the range
of achievement in the class. Initially, the data are used to inform planning deci-
sions. Ongoing data collection through formative assessments is used to continu-
ously modify lesson plans to meet learner needs. Summative assessment data are
used to appraise the effectiveness of teaching and plan next teaching and learning
steps. The GTPA involves the collection of a wide range of data types as evidence
of student learning across the full cycle of teaching (planning, teaching, and assess-
ment). Preservice teachers list all data used to inform their practice, identify the
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purpose, source, designer of data source (self or commercial), relevant APST being
met, and whether the data are related to whole class or an individual student.

The following example is an extract of some of the data collected by a preservice
teacher in a Year 2 class when developing a mathematics (number and place value)
unit of work (Box 2.5). It illustrates the design intention of the GTPA for the integra-
tion of multiple sources of data and a range of curriculum and pedagogic knowledge
and skills.

Box 2.5 GTPA extract illustrating the preservice teacher’s collection and use
of data to inform planning.

PM reading levels indicated students, including [one focus student], may need
extra support to decipher text to have access to the learning. Discussions with
my ST [supervising teacher] revealed that even though many students reading
levels were high within the class, comprehension may still be a barrier for
some students. I used this to inform my planning, ensuring all students had
multiples means of access...

Class attendance records highlighted a high rate of late arrivals and
absences for one student which correlated with his consistent low achievement
level. This informed my planning to ensure critical learning of new concepts
was addressed later in the morning where possible. A parent-teacher meeting
discussing the same student, revealed strategic student pairing increased the
student’s engagement and motivation, which heightened his performance.
Knowledge of this informed decisions to systematically group the student to
encourage engagement. Consideration of this student’s IEP [Individual Educa-
tion Plan], along with other students’ needs, I planned to implement strate-
gies such as using concrete materials, verbal prompts, visual aids, scribing,
individual assistance and small group work (Killen, 2013).

Observations of selected students revealed prior knowledge of Year 1
number and place value achievement standards, and skip counting in twos,
fives and tens (Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority
[ACARA], 2019). Observed students demonstrated an understanding of using
a collection of objects as countable units, foundational understandings in intro-
ducing early multiplication and division concepts (Siemon et al., 2015). This
was consolidated through documentation supplied by my ST that highlighted
students’ ability to skip count and use various units as countable items as
Sfundamental prior knowledge. Informal discussions with my ST and obser-
vations of student workbooks revealed the majority of student mathematic
learning was through hands-on activities and white-boards. Minimal documen-
tation was evidenced in their mathematic books, which was primarily limited
to mental mathematics. However, it did reveal some indication of students’
ability in grouping. Informal discussions with my ST, confirmed students had
some previous experiences with grouping, foundational concepts for early
multiplication and division (Siemon, et al., 2015).



2 The Conceptualisation of a Teaching Performance ... 33

For a more informed understanding of students’ knowledge, I implemented
a whole class diagnostic pre-test adapted from Back-to-Front Maths (2016),
which highlighted students’ readiness, possible misconceptions and simulta-
neously informed planning. Additionally, I undertook diagnostic interviews
adapted from the Department of Education and Training, Victoria (2019)with
a selection of students, including the three focus students for a deeper
understanding of students’ knowledge...

Following this description of data collection, the preservice teacher provided
evidence in annotated unit and lesson planning documents of the ways in which
the collected data informed the design of the unit of work for the class and was
differentiated for individual student needs.

The four core design principles illustrate how the GTPA acts as an authentic
complex performance assessment of teaching in that it involves the integration of
multiple theoretical and practical knowledge in ways that are responsive to the site-
specific needs of schools and students. The principles also identify how the design
of the GTPA requires preservice teachers to see their practice as an inquiry that
draws on a range of evidence types to inform their ongoing teaching and learning.
However, early in the design process, it was evident that the assessment itself was
only one element in the response to the reform policy. If culture change in ITE
was to be realised, all seven conditions needed to work together. In the process of
bringing together all conditions, we recognised that culture change in ITE involved
the interaction of many elements including new purpose-designed digital architecture
and systems to facilitate collaboration among those involved in teacher education.

2.7 Conclusion

This chapter began with the observation that quality as a common term is overly
used and remains elusive in the context of teacher education. The discussion laid out
a framework depicting alternate responses to the introduction of TPAs in Australia
as a top-down policy reform. Similarities and differences in response are presented,
noting that they represent different constructs of accountability. A key distinction
is between being held to account and giving an account (Lingard et al., 2017). We
argue in the chapter that the use of large-scale data for examining the application of
a common standard and for curriculum review and program renewal are necessary
preconditions for a sustainable approach to professional accountability and for mean-
ingfully addressing a quality agenda. We also assert that teacher educator access to,
and skilled use of, data in local contexts is a precondition for engaging seriously
with a teacher education quality agenda and short-circuiting the inevitable contin-
uing reviews of teacher education. The discussion then considers briefly system and
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site validity and the necessary enabling conditions for generating evidence at scale
through the introduction of a new TPA.

Within the GTPA Collective, there has been an evident commitment to the devel-
opment of a generative approach to culture change. This has involved commitment
to share materials and experiences and form new identities within a national group,
themes which are taken up in Part 2 of this book. The approach to CIM-Online as
we have developed it for teacher education is internationally distinctive. This is a
key element in progressing culture change in teacher education. While the work to
build an evidence base to show quality in teacher education through a TPA is in its
infancy in Australia, there are already emerging signs that the GTPA has significant
implications for building public confidence, and in turn, the status of the profession.
In taking up the challenge to give an account of the quality of teacher education
and use this information to review and renew ITE programs, teacher educators are
collaborating at scale to change the culture of teacher education.

Five years after, we took the path less travelled in responding to the call for
reform, and we reflect how it has provided an opportunity to reclaim professional
accountability for the profession and by the profession. In one vision of the future, the
TEMAG recommendation to introduce TPAs is but another reform in a continuing
sequence of reforms, with a legacy of undermining public confidence in teachers and
teacher education. Perhaps in this vision, responsibility for the next generation of
teachers is handed to edu-businesses with expertise in standardised testing but that
are at a distance from the preparation of teachers and school—university partnerships.
This vision has potential to reallocate responsibility for determining professional
competence outside the profession.

Finally, we reflect that culture change through TPAs is a difficult experience and
their uptake has varied significantly across the country. Much work remains to be
done if we are to get the introduction of TPAs right. What is at stake is responsibility
for determining the competence of the next generation of teachers. In an alternative
vision of the future and the one we prefer, responsibility for determining graduate
competence is vested in the profession.
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Chapter 3 ®
Introducing a New Model for Online e
Cross-Institutional Moderation

Claire Wyatt-Smith @ and Lenore Adie

Abstract The completed validation of a new teaching performance assessment
(TPA) provided an opening for developing a fit-for-purpose model for online cross-
institutional moderation. The new customised model was intended to function within
the Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA) systems and processes for
quality assuring that the established standard—an outcome of the year-long trial
of the instrument—was being applied consistently across the collective of universi-
ties that chose to take up the GTPA. Through the Research and Development (R&D)
Program (Workforce Studies Series) led by the Australian Catholic University in part-
nership with the collective, we learned that the professionalisation of teacher educa-
tion required more than a TPA endorsed through external expert review processes. It
required not just evidence of the validity and reliability of the new competence assess-
ment with accompanying samples of the standard at the threshold (minimum accept-
able level) and related quality assurance processes. Critically, it required the genera-
tion and analyses of data that could serve the longer-term purpose of supporting the
implementation of the instrument and related standard, now expected by the GTPA
Collective to be applied to the range of ITE programs offered across universities.
The trust of teacher educators and the public rested on pursing this goal, as estab-
lished by the R&D team and teacher educators themselves. The model introduced in
this chapter represents a bold move towards national benchmarking of participating
universities and was designed and developed by the authors and progressed through a
large, networked community of researchers, teacher educators and policy personnel.
The features and functions of the model are discussed, and the preconditions for the
effective use of the model for both summative (reporting) and formative (improve-
ment) purposes are introduced. We propose that the cross-institutional moderation
online (CIM-Online™) methodology that has been developed, contributes to building
both public confidence in graduate quality and the confidence of teacher educators
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in applying a common established standard in teacher education programs nation-
wide. Finally, we summarise the processes that need to be in place for effective
CIM-Online to generate data able to show the quality of teaching graduates and to
inform curriculum review and program renewal.

3.1 Introducing the Model of Cross-Institutional
Moderation Online

This book adds to the weight of claims that the quality of teaching and assessment
are consequential for student learning (see Chaps. 1 and 2). This chapter carries
forward this view and sketches a model of cross-institutional moderation online
(CIM-Online™)! as integral to quality, assuring the effectiveness of teacher educa-
tion programs and the quality of graduates entering the workforce. CIM-Online is
a form of national benchmarking showing the application of an established and
accepted standard of teaching competence at the conclusion of teacher preparation.
The model is a main outcome from the Research and Development (R&D) work
that began with the development, trialling and validation of the Graduate Teacher
Performance Assessment (GTPA®; https://www.graduatetpa.com/)*> and the related
standard. Figure 3.1 depicts a conceptualisation of the developmental layers of work
completed to date in the GTPA R&D program. It shows six layers of development that
we believe to be integral to the productive introduction and use of teaching perfor-
mance assessments (TPAs) for summative (reporting) and formative (improvement)
purposes. The advantage of taking a joined-up approach to both purposes is that
the focus can be on reporting and using the data generated through CIM-Online for
curriculum review and program renewal.

Figure 3.1 attempts to convey how a TPA is “not just another assessment”. While
the design of the instrument is shown as above the waterline, other layers of activity,
all below the waterline, are essential for building the necessary evidence base to
support implementation.

From the beginning of the assessment development and 2017 trial (see Chap. 2),
one of the driving questions informing the R&D Program was: What do we know
about graduate preparedness for practice on completion of teacher preparation? The
answer has two parts: first, internal to universities, there existed considerable data,

lAcknowledgment: The online model of cross-institutional moderation (CIM-Online™) was
conceptualised and developed by the authors of this chapter. The work has been supported by
digital architects in the Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic
University.

2 Acknowledgment: The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®) was created by the
Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education (ILSTE), Australian Catholic University,
and has been implemented in a Collective of Higher Education Institutions in Australia (gradu-
atetpa.com). ILSTE has led the validation of the instrument, standard setting and cross-institutional
moderation with the engagement of teacher educators, policy personnel and a multidisciplinary
research team.
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Fig. 3.1 Conceptualising the GTPA and moderation as connected layers of research and
development

collected annually, to show completion of the necessary assessments, both in the
academic program and in the practical or school-based program. Evidence existed
to show grades within and across completed assessments and where second and
subsequent attempts at assessments were undertaken. There were also in some cases
portfolios that preservice teachers had submitted to show their developing profes-
sional identify across the course of the program. There was however no extant data
to show graduate competence derived from a validated summative or culminating
complex performance assessment intended to demonstrate readiness to enter the
classroom in the final year of preparation.

Figure 3.1 shows the layers of R&D that were integral in the maturing imple-
mentation of the GTPA. Above the waterline is “the first ask” to design a validated
performance assessment (Layer 1). Five subsequent layers are depicted below the
waterline, with several employing some form of moderation activities. These range
from cross-institutional moderation used initially in the process of standard setting
and validation of the assessment as part of the trial (Layer 2; Wyatt-Smith et al.,
2020) and as a continuing feature in the following activities:

e CIM-Online, as an annual scoring event, is scheduled for a duration of approxi-
mately one month and involves teacher educators from each of the participating
universities in the GTPA Collective (Layer 3). This involves online scoring of
de-identified samples provided by the universities to show the full range of
achievement.
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e Analysis of scoring outcomes to investigate how the established standard has
been applied by raters and to demonstrate inter-rater reliability (Layer 4). In this
benchmarking activity, a main focus is on comparability of judgements. Results
from the analysis of scores are reported confidentially to each participating univer-
sity. Preservice teachers’ performance characteristics against the specified criteria
are also analysed to show program strengths and areas for further development.
Taken together, the analyses produce evidence for both summative (reporting)
and formative (program review and renewal) purposes. Confidential reports are
produced and returned to each participating university with attention paid to safe
transmission. A meeting between the senior teacher education staff of each univer-
sity and the research team then occurs to discuss the reports and consider next
step actions.

¢ Building on the reported data, participating universities use the data to research
and inform their program review and renewal (Layer 5). This stage of the work
is in its infancy, recognising the limited requirement to date for teacher educators
to use the outcomes of data analytics of the type produced in Layer 4 and for use
in Layer 5.

Extending on this, current work (Layer 6) involves the design and collection
of data for linking the validated GTPA to other high-stakes assessments in teacher
education programs. The analysis of the linked data is used to examine pathways into
teacher education and candidates’ performance trajectories from entry to exit from
the program and subsequent transition into the workforce over the first five years
(see Chap. 16). This longitudinal approach to linking ITE is unprecedented and has
potential for investigating performance trajectories of sub-cohorts of special interest.
This is already opening the space for identifying the points at which preventative
action could be taken to address barriers to success and, in so doing, intervene to
improve candidate retention and completion rates.

3.2 Moderation in Teacher Education

From the outset, we assert that moderation can take many forms (Bloxham et al.,
2016). Fitness for purpose is the centrepiece for decisions about form. Most univer-
sities would claim they rely on internal moderation, that is, moderation conducted
within a university for assuring grades before submissions are made to assessment
panels or committees for ratification. Internal moderation can take the form of
consensus or social moderation where staff meet to review and reach agreement on
grades awarded. However, research in universities shows that moderation processes
can attend to a plethora of matters that may include claims of agreement among judges
or scorers, with little, if any evidence, that would count as rigorous analysis of how
the expected standard was applied and indeed whether a shared understanding of the
standard informed judgement processes and decision-making. The extent to which
the moderation processes in teacher education could be considered rigorous is an
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interesting point to ponder. The key question is what evidence can be produced from
social agreement to demonstrate reliability, including as this relates to comparability
of judgements within a program, and extending to across campuses.

In their review of teacher education in Australia, the Teacher Education Ministe-
rial Advisory Group (TEMAG) acknowledged “the paucity of information about the
performance of teacher education programs” (Craven et al., 2014, p. 41). They also
noted that research commissioned by the Group had identified how efforts to bench-
mark Australian ITE programs against high-performing international programs “was
problematic” (Craven et al., 2014, p. 41). The review recommended the manda-
tory introduction of graduate competence assessment against an agreed benchmark
for profession entry requirements stating that “Consistent and transparent graduate
assessment against an agreed benchmark is a key feature of profession entry require-
ments both internationally and in comparable professions in Australia” (Cravenet al.,
2014, p. Xix).

As we began the exploration of standards, judgement and moderation in teacher
education, we identified that there was no prototype for TPAs in Australia (as
discussed in Chaps. 1 and 2) and no prototype for moderation and benchmarking
that involved cross-institutional moderation. While teacher educators bring a range
of experience and evaluative expertise to their work, there was no pre-existing culture
of large-scale, cross-institutional moderation, either in-person or online, in ITE.
There was also no large-scale published data showing the impact of moderation
on cross-institutional results especially as it concerns the comparability of results
across institutions. This leaves the issue wide open of whether the standard awarded
in a final year competence assessment in teacher education is comparable across
universities. This observation holds not only in teacher education but in a range of
other professional preparation programs, for example, in medical training.

3.3 Conditions for Ensuring Dependability of Judgement

Judgements made for summative purposes, especially when these decisions are
consequential for licensure, need to be dependable. This is particularly the case when
judgements are based on practitioner scoring which has been criticised as subjective,
remaining open to the influences of bias, error, even whimsey. It is well recognised in
the research literature that when criteria and standards are written using qualitative
language (descriptive terms), they remain open to interpretation (Harlen, 2004). In
this section, we build on Wiliam’s (1994) and Harlen’s (2004) work on the depend-
ability of teacher assessment for summative purposes and ask the question: under
what conditions can judgements of teaching performance assessments by teacher
educators be made dependable?

Wiliam (1994) defined dependability as “the extent to which inferences within
the domain of assessment are warranted” (p. 18) and located dependability at “the
intersection of reliability and content validity” (p. 18). Harlen (2004) identified five
key actions that could be used to address issues of dependability which include “the
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specification of the tasks; the specification of the criteria; training; moderation; and
the development of an ‘assessment community’ within the school allied to increased
confidence in the professional judgment of teachers” (p. 28). Building on Harlen’s
(2004) five key actions, we added a sixth action, illustrative exemplars and associated
cognitive commentaries (see below and Chap. 2). These provide the means to show
expected characteristics of performance and reveal the processes relied upon to arrive
at an overall assessment. The function of these commentaries is to provide novice or
less experienced assessors with insider information about how criteria and standards
are applied in particular illustrative cases and how perceived strengths and limitations
of a performance come to be combined—traded off against one another. In this aspect,
we recognised that applying a “new” standard involved installing ways to support
judgement processes including modelling a language in which assessors could talk
about and share how they arrived at an overall judgement. We took all six actions
as essential to efforts to achieve dependability of the GTPA. These actions bring
together the validity of the instrument, the reliability of teacher educator judgements
and the comparability in applying a common standard in ITE, as key conditions for
establishing the profession readiness of preservice teachers.

Key action 1:  Specification of tasks is addressed in part through the vali-
dated assessment instrument and guides that are developed to
support completion of the assessment. Specification of tasks is also
addressed in the clarity and timeliness of instructions provided to
teacher educators on how to go about the assessment and scoring
activities.

Key action 2:  The specification of criteria needs to show alignment with the
informing professional standards, and so be recognisable to judges.

Key action 3:  Since criteria alone are insufficient for reliable judgements, calibra-
tion and other training activities are provided. Calibration of raters
to the expected standard involves in-person and online discussions
of task and criteria requirements and expected quality of response,
as well as online activities using selected exemplars that illustrate
the application of the standard.

Key action 4: Moderation in the form of CIM-Online is an ongoing annual
event across universities with scoring by teacher educators from
each university belonging to the GTPA Collective. This process
involves the use of decision aids (discussed below) to inform
judgement-making.

Key action 5:  Judgement activities combined with opportunities for sharing and
collaboration are essential for the build of an assessment commu-
nity that is supportive and self-regulating.

Key action 6:  Illustrative exemplars and cognitive commentaries to show how
stated features of quality and the defined standard (Meets) are
applied in practice. The commentaries reveal how strengths and less
well-developed features in a performance are combined to arrive at
an overall judgement of quality.
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Ethics processes for approved access to and use of authentic samples were critical
to all project actions. Each of the above actions contribute to a broadened notion of
moderation in teacher education and as guidelines for developing quality assurance
systems and processes that are essential to the promulgation of the established stan-
dard. Key actions 3, 4, 5 and 6 in particular take up the affordances of technology
within a sustainable model for online moderation, that is CIM-Online. As discussed
in the remainder of this chapter, the model includes online submission of completed
assessments, reading and scoring of samples, use of judgement protocols and prac-
tices for cross-institutional collaboration and training for teacher educators in the
implementation and marking of the GTPA.

3.4 Implementing CIM-Online Processes and Practices

From our experiences as assessment scholars, we recognised that statistical modera-
tion has been widely practised and reported in the fields of educational assessment and
measurement, and program evaluation. We also had direct experience of contributing
to research and policy related to social moderation (in-person and online), across the
years of schooling and including high-stakes senior examinations (Adie et al., 2012;
Wyatt-Smith et al., 2010). Taken together, these formed the composite of experiences
that informed the R&D Program work to build a culture of CIM-Online in support
of GTPA implementation across a large number of universities. CIM-Online as a
process should be distinguished from moderation undertaken internally in individual
universities. It involves the use of customised decision aids and purpose-designed
modelling of judgements using exemplars, as described below.

CIM-Online as conceived for the GTPA invites teacher educators to take up two
complementary roles: (1) an agentic role in scoring de-identified samples produced
by teacher education candidates drawn from across the country and (2) to use the
validated data from the analysis of reported scores for curriculum review and program
renewal. These dual roles are integral to efforts in Australia to build public confidence
in graduate quality.

3.4.1 Who is Involved in Scoring?

In CIM-Online, GTPA raters are teacher educators from universities participating in
the GTPA Collective and retired and practicing teachers and school leaders. Each
participant has undergone calibration training before commencing scoring. This
requirement for training reflects the understanding of the complexity and challenges
for achieving high levels of reliability when the assessment is scored by practitioners
who bring a wide range of experience (e.g. years of teaching, prior study, phase
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of schooling) and expertise (e.g. content knowledge, pedagogical content knowl-
edge and evaluative knowledge and experience) and who are drawn from multiple
institutions with different assessment policy contexts.

3.4.2 What is Involved in Calibration to Build Judgement
Dependability?

GTPA implementation routinely brings new teacher educators to the GTPA Collective
each year (see Chap. 2). To ensure that performances continue to be scored against
the established standard, it is essential that both experienced teacher educators and
those who are new to teaching into ITE participate in training for scoring within their
institution and in application of scoring to real samples from across the country. The
calibration training is provided through the online GTPA Library (https://www.gra
duatetpa.com/discover/), and an online calibration training exercise is made available
two weeks prior to the online moderation activity. Calibration training consists of
scoring three GTPA samples at the levels of Meets (minimum acceptable level), above
and below the standard. On completion of scoring, the raters are provided with a
cognitive commentary (described below) to explain the reasoning for the judgement.
In the GTPA, calibration is a pre-requisite for rigorous cross-institutional moderation
processes.

3.4.3 What Do Raters Do?

Samples representing the full range of achievement from each participating university
are submitted for CIM-Online. Raters apply the established standard to score de-
identified samples, working individually and online. That is, they are not brought
together for face-to-face in-person meetings. Two types of judgements are recorded;
the first involves assessing the work against the established standard; the second
involves applying the expected characteristics of quality or criteria. Each sample
is assessed by six to ten raters, with a higher number of ratings given to samples
submitted by the participating universities as near or at the threshold (minimum
acceptable level for a Pass). The basis for arriving at judgement is the analysis of the
sample against the established standard and with reference to the scoring rubric; it
is not direct inter-sample comparison.
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3.4.4 What Material Artefacts Are Used?

The implementation of quality assurance systems for ITE required us to develop
a number of processes and resources to support judgement practices in the GTPA
project. The combination of criteria specifications, performance level descriptors
(PLDs) and exemplars with accompanying commentaries of judgement decisions
(cognitive commentaries) work together as a key means to build the dependability of
teacher educator judgements (Fig. 3.2). The strength of this combination lies in their
potential to build quality assurance systems and processes necessary to lift the quality
of ITE and, in turn, public confidence in teacher preparation. The use of exemplars
selected to show the features of quality that satisfy a standard has been linked to
the utility of criteria and standards in making dependable judgements (Sadler, 1987;
Wyatt-Smith & Adie, 2019). Following is a description of each of these key resources.

1. Criteria specifications provide a map to the professional standards (Australian
Professional Standards for Teachers [APST], Australian Institute for Teaching
and School Leadership, 2011) in the related scoring rubric. A critical aspect
of the standard setting activities (Layer 2 in Fig. 3.1) was the development of
a shared understanding of the criteria through dedicated online and in-person
meetings. An important part of this training was to focus on the alignment of
the GTPA with the APST and specifically, to identify the multiple opportunities
provided in the GTPA for demonstrating aspects of the APST. These discus-
sions set the stage for judgements made as part of standard setting and ongoing
moderation activities. The discussions continued after the trial through focused
in-person activities working with exemplars and other decision aids and through
online meetings and individual online calibration activities. In-person and online
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Fig. 3.2 Resources that support the GTPA moderation processes
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calibration activities are instrumental to developing shared understanding of the
meaning of the words used in the criteria and how they relate to distinguishing
properties of standards at the level of Meets and the related levels.
Performance level descriptors (PLDs) identify performance characteristics
of work assessed at three levels (at, above, below the standard) as well as a
statement of the minimum accepted performance. These are explicitly linked
to the criteria and the professional standards at graduate level. In the stan-
dard setting and validation activities (Layer 2 in Fig. 3.1), the PLDs were the
common reference points for considering the work, distinguishing it from indi-
vidual university standards for grading academic performance or professional
experience with which teacher educators were familiar. It was emphasised that
the PLDs were illustrative and not exhaustive, that is, they were not designed as
a wholly comprehensive checklist of expected features. Accordingly, the PLDs
were not designed for raters to tick off discrete aspects of the work and then for
scoring to be based on counting those that had been met and those that had not
been met. The evaluative expertise of teacher educators as raters was the basis
for inferring the quality of the work, informed by the descriptor.

The PLDs continue to be used in ongoing judgement activities as a qualitative
starting point for determining the characteristics that represent a performance
level as well as describing entry-level teaching expectations. Their primary
purpose is to support teacher educators as they read and review samples (1) to
develop their sense of overall level with a particular focus on Meets, (2) to train
the eye to identify anticipated features of quality in preparation for using the
scoring criteria and (3) to begin to discern different patterns of performance
across the samples. They are accessible to scorers online and in hard copy.
The use of carefully chosen illustrative exemplars with commentaries is recom-
mended practice for building the dependability of qualitative judgements. They
have been shown to help in communicating the meaning of the standards written
as verbal descriptors (Wyatt-Smith & Gunn, 2009). Exemplars in the form
of validated preservice teacher samples, that is, from a previous moderation
process, are chosen to illustrate expected features of the standard. In line with
the literature, we understand that exemplars “can only ever be illustrative of
a standard because there will be many possible ways in which students can
demonstrate that the standard has been achieved” (Hipkins & Robertson, 2011,
p- 12). Thus, a variety of exemplars, with varied characteristics, are chosen
to illustrate work assessed to be at, above and below standard. The range of
samples is purposefully drawn from different contexts to show different ways
in which the requirements of the standard may be met in different discipline
areas, phases of schooling, and school contexts. The selection of samples is
conducted with the aim to maintain the openness of raters to a range of possible
responses. However, the use of exemplars does not change the basic issue of
interpretive consistency. It remains necessary to provide a social environment in
which meanings are tested and clarified (Wyatt-Smith et al., 2010) to understand
why each exemplar fits the relevant standard and to be adaptable to performances
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that are different. In the GTPA Collective, this social environment is achieved
in the monthly online meetings, as discussed in Chap. 2.

4. Cognitive commentaries of judgement decisions are explanations of the
features of the performance that informed the judgement decision. As mentioned
earlier, the commentary is evaluative in purpose; it seeks to reveal the processes
through which the rater arrived at an overall judgement, including the use of
the stated criteria as well as unstated aspects (e.g. how criteria are valued and
combined, or additional criteria that may be called into play). In summary, the
strengths of the performance and the less well-developed performance aspects
are identified in commentaries as well as how the former compensate or trade-
off for the latter in arriving at the overall judgement decision. The commentaries
can also explicate or make available information about additional factors that
shaped judgements. Of note is that research has shown that criteria and standards
do not necessarily wholly account for influences on judgement and further that
final scores typically leave little, if any traces of these influences. The commen-
taries therefore seek to make available meta-knowledge (see Wyatt-Smith &
Klenowski, 2013 for discussion of explicit, latent and meta-knowledge) that
can influence the processes of arriving at a judgement.

Customised digital infrastructure developed by the multidisciplinary research
team was also needed to move forward with cross-institutional moderation that was
not dependent on face-to-face meetings.

3.5 Digital Infrastructure for Moderation as Benchmarking

In this section, the inclusion of digital technologies was critical in building a nation-
ally sustainable model of cross-institutional moderation that we regarded as being
at the core of the reform of ITE as it relates to standards and evidence. Across the
stages of GTPA development and implementation, fit-for-purpose moderation prac-
tices have been designed as a mix of social and statistical moderation as components
that are conducted both in-person and online. From commencement of the GTPA
project in 2016, the universities in the GTPA Collective have been geographically
dispersed across six states and territories of Australia. The submission and colla-
tion of data and participation of teacher educators in scoring activities from the
multiple universities could not be hindered by distance and so participation needed
to be accessible using online technology. A second imperative was the develop-
ment of a sustainable system of data submission, management, scoring, analysis and
reporting with the possibility of escalation in future participation by new universities
nationally and potentially across international borders. This required the develop-
ment of customised infrastructure to bring together the range of digital technologies
employed at the different stages of moderation. The software system and data ware-
house, Evidence for Quality in Initial Teacher Education (EQuUITE®), were developed
to enable participation from universities across the country and to retain release of
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data in the control of each university in the GTPA Collective. The establishment and
maintenance of the digital infrastructure are underpinned by the need for privacy and
confidentiality of the samples.

Each university that is part of the GTPA Collective contributes a quality range
of de-identified samples (at, above and below the standard), previously scored and
moderated within their site, for cross-institutional moderation purposes. A further
check for de-identification is made by a team within the Institute for Learning
Sciences and Teacher Education (ILSTE), Australian Catholic University, to ensure
samples are wholly de-identified (that is, student, teacher, school, preservice teacher,
teacher educators or university names or images are removed) and traces of previously
awarded grades are removed. This second step is completed to meet the requirements
of ethics approval and to limit the potential for bias that can occur, for example, when
institutional details and candidates are known.

The scoring of samples is undertaken by large numbers of raters through an
online Web portal from their own locations, with minimal inconvenience other than
the time taken to undertake training and to carefully score the allocated samples
against the standard. Stacks of samples for scoring that include anchor samples
are organised through FileMaker dynamic programming. The simulation takes into
account the attributes of scorers (e.g. university; numbers of samples to be allocated)
and the attributes of samples (e.g. contributing university; pre-moderation quality
indicator). This design of sample allocation is necessarily rigorous for the purposes
of measuring consistency of scoring against the standard and establishing reliability
of the instrument. Each rater is allocated samples from across the quality range
including samples that were identified by the submitting university to be below the
standard (does not meet), above the standard (Meets) and Meets the standard at the
threshold (minimum acceptable level). Other considerations include the total number
of samples to be scored, the distribution of received samples across the quality range,
the number of scores required to measure consistency in scoring for a sample, the
number of raters who agreed to score and the number of samples that a rater could
be expected to score given their time allocation. Raters are allocated samples from
different universities: they do not score their own university samples. Further, the
samples they are allocated include variation of contextual information including type
of degree (undergraduate or postgraduate), learning subject area and year-level phase
of teaching.

Allocation of GTPA samples to raters is additionally based on the principle that
performances of quality close to the threshold of the standard are scored by at least ten
raters, and samples that are considered by the submitting university to be clearly above
or below the threshold are scored by at least six raters. The higher number of raters
for samples submitted as at the threshold reflects how these samples are regarded as
“hard” (more demanding) to score as it involves a decision about whether the samples
meet (or do not meet) the standard. Further, the rater workload is contained to an
acceptable level of 15 samples each, as agreed by the collective. This number allows
for sufficient scores to be generated to compute an overall measure of reliability with
a reasonable degree of accuracy. For example, in the October 2019 scoring activity,
the majority of 76 raters each scored 15 samples including two anchor samples and
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a selection of 13 samples that covered the range from does not meet, Meets at the
minimum acceptable level and Meets above the threshold.

The intent to demonstrate reliability of judgement against an established standard
includes the use of anchor samples that track any movement of the standard over
time. Standards can rise and fall. Unless attention is paid to the inclusion of anchor
samples in the moderation event, it could be argued that it was easier to graduate from
teacher education in a particular year. This raises issues of fairness (as discussed in
Chap. 2). Legal precedence for cases contesting grading decisions in the case of the
Educative Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA) and Performance Assessment
for California Teachers (PACT) is instructive for Australia (see Chaps. 1 and 17).
The digital infrastructure supports an approach to longitudinal monitoring of the data
to track any shifts in the standard over time.

Data analysts are responsible for cleaning the data, preparing the data, and running
the reports. Scores awarded to samples are analysed using a Multi-Facet Rasch Model
(MFRM; Linacre, 1994; Rasch, 1960) fitted to the scores that raters produce in
applying the established standard. Analyses of outcomes from CIM-Online produce
essential reliability data and show the relative performance of each sample in the
corpus of samples. CIM-Online is the centrepiece of the GTPA quality assurance
systems and processes, yielding essential data showing how raters apply the estab-
lished standard. It produces evidence to show the reliability of judgements as well
as new knowledge about rater severity and leniency.

3.6 Submission of Cohort Data for Analysing Program
Characteristics

Participating universities submit cohort data consisting of criterion-level scores and
contextual information including school location and phase of schooling. A purpose-
designed GTPA app facilitates online collation and storage of cohort data. Individual
universities control their own data and determine which data are released for GTPA
analysis purposes (for further details on the digital technologies and infrastructure
see Wyatt-Smith et al., in press).

In summary, data generated from CIM-Online show how universities are assessing
performance against the established standard of graduate readiness. Cohort data
analysis provides information on the strengths and weaknesses of programs and also
the opportunity for monitoring trends relative to program performance over time.

3.6.1 Reporting

The data from CIM-Online and cohort data analysis are presented in customised
reports for each university using a range of visualisation approaches. Reports using
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these approaches show (1) application of the standard at the program level and (2)
patterns of performance at the criterion level. Beyond these purposes, the reports
can be used formatively to support active inquiry into preservice teachers’ achieve-
ment, program quality and how the locally enacted standard relates to the established
standard applied in cross-institutional moderation. Such actions are illustrative of
an inquiry mindset as discussed in Chap. 2 and shown in Fig. 2.1. The data-rich
reports provide new information for teacher educators to make informed decisions
about the effectiveness of ITE programs and their capacity to prepare a highly skilled
professional workforce. Intertwined with these developments is a focus on improving
data literacy of the participating teacher educators by connecting pre- and post-
moderated judgements. The development of teacher educators’ data literacy has
occurred, in large part, through active engagement with customised applications of
digital technologies.

The aim of the reports is to build actionable evidence and to build capability
in inferring the meaning of the data, using this as evidence to review and renew
programs. The ILSTE research team has collaborated with the collective in feedback
about different approaches to data visualisation to ensure fitness for purpose. As
shown below, this includes associating information about the verified (and non-
verified) judgements in the application of the standard (Fig. 3.3) with criterion-level
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Fig. 3.3 Location of verified samples in like groups relative to the standard
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performance information (Fig. 3.4). Readers are advised that all figures in this chapter
are illustrative only and do not use actual data.

The graph shown in Fig. 3.3 provides information on the relative measure of
performance for each GTPA sample on the logit scale (vertical axis) and the rela-
tive rank order (horizontal axis), based on the scoring from CIM-Online. The green
horizontal line shows the location of the passing standard (Meets). The samples are
grouped in bands where the height of the band represents two standard errors of
the performance measure. There are ten bands, with band 1 representing the highest
ranked samples in the collective. Bands 1 through 6 represent groups of samples that
are judged as meeting the standard. Bands 7 to 10 are judged as not meeting the
standard. Samples provided by an individual university are given a unique sample
number. In Fig. 3.3, these are indicated within the orange-coloured bands showing
their positioning relative to the established standard (at, above, below). From the posi-
tioning of samples within the bands, teacher educators can determine those samples
for which the standard awarded by the university has been verified (or not verified)
through CIM-Online. When there are discrepancies between the university awarded
judgements and CIM-Online outcomes, teacher educators undertake further discus-
sion of scoring and their own university moderation practices with a concentrated
focus on the application of the standard. This is one of the formative purposes of the
reports that goes well beyond complying to policy, to facilitating teacher educators’
use of data at-scale for active inquiry into issues of quality.

Fig. 3.4 graph shows ordered patterns of performance at the criterion level for
each of five samples. The GTPA uses five criteria to assess performance—plan-
ning, teaching, assessing, reflecting and appraising—as represented under Fig. 3.4
as criteria 1 to 5. In Fig. 3.3, Sample 104, represented by the blue line, is shown to
have met the standard overall, appearing above the green line marking the required
standard. Figure 3.4 displays the pattern of performance across the criteria for this
sample with the performance on criteria 2 (teaching), 3 (assessing) and 4 (reflecting)
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shown to be of higher quality and criteria 1 (planning) and 5 (appraising) being of
lesser quality. The utility of the graph is that it shows how performance on criteria 2,
3 and 4 compensates for the performance on criteria 1 and 5. Using the information
in these graphs, teacher educators can identify samples to explore what quality looks
like at the criterion level.

Taken together, Figs. 3.3 and 3.4 attempt to make visible the standard and the
criteria as characteristics of quality in the work assessed as satisfying (and not
satisfying) the expectations of graduate readiness, as determined through cross-
institutional moderation processes. The figures serve to support teacher educators’
understanding of the use of a common standard to arrive at reliable judgements and
to inquire into practice at the level of the program and that of the preservice teacher.
Cumulated data across ITE providers and programs, and over time, is the commence-
ment of an evidence base that will allow data-informed claims to be made about the
quality of ITE in Australia.

As mentioned, Fig. 3.3 shows the location of a sample relative to the standard and
to other samples, and Fig. 3.4 shows patterns of performance relative to the criteria.
Figure 3.5 shows the severity and leniency of an individual rater relative to the pool of
scorers involved in CIM-Online. The MFRM analysis produces this estimate on the
logit scale to 95% confidence limits. Each blue dot represents a rater. The six larger
and lettered (A—F) orange dots are de-identified scorers from one university. The
two dashed green lines represent the upper and lower confidence limits. Most raters
sit between the acceptable boundaries; in the case of this hypothetical university,
these are scorers B, C, D and E. However, some fall outside the boundaries showing
that they are lenient or severe judges, raising questions about the reliability of their
judgements. In the illustrated case in Fig. 3.5, the judgements of rater A are considered
overly severe; the judgements of rater F are considered too lenient. Both raters A and
F should have further training on recognising and using the established standard.
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Fig. 3.5 Rater severity in GTPA scoring
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3.7 What is Involved in Getting Cross-Institutional
Moderation of TPAs Right?

The conceptualisation of moderation presented in this chapter has deliberately
located moderation in relation to system and site validity priorities. The former
includes quality assuring judgements using a common standard across teacher educa-
tion providers. Site priorities include using evidence from moderation to undertake
curriculum review and program renewal, attending to community needs and expecta-
tions. Cross-institutional moderation is presented as part of a program of professional
work that has a central focus on assessment, evidence and data. The conceptualisation
of the GTPA and moderation as connected layers of R&D, as depicted in Fig. 3.1,
includes validation as an ongoing process with successive rounds of design, review,
next stage design.

The importance of cross-institutional moderation is in the generation of evidence
about the quality of teacher education programs and the graduates from these
programs. For this reason, CIM-Online was based on principles of moderation to
inform the process. These principles include processes related to

Design of the instrument (GTPA) and its implementation in ITE programs
Digital architecture/infrastructure and app design

Design systems for efficient generation of stacks for scoring

Calibration of raters including extra activities as appropriate

Scoring protocols using CIM-Online

Review of findings for accuracy (ground truthing)

Design of reports and data visualisation

Report meetings and associated dialogue: application of the standard and
application of the data for review and renewal.

3.8 Conclusion

The development and implementation of CIM-Online are in its sixth year at the
time of writing. It has involved considerable investment of human and material
resources from a multidisciplinary team. The work has ranged across the develop-
ment of research-informed moderation protocols and practices and the development
of digital architecture and systems thinking including for data storage. The concep-
tualisation and design of the GTPA apps for collecting data have also been essential
as well as the expertise of specialists in data security, confidentiality and privacy.
Data analysts have been involved from the beginning in critical decisions about
methodological choices especially as they impact judgement dependability.

At this point, we can reflect and look back to how three central propositions
formed the basis of our work on cross-institutional moderation. First, professional
judgement and CIM-Online are both foundational to the GTPA. Taken together, they
enable educators to give an account of the quality of their programs, and in so doing,
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professionalise teacher education, improving its status from what Hattie refers to
elsewhere in this book as a cottage industry (see Hattie’s Commentary in Part 3).
Second, CIM-Online has potential to build collaborative professionalism through
collegial engagement with, and rigorous analysis of, data showing the application
of a common or established standard within and across participating universities.
Third, CIM-Online enables a closing of the assessment loop between assessment for
summative and formative purposes, with GTPA data used for curriculum review and
program renewal.

So, what have we learnt? Moderation online achieves the dual purposes of compa-
rability and for building the dependability of teacher educator judgements, stretching
the boundaries of internal moderation practices. In the process of implementing the
GTPA across a large group of universities, it was evident that significant culture
change in ITE was underway. We saw how teacher educators from universities across
the country came together to take professional responsibility and accountability for
establishing and maintaining the standard of teacher education. Together we recog-
nised that establishment of a common standard could only be realised through the
pooling of professional evaluative expertise and that this required the design and
application of digital infrastructure. In particular, the expertise of teacher educators
was harnessed through CIM-Online of assessment performances.

Against the backdrop, we propose that the processes developed in the GTPA are
at the core of efforts to improve teacher education, not simply in this TPA, but in
TPAs more generally. Continuing the processes ensures consistent scoring against
the standard as well as generating data showing the application of the common
standard and patterns of performance across the teaching practices. CIM-Online goes
beyond traditional approaches of face-to-face moderation to take up the affordances
of new technologies in a field where cross-institutional moderation has not been
routinely practised. Finally, we suggest that the conceptualisation of CIM-Online,
the accompanying resources (see Fig. 3.2) and the approach to calibration training
are potentially applicable in other professions seeking to apply a common standard
of graduate readiness for workforce entry.
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Chapter 4 )
Teacher Education Reform greckie
and Preservice Teacher Assessment:
Representations of Teachers and Initial

Teacher Education in News Media

Elizabeth Heck

Abstract This chapter explores how news mediarepresent teacher education reform,
the emergence of teaching performance assessments (TPAs), and related preservice
teacher assessment in Australia. The analysis draws on a dataset of 111 news articles
published since the release of the Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group
(TEMAG) report, Action now: Classroom ready teachers in Australia in 2014. The
dataset was analysed using the Analytical Framework for Media Discourse. The
discussion highlights some of the implications and the role of the media in portraying
teaching, teacher quality, and standards. It addresses how this portrayal impacts
teachers’ professional identity and public perceptions of the profession more broadly.

4.1 Introduction and Background

In 2014, the Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) report, Action
now: Classroom ready teachers, was released in Australia (Craven et al., 2014). Key
directions in the report included an overhaul of the national accreditation system
for teachers, more rigorous program accreditation processes, increased transparency
of selection for course entry, and further collaboration between higher education
providers, school systems, and schools. In particular, it was recommended that grad-
uate teachers show evidence of classroom readiness and that preservice teachers are
pre-registered as recognised members of the teaching profession from the beginning
of their initial teacher education (ITE) program (Craven et al., 2014). The TEMAG
report provided the catalyst for the introduction of a teaching performance assessment
(TPA) in Australia, as discussed in Chaps. 1 and 2.

The expectation is that a TPA acts as a culminating summative assessment that
sets a clear standard of graduate capabilities and that this, in turn, leads to high
graduate quality and classroom readiness. In Australia, a TPA must adhere to the
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requirements of Program Standard 1.2 in the Accreditation of initial teacher educa-
tion programs: Standards and Procedures, namely for “pre-service teachers to have
successfully completed a final-year teaching performance assessment prior to gradu-
ation shown to be a reflection of classroom teaching practice including the elements
of planning, teaching, assessing and reflecting” (Australian Institute for Teaching and
School Leadership [AITSL], 2015, revised 2018, 2019, p. 12). The program stan-
dards are designed to work in conjunction with the Australian Professional Standards
for Teachers (APST; AITSL, 2011, revised 2018). Together they have potential to
“provide a strong national foundation and common language for the teaching profes-
sion in Australia” and “the benchmarks used in national approaches to accreditation
of teacher education programs” (Craven et al., 2014, p. 3).

A mandatory inclusion in ITE programs is a TPA that, along with other evidence
sources, provides information for universities to demonstrate impact of programs on
graduate teacher preparedness for the profession. A specific example of a TPA is
that of the Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®),! developed as part
of longitudinal research beginning 2016 in the Institute for Learning Sciences and
Teacher Education (ILSTE), Australian Catholic University (ACU). The GTPA was
endorsed by AITSL for national implementation in 2018 and is implemented by a
collective of universities in six of the eight states and territories across Australia.
It is one of two mandated assessments that a preservice teacher must undertake
before they graduate. The other is the Literacy and Numeracy Test for Initial Teacher
Education (LANTITE) which was introduced in 2016. It is an online test, developed,
and implemented by the Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER), aimed
at assessing teaching candidates’ personal (as distinct from professional) literacy and
numeracy skills prior to graduating, to gauge competence in literacy and numeracy
basics (see also Barnes & Cross, 2018).

A contributing factor in moves to reform teacher education is the declining perfor-
mance of Australian school systems in international large-scale assessments such as
the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), Trends in International
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS), and Progress in International Reading
Literacy Study (PIRLS) and in national standardised assessment in Australia such as
the National Assessment Program—Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) (Thomson
etal., 2019). Compounding the concerns resulting from the reported declining perfor-
mance is the unintended consequences of leader boards and commentary, often
published by the media, that report and rank school performance in national assess-
ment (Cumming et al., 2018; Louden, 2019; McGaw et al., 2020). News media
reporting of large-scale or standardised testing is widely reported to have a significant
impact on public perceptions of international, national, and state education systems
and the role teachers play (Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2012; Shine & O’Donaghue,
2013).

! Acknowledgment: The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®) was created by the
Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic University, and has
been implemented in a Collective of Higher Education Institutions in Australia (https://www.gra
duatetpa.com).
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In addition to the impact of large-scale assessments are concerns of global teacher
shortages, recruitment, and retention (Alexander et al., 2020; Heffernan et al., 2019;
Wyatt-Smith et al., 2017). Alexander et al. (2020) noted that complexities in recruit-
ment and retention can include an ageing workforce, employment practices, popu-
lation sparsity, and a decline in applicants. Yet, as Goodwin (2020) summarised,
there is also a problematic characterisation and public perception of teaching as an
“almost profession” where teachers are viewed as low status and that the work itself
is seen as technically simple and therefore attracts less capable candidates (p. 3).
While the starting salary for graduate teachers is competitive relative to professions
which require similar levels of qualifications, it is widely recognised that there is a
ceiling on renumeration and career advancement for those teachers who wish to stay
in the classroom. This observation could partially explain why teaching as a profes-
sion is less attractive to males who are seeking promotion and career advancement
(Alexander et al., 2020; Mills et al., 2004; Wyatt-Smith et al., 2017).

In many countries, there are growing concerns regarding the quality of candidates
entering teaching. In Australia, TEMAG reported that there is a

Need to lift public confidence in initial teacher education — Australians are not confident that
all entrants to initial teacher education are the best fit for teaching. This includes the balance
of academic skills and personal characteristics needed to be suitable for teaching. (Craven
et al., 2014, p. xi).

In their most intense forms, concerns in the media can be traced to accounts of
allegedly low admission scores to undergraduate teacher education courses. This
admission score is known as the Australian Tertiary Admissions Rank (ATAR) and
is a rank that ranges from 0 to 99.95 and designates a student’s position relative to
their year group cohort. However, a report for the Mitchell Institute by Pilcher and
Torii (2018) noted that in 2017 “60% of undergraduate university offers were made
on a basis other than ATAR” (p. v). In the context of ITE, AITSL reported that, “at
the undergraduate level, only 36% of commencing initial teacher education students
entered straight from secondary education in 2016” (Aspland, 2019, para. 6; see
also AITSL, 2019, p. xiv). Media reporting of low ATAR course entry scores can
be “misleading” as it does not consider that fewer students are entering ITE courses
directly from school (Aspland, 2019, para. 12). In addition, these media reports often
fail to take into consideration the further assessments (such as LANTITE and a TPA)
that teacher candidates undertake prior to graduation, where they are expected to
meet “robust national teacher professional standards” (Aspland, 2019, para. 11). In
the evolving landscape of initial teacher education, there are significant variables
with the role of ATAR, course entry and the quality of graduate teachers, and their
relationship with public perceptions and confidence in the profession.

In the context of these issues, and with a focus primarily on news print media,
this chapter examines the question: How are teachers and the teaching profession
represented through public commentary in Australian print media texts against a
background of teacher education reform and the introduction of TPAs and LANTITE?
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4.2 Representation, Identity, and the Media

Intertwined with this background of tertiary admissions, preservice teacher assess-
ment, and graduate quality, two significant concepts are at play. These are repre-
sentation and identity of teachers and the teaching profession in the media (see
Townsend & Ryan, 2012). Media representation about teacher and teaching quality
is a global phenomenon (Alhamdan et al., 2014; Hansen, 2009). Alhamdan et al.
(2014) summarised this phenomenon and the ‘blame’ placed on teachers:

Research suggests that newspapers all over the world publish articles about teachers that
are “frequently unfair” and “partially substantiated” (Pettigrew & MacLure, 1997, p. 392).
They often blame teachers for poor student performance and poor educational outcomes
(Ball, 2008) and present a negative image of teachers (Keogh & Garrick, 2011). (p. 491)

Alhamdan et al. (2014) broadly explored teacher representation in news items and
categorised these into four thematic representations: (1) the caring practitioner, (2)
the transparent (un) professional (in line with ‘standards’ and quality), (3) moral and
social role models, and (4) transformative intellectuals. The authors argued that “the
disparate emphases on teachers’ moral, social and political roles may be understood
from a range of prevailing socio-economic, political, educational and cultural factors
in the respective countries” (p. 501). In Finland, for example, teachers are interna-
tionally recognised with “great public respect and appreciation” (Sahlberg, 2011,
p. 24). Of note is how Finland emerged as a top performer in PISA in the early 2000s
and attracted significant international attention from education researchers, policy-
makers, and journalists interested in discovering the country’s secret for success
(Takayama et al., 2013), though Finland’s performance profile has changed since
that time.

Within media representation is the concept of self-representation as it relates to
bottom-up participatory and social media platforms (Mackay & Heck, 2013, 2015;
Thumim, 2012). A social media study by Pendergast et al. (2019) found that many
stakeholders in public discussions, including teachers and school leaders, were “ren-
dered voiceless by their employers” or did not have the time and energy to participate
online (p. 47). As aresult, members of the teaching profession have to rely on a small
number of networked professionals to represent them. A question posed by Pender-
gast et al. (2019) concerns how the profession can overcome what is referred to as
“forced passivity” (p. 47), similarly noted by Blackmore and Thorpe (2003). These
studies suggest that teachers are largely voiceless in the media when it comes to
issues that represent them and the profession. Other Australian researchers suggest
that teachers and teacher educators need to take an active role in discussing teacher
education in the media and in challenging how federal policies are framed (Barnes
& Cross, 2020).

Associated with representation is identity. Identity “has particular resonance to
media and communications, especially as it raises important questions about media
power” (Georgiou, 2017, para. 1). Notably, there are implications of media repre-
sentations of teachers and how these play a part in the construction of professional
identity (Blackmore & Thorpe, 2003; Kirby, 2016). Furthermore, teachers’ identity
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is multifaceted and typically associated with professional identity (Alhamdan et al.,
2014; Blackmore & Thorpe, 2003; Kirby, 2016) and assessment identity (Adie, 2013;
Looney et al., 2018). Aligning with this, an earlier Australian study by Blackmore
and Thorpe (2003) found, at the time of media debate over literacy standards, that
teachers’,

Sense of professional identity and morale were shaped by such discursive positioning, being
put continually on the defensive. They felt that vital aspects of their work such as welfare,
pastoral care, and social justice issues were being squeezed out by the pressures to perform
outwardly. (pp. 589-590)

Such media representation can also influence morale (Blackmore & Thorpe,
2003). Yet there are mixed feelings as to the media and general public’s impact
on teachers’ perception of their identity. An Australian report by Heffernan et al.
(2019) into the public perception of teachers noted, from some participants in their
research, that the media had an impact on teachers’ perceptions of themselves and
contributed to teachers feeling underappreciated and disrespected in the community.
However, on the other side of this, a key finding in this research noted that the “public
feels that teachers are respected and trusted”, but “this is not consistently transferring
to teachers feeling appreciated for the work that they do” (Heffernan et al., 2019,
p-4). Such perceptions were similarly noted by Alexander et al. (2020) and pointed to
the “influence of public, political and media messaging on the interpersonal relation-
ships that influence individual’s career choices” (p. 8). Wilkinson and MacDonald
(2020)—Australian education scholars—also noted that the costs of negative media
had adverse impacts on teachers, their work, and their ability to commit long term
to the profession: “(m)edia discourses form a crucial part of a broader discursive
framework of how teaching is perceived and enacted” (para. 21). These observations
point to how the media contributes to public perceptions of teachers and the teaching
profession. It is at times of policy changes, reform, and significant events that this is
amplified (Wilkinson & MacDonald, 2020). From this, it can be observed that there
are mixed results when it comes to public perceptions of teachers, and how teachers
in turn perceive those public perceptions, particularly as it pertains to the media, as
discussed below.

4.3 Methodology

An analysis of media articles was undertaken to investigate the research question:
How are teachers and the teaching profession represented through public commen-
tary in Australian print media texts against a background of teacher education reform
and the introduction of TPAs and LANTITE?

A search strategy with key terms including ‘GTPA and TPA’, ‘LANTITE’, and
‘ATAR’ (and ‘tertiary entrance’) was employed using the primary database of the
Australia New Zealand Newsstream through ProQuest, with additional material
sourced via Google. The selected time frame for news items was 2014 to January
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2021, in line with the timing of the TEMAG report, and associated milestones
including the introduction of LANTITE, TPAs, and related commentary regarding
tertiary entrance for ITE courses. This initial compilation categorised the articles as
relating to (1) ATAR, (2) GTPA and TPA, (3) LANTITE, and (4) teacher reform.
These were significant topics covered in news items since the release of the TEMAG
report and the emergence of debates about tertiary entrance for those wishing to
undertake initial teacher education.

For the analysis, articles were retrieved and downloaded to NVivo 12 software and
catalogued in relation to the four identified categories. The news items for analysis
included 111 articles in total over the four categories (Teacher reform: 56 items,
ATAR: 24 items, LANTITE: 21 items, and GTPA and TPA: 10 items).

A ‘word search frequency’ check for most prominent and key words used in the
articles was followed by first pass node coding. The identified keywords were as
follows:

Standards. In the context of this analysis, ‘standards’ was used as the broad term
(inclusive of ‘standard’ and ‘standards’), as it relates to public perceptions of
‘quality’, rather than the specific ‘professional standards’ (e.g. as in AITSL/APST
usage). The intent was to observe the general usage around standard/s in media arti-
cles as it pertained to standard of teaching quality and academic entry standards of
admission to teaching degrees and ITE programs. Contextual framing included:

1. Standards—academic standards for university/ITE entry.

2. Standards—test-based academic standards of classrooms (e.g. NAPLAN,
reading, and literacy).

3. Standards—accreditation/professional standards (e.g. AITSL/APST).

Standard. Although ‘standard’ is inclusive in the ‘standards’ coding above, a child
node was created to further frame for context. Examples here include ‘standard’ in
usage as mentioned above and contextually used as ‘standard pay’/remuneration in
some instances, that is, not relating to teacher or teaching quality.

Quality. A contextual focus on quality included:

1. Teacher and teaching quality.
2. Teacher education/ITE quality.
3. Quality as pertaining to standards (e.g. accreditation).

Benchmark/ing. This term aligns with the TEMAG report and is related to termi-
nology around quality indicators. An example is the way the professional standards
provide a benchmark for the accreditation of teacher education programs. Further-
more, benchmarking relates to a key finding in the TEMAG report that, “consistent
and transparent graduate assessment against an agreed benchmark is a key feature
of profession entry requirements both internationally and in comparable professions
in Australia” (Craven et al., 2014, p. 32). What is of interest in this analysis is how
benchmarking is understood, used, and reported across the media texts.

Performance Assessment. This term is noted in general reference to the place of
TPAs and the emergence of the GTPA, in and across the news articles.
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4.3.1 Analytical Framework for Media Discourse

Contributing to this keyword analysis and drawing on Fairclough’s (1995) crit-
ical discourse analysis (CDA) is the Analytical Framework for Media Discourse
proposed by Carvalho (2008) that informs the analysis of media texts. The Analytical
Framework for Media Discourse includes textual analysis, comprising:

1. Layout and structural organisation of media texts, such as news articles. Yet,
‘layout and structural organisation” was not completely applicable, given that
the articles were mostly in the format acquired from the ProQuest database.
Word count and length of the articles were taken into consideration.

2. Objects—alignment with topics or themes or the events under consideration.

Actors—the term is taken to include the dominant voices or representations.

4. Language, grammar, and rhetoric—the identification of key concepts, vocabu-
lary, and writing style.

5. Discursive strategies—the forms of discursive manipulation, of reality by social
actors, such as journalists.

6. Ideological standpoints—“Ideology is an overarching aspect of the text. It is
embedded in the selection and representation of objects and actors, and in the
language and discursive strategies employed in a text” (Carvalho, 2008, p. 170),
yet this is not always explicit.

»

In Carvalho’s (2008) framework, contextually the news article data and categori-
sation align with (1) Comparative—synchronic analysis—that is the “various repre-
sentations of an issue at the time of writing” (p. 171) and 2) Historical-diachronic
analysis—that takes place on two levels and includes an analysis of social matters in
their wider social, political and economic contexts. This is followed by the produc-
tion and evolution of “media(ted) discourses” on a specific social issue over time
(Carvalho, 2008, p. 173). The news article data and categorisation align with both
the comparative—synchronic and the historical-diachronic analysis of the political
and social contexts of teacher education reform, and how the media historically
constructs, produces, and represents these issues and the actors within them.

4.4 Findings
4.4.1 Voices and Representation

Across the four identified subsets of data—(1) ATAR, (2) GTPA and TPA, (3)
LANTITE, and (4) teacher reform—there was a mix of prominent actors and voices.
Prominent voices across these categories included those from federal Education
Ministers from 2014-2020, including Simon Birmingham, Christopher Pyne, and
Dan Tehan, as well as state Education Ministers. Other political representatives
included opposition party education spokespersons, including the Australian Labor
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Party’s, Tanya Pilbersek. In some instances, articles focused on teacher reform were
written by politicians (e.g. federal member for Higgins and former medical practi-
tioner Dr Katie Allen, in 2019, wrote “’Cruisy’ education lets down high achiev-
ers”). This was largely in regard to teacher education reform, ATAR and LANTITE.
Examples of politicians’ comments can be found further in the following section on
‘Language, grammar and rhetoric’.

University deans, professors, and scholars in education were well-represented
across all four categories of news items. These voices often rose to the defence of
concerns over misconceptions of ATAR entry, and the significance of preservice
teacher assessment, with reference to TPAs. Other examples from professors and
education scholars included responses about the complexities of teacher recruitment
and retention and the need for workforce planning, such as “The picture of shortages
is a complex tapestry of geography, discipline area and phases of schooling” (Wyatt-
Smith, quoted in Patty, 2021, para. 22-23).

Teacher unions and professional bodies had some representation and showed
support of developments in teacher education reform, including the role of TPAs, for
example, Australian Education Union president Correna Haythorpe, who “supported
the student teacher classroom performance tests” (quoted in Argoon, 2019b, para.
7). Further examples included the support of, and valuing the work of, recruiting
and retaining teachers in the profession; for example, New South Wales Teachers
Federation president Angelo Gavrielatos described teaching as “one of the noblest
of all professions” (Patty, 2021, para. 27).

As noted by Pendergast et al. (2019), members of the teaching profession have
to depend on a small number of networked professionals to represent them. Across
the wider dataset, a few articles were written by former and practicing teachers, and
education consultants engaged in an editorial opinion role (e.g. Christopher Bantick,
teacher at Melbourne Boys Anglican Grammar School for The Australian, and Blaise
Joseph, former teacher and research fellow in Education, for The Courier Mail). In the
category dedicated to teacher reform, a beginning teacher’s voice positively featured
as the centrepiece of an article with a focus on teacher shortages, recruitment, and
workforce planning (Patty, 2021). Across the ten news items covering the GTPA
and TPA, there is an emerging presence of teacher voices, particularly those of
preservice teachers interviewed about their experiences of the GTPA. An example
of this is a front-page article that quotes a preservice teacher as saying “The prac
(teaching practice) is probably the most important part I found because it gave you
the hands-on experience that you needed,” Ms Scott said” (in Balogh, 2017a, para.
9). Here, the preservice teacher was referring to how the GTPA focussed her practice
on key aspects of the teaching, learning, and assessing cycle during her school-based
placement.
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4.4.2 Language, Grammar, and Rhetoric

Strong and provocative language was a feature of many news items, with particular
reference to ATAR focused news items. Some articles were quite short at approx-
imately 250 words, with most being between 500-800 words. Some articles note
that teaching candidates were being accepted into ITE courses, “despite shocking
[emphasis added] academic results of their own” (Argoon, 2018, para. 1.). Further
examples include “A shocking [emphasis added] report has revealed students with
near-zero ATAR scores have been offered teaching degrees by universities across
the country” (Khalil, 2018, para. 1.). Such language illustrates that the reporting of
the complexities of ATAR and admissions into ITE courses can be provocative, and
reporting was often focused on politicians’ comments. For example, Argoon (2018)
notes

The worrying data, obtained by the Sunday Herald Sun, last night prompted Victorian Educa-
tion Minister James Merlino to order an immediate investigation. “I will not stand for univer-
sities who are attempting to undercut or bypass our reforms and minimum ATAR standards,”
he said. (para. 3)

In an article by Gregory (2019), quoting shadow minister for education Tanya
Plibersek, Gregory writes

Ms Plibersek said the ATAR for teaching was getting “lower and lower every year”. “I'm
saying to universities, work together to ensure that you are increasing the cut-off marks... We
cannot afford to dumb down teaching degrees, to enrol people who will never be competent
teachers”. (para. 3)

There were exceptions, and education experts (usually university representatives)
provided some defence. Bantick (2015), one of the few teachers represented in the
news texts, stated that

Why teachers fail in the classroom is because they are not, bluntly, bright enough to cope
with academic subjects and able students. To this end, the universities have not failed in
their preparation of teachers, but they have failed spectacularly in permitting teachers to be
trained with substandard ATAR scores. (Bantick, 2015, para. 5)

The article was critical of ITE, but also noted the ongoing criticism levelled at
teachers. Given that there is a small number of teachers participating across the
media texts, it is important for these representatives to have a firm understanding of
current ITE requirements and how they communicate this understanding to a broader
audience.

Analysis of the articles pertaining to the GTPA and TPA dataset indicates a shift
in language. Specifically, in a front-page article in The Australian, the GTPA promi-
nently featured as a “game changer” (Balogh, 2017a, para. 2). Further language
around the introduction of the GTPA included that the process of teaching perfor-
mance assessment involves, “rigorously assessing classroom readiness of beginner
teachers and demonstrating they can meet national graduate teacher standards set by
the AITSL. If they don’t pass, they don’t graduate” (Balogh, 2017a, para. 4) and is a
“new step up for the profession” (para. 6). “Rigour” was also featured in the headline
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and in the body of the accompanying response from AITSL (Rodgers, 2017). The use
of the word ‘rigour’ is significant, as it is connected to teaching performance assess-
ment for preservice teachers to demonstrate capacity to improve student learning,
with the required levels of literacy and numeracy, and to have a deep knowledge
of their subject areas (Rodgers, 2017). It is also notable that AITSL had endorsed
the importance of this assessment in wider news, indicating the significance of this
reform initiative.

4.4.3 Headlines

News article headlines are significant and demonstrate the discursive strategies
employed by journalists, editors, and media agencies in the representation of teachers
and teaching in light of teacher education reform. Headlines are the hook to capture
potential readers and are written with the aim of grabbing attention. This is also
related to the language, grammar, and rhetoric across many of the news items. Head-
lines were often provocative and aligned with Alhamdan et al.’s (2014) observation
of the phenomena of the ‘blame’ placed on teachers. This was commonly in refer-
ence to articles that focused on teachers’ literacy and numeracy skills. These typically
featured more prominently when related to ATAR and LANTITE datasets. LANTITE
headlines included “Teachers kicked out for failing maths test” (Argoon, 2019a),
“A lesson in failure” (Harris, 2019), and “Weeding out would be teachers” (The
Australian, 2020). ATAR focused headlines noted “Raise the bar for better teachers”
(Lang, 2020), “Raising ATAR won’t deliver the best teachers” (Donnelly, 2019), and
“Raising classroom standards by increasing ATAR cut-off” (Horn, 2020). In articles
focused on teacher reform, headlines included “‘Cruisy’ education lets down high
achievers” (Allen, 2019), “Push to lift teacher literacy training” (Urban, 2019), and
“Teachers will benefit from reform” (The Daily Advertiser, 2019).

Headlines in the GTPA and TPA dataset suggest the significance of this new
teaching assessment for improving graduate teacher quality. Examples included
“Prove teaching skills in classroom or fail course” (Balogh, 2017a), “Teachers must
show they’re a class act” (Martyn-Jones, 2018), and “Teacher test deserves fair go”
(The Courier Mail, 2018). These headlines suggest that the authors believe there
needs to be a change in thinking about graduate teacher quality, indicated by the use
of the phrases ‘fair go’ and ‘class act’.

4.4.4 Keywords

As discussed briefly in the methodology, keywords were selected if they were plen-
tiful from the initial ‘word frequency’ search on NVivo or in response to terminology
used in recent education reform reports such as TEMAG, and as it pertained to the
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Table 4.1 Keywords and Name News items References
frequency
Standards 83 255
*Standard 32 59
Quality 64 134
Benchmark 19 24
Performance assessment 17 22

emergence of TPAs in the Australian context. From 111 media sources, the frequency
of contextual and common keywords is listed in Table 4.1.

The most significant word around teachers, teaching, and teacher education was
‘standards’, and this was found across the majority of texts. This was closely followed
by the word ‘quality’.

4.4.4.1 Standards

As Blackmore and Thorpe (2003) note, the

Media simultaneously creates and taps into educational discourses (popular, professional
and academic) that take on particular dominant readings in specific contexts, and is in this
sense critical to the popular construction of understandings about education, and the popular
readings and meanings of certain key words, such as ‘standards’. (p. 580)

‘Standards’, in relation to teaching and teacher education, was also a prevalent
term found in this analysis.

A chance to ‘boost’ standards was noted across three articles with a focus on
teacher reform and ATAR (Baker, 2019; Cook & Butt, 2019; Urban, 2019) and to
‘reboot’ standards (Allen, 2019) in teacher education. ATAR and tertiary entrance
attracted the most negative commentary on teacher education, including the call for
“Raising classroom standards by increasing ATAR cut-off” (Horn, 2020). The combi-
nation of ATAR and standards was also mentioned in the context of teacher recruit-
ment, retention, and lack of professional prestige: “A range of stakeholders—educa-
tion ministers, schooling peak bodies and research institutes among them—have
contended that university entry levels (ATARs) are too low, salaries are unattractive,
literacy and numeracy standards are poor, and that teaching carries little prestige”
(Parker & Hawke, 2019).

Standards also featured in relation to LANTITE. One example reported that “at
least two teachers have had their registrations cancelled because of new federal
government rules requiring them to pass a test, aimed at lifting teacher standards”
(Argoon, 2019a, para. 1). A second example reported that LANTITE was introduced
“following concerns about a lowering of academic standards and a decline in school
performances compared with other countries” (Ferguson, 2020a, para. 11). Words
juxtaposed with standards included ‘concern’ and ‘lowering’. In other news items on
teacher reform and ITE, standards were mentioned in relation to teacher standards in
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the context of standardised testing, such as NAPLAN. Further examples referred to
the complexity of teaching, as a job that has “changed beyond recognition” (Baker,
2020, para. 1) and reasons why teaching degrees and standards of outcomes need
improvement.

TPAs were discussed in the media texts as a solution to raise or ‘lift’ teacher
standards and to improve education more broadly. Such examples included, “ACU
[Australian Catholic University] has also developed a performance test, now used
in 14 universities nationwide, which are collaborating to lift standards of teaching
graduates” (Argoon, 2019b, para. 5) and “Experts predict the test will be so effective
in lifting standards it will end the debate around ATAR and OP cut-offs for teaching
degrees”? (Martyn-Jones, 2018, para. 2). There was also reference to the moderation
of standards: “RMIT’s [Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology] Program Manager
Master of Teaching Practice (Primary & Secondary) Dr Alison Lugg said, ‘Being
part of a national collective of universities undertaking the GTPA was important to
RMIT because it supports collaboration and cross-institutional moderation which
maintains consistent standards’” (in Bowers, 2019, para. 14). The importance of
cross-institutional moderation is a key component of the GTPA (see Chap. 3, this
volume) and is significant in maintaining and strengthening standards across ITE.

4.44.2 Quality

In the 111 news texts, 64 articles were inclusive of 134 references to ‘quality’. The
term ‘quality’ was used in varying contexts, but most often aligned with criticism of
teacher quality (as early career teachers), initial teacher education course entry (low
and minimum ATAR requirements), graduate teacher quality, and general teaching
quality (hence the need for reform). The word was typically used when referring
to ‘low quality’ or needing to produce more ‘high quality’ teachers and graduates.
There were also references to ‘deterioration’ in the quality of teacher graduates
(Buckingham, 2018; Ferguson, 2020a).

In relation to ITE and ATAR, comments included the following:

At the Labor Schools Forum late last year, a teacher who is on the employment panel at

her primary school lamented how hard it was to find high-quality candidates — few quali-

fied teachers submitted job applications that were free of spelling and grammatical errors.
(Buckingham, 2018, para. 10)

Further comments emphasised that some teaching courses “lag way behind in
quality” (Bantick quoting Christopher Pyne, then federal education minister, 2015,
para. 20). The language used and quoted in articles by politicians around teachers,
teaching courses, and quality was often critical. As a counterpoint to this, an article
by Donnelly (2018) noted “while there’s no doubt teachers need to meet minimal
literacy and numeracy requirements, the debate about teacher quality, especially as

2 OP refers to ‘Overall Position’, previously used in Queensland, Australia, for tertiary entrance
admissions between 1992 and 2019. A student’s OP was a score between 1 and 25 (1 = highest
score or rank, 25 = lowest).
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measured by the Australian Tertiary Admission Rank, is simplistic and guilty of
ignoring more difficult factors” (para. 1). Donnelly further noted in his commentary
that in the instance of such debate around ATAR and quality teachers, politicians
are wrong to argue its primary significance regarding the quality of new teachers. In
Donnelly’s article, ATAR (as a noted point of quality for ITE candidate entrance and
minimum standards) was articulated as misunderstood by politicians and how it is
used more for electoral spin.

When articles were seemingly positive, they were positioned with provocative
headlines, for example, “Australia’s report card: Must try harder” (Adams, 2019),
and within the article, “Is Australia’s school system high quality? Well, yes, and no.
Yes, Australian schools are doing lots of things right and are typically well regarded
internationally” (Adams, 2019, para. 1). Yet, despite the content of the article not
being overtly negative, comparisons were drawn with the Finnish education system, a
popular point of international comparison. In the news items in this analysis, compar-
isons to Finland in relation to Australia’s education quality were drawn across eight
articles (Allen, 2019; Balogh, 2017c; Clark, 2017; Donnelly, 2018, 2019; Jarvis,
2019; Lang, 2020; Mueller, 2019). However, the two articles by Donnelly note that
there is some misunderstanding with regard to Finland as an education system to
aspire to, commenting, “the argument that only academically gifted students enter
teaching in high-performing education systems such as those in Finland and South
Korea is also mistaken” (2018, para. 3). In this instance, Donnelly emphasises how
Finland’s profile as an exemplary nation in education has its own variables in selecting
and assessing teacher candidates, which are not commonly reported in the media.

4.4.4.3 Performance Assessment

The specific keywords ‘performance assessment’ attracted 22 direct references across
17 sources from the broader teacher reform category and the specific GTPA and TPA
category. In the data subset of ten articles categorised to GTPA and TPA commentary,
reporting was generally neutral and indicated an understanding of what a TPA sets
out to achieve. This included how teaching performance assessments address quality,
standards, moderation across universities, and consistency across ITE and tertiary
institutions. The reporting noted the significance of TPAs in the light of teacher
education reform,

As experts meet today to finetune guidelines of the new test, Claire Wyatt-Smith — director of
Learning Sciences Institute Australia at Australian Catholic University which is leading one
of two teaching performance assessment projects —described it as “the biggest game-changer
in teacher education in this country”. (Balogh, 2017a, para. 2)

Therole of consistency across ITE courses and institutions was also noted in regard
to the emergence of TPAs, “The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment is aimed
at finding a consistent measure across institutions as to whether university students
training for teaching are fit to stand in front of a classroom” (The Courier Mail,
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2018, para. 2). There was also reference to performance assessments and the termi-
nation of the ATAR debate, with further commentary noting, “in 2018, almost 4000
preservice teachers have the opportunity to demonstrate mastery of key teaching prac-
tices through the Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA)” (Henebery,
2018, para. 2). In these instances, ‘performance assessment’ had been aligned with
‘mastery’ and a ‘consistent measure’. A further reference was to the GTPA “pro-
ducing a culture change in teacher education” (Wyatt-Smith, quoted in Argoon,
2019b, para. 5). While this commentary has only recently begun to emerge in rela-
tion to teaching performance assessments, it indicates a positive shift in reporting how
graduate teachers are comprehensively and authentically assessed prior to entering
their own classrooms.

4.4.4.4 Benchmark/ing

Examples of the term ‘benchmark’ were used in the context of the other common
keywords such as ‘standards’. Examples include “we should demand higher stan-
dards from teacher education programs. This means raising the benchmark required
to get into teaching and ensuring that essential, evidence-based content is covered
rigorously in the university degrees” (Joseph, 2019, para. 11) and, in relation to the
quality of education systems, “Australia is a long way from international benchmark
standards” (Wilson, 2020, para. 3). In the context of LANTITE, “The Australian
revealed on Monday new results from the 2019 Literacy and Numeracy Test for
Initial Teacher Education (LANTITE) show 9.3% of students failed the numeracy
benchmark and 8.3% failed in literacy” (Ferguson, 2020b, para. 2). Of interest in
this last example with LANTITE is how the article is framed around the ‘failing’ of
LANTITE rather than reporting the pass rate.

Further examples of benchmarking pointed to TPAs, and that “beginning teachers
must receive the ongoing mentoring support and professional learning to allow them
to be the best they can be. The Australian Catholic University’s vice-chancellor, Greg
Craven, said the graduate assessment project was a ‘consistent assessment bench-
mark’ (Balogh, 2017b, para. 7). The editorial in the same issue noted “Teaching
education leaders from 13 universities are meeting this week to agree on nation-
wide benchmarks” for those universities participating in the GTPA Collective (The
Australian, 2017, para. 3). These latter examples of benchmarking in the contexts of
TPAs provide more positive reporting.

4.5 Conclusion

As Pettigrew and MacLure (1997) comment, “the press plays an active part in the
construction of educational issues for its various readerships. Newspapers do not just
write about education, they also represent to their readers what education is about”
(p- 392). The same can be said when this includes ITE, teaching and teachers, and
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how they and the profession are represented in media texts. The findings reported in
this chapter illustrate how news media commentary can be provocative, particularly
as it pertains to the need for ITE reform. In the instance of ATAR and tertiary entrance
standards, news articles were often simplified and reductive in nature, avoiding the
complexities of teacher education admission.

Politicians were often the most prominent voices, followed by education deans
and scholars. There was some representation of teachers’ voices. This aligns with the
findings noted by Pendergast et al. (2019) that members of the teaching profession
must rely on a small number of networked professionals to contribute on their behalf.
Consequently, as Barnes and Cross (2020) note, teachers and teacher educators need
to take a more active role in discussing teacher education in the media and challenge
how federal policies are framed. In this instance, the GTPA and TPA news articles
indicate an opportunity for the inclusion of beginning and preservice teachers’ voices
in interviews across the applicable news items. Thus, how can teachers’ represen-
tation and self-representation be more diverse and further amplified in the media in
light of teacher reform and related professional and policy issues?

TPAs were presented as a possible way forward to improve quality and stan-
dards, and although this chapter draws on only a small data set, the commentary
around its significance looks promising. Media coverage of TPAs will need to show
the research-informed outputs of the implementation on TPAs in the future, to alle-
viate misunderstandings about tertiary entrance and graduate teacher quality. As
this chapter indicates, teaching and teacher education is multifaceted and can be
simplified and misunderstood in the media, particularly as it pertains to ITE course
entrance. With the recent emergence of TPAs in Australian ITE, it is hoped that there
will be a greater understanding in the media and the public sphere of what makes a
quality teacher, and the robust performance assessment that teachers can be expected
to undertake before they enter Australian classrooms. There is also an opportunity
for teachers and teacher educators to take a more active role in discussing teacher
education in the media (Barnes & Cross, 2020) and to further consider how this
contributes to teachers’ professional identities, impacts on their own perceptions of
public commentary, and representation in the media more broadly.
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Giving an Account of Teaching
Performance Assessments In situ



Chapter 5 ®)
Opportunities and Tensions oo
in the Experiences of Collaborative
Professionalism During the Enactment

of the GTPA

Tanya Doyle ®, Neus Snowy Evans®, and Peta Salter

Abstract Through discursive analysis of narratives of practice, this study exam-
ines the tensions and opportunities that arise for teacher educators as a result of
implementing a teaching performance assessment in an existing program of study.
The introduction of the Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA) and
the requirements to ensure assessment fidelity disrupted our thinking, program-
matic, curricular, and organisational structures. Drawing on the notion of collab-
orative professionalism, we analyse our implementation experiences and reflect on
our professional learning in relation to the sites of practice (the university and partner
schools) for our work and the risks of implementation. Moreover, we draw on nuanced
notions of accountability to illuminate how we have reconceptualised and reimag-
ined our work as teacher educators. Simultaneously, we assert our capacity as teacher
educators to shape and steer decision-making in initial teacher education (ITE) in
ways that respond to the needs of the communities our graduate teachers serve.

5.1 Introduction

The report by the Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) for
the Australian Government entitled Action now: Classroom ready teachers (Craven
et al., 2014) called for reform in initial teacher education (ITE) in Australia. One key
finding of this report concerned “poor practice” across a number of programs that
were “not equipping graduates with the content knowledge, evidence-based teaching
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strategies and skills they need to respond to different student learning needs” (p.
viii). In response to the report and the 38 recommendations made by the authors, the
Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL) revised its 2011
standards for program accreditation in 2015. The new program accreditation stan-
dards (AITSL, 2015; revised 2018, 2019) made a teaching performance assessment
(TPA) a mandatory requirement in the accreditation of ITE programs delivered by
universities throughout Australia.

Of particular relevance are the Professional Standards (AITSL, 2011; revised
2018, 2019) and Program Standard 1.2 which highlights the essential contribution
of a TPA in the design of the teacher education program: “Program design and
assessment processes require pre-service teachers to have successfully completed
a final year teaching performance assessment prior to graduation” (AITSL, 2015,
p. 12). Moreover, Program Standard 6 requires the university to report aggregated
TPA student performance data as a means of demonstrating the impact of the teacher
education program on preservice teachers’ progression into the workforce and on
classroom students’ learning. Additionally, aggregated TPA data must be consid-
ered by the university for program evaluation and improvement purposes. As of
December 2019, AITSL had endorsed three TPAs for use by universities to meet
Program Standard 1.2, inclusive of The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment
(GTPA®).! The GTPA is a culminating “assessment of pre-service teachers’ profes-
sion readiness” (Adie & Wyatt-Smith, 2020, p. 269), which must be implemented
with fidelity across the GTPA Collective. The definition of fidelity used here seeks to
establish conditions for assessment implementation which are “recognisably compa-
rable across sites, and yet be responsive to diverse contexts of [university] programs
and professional experience placements” (Adie & Wyatt-Smith, 2020, p. 270). Risks
to the fidelity of implementation can be framed in relation to four sites of practice
at the university implementing the GTPA: the teacher education academic program,;
the school-based professional experience program; the requirements of a TPA; and
the assessment policy of the university (Adie & Wyatt-Smith, 2020, p. 282). It is
important to examine our own implementation of the GTPA in relation to these sites
of our practice.

It has been argued in the literature that the introduction of a TPA for the accred-
itation of Australian ITE programs seeks to steer the work of teacher educators
in managerial directions. This reflects the influence of critiques from implementa-
tion of the edTPA in the USA, warning of teacher educators who face the risk of
losing control over the outcomes of their programs (Charteris, 2019; Cochran-Smith
etal., 2018). Furthermore, Bourke (2019) argues that through the ITE reform agenda
underway in Australia, teacher educators are being discursively repositioned as being
“out of touch, side-lined and condemned to window dressing the implementation of
top-down directives from regulatory authorities” (p. 41). Some Australian teacher

! Acknowledgment: The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®) was created by the
Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic University, and has
been implemented in a Collective of Higher Education Institutions in Australia (https://www.gra
duatetpa.com).
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educators have shared narratives of their practice which highlight the tensions they
have experienced in implementing new regulatory requirements (Dwyer et al., 2020).
White (2019) finds that “teacher educators urgently need a shared understanding [of
their roles] and highlights the importance of an examination into the many hidden
facets of their collective work™ (p. 210).

Our experience of contributing to the development of and then enacting the
GTPA—while not without challenge—could not be characterised as a process in
which our ideas were side-lined or deemed irrelevant. In the work of the GTPA
Collective, teacher educators have debated and tested their interpretations of impact
of ITE programs by collectively establishing forms of accountability that matter
to the collective of teacher educators who were part of the collaboration. How we
worked together as teacher educators, to navigate tensions and realise opportunities
in response to these new policy imperatives, is the focus of this chapter as well as
several of the other chapters in Part 2 of this volume. We draw on Ball’s (1994)
sense of policy as “both text and actions, words and deeds, it is what is enacted
as well as what is intended” (p. 10). As Rizvi and Lingard (2009) note, the imple-
mentation of policy always “encounter[s] complex organisation arrangements and
already-existing practices” (p. 5). To whom teacher educators are primarily account-
able in relation to the implementation of policy imperatives and the grounds upon
which that accountability is established are central to determining the drivers of
enacting TPA policy as a social practice with purpose. Teacher educators work as
mediators of policy (Blackmore, 2010) through the enactment of their individualised
and/or collective (or contested) notions of professionalism (Biesta, 2017). Our indi-
vidual and collective conceptualisations and enactment of both “accountability” and
“professionalism” are significant to our analysis of our practice as teacher educators
working within, and for, universities as complex organisations.

Two notions of accountability are identified and applied to signify the specific form
of accountability that we privilege when we use the term. These include democratic
accountability (Cochran-Smith et al., 2018) and intelligent accountability (Lillejord,
2020). The notion of democratic accountability foregrounds the idea that teachers can
appraise their practice in ways that positively impact on learning in the communities
they serve. As teacher educators (and teachers), we are ultimately accountable for
student learning. Foregrounding principles of democratic accountability in the ITE
program enable teacher educators to steer the professional learning of preservice
teachers towards recognising “what matters most” in the context they serve. Enacting
this notion of accountability requires preservice teachers to make discerning choices
about the “measures” of student success they privilege and to whom those measures
are communicated, in which form and for what purpose to families, to the school and
to the schooling system. Lillejord’s (2020) notion of intelligent accountability shapes
our enactment of “measures” of accountability by allowing us to frame it as part of
an interpersonal system that is based on dialogue, participation, and co-creation. The
form of accountability we hold ourselves to in relation to the impact of our teacher
education programs then, in turn, shapes the perspectives of professionalism we as
teacher educators can draw upon to enact policy-as-practice.
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The contestation surrounding professionalism and teacher education in the
Australian context is explored by Alexander et al. (2019). These authors note that
managerial professionalism is often critiqued within the literature because it is viewed
as “control constructed from ‘above’ or ‘outside’ the profession and imposed through
performance cultures and accountability structures” (p. 11). In contrast, democratic
professionalism “focuses on collegial relations, and collaborative work practices
where teachers are advocates and change agents working for the common good of
the communities and contexts within which they work” (p. 10). Democratic profes-
sionalism resonates with our own intended practice as teacher educators, as well
as the notion of professionalism which we seek to develop within our preservice
teachers. It also underpins the mindset of service to colleagues and the commu-
nity that the GTPA Collective seeks to foster as teacher educators from across the
nation collaborate to reach consensus on “what matters most” in the demonstration
of graduate teachers’ work in Australian classrooms.

Hargreaves and O’Connor’s (2017) collaborative professionalism framework
resonates with the notion of democratic professionalism we experienced while
working together as part of the GTPA Collective. Collaborative professionalism
“make[s] a strong case for communities of expertise and service where collegial
solidarity permeates cultures of teaching and strives to connect student learning with
big ideas of social transformation” (p. v). The utility of the framework for forming
productive partnerships and for recognising our role in the collective responsibility
for teacher education has been identified by Adie (2018) and described as contributing
to “growing a new kind of agency in ITE” (Wyatt-Smith, 2018, p. 68). Moreover,
the collaborative professionalism framework seeks to establish this cultural change
in teacher education and new ways of working as normative, a position which drives
change in relation to policy implementation in universities.

In the remainder of this chapter, we draw on understandings of accountability
and professionalism and take up the following questions: How do we, as teacher
educators, reconcile the tensions and opportunities of implementation of the GTPA
in relation to notions of democratic accountability and the requirements related with
fidelity of implementation? What tensions and opportunities challenge our concep-
tions of professionalism while implementing the GTPA across our many sites of
practice? First, though, we explain the methodological approach to this work.

5.2 Methodological Framework

Capturing and analysing stories of practice allow us to identify both synergies and
disconnects in the shared experiences of staff implementing the GTPA. The method-
ological framework is organised with three phases. The first is to generate collective
narratives of practice. The second analyses the narratives of practice to identify and
extract excerpts that align with tenets of collaborative professionalism. Finally, crit-
ical discourse analysis (CDA) is applied to narrative excerpts to locate discord or
disconnect within and between the narratives of collaborative professionalism.
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First, narrative inquiry (Chase, 2018) frames the methodological approach in
this study. Narratives are positioned as discourse-in-practice. Moreover, personal
narratives are conceptualised as “meaning-making through the shaping of experience;
a way of understanding one’s own or others’ actions; of organising events, objects,
feelings, or thoughts in relation to each other” (Chase, 2018, p. 549). In other words,
narrative inquiry supports the exploration of how one story reads in relation to other
stories, enabling examination of how the local conditions make each story possible.
In this study, written narratives of practice were sought from the small team of
teacher educators, comprised of three full-time academics and one sessional (non-
tenured) staff member, who were implementing the GTPA in a regional university.
The narratives of practice were written in relation to the stimulus questions: Has the
GTPA shaped our work as teacher educators? In what ways? What are your feelings
about this? Do you consider the enactment of the GTPA at [name of university] has
been shaped by collaborative professionalism?

Second, Frank’s (2012) principles of dialogical narrative analysis (DNA) recog-
nise stories as a way people can revise their sense of self and situate that self in
relation to others in a group. In analysing dialogue, the researcher must respect each
participant’s capacity for continuing change, and they must aim to not summarise
findings. Instead, analysis should aim at “increasing people’s possibilities for hearing
themselves and others... to expand people’s sense of responsibility... in how they
might respond to what is heard... It seeks to show what is at stake in a story as a
form of response” (Frank, 2012, p. 5). The conceptual framework of collaborative
professionalism (Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2017) was integrated with Frank’s (2012)
principles of narrative analysis in order to uncover the potential ways in which the
tenets of collaborative professionalism as a “new kind of agency” (Wyatt-Smith,
2018, p. 68) informed:

1. The narrative resources are available to the participants, that is, to what extent
does the story of collaborative GTPA enactment make use of narrative resources
already familiar to the participant?

2. The extent to which these narrative resources play a role in establishing
affiliations among the participants.

3. The extent to which the identity of participants claim, reject, or experiment
with elements of collaborative professionalism through the implementation of
the GTPA.

4. What is at stake through the work of enacting the GTPA across the various sites
of practice of teacher education at our university, from the perspective of each
of the participants.

Finally, the narrative excerpts were further interrogated using CDA (Fairclough,
2010). CDA offers a method to elucidate potentially discordant aspects of discourse-
in-action, including between colleagues, with respect to institutional expectations,
and/or with the field, in otherwise seemingly harmonious stories.
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5.3 Narratives of Practice: Implementing the GTPA

Mutual dialogue, as an element of collaborative professionalism, is focused on
listening, clarification, and honest feedback. Through this line of analysis, we identi-
fied discordant perspectives between narratives shared by full-time academic staff and
sessional staff. A full-time staff member described productive partnerships between
colleagues during the implementation of the GTPA.

Mutual dialogue is an extremely strong component of our practice with the GTPA. I truly
value the mutual dialogue that strengthens our practice. All members of this team are
respectful, open to new ideas and practices. We may not all hold the same opinions, but
we accept that they are equally valid, and we are all open to diversity. For example, within
the team there are different conceptions of the instrumentality of the GTPA, but we under-
stand and accept that we don’t have to share the same thinking on this aspect — that having
different conceptions of the instrumentality of the GTPA will not affect student outcomes.
(Academic 1)

However, this sense of collaboration through mutual dialogue does not appear to
be a resource available to the sessional staff member to use in the narration of their
practice:

Unfortunately, the only aspect of collaborative professionalism I experienced was moderation
of assessment. While my relationship with my course coordinator was positive, and we
conversed via phone and email, as a sessional lecturer, I felt isolated. (Sessional lecturer 1)

The full-time staff member describes how teacher educators work together as a
team in a manner which is respectful, open to new ideas and to new practices, and
in accordance with the principles of mutual dialogue. Moreover, they note that the
teaching team does not always agree on the extent to which the conceptualisation
of a TPA could, or should, be aligned with notions of managerial professionalism
(Alexander et al., 2019), consistent with Ball’s (2003) notion of performativity and/or
Biesta’s (2017) view of evidence-based practice distorting the work of the democratic
professional. This staff member notes that, despite this lack of agreement around the
potentialities of the GTPA, this discord among staff need not negatively impact the
experiences of the preservice teachers. This view speaks to the notion of fidelity
described by Adie and Wyatt-Smith (2020) in that the assessment provides scope to
speak to contextual considerations of significance. In other words, the assessment
can be enacted through a lens of both democratic (Cochran-Smith et al., 2018) and
intelligent (Lillejord, 2020) accountability and in the spirit of democratic profes-
sionalism (Alexander et al., 2019). In contrast, the sessional staff member tells of
a sense of isolation from this mutual dialogue, recognised here as “collaborative
professionalism”, highlighting a lack of affiliation between full-time (tenured) and
sessional (non-tenured and typically part-time) academic staff members. Given the
high-stakes nature of the GTPA for program accreditation, this realisation requires an
organisational response which has implications for future human resource planning,
particularly in terms of time allocation for ongoing communication and collaboration
between staff members. In addition, given the allocation of such resources, full-time
academic staff members would need to allocate more time to ensure that mutual,
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positive dialogue with sessional staff occurs routinely so that their contributions and
feedback are recognised as integral to the successful implementation of change.

Similar patterns in experience emerge with respect to collective autonomy and
responsibility, particularly in relation to the institutional response to the marking and
moderation demands of the GTPA (see Chap. 3 for details of the GTPA moderation
processes).

There was a combination of individual and collective responsibility and commitment. While
we worked with our individual cohorts, we shared practices and, in this way, contributed to
each other’s professional development. (Academic 1)

Our internal moderation processes have strengthened our approach to implementation and our
professional conversations have shaped the strategic directions of our program and subject
development. (Academic 2)

The marking component is extremely demanding and needs to be considered when devel-
oping further assessment. Each assessment element took at least ninety minutes to mark
efficiently and fairly. This is an issue for both full and part-time staff. (Sessional lecturer 1)

The sessional staff member speaks to the limitations of the university’s existing
assessment policy as a site of practice. These limits have the potential to intro-
duce risk to the fidelity of implementation of the assessment (Adie & Wyatt-Smith,
2020). Hearing this story prompts us to seek new organisational arrangements, at
an institutional level, to legitimate and enable the sustained collaborative profes-
sionalism of teacher educators that underpin the work of the GTPA Collective. In
particular, assessment policies around resource allocation for sessional staff need to
be re-examined in order to reflect the required commitment from sessional staff to
mark, moderate and evaluate as part of a teaching team with collective autonomy and
responsibility. In other words, more organisational recognition of ways of “talking,
thinking, acting and being a teacher educator” (Adie & Wyatt-Smith, 2020, p. 274),
rather than simply being related to as a “casual marker” of assignments, is required.
Failure to consider this implication leads to reduced opportunities for professional
learning through collaboration for both full-time and sessional academic staff and
poses the risk that notions of managerial professionalism, rather than democratic
professionalism (Alexander et al., 2019), will dominate this aspect of the work of
teacher educators. When read together, this multi-voiced narrative makes clear that
what is imagined by the organisation to be possible in terms of the time and effort
required in the implementation of the GTPA does not reflect the experience of enact-
ment, which is constrained by a university assessment policy that no longer aligns
with the regulatory requirements of initial teacher education.

In relation to the element of collective initiative—which is focused on trialling and
enacting innovations—there was general affinity between the responses of full-time
and sessional academic staff. All staff noted that implementing innovations within our
program structure and curriculum had positive implications for preservice teachers
and community partners:

We have had to come up with new systems for collating and reporting the PST [preservice
teacher] results on GTPA. This has required us to work with data systems staff, and profes-
sional experience unit staff to trial and refine new workflows and intersections between the



88 T. Doyle et al.

work of academic and professional staff. We have also had to trial new forms for the QPERF
[Queensland Professional Experience Reporting Framework] portfolio, such that it supports
and works with the GTPA, rather than duplicating or undermining the forms of evidence
school partners value in the presentation of the PST portfolio. I think we need to be more
intentional in the ways we record and recount these decisions so that we demonstrate the
ways we are adapting and innovating in response to regulatory requirements and feedback
from our school partners. (Academic 2)

‘We might individually try different types of activities and pedagogical strategies, then share
and evaluate them with the other team members... We all responded to our own cohort
requests and needs then shared our experiences and outcomes... We had one goal in mind,
to innovate our curriculum to ensure student preparation to undertake the GTPA. (Academic

D

However, these innovations were coupled with a tension noted within narratives
from full-time academic staff at the intersection of two sites of practice, namely: the
assessment policy expectations of universities and the teacher education program,
including the professional experience component which is assessed using the QPERF
by school-based teacher mentors. Staff noted the complexities of establishing new
program requirements within existing university policies and processes. Furthermore,
while the implementation of the GTPA made it possible to enact evidence-informed
teacher education accreditation decisions, accessing the data and evidence required
from within institutions was curiously difficult, largely due to the new demands
created on the workflows and resource allocation of professional (administrative)
staff within the institution. These findings highlight the need for establishing innova-
tive ways of working with professional and technical staff to enact program-level
innovations within university staffing structures. At the same time, Academic 2
recognises the need to not only record data about the range and quality of GTPA
submissions, but also the need to document systematically the narrative of the inno-
vative work. This work requires both academic and professional staff to demonstrate
the university response to new regulatory expectations to clearly articulate the role
that TPAs now play in ITE program accreditation (AITSL, 2015).

Again, these stories highlight how existing, complex, and, often-times, rigid
university organisational structures, practices, and processes (Rizvi & Lingard, 2009)
can act as barriers to collective initiative. As noted by Rowe and Skourdoumbis
(2019), the Australian university sector is currently facing budget cuts alongside
uneven funding and resource distribution, making the role of the university as an
organisation invested in this collective initiative even more significant. Moreover,
the collective initiative required to negotiate the “fit” of a TPA into an existing,
already accredited teacher education program, can prove challenging, particularly
when working towards developing a shared understanding of the significance that
misalignment between these elements of the program can cause for accreditation
purposes. As such, teacher educators’ careful development of the academic program
is seen as critical to steering the collective initiative at the university, so as to avoid
a collision between the four key sites of practice (the ITE academic program, the
school-based professional experience program, the requirements of a TPA, and the
assessment policy of the university).
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It is in relation to the element of collective efficacy—focused on shared belief
in positive impact on teacher education programs and the learning of preservice
teachers—that we have observed the most tension both within and between narratives.
For example, Academic 1 evidences the role of collective efficacy in the collaborative
process:

We approached the work with an open mind and contributed to each other’s developing under-
standing of the GTPA by bringing together individual understandings during the process
involved in planning for the subject before teaching (for example, readings, subject outline,
subject structure), during the teaching (for example, planning lectures and workshop content
and activities), during moderation and cross-checking samples. We considered all options
and continuously questioned each other with the students in mind. (Academic 1)

However, the narratives offered by the sessional staff member and Academic 3
do not evidence the same sense of collective efficacy in relation to the GTPA:

My conversations with teaching colleagues in schools imply that the GTPA philosophy/
practices directly support education systems and school practices. Thatis, they are interwoven
with the current stress on measurement engendered by the competitive NAPLAN drive for
constant improvement... The idea that using measurement — either hard or soft data — will
lead to successful outcomes fails to recognise the influence of past learning, the make-up
of the cohort and its influence on learning, the influence of the enthusiasm for learning and
innovative teaching strategies, and care for the individual which are in fact keys to life-long
learning success. In other words, knowledge of the ‘craft’ of a complex profession is not
acknowledged. However, the benefit for preservice teachers is that they begin to learn how
to articulate their practice — vital for continuing improvement. (Sessional lecturer 1)

... the GTPA is conducive to and productive of a translation of student into a data point
(student-as-object). Second, and as a consequence, the ‘student-as-object’ translation serves
to support a wholescale denial of the emotional, cultural, political, ethical and social
circumstances of teaching to the full benefit of a discourse of accountability. (Academic
3)

The above positions demonstrate a more instrumental view of the task. These
positions are in contrast with those that recognise the assessment as requiring preser-
vice teachers to demonstrate that they have considered the community, the school,
and the class needs in order to determine, then justify, the pedagogical approaches
needed to support the progress of their students. This latter position critically posi-
tions care for students in an appraisal of authentic practice that can lead to a “shift [in
pedagogical strategies] with a deepening knowledge of their students’ standpoints ...
this intervention to care provides opportunities for transformative pedagogical prac-
tices” (MacGill, 2016, p. 242). Further collaboration between academic and sessional
staff is required in order to establish a shared understanding of the intentions of the
assessment.

The criticality of establishing collective efficacy not only between academics
delivering the ITE program, but also with the community partners who support,
employ, and rely upon the democratic professionalism of the graduate teachers is
made clear:

Given the current policy climate, and the appetite for policy-makers to determine ‘what
counts’ in teacher education, I see that we have two choices — we could resist participating
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which risks us becoming subjects of the determinations of policy-makers who may not hold
nuanced ideas about what counts as exemplary practice in our community contexts. Or we
actively engage in steering policy settings, by making it clear that we as teacher educators are
capable of making informed, reliable judgements about the performance of our graduates
and that we know which measures of impact are relevant in, and to, our communities. I
also think it is essential that we prepare graduate teachers who can think about data and
evidence with criticality so that they can make discerning judgements about what counts as
a measure of student learning progression — both with, and for, those communities. If we
don’t take charge of these decisions, and demonstrate that we have the capacity to make
research and evidence-informed, contextually responsive, decisions then I fear that aspect
of our professional autonomy will be removed from the scope of our practice. (Academic 2)

Here, Academic 2 speaks to what is at stake in relation to collective efficacy and
the implementation of the GTPA. Despite the tensions experienced, they advocate
for the opportunities provided by participating in the project that is the GTPA as
an opportunity to shape and steer decision-making about which data and evidence
counts both with, and for, communities. This staff member notes that failure to partic-
ipate risks loss of autonomy of teacher educators to decide what matters to the field of
teacher education, with specific risks evident in relation to two sites of practice: the
teacher education academic program and the requirements of a TPA. In this sense,
this narrative uses the GTPA as a resource to experiment with their new identity as
a teacher educator-as-advocate, who is drawing on notions of democratic profes-
sionalism to steer their approach to this new work. It is argued that it is from these
tensions that the richest opportunities to shape and steer programmatic innovations
arose.

Across these narratives of practice, we hear some harmonious discourse-in-action.
This is more likely to occur for academics who have been able to align the new work
of the GTPA with their existing storylines of practice and, through those narrative
resources, take shelter in the knowledge that they were building an affiliation with
the group of teacher educators in the GTPA Collective working to do the same. We
also hear discord through attempts to reconcile layers of meaning-making in the
account offered by the sessional staff member. On the one hand, they note that in
terms of school partner perspectives, there is little at stake for the university when
implementing the GTPA because the requirements of the task directly align with
expected practice [of measurement] in schools and in schooling systems in the local
context. So, sharing the story of enacting the GTPA will be low risk, as the story-
line presents elements of practice that bring familiar narrative resources for teachers
and school partners. On the other hand, the perspective that the GTPA fails to take
into account the broader “craft of teaching” or that it has the potential to reduce
students to data points prompted the academic team enacting the GTPA to fore-
ground intended notions of democratic (Cochran-Smith et al., 2018) and intelligent
(Lillejord, 2020) accountability in the curriculum of the academic program. The
academic team sought to make clear that, while teachers need to demonstrate that
they can be accountable for the learning of their students, they also need to establish
the criteria for evaluating student progression in a manner which is dialogical, fair,
and just. The preservice teacher must make discerning, critical choices about the
“measures” of student progress they privilege alongside considerations of how, to
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whom, and for what purpose teachers communicate patterns of learning progression.
In other words, hearing these narratives of practice resulted in curriculum innovation
that foregrounded the notions of democratic and collaborative professionalism along-
side democratic and intelligent accountability in the academic program, and in doing
so, managerial conceptions of professionalism as accountability were challenged.

5.4 Conclusion: (Re)imagining Opportunities for Learning

Through this narrative inquiry into our own practice, we listened to each other’s
stories and identified opportunities to respond to what we heard. Reimagining this
new work of teacher educators as an opportunity for learning and agentic collab-
oration aligns with our acceptance of the notions of democratic professionalism,
democratic accountability, and intelligent accountability which underpin our work.

In relation to the requirements of a TPA and the assessment policy of the univer-
sity as sites of our practice, there is much work to be done to reimagine and rework
organisational systems and processes to support these new regulatory demands. As
teacher educators, we can respond by engaging in ongoing work to align the fidelity
of the GTPA within existing accredited programs and institutional learning, teaching,
and assessment policies. We can seek ways to make the evidence-informed, collabo-
rative practice of teacher educators, enacted so as to align with course accreditation
requirements, more visible to, and valued by, the university. Failure to collaborate
with professional staff who oversee institutional systems and processes could result
in a lack of recognition of the innovative work being undertaken by teacher educa-
tors. Current resourcing models reinforce an outdated, siloed view of the work of
teacher educators. Resource reallocation will not only mitigate risks of fidelity of
implementation, but also recognise that collaborative professionalism is central to
the design, evaluation, and innovation of initial teacher education which, in our expe-
rience, occurs across the breadth of the ITE curriculum, not only in relation to the
GTPA.

In relation to the teacher education academic program as a site of our practice, we
can engage in mutual dialogue and collective inquiry, particularly with our casual
and sessional academic staff, as we work to innovate our own curriculum. As a
result of this work, our preservice teachers will develop the capacity to reflect on and
appraise the impact of their practice with more rigour, and in ways that go beyond
a performance in relation to the Australian Professional Standards for Graduate
Teachers to positioning themselves as agents for change, with a sense of critical
care for their students. We can challenge assumptions about the instrumentality of
the GTPA through developing a shared understanding of the scope and intention
of the task so that, through their appraisal of their practice, preservice teachers are
metacognitive of their own developing professionalism and expertise—both routine
and adaptive (Timperley et al., 2018)—and the notions of democratic, intelligent
accountability.
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These continuing possibilities for ongoing practice align with opportunities recog-
nised by Bourke (2019) who states that, rather than seeing the TPA as a compli-
ance mechanism, it could be a chance for innovation, improvement, and effective
change. Bourke notes that policies are interpreted in local contexts “so teacher educa-
tors have ‘wriggle room’ to craft and maintain a strong sense of local identity and
integrity of practice” (p. 40). This notion aligns with the principle of fidelity (Adie &
Wyatt-Smith, 2020) that has underpinned the GTPA from its inception. Through our
collaborative narrative inquiry into our own practices around the implementation of
the GTPA, we have listened to and analysed the stories of our colleagues. Through
doing so, we have identified opportunities to interrogate and refine our own initial
teacher education programmatic intentions. As well, we identified the need to chal-
lenge existing (and complex) organisational structures, so as to drive universities to
support the implementation of the GTPA in a manner aligned with the collaborative
professionalism with which it was developed. It was through mutual dialogue and
collaborative inquiry that we have been able to advance our conversations towards
collective efficacy in implementing the GTPA. Acknowledging tensions and discord
betwixt and between our stories allowed us to recognise opportunities to innovate and
strengthen our own curriculum enactment so as to achieve our own goal of advancing
the experience of education for the students and schools we prepare our preservice
teachers to serve.
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Chapter 6 )
Collaboration in a Context ez
of Accountability: Cultural Change

in Teacher Educator Practice Across

University Boundaries

Alison Lugg ®, Catherine Lang ®, Jacolyn Weller ®, and Nicola Carr

Abstract In this chapter, we consider the impact of implementing the Graduate
Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA) on the work of teacher educators. The
GTPA was developed as a reliable assessment of preservice teachers’ readiness to
teach in response to a regulatory quality agenda in initial teacher education (ITE) in
Australia. A unique characteristic of the GTPA instrument is the collective process
of standard setting and moderation across a large number of institutions and across
jurisdictions. Our study investigated the experiences of four teacher educators (the
authors), involved in the development and implementation of the GTPA at two univer-
sities in Victoria, Australia. A collaborative autoethnographic methodology was used
to explore the impacts of the GTPA on our professional learning and on the devel-
opment of our ITE programs. Edwards’ concepts of relational agency and rela-
tional expertise provided a framework for data interpretation. Our key finding is that
involvement with the GTPA has resulted in a stronger collaborative professional envi-
ronment and an openness to sharing expertise among teacher educators and program
leaders within collective members. As teacher educators, we have enhanced our
professional growth and demonstrated how collaborative work enables more robust
practices in initial teacher education.
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6.1 Initial Teacher Education in the Australian Context

Initial teacher education (ITE) in Australia is under a constant political gaze
for review and reform. Teacher education programs are viewed as “low hanging
fruit” when new governments, influenced by three-year terms, change education
policy believing they can make “quick wins or short-term fixes” (Ling, 2017, p. 561).
This ongoing review and reform of ITE in Australia is often rationalised in terms
of a need to improve the quality of teachers and of teacher education. Researchers
such as Gore (2015) and Churchward and Willis (2019), however, have argued that
the emphasis should be on improving teaching quality rather than teacher quality,
asserting that the latter emphasises individual performance and standardised proce-
dures, distracting attention from the complex, diverse practices that underpin quality
teaching. Like Loughran and Menter (2019), they cautioned that prevalent market-
driven discourses such as classroom readiness, standards, and effectiveness, risk
validation of a narrow set of performative practices that may limit teachers’ capac-
ities to “establish and maintain their professional worth” (p. 259). In this contested
educational arena, a federal government response to the review of ITE by the Teacher
Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) gave national oversight of ITE to
the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL) to progress
the TEMAG recommendations across Australia’s states and territories (Australian
Government, 2015). AITSL’s remit included setting national standards for ITE
programs and graduates and establishing a “rigorous assessment of classroom readi-
ness” (Craven et al., 2014, p. 33). This policy included requirements that graduates
from ITE programs pass standardised literacy and numeracy tests (LANTITE), and a
capstone assessment task that provides evidence of readiness to teach. The Graduate
Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®)! is a product of these changes.

6.1.1 Assessing Readiness to Teach

Determining readiness to teach is problematic. Gore (2015) acknowledged that
teacher readiness and impact on student learning are difficult to define and assess
within “reasonable levels of validity, reliability and fairness recognising both the
desire for scientific integrity and the messy reality of the social worlds of schooling
and teacher preparation” (p. 1). Similarly, Nuttall et al. (2017) questioned whether
impact on learning can be readily tested in a multi-layered and complex profession,
where linear cause and effect cannot be readily observed. Gore (2015) recognised
that a national approach to assessment of graduate readiness to teach raises ques-
tions around the extent to which common understandings of quality teaching are held
by teacher educators in diverse educational settings, especially when the Australian

I Acknowledgment: The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®) was created by the
Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic University and has been
implemented in a Collective of Higher Education Institutions in Australia (www.graduatetpa.com).
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Professional Standards for Teachers (APST) do not provide a clear position on this
issue (see AITSL, 2011; revised 2018). These questions draw attention to the capa-
bilities of, and conditions for, teacher educators to prepare and assess graduates for
teaching diverse learners in specific contexts against national standards that redefine
teaching as a profession (Singh et al., 2019). The issues signal a need for robust,
collaborative work among ITE providers to build shared understandings and robust
assessment of readiness to teach.

The TEMAG recommendation for an assessment of ITE graduates’ classroom
readiness focused attention on differing interpretations of the concept of classroom
readiness, debates about what constitutes evidence of readiness, and whether it is in
fact an achievable outcome of ITE programs (Alexander, 2018). Such issues were
addressed by Wyatt-Smith in a GTPA symposium in 2017 where she proposed the
term “profession readiness”. Charteris and Dargusch (2018) took up this concept,
arguing it is more appropriate than an instrumental notion of classroom readiness.
Profession readiness accounts for the range of complex skills and roles required of
teachers, enabling agency and identity development, while accounting for the vari-
ables that mediate their activity, including practices, resources, dispositions, school
and community cultures. Charteris and Dargusch (2018) argued that teacher educa-
tors need to be “assessment-capable” (p. 358) to model authentic assessment practices
and foster preservice teacher learning. Assessment capability involves engaging in
professional conversations about making judgements against standards and critical
reflection on assessment beliefs and roles of the assessor.

This notion of assessment capability underscores Adie and Wyatt-Smith’s (2020)
investigation of conditions for authentic assessment of profession readiness and risks
to fidelity of the GTPA in its implementation across diverse higher education and
school placement sites. Acknowledging tensions between standardisation and situa-
tional flexibility, they examined the conditions for ensuring fair and equitable prac-
tices across state jurisdictions and universities. Drawing on the work of Gee (2000)
and Fairclough (1995), Adie and Wyatt-Smith’s (2020) research revealed that, during
the trial period, the GTPA acted as a “disruptor to historic ways of ‘doing’ teacher
education” (p. 279) and “being a teacher educator” (p. 274). In challenging assump-
tions and normalised practices, the development and implementation of the GTPA
directly impacted teacher educators’ roles and identities. Adie and Wyatt-Smith
(2020) concluded that the GTPA trial was “an exercise in collaboration generated
through stories of discomfort and dissonance within a reform agenda for teaching
and teacher education” (p. 283). In this chapter, we contribute further to this story
of teacher educators’ collaborative work through our reflections on, and analysis of,
our experiences as members of the Collective, implementing the GTPA in the state
of Victoria.
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6.2 The GTPA Collective

The Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education (ILSTE) led a group
of Australian universities to implement the GTPA and progress new conversations
about competence of ITE graduates. Teacher educators from 13 universities in six
Australian states and territories collaborated in 2017 to trial a culminating, authentic
assessment of teaching practice (Adie & Wyatt-Smith, 2020). A unique characteristic
of the GTPA is the process of moderation across the collective institutions to ensure
shared interpretations of the GTPA assessment criteria (see Chap. 3, this volume, for
details of this process). During this development period many layers of professional
conversations resulted in academics “re-seeing through an unfamiliar lens” (Adie
& Wyatt-Smith, 2020, p. 276). The authors of this chapter were each a part of the
Collective at different stages, all with responsibilities to implement the GTPA in their
own universities in Victoria. In this chapter we report on our experiences of working
with the GTPA instrument examined through a collaborative research methodology
and analysed through Edwards’ (2011, 2012, 2017) concept of relational agency.

6.3 Relational Agency in Collaborative Professional
Practice

Implementing the GTPA has compelled teacher educators to work on a national
level, across universities, and state/territory jurisdictions. This unique and complex
situation requires authentic, collaborative practice in order to achieve shared under-
standings of graduate assessment processes, to maintain the quality and fidelity of
the GTPA assessment instrument.

In this context, Anne Edwards’ (2011, 2012, 2017) concept of relational agency
provides a useful lens for analysis. Relational agency refers to “the capacity for
working with others to strengthen purposeful responses to complex problems”
(Edwards, 2011, p. 34). It transcends individualistic interpretations of agency to
embrace a broader moral framework that considers the wellbeing of others as well as
the self (Edwards, 2012). Edwards’ conceptualisation of relational agency is under-
pinned by Engestrom’s (2007) Cultural Historical Activity Theory (CHAT), and his
notion of expansive learning, which examines how cultural or organisational change
occurs through collaborative work. According to Engestrom (2007), change or expan-
sive learning occurs when participants experience contradictions (or dissonance)
within the activity system and work together to resolve these contradictions.

Edwards’ (2011, 2012) research produced three conceptual ‘gardening tools’ to
enhance collaborative professional practice: relational agency, common knowledge
and relational expertise. Edwards (2012) contends that relational agency develops
in two stages:
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1. Working with others to expand the object of activity so that its complexity is
revealed, by recognising the motives and the resources that others bring to bear
as they too interpret it.

2. Aligning one’s own responses to the collective interpretations, with the
responses being made by the other professionals as they act on the expanded
object (p. 26).

Common knowledge refers to building a common language through shared experi-
ence, to enable effective, joint decision-making. Relational expertise involves moving
beyond specific knowledge or specialist skills to understand what matters to other
professionals and why it matters, or what they bring and want to do (Edwards, 2012).
Characteristics that help build relational expertise and common knowledge include
clarifying and focusing on the wider purpose; being open to alternatives; under-
standing one’s professional values; being responsive to others, knowing who to ask;
rule-bending and risk-taking; taking a pedagogic stance; developing collaborative
processes; and learning from practice (Edwards, 2011). These processes require
conditions that allow for dialogical interaction across practice boundaries.

As a lens for interpreting our findings, Edwards’ ‘gardening tools’, provide a
means for understanding our collective experiences with the GTPA and for identi-
fying key features of that experience. This conceptual framework aligns well with the
research methodology of collaborative autoethnography, in that both value multiple
subjectivities, relational practice and understanding the conditions for engagement
in joint work.

6.4 Research Approach

Several studies have investigated professional standards for teachers (Mayer et al.,
2005), what constitutes evidence of profession readiness (Alexander, 2018), employ-
ment pathways and retention (Mayer et al., 2017), the impact of ITE (Ell et al., 2019),
and more recently, a sharpened focus on the validity and reliability of teaching
performance assessments (Adie & Wyatt-Smith, 2020; Wyatt-Smith et al., 2020).
In writing this chapter, we add to the body of research related to the experiences
of teacher educators, widely perceived to be under-researched (Rowan et al., 2019).
Also under-researched is the professional development of teacher educators engaged
in implementing graduate teaching assessments. A focus on our experiences with
the GTPA necessitated a qualitative approach to the investigation and our interest in
our collective understandings prompted a collaborative form of enquiry.
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6.4.1 Collaborative Autoethnography

Collaborative autoethnography (CAE) enabled us to investigate and represent our
individual and collective stories in a way that honoured multiple subjectivities
and contextual complexity (Chang et al., 2013). Working within an interpretivist
paradigm, we used CAE and dialogic analysis to better understand our shared expe-
riences of working with the GTPA. As the name suggests, CAE is “simultane-
ously collaborative, autobiographical and ethnographic” (Chang et al., 2013, p. 17).
While these processes may seem at odds, they are complementary when used to
integrate self-reflexivity with cultural interpretation and multiple subjectivities to
interrogate the meanings of our experiences. It is the “embrace of cultural interpreta-
tion that distinguishes autoethnography from other autobiographical or self-narrative
writings” (Chang et al., 2013, p. 21).

In undertaking a collaborative autoethnographic method, the authors were both
researchers and participants in the study. Data were generated through a process of
writing and reflection, first individually then shared, on our accounts of our work
with the GTPA (see also Doyle et al., this volume). The process was autobiographical
in that reflections on our experiences included emotional and personal responses,
as well as professional reflections on our respective roles and responsibilities in
the educational context. It was ethnographic and collaborative in that we analysed
the autobiographical and contextual data through an iterative process of individual
reflection, dialogue, and collective thematic analysis. Throughout the process, our
experiences were explored and analysed in relation to the context in which we were
positioned within our institutions and the wider educational landscape. Meaning-
making emerged through our attempts to collectively understand our situated experi-
ences in the local and Australian educational contexts. Our intention was to capture
both our individual and collective voices to produce a unique, joint perspective on
the experiences of this group of teacher educators in the state of Victoria, engaging
with the GTPA instrument between 2017 and 2020.

Following the methodology of CAE, this process explored:

1. emotional resonance: our own historical and current feelings in participating,
developing and delivering the GTPA

2. experience specificity: our experiences within two universities in Victoria from
2017 to 2020

3. analytic reflexivity: an iterative process conducted through dialogue, reflecting
on our individual and collective experiences of inter- and intra-university
professional development and moderation activities, and

4. inter-subjectivity: interrogation of each other’s ideas to deepen our under-
standing of our experiences, offering “a scholarly space to hold up mirrors to
each other” to explore our subjectivities and develop common themes (Chang
etal., 2013, p. 26).
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6.5 Method

The study was conducted in two main phases: (1) data generation, and (2) data
interpretation and analysis, in line with the CAE methodology. Methods of data
generation tended to evolve as the project developed. As researchers, we are aware
of the limitations of purposive sampling (Creswell, 2008), and that investigating
experiences of academics from only two universities would constrain the narrative
and the data that emerge. However, this choice was logical because of the close
proximity of our universities and the fact that we were colleagues who had engaged
in shared GTPA moderation processes.

In line with the methodology, decisions were made at research group meetings
to place boundaries around the nature of our individual and collective reflections.
The kinds of questions and issues that were most salient to the investigation were
discussed and formed the research questions:

1.  How has the implementation of the GTPA impacted on our roles as teacher
educators?

2.  What issues arose?

3. Where did the main benefits and tensions lie in our experiences of the
development and delivery of the GTPA?

Notes from each individual’s reflection and each group meeting were recorded
in writing and shared via Dropbox™. Participants were encouraged to reflect on
the data and add comments or questions to interrogate them. In this way, narratives
emerged, and themes developed over a period of six months.

Themes emerging from the data were determined from an ongoing analysis of
the data including the questions and comments made by the four authors. Themes
were considered by the group as they were identified, and decisions were made about
which were most salient in the context of the research questions, our experiences of
implementing the GTPA, and the benefits and tensions we encountered. Through
iterative collaborative autoethnography methods, specific categories were identified
within the key themes (see Table 6.1).

Table 6.1 Key themes and categories

Theme Categories

Change (curriculum) ITE curriculum and teaching practice
Impact on preservice teacher professional experience
Teacher educator engagement

Confidence Imposter syndrome

Uncertainty regarding assessing GTPA—making judgements public
Assessing out of field

Inequity due to variation between schools

Collaboration Shared understanding of the GTPA instrument
Moderation of assessment
Community of assessors
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These themes informed the analysis of our reflections, particularly as they related
to the concepts of relational agency and relational expertise.

6.6 Findings

This section presents each theme and highlights specific elements within it. Examples
from the data are used to illustrate key outcomes. Quotations of individual authors’
words are indicated in brackets (e.g. A/B/C/D) according to the order in which they
are listed for this chapter. The two institutions involved are referred to as university
A and university B.

6.6.1 Change

6.6.1.1 ITE Curriculum and Teaching Practice

Implementation of the GTPA came at a time when many ITE institutions were transi-
tioning between accrediting new programs designed specifically for the new regula-
tory frameworks and retrofitting existing programs. University A embarked on their
accreditation work during the trial stage of the GTPA implementation in 2017, there-
fore construction of the curriculum supporting the GTPA occurred without the full
vision of the instrument,

I recall asking questions of those involved [in the design of the GTPA] as I was trying to get
a clear picture of what the GTPA would entail and what it would mean for preparation of the
ITE students throughout our programs... responses to my questions tended to be vague. (A)

This quote emphasises professional learning as a feature of implementation in a
period when there was no precedent for a culminating competence assessment in the
history of Australian initial teacher education. Teacher educators were learning ‘on
the go’ as they addressed different aspects of curriculum development.

Curriculum design shifted with changes to the nature and structure of the GTPA
to become “a terminal assessment, not staged submission...[with] a set word count”
(C). Changes to university curriculum necessitated navigation of “complex internal
and external approval processes on an ongoing basis” (B) adding an extra layer of
internal university approval workload beyond external accreditation requirements
(see also Chap. 4, this volume).

University B undertook its accreditation journey when the GTPA design was
largely settled, but at a time when there were several teaching performance assess-
ment instruments potentially available. Decisions about which instrument to adopt
were both political and practical. They were not made until very late in the accredita-
tion process, so curriculum design was left open to accommodate different possible
teaching performance assessments.
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In retrofitting the GTPA to existing programs, we found that, while some skills
were present within our programs, they needed to be further developed or made more
explicit. For example, in some cases preservice teachers’ experiences with student
data were dependent on what they had been exposed to during school placements.
To counter this, modifications were hastily made to the curriculum in one final year
professional experience unit:

I spent a lot more time revisiting what might constitute evidence of learning as well as how
to interpret and analyse learning data. I made links between the GTPA requirements... the
students started to see that they had the skills and knowledge to be able to undertake the
GTPA with confidence. (D)

This example highlights a recognition by the authors that preservice teachers
must be explicitly prepared for the GTPA throughout their degree. This included
designing sequential units that developed their skills to “articulate and justify
their teaching decisions and choices ... to inform planning... [and] evidence-based
teaching practices” (D).

6.6.1.2 Impact on Preservice Teacher Professional Experience

The implementation of the GTPA required teacher educators and preservice teachers
to develop a common language for discussing teaching, learning, and assessment
processes: “we needed to develop a metalanguage linked to the GTPA expectations
across the program and amongst all teaching staff so that... it is not new language
and concepts for final year students” (D). This need was exacerbated by the fact that
the GTPA is implemented across states where each jurisdiction may have differing
practices and terminology. One example is the requirement for preservice teachers
to moderate their judgements about student performance on a classroom assessment
task for summative purposes in the school setting. Moderation is a practice that
involves teachers discussing how they have arrived at a decision about the quality of
student work, assessed against required standards. In Victoria, although a requirement
of APST 5.3, moderation between preservice teachers and their supervisors has not
been common practice during school placements. Moderation therefore needed to
be explicitly taught in our professional experience units and school mentors needed
to be made aware of this expectation.

The GTPA required further adjustments to the ways in which placement practices
are undertaken. For example, some schools were uncertain about allowing preservice
teachers access to student data and mentors had varying levels of experience with
the evidence-based requirements of the GTPA. This impacted preservice teachers’
final placement experiences and created more stress than usual. One author noted a
need to change her approach to teaching in order to manage preservice teacher stress
levels:

I chose to modify the intended curriculum and spend more time on stress management and
wellbeing exercises to calm the PSTs [preservice teachers] down... I was surprised at the
sense of panic that characterised the first three days of the intensive course... I wonder how
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much of the anxiety was related directly to the GTPA or how much was general anxiety
about the final placement as well. (D)

These issues have required rethinking how our professional placement (practicum)
teams and academics teaching GTPA units support preservice teachers and mentors in
schools to facilitate the GTPA process so that it is a positive professional development
experience rather than an onerous task.

6.6.1.3 Teacher Educator Engagement

Curriculum change of this magnitude required academics teaching within ITE
programs to support the adoption of a more integrated approach to curriculum design
and delivery. Such change was not without its challenges. One author recognised that
it required “all academic staff involved in the GTPA teaching and marking are able
to attend meetings and are clear about the institutional and cross-institutional moder-
ation processes” (A). Some academic colleagues were critical of what they saw as a
neo-liberal discourse requiring conformity to externally imposed regulatory frame-
works. Others did not support the decision to join the GTPA Collective, preferring an
alternative teaching performance assessment (D). Some were initially unconvinced
about the benefits of the GTPA instrument. This was reported to be evident in the
talk of “those who had not attended the ILSTE training sessions [and so] had a lack
of confidence in the unknown and unproven tool” (C). (See Chap. 2, this volume, for
a discussion of this range of potential responses to TPAs.)

The implementation of the GTPA added new challenges and rewards in the work
of the authors. We all became active participants in embedding the GTPA skills and
common language with students and colleagues in our respective ITE programs. We
continually worked to build the expertise of academic staff who were not able to
participate in the ILSTE training sessions. Through these experiences our relational
agency and relational expertise developed.

6.6.2 Confidence

6.6.2.1 Imposter Syndrome

An unexpected outcome of the collaborative ethnographic experience was the finding
that each of the authors, regardless of their role and length of time involved in the
GTPA, expressed feelings of self-doubt about their ability to assess and make judge-
ments. We each, initially, lacked confidence, or suffered from ‘imposter syndrome’.
Imposter syndrome is defined as “a collection of feelings of inadequacy that persist
despite evident success. ‘Imposters’ suffer from chronic self-doubt and a sense of
intellectual fraudulence that override any feelings of success or external proof of
their competence” (Corkindale, 2008, para. 3).
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6.6.2.2 Uncertainty Regarding Assessing GTPA

Despite being accomplished academics, each with many years’ experience in tertiary
and/or teacher education, our feelings of uncertainty and a lack of confidence at times
came to the fore. This lack of confidence was attributed to internal and external
factors. One author, despite being involved in the trial process from the beginning,
commented,

Being new to ITE I often felt under-prepared when attending the workshop and planning
days. I was in the room with educators who had been teaching preservice teachers for a lot
longer than me. I had been a teacher in secondary schools but had not taught preservice
teachers, and, in particular, I had not taught any of the method subjects. (B)

Another, who became involved with the Collective later than her colleagues, said
she felt “a bit nervous because it felt a bit like jumping in at the deep end” and she did
not know what to expect (A). This feeling of uncertainty was not uncommon because
even those who were leading the process commented that “we were designing a plane
while flying it” (B). A third author who was a program coordinator and new to the
GTPA in 2019, commented,

I wasn’t confident in my understanding of the GTPA, marking and moderating or indeed
how it worked across institutions. Throughout the workshop a number of issues related to
implementing the GTPA caused me to think about possible implications for my own degree
program. (D)

These comments demonstrate how, as experienced academics, we grappled with
learning the structures related to implementation of the GTPA while, on a second
level, we were pragmatically considering its impact on our programs and students.

6.6.2.3 Assessing Out of Field—Making Judgements Public

While we each had confidence in our skills and abilities in our respective discipline
specialisations, we were all challenged in some ways at the Collective’s workshops
run by ILSTE. We were marking GTPAs that had been completed in primary schools,
grades 1-6, or in secondary schools in unfamiliar disciplines such visual arts, science,
or history. In the statistical evaluation process, we were called upon to argue whether
a submission met or did not meet standards. One author commented, “I was in awe
of the depth of knowledge and subject specificity of many others in the room. I felt
underqualified to contribute many times over” (B). Those of us who were secondary
teacher educators were not confident to make judgements about primary school
samples and the reverse. However, throughout this process, the passion of the educa-
tors in the room was always evident and inspiring. We forged a learning community:
on reflection, our shared feelings of uncertainty were important in making us more
open to other people’s perspectives on the GTPA tool and to contributing to a robust
final product.
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6.6.2.4 Inequity Due to Variation Between Schools

Lastly, we were not confident that our students would have equitable experiences in
the many primary and secondary school classrooms. We questioned whether preser-
vice teachers undertaking the task in schools that understood and aligned with the
GTPA practices were advantaged over those in schools where less emphasis was
placed on using evidence-based teaching practices. We were not confident that our
students would be equally supported in this final placement, raising some uncer-
tainty about equity of opportunity and how that related to our assessment of the
GTPA.

Our concerns about the equity and efficacy of the tool opened up new levels of
conversations within the Collective monthly meetings, as well as between academics
in our respective universities. This constant reflection that crossed university silos
was an additional process that contributed to our relational agency development.

6.6.3 Collaboration

Our experiences of working in the GTPA Collective highlighted that engagement with
developing, refining, and implementing the instrument has enhanced our professional
development as teacher educators. This work has operated on multiple levels within
and between our universities.

6.6.3.1 Shared Understanding of the GTPA Instrument

Participation in the Collective and the implementation of the GTPA instrument in
our respective universities created a “steep learning curve for all stakeholders” (C)
that, perhaps, generated an increased openness to learning among participants. The
cross-institutional assessment was new to us, so we needed to learn with each other.
Our participation in the GTPA Collective necessitated sharing of expertise, enabling
rich and robust conversations about quality in teacher education and assessment of
graduates’ readiness to teach. Through supportive collegiality we were able to build
shared understandings of the GTPA instrument, criteria, and standards. While the
impetus to develop the GTPA can be sourced to the ITE program standards (AITSL,
2015, revised 2018, 2019), the collaborative process was facilitated and modelled by
ILSTE’s leadership of the Collective. The leadership team genuinely sought input
and feedback from university and jurisdictional representatives. This recognition of
participants’ collective expertise was a strong feature of the GTPA experience for all
of us.

One of the most positive aspects of my involvement in the GTPA has been the opportu-
nity to collaborate with academics from other universities about ITE, schools’ expectations
of preservice teachers, assessment processes, interpreting assessment criteria and related
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issues... there has been a willingness amongst participants to openly discuss concerns and
to contribute productively to the development and improvement of the GTPA. (A)

The meetings saw an unprecedented process of collaboration between Australian
ITE providers to produce a quality assessment instrument for determining profession
readiness. Different practices and expectations of preservice teachers in professional
experience were discussed among teacher educators, and we gained a more holistic
educational perspective across discipline areas, primary/secondary levels, and univer-
sity and state jurisdictional boundaries. Differences in regulations around preservice
teacher registration and placement practice were surmounted.

6.6.3.2 Moderation of Assessment

Moderation was the critical process that brought people together. New territory was
entered when academics debated, “What constitutes an overall pass in primary and
secondary preparation programs?”’ The question was understood to include all disci-
pline specialisations. This understanding was reached collectively where academics
“were called upon to argue our positions” (B). This was a significant learning curve
and professional development process (C).

6.6.3.3 Community of Assessors

The vision of collaborative learning extended beyond the face-to-face workshops.
The Collective met regularly online where concerns “were openly discussed” (A).
This was the generous sharing of “professional learning... required for fidelity and
practices [that] would need to change” to achieve rigorous teaching of the skills
embedded in the GTPA (D) which were not routinely taught in programs to date. The
sense of belonging to a community of GTPA assessors was extended through partic-
ipation in supplementary activities such as presentations and panel participation at
conferences; as one author noted, “I was feeling part of a cohort and co-delivered/co-
presented at AARE [Australian Association for Research in Education] at the end of
20177 (B).

In the sites of our own universities, conversations about assessment of graduate
readiness and the GTPA instrument have opened up spaces for ongoing dialogue
about quality assessment and ITE program design. Author A initiated a joint moder-
ation process across our two universities, which are geographically located in the
same suburb. This moderation process was facilitated by author B, who welcomed
academics from university B and another university to participate in a moderation
process for our own professional development purposes. Academics involved saw
this as an important learning experience that encouraged their confidence in the
GTPA instrument and in their capacities to prepare preservice teachers to undertake
the assessment. It also increased their sense of being part of something bigger than
their own institutions. These forms of collaboration highlight how the ‘ripple effect’
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of the implementation of the GTPA brought people together to form a professional
community.

6.7 Discussion

The authors’ professional development journeys, as teacher educators and colleagues
involved in GTPA implementation, varied according to our respective roles. However,
the themes explained in the findings indicate key common elements of our shared
experiences. In this section we discuss the implications of the key findings for our own
work as teacher educators, for ITE programs, preservice teacher development and
the wider profession of teachers and teacher educators. The discussion is informed
by Edwards’ (2011, 2012) “gardening tools” (relational agency, relational expertise,
and common knowledge) and Engestrom’s (2007) concept of expansive learning.

6.7.1 Artefacts and Agents of Change

Over the journey of being GTPA initiators in our respective universities we have been
active innovators of change in developing new curricula, identifying gaps in existing
courses, socialising our colleagues and students to the metalanguage related to the
GTPA, and negotiating internal and external accreditation requirements. We have
traversed the multiple discourses that impact policies governing accreditation of, and
practices within, ITE programs. Churchward and Willis (2019) noted that “for teacher
educators, the complexity of teaching and teacher education in a policy climate
with competing agendas creates disequilibrium” (p. 260). This investigation of the
authors’ experiences of the GTPA revealed that, in this case, disequilibrium resulted
in productive outcomes. This productivity in the face of disruption to past procedures
and practices is supported by Engestrom’s (2007) theory of expansive learning that
suggests participants engaged in joint activity respond to dissonance or disequilib-
rium by solving problems and finding new ways forward. It also reflects Adie and
Wyatt-Smith’s (2020) finding that engagement with the GTPA trial, disrupted teacher
educator’s normative assumptions and practices, prompting a “reshaping [of] profes-
sional identities. .. rethinking ways to practice and talk about practice” (p. 283). Our
reflections revealed that, in implementing the GTPA, the authors faced challenges
at a local level within our universities and, to a lesser extent, at the Collective level.
The strength of the Collective and of our collegial relationships, was such that, as
problems or questions arose, we were able to share our experience and expertise to
respond to issues and to mutually support each other.

The authors’ experiences enabled improved quality in the provision of initial
teacher education at our universities. Notwithstanding Churchward and Willis (2019)
and Loughran and Menter’s (2019) concern about the constraints of standardised ITE
practice, we found that the nature of the GTPA instrument and the structures of the
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GTPA Collective afforded positive change and professional growth. The compul-
sory nature of the GTPA made it a non-negotiable and powerful instrument in
shaping program content and pedagogy, particularly in professional experience (also
known as fieldwork, practicum, or placement) units. As a high-stakes assessment for
preservice teachers, the GTPA has prompted ongoing pedagogical and curriculum
development by teacher educators.

The GTPA has provoked important professional conversations about assessment
of “profession readiness” (Charteris & Dargusch, 2018), including reliability and
fidelity of assessment (Adie & Wyatt-Smith, 2020) within ITE programs and among
colleagues in the Collective. Like any cultural artefact, however, the ways in which it
was conceived by the Collective and interpreted by teacher educators in the respective
universities also shapes teaching, learning and assessment practices within and across
institutions. The Collective played a central role in framing the GTPA practices and
assessment processes. To this extent, we can be seen as having agency within our
spheres of influence because of the need for ITE providers to address the national
policy agenda.

6.7.2 Uncertainty and Ambiguity

All four authors engaged in this GTPA work experienced times when we felt uncer-
tain, lacked confidence, or were unclear about particular aspects of the GTPA
processes. The effect of working across differing areas of expertise within ITE was
that we needed to consider our own professional knowledge and values as well as
different points of view in making our judgements. Acknowledging doubts, openly
questioning, working to understand the views of others and respecting differing
voices have been part of this process. To this extent, following Edwards’ (2011,
2012) concept of relational agency, we needed to exercise relational expertise by
recognising the knowledge and skills that colleagues brought to the conversations
and also to develop a shared language, or common knowledge, in order to work
towards a reliable, shared assessment instrument.

Our initial discomfort was bound up with our identities as academics in a wider,
national educational context. Historically, teacher educators have tended to work in
their institutions and, more broadly, within their jurisdiction, a point Hattie notes in
his Commentary (this volume). The opportunity to collaborate across jurisdictions,
universities, and state borders was a new and positive experience for us. Our reflec-
tions revealed the affective nature of our professional work as well as cognitive impli-
cations for our senses of professional self. As Loughran and Menter (2019) asserted,
this public work is “at the centre of the teaching of teaching... sharing, critiquing
and building a knowledge base is a crucial aspect of scholarly development and...
shifts the focus from job ready training to professional development of pedagogical
expertise” (p. 225). Making our judgements public within the Collective involved
risking our feelings of professional competence and identities as experienced teacher
educators.
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However, this work was an essential feature of building the fidelity of the GTPA
instrument across a range of contexts (Adie & Wyatt-Smith, 2020). The disruption to
identities and accepted practices was uncomfortable at times but, in our experiences,
led to growth and professional development. Over the journey of working with the
Collective, the authors found it was a safe space for discussing different perspec-
tives and that moderation and validation of the GTPA instrument contributed to our
professional learning and sense of belonging. The holistic experience of discus-
sion and development of the GTPA tool, enhanced by moderation across states
and universities, has been critical in the development of our relational agency and
expertise.

6.7.3 Collaborative Professional Development

We believe that the GTPA experience has enabled us and our initial teacher educa-
tion programs to grow stronger, primarily because of the collaborative work it has
entailed. In part, collaboration was encouraged by the conditions in which we worked.
The practice structures, the range of expertise within the Collective and the research
processes set up by ILSTE, both necessitated and enabled collaboration. Our GTPA
experiences exemplified relational expertise in professional practice where “dif-
ferent specialist expertise is brought to bear on both interpreting and responding
to a complex problem [and] joint interpretations are crucial to ensure that as much
complexity as possible is revealed” (Edwards, 2017, p. 1).

Collaboration emerged over time through an “alignment of effort” and a “common
sense of mutuality” (Edwards, 2017, p. 2) between colleagues in the Collective. Our
mutual need to moderate GTPA work and strengthen our own and our colleagues’
understanding of the task within our universities, generated collaborative work. In so
doing we traversed what is often seen as competitor status between I'TE providers. We
combined our knowledge for our common purpose. This level of collaboration was
assisted by the authors’ pre-existing relationships that had developed previously when
both were working in the same university. The collaboration continued when one
author moved to a different site. These collegial relationships enabled a level of trust
and openness to working together on a joint moderation exercise that facilitated the
professional development of the authors and their colleagues. This example illustrates
the impact of the GTPA in fostering collaborative academic learning and relational
agency among ITE academics across universities.

Our relational agency is demonstrated through increased openness to negotiation
and a willingness to understand different perspectives, valuing the skills and what
matters to others (Edwards, 2017). In so doing, we increased our understanding of the
complexities of implementing a fair and reliable assessment of preservice teachers’
profession readiness. Relational agency was also evident in the leadership roles we
have each undertaken within our institutions to actively petition for the GTPA within
our programs and among our colleagues.
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Further, the collaborative autoethnographic methodology used within this research
project has contributed to our professional learning and development of rela-
tional agency. By reflecting on our individual and collective experiences with a
focus on emotional resonance, experience specificity, analytic reflexivity, and inter-
subjectivity, we have been able to explore, on a range of levels, our different roles,
perspectives and motivations for engaging with the GTPA. In this process we recog-
nise multiple subjectivities and a range of educational opportunities and challenges
arising from the GTPA project.

6.8 Conclusion

In this chapter we have presented our experiences as four academics tasked with the
implementation of the GTPA in two universities in the Australian state of Victoria. We
have explored our different involvements with the program, our experiences in devel-
oping new units to meet ITE accreditation requirements, as well as retrofitting the final
assessment task to existing units. We have presented this collaborative autoethno-
graphic research to contribute to the body of literature that explores the experiences
of teacher educators, noting that our discipline is one of the most reviewed and
politically charged in universities.

In relation to the questions framing this research, we concluded that our engage-
ment with the GTPA has impacted our roles as teacher educators by increasing our
understandings of complexities related to assessment of profession readiness, deep-
ening our awareness of colleagues’ knowledge and perspectives, and expanding our
respective leadership roles in our universities. Issues arising from implementing the
GTPA were multi-faceted. These included preservice teachers’ anxieties and capac-
ities to negotiate differing conditions in school placements, academic colleagues’
levels of engagement with the GTPA, and traversing different jurisdictions and
university regulations. Some of the key tensions experienced by all four authors
at different times were feelings of uncertainty around making public judgements
in moderating assessment and engaging with colleagues who saw the GTPA as
representing a regulatory regime to be resisted.

The key outcome of our GTPA collective experiences is that it has been a
powerful professional development opportunity. It enabled us to engage in educa-
tional dialogue with colleagues across Australia and to take ownership of the conver-
sations and judgements about assessment of graduate teacher profession readiness.
Our capacities for relational agency in program review and curriculum renewal have,
by necessity, strengthened through this process, as has our relational expertise and
common knowledge. We posit that this collaborative inter-university work has posi-
tively influenced teacher educators’ practices and is impacting cultural norms within
ITE.
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Chapter 7

Redefining Boundaries in Initial Teacher | oo
Education: Creating a Collective Vision

and Approach to Preparing High-Quality
Graduate Teachers

Michelle Parks® and Chad Morrison

Abstract Professional experience represents a critical intersection between the
academic programme and practice contexts as key elements within initial teacher
education. It allows preservice teachers to engage in the roles and responsibilities of
teaching while significantly enhancing their perspectives, knowledge and practices.
These experiences represent sites of critical boundary crossings, where stakeholders
associated with initial teacher education often pursue disparate priorities, perspec-
tives and practices. Because of this, effective boundary crossings are critical to this
work, but are also inherently challenging. This chapter reports on the redefining of
boundaries between one university and its stakeholders for the purpose of developing
a collective vision and common objectives. The introduction of a teaching perfor-
mance assessment within Australian initial teacher education provided the impetus
for reform. In response, a strategic, relational approach was developed to redefine how
stakeholders reimagined shared practices. Importantly, this approach was strength-
ened through membership to what was referred to as the Graduate Teacher Perfor-
mance Assessment (GTPA) Collective. The consequences of this included enhanced
relationships, informed perspectives, new and shared language and practices and
more regular and productive boundary crossings for those associated with this work.

7.1 Teacher Education Within a Changing Context

The introduction of teaching performance assessments into Australian initial teacher
education coincided with other structural reforms taking place within the educa-
tion landscape of Tasmania, the island that forms Australia’s southernmost state.
These reforms focused on priority areas for student engagement and retention in
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response to identified performance and achievement gaps of Tasmanian students
(Corbett et al., 2019; Cranston et al., 2014). Structural changes included significant
reforms, such as the expansion of secondary schooling from year 10 up to year
12 across a broader network of metropolitan and rural schools. At the same time,
teaching workforce initiatives were developed and implemented to broaden the qual-
ifications and expertise of Tasmanian teachers in response to changing requirements
(Teachers Registration Board of Tasmania [TRB], 2016a). Alternate approaches to
preparing preservice teachers were being explored by the Tasmanian government
alongside more traditional ones, with small cohorts of Teach for Australia Asso-
ciates' entering rural and remote schools in Tasmania’s north and west (Teach for
Australia, 2020). At the same time, considerable reforms were rippling through
Australian initial teacher education on the back of the Teacher Education Ministerial
Advisory Group (TEMAG) review (Craven et al., 2014) and evolving course accred-
itation requirements introduced by the Australian Institute for Teaching and School
Leadership (AITSL) in 2011 and revised several times since (AITSL, 2015; revised
2018,2019). Many of the recommendations of this review emphasised strengthening
connections between universities and schools for the purpose of preparing ‘classroom
ready’ teaching graduates (Craven et al., 2014). Initial teacher education providers
were called upon to consolidate programme outputs through a nationally mandated
teaching performance assessment (AITSL, 2015) located within the final year of
all initial teacher education programmes. This mandated course requirement neces-
sitated course review and restructure with specific attention paid to end-of-course
summative assessment practices to promote preservice teacher readiness within a
specified range of teaching tasks. Alongside this, there was growing engagement
in alternative models of teacher education, including the proliferation of online and
blended study in teacher education (AITSL, 2018). Teacher educators’ work has
evolved rapidly as a result.

Tasmanian educational leaders recognised a growing need for innovation in rela-
tion to this reform agenda. In particular, traditional barriers between universities
and schools (Zeichner, 2010) had long been recognised and were compounded
by Tasmania’s geography and demographic distribution. These factors include an
ageing population, concentrated in the capital of Hobart in the south and in regional
centres in the north and north-west of the island. Equally, high unemployment has
contributed to many young Tasmanians seeking educational and employment oppor-
tunities on the mainland, which, in turn, has produced historically persistent inter-
state migration (Denny, 2015). These factors impact measures to create and main-
tain a teaching workforce. Consequently, part of the reform agenda was a focus
on preparing graduate teachers with context-specific, place-based knowledge of
teaching and learning (Department of Education, n.d.b). This connection between

! Teach for Australia is a non-profit organisation delivering an alternative model of initial teacher
education throughout Australia. The program is a two-year employment-based pathway into
teaching. Associates study a Master of Teaching (Secondary) while working in the profession.
Associates are already degree qualified in their teaching subject areas and complete 25% of the
Master of Teaching and a two-week school practicum before entering the classroom (see Teach for
Australia, 2020).
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the needs of local communities, the unique attributes of school contexts and the
needs of the education system for workforce capacity underpinned initiatives for
flexible and tailored approaches to initial teacher education (Department of Educa-
tion, n.d.a). Equally, this intention was underpinned by a collective determination to
establish a ‘nation-leading system of coordinated education, training and professional
learning for pre-service, early career, and experienced teachers’. (Education Work-
force Roundtable, n.d., p. 2). This agenda positioned the preparation of preservice
teachers at the heart of collective activity within Tasmania’s education sectors and
brought together key stakeholders (preservice teachers, supervising mentor teachers,
school leaders, teacher educators, system leaders and administrators) to respond to
the needs of the Tasmanian community.

A lack of productive interaction between schools and universities has been recog-
nised as a significant and persistent inhibitor of initial teacher education (Southgate
et al., 2013) and was central in the development of earlier teacher education initia-
tives in Tasmania (Allen et al., 2013). One response was the establishment of the
Tasmanian Education Minister’s Education Workforce Roundtable, which is a group
of expert education leaders brought together to build a future-focused education
workforce for Tasmania (Education Workforce Roundtable, n.d.). The importance
of partnerships between key stakeholders (Bahr & Mellor, 2016; Le Cornu, 2015,
2016) was central in the establishment of this group and influential in developing
strategies to deliver contemporary, high-quality initial teacher education.

The proliferation of innovative approaches to initial teacher education in Australia
has focused heavily on the nature of interaction and collaboration between universi-
ties and schools. Examples include the Teacher Intern Placement Program, Tasmania
(Department of Education, n.d.a); Teaching School, Victoria (Lang et al., 2015);
Professional Experience Hub Schools, New South Wales (NSW Education Depart-
ment, n.d.); Teacher Education Centre of Excellence, Queensland (Department of
Education, 2020); Year-long Internship, Western Australia (Murdoch University,
n.d.); and Affiliated Schools Partnership (University of Canberra, 2020). While these
programmes vary, common to them is an emphasis on strategic interactions where
school- and university-based teacher educators cross traditional boundaries in order
to progress teacher education and promote preservice teacher learning. Within that
frame of reference, the introduction of teaching performance assessments provided a
mechanism for developing common language, priorities, practices and expectations
around this work. This chapter expands on the boundary crossings and relationship
building that were undertaken to support the introduction of the Graduate Teacher
Performance Assessment (GTPA®?; Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher
Education, Australian Catholic University, 2020) into initial teacher education in
Tasmania.

2 Acknowledgment: The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®) was created by the
Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic University and has been
implemented in a Collective of Higher Education Institutions in Australia (https://www.graduatetpa.
com/).
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7.2 Understanding Existing Boundaries and Identifying
Crossing Points

Initial teacher education is situated within complex and contested spaces, particularly
at the point of intersection between schools and universities (Bloomfield, 2009; Lang
& Nguyen, 2018). Intersections expose a diversity of perspectives and expectations,
which sometimes align and other times do not. They either create opportunities or
introduce challenges that inevitably characterise these relationships (Peters, 2011).
Moreover, these tensions inform the contexts for this work and the outcomes asso-
ciated with it (Ball et al., 2011a; Cochran-Smith, 2013). These contextual realities
often exist as boundaries that have proven difficult to cross (White et al., 2018), and
attempts to reconfigure them require substantial commitment and vision (Grudnoff
etal., 2017).

The complex nature of initial teacher education reflects the diverse contexts where
this work takes place, the range of people undertaking this work and the divergent
knowledge of groups that engage with and explain it. The different ways that preser-
vice teachers, teacher educators, teachers, school leaders, administrators, and others
interpret common language and practices (Star & Griesemer, 1989) associated with
initial teacher education are an example of the challenges that often arise. This is
located at the boundaries of existing perspectives, knowledge and practice (Carlile,
2002). Boundary objects are devices, artefacts, objects, or practices identified in rela-
tion to this diversity of perspectives. They facilitate boundary crossings, and in doing
so, they redefine the boundaries of knowledge and practice (Oswick & Robertson,
2009).

The rapid introduction of teaching performance assessments within Australian
initial teacher education led to a significant reorganisation of priorities and practices
that continue to ripple through the sector (Charteris, 2019). The scope and scale
of this reform has created disruption to existing knowledge and practice. At the
same time, the introduction of teaching performance assessments has created new
opportunities to redefine working relationships, language, practices and boundaries.
In these ways, the introduction of teaching performance assessments emphasised
the traditional boundaries that impact the ways this work has been approached. In
relation to the work reported here, the GTPA presents as a boundary object (Oswick
& Robertson, 2009) that provided opportunities to develop shared perspectives and
create new boundaries.

Complexities associated with this policy reform have been reflected in the anec-
dotal recounts of school- and university-based teacher educators who have grap-
pled with rapid implementation and ambiguity about the expectations and require-
ments of an unfamiliar summative assessment task. Some of these experiences
are shared across Part 2 of this book. Other responses recognise that teaching
performance assessments are providing opportunities for preservice teacher devel-
opment (Kriewaldt et al., in press). These perspectives reflect recent research on the
development, implementation and evaluation of teaching performance assessments
happening elsewhere in the world (Stacey et al., 2019) and emphasise links between
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rigorous and principled development of teaching performance assessments and indi-
cators of high-performing education systems, as emphasised by Darling-Hammond
(2017, 2020).

The policy interest and subsequent policy reforms are understandable in teacher
education, given its importance and the fact that it has been described as a problem
within many contexts for many decades (Menter et al., 2017). Consequently, under-
standing the complexities associated with the introduction of teaching performance
assessments exists alongside appreciation of the opportunities that are created. This
policy reform therefore emerged for us as an opportunity to strengthen the relation-
ships between our university and its stakeholders and to forge new ways of navigating
and reshaping the boundaries of this work. Finding productive ways to do this (Alsup,
2006) then became the focus of our attention and activity.

7.3 Mapping Boundaries and Understanding the Contours

Low rates of commencing students in initial teacher education programmes have
been a sustained focus for Tasmanian education leaders across sectors. This has
been attributed to a range of geographical and demographic factors unique to Tasma-
nian (Corbett et al., 2019), which had become prevalent in discourse about local
teacher preparation. The University of Tasmania had actively sought to contribute
to increasing access to university in this area through redevelopment of regional
campuses and flexible study modes. At its core, such access aimed to address the
paucity of incoming graduates to regional, rural and remote locations across Tasmania
and to strengthen the Tasmanian teaching workforce (Allen et al., 2013; Australian
Government, 2010; University of Tasmania, 2016).

Many primary and secondary schools in these areas of Tasmania were identified
as “hard-to-staft” (Australian Government, 2010, p. 20) and became focal points
for joint initiatives with the University of Tasmania. These included the Preser-
vice Teacher Scholarship Program, postgraduate support and internship programmes
which offered permanent positions for graduates to remain in selected schools for
contracted periods (Department of Education, 2019). Many local preservice teachers
expressed a desire to teach wherever the opportunities existed; however, their inten-
tions often changed as they approached career entry (Parks, 2018). The Teacher
Internship Placement Program (Department of Education, n.d.a) emphasised collab-
oration between the Department of Education and the University of Tasmania and
served as a mechanism to recruit these teachers to contexts in need. Although
appointees are identified as highly competitive and are offered positions with addi-
tional incentives, successful graduate teachers would often ‘do their time’ before
seeking transfers to Tasmania’s inner regional areas. This had the effect of creating a
transient teaching workforce with concentrations of inexperienced educators, consis-
tent with national trends (Roberts, 2004). This impacted communities of limited
resources and high need as high teacher turnover and attrition affected how schools
and communities responded to policy enactment (Braun et al., 2011). Over time, these
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factors emphasised the need for a reliable supply of local graduate teachers (Allen
et al., 2013) who understand the needs and complexities of their local communities.
A collective interest in teacher education within these regional and remote areas
reflected a culture of concern about the capacity of the workforce (Education Work-
force Roundtable, n.d.). This contributed to opportunities for innovative and targeted
responses to workforce planning and an appetite for accountability measures tied to
these employment pathways. This manifested itself in the ways the Teacher Intern-
ship Placement Program was collectively constructed to meet University of Tasmania
course requirements and Department of Education employment outcomes, culmi-
nating in preservice teachers completing the newly introduced GTPA as a part of the
programme.

The introduction and administration of the internship programme was closely
aligned to teacher workforce shortages. Host schools within the programme regu-
larly used their involvement in it to alleviate staffing shortages by applying for a
Limited Authority to Teach for their interns. A limited authority served as a condi-
tional registration for their preservice teacher intern, so that the school could fill
specified teaching roles where a registered teacher could not be secured. This appli-
cation was made to the TRB who recognised the workforce challenges and sought
to meet the needs of schools, while maintaining the required rigour of the regis-
tration process (TRB, 2016b). Simultaneously, the TRB endorsed initial teacher
education programme accreditation and continued to implement new measures to
progress registered teachers from provisional to full registration within five years of
graduation (TRB, 2016a). These new measures called for increased accountability of
teacher practice and teaching quality consistent with national standards. These moves
were undertaken to encourage Tasmanian school leavers and mature age students to
study locally, with the intent to remain in Tasmania long term. The longer-term
aim was to impact significantly on the magnitude of the teacher workforce, stability
for local communities and improvement in student learning outcomes. Account-
ability measures of the type implemented in Tasmania, including teaching standards
and performance assessments, have been recognised as components of high-quality
education systems (Darling-Hammond, 2017, 2020).

Influential system leaders within the Department of Education, University of
Tasmania, TRB and independent schools had identified critical aspects of enhancing
the teaching profession and, in pursuit of their individual agendas, sought to align
with the Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) review recom-
mendations (Craven et al., 2014). However, deeply entrenched and disparate ways
of working were a legacy that posed significant challenges. The greatest of these
was a sense of stakeholders ‘answering to’ rather than ‘working with’ one another.
The introduction of the teaching performance assessment, as one outcome of the
TEMAG review, provided an opportunity to innovate and to build capacity within
this education ecosystem. It became a catalyst for establishing a collective vision for
this work. Maguire et al. (2011) explained that discursive strategies and artefacts used
by teachers and leaders often shape the outcomes associated with policy enactment in
important ways, providing momentum and capability through the sharing of knowl-
edge, collective engagement and focus on meaningful objectives. These same features
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are identified by graduate teachers as characteristics of quality teacher preparation
programmes, and the outcomes associated with these elements include teachers who
are better prepared and remain longer in the profession (Darling-Hammond, 2020).

At the intersection of this work was professional experience (the school-based
practical programme or placement). Supervising (mentor) teachers are widely recog-
nised to be critical to the success such programmes. The insertion of a teaching perfor-
mance assessment was initially viewed by some (usually supportive) local school
leaders as the university removing the responsibility for assessing the professional
competence of preservice teachers from supervising teachers. This was perceived as
calling into question the competency and professional judgement of schools and
experienced teachers and excluding them from the teacher preparation process.
As a result, some schools refused to engage with the University of Tasmania for
future school placements. Concurrently, new national accreditation requirements
strengthened the role of the teacher regulatory authority in monitoring initial teacher
education programme design to include a teaching performance assessment, further
fuelling the ‘answering to’ perception. These conditions resulted in increased diffi-
culty for the University of Tasmania to obtain school placements for preservice
teachers with the same employers who would then seek cooperation to access final
year preservice teachers for engagement in internship programmes.

The introduction of the GTPA in Tasmania, however, provided an opportunity
to articulate a common set of priorities related to increasing the educational attain-
ment and outcomes for Tasmanians. The strategic work undertaken within the GTPA
Collective to develop a robust and reliable instrument (see Adie & Wyatt-Smith,
2018) and to establish valid and consistent mechanisms for assessing preservice
teachers’ submissions (Wyatt-Smith et al., 2020) piqued the interest of all stake-
holders. Such an instrument provided a central focus for action and emerged as a
vehicle through which previous disparate ways of working could be set aside to form
new, collaborative approaches.

7.4 Redefining New Boundaries and Opening
up the Borders

A key feature of the work embarked upon was the reconciliation of priorities of the
University of Tasmania, the TRB and school-based partners. Identifying, sharing and
addressing the needs of each of the now ‘collaborators’ through dialogue allowed for
exploration to find solutions for shared challenges. University and school partnerships
emerged as an area where particular gains could be made. Like other university—
school partnership models, leaders in these institutions were seeking innovative ways
to respond to the new education landscape, while enhancing the development of
exceptional preservice teachers and increasing their opportunities within the early
career phase and beyond.
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The work of teacher educators who focus on school-based professional experi-
ence, and the relationship brokering that comes with this role, is distinctly different
from other kinds of academic work (Carter, 2013). It requires a great deal of invisible
work to ensure stakeholder participation, engagement and investment. The work is
undertaken within ‘a network of social practices which are infused with power rela-
tions’ (Ball et al., 2011b, p. 611) while supporting the legitimation of stakeholder
participation and promoting the outcomes associated with it as valuable within these
communities of practice (Carter, 2013). The delicate balance of relationships was
played out with the introduction of the GTPA, as teachers, leaders and teacher educa-
tors worked within local schools to redefine the boundaries around their work with
preservice teachers. Individually and collectively, those doing this work exercised
their power within their own contexts to maintain momentum and establish shared
goals for the GTPA. In the process of this work, there were regular boundary crossings
(Loughland & Nguyen, 2018) for all participants. For teachers in schools, this meant
providing opportunities for teacher educators and preservice teachers to meet to
resolve tensions arising from the requirements of this assessment. For school leaders,
this meant supporting their teachers to engage in regular professional development
and for working in teams with teacher educators. For teacher educators, this meant
relocating teacher education into a range of learning environments (schools, univer-
sity campuses, the Professional Learning Institute, regional hubs) to respond to local
circumstances and priorities. The outcome of this power sharing was a redefining of
traditional boundaries between teachers, teacher educators and preservice teachers
and a reconstitution of their work.

Importantly, the GTPA Collective provided critical resources, perspectives and
contributions to teacher educators in order to initiate the relational work required to
implement the teaching performance assessment within their complex and contested
teaching and learning contexts. The Collective also provided opportunities for teacher
educators to engage with a range of colleagues in redefining the boundaries of their
work. Examples of this included engaging in continual professional learning through
a national network of teacher educators, gaining access to expert researchers, data
analysts, system designers and avenues to work beyond their institutions on matters
of significance.

The University of Tasmania was particularly well-positioned to introduce and
lead the implementation of the GTPA within its context because of opportunities
to redefine the boundaries around this work through connections with its learning
community. A decision by the university to join the GTPA Collective early in its exis-
tence allowed teacher educators to contribute to the development of the instrument
in ways that responded to the needs of dispersed teaching teams, around a common
goal and shared vision. At the same time, teacher educators used membership in
the Collective to engage with colleagues about the intentions of this work and have
discussions about how this could support the redefining of traditional boundaries
around preparing preservice teachers, professional learning for experienced mentor
teachers, workforce planning and quality teaching.

Teacher educators from the University of Tasmania worked with the Profes-
sional Learning Institute of Tasmania, Department of Education Tasmania, Teach for
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Australia, Principals Associations, TRB, local school communities and the GTPA
Collective to develop and deliver professional learning to a range of stakeholders.
This included direct and ongoing collaborations with teams of supervising mentor
teachers and school leaders associated with the Teacher Intern Partnership Program
located in metropolitan Hobart through small teaching teams in the remote north and
north-west of the state. These professional learning opportunities introduced teaching
teams to the GTPA and situated this assessment task within local school contexts.
Such opportunities often connected local school staff directly with teacher educators,
educational researchers, regulators and leaders from across the GTPA Collective.

Other professional learning opportunities connected Tasmanian teachers with
a comprehensive body of knowledge and resources developed through the GTPA
Collective via local activities within rural hubs. At the same time, educational
leaders from the Department of Education engaged directly with the GTPA Collective
through working groups and committees formed with the objective of understanding
local priorities and implementation issues, both in Tasmania and in other parts of
Australia. Representatives and the Registrar of the TRB also engaged directly with
preservice teachers, supervising mentor teachers, school and system leaders and
teacher educators to understand the implications of GTPA implementation and the
perspectives of all those involved in this policy reform process.

Preservice teachers were invited to engage directly with educational leaders
in senior roles within the Department of Education Tasmania and University of
Tasmania to share their experiences and emphasise their perspectives. Preservice
teachers engaged directly with educational researchers and academic staff intimately
involved in developing, implementing, and evaluating the GTPA. As emphasised
earlier, preservice teachers were also positioned as key stakeholders. They received
targeted professional learning about the GTPA as part of their coursework. This
was complemented by further professional learning events within their professional
experience schools and alongside their peers, supervising mentor teachers, school
and system leaders and teacher educators. Lecture theatre doors were opened to
school-based partners to join preservice teachers as they unpacked the requirements
of the GTPA with school principals, supervising mentor teachers and preservice
teachers, who learned together in open discussions and activities and shared their
differing perspectives of the key practices of teaching.

In these powerful ways, the introduction of the GTPA within the Tasmanian
context became more than just a process for evaluating the capacity of preservice
teachers; it became a mechanism for promoting and enhancing the effectiveness
of initial teacher education. The critical point is that high-quality education systems
align components, articulate a collective vision of what quality looks like and develop
and support processes and practices for achieving those objectives (see Darling-
Hammond, 2020). In the same manner that these were articulated locally by the
Education Workforce Roundtable (Department of Education, n.d.b), the redefining
of boundaries around initial teacher education and the introduction of the GTPA
became an articulation of what was relevant, valuable and influential.
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7.5 Conclusion: A Collective Vision for Redefining
Boundaries

Redefining boundaries around the work of initial teacher education, specifically
related to the final professional experience and administering the GTPA, created
the circumstances for change. This was characterised by teachers, school and system
leaders and administrators and teacher educators regularly and strategically boundary
crossing (Star & Griesemer, 1989) for the purpose of strengthening initial teacher
education. This led to transformation in the ways that these stakeholders understood
and approached their work (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011). This represented boundary
crossings where stakeholders reorientated from being associated with teacher educa-
tion to being collaborators collectively responsible for driving high-quality teacher
education within their own diverse contexts (see Nuttall, this volume, on the topic
of collaboration in the GTPA). In response, the expectations, roles, responsibilities,
processes, activities and outcomes associated with the final professional experience
placement and the completion of the GTPA were informed by, and reflective of, these
interactions and collective vision.

The outcomes associated with this ongoing collaboration included strategic inter-
action and enhanced engagement to purposefully cross the pre-existing boundaries
at all levels of interaction. The offering of support by the University of Tasmania to
the school sector in this endeavour fostered goodwill between the two. It involved
transparent sharing of information and evidence to evaluate collectively the products
of our shared work.

The opportunity for all collaborators to express vulnerabilities as they sought to
overcome the difficulties associated with change—which at times seemed impos-
sible—served as a significant contributor to relational shift. Crossing the boundaries
that were firmly in place required careful and honest negotiation. It required each
collaborator to lead and follow initiatives as they continued to progress both their
individual agendas that were parallel and interconnected to the new shared vision
that was taking shape. Regular gatherings of key representatives of collaborators
presented opportunities to discuss, unpack and expand on the successes and chal-
lenges of our work. Discovery of each other’s underlying philosophies and moti-
vations revealed commonalities not previously acknowledged, which allowed for a
fostering of respect for the contribution each made to teacher education in the state.
Relational shifts occurred as a by-product of our shared work and in time channels
of communication became open and free-flowing, despite early misunderstandings
about impact of the GTPA and perceived changes in work associated with it. Collab-
orators developed a culture of reaching out, seeking input, or checking in on a range
of education-based issues, further strengthening and redefining the initial boundaries
that existed as a product of legacy.

Importantly, this collaborative reimagining of boundaries and shared responsibil-
ities for initial teacher education was underpinned and strengthened by membership
with the GTPA Collective. Engagement with the Collective introduced resources,
tools and processes for prioritising preservice teacher competency in ways that met
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the needs of all stakeholders. Relationships developed within the Collective provided
support that assisted in the crossing and redefining of boundaries, particularly in the
early days of creating traction and relational shift. This chapter has shown how signif-
icant gains have been made in bringing together key decision makers and crossing
pre-existing boundaries, with the university performing a critical role in facilitating
new ways of working that required buy-in. While the outcomes of this work have
been significant, this work is necessarily ongoing.
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Chapter 8 ®)
GTPA as Enabler: Review, Renewal Gouck ko
and Evidence of Preservice Teachers’
Assessment Practices

Joanne Dargusch @, Angelina Ambrosetti(, and Gillian Busch

Abstract In this chapter, we consider our use of a teaching performance assess-
ment (TPA) as a mechanism for review and renewal, with a particular focus on the
ways in which our initial teacher education (ITE) programs prepare and support
preservice teachers to develop assessment skills, practices and dispositions essential
in the contemporary classroom. Our discussion foregrounds the Graduate Teacher
Performance Assessment Project (GTPA) as an enabler in our institution in several
ways. First, its implementation enabled our professional inquiry into pedagogical
and assessment practices across our ITE programs. Second, the GTPA enabled our
preservice teachers to demonstrate their assessment practices in ways that are contex-
tually responsive and that offer evidence of their professional competence. As part of
this research-informed inquiry, site-level data is presented to discuss how a collabora-
tive, collegial response to implementation provided opportunities to review how our
ITE programs develop preservice teachers’ assessment practices. Data in the form of
preservice teachers’ completed GTPAs provides evidence of their developing assess-
ment identities, highlighting growth in both confidence and reflective practice. This
chapter foregrounds the essential nature of review in ITE, and the opportunities that
review can bring for strengthening our practices within our institutions and across
institutions.
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8.1 Introduction

This chapter works from the position that professional renewal is built into the fabric
of initial teacher education (ITE). In Australia, teacher education is framed by regular
accreditation and re-accreditation processes in response to professional standards
designed to articulate the knowledge, skills and attributes required of teacher educa-
tion graduates (see Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership [AITSL],
2011; revised 2018). Within universities responsible for preparing teachers, the
response to professional standards and accreditation processes is realised in contex-
tualised ways, but with a focus on developing preservice teachers’ knowledge and
skills in planning and implementing the curriculum, teaching and assessment prac-
tices, and the expertise needed to provide evidence of positive impact on student
learning (AITSL, 2011).

Evidence that preservice teachers have met professional standards by the end of
their ITE program has routinely been drawn from assessments conducted in discrete
units of work designed to develop knowledge and skills in different domains, in
addition to judgements made at the school level in school-based practice experiences
(sometimes referred to as practicum or professional placement). The introduction
in Australia of a teaching performance assessment (TPA) represented a significant
change to teacher education and how learning is evidenced.

The implementation of the Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®)!
provided the opportunity for deeper insights into two different areas that were impor-
tant for our institution. First, at the point of initial implementation, and in subse-
quent iterations, it provided an additional lens for reviewing our existing practices
in delivering ITE programs. As a summative instrument designed to be adminis-
tered at the end point of learning, the GTPA required preservice teachers to draw
together knowledge about and skills in planning, teaching, and assessing, devel-
oped across their degree programs. The policy expectation was that these were to
be called forth and synthesised through undertaking an authentic assessment that
would demonstrate readiness to enter the profession. The GTPA gave us the impetus
and a language to discuss our programs that built on our work to develop preservice
teachers’ capabilities across a program of study.

Second, the implementation of the GTPA provided an evidence base in the form
of our preservice teachers’ completed GTPAs. We were able to draw on these assess-
ments to gain insights into the impact our program has on preservice teachers’
learning. This notion of evidence and the building of evidence is key in this chapter.
Underpinning the GTPA as enacted practice in classrooms is a focus on evidence
and decision-making, with preservice teachers required to provide evidence of their
planning, teaching and assessment practices and reflect on and appraise the impact
of these practices on student learning (see also Chap. 2, this volume). In relation to
each of these practices, the expectation is that the actions preservice teachers take

I Acknowledgment: The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®) was created by the
Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic University and has been
implemented in a Collective of Higher Education Institutions in Australia (www.graduatetpa.com).
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are to be informed by data gathering and analysis, interpretation, and action in using
evidence of student learning to inform their classroom work, working iteratively
across an identified teaching sequence. The GTPA requires preservice teachers to
demonstrate how they best support students to learn in the classroom. Central to this
demonstration is evidence of the ways in which preservice teachers describe and
relate their assessment practices to their teaching.

In this chapter, we bring together these two assessment-related ideas: the GTPA
and its implementation as a framework for review and decision-making in our ITE
programs; and the GTPA as evidence of preservice teachers’ assessment practices, as
they make decisions designed to impact on their students’ learning in the classroom.

8.2 A Range of Assessment Practices

In meeting the Graduate level of the Professional Standards at the completion of their
ITE, preservice teachers are required to provide evidence that they have developed a
range of assessment practices that reflect school and system requirements. Further,
they are to use assessment for improving learning and informing teaching, and also
for summative judgement and certification purposes. It is the responsibility of teacher
educators to determine that preservice teachers can gather evidence of their practice,
including the ability to discern student progression and report this to a range of
stakeholders (AITSL, 2015; revised 2018, 2019). It is understood that during their
ITE, preservice teachers will develop the skills to use assessment “in the daily life
of the classroom to support learning during teaching” (Hill & Eyers, 2016, p. 57).

Drawing on the notion of assessment as critical inquiry (Wyatt-Smith & Gunn,
2009), teachers do not deliver learning to students, but plan and teach diverse learners
informed by data and evidence. Central to such an approach is an emphasis on
data-based decision-making, drawing on knowledge and skills about curriculum, the
students, the context of learning, and assessment theory to “enact the data analysis
cycle” (Lai & Schildkamp, 2016, p. 77). It is essential, therefore, that teachers interact
with understandings of the purposes of assessment as part of a cycle of inquiry, and
the inferences that can be made from data that has, and will be, gathered (Black
& Wiliam, 2018) and how those inferences will be applied to decision-making in
teaching.

The gathering and analysis of assessment data is integral to teaching. Our aim
is for preservice teachers at the point of transition to the profession to consider
“assessment as pedagogy” (DeLuca et al., 2010, p. 36; DeLuca et al., 2012), devel-
oping the understanding that, through deliberate pedagogic practice, they will “enable
students to be better learners” [original italics] (Wyatt-Smith & Adie, 2019, p. 2).
This design of pedagogy in line with assessment practices includes setting clear goals,
with opportunities for deliberate practice and effective feedback (Stobart, 2006).
Central to this notion of improvement is knowledge of how to develop students’
active role in the assessment process and, therefore, their own learning, with conver-
sations between teachers and students about assessment based on acommon language
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(Bruniges, 2005). In this way, teachers engage in a “generative dance of knowing”
with their students, informing student agency and decision-making (Willis & Cowie,
2014, p. 24, drawing on Cook & Brown, 1999) as students develop the evaluative
expertise to recognise and ultimately close the gap between their actual and desired
performance (Sadler, 1989, drawing on Ramaprasad, 1983).

8.3 Assessment and Initial Teacher Education

Consideration of the ways in which ITE courses prepare preservice teachers to
develop the knowledge and skills required to embed these types of complex and
responsive assessment practices in their teaching is a growing area of research. The
literature indicates that, while there is evidence that preservice teachers’ confidence
in their assessment practices can be enhanced through assessment units in ITE degree
programs (DeLuca & Klinger, 2010; DeLuca, et al., 2013), discrete assessment units
are not common across ITE programs (DeLuca & Klinger, 2010; Hill & Eyers, 2016;
Schneider & Bodensohn, 2017). There is, therefore, some concern that assessment
is “not always explicitly or systematically taught” (Wyatt-Smith, 2018, p. 4). On
the other hand, the efficacy of solitary assessment units within degree programs is
critiqued as “not enough, on its own, to bring about the substantial changes required
to prepare assessment literate teachers” (Hill et al., 2014, p. 107). Hill and Eyers
(2016) proposed that teacher education in assessment should be viewed as a complex
system, with wide-ranging influences including system and school context as well
as personal experiences. Researchers have highlighted the importance of embedding
assessment understandings across programs and in contextualised, focussed practice
experiences in schools to provide preservice teachers with opportunities to consider
the “complexities, challenges and possibilities for assessment integration within the
educational context in which they work” (DeLuca et al., 2012, p. 7). Preservice
teachers benefit from opportunities to draw together understandings developed in
different learning contexts at the point of their transition to classroom teacher.

8.4 Examining Assessment Practices

As part of the “current accountability framework of public education across many
parts of the world” (DeLuca et al., 2016, p. 251), professional teaching stan-
dards related to assessment have given weight to the notion of assessment literacy
(employing related/convergent terms such as competency). It follows, therefore,
that investigations of teachers’ assessment practices have reflected this focus (Xu
& Brown, 2016). A term first used by Stiggins (1991), assessment literacy is defined
by Popham (2011) as “an individual’s understandings of the fundamental assess-
ment concepts and procedures deemed likely to influence educational decisions”
(p. 267). Discussions of assessment capability, which foreground assessment for
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learning, prioritise teacher reflection and responsiveness to assessment data used for
formative purposes, with a keen emphasis on growth and improvement (Klenowski,
2009).

While investigations into the assessment practices of preservice teachers (DeLuca
et al., 2016) have utilised the notion of assessment literacy, our considerations of our
preservice teachers’ work in response to the GTPA go beyond considering their
reported knowledge and skills in relation to educational decisions. Who our preser-
vice teachers are at this juncture in their professional development is also a research
priority.

8.5 Assessment Identity

The work of Looney et al. (2018) provides a means for considering teacher assessment
identity as something that exists “beyond assessment literacy”, underpinned by the
understanding that “who teachers are in the process of assessment is as important as
what they know and are able to do” (p. 456). Teacher assessment identity encompasses
teachers’ assessment strategies and skills, confidence and self-efficacy, and beliefs
and feelings about assessment, all elements that determine “how teachers engage
in assessment work with students” (p. 457). Assessment identity is, therefore, used
here as a reference point to situate the reported research. The notion of assessment
identity has particular resonance in the ITE environment, where influences on practice
converge. It is anticipated that preservice teachers completing ITE are developing
their assessment identities, drawing variously on a range of contexts (ITE programs;
school experiences, including relationships with mentor teachers and the students in
their classes; personal beliefs; and experiences of assessment). We have adopted the
intention of Looney et al. that consideration of assessment identity will “promote a
broader perspective in research” (2018, p. 455) in relation to assessment and teacher
assessment practices. We offer the following analysis of completed GTPAs as a
means of considering how preservice teachers reflect on their assessment practices
in the classroom.

8.6 Methods

The research presented in this chapter utilises case study methodology, is qualitative
in nature and investigates several sources of data responding to the research ques-
tions (Creswell, 2007). Our research occurred in two distinct phases. The first phase
focussed on the analysis of our decision-making with respect to implementation of
the GTPA and how these decisions strengthened our preservice teachers’ assessment
practices. The second phase of the research focussed on the examination of preservice
teachers’ GTPA responses.
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Case study is a useful methodology to answer how and what questions (Yin,
2003). The circumstance surrounding the implementation of the GTPA was bounded
by systemic aspects over which we had little control, specifically those associated
with ITE accreditation requirements. However, we could make decisions about how
we positioned the GTPA and what we did to ensure preservice teachers would
be capable of successfully completing the assessment. The key question that this
research addressed is: How can the GTPA be used as a reference point for curriculum
development and program renewal to strengthen preservice teachers’ assessment
practices?

In Phase One, we drew on the term metalogue to frame our reflection of the
implementation of the GTPA. As a team who were spread across three campuses at
Central Queensland University (CQU), working in undergraduate and post-graduate
teacher education courses, it was important that we documented the processes we
used to identify difficulties in the implementation of the GTPA in order to develop
suitable solutions. The Bachelor of Education degree is delivered on seven regional
campuses of The University in the state of Queensland as well as through a partnership
with the Geraldton Universities Centre in the state of Western Australia. While the
course is accredited by the state professional accreditation body, the Queensland
College of Teachers, we needed to be responsive to such aspects as differences in
curriculum and tutorial arrangements for students from different state jurisdictions,
including Western Australia, Victoria and New South Wales. As a research strategy,
metalogue provided a conversation structure for an identified problem (Bateson,
1972). Although the GTPA and its implementation were not necessarily seen as a
problem, akey consideration was how we would ensure the GTPA could be embedded
seamlessly into established programs that had been accredited” previously by AITSL
for delivery of ITE. In this context, the implementation of the GTPA presented as an
issue to be examined, and metalogue enabled “information, ideas, and even emotions
that emerge in the conversation to fold back into the conversation to enable the
participants to reflexively consider the problem” (Willis et al., 2018, p. 50).

To structure our conversations, we developed key questions concerning the imple-
mentation of the GTPA. These key questions provided a structure which afforded us
the space to listen, share, respond and thus understand the issues from each of our
perspectives. Such questions included:

1. What changes/alterations do we need to make in our programs to ensure success?
2. What concerns do we have about implementation?

3. What challenges did we encounter?

4. What was our process of review and curriculum reform?

2 Accreditation for an initial teacher education course occurs by demonstrating evidence against
nationally agreed standards and procedures. The standards and procedures address such aspects
as program entry, program outcomes, program development, design and delivery, structure and
content, and professional experience. Evaluation, reporting and improvement measures are also a
key component of accreditation (AITSL, 2011).
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Solutions to the issues emerged throughout the conversations which were then
implemented. Our conversations are grouped into three periods of time. First, begin-
ning participation in the GTPA trial; second, following the first year of the trial; and
third, the second iteration of GTPA implementation.

In the second phase of the research, we gathered data from preservice teachers’
GTPA submissions, where they had given permission for their submission to be used
for research purposes. Additionally, the CQU Human Ethics Committee granted
approval for preservice teacher responses to be used for research purposes. In partic-
ular, we focussed on Practice 4 of the GTPA, which requires preservice teachers to
reflect on the planning, teaching and assessment cycle throughout a unit of work.
We chose to focus on this practice as we were interested in how preservice teachers
reflected on their ongoing assessment strategies and skills, with a view to gaining
insights into their confidence, self-efficacy, beliefs and feelings about assessment.
By examining this particular aspect of GTPAs, we could respond to the questions:

1. How do preservice teachers talk about themselves as assessors through the
GTPA?

2. What assessment practices are foregrounded in preservice teachers’ reflections
on their planning and teaching?

3. Do preservice teachers’ reflections provide evidence of their emerging assess-
ment identities?

Using Looney et al.’s (2018) assessment identity model as an initial set of a priori
codes, Bachelor of Education (Primary, Secondary, and Early Childhood; n = 93)
completed GTPAs (Practice 4) was manually coded. Coding and recoding of data
were conducted by two members of the team, which resulted in the conflation of some
of the original elements of the model in response to the data, with data ultimately
organised around four codes/subthemes.

Analysis of both data sets (the metalogue scripts and preservice teachers’ GTPAs)
was conducted using content analysis (Krippendorff, 2004) as a structured process to
identify key ideas, terms and concepts, and to determine their frequency (Maier, 2018)
in narrative responses, open-ended survey questions, observations, focus groups and
interviews (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). We utilised the concept of directed content
analysis in using the work of Looney et al. (2018) to examine preservice teachers’
insights into their emerging assessment identity and how it develops within an ITE
context. In this respect, we were able to draw on the existing concepts and variables
to code the scripts and preservice teachers’ reflections (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).

8.6.1 Phase 1: Findings

As previously noted, the Phase 1 findings focus on the conversations the GTPA
implementation team engaged in prior to, during and after the first implementation
of the GTPA in 2017 in our ITE programs. We use the three periods of time to
summarise the key aspects of our conversations and decisions.
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8.6.2 Beginning Participation in the GTPA Trial

As we began our participation in the GTPA trial, our conversations focussed on two
key aspects: our ITE programs and the capabilities of our preservice teachers. The
conversations highlighted program change and preservice teachers’ awareness of
such change. Key conversation points prior to beginning participation in the GTPA
trial included:

1. Purposeful positioning of GTPA as a mechanism for reviewing and strength-
ening programs.

2.  Embedding the GTPA in existing program design.

3. ‘Unknowingness’ regarding preservice teachers’ capabilities to demonstrate
each practice; ensuring our institutional reputation remained intact.

4. Ensuring preservice teachers understood the language of the GTPA.

8.6.3 Following the First Year of the Trial

Following the first year of implementation, our conversations focussed on the types
of challenges we faced in embedding the GTPA into the final school-based placement
(Table 8.1). The data we analysed identified two clear sets of challenges: those that
our preservice teachers faced and those faced by teacher educators.

Table 8.1 Key conversation points following the first year of the trial

Key conversation points

Challenges faced by the preservice teachers

Challenges faced by teacher educators

* Limited access to classroom data

* Supervising teachers’ lack of experience

with GTPA

Concerns that they may not ‘hit the mark’ of

the GTPA

* Completion of the task when school used a

preplanned unit (e.g. Queensland’s

Curriculum into the Classroom [C2C])

Reflecting deeply on practices and drawing

on theory to inform practice

Explicit teaching of the general capabilities

* Time to write up the GTPA when
undertaking an internship directly after the
final assessable placement

¢ Drawing on learning in multiple units to
complete GTPA tasks

* GTPA information reaching school sites and
supervising teachers

Helping preservice teachers to see that what
they do while on placement is the essence of
the GTPA
(planning/teaching/assessing/reflecting)
‘Unknowingness’ of the task: what it looked
like and the standard expected—Iack of
exemplars to unpack the task

The importance of describing and
verbalising teaching practices

Taking the focus away from the deficit in
classroom data to a focus on balancing
strengths and weaknesses of the students
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8.6.4 Second Iteration of Implementation

Leading up to the second cycle of implementation of the GTPA in our institution, we
made changes to our program to better support our preservice teachers, particularly
in relation to issues surrounding their assessment practices and responding to these.
We also addressed specific concerns that arose in the first implementation of the

GTPA, shown in Table 8.2.

Table 8.2 Key conversation points about the second iteration of implementation

Key conversation points and changes

Changes in professional practice units to better
support preservice teachers

Modification of timing (final professional
practice placement)

Unit and program changes (e.g. reworking of
an assessment task in the third professional
practice placement)

Backwards mapping® from first and second
year placements: scaffolding links between
data, planning and assessment

Greater focus on the language of assessment

Language of assessment explicitly embedded
in the assessment and reporting units

More explicit focus on: the use of student
data to inform planning; assessment and data
language embedded into the professional
practice units

Adjustment of other assessment tasks (e.g.
curriculum units) made to include the use of
data to inform planning

Addressing preservice teacher concerns

Use of exemplars (sections) to model how to
complete the GTPA

Preparation for the placement and the
completion of the GTPA—the delivery of
preplacement tutorials plus a schedule of
timely ‘to do’ items

Alignment of the due date for the GTPA
submission

Addressing school concerns

Information to schools and mentor teachers
before the placement begins so that
preservice teachers and mentors can discuss
the GTPA and what is needed

An information sheet distributed to schools
to address how the student data will be
used—privacy issues, interpretations, etc.

4Backwards mapping is an adapted term from Wiggins & McTighe (2005) to describe the process
of designing learning that begins with the desired end result
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8.6.5 Summary of Key Changes

The conversations reported above indicate how we reflexively considered the imple-
mentation of the GTPA. The language employed in the analyses indicates the shift
in understanding from initially framing the GTPA as a mechanism for analysis and
review of our programs, prior to its actual implementation, which generated a series
of actions. Such actions included analysing the challenges that were identified after
the first year of implementation, identifying and making adjustments in resources and
unit materials, and foregrounding the language of assessment, particularly in relation
to the use of data to inform planning, in the second iteration of the GTPA. Embedding
the GTPA into our programs enabled us to make key changes to strengthen what we
did, when we did it and how it would impact on our preservice teachers. As a result,
we made changes to both our professional practice units and curriculum and peda-
gogy units. Some changes were related to professional placements, such as the timing
and scheduling of the final placement that would host the GTPA, and the provision
of specific information to schools. Other changes related to resource provision, such
as the scheduling of tutorials and the availability of GTPA exemplars. Many of the
changes, however, were at a program level, and focussed on content to be taught,
when it was to be taught and how it would be taught. We ensured that authentic
use of assessment data was introduced earlier in ITE programs, that the language
of assessment was being used by academic staff throughout programs, and that we
worked with staff to adjust assessment tasks in curriculum and pedagogy units so
that preservice teachers would be utilising planning and assessment practices more
broadly.

8.7 Phase 2: Results and Discussion

The analysis of preservice teachers’” GTPA data gathered after the second iteration of
implementation provided us with insights into whether the changes to embed assess-
ment understandings (described above) were reflected in their work. Drawing on
Looney et al.’s (2018) assessment identity model (assessment strategies and skills,
confidence and self-efficacy, beliefs and feelings), initial coding of Practice 4 (Reflec-
tion) revealed that not all aspects were evident in the preservice teachers’ reflections.
Four main themes were assigned (including the combination of feelings and beliefs
into one subtheme) and the addition of the role of teacher as assessor (Table 8.3).
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Table 8.3 Data themes and subthemes

Themes Subthemes (drawn from the data) Bachelor of Education
(primary/secondary/early
childhood) n = 93
Coded text chunks
457

Knowledge and 1A Strategy types 62

skills related to 1B Data collection informing planning 36

assessment — -

practice 1C Adjusting practice—data response 69

n=463 1D Data collection, designed 82

strategies—meeting students’ needs
1E Assessment purposes 80
IF Critical approach to strategy selection 134

Feelings/beliefs 2A Feelings/beliefs-themselves/assessment | 13

abou;sassessment 2B Feelings/beliefs-students/assessment 15

n—=

Confidence in 3A Reflection to identify strength/weakness | 35

assessment; . |3B Demonstrated success 48

control over their

practice 3C Demonstrated weakness 26

n =154 3D Recognition of opportunity to change 45

Understanding 4A Knowledge of the role of the teacher 15

and experience of | 4 Discussion of impact 5

their role as a : - -

teacher assessor | 4C Discussion of reflection 10

n =730

8.7.1 Theme 1: Knowledge and Skills Related to Assessment
Practice

Preservice teachers’ reflections show they approached data collection methodically,
demonstrating knowledge of the kinds of data available, where to obtain such data,
and the purposes of this data collection for designing appropriate pedagogies. Also
evident was the need to consult the Australian Curriculum and Achievement Stan-
dards (AITSL, 2015) to support focussed data collection for their planning and
teaching of a sustained learning sequence. Much of the initial data were drawn from
centrally stored sources (e.g. the One School data repository used in Queensland state
schools). While preservice teachers drew on data such as the National Assessment
Program Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN), Australian Council for Educational
Research (ACER) General Ability Tests (AGAT), Progressive Achievement Tests
in Reading (PAT-R), and Progressive Achievement Tests in Mathematics (PAT-M)?

3 At the time of writing, NAPLAN tests are administered in all Australian schoolsin Years 3, 5,7, and
9 (Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority [ACARA], n.d.); produced by the
Australian Council of Educational Research, AGAT, PAT-R and PAT-M tests are available for school
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and used these to inform judgements and assumptions about student readiness for
particular activities, some preservice teachers discerned that such data needed to
be interpreted and inferences drawn (Black & Wiliam, 2018) according to purpose
and context. This is highlighted in a preservice teacher’s written comment, “I need
to more carefully understand the contexts and reasoning behind certain data sets”
(Participant ID [PID] 53).

Preservice teachers added to centrally held data by sourcing other data relevant
to teaching (subject) area and year level. This included drawing on a wide range of
existing data (including individual learning plans, behaviour reports, results from
previous subject-specific assessments, and diagnostic tests), gathering classroom
data (students’ work samples, checklists, and mentor teacher observations), and
generating data through observations of the class/es, and conversations with mentor
teachers. The scope of collected data points to recognition not only of the relationship
between various data types, but the importance of valuing wide-ranging information
in order to create an “overview of what skills and behaviour I needed to plan for”
(PID 59). In this way preservice teachers provided evidence of their understanding
of “fundamental assessment concepts and procedures” (Popham, 2011, p. 267) that
would influence the planning of pedagogy (Wyatt-Smith & Adie, 2019).

As they enacted the data analysis cycle (Lai & Schildkamp, 2016), preservice
teachers collected formative data to inform next-step teaching decisions, moving iter-
atively between planned and enacted teaching throughout the sequence of learning.
They articulated the purposes for both formative and summative assessment, linking
their on-going data-based decision-making to the need to support students to meet
learning outcomes that would be assessed as part of summative assessment. Adjusting
ongoing teaching based on continuous data collection during the delivery of a unit
of work was identified as important, with preservice teachers noting that emerging
data often resulted in the amendment of assumptions about individual and whole
class capability. As one preservice teacher explained, “the initial data could never
illustrate a complete picture of each child because learning is complex and forever
changing as students apply new information to their existing schemas” (PID 35).
Pedagogical approaches were therefore informed by analysis of collected data with
a clear focus on meeting the needs of individual students (exemplified by three focus
students with different needs, but also referring to cohort needs) and modifying and
differentiating their pedagogical actions to ensure that students could meet identified
learning outcomes.

Preservice teachers were required to reflect on the decisions that they made in plan-
ning and enacting the learning sequence. As a routine part of the teaching/learning
cycle (Schon, 1987), they identified alternative pedagogical decisions and what next-
step teaching would look like for their students including: establishing greater align-
ment between the assessment task and the pedagogical strategies selected; collecting

use. AGAT assesses Years 2—10 students’ verbal, numerical, and abstract reasoning skills; PAT-R
assesses Prep-Year 10 students’ reading comprehension skills, vocabulary knowledge and spelling;
and PAT-M assesses Years 1-10 students’ skill and understanding in a range of mathematical strands
(ACER, n.d.).
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more appropriate data and using this more strategically; identifying approaches to
support a range of learners; and considering the impact of general capabilities on
pedagogical choices. Of importance to our consideration of assessment practices
here was the identified emphasis on assessment for and of learning, which were
seen to be privileged in classroom practices, pointing to the need to consider how
assessment as learning might contribute to student reflection on their learning. While
most comments pertaining to a critical approach to teaching strategies focussed on
what the individual preservice teacher could do, some identified the importance of
collaborating with others, particularly the mentor teacher and learning support staff.

8.7.2 Theme 2: Feelings and Beliefs About Assessment

Preservice teachers’ feelings and beliefs about their assessment choices and practices,
and theirrole as teacher in supporting students’ learning through assessment, were not
strong features of the data. Instead, feelings about students and the need to establish
relationships with students, knowing about students in a holistic way (academic,
social and emotional), and creating a positive class culture to supports all students
to learn and to successfully engage in assessment were foregrounded. The kind of
environment identified as supportive for student learning was one “where students
felt confident to ask questions, experiment with concepts and ideas and attempt
work” (PID 90). Resonating in their submissions is recognition of developing richer
understandings about their learners and their individual needs, particularly those
who need “much more one on one support than I could provide during lessons”
(PID 58). Thus, there was both a sense of knowing their learners and their needs
and capabilities, and a sense of being troubled or concerned about being able to
support all learners given a range of student needs. Preservice teachers recognised
that, for some students, personal circumstances resulted in absences from schools,
creating difficulties for sustained learning. Such circumstances seemed to result in
negative self-talk about their own capabilities, pointing to their appreciation of how
the context, school and family, impact student learning.

8.7.3 Theme 3: Confidence in Assessment; Control Over
Practice

A developing confidence in their assessment practices was evidenced as preservice
teachers worked through the learning sequence: “As I grew in confidence in the
classroom... I was also able to identify and act upon ‘teachable moments’ to further
engage students, cater to varied learning intelligences” (PID 46). Similarly, another
preservice teacher identified: “I now have a more sophisticated understanding of the
importance of formative assessment and collection of evidence to inform teaching
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and pedagogical decisions to efficiently monitor student progress” (PID 31). More-
over, preservice teachers identified that the gathering of data itself provided them with
the confidence to engage in professional conversations. For example, one preservice
teacher noted “I would have been ill-informed about my students’ abilities and there-
fore, unlikely to discuss and implement the necessary differentiation with my HOD
[Head of Department]” (PID 32). In this way, the preservice teacher recognised that
data gathering and analysis were key in considering differentiation.

Preservice teachers reported engaging in complex practices as they refined or
altered teaching strategies in response to formative assessment, including observa-
tions and analysis of work samples. This included in-the-moment decision-making
in response to data and the reflective process. Reflections included how delivered
lessons were adjusted when the collected data showed that teaching practice was not
being effective, to meet the varied needs of diverse learners within the class.

Importantly, our analysis showed that reflection by preservice teachers impacts
future teaching practices. Features of effective practices were identified and sign-
posted to be continued in future practice. For example, “the next time I teach this
unit, I will be front-ending the assessment with students and not just with my plan-
ning” (PID 27). Also evident was a growing confidence in knowing students because
of “continuous checking for understanding” (PID 62). While increasing confidence
in assessment practice is an enduring theme in the reflections, opportunities for
improvement and the challenges of assessment integration within the classroom
context (DeLuca et al., 2012) were acknowledged. One preservice teacher noted
that “while my initial data choices to inform planning were extremely helpful, I felt
that my ongoing data collection was lacking... I don’t believe that my collection of
evidence of students’ work provided me with enough scope to inform targeted and
well-scaffolded next-step teaching” (PID 101). Recognising opportunities to change
pedagogical choices is evidence of a growing confidence in assessment practice.

Future changes that were identified included obtaining information about students
and suitable pedagogy from support staff and better ways to support classroom
management. This reflected a focus on evaluating their own practices by drawing
on student data: “A review of the summative assessment pieces highlighted the fact
that many students were able to explain and justify their findings verbally during the
conference but were unable to articulate this clearly on their poster” (PID 21). Such
identification suggests a greater control over understanding of assessment practices
and their purposes.

8.7.4 Theme 4: Understanding and Experience of Their Role
as a Teacher Assessor

The APST codify what is expected of teachers in terms of their knowledge, practice
and professional engagement and thus, from a distance, influence preservice teachers’
notion of their role as a teacher (Dargusch & Charteris, 2018). Broadly, our analysis
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of preservice teacher comments shows alignment with the three domains noted in the
APST (AITSL, 2011) and evidence of preservice teachers’ role in assessing student
learning, providing feedback to students, engaging in moderation to make consistent
and comparable judgements, interpreting data, and sharing student progress with
students. The importance of assessment data to inform decisions is captured in the
following preservice teacher comments: “ongoing data is a necessary part of the
teaching and learning process. Teachers can use this data to determine the effective-
ness of their teaching strategies, as well as students’ learning and progress” (PID 54).
Elsewhere, preservice teachers’ choice of strategies showed a commitment to differ-
entiation and “enacting many adjustments in the moment of teaching in response to
an observed need or interest of the students” (PID 81).

Gaps in preservice teachers’ reflections on their practices are also of interest. For
example, while there were comments about their role in differentiating learning for
students using appropriate strategies, the analysed submissions do not make explicit
comment about differentiating for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students
(links to APST Standards 1.4 and 2.4), their role in engaging with parents or carers
to support student learning (APST Standard 7.3), or their responsibility to report
about student progress to parents/carers. This points to the recognised contextual
nature of some APST.

Completion of the GTPA required that preservice teachers engage in reflection
on teaching as planned and enacted. It was noted previously that self-reflection
contributes to improving their practice as teachers. Our analysis suggests reflection
was synthesised as thinking about what works and what does not work in the class-
room and included both reflection on action and reflection in action (Schon, 1987).
We also identified an explicit connection in the submissions between reflecting on
practice and improving both practice and understandings of practice. Less common
in the reflections are explicit and referenced links to relevant theory about reflec-
tive practice. However, theory-related understandings about assessment practices
are clearly evident, for example: “once given their individual results, students could
self-identify goals and areas for improvement with decimal numbers (Brookhart,
2010). By doing so, students could take responsibility for their own learning (Inter-
vention Central, n.d.; Brookhart, 2010)” (PID 17). Drawing on key understandings
about the role of the learner in assessment, this preservice teacher recognised the
importance of using assessment information to assist students to identify the gap
between their current and future performance and identify ways to improve (Sadler,
1989).

8.8 Conclusion

This chapter foregrounds a research-informed process of review in ITE that occurred
concurrently across a large number of Australian universities, and the opportunities
that the review provided for strengthening our practices within our institution. In
our case, the GTPA enabled and shaped our review. Where previously our programs
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were linked firmly to the APST and our understanding of our role in preparing
preservice teachers to meet those standards on completion of their ITE, the GTPA
required us to think further about how all the interrelated aspects of our programs
worked together in preparing our preservice teachers to be classroom ready, and
how that readiness would be evidenced. We drew on our professional knowledge
to engage in this inquiry, as well as the collective knowledge of the GTPA group
of universities to do this work and establish a process that has continued through
repeated iterations of our programs. Drawing on metalogue as an organisational
and analytic structure, our Phase 1 discussion above indicates that we worked with
our own growing understanding of GTPA implementation, engaging in different
forms of analysis across the time span of the study. The question of how to develop
our preservice teachers’ assessment practices remained prominent throughout our
discussions. We identified the need to embed understandings about assessment earlier
and more broadly in our programs, to make explicit links between research and
practice, including assessment practices. We also identified the need to emphasise
the use of assessment language in a range of curriculum and pedagogy units and
different learning environments (such as intensive tutorials in preparation for the
GTPA).

The discussion presented here picks up on the claim that the GTPA “affords
preservice teachers an opportunity to express their emerging professional agency and
identity in teaching cycles and scenarios” (Australian Catholic University [ACU],
2020, p. 3). Data presented in this chapter from completed GTPAs provides evidence,
in particular, of preservice teachers’ developing assessment identities, highlighting
a growth in confidence and reflective practice as they work in complex systems
and contexts (DeLuca et al, 2012). The Phase 1 analysis and development ultimately
contributed to our preservice teachers’ developing assessment identities and therefore
converged with the insights provided in the Phase 2 data of confidence in assessment
practices, as well as understanding of the role of the teacher in implementing assess-
ment in a contextually-specific, reflective manner. These were the affordances both
of the GTPA itself, and the work done within our programs to support successful
completion of the GTPA. It is important, however, to note that this remains work in
progress.

A key message revealed in the GTPA data was that preservice teachers engaged
in collaborative professionalism in order to do the types of assessment work required
of them, and they could recognise the contribution of this work to the development
of their practice. The collaborative professionalism referred to by Hargreaves and
O’Connor (2017) has resonance for this discussion, as preservice teachers saw the
value of working with other educators to “transform teaching and learning together
to work with all students” (p. ix). Readers are asked to see Chap. 6 in this volume
for further discussion of collaborative professionalism in the GTPA.

Analyses of preservice teachers’ completed GTPAs will continue to provide us
with insights that inform our ongoing renewal of ITE programs, following on from
the work done to strengthen the development of assessment practices and skills across
our ITE programs. The value is in the evidence provided of the ways in which course
design can ensure preservice teachers’ knowledge and skills develop in complexity
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over time and with increased expectations (e.g. practicums that range from obser-
vations in first year, to small group teaching, to part-lesson teaching, to whole class
teaching, then to teaching, planning and assessing in later practicums). The GTPA
affords us the opportunity to gather evidence of the ways in which preservice teachers
engage with knowledge and skills developed over time and demonstrate these in an
authentic classroom-based setting.

The use of Looney et al.’s (2018) assessment identity model provided us an oppor-
tunity to consider how our preservice teachers represent their assessment practices.
While the use of Practice 4 (reflecting) as our data source meant that the focus was
predominantly on reporting assessment strategies, it also provided insights into other
influences on practice: feelings/beliefs, confidence and control, and understanding
of role. Among these influences, confidence in assessment practices was frequently
mentioned. Further exploration of the ways in which program and contextual differ-
ences potentially influence preservice teachers’ assessment identify is necessary,
including a focus on their experiences completing their GTPAs outside metropolitan
and urban centres, in regional/remote communities. Also of interest are potential
differences between the assessment identities of post-graduate students completing
GTPAs (e.g. those enrolled in a Master of Teaching) and those completing 4-year
undergraduate qualifications. Such an investigation could extend on the work we
have discussed here, focussing ultimately on the relationship between knowledge,
skills and confidence in assessment practices.
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Chapter 9 ®)
The GTPA as a Collaborative Project oo
in Australian Initial Teacher Education:

A Cultural-Historical Activity Theory
Perspective

Joce Nuttall

Abstract This chapter draws on the preceding chapters in Part 2 of this volume
to consider the Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA) task and its
implementation from the perspective of cultural-historical activity theory. Concepts
of re-mediation and motive object of activity are used to explain how the GTPA
and the work of the GTPA Collective have changed practices of teacher education
in Australia and fostered the agency of participating teacher educators. Blunden’s
concept of collaborative projects as the appropriate unit of analysis for understanding
the development of human practices is employed to show how the GTPA has re-
mediated initial teacher education practice across a range of scales. The chapter
concludes with a call to build further on recent developments that reveal the potential
of the GTPA for preservice teachers to experience the assessment as a collaborative
project.

9.1 Introduction

Since 2015, Australian providers of initial teacher education (ITE) have been required
to include a teaching performance assessment (TPA) in the final year of preservice
teacher education programs (Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership
[AITSL], 2015; revised 2018, 2019). These TPAs are envisaged in teacher education
policy as having two purposes: first, to ensure graduates of ITE demonstrate the
Graduate level of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (APST; AITSL,
2011, revised 2018) and are therefore ‘classroom ready’ (Craven et al., 2014); and
second, to provide an evidentiary basis upon which teacher education programs can
evaluate and re-design their curriculum offerings to educate preservice teachers to
meet the Graduate standards. While such an initiative appears both desirable and
straightforward, as the chapters in this volume show implementation of a TPA is
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a complex undertaking, requiring co-ordinated psychological and practical activity
across a range of stakeholders whose interests are not necessarily aligned.

This chapter aims to make sense of this complexity through the conceptual frame-
work of cultural-historical activity theory (CHAT; Engestrom, 2014). The chapter
responds to a question that has intrigued me throughout the development of the Grad-
uate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®)!: What exactly does the GTPA do
that is not already being done in initial teacher education? In the context of this
volume, I have re-cast this question as: How might we understand the nature of the
GTPA, as evidenced by the accounts of its implementation by teacher educators in
this book? In other words, my empirical method is to treat the preceding chapters
(Chaps. 5-8, in particular) as data upon which to build a (partial and necessarily
tentative) focal theory about the nature and impact of the GTPA for ITE in Australia.
The outcome of this approach is an argument for the GTPA as a multi-scalar collab-
orative project (Blunden, 2014), characterised by an authoritative reclamation of the
agency of Australian teacher educators.

I begin by locating myself within conversations about the development of the
GTPA at the Australian Catholic University (ACU) and the work of the GTPA Collec-
tive, led by researchers in the Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education
(ILSTE). I then turn to the conceptual framework I bring to addressing my research
question. While there are a number of frameworks that might lend themselves to an
analysis of the chapters (Critical Discourse Analysis being an obvious candidate), the
conceptual framework I use here is cultural-historical activity theory (CHAT). My
use of CHAT in (this and other) research endeavours is anchored in a commitment
to interrogating and intervening in the historically accumulated practices of teaching
and teacher education, to better understand how teacher education can effect trans-
formation in the practices of educators. Here, I employ three CHAT concepts in
particular: mediation, re-mediation, and motive object of activity, which I explain
before turning to my main line of argument regarding how the GTPA functions as
a collaborative project across a range of scales to both enable and reflect teacher
educator agency.

9.2 My Engagement in the GTPA Collective

Since the earliest stages of development of the GTPA, led by ILSTE, I have enjoyed
a privileged status within the Collective. My role has been as an observer, some-
time hands-on participant (in national workshops, occasional online meetings of the
Collective, and some analytic activities to understand how the GTPA ‘works’), and
as a contributor to occasional reflective dialogues with ILSTE colleagues leading the
work. However, unlike other members of the Collective, I have had no responsibility

! Acknowledgment: The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®) was created by the
Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic University and has been
implemented in a Collective of Higher Education Institutions in Australia (www.graduatetpa.com).
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for its direct design and implementation with preservice teachers, its negotiation
within university systems and curricula, and/or the educative processes contributed
to the Collective by ILSTE colleagues. This unique positioning has allowed me to
develop both emic and etic perspectives on the trial and implementation of the GTPA.
It has also allowed me to take note of emerging phenomena within the Collective,
some of which are captured in Part 2 of this book. This chapter draws, therefore,
both on these chapters and my own (inevitably subjective and incomplete) musings
from 2015 to 2020.

9.3 CHAT as an Analytic Framework for Interrogating
the GTPA as a Form of Practice

From the outset, the nature of practice has been central to my understandings of the
GTPA. In this volume, we find the GTPA described as a discrete assessment require-
ment anchored in preservice practice (GTPA as ‘task’) and as a new set of practices
in ITE (GTPA as ‘teacher education labour processes’). Initial teacher education
involves multiple sites of practice within and outside universities (the inclusion of
‘teaching practice’ in the ITE curriculum is a giveaway), yet concepts of practice
have not always been prominent in its imaginary. Historically, teacher education
researchers have taken up a wide range of concepts and lines of inquiry in their
attempts to explain the formation of graduate teachers (Murray et al., 2008). These
include concepts of reflection, identity, and motivation, as well as curriculum-specific
understandings in subject domains such as English and mathematics. Many of these
investigations have been driven by a desire to respond to technical-rational assump-
tions about initial teacher education found in many policy frameworks (Nolan &
Tupper, 2019) and/or overcome the ‘theory—practice divide’ that has long bedevilled
discourses of ITE (Anderson & Freebody, 2012). Yet, from my point of view, concepts
such as identity and reflection have often been taken up in teacher education in ways
that fall into the same briar patch as the theory—practice divide: they continue to
locate the locus for learning about teaching inside the head of the preservice teacher,
rather than within socially situated, artefact mediated practice.

Cultural-historical activity theory (CHAT) is a theory of psychological develop-
ment anchored in examination of human social practices, particularly (but not exclu-
sively) in workplaces. It pays attention to how people work together to get things
done to maintain human life-worlds. Within CHAT, practice is always mediated by
cultural tools (concepts and material artefacts) through the semiotic nature of these
tools: concepts and artefacts are rich with historically derived meanings that can be
taken up to design and make sense of practices. These practices can also be developed
(re-mediated) through deliberate re-design of cultural tools to change their meanings
or by taking up alternative meanings (e.g. when recent school leavers enter ITE and
begin to construct alternative meanings about the familiar cultural tools of schooling
from a teacher’s perspective).
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According to a CHAT analysis, practices change and develop when contradictory
aspects of practice that hinder the achievement of motive objects of activity (the aims
or tasks that are the focus of practice) are identified and worked upon by people
working together within or across work sites and systems. These work sites and
systems can range in scale, yet all are characterised by norms of speech and action
that distinguish one field of practice from another. The motive object of activity of
initial teacher education programs could be characterised, for example, as the desire
to produce graduates who have internalised the norms of teaching, encapsulated in the
APST and other codifications such as practicum reports, and who can then externalise
these norms appropriately in school settings. This externalisation may conform to
historically persistent norms of practice or, where re-mediation has occurred or is
ongoing, practices may differ from historical norms. In this way, re-mediation of
practice to achieve desired objects of activity is both reflective of and constitutive of
human agency.

The move towards TPAs in Australia was in response to a recommendation in
the Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) report (Craven et al.,
2014). TPAs offer a response to a perceived hindrance to high-quality teaching as an
outcome of teacher education, viz. the conviction that, despite the authorisation to
teach conferred by their graduation and provisional registration, Australia’s teacher
education graduates are not sufficiently ‘classroom ready’. Through the lever of
mandatory accreditation of ITE programs (AITSL, 2015) the requirement to develop
anew cultural tool—a final-year TPA—was imposed upon Australia’s ITE programs
as (in CHAT terms) a new mediational means for the development of graduate
teachers.

9.4 The GTPA as Mediational and Re-mediational Means
for Preservice Teacher and Teacher Educator Practice

New cultural tools long to be populated with meaning, but in the early days of devel-
oping a new tool, these meanings can be unstable, contradictory, and vulnerable to
the meanings historically attributed to similar or predecessor tools. This was the case
with the GTPA. At the outset of the development of the GTPA, I heard many teacher
educators (both within and outside the GTPA Collective) claim that introduction of
a TPA would be a straightforward exercise, since most ITE programs already had
some kind of capstone task (such as requiring preservice teachers to submit a port-
folio of their practicum work samples aligned to the APST). By populating the new
cultural tool with meanings transferred from existing cultural tools, practices could
remain largely unchanged in the assessment of final-year preservice teachers’ ability
to teach.

This transfer of existing meanings was not the vision of TEMAG (Craven et al.,
2014). As Haynes and Smith relate (Chap. 16, this volume), the TPA is part of a suite
of tools that aim to intervene in the existing norms of ITE in Australia. Australia’s
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politicians have invested these tools with meanings connected to raising the quality
of teaching in the interests of strategically improving Australia’s global economic
competitiveness and investments [notably since the Economics of Teacher Quality
conference held at Australian National University in 2007 (for example, Ingvarson
& Rowe, 2007); more recently in a Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT)
review of the relationship between teacher quality, student outcomes, and overseas aid
investment (Naylor & Sayed, 2014)]. These meanings are also historically derived,
in part from the long anti-democratic project of attacks on universal schooling. This
has particularly been the case in the US (McLean, 2017), and Doyle et al. (Chap. 5)
explain the way critiques of the edTPA in the US preceded the development of TPAs
in Australia, including the fear that they would “steer the work of teacher educators
in managerial directions” (para. 4).

Such meanings continue to be roundly rejected by many academics, teachers,
and school leaders in Australia and elsewhere. For example, Parks and Morrison
(Chap. 7) note the way important stakeholders quickly attached meanings of this type
to the GTPA. School personnel in their jurisdiction initially saw the GTPA “calling
into question the competency and professional judgement of schools and experienced
teachers, and excluding them from the teacher preparation process” (para. 15). Many
such tensions arise in systems of practice when new cultural tools are ‘parachuted in’
from other practice systems, followed by a rush to attribute pre-existing meanings to
their use. There is a long history of these kinds of policy disruptions in contemporary
teaching and teacher education, often enforced by levers such as funding or, in the case
of TPAs, accreditation. An urgent priority for the GTPA Collective at the outset was,
therefore, to establish new meanings for the GTPA as a cultural tool with potential to
re-mediate the practices of preservice teachers, teaching practice sites, and teacher
educators.

The meanings that inhere in the GTPA for preservice teachers are not the focus of
this chapter; suffice to say they are closely linked to the achievement of the relevant
APST, including concepts and practices of planning, assessment, and moderation
(see Chaps. 2 and 3). However, I did observe how the GTPA increased expectations
of preservice teachers in one emphatic way, through a shift in meaning in relation
to capstone tasks of this type: the GTPA demands that preservice teachers present
a synthesis of their claims about their teaching (i.e. they provide evidence to think
about, and simultaneously integrate, multiple dimensions of teaching practice, based
on data they generated in the classroom). This differs from the teleological meanings
often attached to requirements for evidence of preservice teachers’ reflective practice
(e.g. responses to the question “What will I do differently next time?’).

Rather, my focus in this chapter is the way the GTPA both demanded and
constructed new meanings in the mediation of teacher educators’ practices. A clear
example, noted by Doyle et al. (Chap. 5), is the way fidelity became a central concept
attached to the GTPA’s re-mediation of teacher educators’ practices. For the first
time in the history of Australian teacher education, there was a requirement on ITE
to engender confidence in the comparability of assessment judgements not just within
single institutions but across diverse practice sites of ITE. How could such a complex
outcome be achieved with fidelity?
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Haynes and Smith (Chap. 16) describe the infrastructure needed to capture these
assessment judgements and report them back to the Collective. They use the concept
of performance trajectory in a way that situates the GTPA within a core commit-
ment of teacher educators: that preservice teachers who enter our universities as
nascent teachers will be able to teach confidently and competently by the time they
graduate. This commitment is underpinned by an assumption of causality; what
teacher educators (and their in-school colleagues) do causes preservice teachers to
change, and develop new and appropriate practices of teaching. This assumption of
causality in ITE echoes the synthesis demanded of preservice teachers by the GTPA,
described above, whereby preservice teachers are required to articulate the complex
relationships between their assessment practices, pedagogical judgements, subse-
quent actions, and the learning of classroom students (or the learning of preservice
teachers, in the case of teacher educators). Other concepts that came to inhere in
the GTPA are also described in the case examples in this volume. Dargusch et al.
(Chap. 8), for example, explore the GTPA as an enabler of capable preservice teacher
and teacher educator practice, while Lugg et al. (Chap. 6) argue for the GTPA as a
site of resistance against the concept of teacher quality, arguing instead for teaching
quality.

By contrast, Heck (Chap. 4) portrays an instructive counterpoint to the meanings
ascribed to ITE in the way it is conceived through the GTPA. The data Heck presents
portrays a political fetish with entry standards and recruitment of the ‘top students’
into ITE (Goss etal., 2019). The unspoken assumption here is that, if the ‘brightest and
best’ can be recruited to enter ITE, the impact of Australia’s (presumed ineffective)
ITE programs will at least be minimised; in other words, the call is for a return to
‘teacher quality’ rather than ‘teaching quality’. Heck ends on an optimistic note,
arguing that future media representations should draw on research that shows the
complexity of teacher quality. As the chapters in this volume show, instead of drawing
on broad (and rather inchoate) concepts of quality, the GTPA has been populated with
concepts such as fidelity, accountability, trajectory, identity, and capability within
and across diverse sites of ITE. I count this as a major act of resistance to the meanings
that mass media, policymakers, and (sometimes) schools have attempted to impose
on ITE. So how was such an audacious move achieved?

9.5 The GTPA as a Multi-scalar Collaborative Project

My analysis of the chapters in this volume suggests that the GTPA was both the
catalyst for, and enabler of (c.f. Dargusch et al., Chap. 8), multiple collaborative
projects that occurred simultaneously and at a range of scales. Note I am using
the term ‘collaborative project’ here in relation to its distinctive meaning within
activity theory articulated by Blunden (2014). Blunden views collaborative projects
as collective systems of action made coherent through mediation by a shared motive
object of activity—the aims or tasks that draw practice forward in pursuit of desired
outcomes—in addition to their mediation by cultural tools, divisions of labour, and
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other norms of practice. Collaborative projects may be motivated by practical, polit-
ical, or ideological objects, and frequently seek to be deliberately transformative.
Successful projects that begin with the pursuit of radical transformation can end
in institutionalisation; a recent example in Australia is the campaign for marriage
equality, which began in the localised collaborative projects of activists and ended
in national legislation. As Blunden explains, “the project inheres in the artefact-
mediated actions, norms, rules and symbols flowering from the project’s self-concept
and underlying the actions which constitute the project” (2014, p. 9).

In the section of the chapter that follows, I consider the GTPA as a collaborative
project across a range of scales—individual, intra-institutional, multi-institutional,
and at a national systems level—before returning to my central claim about the GTPA
as a site for reclamation of teacher educator agency.

9.6 The GTPA as a Collaborative Project for Preservice
Teachers

A submitted GTPA is the property of an individual preservice teacher and is assessed
on an individual basis. Yet it is impossible for a GTPA to be generated exclusively out
of the work of an individual. Every GTPA contains traces of the voices of the preser-
vice teacher, the students they have taught, sometimes of their supervising (mentor)
teacher, and even of other teachers in the placement school. At a more inchoate level,
GTPAs can also contain traces of conversations with university lecturers, exchanges
with other preservice teachers, and engagement across space and time with the voices
of theorists and pedagogues, some of whom are long dead. In this sense, an individual
GTPA is an outcome of collaboration. But is the GTPA therefore a collaborative
project for preservice teachers?

In the initial phases of GTPA development as a high-stakes complex performance
assessment of graduate readiness to enter the profession, I argue this was not the
case, at least by the definition I am using here. According to Holodynski (2014),
collaborative projects.

...take up dissatisfaction with an existing (professional) practice. This is the case for many
projects within the institutional contexts of kindergartens, schools and universities where the
institutional learning and teaching have been judged unproductive and inappropriate. This
dissatisfaction makes the persons affected (teachers, students, parents) receptive to a search
for innovative and successful teaching and learning strategies and their testing. (p. 354)

While there is ample evidence for dissatisfaction with ITE as an originating force
for the GTPA, there is no compelling evidence that preservice teachers sought out
the GTPA as a collaborative project on the basis of dissatisfaction with their ITE
programs. Rather, it was a task imposed upon them in the context of higher education
assessment. Also, it is impossible to know what the motives objects of a specific
preservice teacher might be and whether these motive objects of activity are socially
shared as they undertake their GTPA. So, I think that it is reasonable to argue that the
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GTPA in its early instantiations, at least at the level of individual preservice teachers,
was a polyvocal artefact but not necessarily a collaborative project. I return to this
point at the end of the chapter to consider whether this is still the case, given recent
shifts in the implementation of the GTPA prompted by the coronavirus pandemic
described in Provocation 5 of this volume.

9.7 The GTPA as a Collaborative Project Within Higher
Education Institutions

There is ample evidence in this volume of the way the development and implemen-
tation of the GTPA within ITE programs has met the minimal definition for a collab-
orative project. Dargusch et al. (Chap. 8), for example, describe the development of
preservice teachers’ assessment practices through an account of intra-institutional
ITE practice. As they explain, “the first phase [of the investigation they report]
focused on the analysis of our [emphasis added] decision making with respect to
implementation of the GTPA” (para. 13). Their account shows how processes of deci-
sion making were mediated by shared meanings anchored in the GTPA, notably the
concept of assessment identity but also concepts of institutional reputation, preser-
vice teacher capability, and the GTPA as a site of convergence for elements of ITE
curriculum (see Table 8.3).

Doyle et al. (Chap. 5) also provide an account of an intra-institutional collabora-
tive project, focused on collaborative professionalism as a motive object of activity,
mediated by the GTPA. An important insight from their project is the way divi-
sions of labour (who does what, and in what hierarchy of power and authority)
are also critical to collaborative projects. They report the perspectives of sessional
(i.e. non-tenured) teacher educators in GTPA implementation alongside those of
tenured teacher educators (implying, inter alia, questions about the possibilities for
successful policy intervention at the many teacher education sites where there is a
heavy reliance on sessional labour). Chapter 5 also touches on the way in which
different collaborative projects nested within single institutions (such as the work of
ITE academics in overlap with the work of professional (administrative) staff respon-
sible for the management of practicum placements) can converge in the pursuit of a
common object; in this case, the shared object is the provision of teaching practice
placements that afford preservice teachers the opportunity to complete a successful
GTPA. However, as almost every chapter in this volume reflects, it is the inter-
institutional nature of how the GTPA was developed and is sustained that is its most
compelling feature.
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9.8 The GTPA as a Collaborative Project Across Multiple
Higher Education Institutions

The GTPA Collective began with two teacher education institutions in a pilot of the
GTPA in 2016; at the time of writing, the Collective includes 18 institutions, almost
half of the universities offering ITE in Australia. Adie and Wyatt-Smith (Chap. 2)
provide a description of how the individual GTPA submissions of preservice teachers
form the material means for collaboration across the Collective to ensure national
consistency of teacher educator judgements against the Graduate Standard of the
APST (AITSL, 2011). As Lugg et al. (Chap. 6) explain, “a unique characteristic of
the GTPA is the process of moderation across the collective institutions to ensure
shared interpretations of the GTPA assessment criteria” (para. 6). But can such a large
collective work process necessarily meet the definition of a collaborative project, as
outlined earlier?

Following Holodynski’s requirement for a “socially shared personal sense of the
project’s goals” (2014, p. 355), I think the answer must be ‘Yes’. My reflections on
the Collective’s regular face-to-face workshops and monthly meetings via Zoom™
suggest these were primarily a site for the negotiation of shared meanings to mediate
the work of teacher educators in achieving a shared motive object of activity. These
meanings were initially motivated by the desire to implement the GTPA as an arte-
fact (i.e. a material instantiation) of teacher educator and preservice teacher practice.
However, new meanings do not precede the construction of new artefacts; these
develop simultaneously and dialectically through exploration and use. So, as ques-
tions were asked about seemingly pragmatic aspects of the GTPA (What should be
the maximum permitted page length? What relative weightings should be given to its
various components?), these temporary practice problems were actually the catalyst
for anchoring shared meanings of concepts such as moderation (see Chaps. 3 and 6),
synthesis, identity (Chap. 8), fidelity (Chap. 5) and trajectory (Chap. 16), within both
the GTPA as a task for preservice teachers and the GTPA as a new form of teacher
education practice.

9.9 The GTPA as a Collaborative Project at a National
Systems Scale

Simultaneous with these developments, members of the Collective were inevitably
also interacting with other stakeholders in Australian ITE who were not privy to these
practice conversations. Schools, universities, teacher education programs, teacher
unions, curriculum authorities, and teacher regulatory bodies may reasonably be
considered large-scale collaborative projects, but they do not necessarily share the
same motive object of activity (notwithstanding they may share a desired outcome
of high-quality education for all Australian students). The imposition of TPAs in
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Australia demanded that these disparate motives be brought into sufficient align-
ment to allow preservice teachers to successfully undertake a GTPA accompanied
by national-level confidence in the assessment of their work. Wyatt-Smith and Adie
(Chap. 1) touch on some of the concepts that have attached themselves to polit-
ical concerns about ITE internationally, such as impact, accountability, competence,
readiness, and compliance, each of which had major implications for the develop-
ment of a GTPA that would be generative for preservice teachers, build public and
political confidence in the work of ITE, and respect the accumulated expertise of
teacher educators (see also Heck, Chap. 4). This required that the negotiation of
meanings in relation to the GTPA would not only establish new meanings but rene-
gotiate some sedimented and unhelpful meanings of historically contested concepts
such as accountability.

The initial difficulties reported by Parks and Morrison (Chap. 7), discussed earlier
in this chapter, reveal the way this re-negotiation of outdated meanings attributed to
the GTPA (i.e. its role in re-mediating ITE practice) was ultimately enabled by
the convergence of collaborative projects with salience for ITE within and across
jurisdictions. Parks and Morrison adopt the concept of the GTPA as a ‘boundary
object’ to theorise how this was achieved, and argue that meanings inhering in the
GTPA developed as it encountered ‘crossing points’ between related collaborative
projects. The real significance of their chapter, however, is the way it shows how the
work of universities, teacher education programs, schools, and teacher registration
authorities can be brought into productive alignment if they share a sufficiently
powerful motive object of activity; Lugg et al. (Chap. 6) call this a “common purpose”
(para. 44). In the case of Tasmania, this motive was the need to alter a persistent
historical trajectory of teacher shortages. On the national scale, Wyatt-Smith and
Adie (Chap. 1) relate that.

Since the introduction of competence assessment in Australian teacher education, we have
considered ourselves to be working in a discovery project that has required ongoing collabo-
ration across the country. It has also required ongoing and significant learning by all parties,
including teacher educators, preservice teachers, policy personnel, school personnel, and a
multidisciplinary team of researchers and methodologists. (Wyatt-Smith and Adie, para. 17)

To summarise, [ have argued that GTPA implementation was not only the catalyst
for the formation and convergence of new and existing collaborative projects, but that
the GTPA itself has been a potent artefact in the negotiation of new meanings in rela-
tion to ITE practice in Australia. Such collaborative projects—according to Blunden
(2014)—provide the appropriate unit of analysis for empirical and theoretical work
in understanding human practices. It is worth quoting Blunden at length here, with
the suggestion that the reader substitute ‘the GTPA’ for ‘the project’ throughout the
following:

In the course of their development projects objectify themselves, and there are three aspects
to this objectification: symbolic, instrumental and practical. Firstly, the moment someone
first communicates the concept of the project it is given a name or symbolically represented in
some other way, after which the word or symbol [for example, the GTPA as a noun] functions
as a focus for actions. The word eventually enters the language and acquires nuances and
meanings through the development of the project and its interaction with other projects and
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institutions. Secondly, the project may be objectified by the invention and production of some
new instrument or by the construction of material artifacts [e.g. the GTPA as an artefact]
which facilitate or constrain actions in line with the project and facilitate its integration into
the life of a community. ... Finally, and most important is practical objectification: once
the project achieves relatively permanent changes in the social practices of a community,
the project transforms from social movement into customary and routinised practices — an
institution. In this instance, the word may be taken as referencing the form of practice in
which the project has been given practical objectification and normalised [for example, the
GTPA as ITE practice]. (p. 10)

The chapters in this volume capture various aspects of the GTPA as a collaborative
project as it has progressed through these three phases. However, no project of this
scale and significance can progress through these stages without significant personal
sense-making and emotional commitment on the part of participants (Holodynski,
2014). In the next section of this chapter, I return to my claim that the GTPA has
played a critical role in achieving a significant motive object of activity for the GTPA
Collective: to reclaim the agency of the participating teacher educators.

9.10 The GTPA as a Site for Reclamation of Teacher
Educator Agency

Several of the chapters in this volume summarise the international political and
bureaucratic preoccupation with ITE in recent decades. Consequential policy
reforms, particularly when combined with reform of research management and
metrics in universities in recent years and with negative media portrayals (see Heck,
Chap. 4), have been dispiriting for many teacher education academics (Zipin &
Nuttall, 2016). Yet the chapters in this volume suggest the development and imple-
mentation of the GTPA in Australia has had the opposite effect for many of the
teacher educators who participated in the Collective. There is evidence the GTPA
has been the catalyst for a renewal of teacher educator agency, both with respect to
themselves as educators and with respect to significant stakeholders. Here I explain
how such a repositioning might be understood from a CHAT perspective.

In keeping with the CHAT concepts already employed in this chapter, I argue
the experience of increased agency reported by teacher educators in the Collec-
tive relies, first, on re-mediation by cultural tools and, second, on opportunities to
take an authoritative stance with respect to motive objects of activity. In relation
to cultural tools, as Parks and Morrison explain, “importantly, the GTPA Collec-
tive provided critical resources, perspectives and contributions [emphasis added] to
teacher educators in order to initiate the relational work required to implement the
teaching performance assessment within the complex and contested teaching and
learning contexts” (Chap. 7, para. 19). These resources could then be mobilised in
these relational work contexts to support an authoritative stance on the part of teacher
educators. Doyle et al. (Chap. 5) explain the nature of this opportunity in relation to
the fidelity of implementation of the GTPA:
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As such, the teacher educators’ careful development of the academic program is seen as
critical to steering the collective initiative at the university, so as to avoid a collision between
the four key sites of practice (the ITE academic program, the school-based professional
experience program, the requirements of a TPA, and the assessment policy of the university).
(para. 15)

I read this quote from Doyle et al. as an example of how key concepts inhering in
the GTPA (in this case, fidelity of implementation) provided the authoritative basis for
negotiations with significant adjacent and overlapping collaborative projects, such
as teacher registration authorities. In these negotiations, teacher educators became
“critical to steering the collective initiative at the university” (para. 15). Sannino and
Ellis (2015) identify the importance of collective creativity in responding to social
challenges, but collective creativity (which I equate with Doyle et al.’s “collective
initiative”) can only be fully realised where there are powerful motive objects of
activity and meaningful cultural tools available to mediate and re-mediate collective
work. A core principle of CHAT is that by changing cultural tools, humans can change
themselves from the outside (Daniels, 2004) because their practice is re-mediated by
the changed tool. Lugg et al. (Chap. 6) report that “our experiences of working
in the GTPA Collective highlighted that engagement with developing, refining and
implementing the instrument has enhanced our professional development as teacher
educators” (para. 31). This reference to the development of the authors as teacher
educators speaks directly to the way re-mediation of practice necessarily also changes
the participants in the practice.

9.11 Conclusion

In this chapter I have argued, on the basis of the chapters in Part 2 of this volume, that
the GTPA not only constitutes a collaborative project in activity-theoretical terms, but
has fostered related collaborative projects that overlap locally as well as on a national
scale. In line with a CHAT theorisation, I have argued that collaborative projects can
only be considered as such if they articulate shared motive objects of activity and
strive to populate critical artefacts (the GTPA in this case) with meanings that can
mediate and re-mediate the practices of members of the collaborative project. An
effect of this re-mediation, as related by members of the GTPA Collective, has been
to enhance their agency as teacher educators through increased capacity to take an
authoritative stance in relation to the development of graduate teachers.

In keeping with the provocative nature of Part 3 of this volume, I return to a provo-
cation of my own, foreshadowed in my earlier claim that, for preservice teachers,
the GTPA task did not meet the minimal definition for a collaborative project in its
initial instantiations. My provocation was to suggest that, irrespective of the rich
collaborations underpinning each GTPA, since the GTPA is submitted and assessed
on an individual basis, it does not meet Blunden’s (2014) minimal definition for a
collaborative project at the level of the preservice teacher.
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This may appear to be something of an ultra-fine distinction between preservice
teacher’s practices of constructing their GTPA (which are necessarily collaborative)
and their motive object of activity (which can only be individual, since they are
required to submit the assessment on an individual basis). However, this distinction
is not peculiar to the GTPA. Judgement of preservice teacher work at the individual
level is a structural feature of ITE, undergirded by the responsibilisation of indi-
vidual teachers that is characteristic of policy and the APST. However, this practice
aligns poorly with the collaborative demands of actual teaching in contemporary
schools. How, then, might the GTPA be conceived as a truly collaborative project
for preservice teachers, one that not only reflects their capacity to collaborate (the
GTPA task already allows them to do this) but is itself an enactment of collaboration
in its preparation and submission, so that their experience is more authentically like
the experience of teaching as a collaborative project?

Provocation 5 of this volume describes one way forward. Rapid adjustments in the
implementation of the GTPA due to school closures were necessary in response to the
crisis in teaching practice placements imposed by the COVID-19 pandemic, which
began in Australia on 25 January 2020. This crisis represented more than a dissat-
isfaction with present circumstances (Holodynski, 2014). COVID-19 demanded an
overthrow of the most basic assumption about how preservice teachers demonstrate
‘classroom readiness’: that it can only be done in a ‘real’ classroom. A central feature
of these adjustments was the creation of online ‘data scenarios’ that represented the
demands of in-school GTPAs. The salient point about this approach, in the context of
the present chapter, is the way these scenarios made available to preservice teachers
the work of their peers as the basis for these representations. I argue this marks a
watershed moment in the education of graduate teachers. While some preservice
teachers have, no doubt, had access to the work of their peers before, no teacher
education project has enabled distributed peer-to-peer collaboration on such a scale
or in such a systematic way. In activity-theoretical terms, this strategy represents
distributed cognition on a wide scale across a single group of participants in the
GTPA with a single shared motive object of activity: the successful completion of
the GTPA task as a collaborative project by preservice teachers as they contribute
to the ongoing life of the teaching profession.

In this chapter I have argued for the way the GTPA is overturning the long historical
commitment to the individual as the appropriate unit of analysis for the investigation
of human development, historically promulgated by developmental psychology. I
have presented an alternative view, drawing on CHAT and Blunden’s (2014) concep-
tualisation of collaborative projects as the most meaningful way to understand the
development of human practices. There is already evidence, presented in this volume,
from the GTPA Collective that multiply-mediated, object-oriented collaboration can
transform the practices of individuals and systems alike in ITE as an aspect of ongoing
human practice.



162 J. Nuttall

References

Anderson, M. J., & Freebody, K. (2012). Developing communities of praxis: Bridging the theory
practice divide in teacher education. McGill Journal of Education, 47(3), 359-377. https://doi.
org/10.7202/1014864ar.

Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL). (2011; revised 2018). Australian
professional standards for teachers. https://www.aitsl.edu.au/teach/standards.

Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL). (2015, revised 2018,
2019). Accreditation of initial teacher education programs in Australia: Standards
and procedures. https://www.aitsl.edu.au/docs/default-source/national-policy-framework/accred
itation-of-initial-teacher-education-programs-in-australia.pdf?sfvrsn=e87cff3c_28.

Blunden, A. (Ed.) (2014). Collaborative projects: An interdisciplinary study. Brill.

Craven, G., Beswick, K., Fleming, J., Fletcher, T., Green, M., Jensen, B., Leinonen, E., & Rickards,
F. (2014). Action now: Classroom ready teachers. Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group,
TEMAG. Department of Education. https://docs.education.gov.au/documents/action-now-classr
oom-ready-teachers-report.

Daniels, H. (2004). Activity theory, discourse and Bernstein. Educational Review, 56(2), 121-132.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0031910410001693218.

Engestrom, Y. (2014). Learning by expanding: An activity-theoretical approach to developmental
research (2nd ed.). Cambridge University Press.

Goss, P., Sonnemann, J., & Nolan, J. (2019). Attracting high achievers to teaching. Grattan Institute.

Holodynski, M. (2014). Emotional commitment and the development of collaborative projects. In
A. Blunden (Ed.), Collaborative projects: An interdisciplinary study (pp. 351-355). Brill.

Ingvarson, L., & Rowe, K. (2007, February 5). Conceptualising and evaluating teacher quality:
Substantive and methodological issues. Paper presented to the Economics of Teacher Quality
conference, Australian National University, Canberra, Australia.

McLean, N. (2017). Democracy in chains: The deep history of the radical right’s stealth plan for
America. Duke University Press.

Murray, S., Nuttall, J., & Mitchell, J. (2008). Research into initial teacher education in Australia:
A survey of the literature 1995-2004. Teaching and Teacher Education, 24(1), 225-239. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2007.01.013.

Naylor, R., & Sayed, Y. (2014). Teacher quality: Evidence review. Office of Development Effec-
tiveness, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT). https://www.dfat.gov.au/sites/default/
files/evidence-review-teacher-quality.pdf.

Nolan, K., & Tupper, J. (Eds). (2019). Social theory for teacher education research: Beyond the
technical-rational. Bloomsbury.

Sannino, A., & Ellis, V. (Eds). (2015). Learning and collective creativity: Activity-theoretical and
sociocultural studies. Routledge.

Zipin, L., & Nuttall,J. (2016). Embodying pre-tense conditions for research among teacher educators
in the Australian university sector: A Bourdieusian analysis of ethico-emotive suffering. Asia-
Pacific Journal of Teacher Education, 44(4), 348-363. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2016.
1177164.

Joce Nuttall is Director of the Teacher Education Research Concentration and Professor in
the Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic University. Her
research describes, implements, and theorises effective interventions in professional learning in
schools and early childhood settings, particularly in childcare. Most recently this work has focused
on capacity building among educational leaders in early childhood and junior school settings,
using system-wide analyses and actions. Joce is a Fellow of the Australian Teacher Education
Association, and her current projects include an international study of migrant educators’ perspec-
tives on quality teaching. Joce has published over seventy books, book chapters, and scholarly


https://doi.org/10.7202/1014864ar
https://www.aitsl.edu.au/teach/standards
https://www.aitsl.edu.au/docs/default-source/national-policy-framework/accreditation-of-initial-teacher-education-programs-in-australia.pdf?sfvrsn=e87cff3c_28
https://docs.education.gov.au/documents/action-now-classroom-ready-teachers-report
https://doi.org/10.1080/0031910410001693218
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2007.01.013
https://www.dfat.gov.au/sites/default/files/evidence-review-teacher-quality.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2016.1177164

9 The GTPA as a Collaborative Project in Australian Initial ... 163

articles and is a regular presenter of keynote addresses at international conferences in the areas of
teacher development, and early childhood curriculum and policy.



Part 111
A Suite of Provocations



Chapter 10
Provocation 1: Towards More Radical Guca i
Assessment Systems

Christopher DeLuca

Abstract In Provocation 1, DeLuca proposes that the COVID-19 pandemic has
provided the opportunity to pause and experience deep reflexivity to reimagine a
fundamental new future for education. He suggests that in this re-imagining, the focus
should turn to well-being, connections and understanding of self. DeLuca notes the
imperative of socially orientated curriculum and assessment in which students work
collaboratively, responding to challenge and building compassion. He asks, “How
can assessment support a curriculum of care?”. His call is to empower teachers
to imagine new assessment possibilities by radically rethinking assessment theo-
ries and practices. He suggests education systems need to provide opportunities for
teachers’ professional learning that will equip them with the capacity to experiment
and think radically to innovate assessment and to respond to the social consequences
of assessments that consider students’ well-being.

Last year, I attended a faculty research summit where one of my colleagues presented
her work on education’s response to the melting arctic polar ice caps and the global
climate emergency. She poignantly argued that it was time for radical change in
education: time to rethink our historic patterns of relating to one another and the
planet, time to redesign curriculum to support collective sustainability, and time for
radical truth about the state and outcomes of our educational systems. That was
before COVID-19, before George Floyd, and before the hyper-partisan 2020 US
election, events which have only intensified calls for change—often, it seems—at
warp speed. And yet, as I sat and listened in that not-too-distant ‘before time’, I could
not help feeling as though much educational assessment research fell painfully short
of addressing the pressing challenges before us; that much of our research reinforced
the status quo, feeding past architectures of education and perpetuating systemic
structures of reward, exclusion, and inequity. Global calls for change affect all sectors,
but to echo my colleague, they are particularly pointed at education, for education is
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the site where radical truth has the capacity to be translated into radical hope, radical
imagining, and radical teaching (McGregor et al., 2020).

As I write this provocation, we are in the second wave of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Schools are, once again, threatening to close, with several cities in my corner of the
world entering a period of heightened restrictions and quarantine measures. While the
world slows, and school rhythms change their pace and space of learning, many fear
that students will lose precious learning time and equivalent gains in achievement.
On the contrary, this global pause provides an opportunity for deep reflexivity. I
deliberately use the term reflexivity here, rather than reflection, because reflexivity
refers to the action of turning back on oneself, to invert experience onto understanding
and reconsider where we now stand: to engage in radical truth-telling. The challenge,
however, with reflexivity is our capacity for self-critique (Lather, 1993); our capacity
to be products of the education system and yet, simultaneously, critical of it. For
reflexivity to work effectively, we must position ourselves both within and outside
the system. But does COVID-19 not allow precisely for this positionality?

If we take on the opportunity afforded to us and use this time for critical reflex-
ivity—for what could be the most important learning yet—we can reimagine aradical
new future for education. We can take a careful step forward, mindful of the very
clear and present dangers: student wellness, community resilience and sustainability,
machine-human interactions, and rising inequities and gaps in achievement across
marginalised groups. Each of these dangers, and others, has been well documented
and marked in relation to the short- and long-term outcomes of COVID-19 (Schle-
icher, 2020; United Nations, 2020), and arguably as outcomes of our pre-COVID
educational system too. Strikingly, underpinning all of these dangers is an unequiv-
ocal priority to focus on human beings and their wellness, connection, and under-
standing of self, other, community, and environment. While disciplinary content
may remain important in a future vision of education, what COVID-19 and other
global challenges have called to our attention is that our education system must now
focus on human wellness relationships: we must teach our children how to care for
themselves, each other, and our world.

In my view, our education systems must pivot curriculum and assessment to
enhance it’s focus on collective well-being and care; to purposefully engage socially
oriented curriculum and assessment. We must ask ourselves: How can assessment
support a curriculum of care? Such a socially oriented curriculum would require
students to engage actively with projects that build compassion and empathy, as well
as critical, historical and sustainable thinking capacities. This curricular focus empha-
sises learning by working together through collaboration with others and communi-
ties, local and global, to effect social and environmental changes—to learn to care
for one another, ourselves, and the world, and to collectively work for a common
good. Such a vision aligns squarely with the OECD’s Future of Education and Skills:
Education 2030 that articulates a commitment to “[help] every learner develop as a
whole person, fulfil his or her potential and help shape a shared future built on the
well-being of individuals, communities and the planet” (2018, p. 3). The challenge
is that implementing this vision of education requires a dramatic shift in the widely
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used test-based assessment practices and large-scale accountability mechanisms that
have gripped many educational systems.

Assessment scholars are called to action. If we are to take seriously the chal-
lenge presented before us, then we must rethink assessment theories to yield prac-
tices that truly embrace a socially oriented curriculum. As assessments amplify our
priorities, the continued reliance on individualistic test-based assessment systems,
which remain profuse across countries, will forever undermine the required collective
orientation necessary to support our sustainable future. More dangerous, it signals
to students and societies that individual gains are the best measures of success in our
societies, rather than collective well-being, collective thinking, or collective work.
This signal, in my view, points in the wrong direction for our future goals.

As the principal driver of classroom activities, there remains little hope for reforms
in pedagogy, curriculum, or learning unless radical changes are made to assessment
systems. For me, this change means dramatically dislodging educational assess-
ment from quantifying learning, and instead building new theoretical foundations
for educational assessment that align with the complex, interconnected, and collec-
tive learning goals and processes we now have for our children; a project in which
several assessment scholars throughout the world are deeply engaged. Rather than
retrofitting measurement principles for classroom use or adapting large-scale test
items to inauthentic ‘real-world” problems, we are called to generate assessment
theories and practices that authenticate students’ collaborative learning, and impor-
tantly, the impact of their learning on social, environmental and personal change,
to more validly support, report, and honour the kind of learning that is important
for today and tomorrow. In many ways, this means positioning each student and
community at the centre of our assessment designs, diminishing our preoccupation
with comparisons of students, one to another, and instead focusing on priories of
equity, fairness, and validity.

In calling for radical assessment theories and practices, we must do so in tandem
with teachers’ voices and by empowering teachers to take risks in their assessment
work: to envisage assessment possibilities that pair with a new curricular vision that
breaks from the structures of the past. By listening to, learning from, and supporting
teachers and students as they experiment with assessment in this new curricular
space offers the best chance at moving towards more radical assessment systems. In
supporting teachers’ assessment experimentation, there is a need to reorient assess-
ment literacy theories to ensure teachers have three critical capacities. First is the
capacity to innovate in assessment. This capacity involves both granting teachers
the permission and stimulating the creativity to think differently about assessment in
practice. Second is the capacity to respond to the social consequences that result from
assessment, to attend to the negative impacts of assessments that currently diminish
well-being for many students and adjust assessments in ways that maximise positive
consequences for learning, student wellness, and collective gain. And finally is the
capacity for professional learning; the capacity to drive assessment plans forward, to
seek out the resources, supports, community members, and colleagues that will bring
to life new forms of assessment in schools. Thus, to move forward in our assessment
systems we must give teachers both the opportunity to experiment with assessment
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and equip them with a set of capacities to think radically about assessment in schools.
Radical change in education, and thus our response to the global challenges before us,
largely rests on the assessment systems we are prepared to endorse over the coming
years. How radical are we prepared to be?
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Chapter 11 )
Provocation 2: The Impact of Digital oo
Upon Assessment: Innovation is

Necessary but Not Easy

Margaret Bearman

Abstract Bearman explores the impact of the digital in the light of the COVID-19
pandemic through two connected provocations. The first provocation is for innova-
tion of assessment so that learners can navigate an ever-changing world. As many
education systems have become increasingly data- and technology-driven, Bearman
stresses the necessity for graduating teachers to have the skills to work within this
evolving and ever-changing digital landscape. The second provocation is that such
innovation in digital assessment is often easier said than done. Digital innovations
can be complex and political and require compromise. Furthermore, the language
used in assessment in a time of digital development has a significant role. Bearman
asks how assessment practices can be meaningfully translated to support student
development in a dynamic digital future.

The pandemic has revealed to us how digital can be both a lifeline and a curse.
Those of us who lived in lockdown for 15 weeks, in Melbourne, Australia, could
not have survived without our Internet connection, but we also could not thrive by
solely relying on the digital. My observation of university educators, in my own and
other institutions, was that everyone invoked the mantra: “We did what needed to
be done, the best we could under the circumstances”. This was particularly true in
assessment. As now we emerge, at the end of 2020, into a familiar but radically
changed landscape, what has changed?

I have spoken to a lot of educators, including those involved in teacher educa-
tion, and there are some definitive overarching themes. I have learnt that the spectre
of cheating loomed large for many; there was a general shift in sentiment away
from supporting tightly timed invigilated exams; and accrediting proficiency without
professional placements in schools has reinforced the value and need for some types
of embodied assessment. It became clear to me, in our necessary and sudden scramble
online, that focussing on learning through assessment is in short supply. At the same
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time, educators provided compassionate understanding and adjustment for students
who were struggling personally and academically. The material, embodied worlds of
learners were thrown into sharp relief: reliable internet connection and a quiet study
space were now visible necessities for learning.

On reflection, it seems to me that digitally mediated assessment was both easier
and more challenging than we had imagined. It was unexpectedly easy to shift assess-
ment online because it had to be done. It was far more difficult to do something well,
although I definitely saw some wonderful improvisations in a very short space of time.
Moreover, what we saw was a shift in assessment modality and assessment design,
but due to the circumstances, without broader considerations. This highlights two
areas of focus, which I have framed as provocations.

11.1 Provocation One: Assessment Must Innovate to Help
Learners Negotiate the Ever-Changing Digital World

The year 2020 reinforced the need to look beyond new assessment technologies to
thinking about what our graduates need for a digital world. Working and learning
in a digital world is fundamentally changing our lives. This is not some kind of a
future utopia or dystopia; it is the world we currently exist in. I have a longstanding
interest in learning within healthcare contexts. For example, the Nordic countries’
health systems have become highly data-intensive over many years. Studies in these
environments suggest real changes in how data and technology are fundamentally but
complexly changing the role of health professionals within the workplace (Hoeyer
& Wadmann, 2020; Nerland & Hasu, 2020). Reports from these studies shine a light
on how professional work is constructed by technology; it is more than just a a tool to
be used. It is worth considering how our assessment can respond to these significant
societal changes.

I think, at surface level, we do quite well with ensuring graduate teachers have
the skills they need to teach with technology. But these technologies are constantly
changing, and we do less well in addressing the more substantive need for graduates
who can constantly adapt to new technological landscapes. This may be through
assessment that promotes critical digital literacies or develops skills that amplify
human capabilities (Bearman & Luckin, 2020) or integrates cognitive offloading
(Dawson, 2020).

In short, I believe we should look beyond e-assessment and focus more on how
our assessment prepares our students for a digital world. The one thing we do need
to be careful of, however, is that we do not fall into rhetorical traps. I have recently
edited a book with the phrase re-imagining assessment in the title (Bearman et al.,
2020), and one thing I have learnt from this is that re-imagining assessment is hard.
We need to beware of simple solutions.
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11.2 Provocation Two: Innovation in Assessment is Easy
to Say but Hard to Do

A challenge we face across higher education, including teacher education, is that
we underestimate the time, effort and sheer thoughtfulness needed for both effective
online learning and quality assessment design. It is often easy to write about digital
futures, evidence, data, accountability and collaboration in straightforward terms to
invest them with possibility and overlook negativities. These can then be rightly
critiqued. While it is important to be enthused about possibilities of the digital for
assessment, it is also important to be realistic about limitations. However, we risk
stasis if all we do is problematise. In a time when there is no escaping the digital, it
is not enough to be disenchanted; we need alternatives.

I think that language plays a role. We need words that help us manage the aspi-
ration—reality gap. For example, collaboration can be straightforward and joyous,
but it is often tricky and political and requires compromise. In the digital space,
analytics and trace data can be used to support educators, but they are often not used
well. Digital innovation can improve assessment, but as we have seen, it can simply
translate to a cut-down version of what we already do. However, technological solu-
tions in universities, as Selwyn (2014) notes, are often invested with either gloom or
glamour with very little in the middle. We need alternative framings.

One way of doing this is by focussing on the words that we use. Rola Ajjawi and
I have been looking at different ways of looking at assessment criteria and similar
types of standards commonly employed within higher education. We have critiqued
the discourse of ‘transparency’—a metaphor that suggests a student can ‘see through’
the rubric to the teacher’s mind—as encouraging overly reductive approaches to tacit
knowledge and promoting students ‘gaming’ assessment (Bearman & Ajjawi, 2018).
But at the same time, the transparency metaphor serves a highly valuable purpose:
it allows students to know what they should be doing and prevents assessment from
being some kind of elitist secret. So, transparency is both valuable and problematic.
We turned for inspiration to Diane Mulcahy’s (1999) conceptualisation of teachers
strategically juggling how they saw professional standards: both as concrete repre-
sentations and as ephemeral performances. From this, we inferred that transparency
is a metaphor associated with a representative view of a rubric—and all the prob-
lems that this entailed. However, we lacked the discourses of a performative view, and
therefore, we offered a new metaphor: rubrics should also be invitational (Bearman
& Ajjawi, 2019). Within this metaphor, the rubric should invite the student to do,
think, make or create. Alternate terms highlight how writing a rubric is an inherently
challenging task, full of compromise and inventiveness; it allows for rubrics to be
appropriate in some circumstances and not in others.

While I am not claiming that new language will definitively lead to better assess-
ment, itis a good place to start. Similarly, by posing alternative metaphors or investing
in alternate language, we can start to frame the complexity behind terms like ‘inno-
vation’ or phrases such as ‘re-imagining for a digital future’. We can therefore avoid
the polarity of either/or and aim for nuance and, possibly, re-imagining. This is not
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just attending to the perils of certain modes of construction but offering alternatives.
Thus, while it is (relatively) easy to critique transparency with respect to assessment
criteria, it is considerably more challenging to conceptualise an alternative metaphor.

11.3 Concluding Thoughts

I have offered two different but interlinked ideas here about how we should innovate
in our assessment to account for the digital. First, I argue that our assessment needs
to help our students navigate the inescapably digital world in which we all live.
Second, I propose that one of the barriers is an over-simplification of the challenges of
assessment (and technology), and consequently, we should find productive discourses
for digital assessment that help manage this complexity. Of course, my intention is to
raise questions, and there are many of them: What language should we use to frame
quality, collaboration, innovation, evidence and accountability that gives a sense
of their very real challenges? How can these meaningfully translate to assessment
practices? How can these assessment practices help students negotiate a dynamic
digital future?
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Chapter 12
Provocation 3: Language in the School oo
Room

Maggie Snowling

Abstract InProvocation 3, Snowling highlights the attainment gap of disadvantaged
children as a growing concern made more evident during the pandemic. She notes the
role of oral language in this context, which is often neglected in the curriculum. In
particular, Snowling emphasises that assessing language in its own right for school
entry is just as valuable as ‘reading readiness’. In particular, the development of
oral language is identified as important for learners of diverse language backgrounds
or those who have developmental needs. Snowling also notes concerns of socio-
economic demographic variables and the role of educators to teach reading and
writing, and to help children build a rich vocabulary. She identifies spoken language,
or ‘oracy’, as important in the classroom as ‘literacy’. Snowling provokes readers
to consider the imperative for appropriate developmental language intervention in
efforts to close the social differences that have grown as a result of the pandemic.

Everyone knows that there is a social gradient in educational attainment: children
from disadvantaged backgrounds do less well in school than their advantaged peers,
and they are under-represented at university. This attainment gap is likely to widen
as the world recovers from the COVID-19 pandemic, and the economic downturn
undoubtedly reduces the funds available for education. Moreover, outcomes will be
worse for children whose parents do not speak the majority language, or do not have
access to the Internet. In the face of such disruption, policy-makers will be pressed
to close ‘the gap’—but which gap or gaps, which interventions will they turn to
for ‘catch-up’, and what will count as success? In this provocation I consider the
often-neglected role of oral language in the curriculum, the importance of assessing
language in its own right at school entry (rather than focusing more exclusively on
‘reading readiness’), and the importance of evidence-based interventions.

School systems globally—arguably at the behest of government policy-makers—
appear to be fixated on literacy (reading and reading comprehension) and numeracy
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(arithmetic and problem solving). What is lacking is reference to the fact that, when
children enter school without a strong foundation for learning, they do less well
in the education stakes. In a recent survey, we asked teachers, ‘What is the most
important challenge you face in supporting less advantaged children when they start
school?’. Most responded that students have problems with language and commu-
nication which make them difficult to teach. When asked, ‘On what do you mainly
spend your ‘pupil premium’ [for disadvantaged children] in the early years?’, the
most frequent responses indicated that teachers funded extra support with literacy or
with numeracy (and not language intervention). It could undoubtedly be argued that
this response is a regrettable consequence of high stakes testing in reading and in
mathematics. While screening to identify children who are slow to learn to read can
be commended and even justified, it is increasingly apparent that to ignore a shaky
foundation in oral language skills has longer term and wider implications.

Spoken language is the foundation for literacy, numeracy, and many other forms
of learning, not least because the curriculum is delivered through language. In addi-
tion, language is important for self-regulation and attention control; the corollary
of this is that children with poor language are at risk of emotional and behavioural
difficulties. For many years there was an assumption that, by the time they go to
school, children have a fully developed oral language system which underpins and
can scaffold their learning. Sadly, this is not the case for all children, and there is
now considerable evidence of a difference in the language skills that children from
less advantaged backgrounds bring to the task of learning, compared with those from
more advantaged homes. This gap is usually most visible with respect to vocabulary
size, but there are also differences in the nature of talk and in the grammar used, as
well as what are sometimes termed ‘emergent reading skills’, namely phonological
awareness and letter knowledge. There are other developmental reasons for poor
language too. These include neurodevelopmental disorders such as developmental
language disorder (DLD), or dyslexia, and others have genetic conditions, such as
Down syndrome. Without early targeted intervention, such children will not catch
up. It follows then, that there should be screening for language at school entry, as has
been adopted in Australia but is not yet universal practice across the world. Rather,
there continues primarily to be a focus on progress in reading and in mathematics,
particularly in low- and middle-income countries where multilingualism can itself
cause disadvantage in school.

It falls to all educators to be aware of the issues that these demographic variables
raise: they should aim to teach reading, including phonics, within a language-rich
curriculum; they should ideally help children to build a rich vocabulary; and help
students extend their oral and written narrative skills and to encourage good listening
behaviours. In a language-rich classroom, ‘oracy’ is as important as ‘literacy’, spoken
communication is as important as writing, and reading comprehension is more impor-
tant than word reading or spelling. While phonics is a critical skill, it must be remem-
bered that reading is a written language skill and reading for meaning depends upon
good language. Here I refer to the Report to the United Kingdom Government by
Sir Jim Rose (2006), where he offers the position that “reading instruction devoid
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of language is not reading at all” (Snowling, 2018, para 9). Turning to numeracy—
where longitudinal research is more limited—language is also a strong predictor
of individual differences in arithmetic fluency, along with executive attention and
number knowledge. Hence, language is required to foster mathematical achieve-
ment. Put simply, it is important to be aware that arithmetic builds on verbal skills,
and mathematical problem solving requires good language comprehension.

More critically, teachers and policy-makers need to know that interventions to
promote oral language skills work, what the components are, how they can be imple-
mented in busy classrooms, and whether they can have sustained impact. While the
bulk of evidence regarding ‘what works’ in education relates to literacy, there are
now several published studies of language intervention using robust methodologies.
Indeed, a systematic review and meta-analysis by Rogde et al. (2019) showed that
it is possible to produce significant improvements in children’s oral language skills,
albeit small ones, via language intervention. The components of the interventions
vary to some extent, but at the core they involve vocabulary enrichment, narrative and
listening comprehension. Further, they can be delivered by trained teaching assis-
tants, thereby reducing the burden on mainstream class teachers, noting that studies
with higher-quality implementation show larger effects. Moreover, there is sugges-
tive evidence that the effects of oral language intervention can lead to improvements
in reading comprehension—a key goal of literacy development. This latter finding
highlights the need for follow-up and monitoring. At the present time, few research
studies have tracked children over time, but large data sets are to be found within
schools and education authorities. Sharing of these data could elucidate contexts for
a lot of children with poor language and spur the field to action.

The future agenda is not simple as this provocation outlines. Assessing language
is more difficult than assessing literacy or numeracy where ‘paper and pencil’ or now,
more often, digital assessments can be used. Nonetheless, apps (application software)
can be adapted to reliably assess components of the spoken language system, phono-
logical awareness and letter knowledge, and offer routes to practice and ‘consolidated
learning’. But then there is the question of bilingualism or multilingualism, as is often
found in low- and middle-income countries. Language intervention can be delivered
successfully, but how will we train those who are to deliver it in an effective manner
with high fidelity, if there are large distances between training venues and there are
unaffordable costs of releasing staff from schools for continuing professional devel-
opment and learning? Online courses have become widespread, but there are wider
questions: Who should deliver the training and to whom? Is it effective to work with
families so that the home learning and literacy environment in which the preschool
child is immersed can be better attuned to set the stage for learning? What we do
know is that much of this will have to be virtual if we are to deliver ‘at-scale’. But
effective pedagogy of virtual learning is not yet established, and the problems of
implementation are vast: What is the optimum length of a session, be it directed at
a parent, a teaching assistant or a child? How much knowledge should be delivered
top-down and how much can be left to independent learning? How can we ensure
those taking part remain motivated and engaged? And how do we ensure optimum
practice for consolidation? Ultimately, whatever the cost, we must develop, deliver,
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and monitor interventions that close the social differences in educational attainment
which may have deepened in recent months as the result of a global pandemic.

References

Rogde, K., Hagen, A M., Melby-Lervag, M., & Lervég, A. (2019). The effect of language compre-
hension training on standardized tests: A systematic review. Campbell Systematic Reviews, 15(4),
1-37. https://doi.org/10.1002/c12.1059

Rose, J. (20006). Independent review of the teaching of early reading. Department for Education and
Skills. https://dera.ioe.ac.uk/5551/2/report.pdf

Snowling, M. (2018, February 22). Language: The elephant in the reading room. Read Oxford Blog.
https://readoxford.org/language-the-elephant-in-the-reading-room

Professor Maggie Snowling is President of St. John’s College and Professor of Psychology,
University of Oxford, England. She is also professionally qualified as a clinical psychologist. She
is Fellow of the British Academy, Fellow of the Academy of Medical Sciences, and Fellow of the
Academy of Social Sciences. She served on Sir Jim Rose’s Expert Advisory Group on provision
for Dyslexia (2009) and was advisor to the Phonics Screening Check (2011) and Reception Base-
line Assessment (2019) in England. She was appointed Commander of the Order of the British
Empire (CBE) for services to science and the understanding of dyslexia in 2016.


https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1059
https://dera.ioe.ac.uk/5551/2/report.pdf
https://readoxford.org/language-the-elephant-in-the-reading-room

Chapter 13 ®)
Provocation 4: Educating oo
for the Future—Reflections
from COVID-19 Lockdown

Kari Smith

Abstract In Provocation 4, Smith notes that COVID-19 has provided an event that
could not have been predicted, yet one that has caused a rethink of education, and
in particular assessment in education. She makes the claim that the pandemic has
brought to the fore the flaws in existing infrastructures, making it evident that teachers
do not adequately understand the complexity of assessment. She proposes that this
is the area where teacher education now needs to focus. Smith further claims that
education systems and leaders do not have a robust understanding of alternatives
to traditional assessment. She challenges readers to reconsider how assessment is
understood. In addition to this, Smith notes that the pandemic has amplified the
digitalization of education and the role of the home in education. Smith provokes
readers to think about how education, including assessment, can be restructured.

‘The best way to predict the future is to create it’ (Abraham Lincoln, 1809-1865).

Abraham Lincoln was the 16th president of the USA. Born in poverty, self-
educated as a lawyer and a strong-minded moralist and statesman, he was one of
the main creators of his nation’s future. However, he could neither create nor predict
his own future, as his tragic assassination on April 14, 1865, brutally put an end to
his personal predictions and plans.

The future is unknown to us all, even though we try to plan for and predict it. We
employ futurists who specialize in futurology. It is about foresight, systematically
looking into what is possible, probable, and preferable, and moreover, possible ‘wild
cards’; low-probability events with high impact (Bell, 1996). Abraham Lincoln faced
a wild card at the theater in 1865.

Policy makers and educators do their best to predict the future and what knowledge
and skills, attitudes, and values are needed in the future, alongside how educational
systems can best prepare students to act in the predicted future. Solutions to meet
environmental, economic, and social challenges (OECD, 2018) are sought.
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In early 2020, an unpredicted wild card in the form of a global pandemic changed
our lives and transformed education by hitting hard globally. We were locked down.
The practice of education as we knew it became dangerous, and, in the absence of
any concrete ‘Plan B,” unplanned alternatives were immediately implemented.

In our naivety, we thought the lockdown would be temporary and within a couple
of months we could all go back to the old normal. This return happened in very
few countries (e.g., New Zealand). At the time of writing, most of us are still in
various forms of lockdown, and today (after nearly a year working from home), we
no longer talk about going back to the good old normal. Many of us have been on a
steep learning curve in our digital capabilities. Now that we have had some time to
reflect on our experiences, it has started to sink in that the old normal is gone, and we
have to create a new normal. Then again, perhaps it is dangerous to call it a ‘normal,’
as unpredicted wild cards in the future might well again take us by surprise.

Of the many lessons COVID-19 has taught us, in this provocation I reflect briefly
on two that I believe need to be taken into consideration when predicting and plan-
ning for the future of education. These are lessons about the nature and purpose of
assessment and the monopoly of educational venues on teaching and learning.

Assessment is a tense topic in educational discussions. The tension between
formative and summative assessment and between practitioners’ pedagogy and policy
makers’ accountability requirements is felt in every school and university. Likewise,
the question of how to develop assessment competence and a shared understanding
of assessment in the broad range of stakeholders remains unsolved.

One of the lessons I have learned over the last year is that assessment needs to
change. Carrying on with the old normal has failed, at least in my context. Big, final,
end-of-school exams were abolished, and teachers were tasked with the responsibility
to award the final grade. This increased students’ motivation for learning (Sandvik
et al., 2020) and reduced stress, thereby strengthening learning.

This set-up has exposed its own set of challenges. Collaboration among teachers
and communication with students were found to be inadequate and the criteria for
assessment unclear. This caused frustration among students who did not understand
the components of their grade. The underlying problem is the lack of a shared
language of assessment and the assessment competence of teachers, and it has become
evident that the necessary knowledge infrastructure is not in place. First, teacher
education does not sufficiently focus on the complex world of assessment, probably
because teacher educators are not sufficiently assessment competent. Second, educa-
tion systems and education leaders have no robust experience with alternatives to
traditional methods of assessment, not even at the conceptual level.

As this knowledge deficit becomes clear due to COVID-19, we have to restart,
rather than simply revise, the way we think on the nature of assessment (how we
assess) and its purpose (what we assess). On the nature of assessment, we need to
strengthen theoretical and practical assessment knowledge in education programs,
up-skill existing teachers and teacher educators, engage education leaders in open
conversations on the spectrum of assessment tools, and advocate for a range of
alternatives to be used in practice, not just during times of crisis. On the purpose
of assessment, we need to move from assessing what has been learned, to assessing
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how acquired knowledge can be applied in solving unexpected challenges. This has
been made clear in the current environment of an unpredictable future.

A good example of such an assessment task was the then visionary case of a cross-
discipline final school exam that the late Israeli professor Gavriel Salomon presented
at a conference several years ago: ‘A foreign nuclear submarine has disappeared in
one of the Norwegian fjords. Solve the problem for the Norwegian government’ (see
also Salomon & Perkins, 1996). Salomon suggested a group of six students were
locked in a room with unlimited Internet and technical facilities (including food
and drinks) for six hours to work out a logical and informed solution, drawing on
knowledge from most school subjects.

When Salomon was asked how to grade the individual student, he quickly
responded ‘that is your problem, you are the assessment people.” He was right, this is
our problem to solve. To restart how we think about assessment, we need to explore
possibilities of assessing how students draw on acquired and accessible knowledge
to creatively handle the unexpected. When it comes to the purpose of assessment, the
question we need to ask is no longer what they have learned, but how well can they
apply knowledge in seeking innovative solutions to unexpected challenges. There is
no right answer, but creative and logical answers. The multiple-choice type of exams
will hopefully be relegated to history.

The second issue I provoke is the traditional perception that formal education takes
place in educational institutions, schools, and universities. Leveraging experiences
from this year, it is time to explore new alternatives. Teaching and learning has
both cognitive and affective aspects that are mutually reinforcing. Looking at how
these aspects have been fulfilled over recent months contributes to the argument that
formal education (beyond the primary level) should be divided between educational
institutions and the home. This is acknowledging the fact that for younger learners,
school also serves a ‘babysitting’ function for working parents.

The cognitive and affective aspects of teaching and learning are interrelated.
Education institutions have, until now, served both aspects. However, looking back
at the explosive development of digitalization of education in the last year, when
the home became the educational venue, the monopoly of schools and university
campuses as educational venues is challenged.

Let us consider first the cognitive aspect of teaching and learning. Based on
research and the experiences I have been involved with this year, it seems that the
academic level of learning from secondary school, teacher education, and doctoral
education is not only maintained by the online venue, it has also improved. When
flipped classrooms were used, students reported being more motivated, able to go
more in depth at their own speed, and not feeling the pressure of getting lost when
teachers rush through the material. They also enjoyed being in control of their time,
deciding when to learn. The cognitive aspect of learning seems to be enhanced
by exploring the many benefits of digitalization. In contrast, the affective, social—
emotional, aspect of learning suffered. Many students felt isolated working from
home and missed meeting peers and teachers physically. This may also impact cogni-
tive objectives, as the informal learning taking place over lunch and coffee was lost.
Online breakout rooms and discussion groups did not make up for this.
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Teaching and learning is about transmitting and processing knowledge. Digital-
ization challenges the understanding that transmission of knowledge best takes place
in big auditoriums or classrooms where everybody takes in the same information,
at the same time, from the same expert. Flipped classrooms serve the same purpose
in a better way, as learners have access to further information online to expand
their learning. However, learning also requires processing information, and within a
social—cultural view on education, processing takes place in learning communities,
such as study groups and small seminars characterized by dialogue and discussion.
Learners need to meet, and educational institutions offer good venues with the neces-
sary facilities. Students’ well-being to enhance learning becomes central (OECD,
2018).

Thus, I argue that schools, universities, and other venues entail different educa-
tional benefits. The COVID-19 lockdown forced policy makers and educators glob-
ally to explore ways to change education to prepare for an unpredictable future. There
is a golden opportunity to restructure education, informed by our experiences from
2020.

In this provocation, I have presented my own possible, probable, and preferable
prediction of how assessment and education might change in the future. However,
the world will, as for Lincoln, encounter unexpected wild cards in the future that
will most likely challenge these understandings. The question is then, how prepared
are we to handle the unknown? We need to reboot traditional views of education and
assessment to be agile and to prepare for the wild cards the future will undoubtedly
bring.

References

Bell, W. (1996). What do we mean by futures studies? In R.A. Slaughter (Ed.), New thinking for a
new millennium (pp. 3—24). Routledge.

OECD. (2018). Future of education and skills 2030. https://www.oecd.org/education/2030-project/
teaching-and-learning/learning/

Salomon, G., & Perkins, D. N. (1996). Learning in wonderland: What computers really offer educa-
tion. In S. Kerr (Ed.), Technology and the future of education (pp. 111-130). NSSE Yearbook.
University of Chicago Press.

Sandvik, L. V., Sommervold, O. A., Angvik, S. A., Smith, K., Strgmme, A., & Svendsen, B. (2020).
Opplevelser av undervisning og vurdering i hjemmeskole under Covid-19 i videregdende skole.
NTNU: Institutt for lererutdanning.

Kari Smith, Ph.D., is Professor of Education at the Norwegian University of Science and Tech-
nology. She is Head of the Norwegian Research School in Teacher Education. She was one of
the founders of, and from 2013 to 2019 acted as Head of, the International Forum for Teacher
Educator Professional Development (InFo-TED). Her main research interests are in assessment,
professional development, and doctoral education.


https://www.oecd.org/education/2030-project/teaching-and-learning/learning/

Chapter 14 ®)
Provocation 5: COVID Triggered oo
Disruption in Teacher Education

and Resultant Actions

Claire Wyatt-Smith (@, Chantelle Day @, and Lenore Adie

Abstract In Provocation 5, Wyatt-Smith, Day, and Adie describe how, due to the
COVID-19 situation, preservice teachers were unable to complete TPAs in class-
rooms in 2020. The teaching workforce pipeline of graduate teachers in 2020 was
at risk. The closure of schools presented significant concerns regarding the policy
requirement for graduates to demonstrate professional competence (classroom readi-
ness). In this provocation, the authors present how the GTPA Collective was able
to meet these challenges during the impact of COVID-19 on teacher education. The
response involved designing GTPA Data Scenarios that presented a class context
and included authentic data samples and materials drawn from previous cohorts.

14.1 Introduction

Our provocation concerns the ways COVID-19 caused disruption and innovation
in teacher education. Well before the COVID-19 pandemic, educational assessment
was undergoing transformation. We have observed how this has been led in part by
agents of change with new types of expertise outside the more traditional domains of
schooling and education policy—e-systems, digital platforms, systems thinking, and
data analytics including predictive analytics. In these new spaces, edtech companies
and edubusinesses have emerged, promising new digital architectures and systems for
archiving data with high security, high quality diagnostic assessments and rapid turn-
around of student results as data for ongoing monitoring and measurement purposes.
We have read reports of high-stakes examinations being cancelled in several countries
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causing concern for student well-being in the context of COVID-19 (Coughlan,
2021). We have read concerns about the use of algorithms and the use of machine
scoring of writing in some countries (McGaw et al., 2020). Countering this has
been the already strong and growing advocacy for the use of technologies to support
learning and deliver test dependability with efficient scoring and reporting.

Teachers’ professionalism has been far less prominent, however. Teaching and
evaluative expertise (Wyatt-Smith & Adie, 2019) are essential as the cornerstones
of how technology is designed and used to engage and support diverse learners.
With a myriad of possibilities for new types of assessments using Virtual Reality
and Augmented Reality, rich simulations can be developed to present new contexts
in which students undertake assessments and to enrich learner engagement. We now
have the opportunity to tailor assessments more closely to the needs and interests of
learners. The missing piece is the role of the teaching profession and professional
judgement in designing and using technology in ways that support learners and do
not act as substitutes for teacher dialogue with learners.

The COVID-19 pandemic thrust technology onto centre stage demanding atten-
tion to new imaginings of education for all ages. A report by Monash University in
Australia identified that while the coronavirus pandemic (COVID-19) was “stress-
testing all aspects of society... it has already stretched our education systems to
breaking point” (Monash Education Futures, 2020, p. 1). The upheavals were also
evident in higher education. This included collaborations with industry partners in
the preparation of professionals through work placements in schools, hospitals and
law firms. In teacher education, our immediate threat was the potential loss of gradu-
ating teachers and the resultant break in teacher supply to the workforce. The closure
of schools meant that preservice teachers could not complete the final school-based
component of their program. The consequence of this was that they could not progress
into the workforce. The pandemic challenged the culturally accepted and embedded
belief that ‘classroom readiness’ must be demonstrated in a classroom setting.

14.2 The Disruption to the Teaching Workforce Caused
by COVID-19

Universities recognised that the demand for placements would well exceed the
capacity of schools to provide them if and when schools reopened in 2020. Similarly,
it was recognised that various initiatives relating to online teaching would enable
preservice teachers to demonstrate the range of knowledge, skills and pedagogic
decision-making required by the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers
(Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership [AITSL], 2011) and more
specifically, those necessary for meeting the standard for classroom readiness. It
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Table 14.1 Breakdown ny State Finalised numbers (Dec 2020)
state of final year preservice
teachers affected by school Queensland 1996
closures due to COVID-19in  vVjctoria 1390
he GTPA Collecti
the G Collective New South Wales 935
Tasmania 300
Western Australia 257
Australian Capital Territory 58
Total 4936

was determined that the Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA),! as
a mandatory assessment for graduation and licensure, could not be undertaken in
current circumstances in the usual way. Priority action was necessary to enable
preservice teachers to progress their degree requirements (reach graduation) and
to support recruitment in 2021 (the next class of graduating teachers to enter the
workforce).

Within the GTPA Collective, an initial audit of the number of preservice teachers
that would be affected by school closures and the inability to access schools for
professional experience due to the pandemic, revealed over 3000 preservice teachers.
A final audit at the end of 2020 showed that close to 5000 preservice teachers were
supported to meet final program requirements through the actions that were put in
place (Table 14.1).

14.3 Acting in Response to the COVID Disruption

The response to the COVID disruption was mobilised through the large-scale collab-
oration and the enabling power of technology successively developed over the
preceding five years of work with the GTPA Collective (see Chap. 16 for details
of the GTPA digital infrastructure). The established partnerships were essential to
the success of this endeavour and to ensure consistency with state requirements and
school contexts. The coordinated approach involved ongoing engagement with four
stakeholder groups: (1) senior executives and experienced teacher educators in the
GTPA Collective; (2) education and regulatory authorities from across seven states
and territories, for example, in Queensland discussions occurred with the Director
of the Queensland College of Teachers (QCT) and the Director-General, Depart-
ment of Education; (3) the Chief Executive Officer and Senior Managers of AITSL;
and (4) a multidisciplinary design team. Discussions were focussed on three critical
issues related to the availability of face-to-face placements, the options for online

! Acknowledgment:: The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®) was created by the
Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic University and has been
implemented in a Collective of Higher Education Institutions in Australia (graduatetpa.com).
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teaching and opportunities for preservice teachers to undertake their placement digi-
tally, and how the GTPA could be implemented digitally and maintain its integrity
as an officially endorsed Australian teaching performance assessment (TPA). These
issues included the requirement that the necessary accountability and quality assur-
ance mechanisms for assessing performance, undertaking moderation (intra- and
inter-institutional) and reporting requirements remained unchanged. The outcome of
these meetings was an agreement to repurpose authentic materials from previously
submitted GTPA samples as Data Scenarios.

The GTPA Collective drew on available technologies in the necessary quick
response to this impending break in the teaching workforce pipeline of graduate
teachers for 2020. The response involved designing GTPA Data Scenarios that
presented authentic data samples and artefacts drawn from real class contexts. Need-
less to say, this response would not have been possible before the GTPA Collective
work commenced as the preceding chapters in this volume have shown.

14.4 The Data Scenarios

The design of the data scenarios focused on the targeted use of classroom evidence
which could be applied in a simulated context. The scenarios included data samples
and materials drawn from already submitted GTPA samples. The intention was to
provide scaffolds for preservice teachers to access and use authentic evidence of a
type they would routinely expect to have access to and use in a classroom context.
Preservice teachers were presented with a school context statement and were asked
to select a curriculum area and phase of schooling. They then accessed materials to
support them as they sought to demonstrate their knowledge and skills in the five
practices of the GTPA (planning, teaching, assessing, reflecting and appraising; see
Chap. 2). Box 14.1 details the design principles that were instigated to ensure that
the integrity of the GTPA as an assessment of classroom readiness was retained in
the data scenarios.

Box 14.1 Design principles of GTPA Data Scenarios to ensure assessment

integrity

1. The GTPA should be implemented as designed and with fidelity to show
the full cycle of teaching, learning and assessing, and to address the
Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (APST) as identified in the
GTPA Preservice Teacher Booklet (ACU, 2020). The stated requirements
of the five practices should be addressed.

2. The data scenarios should provide opportunities for preservice teachers
to demonstrate intended practices and pedagogic decision-making.

3. The data extracted from a source GTPA are designed/selected to:
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a. reflect the data that is available in professional experience classroom
settings (i.e., data that is of a type that the preservice teacher would
have access to and collect in their classroom practice); and

b. provide scope for the preservice teacher to show their intended
practices and pedagogic decision-making.

4. The data and accompanying information provided in the data scenario
should:

a. provide source material to support coverage of the five practices
(e.g., contextual information, details about the curriculum, as well
as formative and summative (could include diagnostic) types of data
and evidence); and

b. leave sufficient scope for the preservice teacher to identify and
design other complementary data collection processes across the five
practices.

A rigorous quality assurance process was necessary to ensure the quality of the
data scenarios. Included in this process was the development of an audit tool that
was used to review authentic GTPA samples and determine if they contained: (1)
sufficient information about the school and classroom context, (2) sufficient data
evidence at the whole class and individual student level/s (including diagnostic,
formative and summative data types), and (3) sufficiently clear data and evidence,
at the level of ‘quality’ and ‘clarity’, to allow the required visual enhancements for
users to be able to effectively make use of the provided materials (e.g., sharpening
images of students’ written work samples). For each scenario, a minimum of four
to five ILSTE staff undertook the review. The review team was multidisciplinary
and contributed specialised design skills, experienced teacher educator knowledge,
and research expertise in the fields of teacher education and assessment. The expert
panel comprised a team of five experienced teacher educators from across the GTPA
Collective. Box 14.2 provides an overview of the essential data contained in each
scenario.

Box 14.2 Data Scenario essential data covering each of the five GTPA

practices

Purpose of the data

1. Planning (for informing teaching): useful at the beginning to plan the
learning sequence.

2. Formative: showing student progress during the teaching of a learning
sequence.

3. Summative: covering the assessment at the end of the learning sequence.
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Scope of the data

1. Whole class: providing data tables and/or graphs that show student
performance for all learners in the class.

2. Individual: providing student work samples as completed by selected
students.

The scenarios served as a ‘resource pack’, offering information about the class and
the curriculum that the preservice teacher would be ‘teaching’ as well as authentic
examples of student data from a whole class and individual students. Preservice
teachers used the data scenario to show what they would do if they were undertaking
their placement in the specified classroom context described in the data scenario,
that is, the described classroom profile and students were treated as ‘their’ students.
It was essential that each data scenario contained data that could be used for each
of the five GTPA practices and that preservice teachers could provide evidence of
practice in an area of speciality (Fig. 14.1).

The dissemination of data scenarios to teacher educators and preservice teachers
needed to be secure as well as accessible within a user-friendly interface. Data
scenarios and related resources were housed in a purpose-designed online repository
as part of the established GTPA infrastructure (See Chap. 16). While no one can
be certain about the future, the level of support from teacher educators and national
and state regulatory bodies across the country is clear in the in-principle and signed
agreement to contribute to this project which rethought the practicum and evidence
of practice in the unprecedented circumstances of COVID-19.

5,000+ 3,000+

Total preservice teachers Preservice teachers who
in Australia who have have used Data Scenarios to
completed the GTPA in 2020 complete their GTPA in 2020

GTPA Data Scenario Repository

Health & * 20 Data Scenarios

English The Arts Physical Mathematics ¢ 8 Curriculum Areas
Education

* All Phases of Schooling from
Foundation to Year 12
Humaniti * 14 Resources
umanities
Languages & Social Science Technologies ¢ PLUS: Preservice Teacher
Sciences
Booklet 2020

Fig. 14.1 The reach of the GTPA and GTPA Data Scenarios in 2020
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14.5 Conclusion

In Chap. 9, Nuttall, using cultural historical activity theory, identified that in accord
with Blunden’s (2014) conceptualisation of collaborative projects, the GTPA could
be considered an enactment of collaboration through the data scenarios. That is, the
scenarios were a truly collaborative contribution by preservice teachers for preser-
vice teachers to enable their program completion and graduation. The scale and
the absolute imperative of this project—to save the workforce pipeline—represents
distributed cognition among peers in a manner we believe may be unprecedented.
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Chapter 15 ®)
Commentary: We Have to Get TPAs i
Right!

John Hattie

Abstract The commentary commences with the proposition that “We have to get
TPAs right”. Hattie starts with the recognition that teacher education has already been
the subject of extensive review and critique, with a succession of reform attempts.
He notes that ITE programs across Australia illustrate remarkably high variance
in quality measures. Hattie notes the significance of TPAs that have emerged in
Australia and the impact that these will have. He comments that the profession has
an exciting and important role in setting standards and that this could be the start of
a new confidence in quality—but there is still much to do. The evidence from the
TPA could generate a new wave of evidence to make ITE programs a hothouse of
exciting research.

Teacher education must be among the most reviewed, critiqued, and reformed sector
in education. Louden (2008) identified over 100 government reports across Australia
since 1979. Despite these reports and reviews, there remain claims that principals
and graduates are not prepared; the perception is that universities will take on any
applicant (with a wallet), and each year there is bemoaning about low entrance quali-
fications (e.g., Australian Tertiary Admission Ranks [ATARs] below the desired 70th
percentile of the school population).! Everyone seems to want to prescribe course
content, direct more time for preservice teachers in practicum, insist on recently
practicing teachers as the teacher educators, lengthen preservice courses, and so on.
A million answers offered, most of which relate to the input (who enters and who
teaches) and the course (curriculum, time).

Teacher education, in large part, remains a cottage industry, allowing each program
to be unique. There is little overlap in course foci, few, if any, common assessments

! Australian Tertiary Admissions Rank (ATAR), is a rank that ranges from 0 to 99.95. It indicates
a student’s position relative to their year group cohort. See https://www.uac.edu.au/future-applic
ants/atar.
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Table 15.1 Summary of 2019 ITE Data Report results for highest and lowest scoring universities

2019
Highest | Teaching | Quality | Employment | ATAR > 70 | Undergraduate | Graduate |Q
completion satisfaction | index

#1 91 92 79 71 92 85
#2 85 85 82 92 52 85 80
#3 86 86 76 65 76 86 79
#4 74 74 89 79
#5 89 90 70 85 53 82 78
Lowest

#33 73 72 78 46 34 75 63
#34 72 74 71 40 38 66 60
#35 74 71 67 16 57 72 60
#36 69 72 62 18 63 73 60
#37 68 66 66 25 70 59 59

across programs, and it seems remarkable in a country of 25 million that there
are close to 300 different teacher education programs with approximately 85,000
students, of which about 7000 gain full-time teaching jobs each year.  have been head
of school in three universities, watched closely the University of Melbourne clinical
model from the inside, worked in the US for the National Council for Accreditation
of Teacher Education (NCATE), and am now the Chair of the Australian Institute for
Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL) board. In these roles, I have read reviews
of so many initial teacher education (ITE) programs: all claim wonderful rigour
and success, can provide anecdotes or videos of exemplary students, and all use
‘evidence-based’ arguments for their programs, even as the programs are amazingly
different.

The variance in programs across Australia illustrates remarkably high variance in
quality measures. The most recent ITE Data Report (AITSL, 2019) provides a vivid
example of the variance between the five ITE institutions rated highest and the five
rated lowest across a number of indicators: student perceptions of the ITE Course
(teaching quality and overall quality), graduate employment outcomes (percentage
of graduates working full-time or part-time in schools), percentage of those with an
ATAR greater than 70 (from those admitted with ATARs), undergraduate completion
after six years, and graduate satisfaction (from the course experience questionnaire)
(see Table 15.1). Sadly, too much media coverage suggests ITE programs are all
akin to the lowest—where 80% can have ATARSs less than the desired score of 70,
graduate satisfaction is low, and so on. The need for evidence to esteem the highest
quality programs, drive all to these levels, and provide evidence of the success of
these programs is powerful in maintaining the perception and reality of high quality
teacher education programs.
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The evidence of ITE impact in the research literature is limited. Rowan et al.
(2015) noted that “there were almost no studies that demonstrated direct causal
links from teacher education programs to student learning” (p. 279, citing Cochran-
Smith & Zeichner, 2005). Grossman (2008) was emphatic with regard to how little
is known about the impact of teacher education programs or the characteristics of
teacher education that make the most difference in preparing teachers to teach well.
She noted that much of the current limited evidence is based on a single researcher’s
or a small group of researchers’ investigation of their own program. It is rare to have
the context of the program or the methods of data collection and analysis described
in sufficient detail to understand either the program or the findings. Most are not
published in peer-reviewed journals and hardly any follow the graduate into the
classroom.

There have been five meta-analyses on the impact of teacher education on the
learning of school students from ITE courses (most studies compare teachers with no
or limited preservice training with those experiencing five to six years). At best, there
are 117 studies with a tiny effect-size of 0.10 (se = 0.03). In a rare, random-controlled
study involving assigning classroom students to 44 teachers trained through the
alternative Teach for America program and 56 practicing teachers (Glazerman et al.,
2006), there were no differences in the impact on student reading and impact of d =
0.15 in mathematics. The typical findings from the few longitudinal studies available
is that more learning takes place in the first year of teaching THEN in the second
year, and there is very little evidence of impact from the previous four to six years of
preservice teaching (Atteberry etal.,2013; Henry etal.,2011). Itis a major indictment
that ITE programs are not rigorously publishing their evaluations, using established
methods to show advances of any new versus older programs, comparing impacts
across programs, or building an evidence base to have debates about optimal teacher
education programs. No wonder there are sceptics about the value of investing in
ITEs.

Few reports have focused on outcomes, until the Teacher Education Ministerial
Advisory Group (TEMAG) report (Craven et al., 2014) which focused on ensuring
teacher graduates were ‘classroom ready’. The premise is to leave the design and
running of ITE programs more to the universities, and have governments focus on
the outcomes (although they tend to want to have a say on the quality of inputs as
well). A major part of this report was the need for teaching performance assessments
(TPAs), an innovation developed in the US by Darling-Hammond (2010). In the
lead up to TPAs, there was much discussion about how to get the profession to have
a major say in setting the standards. I attended the US TPA conference and noted
(1) there was but one TPA across 18 states, (2) there was much discussion about
the problems of students (rather than programs) who were not passing, and (3) there
were moves for programs to morph into becoming more similar, rather than creatively
different programs. In Australia the intent was to allow for creatively different teacher
education programs, to put the onus on the institution to improve their programs (not
students), and to implement cross-institutional moderation to ensure the profession
was intrinsically involved in setting the standards. The goal was to make the evidence
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robust and public, so it could be used to restore faith that there are, indeed, quality
teacher education programs across the country.

In completing a TPA, ITE candidates collect evidence of practice in the final
year of their program to ensure they are meeting minimum quality expectations as
defined by the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (AITSL, 2011). Not
only do TPAs provide a valuable and authentic measure of the readiness of preservice
teachers to commence teaching, but they also give assurance that new teachers have
the practical skills and knowledge needed to be successful in the classroom. The TPA
is a critical part of Stage 2 program accreditation, where programs are evaluated on
outcomes rather than inputs.

Two consortia were seed-funded to start the process of implementing TPAs and
these remain shining lights in diversity, rigour, and messaging. Some institutions are
still fighting against involvement, claiming they will lose independence (suggesting
the 28 institutions in the two consortia have lost independence and do not have their
own unique programs), and resisting cross-institutional moderation. Their lack of
engagement may lead to losing the best chance for the profession to have a major
say in the outcome standards of their programs.

It was imagined there would be between two to five consortia in total, but sadly,
that there are currently 15 creates a risk to the consistency of the passing standard
across all TPAs, as well as costs to the schooling sector having to learn and work with
different TPAs in their school. There is a national advisory group that recommends
to the state and territory teacher regulatory authorities the alignment to the national
professional and program standards (AITSL, 2015) and whether the TPA has reliable
and robust cross-institutional moderation that determines the passing standard of a
TPA (using quality standard setting processes). There needs to be questions asked
about whether 15 consortia is too many, whether there needs to be more assurance
around any subsequent changes to the TPA, and whether they should be re-endorsed
on aregular basis (e.g., every three years, or every time a major modification is made
to the program). There may need to be a clearer mandate to monitor implementation
and cross-institutional moderation (which was a key hallmark of the TPAs), as well as
annual reports to make transparent that there are high quality ITE programs across
Australia, and thus provide quality assurance to politicians, the public, and those
considering becoming teachers, and esteeming the academics in ITE programs.

Since the TEMAG report, there have been many remarkable enhancements, and
university deans and their staff need to be congratulated; for example, nine out of
ten principals and graduates are now satisfied with their preparation to teach, and
the most exciting change has been the involvement across ITEs in the development
and implementation of TPAs. The fact that the profession has a major say in setting
standards is exciting, and could be the start of a new confidence in quality—but we
have much to do to ensure this. The evidence from the TPA could generate a new
wave of evidence to make ITE programs a hothouse of exciting research.
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Part IV
Future Directions



Chapter 16

Innovation in Methodology: Longitudinal <o
Analysis of Progression in Teacher

Preparation

Michele Haynes( and Andrew Smith

Abstract The implementation of the Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment
(GTPA) in participating Australian universities has provided data on preservice
teachers’ profession readiness to teach, benchmarked against the established stan-
dard. The GTPA is a summative competence assessment in a series of assessment
events over the preparation program that can be considered as constituting the perfor-
mance trajectories of preservice teachers. These trajectories can be formed from
program entry to exit by linking preservice teachers’ assessment data at sequen-
tial time points throughout the program. Analysis of the trajectories will identify
the principal patterns in performance progression that lead to either success, or
under-performance. These patterns give insight into the process by which preservice
teachers achieve profession readiness on program completion and the characteristics
of individuals associated with these outcomes. The methodology for constructing
and analysing multivariate performance trajectories is novel in education research.
The statistical methodology to analyse the trajectories of performance that consist
of irregular assessment events and duration requires purposeful development. In
this chapter, we outline the processes for: accessing the data required to create the
preservice teacher performance trajectories; building the data infrastructure that will
support linking the data in a time sequence; and developing the innovative analytic
approach that is suitable for profiling complex longitudinal sequence trajectories and
visualising the findings.
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16.1 Introduction

Asdiscussed elsewhere in this collection, the implementation of the Graduate Teacher
Performance Assessment (GTPA®)! in participating Australian universities has
established an agreed standard and provided the data needed to demonstrate readiness
to enter the profession on completing initial teacher education (ITE) studies. This
validated and reliable measure of competence in teaching and assessment applies
at the point of exit from the preparation program. The GTPA score can be consid-
ered the final standardised measure of teaching competence (Craven et al., 2014),
which is located at the terminal point of a series of assessment events that take place
across the duration of an ITE program. This final measure serves two purposes;
first, it is a pre-requisite for graduation and entry to the classroom, and second, it
can be used as a baseline measure from which teachers’ future effectiveness in the
classroom can be examined at intervals following workforce entry, to identify how
ITE programs and preservice teacher preparedness have impact on student learning
outcomes (Wyatt-Smith et al., 2021). To achieve the latter purpose, it is critical to
consider how evidence can be extracted from existing ITE program administrative
data to improve the effectiveness of ITE programs in producing preservice teacher
graduates with an acceptable standard of profession readiness before they progress
to the workforce (for a discussion of profession readiness see Chap. 2).

Preservice teachers enter ITE programs at different stages of the life course and
arrive with a wide range of experiences and skills that can contribute to their profes-
sional competence as a teacher. It is important to be able to harness this accumulation
of pre-ITE skills and abilities at point of program entry and monitor performance
through to completion, where readiness to teach is assessed and benchmarked against
a common established standard. It is at this final stage of progression through ITE
that individual readiness to teach is determined, independent of a preservice teacher’s
history on program entry. While the final assessment of competence does not include
direct consideration of individual characteristics or experiences prior to ITE program
entry, selection for entry to the ITE program and performance throughout the program
leading to the final GTPA, could be impacted by these factors.

Knowledge of preservice teacher characteristics, pathways to entry and perfor-
mance trajectories could inform an understanding of how to prepare profession
ready teachers who are effective in the classroom. Different patterns in performance
trajectories can be examined and used to predict which patterns are likely to lead
to a successful GTPA outcome and success in both the broader academic teacher
education program and the school-based practice component of the program. Under-
standing where support is most needed at critical assessment points throughout a
program will also inform program development. Using empirical data to examine
the relationships of prior academic performance and regular performance assessment
throughout the program, culminating in an assessment that demonstrates readiness

I Acknowledgment: The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®) was created by the
Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic University and has been
implemented in a Collective of Higher Education Institutions in Australia (graduatetpa.com).
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for effective teaching, provides evidence of what matters most in preservice teacher
selection and preparation for the teaching workforce.

Trajectories of performance for preservice teachers in an ITE program cohort can
be formed from program entry through to program completion or early exit, by linking
individual’s assessment data at key sequential time points throughout the program:
from the program entry score to regular and mandatory assessment events in each
semester, and finally the GTPA score at the end of the program. Demographic factors
and other temporal individual characteristics can be included in the data to examine
the associations with performance trajectories. Principal patterns in performance
progression that lead to either success, under-performance, or separation from a
program will be identified. The discovery of those trajectories that typically lead
to under-performance will provide new information on key points in a program
where intervention can be considered in a timely manner to prevent an unsatisfactory
outcome at the end of the program. The variety of shared performance trajectories
leading to successful outcomes of teacher readiness that emerge from the data, will
translate into narratives of preservice teachers’ performance experiences over the
duration of their programs of study.

The vision to construct and examine these performance trajectories for individual
preservice teachers has arisen as a discovery component of the GTPA workforce
studies series with a common focus on classroom readiness (Wyatt-Smith et al.,
2021; see Chap. 17 for an overview of these studies). While the full suite of perfor-
mance data is available within the large group of participating universities that have
implemented the GTPA to date, the data within a single university are generally
stored in disparate digital systems and the creation of the final longitudinal dataset is
not straight forward. Likewise, the statistical methodology required for analysis of
the performance trajectories that typically consist of irregular assessment events and
duration dependent on a preservice teacher’s chosen ITE program and their individual
circumstances, requires purposeful development.

In this chapter, we discuss the innovation in methodology needed to operationalise
this vision for ITE performance data aggregated within a university, and then aggre-
gated at scale across multiple universities. The next section provides the context of our
research in international literature on longitudinal research in the domain of initial
teacher education and preparation for teaching. This is followed by a description
of the data needed to create the longitudinal dataset on preservice teacher charac-
teristics and longitudinal performance throughout the ITE program. The steps and
barriers encountered in this process are then identified and described. These include
identifying and accessing the data types recorded by a university that are required to
constitute the trajectories; building the data infrastructure that will support linking
the data in a time sequence; and developing the innovative analytic approach that is
suitable for profiling complex longitudinal sequence trajectories.
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16.2 Going to Scale in Initial Teacher Education Research

International research in the field of teacher education and preparation for the work-
force has traditionally been dominated by small-scale case studies and satisfaction
surveys, the latter involving students and employers. Limited longitudinal research
has focused on the effectiveness of teachers after entering the workforce, addressing
topics of competence and teaching opinions (Brouwer & Korthagen, 2005; Mayer
et al., 2017), the likelihood of staying in the teaching profession (Alexander et al.,
2020; Latham et al., 2015), and the impact of ITE programs on teaching practice in
the classroom (Morris & Hiebert, 2017). In response to the move to reform teacher
preparation programs in the United States (NCATE, 2010), several studies have
used large-scale empirical data and sophisticated value-added models to investigate
the longitudinal performance of preservice teachers in ITE programs and how this
predicts later teaching effectiveness measured by students’ learning outcomes (Chen
et al., 2019; Henry et al., 2013; Klemenz et al., 2019). Such studies rely on stan-
dardised teaching performance assessments (TPAs) to provide a final measure of
performance for preservice teachers before they exit ITE programs, and they also
have the capacity to link data from ITE program performances to students’ test scores
in teachers’ classrooms.

Unlike the United States’ schooling system, data on preservice teacher assess-
ments in Australia are currently not systematically linked to students’ test scores in
the classroom and so the value-added approach is not feasible, at the time of writing.
While understanding the impact of ITE programs and the effectiveness of preservice
teacher preparedness on student learning is of considerable significance for policy
and research in Australia, it is also critical to ensure that preservice teachers achieve
the acceptable standard of profession readiness to teach before they enter the work-
force (see Chap. 2). In the Australian teacher education landscape, Rowan et al.
(2015) have called for longitudinal research to investigate which factors create ‘the
most effective graduates’. Potential factors identified include specific teacher prepa-
ration programs, entry characteristics of preservice teachers, graduate teachers’ exit
characteristics, and graduate teachers’ literacy and numeracy levels. Mayer et al.
(2017) investigated questions relating to the effectiveness of teacher education in
Australia in a large longitudinal study from 2012 to 2014, that utilised data collected
from surveys of ITE graduates and case studies of early school experiences. Few
other studies have taken this line of inquiry.

Heinz (2013) used historical data from a university in Ireland to explore the
impact of preservice teacher characteristics and prior teaching experience on ITE
performance, measured by overall teaching practice and academic grades, in the final
term of a single ITE program. However, the study did not consider the preservice
teachers’ ITE performance trajectory leading to these final grades. More recently,
Corcoran and O’Flaherty (2017) observed that there was “a paucity of evidence
examining the relationship between student achievement and overall achievement
growth” (p. 666). They claimed that their study was the first to examine preservice
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teachers’ longitudinal academic growth and the association with academic perfor-
mance on ITE program entry. They conducted a four-year longitudinal study on
performance, measured by grade point average (GPA) across eight semesters of a
teacher preparation program in the Republic of Ireland, using a latent growth model
anchored by performance data at entry to the program. Findings included a moderate
correlation between students’ prior academic achievement in high school and their
subsequent academic grades in their teacher preparation program. This study did
not include a final summative measure of competence and so it was not possible
to connect performance at entry or during the program with readiness to teach on
completion of the program.

Our research addresses this gap in the literature by developing a methodology that
includes building the digital infrastructure required to create trajectories of perfor-
mance for all individual preservice teachers in multiple ITE programs; customising
the statistical techniques for analysing the longitudinal performance data; and
designing the approach to visualising patterns in the performance trajectories. Data
defining the performance trajectories are comprised of entry characteristics of the
preservice teachers and outcomes from all mandatory performance assessments that
are undertaken during an ITE program in Australia. This includes scores from assess-
ment of professional practice in schools, GPA scores from assessment of academic
units completed in each term, and the scores from mandatory assessment of preser-
vice teachers’ literacy and numeracy skills. The final performance measure in the
trajectory is the GTPA score to reflect the preservice teachers’ readiness to teach.

This work expands notably on the Corcoran and O’Flaherty (2017) study by
including the complete series of common assessments required to be undertaken by
preservice teachers in an ITE program culminating with the GTPA score that has been
benchmarked against a standard of profession readiness. The performance trajectory
for a single preservice teacher is represented by a time series of multiple assess-
ment outcomes of different data types that are recorded at irregular intervals. The
number, timing and order of performance scores in a trajectory can differ for preser-
vice teachers in the same ITE program cohort. This can occur when assessment
tasks need to be repeated because the first attempt is not completed to a satisfac-
tory level. For these reasons, standard forms of analytic techniques such as growth
models (Bollen & Curran, 2006; Goldstein, 2011) or multi-channel sequence anal-
ysis (Studer & Ritschard, 2016) may not provide the most intuitive specifications for
these trajectories and so a novel analytic approach is proposed.

16.3 Methodology

In this section, the approaches taken to building the data infrastructure required to link
the performance data in a time series of events, and to develop the analytic techniques
suitable for profiling complex longitudinal performance trajectories, are described.
Results from analysis of actual preservice teacher performance trajectories are not
presented or discussed here.
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16.3.1 Description of Data Categories

Demographic data collected at program entry include age at enrolment, gender,
Indigenous status, citizenship, country of birth, language spoken at home, remote-
ness of residential location prior to enrolment, and parents’ education. Indicators
of performance at entry are basis of admission (academic or non-academic entry,
for example, mature age entry, prior experience) and entry rank. In Australia, this
varies by state and territory and includes the Australian Tertiary Admissions Rank
(ATAR).2

ITE programs in Australia require mandatory assessment of the following: school-
based teaching practice experience that commence in the first year of the program,
discussed below; satisfactory completion of the mandatory literacy and numeracy
test for initial teacher education (LANTITE), undertaken online; assessment of
academic course work, measured by GPA each term; and from 2018, a final teaching
performance assessment measured by an officially endorsed TPA.

LANTITE is an ITE policy-driven intervention administered by the Australian
Council for Educational Research (ACER). It was introduced to strengthen public
confidence in the personal literacy and numeracy capabilities of beginning teachers.
An overall passing grade on both the literacy and numeracy tests is a prerequisite
for graduation (see ACER, 2020). Some states and territories require this overall
grade on LANTITE to be achieved before preservice teachers complete their final
practicum, and some ITE providers may require a satisfactory result as part of their
course entry requirements. Students have up to three opportunities to sit each of the
literacy and numeracy tests to achieve a satisfactory score.

Professional teaching experience consists of supervised teaching practice under-
taken over a sustained period in a recognised school setting. In an undergraduate ITE
program, preservice teachers are required to attend a minimum of 80 days profes-
sional experience in an undergraduate program, often completed over four blocks of
20 days, or a minimum of 60 days in a postgraduate program (Australian Institute for
Teaching and School Leadership [AITSL], 2015; revised 2018, 2019). Consequently,
the timing and number of attempts to achieve a satisfactory outcome in LANTITE
and professional experience assessments can vary among preservice teachers, as can
the timing of completion of the GTPA. This means that the length and order of
assessments of preservice teacher performance trajectories will not be consistent,
even within the same ITE program cohort. Readers should also be aware that an
overall pass on each professional experience placement in a school is required for
program completion. This mix of mandated assessments calls for novel approaches
to creating and analysing preservice teacher performance trajectories.

2 Australian Tertiary Admissions Rank (ATAR) is a rank that ranges from 0 to 99.95. It indicates
a student’s position relative to their year group cohort. See https://www.uac.edu.au/future-applic
ants/atar.
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16.4 Compiling the Longitudinal Data for a Cohort
of Preservice Teachers

The performance trajectories described above can be constructed for large-scale
analysis across participating ITE programs in which the GTPA is implemented. At
the time of writing, a large number of Australian universities are implementing the
GTPA and more than 15,000 preservice teachers will have completed the GTPA
prior to December 2020 (see ILSTE, 2020). There are considerable challenges to
collating ITE program cohort census® data from multiple institutions, one of which
is identifying the source locations of the data fields required.

The GTPA outcomes and the other data fields specified above, typically exist
within the digital data systems of each university and may be stored in a range of
physical locations and administrative units, including central student administration
and education faculties. Further, we highlight that the data do not have standard
cross-institution formats and the format can vary considerably among universities.
Therefore, the user-friendly database tool developed for the purpose of collecting the
necessary data categories from multiple universities needed to be flexible enough to
enable import of non-standard formats that can be transformed into the consistent
design specifications for the final longitudinal master dataset.

The solution developed for collating and transferring the ITE program perfor-
mance data from multiple universities was provided in two parts. First was the provi-
sion of a Microsoft Excel workbook with six different spreadsheet templates that
contained the list of data fields and specified fixed input values, and the second was
a user-friendly database software utility that was developed to transfer the populated
spreadsheets into the master database located at the research site. The data infras-
tructure custom-designed for this purpose is an extension of the software system
and data warehouse known as Evidence for Quality in Initial Teacher Education
(EQUITE), that was constructed in 2019 to compile, store and analyse data on cohorts
of preservice teachers from the participating universities (see ILSTE, 2020).

The provision of the Microsoft Excel workbook and spreadsheet templates, along
with a data dictionary for all the data fields requested, provides the university data
custodians with clear guidelines on how the data should be prepared for submission.
The six separate spreadsheet templates grouped the data fields according to how
likely they were to appear in the same university system, and included:

1. The Entry Data group: all demographic characteristics and performance
measures on entry to the program, and program details, for example, program
code, campus postcode.

2. The Completion Data group: degree completion status and course completion
date (term code) if relevant.

3. The GPA by Term group: GPA (0-7) and corresponding term code.

3 The program cohort census refers to the collection of information on all preservice teachers, who
entered an ITE program in the same year and semester, for the duration of their enrollment in the
program.
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4. The Professional Practice by Term group: unit code, term code and score (0/1)
for each attempt.

5. The LANTITE by Term group: test date, literacy attempt number, literacy score
(0/1), numeracy attempt number, numeracy score (0/1).

6. The GTPA by Term group: unit code, term code and score (0/1).

Each of these data groups includes a student identifier. Groups (3), (4) and (5) have
multiple entries for a single student and each performance outcome is associated with
a term code, aligned with a period on the calendar, that identifies the position of the
assessment event in the series of performance outcomes that define an individual’s
trajectory. Each preservice teacher’s performance trajectory is then created by linking
the data fields in each group by the student identifier. The completion data in group
(2) are important as they specify the term in which the preservice teacher exited
from the ITE program. This may be on completion of the entire ITE program or at an
earlier date. The degree completion status indicates the reason for early exit from the
program including, for example, transfer to a different course or program of study
or personal reasons. Presentation of the data in six different spreadsheets means that
the university can focus on extracting data for each type of assessment separately,
which has been shown to be necessary where the data are located across different
database systems.

While the range of potential values for a data field are not standardised across
universities, consistency of data values is critical when the data is imported to the
master database and for analysis, as suggested earlier. To ensure that data values
are consistent before transfer to the master database, a user-friendly Filemaker data
import tool was developed for use within a university, enabling straight forward
importation of the six data spreadsheets into a university database that is later trans-
ferred to the master file at the research site. The availability of a data field validation
function at data entry to the Filemaker tool ensures that the values are translated into
the format required to meet the master database specifications and, in this way, the
combined data from all universities are stored in the same consistent format ready
for data analysis.

Secure transfer of the sensitive data is undertaken by first supporting universities
to assemble the data in the six spreadsheets on their own computer systems and
then supporting the input of the spreadsheets onto the user-friendly and structured
Filemaker database that is located on a computer onsite at the university. To protect
the privacy and confidentiality of preservice teachers’ data and partnering univer-
sities’ data, the preservice teacher identifiers are encrypted within the Filemaker
database before the data file is uploaded to a secure folder on AARNet Cloudstor.
Raw submitted data files are transferred from the Cloudstor folders to secure folders
at the research site with restricted access. Placing the data files in encrypted volumes
on secure drives will enhance encryption-at-rest. The data spreadsheets are linked
using the encrypted identifier combined with term code, by the project research staff
following submission by the university. Each row of linked data represents a preser-
vice teacher’s complete record of program enrolment and performance trajectory.
Linked records for the preservice teachers are then pooled into one linked master
database for analysis.
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16.5 Analytic Method

Following the process described above, the longitudinal performance data are now
represented as a unified list of program assessment events for each preservice teacher.
An event is defined to have the attributes of:

Event type.

Program code.

Preservice teacher identifier (encrypted).

Event end date, which is derived from a standardised method of assigning a

calendar time point to events with varying durations.

5. Half Years Since Admission (#;), which transforms calendar event end date to
a relative time since student admission (where i indicates the position of the
event in the longitudinal list of events for an individual, that is the ith event for
a single preservice teacher, i = 1 represents the first assessment event).

6. Increment of Result (;), representing the change in value of an assessment score

between event i and the previous event, for each assessment type:

el

a. A decrease in value is represented by I; = —1 for a binary variable, or the
negative change in an interval variable,

b. Anincrease in value is represented by I; = +1 for a binary variable, or the
positive change in an interval variable, such as GPA,

c. No change: I; = 0. This increment value is used when an event is recorded
for the individual, but the result is neither a pass nor a fail. This can happen
when results are incomplete, for example. It does not mean that there was
no event.

This list of preservice teacher program events provides a unified timeline of quan-
titative changes since the time of admission to the ITE program without the need for
them to occur at regular or synchronised times, or without the need for a specific
event to occur at all. For a broad cross-section of preservice teachers enrolled in a
variety of program types within potentially different universities, in situations where
preservice teachers may or may not attempt various course elements, and where
some individuals will certainly make multiple attempts on certain units, this event
model is more feasible and straight forward to construct than a panel dataset in which
observations on multiple variables are recorded at consistent regular time intervals.
The list of program events for all preservice teachers is also linked to the Entry Data
defined as group (1), and the preservice teacher Completion Data defined as group
2).

The multi-channel longitudinal event data being investigated here are not
presented as typical sequences of state transitions at regular intervals. Instead,
multiple events often occur at the same time, and time periods can appear with no
assessment observations. These considerations make potential statistical methods,
such as event sequence analysis and latent growth modelling approaches, often used
for analysis of longitudinal data in the social sciences, more difficult to apply. Event
history analysis is another statistical approach used for analysing longitudinal social
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data where modelling the time until a single event occurs is of interest, but this is
not the focus of the research described in this chapter. We have, therefore, proposed
a different methodology, often applied for research in the physical sciences, that
is more suitable for profiling the unique types of preservice teacher performance
trajectories, in a three-stage approach as outlined below:

Stage 1: Transform the sequence of longitudinal program events into non-temporal
variables that nevertheless still describe the trajectory of events.

Stage 2: Group preservice teachers by similar patterns in the non-temporal
variables using a cluster analysis approach.

Stage 3: Reconstruct the typical trajectory of program events for preservice
teachers grouped within each of the clusters identified in Stage 2.

16.5.1 Stage 1: Transformation of Longitudinal Performance
Variables

Methods for transforming longitudinal data have been used effectively in the physical
sciences to capture time-independent measurements of time-dependent behaviours
from transient processes (see Ducros et al., 2009; Luo et al., 2006; Sisemore et al.,
2017). The method implemented in this work relies on the transformation of the
preservice teacher trajectory of program events, into a set of parameters that capture
much of the temporal distribution information for that trajectory. The set of parameter
values for each type of assessment performance trajectory is fixed and defines the
distribution of the number of terms from program entry until a decrease, or increase,
in the value of the assessment event occurs. This transformed representation of the
time dimension into a set of single value parameters for each preservice teacher,
allows utilisation of more straight-forward statistical techniques for clustering of
what was originally time series data.

16.5.2 Stage 2: Identifying Patterns in the Preservice Teacher
Performance Trajectories

The aim of Stage 2 analysis is to identify groups of preservice teachers within ITE
program cohorts who share similar trajectories of performance, and then to char-
acterise these groups using other static variables from the sets of entry and exit
performance measures as well as demographic dimensions. Cluster analysis can be
used for this purpose where an individual’s set of observations contains just the
distribution parameters derived from the longitudinal variables, that is, parameters
that represent transformations of outcomes for GPA, professional experience assess-
ments, LANTITE tests, and the GTPA. When group membership has been assigned to
the observations for each preservice teacher, the mean values of all variables across
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all individuals in a group are calculated, including for the entry performance and
completion variables, the demographic variables and the variables containing the
distribution parameters. This provides an empirical description of the most common
transformed performance trajectories associated with each group.

16.5.3 Stage 3: Illustrative Narratives of Preservice Teacher
Performance Trajectories

The typical performance trajectory of preservice teachers in each identified group can
then be reconstructed from the mean values of the parameter variables computed in
Stage 2. Recall that a set of parameters describes the temporal distributions for each
assessment type, meaning that these distributions can be simulated from the flexibly
shaped generalised lambda distributions (Ramberg et al., 1979) that correspond to the
set of mean parameter values associated with each group. In other words, the set of
longitudinal performance timelines for the typical preservice teacher associated with
each group can be generated. These performance trajectories can then be visualised
on a timeline from program entry to exit and interpreted to provide narratives for the
preservice teacher performance trajectories associated with each group. Two illus-
trative narratives associated with two different patterns of performance trajectories
are presented below.

Narrative 1

Preservice teachers in group 1 do not achieve a successful outcome. They share a
degree of early success in their professional placements and manage to attain passing
GPAs after the first two years of enrolment (for 70% of the preservice teachers in
the group). Following this period, the failure rate in professional placements spikes,
and GPA declines steadily. Most individuals in this group exit the program prior to
attempting LANTITE or the GTPA, though a small number do attempt LANTITE
unsuccessfully at the end of their 4th year.

Narrative 2

Preservice teachers in group 2 share early success in their professional placements
and also attain solid GPAs during their first three years of enrolment. In the 7th term
(fourth year), a confluence of LANTITE failures in both literacy and numeracy, and
failures in professional placements occurs. During the 8th term approximately 90%
of preservice teachers in this group pass LANTITE (both literacy and numeracy
tests), but some still record LANTITE failures into their 9th term. At this stage of the
program, 10% of the group fail their first GTPA attempt. Finally, 43% of this group
successfully complete the GTPA in their 10th half year.
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16.6 Discussion

The preparation of high-quality preservice teachers who are effective in improving
the learning outcomes of students in their classrooms when they enter the workforce,
is of high significance to the education of a nation’s young people and government
policy. Brabeck et al. (2016) recognised that “The need for evidence of high-quality
teacher candidates arises from the ethical and professional responsibility of teacher-
education programs to assure the public that they are preparing effective teachers for
diverse learners” (p. 161). An assessment of the summative processes that reflects
the quality of profession readiness of preservice teachers prior to the completion of
an initial teacher education program is a necessary requirement for providing the
evidence that an accepted standard has been achieved. In Australia, such teaching
performance assessments have been mandatory in ITE programs since 2019. For
universities implementing the GTPA, considerable data is already available on the
profession readiness of preservice teachers before they graduate.

The GTPA data provides evidence on who is ready to teach effectively, given that
preservice teachers sit the assessment as a culminating or final summative compe-
tence assessment. Questions remain about the entry characteristics and performance
experiences of individuals who separate early from the ITE program or who do not
complete the GTPA and other mandatory assessments to the standard required. With
the GTPA, as a validated and accredited TPA, providing data on workforce readiness,
focus can now shift towards uncovering the performance progression pathways that
lead to successful completion and graduation, and to identifying the critical stages
in the ITE program where intervention can be provided to prevent early separation.
This information will provide universities with the evidence to lift the quality of
their ITE programs and increase the retention of preservice teachers who have the
potential to become effective teachers.

The data needed to investigate performance progression in ITE programs exist
as administrative data within universities. However, data systems within Australian
universities do not typically store the data on performances for multiple assessments
in the longitudinal sequence format needed for analysis. There are considerable
challenges in extracting the data from disparate systems, linking the administrative
data by individual identifier and date of assessment, and then combining the linked
data from multiple universities to create the final longitudinal dataset that can be
utilised to analyse preservice teacher performance trajectories that lead to successful
completion or early separation from ITE programs. This chapter has described how
we have met these challenges through partnerships with universities, to develop an
innovative and flexible digital infrastructure to create the longitudinal performance
trajectory for each preservice teacher. The digital infrastructure provides the means
to assemble the longitudinal data on individuals’ performance trajectories, but this is
just one stage in the endeavour to compile the evidence for progression to profession
readiness.
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16.7 Conclusion

The illustrative preservice teacher performance trajectories presented in the chapter
consist of multiple time series of mandatory assessment outcomes of different data
types that are recorded at irregular intervals, and hence the method of analysis is
non-standard and not straightforward. The analyses of these unique series of longi-
tudinal performance data requires a novel analytic method that allows the results to
be presented and visualised in a way that is meaningful to experts in teacher educa-
tion research and teacher educators. We have taken an approach traditionally used
in physical science research to describe patterns in complex performance trajectory
data across the typical time periods for ITE programs, and to identify key factors
related to each pattern. Our work expands notably on previous studies in initial
teacher preparation by including data on the complete series of mandatory perfor-
mance assessments required to be undertaken by preservice teachers, culminating
with the GTPA score as the final measure of profession readiness. The analytic
methodology has been adapted to flexibly model the assessment processes inherent
in Australian ITE programs, and the patterns of performance progression can be
visually presented along with narratives that describe the performance experiences
of preservice teachers.

The data structure and analytic methods proposed in this chapter enable new
investigation of questions on the effectiveness of initial teacher education programs
in producing profession ready teachers. The data exists in universities that implement
the GTPA, and we have taken a large step forward in developing and implementing
methodology to harness the evidence for analysing issues of quality and progression
in teacher preparation.
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Chapter 17 ®)
Disrupting Teacher Education e
for Sustainable Change

Claire Wyatt-Smith @ and Lenore Adie

Abstract The final chapter revisits the key questions explored in the book and
from this vantage point asserts that: We have to get teaching performance assess-
ments (TPAs) right. Our pursuit has been to connect standards, the evaluative exper-
tise of teacher educators, and evidence. The term evidence is taken to include both
evidence of standards and standards of evidence. Here, the Graduate Teacher Perfor-
mance Assessment (GTPA) is presented as part of longitudinal research that involves
custom designing digital architecture and utilising system thinking. This includes
the vital approach to cross-institutional moderation online (CIM-Online™) and data
visualisation of a type that supports collaborative action at scale and enables the
agentic action of teacher educators. The chapter introduces an interconnected set of
pre-conditions that constitute a sustainable approach to culture change in teacher
education. Finally, the chapter proposes what is required in order to get TPAs right.

17.1 Introduction

In this book we have probed some fundamental questions about the implementation
of teaching performance assessments (TPAs) intended to leverage improvement in
teaching quality. We have taken up the question: What does teacher education reform
look like when evaluative expertise and issues of quality, evidence, and agency are
placed centre stage? In the provocations we have heard the thinking of leading
researchers and educators in response to a major question of our time: What are
the social, digital and environmental counter narratives, the alternate responses,
and the blind spots in education made apparent in the COVID-19 crisis that could
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be incorporated in thinking about and addressing issues for transforming teacher
education?

While reforming teacher education has long been a contested topic, most would
agree that the term quality is often used, though seldom defined. Its meaning remains
elusive. In part, this can be explained through a sociocultural lens in which the act
of assessing—determining quality—is an historical and contextual act, bounded by
place and time, and interactions among people. For this reason, the quality of a
teacher and teaching can and does vary significantly over time and place, reflecting
different expectations and values. Quality is not a fixed measure.

A major challenge for us in contemporary times is to have a national conversation
about teaching quality and the demonstration of professional competence at the
point of completing a preparation program. Put simply, most people want to have
confidence in the competence and capabilities of their child’s teacher. They want to
know that their child’s teacher is setting their child up for success and that this is
a realistic expectation. An expectation of professional competence is not particular
to teaching: patients want to know they have a good doctor; litigants want to know
they have the best lawyer. However, referring to Australia, until the introduction of
TPAs, there was no approved exit or terminal assessment and no established standard
intended as a common reference point or benchmark for gauging graduate readiness
for classroom practice. Further, there was no quality assurance system for verifying
a common standard of readiness across universities, or even across programs within
universities.

Here we separate out standards applied to program preparation where regulatory
authorities and universities can audit how standards have been addressed in teaching
programs. While this can be a useful exercise to show points at which aspects of the
standard are taught explicitly and even practised and assessed, it can be unhelpful
when this is reduced to a technicist checklist. How standards are conceptualised—
their nature and function—is of importance to avoid the reductive use of narrowly
defined standards or aspects of practices that are assessed in isolation or even outside
of actual practice.

Our focus is on the nature and function of the Graduate Teacher Performance
Assessment (GTPA®)' and the accompanying standard to demonstrate professional
competence. This marks a strengthened focus on standards as they are demonstrated
both as inputs in program design and teaching, and standards evident in preservice
teachers’ professional practice on completion of the program. The significance of
the move to TPAs was that it opened the door to exploring authentic assessment of
teaching competence in an actual classroom context at the point of completing a
preparation program and that competence could be assessed against an established
or agreed standard.

As we review the contributions of the chapters, we observe some rich portrayals of
the experience of change as it shapes and reshapes ways of thinking about, speaking

! Acknowledgment: The Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®) was created by the
Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic University and has been
implemented in a Collective of Higher Education Institutions in Australia (graduatetpa.com).
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about, and doing teacher education. The chapters present insights into how the GTPA
as a cultural disruptor has been taken up as a topic of inquiry through national
collaboration in Australian teacher education. In some sense, the working through of
change can be understood as a type of experiment in reform through collaboration and
networks. The chapters lay out the intellectual, experiential and personal resources
and related expertise brought to a new contested policy context in the form of TPAs.
The accounts of teacher education renewal in the cameos of practice presented in the
preceding chapters and our experience in the development and implementation of
the GTPA provide contexts of practice that will be recognisable in many respects to
international colleagues. We have used Australia as a case instance of the introduc-
tion of TPAs into initial teacher education and offer these accounts as of potential
relevance beyond our site of origin.

The transformative potential of TPAs for discovery work as culture change is a
recurring theme in this book. It has called forth new identities, new ways of working
with and through technology, and new interactions within and across universities.
Our critical enquiries into the culture and practice of teacher education have provided
evidence of the power of collaborative thinking to confront historic practices and
transform teacher education practice. We have incorporated learning from others
outside teacher education to inform our understanding of a competence assessment
and profession readiness. Thinking about how teacher educators can act with agency
to give an account of their practice, inform policy, and respond to criticisms of the
quality of teachers has led to the development of digital infrastructure. The latter has
allowed the GTPA research to scale up, generating data that is useful for program
review and renewal as well as the elements for ensuring sustainability of this change
culture.

17.2 GTPA Longitudinal Studies in Initial Teacher
Education

In 2021, seven years after the release of the TEMAG Report (Craven et al., 2014), we
recognise that the accepted recommendation to introduce TPAs has the most potential
for positive collaborative reform in teacher education. It is the best chance for the
profession to reclaim accountability for the profession. This stance moves beyond the
design of the assessment to include the collaborative work in producing large-scale
data and the use of digital infrastructure to support this work. In the remainder of
this chapter, we reflect on what we have learnt about sustainable culture change in
teacher education, its complexities and challenges; and what we have learnt about
the enabling conditions that may sustain culture change.

From the beginning, the GTPA was conceptualised as a cornerstone in a work-
force study series, with two longitudinal studies underway. The first study, titled
Establishing readiness in teacher education, has involved the design, validation, and
standard-setting for the GTPA as a competence assessment (Adie & Wyatt-Smith, ;
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Wyatt-Smith & Adie, 2018; Wyatt-Smith et al., 2020) and related cross-institutional
moderation. It is the focus of this book. The second study, titled Quality of initial
teacher education through longitudinal analysis of linked datasets (Wyatt-Smith
et al., 2021), examines characteristics of teacher education candidates and their
trajectories through an education degree program from entry to exit as they progress
through a series of hurdle assessments, including the GTPA. Also included are a
national assessment of personal literacy and numeracy,” and school-based assess-
ments of professional experience placements scheduled over the program of study
(see Chap. 16 for further information on the longitudinal study).

For the study series, we recognised that going to scale (geographic spread and the
number of participating universities) required the design and development of new
digital architecture to examine the impact over time of the competence assessment
on teacher education and its utility for determining graduate readiness. The term
digital architecture (Fig. 17.1) is taken to refer to:

1. The data infrastructure that was purpose-built. This includes a data warehouse
for storing de-identified performance records against the common standard; an
online scoring platform using the standard; and the GTPA application (app)
customised for recording cohort performance at the criterion level.

2.  The communication infrastructure that includes use of digital technologies
to support online meetings and symposia for sharing learnings and reporting

2 “The Literacy and Numeracy Test for Initial Teacher Education Students. .. is designed to assess
initial teacher education students’ personal literacy and numeracy skills to ensure teachers are well
equipped to meet the demands of teaching and assist higher education providers, teacher employers
and the general public to have increased confidence in the skills of graduating teachers... All
students enrolled in an initial teacher education course (either undergraduate or postgraduate) will
be expected to sit and meet the test standard prior to graduation” (Australian Council for Educational
Research [ACER], 2020, para. 1, 3).
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performance outcomes, and an online resource centre including samples that
illustrate the required standard and materials used to calibrate judgement against
a common standard.

Online cross-institutional moderation (CIM-Online™),? that incorporates the
digital architecture, is an internationally distinctive feature of the work of the GTPA
Collective (see Chap. 3). The teacher educators undertake calibration training and
scoring, producing the data that form the basis for analyses and reporting on program
quality and the application of the standard across universities. It is this data corpus
that is used by the Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian
Catholic University, to prepare confidential, customised reports for each university.
The reports present data showing performance scores at cohort level, drawing on
demographic information about preservice teachers and program characteristics (for
example, mode of delivery). The collection, collation and analysis of summative data
reveals program quality both within and across programs. It also contributes to the
policy intent of quality assuring graduates on entry to the workforce. Such quality
assurance hinges on applying an established standard, recognised by the profession,
and applied consistently across participating universities. For this reason, fidelity
of implementation and maintaining the integrity of the assessment are essential pre-
conditions for teacher educators, policy personnel, preservice teachers and regulatory
authorities to have confidence in the fairness of assessment outcomes.

Beyond this policy intent, the use of digital architecture has offered the opportu-
nity to break new ground. This involves using the performance data that was gath-
ered initially for reporting the summative assessment result of profession readiness
(Meets/Does not Meet), also for informing program review and improvement actions
(formative purposes). The infrastructure is essential for teacher educators to access
reports showing the effectiveness of programs in ways not previously available. They
can see, for example, cohort and individual performance in planning, teaching and
assessing as recognised core skills of professional practice. Using evidence, they also
see the impact of programs and implementation approaches on preservice teacher
competence. Data infrastructure and communication infrastructure promote assess-
ment as collaborative inquiry through capacity building and partnerships in teacher
education (Fig. 17.1).

The scale of the workforce studies, supported through the digital architecture,
makes it possible to collect large-scale data and in turn ‘speak’ to policy using
evidence. As suggested earlier, in Study One, the shift is away from TPAs as a
compliance requirement, to the GTPA Collective of universities coming to work as
a trusted group with expertise to use evidence and standards in new ways. In Study
Two, the evidence produced makes it possible to identify the points of progression for
particular candidates that present barriers to academic success. These have potential
to allow more customised interventions at earlier points in time than was previously

3Acknowledgment: The online model of cross-institutional moderation (CIM-Online™) was
conceptualised and developed by the authors of this chapter. The work has been supported by
digital architects in the Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic
University.
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possible. The evidence also provides teacher educators with corroborating informa-
tion to show the characteristics of candidates and the related probabilities of success
in particular programs. The spotlight can be on mode of delivery, timing and combi-
nation of assessments, and program outcomes for cohorts of special interest, taking
account of demographic variables. This has involved new ways of thinking, talking,
doing and being for teacher educators, researchers and policy personnel who have
worked as a multidisciplinary team.

17.3 Pre-conditions for Sustainable Culture Change
in Teacher Education

In the following section, we identify a set of nine pre-conditions for establishing
and sustaining an approach to culture change in teacher education. These are
offered provisionally as an emergent conceptual framing to guide actions and deci-
sions related to conceptualising, designing and implementing complex performance
assessments. In presenting this we draw on our first-hand experiences as we have
tried to show in this book (Fig. 17.2).

The pre-conditions include:

1. A critical inquiry approach to the design and implementation of TPAs. Data in
and of itself is only useful once its meaning is interrogated and determined to be
fit-for-purpose. A critical inquiry approach involves interrogation of empirical
research literature to inform TPA design, validation processes and implementa-
tion decisions. It also involves ongoing quantitative and qualitative analyses of
data collected from the scoring of TPAs for continual reflection on, and refine-
ment of, TPA design and implementation processes. Critical inquiry takes into
consideration site-specific variables of TPA implementation and intended uses
of the data and related reports.

2. Rigorous processes for demonstrating validity and reliability of TPAs
including the scoring rubric. Professional acceptance of a TPA hinges on
the demonstrated alignment of the TPA and relevant professional and program
standards. Also essential is agreement about conditions necessary for fidelity
of implementation, protocols for resource and data collection, and procedures
for effective communication. Validity is determined through close qualitative
and quantitative analyses of the expected characteristics of competence that
the assessment calls forth and also evidence from implementation in the field.
Trials are an essential condition for TPAs to gain credibility and professional
acceptance. Trialling should extend to the scoring rubric with data from the field
needed to demonstrate its reliability.

3. A concerted focus on what is taken to be evidence of professional competence
and its utility for the field of practice for both licensure (summative) and
improvement (formative) purposes. Historically, teacher education has lacked
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Fig. 17.2 Pre-conditions for sustainable culture change in teacher education

an evidence base to address or counter criticisms of the quality of teacher educa-
tion and graduate preparation. A distinctive feature of the approach to TPAs in
this book is the deliberate move to use summative data for formative purposes
to inform program design and improve teaching strategies. Only when both
summative and formative purposes come into view as complementary can the
teaching profession reclaim accountability for itself.

4.  Working at scale. The establishment of an evidence base to show the quality of
teacher education requires large-scale data, collected across diverse contexts. It
also requires longitudinal data to establish trends, to show changes and to show
consistency in the application of the common standard. For sustainable change,
the active collaboration with universities in this endeavour is essential.

5. Recognition of the complexity of the teacher education policy and practice
landscape and standards. Teaching is understood as a complex activity that is
responsive to context and requires ongoing data gathering and decision-making



224 C. Wyatt-Smith and L. Adie

to meet student needs and progress learning. Teacher education practice and
policy must be able to accommodate this diversity, preparing teachers able to
meet professional standards and adaptable to the diverse contexts they will
encounter as teachers. This calls for moving beyond standards as regulatory
tools to the use of standards as a means to act with agency and inquire deeply
into teaching practice.

6. The value of collective action and decision-making. A TPA should have
a necessary focus on measurable knowledge, skills and capabilities which
are assembled in professional practice. One of the barriers to this has been
that teacher education has occurred in silos with little communication across
programs and institutions. Establishing a common standard can only be realised
through the pooling of professional evaluative expertise with teacher educa-
tors at the table with policy personnel, school partners and other researchers.
This requires dialogue—thinking, acting and making decisions together—
informed by evidence and research in arriving at TPA design and implementation
decisions.

7. Customised digital architecture (data and communication infrastructure).
The implementation of TPAs across a wide range of geographic locations and
the collection of large-scale data requires customised digital architecture. This
includes processes to upload assessments and assessment data; undertake cross-
institutional scoring and moderation of samples; analyse data and automate
reporting of results using data visualisations. Infrastructure is also needed for
data storage, transmission security and ethical and privacy protocols.

8.  Principles and practices for cross-institutional moderation. Both intra- and
cross-institutional moderation are essential to establish judgement reliability
and comparability in the application of a common standard for graduation
and licensure as a teacher. CIM-Online involves teacher educators scoring
samples using an established rubric. Teacher educators’ experience and evalu-
ative expertise are essential in this process, taking responsibility for applying
the established standard.

9. The transformative potential of TPAs to stimulate professional learning.
Professional learning associated with the development and implementation of
TPAs and the use of generated data can become transformative when teacher
educators use outcomes of TPA implementation in discussions about program
design and its impact on preservice teacher learning.

We offer the framework of pre-conditions to others who are considering, or are in
the process of implementing, a TPA or other complex assessment of competence into
their programs. It provides a holistic approach to think about the change processes
and examine impacts of change that are inevitable in introducing TPAs.
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17.4 The Next Move

Yes, we have to get TPAs right. Throughout this book we recognise that a significant
policy shift, such as occurred in the introduction of TPAs in Australia, requires radical
rethinking that goes well beyond the design of a TPA. The transformative potential of
TPAs in teacher education is a recurring theme in this book, as is the need to attend to
the range of impacts that flow from such a shift. In our experience this involves collab-
orative action to carry forward discovery work by teacher educators motivated to
improve the learning of preservice teachers and in turn, school students. Beyond this,
it involves significant investment of human and material resources, noting that there
has been a lack of government investment at national and state levels in Australia.
A serious national commitment enabling this shift—culture change and the turn to
standards and evidence—calls for coordinated strategies across policy, practice and
research. We reflect here that Australia is facing a further review of teacher educa-
tion in 2021 with fractures in implementation of the TEMAG recommendations now
crystal clear.

It is essential that impacts of the shift are monitored as they effect teacher educa-
tors, preservice teachers, school personnel and those responsible for implementing
policy in teacher education. Some of these impacts of reviews and change in teacher
education are strikingly clear while others are more subtle. CIM-Online, as discussed
in Chap. 3, is a significant change resulting from the Research and Development
Program work including the development of digital infrastructure. Another change
is that we now have evidence to show program quality as exemplified through GTPA
samples. Other advances include the considerable strengthening of collaborations
among teacher educators, policy personnel and researchers. Over the last six years,
across the GTPA Collective, conversations have changed. We now talk in-person and
online, in formal and informal meetings, about what constitutes evidence as quality,
what are the characteristics of a quality ITE program and what counts as evidence
of professional competence at completion of preparation. We talk about inferring
meaning from data and using it as evidence of program effectiveness. These conver-
sations open up opportunities to reflect on other topics such as evaluative expertise,
the application of standards, and professional judgement. In our recent conversations
we have concentrated on the application of the use of the data to inform program
review and curriculum renewal in developing impact case studies of culture change
in teacher education.

Against this backdrop, we recognise the pervasive calls for evidence by govern-
ments, industry and the public to assess quality and track changes over time. Teacher
education is not exempt from these forces. As mentioned earlier in Chap. 2, engage-
ment with the TEMAG reform agenda has been uneven across the country. A conse-
quence of this, as mentioned above, is that in 2021, seven years after the most recent
review of teacher education (see discussions of TEMAG) a further review has been
heralded. The declared motivation for the review is to return Australia to the top group
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of education nations. This includes a laser-like focus on “quality teaching, particu-
larly initial teacher education, curriculum and assessment” (Tudge, 2021, n.p.). The
following excerpts from the minister’s speech make this clear:

... some teachers are still graduating from their courses insufficiently prepared to teach in a
classroom either because there has been too much focus on theory at the expense of practice,
or because evidence-based teaching methods are not taught. I hear this consistently from
school principals and graduates alike...

The next evolution of reforms is needed, to build from the TEMAG reforms. I will soon be
launching a review to help shape such reforms. This review will investigate where there is
still further work to do to ensure that all ITE courses are high-quality and adequately prepare
our teachers to be effective from day one. (Tudge, 2021, n.p.)

The challenge facing teacher education is how to generate evidence that standards
are being met and that preparation programs are high quality. Teacher education has
the opportunity to satisfy standards of evidence and to produce evidence of standards
to show that quality graduates are entering classrooms. Getting TPAs right is central
to professionalising teacher education.

17.5 What is Involved in Getting TPAs Right?

We hold the position that getting TPAs right involves rigorous data-informed
processes supported through digital architecture and input from a diverse range
of specialists across different fields. The TPA is not just another assessment. The
purpose and consequences of a TPA are far more significant than other assessments
completed in a teacher education program. Based on this stance, getting TPAs right
has to involve all aspects of approving, designing, implementing, and scoring TPAs
and using TPA-generated data for improvement purposes.

Evidence of demonstrated comparability in what counts as the passing standard
in initial teacher education is a non-negotiable expectation in getting TPAs right.
This is essential for the Australian public to have confidence in the quality of educa-
tion systems and the quality of graduates entering classrooms. Without a focus on
comparability and rigorous mechanisms for demonstrating that it is being achieved
across teacher education providers, we could simply revert to each university having
their own standard, offering no evidence of consistent expectations of quality across
the country. This is not arguing for standardising programs; rather, we assert that
programs must take account of demographic variables and candidates must be devel-
oped professionally with the knowledge, skills and dispositions to be responsive to
diverse cohorts of students and contexts.

It is time for Australia to make transparent a common or agreed standard of grad-
uate readiness that applies irrespective of location and mode of preparation. Cross-
institutional moderation can be fundamental to achieving this goal where rigorous
quality assurance systems and processes are built into how it is designed and imple-
mented. We call for moving beyond social moderation to more sophisticated moder-
ation processes that combine qualitative processes with statistical analyses. Social
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moderation can lapse into talk and interactions intended to achieve consensus about a
grade. This is a wide berth away from an intent to demonstrate reliability of judgement
against an established standard. This is not an argument for statistical moderation,
rather it is an argument for the combination of social and statistical moderation, data
analytics, digital architecture and the collaboration of cross-disciplinary experts. A
weakly framed position on moderation is likely to undermine the prospect for deliv-
ering the promise of TEMAG to lead to reform in teacher education that includes the
strengthening of quality assurance of graduate readiness.

Currently teacher education in Australia lacks an agreed methodology for bench-
marking graduate quality on completion of a program. Also lacking is a methodology
for establishing the comparative strengths of teacher education programs, both within
and across universities. In the GTPA Collective, CIM-Online functions as a form of
benchmarking. As discussed in Chap. 3, the output of GTPA CIM-Online includes
(1) reports of evidence about the application of a common standard across partic-
ipating universities, and (2) reports of program performance at the cohort level.
These reports are encrypted and sent securely online going directly into the hands
of Deans, Program Directors and other teacher educators across the country. They
provide reliable evidence showing the application of the established standard in their
programs and their relative strengths and possible areas for improvement. Teacher
educators’ engagement with and use of the reports is dependent in large part on their
expertise in reading evidence or performance data presented through a range of data
visualisations.

The experience of the GTPA shows that getting TPAs right will involve building
data literacy in the teacher education workforce, including developing expertise in
how to read or interpret such evidence. It will also involve building capability in
how to apply the inferred meaning of the data to inform curriculum review and
program renewal. By extension, the role of the teacher educator could extend to
program evaluation. We propose that this is a role that could be undertaken with
optimal effect when it involves and engages colleagues in the schooling sector, and
in particular, principals and mentor teachers.

To track the movement of the standard over time requires a strong position on
cross-institutional moderation that includes the provision for anchor samples. We
know that standards can rise and fall. Unless attention is paid to capturing this move-
ment, the case could be made that it was easier to graduate from teacher education
last year or the year before. This brings into play issues of fairness in tests of graduate
readiness to enter teaching. Legal precedence for cases contesting grading decisions
in the case of the Educative Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA) and Perfor-
mance Assessment for California Teachers (PACT) are instructive for Australia (see
Wyatt-Smith et al., forthcoming). From our experiences in the research, policy and
practice of moderation, including in several universities and the schooling sector,
the focus should be sharply on judgement and analysis to demonstrate judgement
reliability or comparability. This recognises the need to also attend to evidence of
rater severity and lenience.

While a strong position on moderation and cross-institutional moderation was not
a feature of the move to TPAs in Australia, our research has shown its importance
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as well as the benefits of investing in digital architecture for supporting universities
to demonstrate reliability. A light touch interest in, and regard for, the potential of
moderation could undermine current efforts to build public confidence in what grad-
uate readiness looks like. Policy attention to rigorous cross-institutional moderation
and use of the evidence it generates are linchpin to developing public confidence in
teacher education.
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Glossary

Assessment Literacy An “individual’s understandings of the fundamental assess-
ment concepts and procedures deemed likely to influence educational decisions”
(Popham, 2011, p. 267). Assessment literacy can also be influenced by dispo-
sitions and by context (social, cultural, historical, political) including education
policy requirements.

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (APST) The Australian Profes-
sional Standards for Teachers were developed by the Australian Institute for
Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL). They encompass seven Standards
that establish “what teachers should know and be able to do” (AITSL, 2011,
p- 4). They are described as “interconnected, interdependent and overlapping”
(AITSL, 2011, p. 4). The Standards comprise three domains of teaching:
professional knowledge, professional practice and professional engagement.

Benchmark A point of reference, yardstick or level of quality against which
performance can be measured.

Benchmarking The process of measuring performance against the performance of
others using a common or established standard.

Calibration Training of raters to achieve high levels of consistency in using an
established standard to arrive at a judgement of quality or score. Calibration can
incorporate decision aids that support judgement processes. These can include (1)
exemplars selected to illustrate characteristics of the standard and (2) cognitive
commentaries that seek to make available the basis of judgement, including
how characteristics of performance were combined in arriving at an overall
judgement.

Complex Performance Assessment These involve demonstration of the knowl-
edge, skills, practices and decision-making recognisable in the performance of
professionals in a given field.

Cross-Institutional Moderation (CIM-Online™) This process involves assessors
rating and recording scores on authentic samples provided by multiple institu-
tions. This is a blind review process with samples being fully de-identified,
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including the removal of the original score provided by the host institution.
CIM-Online relies on digital technologies and online scoring systems, to record
and collate judgement decisions using an established standard.

Data Infrastructure Digital systems to enable the collection, collation and anal-
ysis of data, and to optimise the potential for reporting and data visualisation
for formative (improvement) and summative (reporting) purposes. As applied to
the GTPA, it refers to: the data warehouse for storing de-identified performance
records against the common standard, permitting longitudinal tracking over time
and analysis; an online scoring platform; and two applications (apps)—the first,
designed and built for entering cohort performance data at the criterion level; the
second, also purpose designed and built for entering data on mandatory summa-
tive assessments in ITE. The latter supports investigations of ITE or teacher
education candidates from program entry to exit.

Data Warehouse An online storage or archiving system for housing data from a
variety of sources. In the GTPA, this is a purpose-built digital data system
for storing de-identified performance records. The records are collected to: (1)
monitor the movement of the standard overtime; (2) enable longitudinal inves-
tigations into the quality of ITE programs and their effectiveness, and (3) study
the characteristics and performance trajectories of individuals and sub-cohorts
of special interest.

Fidelity The extent to which an assessment is implemented as intended. In this book,
fidelity relates to the conditions under which TPAs are implemented. Fidelity
is central in efforts to ensure fairness for preservice teachers; that is, all have
the opportunity to learn and provide evidence of their knowledge, skills and
decision-making. (See system validity and site validity as related concepts.)

Flipped Classroom A pedagogical model in which the traditional order of home-
work and lectures/teaching time is swapped. Typically, students read, view videos
and work with the course content material prior to engaging in face-to-face
teaching with the aim of allowing greater collaboration.

Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment (GTPA®) An officially endorsed
Australian teaching performance assessment conceptualised and designed by
the Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education, Australian Catholic
University. It is implemented in partnership with a national Collective of
Australian universities (https://www.graduatetpa.com/).

GTPA Collective This refers to the group of teacher educators from across
Australian universities that have chosen to implement and use data generated
by the GTPA in programs at Bachelor and Master levels (https://www.gradua
tetpa.com/discover/).

Initial Teacher Education (ITE) A tertiary education course/program undertaken
by teacher education candidates (preservice teachers) to develop the skills and
knowledge required to qualify as a registered teacher. ITE is typically offered
at universities or accredited higher education colleges as a degree program
(Bachelor and Master levels).

Literacy and Numeracy Test for Initial Teacher Education (LANTITE) A
mandatory assessment of personal literacy and numeracy skills to be completed
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by all ITE graduates prior to graduation. The test is expected to promote public
confidence in graduates of teacher education programs (https://teacheredtest.
acer.edu.au/).

Moderation A practice that contributes to quality assurance systems and processes
to demonstrate reliability and comparability of scoring and related judgements.
There are various forms of moderation including statistical moderation and social
consensus moderation. The former is more widely practised in examination
systems. In social consensus moderation, typically teachers/raters work in small
teams to review and discuss their judgements using an established, common
standard or benchmark.

National Program Standards (AITSL) These set out the requirements set out by
the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL) for the
development of Australian ITE programs. These are used for national accredita-
tion purposes with accreditation the responsibility of state regulatory authorities
(https://www.aitsl.edu.au/deliver-ite-programs/standards-and-procedures).

Online Moderation This can involve synchronous and asynchronous processes for
conducting moderation online. In the GTPA, teacher educators use a common
rubric and an established standard to score performances and record judgement
decisions online. (See Cross-institutional moderation [CIM-Online] as a related
concept.)

Practicum The practical component of teacher preparation. It is undertaken in a
school and is distinguished from the academic component. Practica are often
completed over several weeks and scheduled throughout an ITE course.

Preservice Teacher (PST) A candidate given entry to an ITE course. Preservice
teachers complete both academic and practical (field) requirements, achieving at
least a passing grade on both for graduation and licensure. In Australia, preservice
teachers are working towards a degree qualification (Bachelor or Master).

Profession Readiness A demonstration of competence in the authentic skills and
performances of teaching, learning and assessing.

System Validity Recognition that an assessment instrument and related perfor-
mance criteria (rubric) are fit-for-purpose as measured against official/system
requirements. In terms of Australian TPAs, the APST should be clearly evident
in the design of the assessment and in the evidence of professional competence
that it generates.

Site Validity Recognition that the assessment instrument and related performance
criteria (rubric) are fit-for-purpose as measured against local site requirements.
These may include practices intended to be responsive to local or community
contexts of a school (where preservice teachers complete a practicum) or a
teacher education program. Site validity recognises that local influences can
shape practices valued in particular school or community settings.
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Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) Established in 2014
to advise the Australian Federal Government on how initial teacher educa-
tion courses can best ensure that graduating teachers have the appro-
priate combination of practical and academic skills required for the class-
room (https://www.dese.gov.au/teaching-and-school-leadership/teacher-educat
ion-ministerial-advisory-group).

Teaching Performance Assessment (TPA) A summative culminating assessment
used to assess the knowledge and practical skills of preservice teachers. In
Australia, a TPA must be completed successfully in the final year practicum
of a preservice teacher’s ITE course as a requirement for graduation.

Teacher Educator A university lecturer who educates preservice teachers, usually
a qualified teacher with further postgraduate qualifications.

Threshold Standard This standard specifies the minimum expectation of perfor-
mance to be awarded an overall pass (meeting the standard).

Validity In this book, validity refers to “the degree to which all the accumulated
evidence supports the intended interpretation of test scores for the proposed
use” which is gathered from “an analysis of the relationship between the content
of a test and the construct it is intended to measure” (AERA/APA/NCME, 2014,
p. 14).
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