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Abstract  

My thesis contributes to the body of research that is attempting to understand teacher 

quality and professionalism in an era of increased measurement and accountability. My 

focus is to understand how teachers came to be known as objects of their quality in the 

policy reforms of the Education Revolution in Australia (2007–2013). I borrow the 

Foucauldian concept of a ‘history of the present’ to articulate my research aim: to 

diagnose the why and how of this teacher quality present, and to explore how this present 

might have been, and still could be, otherwise.  

To achieve my overarching research aim, I address two research provocations. The first 

is, through what forms of rationality and historical conditions has the teacher become 

known as an object of quality in this present? To address this provocation, I assemble an 

archive of texts which I analyse using Foucault’s rules of discursive formation. My 

archaeological analysis unveils a teacher quality discourse which has (re)produced a 

particular way of knowing teachers as objects of quality, contributing to the nation’s 

economic productivity through the test scores which they can harvest from their students. 

This economistic way of knowing teachers is, however, masked because of the way the 

Education Revolution reforms appropriate discourses of professionalism. The foremost 

example is the national set of teacher professional standards, developed and mandated by 

policy. I show how these Australian Professional Standards for Teachers work as a 

vehicle for quality assurance to the public and as a means of regulation, control and 

accountability for policy.  

My second research provocation is, at what price can teachers speak the truth about 

themselves in this present? To address this provocation, I analyse the way in which 

teachers know themselves and their work, as articulated to me in conversations I had with 

a fairly typical group of 12 primary school teachers in three Canberra primary schools. 

These teachers know themselves through discourses of care, with their professional pride 

stemming from their pedagogical prowess and social responsibility. These teachers are 

resistant to the regulatory reforms mandated by policy. They show hostile compliance to 

registration and indifference to, if not deliberate ignorance of, the professional standards. 

I conclude that the teacher quality discursivity, productive of ways of knowing teachers 

in the reforms of the Education Revolution targeting teachers, is not productive in the 

ways that these teachers know themselves, their work or their professionalism. 
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I contribute to academic research through my diagnosis of the teacher quality present as 

characterised by an epistemic gap between the ways of knowing teachers in the Education 

Revolution’s policies and the ways of knowing in the classroom. Additionally, I use a 

notion of epistemic injustice from Fricker (2007) which, to date, has seen little utility in 

educational research. I argue that an injustice is wrought on primary school teachers 

because of this epistemic gap. I am guided by Foucault’s genealogy as tactic to explore 

the price that teachers may pay by attempting to speak their truths across this gap. 

Together, these perspectives alert me to teachers’ ways of knowing, their ways of 

subverting, resisting or carrying the seeds of discursive insurrection against the ways that 

teachers are known in the Education Revolution, such that the present could well be 

otherwise. 

In addition to contributing new thinking about teachers, policy and quality, my research 

demonstrates the potential of using Foucault’s rules of discursive formation as methods 

to analyse the ‘political’, and it shows the critical potentialities of genealogy as tactic in 

analysing the ‘local’. Finally, my research establishes the utility of Fricker’s notion of 

epistemic injustice adding an important ethical dimension to research scenarios which set 

the political against the local.  
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Chapter 1   1 

1 Introduction  

How teacher professionalism is defined, and by whom, is important. If 

teachers’ occupational identity is defined from outside, by the power of the 

state or the pressure of the market, it is likely to be limited in important ways. 

The capacity to talk back to management, to dissent, or to follow independent 

judgement, is not likely to bulk large in such definitions of teaching. Yet this 

may be crucial on educational grounds, allowing teachers to pursue the 

interests of the pupils they actually have in front of them (Connell, 2009, p. 

222). 

The quote above sat with me as I began this thesis and has tracked along with me 

throughout my research, because it so neatly encapsulated the tension I felt about how 

teachers’ occupational identity was known in the 2007 reforms in Australian educational 

policy, known as the Education Revolution. I felt that teachers were becoming 

increasingly distanced from being a legitimate source of knowledge about how teacher 

professionalism was defined. The ways of knowing teachers in the policies of the 

Education Revolution seemed to be shrouded in a pervasive discourse of teacher quality 

which was neither defined by policy nor understood by teachers. Like Connell (2009), I 

lamented that the distancing between policy’s ways of knowing teachers and teachers’ 

ways of knowing themselves in classrooms could have implications for teachers pursuing 

the interests of the students they had in front of them. I return again and again to this 

quote, which I have dubbed Connell’s Lament, as it echoes throughout my work. 



 

Chapter 1   2 

1.1 The ways I know teachers 

As a dedicated classroom teacher with a longish career, I felt I was a knowing teacher: I 

knew teaching, I knew what it was to be a professional teacher and, perhaps naively, did 

not feel that how educational policy knew me had a significant impact on the way I knew 

myself as a teacher. With the birth of my son and a change in location, I was absent from 

teaching during a time in which the landscape of Australian education underwent rapid 

change, through a raft of reforms in federal educational policy known as the Education 

Revolution. On my return to teaching in 2009, I questioned whether I knew what it was 

to be a teacher any longer.  

I was prepared for a period of personal readjustment back into my career after an absence 

of five years. However, I was unprepared for the change in the way in which teachers 

now seemed to know themselves as teachers. A different vocabulary was being used. 

Where once teachers sought opportunities to improve their praxis, they were now being 

professionally developed. Where once teachers worked alongside parents and carers as 

much as possible in the education of their children, they were now accountable to parents 

for students’ results. Where once teachers enacted their praxis, they were now 

documenting it. Where once teachers took part in the life of a school, they were now 

professionally engaged in the community. Where once teachers knew their school 

through the teachers, students and parents working together at various levels of shared 

purpose, they now knew their school through measures of its socio-educational advantage 

and national literacy and numeracy test performance. Of most alarm to me were the 

murmurings among the teachers I worked with about a set of standards being formulated 

to define teacher professionalism.  



 

Chapter 1   3 

I felt a widening gap between the ways in which I knew myself as a teacher and the way 

in which I was coming to be known in this new landscape of the Education Revolution. I 

struggled to understand how much of teachers’ professional identity was now being 

defined by the power of the state, as Connell lamented. I needed to understand the change. 

How did teachers know themselves now? Who was defining how they were to be known? 

Was there a gap between how they were known about and how they knew themselves? 

Were these teacher professional standards being defined by teachers or, as Connell 

suggested, by the pressure of the market or the power of the state?  

My overriding concern was that other teachers were experiencing the same feelings I was: 

that, as a teacher, I was becoming a stranger to myself. I was troubled by how many 

teachers would leave their classroom career because they were not known any more. 

1.2 The Education Revolution (2007–2013) 

As I have mentioned, the landscape of Australian educational policy underwent 

tumultuous change with the election of a new Labor Government in 2007. This was after 

more than 11 years of a Liberal Coalition Government led by just one Prime Minister. 

The new Labor Prime Minister, Kevin Rudd, claimed a mandate for the sweeping reforms 

in educational policy with which he had gone to the electorate. These reforms, the 

Education Revolution, were delivered by Rudd along with his Minister for Education 

(later to be Prime Minister), Julia Gillard, over the period 2007–2013.  

The Education Revolution saw educational policy, constitutionally framed as the remit 

of Australia’s seven State and Territory governments (see Appendix 1), being driven from 

a federal level and immersed in neoliberal discursive frameworks (Cahill, 2013; Connell, 

Fawcett, & Meagher, 2009; Hardy, 2009; Keddie, Mills, & Pendergast, 2011; Mockler, 

2013; Parker & Cahill, 2017; Peck & Tickell, 2002; Singh, Kenway, & Apple, 2007).  
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The Education Revolution brought unprecedented change in many areas of school 

education within Australia. These included digital education infrastructure and skilling; 

additional Asian language classes; trade training centres in schools; support for 

transitions from school; a new National Curriculum to replace all State-based1 curricula 

for Years F2–10; national numeracy and literacy testing for students in Years 3, 5, 7 and 

9 (called NAPLAN); a publicly available website detailing every Australian school’s 

funding and enrolment characteristics, their NAPLAN results over time and a measure of 

their socio-educational advantage (called My School®3); reward payments for “quality” 

teachers; and nationally mandated teacher professional standards (ACARA, 2010, 2012a, 

2012b, 2016; AITSL, 2013; Gillard, 2008). 

Of particular concern to me within the reforms of the Education Revolution was a formal 

partnership between the Commonwealth and State governments for “improving teacher 

quality” (COAG, 2009b). I was uncomfortable with this notion because teacher quality 

was not defined in the policy arena. It implied that the current quality of teachers was 

poor, but no evidence was offered. The call for improvement seemed to target nearly all 

aspects of teachers’ careers. Within that formal partnership, a set of nationally mandated 

professional standards was called for as a means to improve teacher quality. I questioned 

how quality and professional standards had become entwined. I wondered whether this 

meant that teacher professionalism was about to become defined through discourses of 

                                                

1 I will use “State” as short hand for State and Territory throughout the thesis, and “state” in the sense of a modern state 
as the means of rule over a territory. 
2 This is the first year of formal schooling in Australia—called variously Kindergarten or Foundation Year (see 
Appendix 1) 
3 The registered trademark reflects the display on the website (ACARA, 2016). The trademark may well be ensuring 
that the algorithms and information displayed on the site are protected from competition. 
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teacher quality by the power of the state, as per Connell’s Lament. I pondered over what 

else could be wrapped up with, or hidden by, this notion of teacher quality.  

1.3 Domains of knowing  

The theoretical frame I adopt in my thesis comes from the work of French philosopher 

and historiographer Michel Foucault (1926–1984). I frame my thesis using Foucault’s 

original and probably most enduring contribution to post-structural theorising: the notion 

that discourses are productive of ways of knowing. In my thesis, I am interested in 

exploring ways of knowing within a set of ‘domains’. My notion of domain is connected 

to the idea of context but speaks to broader ramifications than just contextual 

characteristics, such as social milieu, geographic position, institutional features, 

economic roles etc. I use the word “domain” to include the discursive practices emerging 

from, and shaping, that context.  

In my research, I concentrate on identifying, comparing and contrasting the ways of 

knowing teachers in various domains. Two domains in which I am particularly interested 

I call the Policy domain, including a sub-domain I call the Education Revolution Policy 

domain, and the Classroom domain. I detail these, and other domains I speak of, in §2.8. 

It is enough, for the moment, to take the Policy domain to be the set of institutions, 

policymakers, political milieu, political processes and discourses that create and frame 

government policy and related documents. The Classroom domain is the local school 

environment, teachers, students, associated communities and the local discourses that 

they reiterate and enact.  

Each domain has its own historical contingencies and chance occurrences, and there are 

relations of power within and among the myriad of domains. The traction of a particular 

discourse may vary in different domains. It might be hegemonic in one domain, but 
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resisted, subverted or opposed in another domain. Discourses that are exclusive to one 

domain are highly unlikely to be intelligible in other domains. 

Using this Foucauldian lens, I started to rephrase the questions raised for me by Connell’s 

Lament. Are the discourses operating in the Policy domain, specifically the Education 

Revolution Policy domain, knowing teachers in ways that are outside the understandings 

of a Classroom domain? To what extent, if at all, might the teacher quality discourses of 

the Education Revolution reshape the discourses held by teachers in the Classroom 

domain about what it means to be a teacher? Can teachers in their Classroom domain 

follow what they believe to be the right things for the students they have in front of them 

when the imperatives from the Policy domain produce new ways of knowing themselves?  

1.4 My research aim and provocations 

I come to this research wanting to understand how teacher quality came to pervade the 

policy reforms of the Education Revolution. I borrow the concept of a ‘history of the 

present’ from Foucault to help me articulate my research approach. O'Farrell (2005) 

claims that creating a history of the present was the basis of Foucault’s overall project 

throughout his work. I explore it in greater depth in §2.3, but for the moment it is 

sufficient to say that a history of the present is a diagnosis which attempts to understand 

“why and how that-which-is might no longer be that-which-is” (Foucault cited in Raulet, 

1983, p. 206). For me it means attempting to diagnose how teacher quality is that-which-

is and, importantly, how it might be otherwise.  

I diagnose this present by addressing two research provocations which I unashamedly 

derive from Foucault in the quote below: 

How is it that the human subject took itself as the object of possible 

knowledge? Through what forms of rationality and historical conditions? And 
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finally, at what price? This is my question: at what price can subjects speak 

the truth about themselves? (Foucault in Raulet, 1983, p. 202). 

Before I move to my specific research provocations, I spend time unpacking the aspects 

of this quote which hold particular significance for my work. It comes from an interview 

between Raulet and Foucault (1983), where Foucault was attempting to explain the 

overarching focus of much of his work. In that interview, Foucault spoke of his interest 

in how subjects speak of themselves. He explained that his work had attempted to answer 

questions about why, at a given moment in history, certain subjects emerged as particular 

objects of knowledge. His work attempted to understand how a subject could speak about 

themself as, for example, a mad person, a sick person, a criminal person. This was 

problematic for Foucault because the reflexivity involved in these pursuits–a relation of 

self to self–necessarily constitutes that mad/sick/criminal person as “absolutely other” 

(Foucault in Raulet, 1983, p. 202). So, when one is to speak of oneself, Foucault asks, 

how is one to speak truthfully, inasmuch as one is both the object and subject of which 

one speaks?  

It is important that I also untangle Foucault’s use of the word “truth” in the quote above. 

When he speaks of truth he is not speaking of some essentialist way of knowing that 

stands outside the historical conditions and forms of rationality through which it became 

known. He is speaking of our inability to speak outside of ourselves, because our truth 

comes from being both subjects and objects of knowledge. For Foucault, it is the work of 

historians to deal with the emergence of ideas of, say, madness/illness/criminality, but 

the archaeologist’s 4  purview is to determine how we come to speak of 

                                                

4 Although at this time he said that he no longer used the term (Foucault in Raulet, 1983, p. 203). 



 

Chapter 1   8 

madness/illness/criminality as objects of possible knowledge (Foucault in Raulet, 1983, 

p. 203). It is here that the centrality of discourse in Foucault’s work is apparent, because 

it is the capacity of discourse to produce knowledges and power relations by which we 

come to speak of subjects as “objects of knowledge” (Foucault, 1975/1977, p. 28). 

Having unpacked these significant elements of the quote, I return now to my research 

provocations and explain why I choose this expression over the more traditional 

expression of “research questions”. The latter expression has positivist overtones which 

imply a search for  definitive answers. This does not sit  comfortably with my Foucauldian 

framework. As I seek to interrogate, diagnose and look to problematise the way in which 

we have become ‘us’ I am not expecting to find a conclusive or absolute answer. Some 

might argue that my delineation is artificial given my research provocations are still 

phrased as questions. I would respond by pointing out these interrogatives work to 

question me, to provoke me, to find ways to address, rather than answer, them. Thus, the 

absence of an ultimate research question is not an omission, but works more as a 

‘commission’ of Foucauldian analyses (McWilliam in Meadmore, Hatcher, & 

McWilliam, 2000). This is because the teacher quality present is but one of a myriad of 

possibilities that could emerge from multiple sets of tensions, negotiations and accidents 

(Barry, Osborne, & Rose, 1993). Thus, the commission of my text is to illuminate the 

possibility that the present is not the “outcome of rationally inevitable trends” (Gutting, 

2013, pp. Foucault, section 4.3, para 4). Things could have been, and could still be, 

otherwise. 

My two research provocations are temporally located in the discursive relations 

productive of, and emerging from, the policy reforms of the Education Revolution (2007–

2013). Following Foucault’s quote above, my first research provocation is: 
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• through what forms of rationality and historical conditions has the teacher become 

known as an object of quality?  

To address my first research provocation I work to identify shifts and disjunctures in the 

ways of knowing teachers as they are formed, reproduced, reshaped and renewed within 

the reforms targeting teacher quality in the Education Revolution. To achieve this, I 

assemble an archive of texts to analyse archaeologically (see §2.5.1). This analysis will 

trace the emergence of a teacher quality discourse, and also discover its configurations 

across a range of domains of knowing.  

I am also interested in whether that-which-is (teachers known as objects of quality in the 

Education Revolution Policy domain) might be otherwise. I want to understand the ways 

of knowing teachers in the Classroom domain and diagnose whether these ways of 

knowing pose risks for teachers. Is there resonance or friction between being a knowing 

teacher and being known as a teacher? Following Foucault’s quote, my second research 

provocation is: 

• at what price can teachers speak the truth about themselves? 

To address my second research provocation, I work to analyse the way that teachers know 

themselves and their work in the Classroom domain because of the reforms targeting 

teacher quality in the Education Revolution. To achieve this, I analyse a set of 

conversations I had with 12 primary school teachers in three Canberra5 primary schools 

to identify their ways of knowing themselves as teachers. I am guided by Foucault’s 

genealogy as tactic (see §2.5.2) in this analysis, because I look for the ways in which 

teachers’ ways of knowing in the Classroom domain might subvert, resist or carry the 

seeds of insurrection against the ways that they are known in the Education Revolution 

                                                

5 Canberra is the capital of Australia and is also the capital of the Australian Capital Territory (ACT). 
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Policy domain. Genealogy as tactic can “open up the space of freedom understood as a 

space of . . . possible transformation” (Foucault in Raulet, 1983, p. 203). In this way, my 

analysis explores both the risks that may result when teachers speak their own truths, and 

the potentialities of those truths to alter the things-which-are might be otherwise. 

1.5 Thesis structure 

The broad structure of my thesis is in three parts. Across Chapters 2 to 4, I set the 

background to my research through its conceptual framework, associated academic 

literature and the methodology and methods I put to work. Chapters 5 to 10 present my 

analyses of the ways of knowing in various domains, notably the Education Revolution 

Policy and Classroom domains. Chapters 11 and 12 are my concluding chapters, where I 

address my research provocations, and then look back at the value and contribution of 

my research and forward to its possible future. A more detailed outline of each chapter 

follows. 

Chapter 2 Conceptual Framework. I identify and explain the range of key Foucauldian 

concepts and ideas that frame my research approach. I begin with a brief introduction to 

Foucault and the broad ways in which his work has influenced my thesis and then trace 

six key framing concepts: history of the present; discursivity; archaeology as 

methodology and genealogy as tactic; the coming-to-be of the subject as an object of 

knowledge; governmentality and domains of knowing.  

Chapter 3 Literature Review. I structure my review across the multiple interests of my 

thesis, including teacher quality; teacher standards; teacher professionalism; autonomy 

and expertise; educational policy and the policy reforms of the Education Revolution; 

and, finally, literature which applies Foucault’s work to education generally and to the 

specific areas that align with the policy reforms of the Education Revolution.  
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Chapter 4 Methodology. I begin this chapter by describing how I understand my position 

in this research. In this chapter, I pick up on my conceptual framework from Chapter 2 

to describe the ways in which Foucault’s concepts, methodologies, methods and tactics 

contribute to my overall methodology. I outline how I assembled an archive of texts for 

my archaeological analyses across Chapters 5 to 9. I describe the selection of Foucault’s 

rules of discursive formation (1969/2002), which I use as the analytical methods for that 

archive. I then portray how I went about assembling transcripts of a series of 

conversations I had with 12 primary school teachers in three Canberra schools in 2011. I 

outline how Foucault’s genealogy as tactic works to guide my analysis of those 

conversations. 

Chapter 5 Archival Suite 1: The emergence and early configurations of the teacher 

quality discursivity (1900s–1990s). This is the first of my analysis chapters in which I 

construct a history of the teacher quality present, and is also the first of my five 

archaeology chapters. In this chapter, I trace the concept of quality in the Manufacturing 

domain across the 20th and into the 21st century and its take-up in quantitative education 

research in the 1960s. It is here that teacher quality is named and becomes productive of 

ways of knowing teachers. I pick up this teacher quality discursivity as it is configured 

in, and by, the OECD. I conclude the chapter as the teacher quality discursivity becomes 

associated with discourses of neoliberalism and its consequent configurations in the 

Australian educational Policy domain from 1985 to 1992. 

Chapter 6 Archival Suite 2: The configurations of the teacher quality discursivity with 

discourses of the professions (1990s–2000s). I trace the ways of knowing the professions 

in the Academic domain, before turning my attention to the configuration of the teacher 

quality discourse in the Australian educational Policy domain through five reports from 

1998 to 2003. I focus on how the teacher quality discursivity becomes associated with 
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quite specific discourses of the professions and professional standards that are best 

understood through Foucault’s notion of governmentality.  

Chapter 7 Archival Suite 3: The configuration of the teacher quality discursivity in the 

Education Revolution Policy domain (2006–2010). I focus on the reforms of the 

Education Revolution which targeted teacher quality. I trace their origins from just prior 

to the Education Revolution through to the formal policy partnership between the 

Commonwealth and the States which called for an improvement in teacher quality. This 

partnership called for a set of nationally mandated professional standards as part of the 

way to improve teacher quality. 

Chapter 8 Archival Suite 4: The configurations of the teacher quality discursivity in the 

Independent Research domain (2008–2011). I look at the ways in which an Australian 

think tank, the Grattan Institute, operated as a bridge between the ways of knowing 

teachers in academia, the OECD and the public to shape and influence the ways of 

knowing teachers in the Education Revolution Policy domain. 

Chapter 9 The configurations of the teacher quality discursivity in the development of 

the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (2009–2011). In this chapter, I 

analyse the sources and legitimacy of those who contributed in the development of the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers in order to determine the point of 

application of those standards.  

Chapter 10 Primary school teachers’ ways of knowing in the Education Revolution 

(2011). In my last analytical chapter I move from archaeological methods to genealogy 

as tactic as I analyse the discourses which are productive of the ways of knowing in a 

Classroom domain as articulated by 12 primary school teachers in three Canberra schools.  
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Chapter 11 Discussion. My penultimate chapter brings together my archaeology as 

methodology and genealogy as tactic through which I address my two research 

provocations. I offer my Foucauldian history of the teacher quality present, characterised 

by an ‘epistemic gap’ between the ways of knowing teachers in the Policy and Classroom 

domains. I argue that while my Foucauldian approach has allowed me to expose and 

characterise this gap, it does not allow me to underscore the impact of that gap on the 

lived experiences of teachers. To open up these new possibilities, I turn to work from 

feminist philosopher Fricker (2007, 2013, 2017)  and her notion of the injustice felt when 

one’s capacity as a knower is disqualified. I argue that teachers’ capacity to know 

themselves and their work, and their ways of knowing, are disqualified by the state, and 

hence an injustice has been wrought on them. 

Chapter 12 Conclusion. In this final chapter, I reflect on how my research aim has been 

achieved; my contribution to the various academic fields my work has traversed; the 

particular strengths afforded by the approaches I undertook; improvements or extensions 

of my work; and the potential that may exist for further work in the academic arenas of 

education policy and its impact on the professionalism of school teachers generally and 

primary school teachers specifically.  
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2 Conceptual framework  

2.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I outline my conceptual framework which relies on a selection of work 

from Michel Foucault (1926–1984). In taking this approach, I use Foucault’s ideas as 

‘game openings’ or ‘propositions’ rather than slavishly following aspects of his work 

from a particular time or place, because, as he claimed, “they are not meant as dogmatic 

assertions that have to be taken or left en bloc” (cited in Faubion, 1994, p. 224).  

A conceptual framework is necessary for the way in which I wish to interrogate and 

understand the ways in which teachers have become known, and may well be learning to 

know themselves, through the reforms of the Education Revolution. I use a selection of 

Foucault’s concepts as a way of structuring my thinking about how we come to be in a 

present where teacher quality is defining teachers’ professionalism. For Foucault, 

concepts are to be used as ways to “short circuit, discredit or smash systems of power” 

(cited in Mills, 1997, p. 17), and I use his concepts to help me open new ways of thinking: 

to pose questions about how things have come to be, and may yet be otherwise. 

In this chapter, I trace six key framing concepts that shape my thesis: history of the 

present (§2.3); discursivity (§2.4); archaeology as methodology and genealogy as tactic 

(§2.5); the coming-to-be of the subject as an object of knowledge (§2.6); governmentality 

(§2.7), and domains of knowing (§2.8). I begin in §2.2 with a brief introduction to 

Foucault and the broad ways in which his work has influenced my thesis. 

2.2 A brief introduction to Foucault  

Foucault became a central figure in French philosophy from the late 1960s and is now 

widely recognised as an influential and innovative intellectual in the Western world (Ball, 
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1990a; Gordon, 1980b; O'Farrell, 2005, 2013; Rabinow & Rose, 2003; Scheurich & 

McKenzie, 2008). His writing, published interviews and lectures span a period of 30 or 

so years6 and address disciplines which cannot be defined by any traditional academic 

boundaries (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Gordon, 1980b, 1994; Merquior, 1991; Rabinow, 

1991b; Rabinow & Rose, 2003; Smart, 2002). Indeed, I believe that the scope of 

Foucault’s influence arises partly because of the varied disciplinary fields by which 

academics are introduced to, and become engaged with, his work.  

Foucault’s work has gone through at least three phases: a focus on the regularities of 

discourse; then power relations, institutions and the state; and, finally, bio-political 

systems of ethics and self-formation (Dean, 1994; O'Farrell, 2013; Scheurich & 

McKenzie, 2008). I see Foucault as an historian who wrote historiographies; as a 

historiographer who wrote philosophical treatises; and as a philosopher who wrote 

methodologies. I have selected six concepts from his work to shape my thesis and I 

outline them in the following sections. 

2.3 History of the present  

I have described the aim of my research as creating a history of the teacher quality present. 

Foucault sees generating a history of the present as a philosophical task—the present is 

not to be described, but to be diagnosed. Foucault thinks that it is flawed to see the present 

as “the unique or fundamental or irruptive point in history where everything is completed 

and begun again” (emphasis in original, cited in Raulet, 1983, p. 206), and he is uneasy 

with traditional approaches to history such as presentism and finalism. While presentism 

takes some present thing and attempts to find a parallel meaning in the past, finalism 

                                                

6 See O'Farrell (2005, pp. 164-174) for a complete bibliography. 



 

Chapter 2  17 
 

traces the development of a present thing from some distant point in the past (Dreyfus & 

Rabinow, 1983). Both of these approaches are linear and calculable and so do not show 

the more “precarious and fragile history” (Foucault cited in Raulet, 1983, p. 206) of most 

things that seem evident to us today.  

The germinal elements of this important concept can be traced to 1967, when he says “I 

seek to diagnose, to carry out a diagnosis of, the present” (Foucault cited in O'Farrell, 

2005, p. 72). I have noted that Foucault uses the term “history of the present” explicitly 

in The Archaeology of Knowledge (1969/2002, p. 8) and again in Discipline and Punish 

(1975/1977, p. 31), and this continues in 1983 when he describes a history of the present 

as “a history that starts off from this present day” (Foucault cited in  O'Farrell, 2005, p. 

72).  

The way in which Foucault engages with “historicism in a new way” (Butler, 2005, p. 

115) is due in no small part to the influence of his doctoral sponsor, Canguilhem 

(Scheurich & McKenzie, 2008). Foucault (1969/2002) claims that Canguilhem taught 

him that the history of a concept is not a story of increasing rationality or progressive 

refinement, but a story of “various fields of constitution and validity, . . . successive rules 

of use, . . . and the many theoretical contexts in which it developed and matured” (p. 5).  

A diagnosis of the present reveals how we made here, rather than how we got here. For 

Foucault, the diagnosis attends to the embodiment and performativity of discourses and 

their productive capacities in terms of power relations and ways of knowing. It is the 

productive capacity of discourses that makes our present; and, in living that present, we 

continually remake it. A history of this present is starting now—the point in time at which 

we are productive of it. In showing the historical contingencies and chance occurrences 

by which certain discourses became hegemonic to produce our present, we are able to 
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show that the present is not a linear, calculable point at which we have arrived. When 

interconnections, chance encounters and temporal coincidences are privileged, then a 

Foucauldian history of the present can show that things could have been otherwise.  

2.4 Discursivity 

The second concept I work with in my thesis is the peculiarly Foucauldian notion 

whereby discourse, knowledge and power are inextricably enmeshed. Throughout my 

thesis, I want to emphasise the interconnectedness of these three terms but do not wish to 

use the somewhat clumsy expression, discourse/knowledge/power. Following Rabinow 

(1991b, p.26), I borrow the term “discursivity”’ from Foucault (1976/1980c, p. 85) to use 

as shorthand for the triumvirate of these terms. 

Discourse, knowledge and power all have everyday meanings; however, Foucault directs 

us away from those. For Foucault, discourse is more than a “phenomenon of expression” 

(1969/2002, p. 60); knowledge is not just positivity/episteme (1976/1980c, p. 85); and 

power, for Foucault, is not about repression (1976/1980b, p. 60).  

When I speak throughout my work of the teacher quality discursivity, I am emphasising 

that the expression holds within it not only the discourse itself, but its productive capacity 

in different domains to bring about ways of knowing that are always implicated in 

relations of power. I present my working definitions of these three terms in the following 

subsections. 

2.4.1 Discourse 

The Archaeology of Knowledge (1969/2002) is the site of Foucault’s formulation of the 

concepts of discourse and discursive practice (Diaz-Bone et al., 2007; Dreyfus & 

Rabinow, 1983; Rabinow, 1991b). Foucault (1969/2002) admits to the equivocal 
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meaning of the term “discourse” as used by linguists, logicians and analysts as well as 

his own “use and abuse” (p. 120) of the term.  

It is difficult to delineate the meanings that Foucault attributes to statements and 

discourses without also pre-empting the notions of discursive formation which I take up 

in Chapter 4. Foucault defines the term discourse as a group of statements that are 

dispersed and redistributed within “a single system of formation” (1969/2002, p. 121). 

The statement for Foucault comes about by the very discursive formation to which that 

statement belongs. He explains that this is not, as it may seem at first blush, to be a 

paradox, but rather a “law of coexistence” (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 131). Discourse is 

made up of a limited number of statements for which a group of conditions of existence 

can be defined. It is these conditions of existence, or rules of discursive formation, that I 

describe in Chapter 4. 

Discourses are performative and include signs and practices, but discourses do more than 

just designate things. Foucault argues that it is this “more that renders them irreducible 

to the language … and to the speech” (emphasis in original, 1969/2002, p. 54) . 

Discourses are also more than a phenomenon of expression. They are totalities, Foucault 

explains, which provide the limits and delimits by which the “thinking, knowing, 

speaking subject” (1969/2002, p. 54) knows itself. To guide my working definition of 

discourse, I also draw on definitions provided by a number of Foucauldian commentators 

who work in the field of education. 

Ball (1990a) argues that discourse “lies between the level of pure temporal linguistic 

structure (langue) and the level of surface speaking (parole)” (p. 2), while O'Farrell 

(2005) defines discourse as the “material verbal traces left by history” (p. 133). These 

definitions attempt to locate discourses, while other definitions emphasise what 
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discourses do. Gordon (1994) believes that Foucault’s discourses determine “what may 

be said, by whom, in what context and with what effect” (p. xvi). Kenway (1990) 

emphasises that it is through discourse “that the social production of meaning takes place” 

(p. 173). All these definitions highlight the productivity of discourse.  

The self-fulfilling and productive nature of discourses is the key for Foucault, and he 

describes them as “practices that systematically form the objects of which they speak” 

(1969/2002, p. 54). I understand discourses as internally productive of subjects as objects 

of knowledge: it is in speaking the language made permissible by the discourse that 

speaking subjects are able to be known and to know themselves.  

Discourses are not only internally (re)productive of themselves, but also iteratively 

productive of new discourses. New discourses are not produced through Kuhn-like 

(1962) revolutionary shifts in paradigms, nor through slow cumulative changes in an 

evolutionary sense. It is in the constant practice of discourse that the conditions necessary 

for its eventual transformation are produced. I use the expression the constant practice of 

discourse to emphasise that discourse is more than a linguistic act: it is also an embodied 

and performative practice.  

Conditions which transform discourses can include contradictions such as “incompatible 

postulates, intersections of irreconcilable influences . . . economic and political conflict” 

(Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 167). Foucault explains that contradictions such as these induce 

new discourses to emerge so as to both translate and overcome those contradictions. In 

this way, the discourse “begins to speak” (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 167) but will, in its 

new guise, contain new contradictions that once more must be translated and overcome. 

I understand that an already-formed discourse is necessarily, in its playing out, the 

precursor of a yet-to-be discourse. As discourses change, what can be spoken also 
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changes. This leaves the previous discourse as a potentially not-ever-was discourse, and 

its ways of knowing can no longer be spoken. Previous ways of knowing become hidden 

in the historical contents of the discourse—a notion I take up again in §2.4.3. 

I now bring these understandings of discourse together to produce my working definition 

for this thesis. Discourses are internally and iteratively productive linguistic practices that 

are embodied and performed. They are internally productive: in the practice of discourse, 

the discourse produces the ways by which we know ourselves and know what it is to be 

known. They are also iteratively productive: in the practice of discourse, the discourse 

itself is continually reconstituted or equipped for its own transformation. 

2.4.2 Power relations 

The link between power and discourse for Foucault is a necessary one: without the 

“production, accumulation, circulation and functioning of a discourse” (1976/1980c, p. 

93), power cannot be established, consolidated or implemented. Foucault (1976/1980c) 

notes that power has been seen variously as a repressive energy (Reich's hypothesis) or 

understood through the hostile engagement of forces (Nietzsche's hypothesis) (p. 91). In 

contrast to these ways of seeing power, Foucault sees power as deeply rooted in the social 

nexus which produces, and is produced by, discourse. Just as Foucault’s work changed 

the view of discourse, he also brought nuance to the concept of power by preferring to 

speak of “power relations”, a term I too will use.  

While discourse and power are inextricably linked, not all discourses have exactly the 

same power effects. Discourses can produce varied power relations, depending on their 

status: discourses with hegemonic status have maximum power effects (they come to be 
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taken as truth7 by a majority milieu), and discourses with subjugated status have minimal 

power effects (because they are only taken seriously by a marginalised milieu). For 

example, Ball (1990b) speaks of neoliberal managerialist discourses as hegemonic 

because they have reshaped the organisational structures of schools. The hegemony of 

managerialist discourses has the effect of subjugating any alternative discourses, such as 

collegial or horizontal organisational discourses. The latter, by being known as alternate, 

have little authority. Consequently, those teachers who know school organisation through 

such subjugate discourses are unlikely to become decision makers or leaders. This 

process does not, however, imply a static scenario. Teachers who persist with subjugate 

discourses are resisting the hegemony of the managerialist discourse and, as part of the 

rub of discourses, may produce a new organisational discourse. In this way, the formation 

of a new discourse was only made possible by the hegemony of the original managerialist 

discourse. This is an example of the inherent and productive power play of discourses, of 

how “discourse is the path from one contradiction to another” (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 

168).  

Foucault (1976/1980c) is not so much interested in regulated relations of power coming 

from central locations, but rather in “power at its extremities, in its ultimate destinations, 

with those points where it becomes capillary, that is in its more regional and local forms 

and institutions” (p. 96). For Foucault (1976/1980c), this capillarity occurs through 

individuals because, for him, “the individual which power has constituted is, at the same 

time, its vehicle” (p. 98). For example, teacher standards have a power relation with 

teachers through their categorisation of career stages, one of which may be “leader”. 

                                                

7 I discussed in Chapter 1the Foucauldian meaning of truth I use throughout my thesis. 
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Those who become leaders are in positions of power—not only through their status as 

leader, but in modelling the standards as an instrument of power. Thus, the standards are 

the discursive instrument which produces leaders, and it is the leaders who (re)produce 

that instrument. I speak more of this capillarity of power when I focus on governmentality 

as another key concept in my work in §2.7. 

My working definition for this thesis is that power relations are inscribed on, performed 

by and (re)produced through the subjects of a discourse. The effects of power relations 

are a function of the relative status of the discourse. Power relations produced by 

hegemonic discourses can be formidable but, because of the iterative nature of discourse, 

will always be open to contestation via the formation of yet-to-be discourses which will 

have different power relations. 

2.4.3 Knowledge 

Knowledge, or ways of knowing, is the thematic cornerstone of my research. Knowledge 

and power relations implicate each other for Foucault (1975/1977): “there is no power 

relation without the correlative constitution of a field of knowledge, nor any knowledge 

that does not presuppose and constitute at the same time power relations” (p. 27). In the 

leadership example above, there is an intricate relationship between power relations and 

knowledge in the standards: teachers can only know themselves as leaders through the 

discourse of standards, and it is in the ways of knowing the standards, by all teachers, 

that leaders have a relation of power to others. 

Knowledge is not just deeply embedded in discursive practices; knowledge arises from 

and is reproduced by those practices. Foucault claims that in order to study the 

development of knowledge, one needs to look not at what is known, but look to “identify 

the discursive practices which were able to constitute the matrices of possible 
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knowledges, and study the rules, the game of true and false, and, more generally, the 

forms of veridiction in these discursive practices” (Foucault, 1983/2011, p. 4). In his 

archaeological works Foucault was looking not at madness, but how madness could be 

something that was spoken of; not clinical illness, but how illness came to be spoken of; 

and not of the human sciences themselves but how those sciences came about. 

Foucault is most interested in the struggle between governing and subjugate knowledges. 

Rabinow (1991a) points out that Foucault’s 1976 lectures are rife with the metaphor of 

battle (p. 6), with the use of words such as “attacks . . . insurrection . . . struggles . . . 

conflicts . . . tyranny” (Foucault, 1976/1980c, pp. 81-83). Gordon (1994) contextualises 

this battle talk as occurring during a proliferation of “intellectual and militant action 

groups, campaigns, currents and publications [featuring on] the international terrain” (p. 

viii). The incidents of May 19688 in Paris impacted Foucault particularly. Over this time, 

Foucault said he witnessed a “certain fragility . . . in the very bedrock of existence . . . 

[with a] sense of increasing vulnerability to criticism of things, institutions, practices, 

discourses” (1976/1980c, p. 80). At the core of the civil and social unrest of 1968, 

Foucault sees a struggle of knowledges: “the insurrection of subjugated knowledges” 

(1976/1980c, p. 81) into “the tyranny of globalising discourses” (1976/1980c, p. 83).I 

call a knowledge that emerges with, and is produced alongside, hegemonic, or what 

Foucault would call globalising, discourses a “governing knowledge”. Governing 

knowledge is so much taken for granted that its truth is never questioned. In the example 

I take from Ball in §2.4.2 above, managerial discourses are hegemonic: that is, they have 

a privilege of truth in school organisation. Knowing school organisation as a managerial 

                                                

8 See the Afterword written by Gordon (1980a, pp. 229-233) for a succinct summary of these intellectually and socially 
tumultuous times which were the contextual background to Foucault’s writing in the mid to late 1970s. 
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structure is governing knowledge. Those who embody this discourse understand the 

organisational structure to be unworthy of special notice because it is for them, by way 

of its hegemonic status, a natural and expected way of structuring work. It is only those 

struggling with the hegemonic status of the discourse who notice, question and, perhaps, 

resist the truth of the governing ways of knowing. 

Within a discourse, and defined by it, is a delineation between what counts as governing 

knowledge and what does not. That delineation is enacted through a power relation of 

knowing what to speak (Ball, 1990d; Gordon, 1994; Prior, 1997). Knowing what to speak 

also means knowing what will be intelligible to others, and this also has associated power 

relations. The performative act of speaking and listening to intelligible claims to truth 

confers a power relation between the speaker and listener: both are known to each other. 

When a discourse is not hegemonic, its associated ways of knowing are no longer 

governing, but subjugate. Foucault spoke of the insurrection of these types of knowledges 

against the tyranny of globalising discourses in the quote I used above. Knowledges can 

become subjugate in two ways. The first comes about because, as a discourse emerges as 

hegemonic, it displaces other discourses and their associated ways of knowing. An 

example would be the knowledge held by many teachers that they are accountable to 

parents for the grades a student receives. This knowledge is currently governing 

knowledge, but this has not always been the case. The subjugate knowledge is that the 

student is responsible for the grades they receive. This way of knowing belongs to a time 

when teachers were known through a discourse of authority. Now, the discourse of 

authority has been displaced by a discourse of accountability. The discourse of authority 

is potentially a not-ever-was discourse, where its ways of knowing are no longer 

productive of the ways to speak. I call this type of knowledge “hidden knowledge”.  
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The second type of subjugate knowledge is associated with marginal discourses. I call 

these “disqualified” ways of knowing. They are “naïve knowledges, located low down 

on the hierarchy” (Foucault, 1976/1980c, p. 82). Indeed, the existence of marginalised 

social groups is an indicator of subjugate ways of knowing. For example, the knowledge 

of homeless people, a marginalised group, is likely to be disqualified subjugate 

knowledge. Rogers and Marshall (2012) talk of the reification of neoliberal discourses of 

“personal choice and responsibility” (p. 730) which are used to marginalise those known 

as homeless. Among this group, however, alternate discourses operate by which they 

know themselves. These alternate discourses include those of freedom, temporary 

situations and affiliations (Rogers & Marshall, 2012, p. 731). These discourses produce 

ways of knowing, spoken by the homeless, which are disqualified in relation to governing 

ways of knowing. 

In my conversations with teachers, I looked for both governing and subjugate ways of 

knowing. I aimed to examine whether any subjugate ways of knowing are hidden in the 

historical contents of current hegemonic discourses from the Policy domain, or whether 

they exist as disqualified local ways of knowing. 

2.5 Archaeology as methodology and genealogy as tactic 

Foucault’s archaeology and genealogy play a major role in directing my methodology 

and analyses. In explaining and contrasting the ways in which I put Foucault’s 

archaeology and genealogy to work, I am guided by two lectures Foucault gave in 1976 

(1976/1980c). In these lectures, Foucault reflected on his intellectual ventures to that 
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date—three archaeologies 9  and two 10  genealogies—and attempted to put them into 

context with each other.  

In following Foucault’s reflections, I am steering away from the distinctions made by 

other Foucauldian commentators. While many agree that Foucault’s archaeologies took 

place prior to the 1970s and his genealogies in the mid-1970s (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; 

Ewald & Fontana, 2011; Gutting, 1989; Rabinow, 1991b), there is a debate about whether 

Foucault’s work developed over time from a more primitive archaeology to a more 

nuanced genealogy (Faubion, 2000; Gordon, 1980b; Gutting, 2013; Schirato, Danaher, 

& Webb, 2012; Smart, 2002) or whether he changed direction in his later work to make 

up for deficiencies in archaeology (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Rajchman, 1985; see also 

Scheurich & McKenzie, 2008, pp. 324-325 for a summary).  

Proponents of either side of this debate both speak of archaeology as lacking in merit. 

This was not Foucault’s view however as he saw archaeology as being complementary 

to genealogy (1976/1980c, p. 85). Therefore, I prefer to follow Gutting (1989),11 who 

describes this early period of Foucault’s work as worthy of further scrutiny. Scheurich 

and McKenzie (2008) concur and see Foucault’s archaeology as “generally underused 

and underappreciated” (p. 323). 

                                                

9 His major works were Madness and Civilisation: A History of Insanity in the Age of Reason (1961/1989); The Birth 
of the Clinic: An Archaeology of Medical Perception (1963/1973); and The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the 
Human Sciences (1966/2002). His last work in this decade was not an archaeology but a description of the 
methodologies he had used to that date: The Archaeology of Knowledge (1969/2002). 
10  Discipline and Punish (Foucault, 1975/1977) and the first volume of The History of Sexuality (Foucault, 
1976/1980a). 
11 Gutting’s work, Michel Foucault’s Archaeology of Scientific Reason (1989), is explicit in its concentration on 
Foucault’s so-called archaeological period. 
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The stance I take here is that an archaeological analysis is a necessary precursor to a 

genealogy. I undertake archaeological analyses across Chapters 5 to 9, and begin my 

genealogy as tactic in Chapter 10, where I analyse ways of knowing as articulated by 

teachers. 

2.5.1 Archaeology as methodology  

Foucault’s last work during his archaeological period was not an archaeology per se, but 

a description of the methodologies he had used to that date. It was entitled The 

Archaeology of Knowledge (1969/2002).  

Foucault was not the first to use the metaphor of archaeology. Gutting (2013) dates it 

back to the work of Merleau-Ponty (1908–1961), an existential phenomenologist in 

whose thoughts Foucault was initially steeped (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983). As the term 

implies, Foucault (1968/1991) made it clear that archaeology is, at its most simple, the 

description of an archive. So, before I present the meaning of archaeology that I utilise in 

my thesis, I will spend a little time exploring the Foucauldian meaning of archive.  

For Foucault, an archive cannot be an historical collection of documents, because the 

documents’ emergence and existence are also driven by the very discourses under 

scrutiny. Thus, a collection of documents will never appear as some totality of the history, 

but instead as “fragments, regions and levels” (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 147) of that 

history. Foucault (1969/2002) sees an archive as a representation of the conditions of 

possibility which govern the formation, forms taken, domains governed and relations of 

“what can be said” (p. 145). Following these notions, I see my archive as representing 

fragments, regions and levels of the historical conditions and forms of rationality of the 

policy reforms of the Education Revolution that targeted teacher quality. My archive is 

not the representation of the teacher quality discursivity, just one possible rendering of it. 
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I return now to Foucault’s descriptions of archaeology, and begin by briefly looking at 

the ways his three published archaeologies provide not only more complexity but also 

highlight, more than traditional historical readings can, the possibilities that were 

conditional through and with the formation of various discourses. In Madness and 

Civilisation Foucault offers an archaeology in which modern concepts of 

psychopathology do not play a role. He argues that “[w]hat is constitutive is the action 

that divides madness, and not the science elaborated once this division is made” 

(Foucault, 1961/1989, p. ix). Here Foucault is reinforcing that he is not tracing the 

development of psychopathology, which would presuppose modern concepts of 

psychopathology, but the conditions of possibility whereby the discursive practices of 

psychopathology developed. His second archaeology, The Birth of the Clinic, privileges 

“the act of seeing, the gaze” (Foucault, 1963/1973, p. ix). Once again, Foucault is not 

interested in the history of knowledge about symptoms, but the tracing the world of 

objects that came to be known and to be spoken of. Through different ways of seeing, 

clinicians forged “a new alliance … between words and things” (1963/1973, p. xii) such 

that patients and illnesses were spoken of anew. Finally, in The Order of Things, Foucault 

did not perceive the modern field of the human science as “ordered in accordance with 

the ideal of a perfect mathematicization, …(or) a long, descending sequence of 

knowledge progressively more burdened with empiricity” (1966/2002, p. 378). In these 

three archaeologies, Foucault constantly reminds us that he is moving from traditional 

histories of madness, medicine and the human sciences, to an archaeological questioning 

which is concerned more with the rise of the conditions by which madness, medicine and 

the human sciences came to create objects of knowledge within new discursive 

formations. 
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Although an exposition of his archaeological methods was foreshadowed in a footnote 

made by Foucault in 1966 (1966/2002, p. xxiv), it was not until 1969, in The Archaeology 

of Knowledge, that he offered its purpose. He said that the purpose of archaeology was to 

“map in a particular discursive practice, the point at which [discourses] are constituted, 

to define the form that they assume, the relations they have with each other, and the 

domain12 that they govern” (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 173). 

 In 1976, he claimed that archaeology was “the appropriate methodology [for] analysis 

of . . . discursivities” (Foucault, 1976/1980c, p. 85). Various Foucauldian commentators 

reflect these understandings of archaeology. Dreyfus and Rabinow (1983) understand 

archaeology as a way of describing an “open logical space in which certain discourse 

occurs” (p. 51). Gordon (1980b) describes archaeology as the study of the “governing 

systems of order, appropriation and exclusion” (p. 233)—which, according to O'Farrell 

(2005), then allows for the description of the conditions of possibility which give rise to 

“manageable forms of knowledge” (p. 69). These comments emphasise the fact that 

archaeology is the study of discourses which are partially represented through an archive.  

The Archaeology of Knowledge was written by Foucault as an attempt to “recapture the 

general outline” (1969/2002, p. 127) of his three archaeologies to that date. Academic 

conversations around The Archaeology of Knowledge describe its purpose as an 

explanation of his methodology as well as an account of the transformations that 

archaeology made in the field of historiography13 (O'Farrell, 2013; Rabinow, 1991a; 

Smart, 2002). I follow Gutting (1989), who claims that, while The Archaeology of 

                                                

12 I note here that I am not claiming that Foucault’s use of the word domain is my own. 
13 While these accounts share a common understanding of archaeology as a methodology, there is less commonality in 
their views of the success of the actual text. Merquior (1991) sees The Archaeology of Knowledge as a “dull 
‘methodological’ treatise” (p. 17), while Dean (1994) sees it as “a rigorous and exhilarating rethinking” (p. 16) of 
Foucault’s earlier works. 
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Knowledge is an articulation of Foucault’s “explicit methodology” (p. 227), it should not 

be considered as a neat journaling of methods as actually practised by Foucault. Indeed, 

Foucault admits to readjusting and rectifying many of his previous practices (1969/2002, 

p. 127) throughout the book.14 

For the purposes of my thesis, I define archaeology as the study of discursivities, through 

their (always partial) representation in an archive. Archaeology creates a map of 

discursive practices, highlighting their formation, the configurations they take, the 

domains in which they are present, their relationship with other discursivities; and the 

ways of knowing they produce. I undertake my archaeological analyses across Chapters 

5 to 9. 

2.5.2 Genealogy as tactic 

Just as The Archaeology of Knowledge is known to provide an account of archaeology as 

a methodology as well as of its analytical methods, many cite Foucault’s essay Nietzsche, 

Genealogy and History (1971/1991) as outlining genealogy as a methodology (O'Farrell, 

2005) or, at least, as a bridge between his archaeologies and genealogies (Scheurich & 

McKenzie, 2008). However, I note that Foucault’s essay was written in the midst of his 

archaeological period and five years before his first genealogy. The essay’s focus was not 

to present any new thoughts on methodology, but rather was written in tribute to Jean 

Hyppolite (Rabinow, 1991b), a man to whom Foucault (1970) felt that he owed an 

“infinite debt” (p. 76). It is O’Farrell’s (2005) argument that Foucault was later to 

abandon any methodologies hinted at in the essay, and I follow her guidance, as well as 

                                                

14 The suggestion from Gutting (1989) is that Foucault may be understating the case even here, since some of the 
practices he reflects on as being at the forefront of his analyses were in fact either implicit or of minor concern. Gutting 
(1989) concludes that perhaps Foucault outlined certain analytical tools in the book, not as a description of his past 
practice, but as an appropriation for his “present and future purposes” (p. 234). 
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an insistence from Medina (2011), to access Foucault’s thoughts on genealogy in his two 

1976 lectures (1976/1980c).  

Foucault (1976/1980c) states in the first of these lectures his intention to “terminate a 

series of researches that have been our concern for the past four or five years now” (p. 

78), by which he means his two genealogies. In order to bring about that termination, 

Foucault is explicit in characterising his genealogies as less a methodology and more of 

a tactic. Foucault wants to see genealogy entertain the “claim to attention of local, 

discontinuous, disqualified, illegitimate knowledges against the claims of a unitary body 

of theory which would filter, hierarchise and order them in the name of some true 

knowledge” (Foucault, 1976/1980c, p. 83). My genealogy will attend to the ways in 

which teachers know themselves, in order to determine whether those ways could be 

discontinuous, disqualified, illegitimate knowledges against the claims of governing 

ways of knowing teachers. 

The social and political context of Paris over the mid to late 60s, saw a number of 

questions arise for Foucault, one of which was:  

a “genealogical” question: what kind of political relevance can enquiries into 

our past have in making intelligible the “objective conditions” of our social 

present, not only its visible crises and fissures but also the solidity of its 

unquestioned rationales? (Gordon, 1994, p. 233). 

It is in these historical conditions of possibility that Foucault (1976/1980c) considers that 

genealogy must wage its battle “against the effects of the power of a discourse that is 

considered to be scientific” (p. 84). For Foucault, it is the understanding of discourses as 

scientific that is problematic. His concern is not about whether the discourse is scientific 

or not, but why we privilege that particular status as scientific. Foucault’s concern is to 
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“question ourselves about our aspirations to the kind of power that is presumed to 

accompany such a science” (p.84). The core of Foucault’s thoughts on genealogy as tactic 

is concerned with questioning not what the discourse is, but how it has come to be 

privileged to produce governing ways of knowing as the truths by which we are to know 

ourselves. 

As I mentioned in §2.4.3, Foucault’s 1976 lectures took place after his two genealogies 

and he takes the opportunity in those lectures to contextualise the sorts of knowledges 

that he saw arising through the “violence, aggression and absurdity in the course of the 

last forty years” (1976/1980c, p. 87). He saw over this time a “multiplicity of genealogical 

researches … (whereby) the tyranny of globalising discourses … and all the privileges 

associated with them was eliminated” (1976/1980c, p. 83). Foucault describes 

genealogical work as bringing together governing and subjugated knowledges so that we 

can use “this knowledge tactically today” (1976/1980c, p. 83). It is tempting to read into 

these comments that Foucault was attempting to articulate a loss he felt from a world that 

he had known. His tactics in reactivating subjugated knowledges were perhaps to redress 

that loss in some way. 

This is not to say that Foucault wanted to reinvent times past. He looked forward to 

possible consequences of reactivating subjugating knowledges. For example, he was 

concerned, that those local knowledges, in being reactivated, would become recolonised 

and invested with the knowledge and power of the silent hegemonic discourse by which 

they were initially subjugated. I highlight this piece of reasoning from Foucault as it then 

allows him to underscore the tactical nature of his genealogies. With a multiplicity of 

genealogies, the fragments of subjugated knowledges have the potential to work as “so 

many traps, demands, challenges” Foucault (1976/1980c, p. 87) to the governing ways of 

knowing. Insurrection is the tactical flavour of genealogy. 
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An example of using genealogy as tactic comes from Medina (2013), better known for 

his work in critical race theory as well as social epistemology. He talks of the role of 

genealogy as “bringing to the fore the perspectives that culturally hegemonic practices 

have foreclosed” (Medina, 2011, p. 11). Medina highlights a genealogy undertaken of 

racism in the United States of America (USA), where knowledge of a particular past 

atrocity, forced sterilisation, was a local knowledge. However it was not a recognised 

knowledge and so became “no kind of knowledge at all” (McWhortle cited in Medina, 

2011, p. 18). Similar arguments are particularly pertinent at the time of my writing when 

the theme for National Reconciliation Week in Australia is Don’t Keep History a Mystery 

(Reconciliation Australia, 2018). The secrets of past atrocities in Australia’s colonial 

history, just as in McWhortle’s study, are often local knowledges, not the ways of 

knowing presented in mainstream Australian history. Thus they become “no kind of 

knowledge at all”, unless some sort of insurrection occurs. Perhaps the theme of this 

National Reconciliation Week begins such a process of insurrection.   

The role that I envisage for Foucault’s genealogy as tactic in my work is to determine 

whether the ways of knowing in a Classroom domain, as articulated by a group of 

teachers, have been disqualified by governing knowledges, perhaps to the point that they 

are considered no knowledge at all. I undertake this work in Chapter 10. 

In summary, I take genealogy to be a tactic whose intent is to reclaim attention back to 

subjugate knowledges, in the hope of reactivating them against the hegemony of 

governing ways of knowing.  

2.6 The coming-to-be of the subject as an object of knowledge 

The fourth key conceptual tool I take from Foucault comes from the way he understands 

subjects. Rather than having an interest in the subject per se, Foucault is interested in the 
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“positions and functions that the subject could occupy in the diversity of discourse” 

(1969/2002, p. 221). I have already explained that I see archaeology being about 

exploring the productive capacity of discourses, and I understand that it is the subjects’ 

performances of their ways of knowing, along with their (re)production of the capillarity 

of power relations from those discourses, that allows them to know themselves and know 

what it is to be known.  

When Foucault speaks of a subject becoming an object of knowledge, he is not speaking 

of an “unfolding manifestation of a thinking, knowing, speaking subject” (1969/2002, p. 

60). Rather, he is describing the coming-to-know and coming-to-be-known of the subject 

itself as an object to be known. An illuminating example is provided by Foucault when 

he speaks of systematic Natural History and methodical Natural History (1969/2002, pp. 

171-172). He maintains these two discursive practices were in opposition throughout the 

eighteenth century and uses the example of differing discursive gazes they each brought 

when directed onto a plant. Systematic Natural History would describe, for example, the 

general appearance of the plant and perhaps its developmental growth pattern. 

Methodical Natural History may instead insist on descriptions of a set of arbitrary 

taxonomic characteristics. The discursive gaze of each will know the plant differently as 

an object of their respective knowledge, because the different discursive practices can 

only (re)produce those objects of which the practice speaks.  

Of course when the discursive gaze is directed at people, who inhabit their own discursive 

practices, the situation is made more complex, as they are both the knower and the 

knowee - both the subject of and the object of knowing. In his 1983 lectures at the Collège 

de France, Foucault attempted to explain the themes or principles that he had “fixed” 

(1983/2011, p. 2) for his work over the previous 10 to 12 years. He makes mention of one 

area of his attention whch had been to analyse the “constitution of the subject’s mode of 
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being” (1983/2011, p. 4). His interest was not in a theory of the subject but in 

understanding the “forms by which the individual is led to constitute him or herself as 

subject” (my emphasis, 1983/2011, p. 5). He speaks of his work in the History of 

Sexuality, where his historicisation focussed on the techniques or technologies, what he 

calls the “pragmatics of self” (Foucault, 1983/2011, p. 5), resulted in people becoming 

the moral subject of their own sexual conduct. As subjects inhabit sets of discursive 

practices and deliberate on their own conduct to build their own knowing of themselves 

they are, in a Foucauldian perspective, coming-to-be an object of their own knowledge.   

This can be seen in the example I used above when I spoke of teachers becoming known 

as leaders through teacher standards (§2.4.2). I emphasised that this knowing can only 

occur within the parameters of the discourses the teachers inhabit, since it is through the 

language made permissible by the standards that a subject is able to “recognise itself, and 

others” (Butler, 2005, p. 116). It is this (in)habitation that provides the practices, 

behaviours and activities that make us intelligible to ourselves. It is our continual self-

referral and reiteration within a discourse that stops us from disintegrating, and 

transforms us as both subjects of, and objects in, discourse (Foucault, 1969/2002, pp. 36-

37). Only by inhabiting the discourse spoken by the standards can teachers be known as 

leaders or not–leaders. Both ways of being known are intelligible to both groups through 

the shared discursive framework of those standards and its associated power relations.  

2.7 Governmentality 

I mentioned Foucault’s 1983 lectures above, where he set about describing three themes 

that had been central to his previous work. While one was the coming-to-be of the subject 

as an object of knowledge, another was governmentality. He uses this word in  Discipline 

and Punish (Foucault, 1975/1977). In this work he shifted from more traditional 
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approaches which analysed the exercise of power to the “techniques and procedures by 

which one conducts the conduct of others … the procedures of … governmentality” 

(Foucault, 1983/2011, p. 5).  

Foucault speaks of the discourse of discipline as it emerged from the eighteenth century 

as the production of subjected and practiced bodies - what he calls “docile bodies” 

(Foucault, 1975/1991a, p. 182). This type of discipline produced “meticulously 

subordinated cogs of a machine, ... permanent coercions … (and finally) automatic 

docility” (Foucault, 1975/1991a, p. 186). The potency of Foucault’s work in speaking of 

docile and trained bodies was through his emphasis on a microphysics of power. I 

mentioned in §2.4.2 that Foucault was interested in power at a capillary level. Similarly, 

governmentality worked at the individual level. Governmentality is about the ways of 

conducting ourselves and others, whereby we become the objects of our own knowledge 

which then allows us to judge, evaluate, modify and self-correct so that our subjective 

existence is knowable within the discursive regimes we inhabit.  

For Foucault, there is no need for a repressive power, when our discursive environs are 

the microphysics of power. I take some time here to look at the three elements of this 

microphysics of power as laid out by Foucault and show parallels to the more recent era 

of neoliberal governance which I speak more to in §3.6.1. The three discursive 

instruments that Foucault speaks of which allow us to be governable, and self-governable, 

are “hierarchical observation, normalizing judgement and their combination … the 

examination” (1975/1991b, p. 188). He saw hierarchical observation, the surveillance 

technology of the eighteenth century, as a coercive act working through an apparatus 

whereby the “effects of power derive from one another: supervisors, perpetually 

supervised” (Foucault, 1975/1991b, p. 192). I speak in §3.6.1 how neoliberalism’s thirst 
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for data parallels hierarchical observation in that it is now measurements that are 

perpetually measured.  

The second discursive instrument of power is normalising judgement. Once again this 

works not through acts of repression, but through imposing homogeneity as normality. 

This homogeneity then allows deviance to be specified as we “measure gaps, determine 

levels, (and) fix specialities” (Foucault, 1975/1991b, p. 197). Governing to the norm can 

then seem to be no governing at all since, by definition, the norm is the expectation and 

it is only deviance that needs to be governed. Statistical data is the more recent parallel 

to this discursive instrument. We constantly collect data to reassure ourselves that we are 

within normal statistical parameters and so in no need of any further measurement. 

Finally, Foucault speaks of the examination as the third discursive instrument of power 

which makes us governable. The examination for Foucault is the combination of a 

hierarchical observation and a normalising judgement. Foucault claims the examination 

to be the ceremony by which individuals become describable and analysable objects. He 

notes that for much of history “ordinary individuality … remained below the threshold 

of description. To be looked at, observed, described in detail, followed from day to day 

… was a privilege” (Foucault, 1975/1991b, p. 203). This is no longer the case with 

examinations now common in a diverse range of space, place and time eg in education, 

in healthcare, in prisons, in childbirth, in respite care, in disability allowances. We 

examine to be fair, to allocate resources, to work towards equitable outcomes. The 

examination makes each of us a “case” that can be administered. 

For Foucault, governmentality is a power, but a productive power. It produces “reality; it 

produces objects and rituals of truth” (Foucault, 1975/1991b, p. 205), but it does this 

through the very individuals that are the objects of that power. Throughout my analyses 
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I will return to this notion as I seek to determine the instruments of governmentality that 

have been at work in the Education Revolution Policy domain (Chapter 7) and their 

impacts in the Classroom domain (Chapter 10).     

2.8 Domains of knowing and savoir  

I introduced my use of the term “domain” in §1.3 and said that it is connected to the idea 

of context but speaks to broader ramifications than just contextual characteristics. In 

describing the domains of knowing that are of interest to me, I am demarcating them as 

legitimate sites for my Foucauldian analyses. I use the term domain as a space of non-

discursive practices and discursive formations. Non-discursive practices include things 

such as the “institutions, political events, economic practices and processes” (Foucault, 

1969/2002, pp. 179-180). Discursive practices include things such as conventional 

wisdoms, commonly used lexicons, concepts, modes of reasoning, values and mores. 

Foucault uses the term savoir to describe the way of knowing produced through 

discursive practices, and it is a term I too will use as I speak of various domains of 

knowing. Savoir stands in contrast to connaissance which for Foucault means a particular 

body of knowledge or discipline eg economics (1969/2002, p. 16). This distinction is 

clarified further by Foucault who describes that it would be the history of ideas, that is to 

say traditional history, that would be concerned with analyses of connaissance. 

Foucault’s innovative history making, his archaeology, finds the “balance of its analysis 

in savoir (1969/2002, p. 202) instead. This is what I set out to achieve through my 

archaeological analyses and importantly through my conversations with teachers 

presented in Chapter 10. Determining contrasts in the savoir of the Policy and Classroom 

domain underlies my genealogical tactic and allows me to determine the reach of the 

state’s various arenas of governmentality. 
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To explain the way in which I understand savoir, I use education as an example. Studies 

about the why of education could come from philosophical and academic treatises or 

economic, political or even religious justifications, and would be concerned with the 

knowledge of the discipline of education. Archaeology is less concerned with this type 

of formal knowledge, and more in the implicit ways of knowing or the savoir. In the case 

of education, this would be about the what of education. The savoir of education would 

be its discursive practices, such as activities, routines, concepts, ways of speaking, mores, 

expectations of conduct etc. If I were to nominate education as a domain of interest in my 

thesis, it would be demarcated by its subjects, its non-discursive practices, as well as its 

savoir. 

I have already spoken of two domains of particular interest to me in this thesis—

Classroom and Policy domains. I will now spend time detailing each before listing the 

other domains I demarcate in my thesis.  

I demarcate a Classroom domain by its subjects including teachers, students and 

carers/parents of students, as well as other community groups that are involved with a 

school, for example, the staff operating before and after school care, canteen staff, or 

administrative staff. The domain also contains non-discursive practices, including the 

school’s physical structure and infrastructure, its policies and frameworks, any compliant 

activities concerned with its employment sector, and jurisdictional requirements. Finally, 

the Classroom domain is demarcated by its savoir. Some elements of that savoir might 

include school rules of conduct for both staff and students, the mores in addressing 

students, teachers and other staff, uniform codes, daily routines performed as a school 

and in each classroom, cycles of staff meetings, class groupings, school organisational 

structure, communication from the school to students and carers/parents as well as to the 

wider community, school reports and school websites. Of most interest to me are the 
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discursive practices of the savoir with respect to its sociocultural, economic and historic 

location in the Education Revolution. 

A Policy domain includes those subjects who have an integral role in policy making and 

advice including the politicians (both in government and in opposition) and the public 

servants and other experts called upon to serve them. The non-discursive practices in the 

Policy domain include the physical buildings, infrastructure and geographic work 

locations of the politicians and public servants, as well as the physical buildings, 

infrastructure and geographic location of the parliament in which they work. The savoir 

of the Policy domain includes the mores characteristic of the various political leanings, 

the ways of speaking in policy documents, parliamentary sittings, parliamentary hearings 

and the ways in which research and related reports are called for, conducted and 

produced. The savoir will also include press releases, media statements, public recordings 

and transcripts from politicians and the policy/agreement/partnership documents which 

emerge. Once again, of most interest to me are the discursive practices of the savoir with 

respect to its sociocultural, economic and historic location in the Education Revolution. 

I have circumscribed this as the Education Revolution Policy domain 

The other domains which appear throughout my thesis are listed below with a very brief 

description of each, in order to give a flavour of the lines of demarcation. I emphasise at 

this point that these domains of knowing must, by their very modes of existence, overlap, 

coincide, intersect and rub against each other at various points of time and place.  

• The Academic domain: academics, journals, papers, associated websites not 

concerned with educational research  

• the Corporate domain: corporations not directly involved with education  
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• the Education Research domain: academics, journals, papers, associated websites 

concerned with educational research 

• the Independent Research domain: staff, reports, press releases and associated 

websites from non-academic research-based institutions, for example e.g., think 

tanks, lobby groups, consumer groups  

• the Manufacturing domain: the businesses and processes involved in the mass 

manufacture of goods as well as services, whether domestic or offshore 

• the Media domain: all traditional, digital and virtual media 

• the domain of the OECD: staff, research and reports  

• the Public Service domain: non-elected government staff, research reports, advisory 

papers, websites 

• the Teacher Employer domain: teacher employers and teacher regulatory authorities 

• the Teacher Representative domain: teacher unions, teacher professional associations 

and other teacher representative bodies. 

My focus is on how teachers became known through the practices of the teacher quality 

discursivity in the Education Revolution Policy domain. Where did it operate? Which 

institutions came about from it? What activities or routines became the way to be? What 

concepts and ways of speaking and reasoning did it engender? What, or whom, did it 

value? In short, how did the teacher quality discursivity operate in this domain to 

(re)produce ways of knowing teachers? I also ask: did the ways of knowing in the teacher 

quality discursivity from this domain operate in a Classroom domain? Were its 

institutions, activities, routines, concepts, ways of speaking and reasoning and its values 

articulated by teachers in their Classroom domain as a way of knowing themselves and 

their professionalism?  
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2.9 Conclusion 

I have outlined the conceptual framework for my thesis in this chapter through a series 

of influences from Foucault.  

I introduced the term “discursivity” to replace the somewhat clumsy triumvirate of 

discourse/knowledge/power relations. I defined discourses as internally and iteratively 

productive linguistic practices, which create the truths by which we know ourselves and 

know what it is to be known. I explained how I understand discourses to be also 

productive of their own reconstitution and/or transformation. I defined power relations as 

being inscribed on, performed by and (re)produced through subjects of a discourse by the 

functioning, and status, of that discourse. Finally, I distinguished between governing 

knowledges, which are associated with hegemonic discourses, and subjugate 

knowledges, which are hidden or disqualified by that hegemony.  

I made clear the delineation I see between archaeology as methodology and genealogy as 

tactic. I defined archaeology as the study of discursivities through their partial 

representation in an archive. Archaeology creates a map of discursive practices, 

highlighting their formation, configurations, governing domains and relationships with 

other discursivities. I described how I use Foucault’s genealogy as tactic to be my 

framework, guiding my search for instances of subjugate knowledges held by teachers in 

Classroom domains, and the possibilities for the emancipation and reactivation of those 

ways of knowing. Finally, I described the way I am using the term domain throughout 

my thesis: to demarcate particular contexts and their savoir as sites for analysis. 

In the next chapter, I turn my attention to describing the relevant literature backgrounding 

my research. 
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3 Literature review  

3.1 Introduction 

Looking across the now huge body of policy research, even including those 

studies that explicitly align themselves to some kind of policy sociology . . . 

there is a lot more text work than discourse work; that is, a lot more focus on 

what is written and said, rather than how those statements are formed and 

made possible. In much of the work that purports to be Foucauldian in 

educational studies, power is reduced to domination and knowledge is 

detached from power (Ball, 2015, p. 311). 

I begin this chapter with the quote from Ball15 above, as he looks back over 21 years of 

policy research since his work in “What is policy? Texts, trajectories and toolboxes” 

(1993). Ball is disappointed in the quality of policy research, which uses the idea of 

discourse that purports to be Foucauldian but does not address the central concerns of 

discourse. For Ball, as for me, any work with discourse must “address the structures and 

rules that constitute . . . the conditions under which certain statements are considered to 

be the truth” (2015, p. 311). Ball’s post-structural perspective and prominence within 

educational research give credence to his appeal for researchers to attempt “powerful and 

imaginative . . . policy analysis . . . using post-structural sensibilities” (2015, p. 312), such 

as that occurring in recent work on “policy genealogies . . . and subjectivities” (2015, p. 

312). I hope that my history of the present will contribute to this sort of post-structural 

critique that Ball calls for.  

                                                

15 Given the Foucauldian framework of my thesis, it may seem odd that I have chosen a quote from Ball to begin my 
Literature Review, because he claims he was not a Foucauldian—but neither, of course, was he a non-Foucauldian 
(2013, pp. 1-2). 
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It is with Ball’s appeal in mind that, in this chapter, I review the academic literature which 

positions my own research. I note here that academic literature can play another role in 

my thesis, one which evolves from the Foucauldian framework I adopt. I understand that 

some academic literature can both actively reflect and (re)produce governing knowledges 

(§2.4.3). It follows then, that this literature is better placed in the texts of my archive 

which I analyse archaeologically across Chapters 5 to 9.  

I structure my literature review in this chapter across the multiple interests of my thesis, 

looking for research which is less theoretical and conceptual and more empirical in 

nature. The areas I review include teacher quality; teacher standards; teacher 

professionalism; autonomy and expertise; educational policy; and the policy reforms of 

the Education Revolution. In structuring my review in this way, I am not suggesting clear 

delineations between any of these areas. Indeed, the literature that traverses my thesis 

comes about through approaches that conflate some or all of these areas, approaches 

which focus deeply on individual areas, and, of course, research from those who 

problematise both of these approaches. That said, my choice to delineate these areas is an 

expedient one, in order to deal with a wealth of literature. It will be clear throughout my 

review how these areas interrelate, intersect and interconnect. 

My focus in §3.2 is teacher quality, and I offer a brief overview of the ways in which 

quality has been researched in education generally before moving to research which takes 

the perspective of teacher quality as a discourse. In §3.3, I review research in the area of 

teacher standards and start with research that investigates the links between teacher 

standards and teacher quality. I then move to the role of teachers and/or the state in the 

development of teacher standards, and finally to research about the impacts of standards 

on teachers. Teachers and their professionalism is my focus in §3.4, and I am interested 

in research that examines how teachers define their professionalism, as well as work done 
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specifically with primary school teachers. In §3.5, I review research literature addressing 

two traditional characteristics of professionalism—autonomy and expertise—and their 

place in teacher professionalism. Educational policy research within neoliberalism’s 

discursive framework is my focus in §3.6, and I provide a brief summary of neoliberalism 

and then an overview of research into its effects in educational policy globally.  

My thesis relies on a number of Foucauldian concepts and influences, and so I review 

literature in §3.7 which applies his work. I start with an overview of Foucauldian work 

within education which has utilised archaeology and/or genealogy; I then concentrate on 

recent Foucauldian work with teachers in the current educational policy context in 

Australia.  

Throughout this chapter, I show how the work that I review adds both depth and shades 

of colour to my own work. I conclude the chapter in §3.8 by outlining the contribution 

that this literature makes to the framing of my empirical work and subsequent analyses.16 

3.2 Teacher quality  

It is quite possible for quality assurance processes to deal with the 

construction of the perception of quality rather than the provision of actual 

quality itself. . . . There is no quick-fix in the provision of quality . . . rather, 

quality . . . is underwritten by sound teacher professional judgement, critical 

professional discourse between colleagues and access to . . . engaging, 

situated and relevant [teaching and learning] (emphasis in original, 

Groundwater-Smith & Mockler, 2009, pp. 9-10). 

                                                

16 The Literature I review here reflects those studies that impacted my empirical work (pre-2011), as well as the work 
that has impacted my analyses (post-2011). 
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The complexity in the provision of teacher quality described by Groundwater-Smith and 

Mockler in the quote above is put into sharp relief by a warning from a Professor of Law 

in the USA. He sees the issue of teacher quality as something that courts may well have 

to address in future litigation: 

Although access to quality teachers is one of the most important aspects of a 

quality education, explicit concern with teacher quality has been 

conspicuously absent from past litigation . . . rather than constitutionalizing 

adequate or equal funding, courts should constitutionalise quality teaching 

(Black, 2016, p. 1597) 

Black’s comments bring to the forefront the issue of defining teacher quality. In 2008, 

conceptualising and evaluating teacher quality was considered problematic (Ingvarson & 

Rowe), a situation that was not resolved by 2013 (Dinham), nor indeed made any clearer 

by 2017 (Kolman).  

Halliday (1994) reminds us, that before the 1980s, “the coupling of the terms quality and 

education was rare” (p. 41). Quality has been a feature of educational policy since the 

1980s (Vidovich & Porter, 1999), and Thomas (2005a, 2005b) claims that interest in 

teacher quality became part of the academic literature in the last 25 or so years. Much of 

this literature forms part of the archive that I analyse in Chapters 5 and 6. That literature 

focuses on how quality entered into educational policy globally (Apple, Kenway, & 

Singh, 2005; Henry, Lingard, Rizvi, & Taylor, 2001); in the USA (Apple, 2004, 2011); 

in the United Kingdom (UK) (Whitty, 2000, 2006); and within the Australian political 

landscape (Groundwater-Smith & Mockler, 2009; Sachs, 2001, August 21 2005). In this 

section, I begin with a brief overview of “quality” in education generally, before 

concentrating on research which investigates teacher quality as a productive discourse.  
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A recent conference from the Australian College of Educators (ACE) had the question 

“What counts as quality in education?” as their theme. A wide range of answers was 

presented. For example: quality as the solution for inequality (Dinham, 2014, p. 14); 

quality as a wicked problem which should be structured around teaching rather than 

teachers (Gore, 2014 p. 15); quality as being about learning with technologies (Moyle, 

2014 p. 39), and quality as the focus for school leadership (Rennie, 2014 p. 46). Zajda  

(2014) warned at this same conference that a focus on quality in education can be “at 

odds with diversity and pluralism in society” (p. 61). Academic literature abounds with 

critiques of the broader effects of accountability and standardisation disguised as quality, 

in education generally and teachers specifically (Ball & Olmedo, 2013; Dinham, 2013; 

Gerrard & Farrell, 2014; Keddie et al., 2011; Kenway, 1990; Lingard, 1996; Ravitch, 

2010; Smyth, 2006). These critiques widen my vision and focus of attention on the 

seemingly benign, but pervasive, discourse of quality.  

Research which investigates teacher quality is dominated by discourse analyses, in which 

the status of teacher quality as discourse is taken as understood. I begin with one of the 

earlier analyses from Gewirtz (2000), who uses education policy documents from the UK 

to perform a critical analysis. Like myself, Gewirtz (2000) is interested not only in the 

quality teacher discourse itself but in its productive capacity, through the state, to produce 

patterns of association which “subjugate teachers” (p. 354). Her argument is that, in the 

grip of a “compliance-oriented, marketised education system there is a tendency to treat 

. . . teachers as problems to be managed and reformed” (Gewirtz, 2000, p. 367). Gewirtz 

(2000) wants teachers’ voices to be heard in conflicts between ways of knowing things 

such as the purpose of schooling, how schools should be run, or the meaning of key 

concepts such as quality in education, as well as “the patterns of association through 
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which decisions about education and schooling are made” (p. 354). In this way, Gewirtz 

is encouraging teachers to have a voice in educational politics. 

Early work in teacher quality in an Australian context was from Thomas (2005a, 2005b). 

Her Critical Discourse Analysis of teacher quality in a number of Commonwealth 

Government reports from 1994 to 200317 finds education policies constructing “deficit 

discourses of teachers” (Thomas, 2005b, p. 56). She identifies contradictions occurring 

within the policy documents themselves—where teachers are positioned both as the great 

hope for the future (“saviours”) and yet as needing help to have the capacity to cope with 

educating for that future (“in need of reform”).  

Similar contradictions are picked up by Larsen (2010), who focuses on teacher centrality, 

a discursive constellation which “has contributed to the production of a range of teacher 

policies that emphasise notions such as quality, accountability and performance” (p. 214). 

Larsen uses a wide variety of texts18 from Australia, New Zealand (NZ), the UK, the 

USA and the OECD to illustrate the “collective gaze on the teacher” (2010, p. 212) which 

now predominates policy reform. She characterises these policy reforms as constituting 

a “global wave of assault on teachers” (Larsen, 2010, p. 215), leaving teachers feeling 

that they shoulder both the burden of blame when students are deemed to be 

underperforming and “pride in their profession when their students succeed” (Larsen, 

                                                

17  Queensland the Smart State—Education and Training Reforms for the future: A white paper (Queensland 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet, 2002); Australia's teachers: Australia's future. Advancing innovation, science, 
technology and mathematics (Committee for the Review of Teaching and Teacher Education, 2003); Teachers for the 
21st century: making the difference (DETYA, 2000), and Shaping the Future: Review of the Queensland School 
Curriculum (Wiltshire, McMeninman, & Tolhurst, 1994). 
18 These include the titles of policy documents, and popular media stereotypes in TV and movies, as well as promotional 
material from teachers’ federations, unions and associations. 
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2010, p. 221). This pride is felt despite teachers knowing that they do more than produce 

students with high test scores.  

Gewirtz, Thomas and Larsen are all critical researchers who look for ways to determine 

how things could possibly be otherwise. Gewirtz (2000) shakes common 

sense/sensibilities by proposing a particular model of democratic schooling, whereby 

teachers become producers of politics rather than recipients of policy. Thomas (2005a) 

sees contradictions in policy as points of possible contestation for alternate constructions 

of teachers. She follows others such as Ingvarson (2001) and Sachs (2003a) in calling for 

an activist teaching profession, to “reclaim the authoritative voice in decision-making 

processes . . . [and] . . . challenge deficit discourses about teachers” (Thomas, 2005a, pp. 

58-59). Larsen (2010), on the other hand, problematises the truth of the teacher-as-central 

discourse to ask: “What if we actually discarded, for a moment, the idea of the central 

importance of the teacher?” (p. 226).  

In her comparison of 18th century and 21st century policy reforms, Larsen (2010) 

discusses the slippages that have occurred between quality reforms that focus on teaching 

versus those that focus on teachers. She points out that contemporary policy in the USA 

is often associated with “good or effective teaching [based] on a set of technical–rational 

assumptions . . . [whereas] nineteenth-century reforms largely aimed to define, improve 

[and shape] the inner being of the teacher through disciplinary mechanisms such as 

training college rules and regulations, inspections, etc.” (emphasis in original, Larsen, 

2010, p. 216). As Larsen (2010) notes, when the focus is on the teacher rather than 

teaching, it diverts attention away from the societal contexts in which teachers work. This 

diversionary tactic “makes it easier to deal with educational ‘problems’ in immediate, 

quick-fix, manageable and efficient ways” (Larsen, 2010, p. 218). When the quick-fix 

does not work, the blame then can rest with the problems—constituted as teachers—
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rather than any inequities or tensions outside the purview of teachers’ day to day work in 

classrooms.  

In calling for a teacher voice in policy, Thomas and others like Sachs perpetuate a 

discursive framework which takes it for granted that teachers should be a target of policy. 

In contrast, Gewirtz privileges teachers’ voices in politics rather than policy, a position 

that may allow for a multiplicity of voices in policy formulation and so have more 

authenticity in reflecting the situated and contextual classrooms of teachers. Larsen takes 

this criticality one step further, suggesting that teachers should not be targets of policy at 

all.  

3.3 Teacher standards  

Professional standards, it has been argued, ought to be brief, transparent, 

specialised, contextualised, focused on teaching and learning, and matched 

by strong assessments. There are, of course, other items that might claim a 

place on a set of . . . professional standards. . . . At the end of the first wave 

of standards development in Australia, as standards developed by employers 

and unions for the purpose of improving career progression are supplemented 

by standards developed by subject specialist professional associations, the 

questions are more obvious than their answers (Louden, 2000, p. 132).  

Professional standards for teachers/teaching have a history in Australia dating back to the 

situation described above in the early 1980s (Louden, 2000), which mirrored international 

trends. For example, in 1983, there were concerns raised about the quality of American 

education (Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy, 1986; The Holmes Group, 
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1986). 19  These reports initiated a movement to professionalise teaching through 

standards (see Smith & Gorard, 2007). In the UK, moves to ensure that teaching was seen 

to be a profession, via the imposition of standards, started in the late 1990s, culminating 

in the introduction of standards in 2006.20 In the context of the Education Revolution in 

which I am interested, the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers are 

deliberately linked with teacher quality: they are touted as “a public statement of what 

constitutes teacher quality” (AITSL, 2011b, p. 2).  

3.3.1 Teacher quality linked with teacher standards 

Standards and quality form the cornerstone of many national education policy 

developments around the world today, raising questions about the role of 

professional standards for teaching within these systems (Tuinamuana, 2011, 

p. 72).  

The work from Tuinamuana (2011), a quote from whom is above, highlights the depiction 

of the need for teacher professional standards through an appeal to quality (or excellence 

or world-class practice) in Australian educational policy as perpetuating the “managerial-

style policy documentation so common across the globe” (p. 79). Tuinamuana’s appeal 

to question the taken-for-granted ways of knowing is one of many critical approaches to 

quality and standards that inform my work.  

Groundwater-Smith and Mockler (2009) point to Sachs as one of the earlier academics 

to investigate this in the Australian context (2001, 2003a, 2003b, August 21 2005, 

December 2001). Sachs distils a number of intentions of teacher standards from the 

                                                

19 See Labaree (1992) for a history of teacher/teaching standards in the US. 
20 See Goepel (2012) for a history of teacher/teaching standards in the UK. 
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literature, one of which is that teacher standards are a “regulatory framework that 

provides for ‘quality’” (2003a, p. 41). Supporters of this position see the use of standards, 

both for improvement and as a recognition of that improvement, as good for teaching 

(Darling-Hammond & Rothman, 2011; Darling-Hammond & Youngs, 2002; Ingvarson, 

2010; Ingvarson, Kleinhenz, & Wilkinson, 2007; Ingvarson & Rowe, 2008; Yinger & 

Hendricks-Lee, 2000). Critics such as Hargreaves (Goodson & Hargreaves, 1996; 

Hargreaves, 2000), Sachs (2003a), Smyth (2001, 2006) and Tuinamuana (2011) question 

the ideological basis for standards. They argue that standards merely intensify the work 

of teachers rather than making that work of higher quality (as the rhetoric would have it) 

(Bloomfield, 2006). In my conversations with teachers, I aimed to determine whether 

there is a reality-versus-rhetoric tension in the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers in the Classroom domain.  

More recent work from Gannon (2012) finds the presence of teacher quality to be 

pervasive in the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. Gannon (2012) follows 

discursive trajectories which “focus on the heroic individual teacher” (p. 61) in two 

books21 to discern ways of knowing teachers outside of the ways they are known in 

policy. She found that the power of narrative in these books was a way of highlighting 

the “affective dimensions that mobilise and animate teaching” (Gannon, 2012, p. 59). She 

points to STELLA22 as a set of standards that, because they are based in the narratives of 

teachers, come closer to recognising that “teachers’ knowledge, experience, skills and 

values are, in important respects, discipline specific and materialise in particular 

embodied classroom contexts” (Gannon, 2012, p. 75). Gannon (2012) argues that teacher 

                                                

21 My favourite teacher (Macklin, 2011) and Teachers who change lives (Metcalfe & Game, 2006).  
22 STELLA stands for Standards for Teachers of English Language and Literacy in Australia (AATE and ALEA, 2002). 
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professionalism should be “recognised as locally enacted and contingent” (p. 74) rather 

than by a set of externally imposed and structured standards which are intended, 

somehow, to reflect what it is to be a professional teacher. For Gannon (2012), teacher 

professionalism is the complex assemblage of actions, behaviours, values, attitudes and 

skills that teachers enact and perform in the immediacy and situationality of the 

classroom. Gannon, possibly, is describing what is the savoir of the Classroom domain. 

3.3.2 Roles played in the development of teacher standards 

There has been a shift in the relationship between the state and professionals. 

In essence, the move toward a small strong state that is increasingly guided 

by market needs seems inevitably to bring with it reduced professional power 

and status (Apple, 2001, p. 190). 

Apple’s quote above is prescient of Connell’s Lament, where the power of the state is 

increasingly coming to impact aspects of professionalism in all of its guises. 

Neoliberalism’s market-driven agenda overrides the concerns of professionals, such as 

teachers who are wanting to do the best for the students they have in front of them. One 

of the traditional hallmarks of professionalism is the ability of the profession to instigate, 

develop and oversee its own standards. I speak to the literature which theorises and 

critiques this in Chapter 6, and I analyse the role of the state in developing teacher 

standards in the reforms of the Education Revolution in Chapter 9. I have used the quote 

from Apple above to characterise that literature and provide an entrée to this section. 

Adoniou and Gallagher (2017) assemble evidence to show that it has long been argued 

that it is crucial that teachers not only own their own standards, but that those standards 

are “a valid and reliable representation of the profession” (p. 113). In this section, I look 
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at literature which examines the roles played by teachers and the state in the history of 

teacher standards in Australia. 

Louden’s work with the first wave of standards23 in Australia in the early 1990s offers 

two historical contrasts to the current context of the Australian Professional Standards 

for Teachers. Firstly, he reminds us that the first wave of teacher standards was State 

based (Louden, 2000), and that this was to be expected, given that the States have 

jurisdiction and policy oversight over school education in Australia.24 The contrast in the 

current situation is that the Education Revolution created the Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers as part of federal policy reforms. Louden’s second insight is that 

the development of teacher standards in this first wave was “the business of union and 

employer officials, rather than teachers, professional associations or academics” (2000, 

p. 119). In the current situation there has been a shift in responsibility over time to a 

Commonwealth Government authority tasked with oversight of the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers. 

With funding from the Australian Research Council (ARC) in 1999, three professional 

associations were tasked with developing discipline-based teacher standards (Goodrum, 

Hackling, & Rennie, 2000). The English, Science and Mathematics groups all  considered 

that the development of standards had the “potential to lift the status of teachers” 

(Goodrum et al., 2000, p. 174) because of the relationship of standards to professionalism. 

                                                

23 Louden (2000) names these as the “National Competency Framework for Beginning Teachers developed by the 
National Project on the Quality of Teaching and Learning (NPQTL) (1996) and published by the Australian Teaching 
Council; the Professional Standards for Teaching produced in Victoria by the Standards Council for the Teaching 
Profession (1996); the Standards Framework for Teachers prepared in Queensland by the Centre for Teaching 
Excellence (1997); and the Level 3 Competency Standards developed by consultants for the Education Department of 
WA (1997)” (p. 119). 
24 See Appendix 1, which explains the structure of educational governance in Australia. 
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Hilferty (2008) found that the discipline expertise at the basis of these associations was 

used as a means of “resisting state intervention” (p. 143). The argument was that the state 

would not be capable of the nuanced understanding of the exactitudes required in 

discipline-specific standards. Despite the resistance to the state’s influence, their 

standards were still “framed within the broader context of educational governance” 

(Hilferty, 2008, p. 5). While Hilferty concentrated on the ways in which discipline 

expertise was used to pursue teacher interests for professionalism, others argue that 

teachers have not been successful in using ideology to pursue their interests (Evetts, 

2003b; Freidson, 2001). For these authors, it is then the resulting ideological deficit that 

allows the state to step in and impose professionalism from above. I speak more to this 

in Chapter 6. 

Empirical work by Overton (2005, subsequently known as Johnston) finds that teachers 

do not believe that the state is treating them with respect or courtesy when policy 

decisions are made about them. This supposedly explains the overtly critical perspectives 

taken by these teachers as they “subtly questioned who was controlling what teachers 

ought to learn when becoming more professional, and why this learning was positioned 

as valuable, to whom, and for what reasons” (Overton as cited in Johnston, 2015, p. 307). 

Pertinent to my study is the argument from Johnston (2015), that when the drive towards 

increased teacher professionalism through standards is via a political agenda, there are 

costs to teachers. These include “the de-professionalisation of education [and] the 

withdrawal of teachers’ good will” (Johnston, 2015, pp. 311-312). This is evidence of the 

consequences proposed in Connell’s Lament, with which I began this thesis. Johnston 

(2015) argues that when others render the essential aspects of teachers’ ways of knowing 

as “inconsequential” (p. 313) or “no kind of knowledge at all” (McWhortle cited in 

Medina, 2011, p. 18), teachers and teaching are diminished. Johnston’s empirical study 
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was undertaken prior to the Education Revolution work and provides me with the 

opportunity to discern whether teachers’ ways of knowing are inconsequential in the 

reforms of the Education Revolution.   

3.3.3 The impact of standards on teachers 

Questioning . . . the consequent impact [of standards] on the work of teachers 

will help to unmask some of the unintended effects of an institutionalised 

framework of teacher professional standards on the “quality” of our education 

systems, allowing more critical engagement with alternate discourses 

(Tuinamuana, 2011, p. 80). 

Tuinamuana’s (2011) work suggests that the unintended impacts of standards on teachers 

are mostly negative, a claim supported by Overton (2005; Johnston, 2015) above and 

others (Bourke, Lidstone, & Ryan, 2015; Connell, 2009; Sachs, 2003a, August 21 2005; 

Taubman, 2009). Larsen (2010) cites the wealth of research, including Ball (2003); 

Hebson et al. (2007); Hepburn and Brown (2001); Hextall and Mahony (2000); Jeffrey 

(1998); Mahony and Hextall (1998); Troman and Woods (2001); Verdugo and Vere 

(2003); Woods and Jeffrey (1998), which shows that techno-rational reforms 

“demoralise, demotivate and deprofessionalise teachers” (p. 214), reinforcing Connell’s 

Lament.  

There are, of course, positives theorised (Darling-Hammond, 2012; Dinham, 2013; 

Ingvarson, 2010), which I take up in Chapter 6. My interest here is in empirical studies 

which have looked at the impact of standards, some of which reveal positives. For 

example, in the study of a pilot program in Queensland involving standards for teachers, 

Mayer, Mitchell, Macdonald, and Bell (2005) found that they were endorsed by teachers 

as a framework for structuring and planning professional learning. The authors did note, 
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however, that there was little personal reflection documented by teachers about this, 

perhaps signifying a gap between the reality and the rhetoric of standards understood by 

teachers. Work from Yinger and Hendricks-Lee (2000) suggests potential for this gap to 

be diminished among pre-service teachers. They found that these teachers, who had to 

create a portfolio to show evidence of having met the standards, saw them to be a means 

of development and empowerment (Yinger & Hendricks-Lee, 2000, p. 94). These authors 

offer no critique alluding to the performativity of the discursive framework of the 

standards by these pre-service teachers in creating the portfolio.  

3.4 Teachers and their professionalism  

Teaching needs to be accepted as a profession (emphasis in original, Senate 

Employment, Education and Training Reference Committee 

(SEETRC),1998, p. 2). 

The emphatic quote above comes from an Australian Senate Inquiry into the status of 

teachers where the dominant message was that if only teaching could be accepted as a 

profession, a higher status for teachers would follow (SEETRC, 1998). I look at this 

report in more detail in Chapter 6. While the message from SEETRC is simple, Forster 

(2010) argues that the “framing of professionalism in education is a highly contested 

area” (p. 6) and is far more complex than SEETRC would have it. A survey of the 

literature from Johnston (2015) showed significant disparities in how issues of 

professionalism were experienced in the “educational and bureaucratic systems” (p. 305). 

In my archaeological work, I hope to add nuance to this by focusing not only on 

describing the what of the disparities, but also in diagnosing how the disparities came to 

be. In this section, I concentrate on research that looks at how teachers define their 

professionalism and on work done specifically with primary school teachers.  



 

Chapter 3  60 
 

3.4.1 How teachers define their professionalism  

There is a paucity of research on teachers’ conceptions of professionalism 

(Blair, 2016, p. 451). 

While Blair’s comments are directed at the situation in the US, similar findings have been 

mentioned in the UK (Swann, McIntyre, Pell, Hargreaves, & Cunningham, 2010), and 

my searches suggest a similar situation in the Australian context.  

Work in the UK from McCulloch, Helsby, and Knight (2000) prompting secondary 

school teachers about aspects of teacher professionalism, found striking differences 

between gender and disciplinary groupings, which led them to conclude that the “picture 

is of individual and subcultural variations nested within the broader culture of teaching” 

(p. 99). They did, however, come up with the claim that teachers’ thinking about the 

professional nature of their work is not only contextual and complex, it also conforms 

closely with traditional notions of professional traits (McCulloch et al., 2000, pp. 99-

100). I speak more to these traditional notions in Chapter 6. 

The complexity and situationality of the professional aspects of teachers’ work from 

McCulloch et al. (2000) was replicated in a four-year UK study called the Teacher Status 

Project (Hargreaves et al., 2007). The study explored the impact of government policies 

on teachers’ sense of their own status, and also on the wider public’s view of teachers’ 

status. An analysis of the data from their large quantitative surveys in 2003 and 2006 by 

Swann et al. (2010) found that “teachers’ views of professionalism seem to vary in ways 

that are not at all highly structured . . . but are highly stable . . . across a period of three 

years” (p. 558). Pertinent to my study is the finding that teachers do not “feel themselves 

to be engaged in a single grand debate, nor even in several different debates, in which 

conventional ideas of professionalism are opposed by new ideas of professionalism, 
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whether that of the government or those of any academic commentators” (Swann et al., 

2010, p. 556). This is a key proposition that I explore in my conversations with teachers 

in the Classroom domain. 

In the US, Blair (2016) surveyed both pre-service teachers and teacher educators and also 

found a complexity in their descriptions of professionalism. She labels their descriptions 

“idiosyncratic” (Blair, 2016, p. 460) and explains this as partly due to the absence of a 

professional association for these teachers. There is a similar situation for primary school 

teachers in Australia who have no professional association specifically for them. Blair’s 

qualitative comparative 25  case study found that teacher educators and pre-service 

teachers frequently mentioned attributes of “comportment, particularly dress and 

communication” (2016, p. 455) as important to their idea of professionalism. They also 

saw part of their role as a professional as modelling “being a professional” (Blair, 2016, 

p. 456) to the students they were to teach. Teacher educators described the professional 

preparation they were providing as a response to the accountability they knew their 

students were to come across, and so they sought to provide them with “practical 

strategies, skills and routines with the goal of enhancing student achievement” (Blair, 

2016, p. 457).  

Blair (2016) concluded that the pre-service teachers exhibited a type of restricted 

professionalism which Blair sees as “characterised by a perspective that focuses solely 

on what is immediate in time and place” (p. 459). This means that aspects of 

professionalism associated with domains outside of the classroom or school were not 

apparent. The view from pre-service teachers was that their University preparation 

                                                

25 Blair (2016) was comparing teacher, social work and nurse meanings of professionalism within one University. 
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provided them with “credentials to find a job” (Blair, 2016, p. 457). She argues that 

teacher educators need to divest pre-service teachers of their “naïve conceptions of 

teacher professionalism” (Blair, 2016, p. 461) and pay attention to the responsibilities 

teachers have in the contexts outside of the classroom. In this, she calls for teacher 

educators to take increased responsibility for their students and “the future of the 

profession itself” (Blair, 2016, p. 462). Her call for the profession to take care of its own 

reflects the call from others, such as Sachs (2003a) and Thomas (2005a, 2005b). 

However, Blair’s perspective of what that may look like seems to reflect traditional 

discourses of professionalism and so is more conventional than the perspectives from 

Sachs or Thomas. 

A more critical stance is taken by Johnston (2015), who brings together her 2010 

empirical research as well as an updated analysis of policy and literature on 

professionalism. She argues that the ways in which professionalism is conflated with 

quality teaching through the constructs of the three A’s of education—“Achievement, 

Accountability and Assessment” (p. 308)—warrant critical evaluation. She alerts us to 

three assumptions she distils from the literature which, she claims, have no research or 

evidence basis (Johnston, 2015, p. 309): 

• Professionalism is the same as/equals quality. 

• Professionalism is the same as/equals reform. 

• Professionalism as reform and quality is the same as/equals guaranteed improvement. 

There is also research which demonstrates the positive impact of reform policies on 

teachers, such as opening new possibilities for “teachers’ professional space” (Carlgren 

& Klette, 2008, p. 131). Other work suggests that the positivities associated with reform 

were conditional. For example if the reforms enhanced collegiality or served the needs of 
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their pupils then the changes were “accommodated” (Locke, Vulliamy, Webb, & Hill, 

2005, p. 577) by teachers. If the reforms did not offer the teachers any support in their 

work, then the reforms were resisted. This work from Locke et al. (2005) is instructive 

because it shows the variation between teachers’ attitudes in different reform 

environments (I talk more to this in the next subsection), giving weight to the idea that 

the ways of knowing teachers are situational and not governed by discursivities seen as 

external. I also take from the work of Locke et al. (2005) the idea that teachers are willing 

to take up reforms but are, all the while, privileging their own ways of knowing. I am 

interested to see whether this is occurring in the Classroom domain I investigate. 

By the 2010s, empirical work with teacher professionalism was being understood in a 

new light. Stone-Johnson (2017) talks of “generational interpretive frameworks” (p. 28) 

which produce a type of parallel professionalism whereby Generation X teachers (born 

between 1961 and 1981) experience professionalism neutrally whereas those of the Baby 

Boomer generation (born between 1943 and 1960) are increasingly bitter about the 

increased standardisation and accountability that has come about through the reforms 

within the US. She comments that Generation X teachers are pragmatic, using their 

neoliberalist tendencies to undertake a cost-benefit analysis of accountability measures 

(Stone-Johnson, 2014, p. 88). These teachers see that increased standardisation gives 

them “clearer expectations of what is expected of them and a more accessible way of 

linking what they are doing to student achievement” (Stone-Johnson, 2017, p. 28). Like 

Wilkins (see below 2011; 2015), she notes that Generation X teachers have been 

schooled, both literally and metaphorically, by a performative culture of standards and 

accountability (Stone-Johnson, 2017, p. 28), which may account for their perceived 

architecture of professionalism. As I review this literature, I ponder over whether this 

generational difference is pertinent to my motivation to do this study. How have my ways 
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of knowing teachers and their professionalism been impacted by my Baby Boomer 

status? Has this led to the strong affect I have when the Education Revolution seems to 

be challenge these ways of knowing? 

3.4.2 Professionalism and primary school teachers 

primary school teachers’ personal and professional identities are closely 

connected and . . . they contribute to motivation, commitment and job 

satisfaction (Day, Kington, Stobart, & Sammons, 2006, p. 610).  

These findings from 2006 in the UK mirror those from SEETRC (1998) in Australia 

nearly a decade earlier. Relationships with students are a priority for primary school 

teachers (Nias, 1989) and they articulate this as a passionate need to “make a tangible 

difference to children’s lives” (Passy, 2013, p. 1073). Day et al. argue that the situation 

is slightly different for high school teachers, for whom “subject and its status” (Day et 

al., 2006, p. 610) take a higher priority. Locke et al. (2005) found that primary school 

teachers’ relationship with students is the profession’s “defining quality” (p. 555). They 

found that, perhaps because of this, neither the UK nor the NZ teachers they researched 

were “disempowered in some crude sense by the sovereign power of the state and its 

mandated reforms” (Locke et al., 2005, p. 576). This is a heartening finding with respect 

to Connell’s Lament and is certainly one I investigate with interest in the Classroom 

domain. 

Locke et al. (2005) do suggest two areas where teachers’ work is susceptible to control. 

The first is from external accountability mechanisms which reorganise their work and 

can include paperwork, testing and reporting requirements. The second area is “via 

discourse itself” (Locke et al., 2005, p. 576). The authors found that the policy context 

did have an impact on how teachers balanced the impositions and opportunities of reform, 
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and this highlights the “power of hegemonic discourses to become the linguistic stock-

in-trade of teachers” (Locke et al., 2005, p. 576). Teachers in the UK, arguably under 

more accountability measures, tended to find the balance to be on the negative side, while 

the NZ teachers were more positive in their “less oppressive audit culture” (Locke et al., 

2005, p. 577). I can find no empirical research to suggest that their findings have been 

investigated in Australia, and so my work may well fill this gap. 

Wilkins (2011) interviewed 18 first-year-out primary school teachers in the shadow of 

the UK government’s intention in 2007 to make teaching a Master’s level profession. He 

was interested in teachers who, because of their age, were products of a performative 

culture that had been in place within school and teacher education prior to their entrance 

to teaching. The group whom Wilkins (2011) called “post-performative teachers” (p. 404) 

mirrors the Generation X high school teachers of Stone-Johnson (2014). Wilkins’ 

analysis of conversations with these teachers looked for different characteristics of 

professionalism from the literature for example neoliberal empowered professionalism 

(Coles & Southworth, 2005); compliant incorporated professionalism (Day et al., 2006; 

Troman, 1996) and/or activist professionalism (Sachs, 2001, 2003a, 2003b, December 

2001). Wilkins (2011) found that none of these models was a good fit: these young 

teachers were fairly sanguine and generally welcoming of the needs of accountability; 

were relaxed about the increased bureaucratic workload; and were willing to privilege 

the micro-autonomy they thought that they still had in their classrooms with their “lesson 

planning and approaches to curriculum delivery” (pp. 401-404). Wilkins (2011) readily 

admits that his study was limited in scope and scale; however, the findings from the 

research, which go against much of previous literature, do point to a possible new post-

performative professionalism entering the teaching workforce. My work in the Classroom 

domain of primary school teachers in the ACT is, like Wilkins’, limited in its ability to 
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add definitive support to this work because it is not structured by age groupings, however, 

I may be able to have some sense of it. 

Johnston (2015) picks up her 2005 work with K–2 teachers in Hobart, Tasmania. These 

primary school teachers voiced a variety of themes when asked about their current 

professionalism. They felt there was increased monitoring of them and their work; there 

were prescribed tasks that took them away from their core role, which was relationships 

with students; they were not trusted and were seen as needing to be managed; they were 

seen as lacking in knowledge; their work was not good enough; and their work was being 

driven by an agenda that was external to the school (Johnston, 2015, pp. 306-308). This 

work, originally undertaken prior to the Education Revolution, suggests that teachers 

were well aware of the imposts of neoliberal policy on their work. My work takes place 

some years after the Education Revolution, and this directs my interest to whether these 

ways of knowing are still evident. 

Passy (2013) interviewed a small group of “outstanding” 26  primary school teacher 

trainees and found them to be flexible enough to enable “them to survive and flourish in 

a neoliberal environment”; compliant enough to accept “hoop-jumping paperwork”, and 

of the belief that they still had “some autonomy at the classroom level” (pp. 1072-1073). 

Passy’s findings reflect those of Wilkins and Stone-Johnson and come as no surprise: 

these teacher trainees were not only part of Wilkins’ post-performative generation; they 

were being trained in the current performative culture of initial teacher education (ITE) 

and were deemed to be outstanding in that. Given their inhabitation of, and success in, 

these discursive frameworks, it is little wonder that they were able to survive and flourish 

                                                

26 The pre-service teachers gained the grade “Outstanding” in their penultimate year of professional experience 
placement (Passy, 2013). 
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in the neoliberal classroom environment. My work with experienced classroom teachers 

is an opportunity to add to Passy’s work with trainee teachers.  

Much of the work with teachers and their professionalism shows that it is no longer, if it 

had ever been, a simple concept. The fact that professionalism has been found to have 

intergenerational differences as well as differences in policy regimes speaks to this 

complexity. Research with primary school teachers, the group of teachers I am interested 

in, is not as well represented in the literature with respect to their professionalism. Even 

when they are the researched group, their status as primary school teachers is not brought 

to the forefront of analysis. Comparisons are made among teachers; but not necessarily 

between, say, primary and secondary teachers, nor are the unique characteristics of 

primary school teachers highlighted. In my work, I focus on primary school teachers’ 

relationship with professionalism, and the related concepts of expertise and autonomy.  

3.5 Autonomy and expertise of primary school teachers 

If the goal is to keep teachers in classrooms then teachers’ knowledge and 

professional status must be acknowledged and valued through autonomy, 

even in high-accountability environments. The popular rhetoric and much of 

the policy continually devalues teachers and exoduses [of teachers] may 

endure when teachers are treated as mere technicians (Kolman, 2017, p. 512). 

Connell’s Lament reverberates in this quote from Kolman, with its emphases on teachers’ 

knowledge and autonomy: knowing enough to be allowed to do what is best for the 

students they have in front of them. Expertise and autonomy are two traditional 

characteristics of professionalism and are inextricably linked: the capacity to make wise 

and sound decisions is based on the possession of expert knowledge (Groundwater-Smith 
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& Mockler, 2009, p. 8). In this section, I focus on research with teachers with regard to 

these two characteristics, and I begin with expertise. 

3.5.1 Expertise 

My interest in expertise as a characteristic of professions comes about because it usually 

is taken to mean discipline-specific expertise, for example, medical or legal knowledge. 

Secondary teachers can lay claim to disciplinary expertise as an identity marker (Mockler, 

2008; SEETRC, 1998) because they usually have an undergraduate degree in the subject 

they teach e.g., science or history27. In contrast to their secondary counterparts, primary 

school teachers have a degree in education 28  rather than a stand-alone degree in a 

disciplinary field.  

In her investigations with two discipline-based teacher associations, Hilferty (2008) 

determined that, in the perceptions of teachers, expert knowledge underpinned teacher 

status. This finding reflects previous work from Ozga and Lawn (1981), SEETRC (1998) 

and Mockler (2008). Given that Hilferty was working with teacher associations grouped 

by discipline knowledge, it is not surprising that this type of knowledge was at the 

forefront of their self-perception. This suggests that primary school teachers do not have 

as much access to this discursive framework by which to frame their professionalism. 

One aspect of professionalism picked up by Hilferty (2008) that could apply to both 

primary and secondary teachers is that teachers agreed wholeheartedly to an assertion of 

                                                

27 SEETRC (1998) exposed the hierarchies that exist within subject areas across disciplines—science is higher status 
than visual arts (p. 31); and many science teachers like myself will know that there can be hierarchies, bound up in 
gender imbalances, within a discipline area e.g., physics teachers have a higher status than biology teachers. 
28 For example, in the context of the Australian Capital Territory, where my work is undertaken, graduates from the 
University of Canberra are awarded a Bachelor of Primary Education, while graduates from the Australian Catholic 
University (Signadou Campus) are awarded a Bachelor of Education (Primary) or a Bachelor of Education (Early 
Childhood and Primary). 
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the expertise needed to do the “complicated job of classroom teaching” (p. 567), and that 

this complexity was a source of pride. From this work I see a potential that teachers can 

know expertise differently to a discipline-based expertise, and this is something I explore 

in the Classroom domain.  

Locke et al. (2005) investigated the “three key terms (of) autonomy, altruism and 

knowledge embodied in the classic professionalism triangle” (p. 555) with primary 

school teachers in the UK and NZ. Their policy ethnography revealed that teachers were 

more focused on expert knowledge and altruism than autonomy (Locke et al., 2005, p. 

563). When these teachers spoke of expertise, their focus was through additional training 

or exposure to external providers of expertise, rather than on their original training. The 

role of professional development is part of the discursive framework in the domains of 

traditional professions like law and medicine, where it is a conditional part of continued 

registration. The mandating of additional or continual learning to maintain the ability to 

practise has not been part of the discursive framework of Australian teachers, but this is 

changing with reforms across the UK, NZ and Australia. For the UK and NZ teachers in 

the study by Locke et al. (2005), additional professional development brought about an 

increased sense of professionalism. The NZ teachers had received increased opportunities 

for professional development as part of their country’s policy reforms, and they saw this 

as a good thing for their professionalism. The UK teachers had seen opportunities become 

more narrowed, with the policy agenda of their government removing the choice for 

teachers to pursue their own professional development agenda. Despite these differences, 

Locke et al. (2005, p. 574) found that teachers used neoliberalist discourses of lifelong 

learning and continual improvement to describe the key characteristics of a professional 

teacher.  
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In Australia, the reforms of the Education Revolution have resulted in mandated 

professional development as a condition of continued registration, and my interest is in 

whether a neoliberal framework is used by the teachers I speak with to justify the change. 

Given that there is little other literature on expertise as an aspect of professionalism 

specifically attributable to primary school teachers, the work from Locke et al. (2005) 

provides me with an opportunity to explore what it is about knowledge that might 

contribute to ways of knowing teachers in an Australian Classroom domain.  

3.5.2 Autonomy 

Within the professions, expertise brings with it the expectation that it gives the bearer a 

heightened autonomy, understood as the ability to make judgements and decisions within 

the variable contexts of their work (Collins, 1990a, 1990b; Ritzer & Walczak, 1988). My 

interest in the autonomy of primary school teachers emerges from this because of their 

reduced claims to disciplinary expertise.  

Autonomy can come about through more than just expert knowledge in a specific 

disciplinary field. For example, Evetts (2003a, 2003b, 2006) links trust and autonomy to 

the professions because of the way in which a profession is gifted autonomy by its trusting 

clients. In the case of teachers, trust and teachers are inextricably linked (Forster, 2010; 

Sachs, 2003a), however, whether this comes about because of trust in their knowledge or 

trust based on some other claim has not been explicitly pursued.  

Hilferty (2008) found a “widely felt need for the profession to be trusted by the 

government and the general public” (p. 567). In terms of trust from the government, Sachs 

(2003a) argues that trust from the state is diminishing, with a resultant decline in teachers’ 

perceived, and real, autonomy. In terms of the trust that teachers feel from the public, 

Overton (2005) found that the increased techno-rational demands on teachers, emerging 
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from neoliberal requirements of transparency and accountability, have the capacity to 

reduce the public’s trust in teachers. This can then work to reduce teachers’ autonomy 

and, for teachers, any attack on the trust held by the public is seen as an “attack on [their] 

professionalism” (Hilferty, 2008, p. 567). This suggests a gaze from teachers directed 

more to the level of the public’s trust of them than to the state’s. 

When NZ teachers were invited to compare the types of autonomy they had prior to the 

implementation of a performance management system in NZ,29 they claimed that their 

autonomy was reduced through the accountability measures to which they must answer 

(Locke et al., 2005). While accountability constrained their autonomy, the teachers spoke 

of it as being a necessary part of any modern profession (Locke et al., 2005, pp. 565-566). 

The authors opined that these NZ teachers were more likely now to be doing “things 

right” rather than doing the “right thing” (Locke et al., 2005, p. 569).  

Locke et al. (2005) spoke of an inside observer operating with teachers, which dispensed 

with the need for coercion (p. 569). This inside observer is an exemplar of the cornerstone 

of Foucault’s notions of governmentality: the self-disciplining compliant body. An 

emphasis on transparency, both metaphorical and literal, works to make teachers’ work 

public. Larsen (2010) notes that this has reduced the opportunities for autonomy in the 

classroom. Teachers’ work is now available for parental oversight and executive scrutiny. 

In the past, it was difficult to evaluate teachers when their work was “carried out in private 

settings” (Hoyle & John, 1995, p. 85). Transparency in the literal sense has increased, 

with such things as glass walls being used to increase supervision in otherwise enclosed 

                                                

29 In NZ in 1999 it was agreed between the teachers’ union and government that “teachers were not to be registered 
unless they had been regularly appraised against the standards” (Locke et al., 2005, p. 569). There were, at this time, 
no performance management systems in place in the UK, although there was a new policy framework of professional 
standards (Locke et al., 2005, p. 570).  
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spaces (Motz, Biehle, & West, 2007). In this way, modern classrooms and the teachers 

and students working inside them are an extension of the simplistic Foucauldian 

panopticon. Metaphorical transparency emerges from the prevalence of risk management 

strategies where a “façade of care and concern” operates over neoliberalist accountancy 

measures for teachers. As Groundwater-Smith and Mockler (2009) argue there are few 

who “would wish to argue that every child does not matter or that any child should be 

left behind” (p. 5). The rhetoric they refer to, the Every Child Matters (Boateng, 2003) 

program from the UK and the No Child Left Behind Act in the USA (US Department of 

Education, 2001), is replicated in the teacher quality discursivity in Australia. Who would 

not want their child to have a quality teacher and be part of a highly effective school? 

These notions are part of the rhetoric of the Education Revolution in Australia, and Power 

sees the effects of this rhetoric in the shrinking of expert judgement such that it becomes 

“an empty form of defendable compliance” (Power cited in Groundwater-Smith & 

Mockler, 2009, p. 8).  

Other researchers look at curriculum autonomy (decisions made about the content to 

teach) as “a sensitive indicator of the way the currents of teacher autonomy and teacher 

professionalism have flowed” (McCulloch et al., 2000, p. 59). Results from a UK study 

(Swann et al., 2010) show a wide divergence of opinion among teachers about the 

importance of curriculum autonomy. There was, however, a significant weakening of 

support for it between 2003 and 2006 as more controls over standardised curricula came 

into being in the UK. I speak to teachers in the Classroom domain as the Australian 

Curriculum is in the process of being implemented, so I am interested in the impacts this 

is having on their view on autonomy. 
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3.6 Education policy and the Education Revolution 

In this section, I review literature that discusses the role of neoliberal discourses in 

educational policy across the Western world. I do this because neoliberalism, as a 

“coherent assemblage of rationalities and technologies … define(s) the political present” 

(Savage, 2013, p. 104). I begin with a brief overview of neoliberalism as a contextual 

setting for the literature to follow. 

3.6.1 Neoliberalism 

Neoliberalism is a theory of political economic practices that proposes that 

human well-being can best be advanced by liberating individual 

entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an institutional framework 

characterized by strong private property rights, free markets, and free trade. 

The role of the state is to create and preserve an institutional framework 

appropriate to such practices (Harvey, 2005, p. 2). 

Harvey (2005) is an influential scholar of neoliberalism and claims that “neoliberal” 

became standard nomenclature to describe the era of many of the Western world’s 

economies from the 1970s. Savage (2013) argues that, rather than using the term 

neoliberal, a more useful term is “advanced liberal styles of governance” (emphasis in 

original, p. 86), with the term neoliberalism more usefully described as a sub-variant of 

advanced liberalism. This view has merit, and certainly has resonance in the Foucauldian 

emphasis I bring to my work. However, my focus shifts across time from pre-

neoliberalism, to its emergence in the 1970s and then to Savage’s “political present”. I 

will continue to use the more traditional “neoliberalism”, because its usage needs to be 

temporally relevant across the time frame I traverse. As I begin to uncover the forms of 
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rationality and historical conditions of the teacher quality present it will be clear that this 

broader aspect of neoliberalism is being invoked.   

The rhetoric of neoliberalism is universal prosperity through the systematic contraction 

of government interventions in the management of economies, and the global expansion 

of free markets, while its reality is argued to be increased government intervention and 

wealth inequality (Harvey, 2005; Manne, 2009). My focus in this study is the rhetoric 

and reality of neoliberalism in the educational reforms of the Education Revolution.  

The political agenda of neoliberalism was given voice during the 1980s by pro free 

market politicians: Thatcher in the UK and Reagan in the USA (Harvey, 2005; Manne, 

2009; Rudd, 2009), and in variegated forms in Australia culminating in significant direct 

influence in the mid-1990s (Cahill, 2004). Hill, Ross, and Gibson (2007) capture the 

tension between the rhetoric and reality of neoliberalism by describing it as the presence 

of a “‘strong state’ within the ‘free economy’” (p. 115). Chomsky (2006) goes further 

and sees that state institutions are strengthened “even more than before” (p. 219) in the 

reforms of neoliberal agenda. These critics argue that it is the rhetoric of competing in a 

global free market environment that prompts national governments to tighten up their 

internal regulatory processes, via new accountability policies, in order to provide more 

competitive goods and services. Such critiques are directed also at education and so invite 

me to attend closely to the paradoxical regulatory effects of neoliberalist educational 

policy reforms in my archaeological analysis. 

Using Foucault’s notions of governmentality, Rose (1993) states that “political forces 

seek to utilize and instrumentalize forms of authority other than those of ‘the State’ in 

order to govern—spatially and constitutionally—‘at a distance’” (p. 292). The rise, 

through the Education Revolution, of government-funded authorities, that appear to 
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operate externally and independently of the state are exemplars of this.30 Giroux (2002) 

argues that neoliberalism’s market-driven discourse changes the very nature of what it 

means to be a citizen: “citizenship is portrayed as an utterly privatised affair whose aim 

is to produce competitive self-interested individuals vying for their own material and 

ideological gain” (p. 429). These competitive individuals play their part in what is now 

seen as a market in education (Bullen, Fahey, & Kenway, 2006; Campbell & Proctor, 

2014; Kenway & Bullen, 2000; Marginson, 1993; Morley, Marginson, & Blackmore, 

2014; Proctor & Sriprakash, 2013).  

Power (1997) originally coined the term ‘audit society’ to describe the impacts of 

neoliberalism. Giroux (2014) believes this ‘audit society’ is now replacing critical 

thinking in the tertiary education environment so much so that he calls it a “toxin” (p. 

39). Rose and Miller (2010) have a less malevolent descriptor of neoliberalism when they 

describe it as the “problematics of government” (p. 299), which they claim “embodies a 

profound transformation in the mechanics for governing social life” (p.297), including 

health, housing and education. Keddie et al. (2011) describe how neoliberal privileging 

of market-driven practices has moved into schools where ethics of performance and 

accountability are put into place as policy imperatives. These practices also shape the 

teachers working in these environments and threaten teachers’ sense of well-being and 

their longevity in the profession (Acton & Glasgow, 2015, p. 107).  

One of the most powerful mechanisms of neoliberalism is that it seeks to responsibilise 

individuals and organisations. The self-responsibilising individual of Rizvi & Lingard 

                                                

30 I speak of two examples, the Australian Curriculum and Assessment Reporting Authority (ACARA) and the 
Australian Institute of Teacher Standards and Leadership (AITSL), in more detail in Chapter 7.  
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(2010) is at the heart of the sort of governmentality of which I speak in §2.7. Interest in 

this aspect of neoliberalism, towards perspectives of governmentality in issues such as 

colonialism, globalization and corporate ethics (Reubi, 2009), marks the movement in 

literature over the last two decades. Rose and Miller (2010) argue persuasively how 

“neoliberalism re-codes the locus of the state in the discourse of politics” (p.296) by 

ensuring that the framework produces actors who, by being given the tools by which to 

account for themselves to a governing state, believe they are acting autonomously.  

This leads me to focus in my analysis on how teachers are positioned, and perform, as 

competitors in this market. Do they believe they are acting autonomously? Do they see 

the impacts of neoliberal reform as providing them with increased choice and control? 

Are teachers merely the resources utilised by the state to prepare the nation’s future 

human capital? Are they performing this by schooling students to be competitive 

consumers of their education?  

Following Foucauldian scholars who critique neo-liberalism’s hegemony, I am interested 

in how the pervasive discourse of individual freedom, autonomy etc., might govern 

teachers by making them compliant, self-regulating subjects. Foucault’s thesis was that 

there is no need for, nor any signs of, coercion when people believe that they are 

exercising their free will and believe, at times mistakenly, that their choices and actions 

are based on some internal truth and are their own to make. Work from Savage (2013) in 

this arena uses Foucauldian concepts of political rationality and technology to determine 

how school leaders and teachers become self-governing in the marketisation of education. 

School leaders and teachers become both the “subject of market policies and pressures” 

(emphasis in original, Savage, 2013, p. 91) as well as its “active producers” (Savage, 

2013, p. 94).  Foucault died before neoliberalism took hold in political arenas, so 

Foucauldian scholars like Rose, Giroux and Savage encourage me to question exactly 
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how neoliberal discourses effectively intensify the governance of national subjects— 

specifically, primary school teachers. I am provoked to consider how and why neoliberal 

educational reforms require unprecedented levels of government intervention, control 

and regulation. 

3.6.2 Neoliberalism and global educational policy  

Learning for learning’s sake is no longer sufficient, . . . education does not 

have any intrinsic ends as such, but must always be linked to the instrumental 

purposes of human capital development and economic self-maximisation 

(Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 81). 

I have chosen the stark quote above to highlight the impacts of a globally circulating 

neoliberal imaginary which has shaped the education reform agenda of all OECD nations 

(Barry et al., 1993; Connell et al., 2009; Starr, 1990). The specific educational policy that 

emerged from the neoliberal regime in the USA was the No Child Left Behind Act, linking 

government funding to strict improvement and accountability policies for America’s 

public schools (Smith & Gorard, 2007, p. 192). In the UK many changes to education 

took place very quickly with the election of a new government in 2010 after the Every 

Child Matters initiatives. At the forefront of reforms was the importance of raising the 

status of teaching, devolving power and retaining high levels of accountability to 

“parents, the government and the public” (Goepel, 2012, p. 498).  

The emergence of neoliberalism in education is seen by Torres (2013) as a new paradigm 

whereby a particular common sense has become hegemonic because of the way in which 

“key players see the field” (pp. 82-83) and the “elective affinity” (p. 96) between 

governments and organisations like think tanks and the OECD has become incorporated. 

These key players get to ask a host of critical questions regarding basic premises in the 
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field and so play a role in defining the rules to determine what is truthful (Torres, 2013, 

pp. 82-83). I see Torres’ truths through my Foucauldian perspective as governing 

knowledges. The machinations Torres describes, among and between key players in the 

field who (re)produce these governing knowledges, calls me to look not just at texts in 

my archive, but also at the authors of those texts. Like Foucault, I am not interested in 

who the authors are per se, but more about: why those authors and not others? That is to 

say, what gives those authors the authority to make enunciations? What enunciations do 

they make that others may not have made?  

Rizvi & Lingard (2010) argue that the sort of individual that neoliberalism conceives is 

“a self-responsibilising, self-capitalising individual” (p. 184). If education is seen to play 

a role in producing that sort of individual, the role of the state becomes both distant and 

blameless. Through my Foucauldian perspective, I see this as a power relation 

(re)produced by the discourse of neoliberalism. This power is not repressive and is all the 

more potent because it works at a capillary level of the self-governing individual. 

Individuals are “schooled” to believe that they are acting through free will and exercising 

a choice given to them by the market. I spoke above of the work from Savage (2013) that 

argued that educators can be framed as “‘products-producers’ of market governance” (p. 

104).  

The work from Rizvi & Lingard (2010) provides insights into global educational policy 

as well as perspectives on undertaking analyses of those policies and, despite coming 

from a different theoretical perspective to my own,31 these are fruitful for my work. For 

                                                

31 Rizvi & Lingard (2010) work with an adapted concept of Bourdieu’s fields. They pay close attention to the habitus 
of the differing layers of the policy cycle—local, national and international (p. 68). Savage and O’Connor (2015) also 
work in this space using a notion of global “policy-scapes” (p. 609). 



 

Chapter 3  79 
 

example, the authors’ insistence on the recognition of multiple factors in educational 

policy research guides me well in the collection of wide-ranging texts for my archive. 

They argue that, because educational policy must be taken as globally influenced and 

globally influential, research into it requires a privileging of the relationality and 

interconnectivity of developments in policy changes and the need to have an historical 

orientation (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 69). Their approach also asks for a new set of 

dispositions towards globalisation, uppermost of which is a refusal to reify it (Rizvi & 

Lingard, 2010, p. 63). Savage and O’Connor (2015) continue with this argument. They 

privilege the “national” in their work that compares curriculum reform in Australia and 

the USA, without treating it as either an “isolated or insulated space” (p. 611). I follow 

their lead in stretching my archive empirically and theoretically beyond the local and the 

national in a way that includes their interconnecting layers with regional and global 

spaces (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 184) of the Education Revolution. Following their 

critical lead, I too will be asking: how could policy from the Education Revolution which 

targets teacher quality be otherwise? 

The work of Smyth (2001, 2002, 2006) also offers a critical perspective in an Australian 

context. He articulates a number of myths resulting from neoliberal imposts already in 

place in education policy prior to the Education Revolution which need to be “named, 

confronted and roundly and robustly punctured” (Smyth, 2006, p. 302). These myths 

include: that there is a crisis in schools attributable, in part, to teachers; that quality 

education will be achieved through market forces; and that the business sector will be an 

efficient model through which to run education systems with increased compliance and 

accountability to externally imposed standards (Smyth, 2006, p. 302).  

Understanding recent critiques of neoliberalism and governmentality as well as this 

educational policy ecology, all of which were in place prior to the Education Revolution, 
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provides a guiding influence for my analyses across Chapters 5 to 9 at a macro level of 

policy, down to the micro level of classrooms in Chapter 10. Have teachers become self-

governing when it comes to the accountability and standardisation at the forefront of 

educational policy from the Education Revolution? Are they predisposed to accept it or 

do they resist it?  

3.7 Foucault and educational research  

In 1990, Marshall claimed that, for the most part, educational researchers had either 

ignored Foucault or had not grasped the radical nature of his thinking ( pp. 12 and 14): 

however, within 10 years of that claim there was a “veritable explosion of works 

influenced by Foucault or post-structuralism generally” (Olssen, 1999, p. 159) in 

education.  

A wide array of educational research arenas utilise different aspects of Foucault’s work. 

Many have taken up Foucault’s notion of discourse analysis32 to discuss such things as 

teacher identities (Thomas, 2005a); children diagnosed with Attention Deficit and 

Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) (Graham, 2011); educational policies (Taylor, 2004; 

Thomas, 2004); assessment policies (Raaper, 2017); and pedagogical practices (Bazzul, 

2014; Branson, 2014). Others have focused on Foucault’s ways of understanding 

discipline, governmentality and surveillance as their analytic tools in areas such as 

pedagogy (Webb, McCaughtry, & Macdonald, 2004); resistance by teachers (Ball & 

Olmedo, 2013); teacher training (Toshalis, 2010); policy research (Brass, 2015); 

educational leadership (Gillies, 2008); and, more recently, research concerning new 

                                                

32 Graham (2005) provides a good summary of discourse analysis generally, while Diaz-Bone et al. (2007) and Rogers 
et al. (2016) review critical discourse analysis. 
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surveillance technologies in schools (Hope, 2016; Taylor, 2013) as well as post-

panopticon theorising of surveillance (Page, 2017). 

In this section, I firstly provide an overview of Foucauldian work within education which 

has utilised his archaeology and/or genealogy in policy analysis, and then in education 

more generally. In §3.7.2, I look specifically at work which has been undertaken recently 

using Foucauldian archaeology within the reforms of the Education Revolution and 

teacher professional standards. 

3.7.1 Foucault and educational policy analysis 

From the 1980s critical policy studies had their emphases on “power, politics and 

difference” (Webb & Gulson, 2015, p. 165), and it was at this time that writers like Ball 

(1990c, 1993, 1994), Dudley and Vidovich (1995) and Ozga (1987, 2000) emerged, 

writing more to the sociology and the politics of education policy. An recent exemplar 

comes from work by Gillies (2013) in educational leadership. He argues that Foucauldian 

approaches about discipline can work to doubly critique leadership in education as both 

“process and product” (Gillies, 2013, p. 21). According to Webb and Gulson (2015), 

Foucauldian approaches entered into critical policy analysis as the field started to deal 

“explicitly with issues of power” (p. 166). As exemplars of this new era of policy analysis, 

they cite Scheurich’s 1994 policy archaeology and Gale’s 2003 policy historiography, to 

which I add Grimaldi’s 2012 transgressive assemblage. I use these three to bring a flavour 

of Foucauldian archaeologies and genealogies to my literature review. 

Scheurich (1994) announced his “new way of thinking about . . . educational policies” 

(p. 297) with an indebtedness to Foucault. He used archaeology to determine the grids of 

regularities that not only make some social issue visible as a problem, but which also 

work to make only a select set of policy solutions visible (Scheurich, 1994, p. 300). His 
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approach was geared to asking the how of policy production rather than the why, and this 

is the approach that characterises the archaeology I described in Chapter 2 and undertake 

across Chapters 5 to 9.  

Gale (2001) argues that the lenses of both archaeology and genealogy are needed to allow 

analysts to read and write policy research. For Gale (2001), archaeology asks: why are 

some items on the agenda and not others? Why are some actors there and not others? And 

what are the conditions that regulate the interactions of those involved? (pp. 387-388). In 

a Foucauldian fashion paralleling my own, Gale (2001) then sees genealogy as dealing 

with “‘local’ specific knowledges” (p. 390) and he is interested in how those knowledges 

can be encapsulated in a set of negotiations for policy settlement. The genealogy as tactic 

approach I outlined in Chapter 2 also privileges the local knowledges that I focus on in 

Chapter 10 in the hope that they can be emancipated and reactivated. 

Finally, Grimaldi (2012) builds his transgressive assemblage approach to policy analysis 

combining Ball’s policy as discourse notion with other heuristic devices,33 one of which 

is Foucault’s “archaeological tools” (p. 448). I mentioned these tools in Chapter 2 and 

will detail them more in Chapter 4. The archaeological outlook of Grimaldi (2012) is 

pertinent to my own, because his analysis concentrates on the power of discourse in 

producing ways of knowing and the concomitant “constructing, displacing and excluding 

(of other) possibilities” (p. 449) of knowing. I see reflected in this description the aim of 

the archaeological approach I outlined in Chapter 2, as revealing how the tyranny of 

governing ways of knowing work to subjugate other ways of knowing.  

                                                

33 These other devices sit outside my poststructuralist approach. Grimaldi’s analyses “take into account other structural 
arrangements continuing to the set of possibilities and conditions of social life” (2012, p. 446) following Stones and 
Jessop, and also “recognition of the role of agency in (re)producing social life and its conditions” (2012, p. 447), 
following Giddens and Bourdieu. 
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3.7.2 A recent Foucauldian archaeology  

I take a moment to review a recent Foucauldian archaeology in a similar context to my 

own as I concentrate on a paper by Bourke and Lidstone (2015) and the doctoral thesis 

on which it was based (Bourke, 2011). Both are concerned with “recent policy initiatives 

in Australia to establish professional standards for teachers” (Bourke & Lidstone, 2015, 

p. 832).  

The approach taken by Bourke (2011) originally, and re-presented in the paper by Bourke 

and Lidstone (2015), accords with my framework. An archive of “pertinent academic 

literature, policy documents and interview transcripts” (Bourke & Lidstone, 2015, p. 834) 

was assembled and analysed drawing on procedures from Foucault’s The Archaeology of 

Knowledge. I suggest that this approach also has an element, although unacknowledged, 

of a genealogical tactic, because they use their archaeological findings to disrupt “the 

already said at the level of existence” (Bourke & Lidstone, 2015, p. 838). They see 

Foucault’s rules of discursive formation (which I outline in the next chapter) as operating 

to distribute, limit or circulate statements. They argue that, once statements have a 

coherence, a discourse has been formed (Bourke & Lidstone, 2015, p. 835). The role of 

the archaeologist is, according to these authors, “defining the conditions and determining 

the field of events that made the rules legitimate” (Bourke & Lidstone, 2015, p. 835). The 

archaeological approach I outlined in Chapter 2 sees archaeological analysis a little 

differently. Rather than analysing an archive to legitimise the rules of discursive 

formation, I use the rules to analyse the formation and configurations of a discourse which 

is partially represented in that archive.    

These authors use the elements of a discursive formation to create a Foucauldian 

“polyhedron of intelligibility” (Foucault cited in Faubion, 1994, p. 227). That polyhedron 
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details the multiple contingent factors that the authors deem to have been at work in the 

emergence of the professional standards for teachers. Once again, my archaeological 

analysis will offer up a different type of output, because I hope to determine the discursive 

practices of teacher quality, highlighting its formation, configurations, governing 

domains and relationships with other discursivities. 

I take heart from the fact that the Foucauldian frame I present here parallels that from 

Bourke and Lidstone, who were working in a similar contextual and temporal 

environment. Their work provides me with an opportunity to engage in their academic 

conversation and with others interested in this arena of analysis. It allows me to 

demonstrate Foucault’s notion that, by selecting a different configuration of texts, as I 

assume our two strands of work do, a different set of discursive relations can be revealed. 

Foucault reminds us that the set of relations I make here will reveal an interdiscursive 

network that will not be identical to those described by others, but it may well intersect 

and overlap at certain points (1969/2002, p. 176). I speak to the intersections and overlaps 

of my findings and those from Bourke (2011) and Bourke and Lidstone (2015) in my 

final chapter.  

3.7.3 Other Foucauldian archaeologies and genealogies in education 

While Gale (2001, 2003) concentrates his Foucauldian analysis on higher education 

policy, Rowan and Shore (2009) see archaeology and genealogy as useful in exploring 

historical approaches to vocational education brought about by the Rudd/Gillard 

Governments. They present genealogy as a research challenge as it applies to discourses 

producing “clarity, consolidation and streamlining” in governing ways of knowing at a 

national level, with subjugate knowledges “that belong to the unruly ‘local’ [level]” 

(Rowan & Shore, 2009, p. 68). They also use Foucault’s polyhedron of intelligibility, but 
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use it to explain the results from genealogy, rather than archaeology, as Bourke and 

Lidstone (2015) do. Their genealogy, like my own, attends to the details of struggles 

associated with the subjugation of ways of knowing.  

Work done by Walton (2010) draws on Scheurich’s Foucauldian archaeology, and he 

sees it as a “powerful tool” (p. 148) to analyse how bullying emerged as a social problem. 

His archaeological analysis revealed a way of knowing bullying as the “mean or violent 

behaviour of individual children [rather than] an expression of stigmatized difference” 

(Walton, 2010, p. 139). He argues that this way of knowing bullying then limited the 

ways in which policy solutions could be framed. The solutions were to then focus on 

“codes of student conduct and consequences” (Walton, 2010, p. 147) rather than 

educational programs about social difference. Walton (2010) saw that archaeology 

afforded him the ability to explain how a dominant narrative which concentrated on the 

bully’s mean behaviour silenced other narratives about bullying which concentrated on 

the victimisation of the Other. In my work, I look to see whether the governing ways of 

knowing in the Policy domain through the teacher quality discursivity have silenced other 

ways of knowing, such as those in the Classroom domain. 

Milewski (2010) took his Foucauldian approach from the work of Hacking (2002) and 

looked at educational reforms in Ontario at the start of the 20th century. He set out to 

determine “not how political practice imposed new objects on schooling but rather how 

it opened or created new fields for the mapping of educational objects” (Milewski, 2010, 

p. 263). His archaeological perspective allowed him to see that, through the addition of 

drawing and nature study to the elementary school curriculum, new ways of knowing the 

student were opened up. These ways of knowing intervened between the knowing subject 

and the object of knowledge, and Milewski (2010) concluded that:  
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the new domains of knowledge that were added to the elementary school 

curriculum produced children as particular kinds of knowers as well as 

subjects to be known. . . . [they] were involved in the production of the child 

as a kind of person and a kind of learner ie one who learned by doing (p. 277).  

Drawing became a way to classify, sort and survey children. In my work, I am interested 

in exploring how teachers became classified and sorted according to their quality in the 

reforms of the Education Revolution. What aspects of the policy regime perform this 

function? 

I share the outlook of Meadmore et al. (2000) who talk of genealogy as a way of 

emancipating and legitimising historical knowledges so that they are capable of 

resistance. However, in their genealogy these authors rely on the way Foucault used 

notions of descent and emergence from Nietzsche. I argued in Chapter 2 that I do not 

share this interpretation of Foucault’s use of genealogy. However, the broad stroke of 

their genealogical aim, to produce “a space in which to think differently” (Meadmore et 

al., 2000, p. 474), is similar to my own. These authors describe two previous genealogies 

from education. The first was the normalising and hierarchising effects of school 

uniforms (Meadmore & Symes, 1996), which were seen as making the student body 

examinable and governable. The second genealogy, from McWilliam (1999), 

investigated an archive of texts which “dissemble, through description” (in Meadmore et 

al., 2000, p. 470) the relational elements between teacher and learner in pedagogical 

settings. As one of her reviewers claimed, McWilliam “points out that acceptable 

pleasures from teaching in one time-period or situation may not be considered acceptable 

in another” (Gougeon, 2000, p. 306). The genealogical approach of McWilliam (1999) 

emphasises that what we consider to be good teaching or quality teaching can only be the 

product of “certain forms of training, constituted and organized through available 
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discourse” (McWilliam, 1999, p. 11). The studies discussed by Meadmore et al. (2000) 

serve to focus my work on the teacher as examinable and governable from the constitution 

of a teacher quality discourse.  

A genealogical analysis from Laurence and McCallum (1998) centred on the (then) 

ADHD problem. This problem was understood to be based on a dichotomy between what 

was perceived to be going on inside the child’s head (the biological) and what was 

happening in conflict between that child and their mother (the social). Their genealogy 

allowed them to highlight the historical conditions of the dichotomy and, once the 

biological became the governing knowledge, then only particular forms of rationality 

were available to solve the ADHD problem (Laurence & McCallum, 1998, p. 198).  

Finally, research from Pillow (2003) shows the emancipatory potential of genealogy. 

Pillow’s genealogy pays “attention to the body, literally and figuratively” (p. 146) in an 

analysis of school-based teen pregnancy programs. Her genealogy found that local ways 

of knowing about teen pregnancy can be changed from being invisible and unsaid to being 

centre stage when told from the “bodies of young mothers” (Pillow, 2003, p. 156).  

The work in this section makes it very clear that genealogy, as I aim to use it, has great 

potential to show that things could have been otherwise. 

3.8 Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have put together recent empirical work in the areas of interest of my 

thesis, as well as research which adopts Foucauldian frameworks of archaeology and 

genealogy in education. Along the way, I have signposted those areas which are more 

theoretical and conceptual and which I analyse in other chapters as part of my 

archaeology.  
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The literature around teacher quality reveals two themes that I wish to pick up in my 

research. The first is a theme of contradictions and paradoxes which position teachers in 

policy and within classrooms both as saviours of the future and yet, because of their 

perceived deficits, as in need of regulatory reform to deal with that future. What 

discursive framework is at work which can hold such dissonant ways of knowing teachers 

in tension simultaneously? The second theme that interests me is the notion of a teacher 

voice. Is there such a thing? Should there be? Should it be in politics or in policy? Or 

perhaps we should question why teachers are in this position of centrality? Why not some 

other factor impacting education? What discursive framework is at work which has 

ensnared teachers (or is it teaching?) into policy reform? What awareness and/or 

involvement do teachers have in these political and policy processes? 

The literature regarding teacher standards reveals that its linkage with teacher quality is 

not uncommon and is usually brought about through accountability and managerialist 

discourses. Work in this area has provided me with possibilities to explore what it is about 

teachers that could allow the state to step in and develop standards for and about them. 

The limited Australian literature suggests that, when the state does step in, teachers are 

resentful. My research is taking place at the very early stages of the implementation of 

the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, and this is an issue I pursue. The 

literature also guides me to explore the complex historical conditions by which the 

reforms of the Education Revolution conflated teacher quality and teacher standards. 

Were teachers involved in the process? How did the reforms of the Education Revolution 

set out to improve their quality by mandating a national set of teacher standards? What 

knowledge and ownership do classroom teachers have of those standards?  

Just as the very notion of professionalism is contested, the literature reveals that teacher 

professionalism is no different. Across pre-service teachers, new teachers, experienced 



 

Chapter 3  89 
 

teachers, school leaders, primary school teachers and teacher educators, there is no 

commonality with which to characterise teacher professionalism. One conclusion I draw 

from the literature is that it is the enacted and situational nature of teachers’ work, 

exacerbated by the different ways in which policy reforms reorganise that work, that 

confounds the possibility of making such a characterisation. Work specifically with 

primary school teachers more than a decade ago in the UK and NZ shows that a traditional 

triangle of professionalism—altruism, expert knowledge and autonomy—still resonates 

with them, with all three aspects being variously impacted by regulatory reforms. The 

last two aspects, expert knowledge and autonomy, are of particular interest to me through 

my background as both a secondary school teacher, known to have expert knowledge (as 

traditionally defined), and a primary school teacher known to have generalist knowledge. 

Literature in this area shows an opportunity for my research to contribute to further 

understandings of the knowledge that primary school teachers have, and are perceived to 

have, as well as the autonomy that they have, and are perceived to have, with respect to 

curriculum and pedagogy. 

Other aspects arising from the literature are the notions of trust felt by teachers from the 

public and the state, as well as the care they feel for students, as particular aspects of the 

way primary school teachers value their work. I pursue this among the teachers I speak 

to, and I look at additional literature theorising these concepts in Chapter 6.  

There is a plethora of work on the intersections of neoliberalism and educational policy, 

and I have taken guidance from critical work in this area in terms of the position I need 

to take in my policy analysis and the importance of my historical orientation to the 

overlapping domains of influence in a global policy environment. Other aspects of 

importance coming from the literature are the need to focus on the key players and the 
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questions they get to host in various domains, the notion of self-governing teachers and 

students, and the power of neoliberal myths that have been identified. 

Finally, Ball’s appeal to research which is more discourse work than text work, along 

with the insights afforded by other Foucauldian archaeologies and genealogies, confirms 

that the Foucauldian stance I am taking, and the particular methods I will put to work, 

have the potential to bring a nuanced and unique edge to Foucauldian analyses within 

education and educational policy generally and to the contribution to Australian 

educational policy analysis specifically. 

I move now to Chapter 4 to outline the methodology I followed and the methods I used 

to address my research provocations. 
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4 Methodology  

 . . . “archaeology” would be the appropriate methodology of [the] analysis of 

local discursivities, and “genealogy” would be the tactics whereby, on the 

basis of the descriptions of these local discursivities, the subjected 

knowledges which were thus released would be brought into play (Foucault, 

1976/1980c, p. 85). 

4.1 Introduction 

The quote above from Foucault comes from his 1976 lecture which forms the basis of my 

understanding of his genealogy. I have chosen it to start this chapter because it also 

presents the position of archaeology in relation to that genealogy. I explained in Chapter 

2 how I see archaeology and genealogy as complementary to each other in my  

construction of a history of the teacher quality present. I  also argued that I use 

archaeology as the necessary precursor to genealogy. In this chapter, I outline how I use 

archaeology to address my first provocation: through what forms of rationality and 

historical conditions has the teacher become known as an object of quality? An 

understanding of how this teacher quality has come to be, is the necessary precursor to 

addressing my second provocation genealogically: at what price can teachers speak the 

truth about themselves? 

In §4.2, I outline the position I take in this thesis and explain how I understand it to be 

one of many possible accounts of a history of the present. In §4.3, I introduce archaeology 

as the description of an archive. In §4.4, I outline how I went about assembling the texts 

of that archive. I then (§4.5) explain how I use a selection of Foucault’s rules of discursive 

formation (1969/2002) as the analytical methods for my archive. In §4.6, I describe how 
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I went about organising a series of conversations with teachers. In this section I spend 

some time emphasising how my understanding of genealogy as tactic guided my 

construction and analysis of those conversations. I show that in exploring the savoir of 

the Classroom domain, I am alert to the discursive threads which are common to, and 

distinct from, the discursive threads in the other domains I have explored 

archaeologically. 

4.2 My position in the research 

It is important to clarify the position of teacher as subject and object within my research 

because, teachers are the objects of my interest as a researcher and, as a teacher, I am also 

a subject of my research. I have also been at pains to emphasise that the discursive 

frameworks in which I operate position me as both the subject and object of my own 

knowledge. I offer the following as a declaration of my stance. 

I take it that my account of myself and my experiences cannot be seen as a point of origin 

for the construction of meaning because, as subject, I have actively taken up discourses 

through which I have been shaped and which I also shape. Indeed, it is those very 

discourses that provide me with the means of articulation and action (Foucault cited in 

Fadyl & Nicholls, 2013, p. 25). I offer my history of the teacher quality present as a 

peculiarity of my time and see my findings as “contingent . . . [and] meaningful only 

within their context of use” (Bastalich, 2009 s3.8). My selection of texts is contingent on 

the discursive frameworks I inhabit, and my analytical insights are then contingent on 

that text selection. My insights are meaningful within the contexts which I have 

articulated in the teacher quality present; they are not offered as generalisations to be 

played out in an arena wider than this particular present. 
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It is my position that neither my selection of texts, nor I myself and those I spoke with, 

stand outside the discursivities we inhabit. Our mutual intelligibility, our shared means 

of articulation and action, derive from those discursivities we jointly inhabit and 

(re)produce. How I view the selection of texts and the position, and positioning, of the 

subject in my conversations is best described by Foucault, who said that we all “remain 

within the dimension of discourse” (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 85).  

Foucauldian perspectives from Rowan and Shore (2009) emphasise how researchers “can 

become particular kinds of knowers, actively involved in constituting understanding 

about systemic change as we also recognise the extent to which we are enmeshed in an 

archive we cannot name” (p. 71). They warn that balancing these tensions requires “self-

belief and self-doubt, rigorous introspection and historical awareness” (emphasis in 

original, Rowan & Shore, 2009, p. 71).  

In summary, I am not seeking to discover through these texts a simple, universal account 

of knowing teachers. This thesis is one of many possible accounts of the emergence of a 

set of particular ways of knowing teachers, circumscribed by the educational policy 

reforms in the Australian Education Revolution targeting teacher quality over the period 

2007–2013. 

4.3 Archaeology: the description of an archive 

Education could definitely be a fertile arena for archaeological analyses 

(Scheurich & McKenzie, 2008, p. 343). 

I chose the quote above to emphasise the value I see in undertaking archaeological 

analyses into the formation of the teacher quality discursivity and its configuration in 

educational policy targeting teachers in the Education Revolution. I defined a 

Foucauldian archaeology in Chapter 2 as the description of an archive, and my 
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understanding of an archive as representing fragments, regions and levels of the 

particularities of the sites of my research. It is a partial representation of a system that 

governs what-can-be-said about teachers.  

4.4 Assembling my archive  

My archive includes traditional documents such as books, policies, reports and 

government proceedings as well as less traditional archival material, such as websites. 

While the methods used in a Foucauldian archaeology may be simple observations of 

what happens, where and how those observations are undertaken is complex. My 

observations occur in the archive of texts I assembled. Just as the position I take in my 

research is “constitutive of and, in turn, constructed by, [the] context” (Cheek, 2004, p. 

1144) of that research, so too was the process I undertook to assemble my archive.  

The impending set of federally mandated teacher standards was the impetus to undertake 

my research, so I used the text of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers as 

my starting point. I traced the cited references as well as the authors and/or contributors 

who were acknowledged in that text, back to their source. I completed this backward 

search when I determined that I had exhausted the trail, because teacher standards and/or 

teacher quality were no longer apparent as intelligible expressions in the domains from 

which the texts emerged. 

I also looked forward from the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers to texts 

which spoke to their development and the websites through which they were available. 

These searches took me into a similar multitude of domains. I concluded this forward 

search with a pragmatic choice. In 2013, research took place to evaluate the success of 

the initial implementation of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, and I 
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choose the report from that research, the Implementation Report (Clinton et al., 2015) as 

the final text in my archive. 

This process produced an enormous and diverse collection of texts. My first step in 

making sense of them was pragmatic. Recall from §2.8 my explanation of how the 

domains of knowing I have named in the thesis must, by their very existence as 

collections of discursive practices, rub against each other and interact and overlap in both 

time and place. My first decision, mindful of this partiality, was to separate the texts into 

those that were part of a Policy domain generally, the particular Education Revolution 

Policy domain, and the Education Research domain. I regrouped texts that did not fit 

neatly into these domains into a more expansive list of additional domains (listed in §2.8). 

I then analysed the archive of texts as a collection of suites of evidence for the emergence 

and configuration of the teacher quality discursivity. Archival Suite 1 was analysed for 

the emergence of the teacher quality discursivity. Archival Suite 2 was analysed for the 

configurations of the teacher quality discursivity and discourses of professions. Archival 

Suite 3 was analysed for the way in which the teacher quality discursivity was configured 

in the Education Revolution Policy domain. Archival Suite 4 was analysed for the way 

in which the teacher quality discursivity was configured in an Independent Research 

domain. Finally, Archival Suite 5 was analysed for the way in which the teacher quality 

discursivity was configured in the development of the Australian Professional Standards 

for Teachers. 

4.5 Analysing my archive using the Foucauldian rules of discursive formations   

The analytical tools I used to undertake my archaeology come from Foucault’s The 

Archaeology of Knowledge (1969/2002) and are based on what he calls the “rules of 

discursive formation” (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 42). To discuss Foucault’s rules of 
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discursive formation, I return for a moment to Foucault’s resolve when undertaking 

historical analyses. A Foucauldian history aims to study statements in their own right, for 

example, why this statement and not others? Non-Foucauldian history is likely to be more 

concerned with studying statements to determine their meanings. Gutting (1989) reminds 

us that only two other disciplines, grammar and logic, undertake analysis in Foucault’s 

fashion. Grammar is not concerned with the meaning of a series of statements, but with 

the set of rules which lie behind them in order that they are meaningful. Similarly, logic 

is not concerned with the argument of a series of statements, but with the rules that specify 

what can and cannot be stated in a logically coherent argument. For Foucault there are 

rules which specify the formation of discourses i.e., what can be spoken at different 

moments in history, or which statements can be said in any domain. These are his rules 

of discursive formation (Foucault, 1969/2002).  

I understand a discursive formation to be the emergence and configurations of what-can-

be-said, and the rules of that discursive formation as the conditions by which what-can-

be-said becomes possible. I use the expression “conditions of possibility”34 throughout 

my archaeological analyses rather than the more rigid sounding “rules of discursive 

formation”. The former expression has also been used by Savage and O’Connor (2015) 

in their comparison of curricular reforms in Australia and the USA since the 1980s. I 

mention this work as they too look to the interconnecting layers of global and national 

influences which become differentiated into “distinctive features . . . [of a] national policy 

                                                

34 This expression is attributable originally to Kant (1724-1804) who argued that humans can only ever conceive of 
possibilities that are relative, rather than absolute, and so must be tied to conditions. The expression was much used by 
Foucault in his doctoral dissertation and throughout The Order of Things (1966/2002) where he describes his particular 
archaeological approach as “bringing to light … the conditions of possibility” (pp. xxiii-xxiv) of the growth of the 
human sciences.  
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space” (Savage & O’Connor, 2015, p. 626). Their work does not use the expression in a 

Foucauldian sense, but the scope of their work with curricular reform provides an 

interesting parallel to my own with teacher quality reforms.  

A discursive formation involves four elements: objects, concepts, enunciations and their 

modalities (ways of speaking) and theories (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 42). A discursivity 

is formed through a series of conditions of possibility that govern the formulation of the 

objects spoken of; the enunciations made and the modalities utilised; the conceptual 

frameworks employed; and the theories that are engaged (Gutting, 1989, p. 232). In 

undertaking my archaeology, I am interested in three 35  of these elements: objects, 

enunciations and their modalities, as well as concepts. I understand these elements as 

interconnected spheres of influence and production, operating internally and iteratively 

with each other to form and configure a discursivity. Given the everyday familiarity of 

these terms, I will emphasise the particularity of meaning and importance afforded them 

by Foucault with capitalisation i.e., Objects, Enunciations and their Modalities, as well 

as Concepts. 

Foucault devotes a chapter to each of these elements in The Archaeology of Knowledge 

(1969/2002) and I use the examples he provides, as well as a contemporary example from 

education, to help in explaining how I understand each element and how I will analyse 

each in my archaeology.  

                                                

35 Foucault worked within vast areas in the history of thought and so, for his archaeologies, the addition of themes or 
theories was vital. Because my archaeology is in the microcosm of educational policy reforms in Australia over 2007—
2013, I feel little need to include theoretical choice as an element in analysing the discursive formation of teacher 
quality. 
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In summary, I have described a discursive formation and the constitutive elements in 

which I am interested. Each element has a set of conditions of possibility by which it 

contributes to the emergence and configuration of a discursive formation. I use these 

conditions of possibility to analyse my archive, and I will move now to explain how I use 

them. 

4.5.1 Objects and their analysis  

For Foucault, an Object should be thought of as that which is spoken of in a discursivity, 

but he warns that we should not essentialise Objects “either to words or things” (Foucault, 

1969/2002, p. 78). Foucault gives an example of the rise of psychopathology in the 19th 

century, which made manifest new Objects from old, for example, what were once 

thought of as displays of madness, became known as Objects of character neuroses or 

motor disturbances (Foucault, 1969/2002, pp. 44-45). Psychopathology also gave us new 

ways of knowing about Objects. For example, criminality was a completely new 

discipline of study; it allowed us to speak of people known as criminals and the Object 

of criminality became worthy of study in its own right (Foucault, 1969/2002, pp. 44-45).  

A current example within education comes from the work of McMahon (2007; 2012) 

who discusses ADHD. He argues that ADHD appeared as an Object of knowledge after 

the rise in the 1970s of biomedical discursivities which saw their ways of knowing 

transferred to descriptions of child behaviour. Prior to this, the behaviour of overly active 

or inattentive children in schools may have manifested as naughtiness. McMahon (2007; 

2012) revealed that, by the 1980s, pre-service teachers were already applying an 

unquestioning acceptance of a medical diagnostic truth about such aspects of child 

behaviour. In this way, ADHD had become an Object of knowledge within a biomedical 
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domain, and this way of knowing had transferred to schools such that students with these 

behaviours were now Objects, known through their ADHD diagnoses. 

There are three analytical tools by which to determine how Objects have contributed to 

the emergence and configuration of the teacher quality discursivity. The first concerns 

the “surfaces of . . . emergence” (Foucault, 1969/2002, pp. 45-46) by which Objects 

become nameable. I look in my archive for the surfaces of emergence where teacher 

quality is spoken of as an Object. For example, were the surfaces of emergence from the 

Education Research domain? Or from the Policy domain? Were they contingent on 

anything? How did these surfaces work together to create a cohesive space where the 

teacher quality discursivity (re)created the Objects of teacher quality? 

The second condition of possibility identifies how “authorities of delimitation” (Foucault, 

1969/2002, p. 46) designate the ways in which these Objects are spoken of. In my archive, 

I look at those who speak of the Objects of the discursivity and observe how they delimit 

who else can speak of this Object and their designation of how it is to be spoken of. How 

do these authorities of delimitation (re)produce the ways of knowing and power relations 

associated with teacher quality? 

The final condition of possibility concerns the “grids of specification [by which Objects 

are] divided, contrasted, related, regrouped, classified, derived from one another” 

(Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 46). In my archive, I observe which Objects are classified by a 

grid of specification. How were the Objects of the teacher quality discursivity classified? 

What other Objects were specified in grids made possible by the productive capacity of 

the teacher quality discourse?  

In summary, three questions guide my observations in my archive of Objects and the 

emergence and configuration of the teacher quality discursivity: 
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• What are the surfaces of emergence by which Objects become manifest and 

nameable? 

• How do authorities of delimitation operate to designate how Objects are spoken of, 

and who gets to speak about those Objects? 

• What are the grids of specification by which Objects are classified, and what other 

Objects emerge from these grids? 

4.5.2 Enunciations, Modalities and their analysis 

The second of the three elements which form the basis of my analytical methods are 

Enunciations, which are the statements made about Objects, and their Modalities, which 

are the genres employed. It is only as a discursivity emerges that Enunciations about 

Objects and Concepts become speak-able, since it is the practices from the discursivity 

which construct the Objects and Concepts. Once constructed, those Enunciations and 

Modalities contribute to further configurations of the discursivity itself.  

Foucault’s example comes from the 19th century, when doctors became the authorities of 

delimitation who made Enunciations about the Object of sickness. Their authority to do 

so replaced the authority to Enunciate from spiritual leaders, shamans and mystics etc. 

He notes that some of the Modalities used by doctors include reasoning by analogy, 

statistical calculations, experimental verifications and biographical accounts (Foucault, 

1969/2002, p. 55). These replaced previous Modalities such as incantations, revelations 

and spiritual disclosure.  

An educational example comes from new authorities of delimitation from the Corporate 

domain whose status to Enunciate about reforms to the Australian education system is 

accepted within hegemonic neoliberal discourses. For example, the report from 

McKinsey & Company (2007), a global management consulting firm, was called How 
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the world's best performing school systems come out on top; the Australian Chamber of 

Commerce and Industry (2007) produced a report titled Skills for a nation: a blueprint 

for improving education and training 2007–2017, and the Business Council of Australia 

(2008) produced a report entitled Teaching Talent. The Best Teachers for Australia’s 

Classrooms. Their ways of knowing reforms are reproduced within neoliberal discursive 

frameworks which privilege management and accountability. As a result, the Modalities 

include such things as GDP figures and statistics, key performance indicators, data from 

international competitors and market concepts of supply and demand etc.  

There are three analytical tools by which to determine how Enunciations and their 

Modalities have contributed to the emergence and configuration of the teacher quality 

discursivity. The first concerns whether their “legitimate source and point of application” 

are coherent (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 56). Are the Enunciations about teacher quality 

made to teachers, for teachers or about teachers? Are they made through Modalities of 

advertising? Through rhetoric? Through appeals to other discursive frameworks? Or 

through policy? What coherence is there between the legitimate source of the 

Enunciations and their point of application? 

The next condition of possibility concerns the competences, knowledges, institutions, 

systems, norms and functional relations which give status to some Enunciations and their 

Modalities, such that they are “defined or spontaneously accepted” (Foucault, 1969/2002, 

p. 55) as being appropriate. In my research, I am interested in how Enunciations and 

Modalities become legitimate in the reforms of the Education Revolution. For example, 

is a Modality which is managerialist in nature legitimated by pervasive neoliberal 

frameworks? Do the Enunciations come from the state? Are they direct or from a 

distance? What functional relations ensure their appropriateness? 
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The final condition concerns observations of Enunciations and their Modalities which 

show the networked or perceptual positions from which Enunciations are made (Foucault, 

1969/2002, p. 57). In my archive, I am interested in observing the networked or 

perceptual positions and how they work to bind Enunciations and their Modalities 

together. What are the positions of those who Enunciate about teacher quality? What 

perceptions allow for this? Are teachers networked in such a way as to be able to speak 

for and about themselves?  

In summary, three questions guide my observations of Enunciations and their Modalities 

in the emergence and configuration of the teacher quality discursivity: 

• Is there coherence between the source of Enunciations about Objects and their point 

of application? 

• How do certain Enunciations and Modalities become spontaneously accepted as the 

appropriate way to speak about, to or for Objects? 

• What are the networked or perceptual positionings of those who Enunciate that binds 

the Enunciations and Modalities together?  

4.5.3 Concepts and their analysis 

Foucault’s notion of Concept is similar to the everyday meaning of the word. However, 

Foucault is not interested in the Concepts per se. Instead, he is more interested in 

determining the conditions by which Concepts become linked together through their 

reappearance, dissociation, recomposition and extension (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 67). 

The example provided by Foucault comes from Natural History. He shows that the 

Concepts of genus and species, which were used in the 16th century changed their 

meaning in the 17th century as they were added to new Concepts such as structure and 

organism. However, Foucault’s interest is not the new forms of knowledge in those 
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Concepts, but how Natural History became a different perceptual process such that those 

involved described and articulated the structures of organisms of the natural world in 

order to classify them (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 63). 

An example from education, particularly pertinent to my thesis, is the Concept of 

standards, whose use in education is pervasive36—from literacy and numeracy standards; 

teacher standards; international standards; accreditation standards; etc. What is more 

interesting than the actual meaning of standard as a Concept is how that Concept changes 

the way we think of standards in various settings. For example, new language emerges 

from the Concept: test scores surpass the minimum standard; students achieve the literacy 

standard for their age group; our nation has falling numeracy standards etc. The Concept 

of standards has then become the tool of its own evaluation—the value or measure of the 

standard is rarely mentioned, just the comparative placement of the student, teacher, 

school or test result within the standard. 

Once again, there are three conditions of possibility by which Concepts are characteristic 

of the emergence and configuration of this discursivity. The first concerns how the 

ordering (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 63) of multiple Concepts in a discursivity works to 

create a seamless whole. I am interested in observing the succession or multiplicity of 

Concepts used in the teacher quality present. For example, are Concepts concerned with 

care or competition? Are the Concepts derived from nurture or economics? What is the 

hierarchy of these Concepts? How does this hierarchy work to hold the discursive 

formation together?   

                                                

36 See the report from the OECD (1989, pp. 37-54) for a conceptual and wide-ranging discussion of the Concept of 
standards in education and educational policy. 
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The second condition concerns the fields which allow for disparate Concepts to be held 

together. In my archive, I observe instances of fields of concomitance where Concepts 

have been taken up from elsewhere; fields of presence where analogies are used to 

rationalise seemingly disparate Concepts; and fields of memory where new Concepts 

contain traces of how old Concepts may have been known. I determine what it is about 

these fields that allows disparate Concepts to come together cohesively in the teacher 

quality discursivity.  

The last condition of possibility concerns procedures which intervene to rewrite, 

transcribe, translate, approximate and transfer Concepts (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 65). In 

my archive, I look to procedures of intervention which are productive in the evolution of 

Concepts within and across domains.  

In summary, three questions guide my observations of Concepts in my archive, in the 

emergence and configuration of the teacher quality discursivity: 

• What is the hierarchy or succession of Concepts which allow for a seamless 

discursivity? 

• What fields are working to bind disparate Concepts together? 

• What procedures of intervention work to rewrite, approximate and transfer Concepts 

between domains?  

4.6 Genealogy as tactic: My conversations with teachers  

Recall from §2.5.2 that I understand archaeology, which I undertake over Chapters 5 - 9, 

to be the necessary precursor to the genealogy I draw on in analysing my conversations 

with teachers in Chapter 10.  
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My conversations with teachers are personal and dialogic accounts about themselves, and 

so represent a complete shift from the documents and texts which have been at the 

forefront of my archaeological analyses over Chapters 5-9. In analysing these accounts 

archaeological tools are not only inappropriate, they are irrelevant. My archaeological 

research is interested in the forms of rationality and historical conditions through which 

teachers had become known as Objects of quality in the Education Revolution Policy 

domain. My genealogical research is interested in how that formation of the teacher 

quality discursivity has impacted the people who are to enact policies from the Education 

Revolution Policy domain. I am not interested in the formation of the discursivity within 

the Classroom domain, although this may well have been a research option open to me. 

Rather, I am interested in the savoir of teachers at this time and place so that I can 

determine at what price they can speak the truth about themselves. I am asking: are 

teachers speaking truths from the policy domain or are they speaking different truths?  

My archaeological analyses provide me with a range of discursive practices within the 

formation of the teacher quality discursivity. These practices work together to 

(re)produce governing ways of knowing teachers in the Policy domain. Only by 

understanding these governing ways of knowing can I determine whether the savoir of 

teachers in the Classroom domain contains different ways of knowing. Only then can I 

determine whether these different ways of knowing are disqualified by the tyranny of 

governing ways of knowing. In short, I use the intent of Foucault’s genealogy as tactic to 

identify and showcase any disqualified or hidden ways that teachers know themselves 

and to identify any compliance or insurrections of these ways of knowing against the 

hegemonic effects of the discursive practices of teacher quality in the Policy domain. 

I spoke with teachers to understand the extent to which the governing ways of knowing 

in the Policy domain were impacting the ways by which they know themselves. I used a 
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series of discursive threads in my conversations (see Appendix 3). These threads were 

developed from my archaeological analyses. As professionalism was the major discourse 

appropriated by the teacher quality discursivity, as it operated in the Education 

Revolution Policy domain, I used various characteristics understood in the academic 

literature of teacher professionalism as my conversation prompts. With each thread, my 

focus was the extent to which that thread, as appropriated by the teacher quality 

discursivity in the Education Revolution Policy domain, operated in this Classroom 

domain to (re)produce ways of knowing teachers. Through these conversations I was then 

able to glean the savoir operating in the Classroom domain—its institutions, activities, 

routines, concepts, ways of speaking and reasoning and its values articulated by teachers 

as a way of knowing themselves.  

4.7 Organising and analysing my conversations with teachers 

This part of my research took place in Canberra an efficient research location in terms of 

access, time and costs. I spoke with a self-selected group of teachers in three schools. 

One school was chosen from each of the three employment sectors that operate in 

Australia i.e., government, Catholic systemic and Independent (see Appendix 1 for a 

description of these sectors in the Australian education system).  

After receiving appropriate approvals from employment authorities, as required by Ethics 

clearance, I contacted the principals of three schools to arrange a meeting. At that 

meeting, I outlined my research objectives, design and time line. Each of the three 

principals I approached gave approval at this initial meeting for the study. We discussed 

and agreed to staff meetings as being the most relevant method of approaching staff. I 

presented my research project at a staff meeting and invited all teachers to participate (see 

Appendix 2). Twelve teachers approached me wanting to take part, and I had 
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conversations with them across the months of July–September 2011: five teachers came 

from the government school, four from the independent school and three from the 

Catholic systemic school (see Appendix 6 for their details).  

The conversations took place in locations nominated as convenient by the teachers. I 

recorded the audio 37  from all conversations and transcribed them. I emailed the 

transcribed conversations, the Draft Transcripts, to each teacher and invited them to add 

or censor any part of their conversation with me that they wished. There were no changes 

to any transcript, and so I sought approval from the teachers to treat the Draft Transcripts 

as the Final Transcripts. I sent the teachers a final email thanking them for their time and 

telling them how they could contact me and/or read the final thesis in the future should 

they want. 

I call the discussions I had with teachers, conversations rather than interviews. Interviews 

hold a precarious position among post-structuralists as a method of collecting data, 

despite being among the most widely used methods in the social sciences (Baker, 1997). 

Post-structural approaches stress the contingency of historical and cultural knowledge 

(Fadyl & Nicholls, 2013), because “the spoken word is given its particular meanings by 

both speakers and listeners according to the situation in which language is being used” 

(Cheek, 2004, p. 1144). This, of course, reflects the Foucauldian framework of my thesis, 

by which I acknowledge that the teachers and I were only intelligible to each other 

through our mutual inhabitation of discursivities. If I had asked the same interview 

                                                

37 I used a SONY Linear PCM device as well as a LiveScribe recording pen. After I showed the participants that both 
were recording devices, they were turned on and remained on throughout the conversation. The first device produced 
mp3 files which were used for transcription. The second device linked recorded audio with my handwritten notes taken 
on specialist paper, which I used to clarify and augment the Draft Transcriptions. 
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questions of each participant, the exchange could have become a type of examination 

constrained and analysed as such. 

Rather than preparing interview style questions for the conversations I was to have with 

teachers, I selected a number of discursive threads that were revealed by my literature 

review and which I saw operating in and around the Education Revolution (see Appendix 

3). There was no order of presentation of those threads. The order in which we spoke of 

them came about through the initial part of the conversations, where I built rapport with 

the teacher and ensured that they were still comfortable with taking part. Without a 

definitive structure to the threads, I was free to follow up ideas and ask for further 

elaboration or clarification, and the teachers had scope to choose what and how much to 

say (Arksey & Knight, 1999) about a particular thread. They also had the potential to 

pursue other threads of particular interest to them with me.  

To analyse these conversations, Imade observations of what happened as teachers 

articulated the knowledges they held about themselves through the discursive threads I 

introduced in our conversations. I initially separated the conversations by those sections 

that dealt with the threads which I had pre-configured. To do this, I used the capacity of 

nVIVO software. While this software is often used to code and count data from open-

ended survey questions, I used its capacity as a filtering device to build up files of sections 

of the transcripts responding to the specific discursive threads. I noted and separated out 

any additional sub-groupings of discursive threads that these teachers drew upon in 

articulating their own ways of knowing themselves. It is these discursive threads that I 

use to frame my analysis of the conversations, in Chapter 10. 
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4.8 Conclusion 

In this chapter, I outlined both the archaeology as methodology and genealogy as tactic 

that I put together for determining various ways of knowing teachers across different 

domains in which the teacher quality discourse emerges and is configured. I described 

how I went about assembling an archive of texts for my archaeological analysis. I then 

introduced the three elements of a discursive formation that I chose to concentrate on in 

my analysis and described how their conditions of possibility operate as my analytical 

methods for this archive. I outlined how my analysis of my archive across Chapters 5 to 

9 works to address my first research provocation, which is to determine the forms of 

rationality and historical conditions in the formation and configurations of the teacher 

quality discursivity. 

I also outlined how I put Foucault’s genealogy as tactic to work to identify the savoir of 

teachers in their Classroom domains, in order to determine the extent to which the 

governing ways of knowing found in the Policy domain impact the ways of knowing held 

by teachers. I analyse differences between governing and any hidden and/or disqualified 

knowledges in Chapter 10, to allow me to address my second research provocation: to 

determine at what price teachers can speak the truth about themselves. 

I now turn to the first of my five archaeology chapters, in which I trace the formation of 

teacher quality as a discourse. 
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5 Archival Suite 1: The emergence and early configurations of the 

teacher quality discursivity (1900s–1990s)  

The term “quality” has been introduced into so many different contexts that 

it has become a sort of weltanschauung (Giaccio, Canfora, & Signore, 2013, 

p. 225). 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter, along with the next four, works to address my first research provocation: 

through what forms of rationality and historical conditions did the teacher become known 

as an object of quality? In this chapter, I analyse the emergence of teacher quality as a 

discursivity and trace its configurations to the educational Policy domain in Australia 

across the late 1980s to the early 1990s. 

Traditions in defining or describing quality go back to ancient Greek philosophers 

(Reeves & Bednar, 1994). Contemporaneously, as Giaccio et al. (2013) point out in the 

quote above, quality has become a sort of world view. Like Foucault, I am not interested 

in the meaning of quality per se, but in tracing how quality came to be introduced into 

the context of teachers and their work, and how teacher quality transformed from a 

seemingly simple and self-evident expression to a powerful discursivity that has 

generated new ways of knowing and established new regulatory relations of power.  

To chart these transformations, I apply various conditions of possibility as my 

archaeological tools to analyse the first suite of texts from my archive. Recall from §2.5.1 

that any archive, understood in Foucauldian terms, will have spatial and temporal 

discontinuities. This is a necessary outcome of archaeological analysis, since the practice 

brings together discordant tracings over time and place. Indeed Foucault describes the 
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“horizon of archaeology … (as) a tangle of interpositivities” (1969/2002, p. 177) which 

work to produce a diversifying, not unifying effect. 

I begin my analysis in §5.2, where I trace changes to the Concept of quality in the 

Manufacturing domain from the early 1900s. I begin here because I show, in §5.3, how 

this Concept transitions, along with others, to become analogous tools in the Education 

Research domain from the 1960s. It is here that teacher quality is named, and I examine 

the ways of knowing which emerged from that naming. I make observations in §5.4 about 

the capacity of teacher quality, now a productive discourse, in this Education Research 

domain and how ways of knowing teacher quality are rewritten and transferred into the 

Policy domain through the rise of the OECD. Lastly, in §5.5, I trace how the teacher 

quality discursivity is configured by its association with the discourse of neoliberalism 

through a number of texts from the Australian educational Policy domain over the late 

1980s to early 1990s.  

5.2 The Concept of quality in the Manufacturing domain (early 1900s–2010s) 

5.2.1 In this section, I map the changing ways in which the Concept of quality has been 

understood in the Manufacturing domain across the 20th century and into the 21st 

century. The necessity of this seeming deviation away from what has been, up until 

now, a thesis deeply ensconced within education and teachers, will be revealed in 

the subsequent sections where the Concepts I lay out here are taken up within the 

instrumentalist and quantitative educational research of the early 1960s. Mass 

production from the 1900s  

I first pick up the Concept of quality in the Manufacturing domain in the early 1900s,38 

where it was understood as the absence of deficit in the goods coming off assembly lines 

                                                

38 Recognising that, for craft workers and artisans prior to this time, quality may have been an essential part of the 
artefacts they produced and took pride in. 
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(Weckenmann, Akkasoglu, & Werner, 2015, p. 282). Quality was an attribute of a 

product determined by its physicality and fitness for purpose. 

Initially, products were inspected after manufacture to ensure that only quality goods 

made it to market, but, with an increasing uptake of scientific management discourses in 

the industrial sector, such as Taylorism, there was a growing realisation of the 

inefficiency of discarding goods that were finished but defective. By the 1940s quality 

was being controlled during manufacture. This was implemented through the scrutiny of 

samples of yet-to-be finished goods. These goods were still being judged on the attributes 

of their quality determined by their physical appearance and functionality. These 

scientific management discourses also called for the monitoring of workers on the 

assembly line for their efficiency and productivity. These scrutinising processes were 

increasingly undertaken by people removed from the assembly line itself, which spawned 

a new level of management within manufacturing companies concerned with a slightly 

abstracted Concept of quality, partly removed from the actual product. 

The 1950s saw the start of consumer legislation in Europe, with the rights of the consumer 

taken up in the United States by the early 1960s (Corradi, 2015). As legislative redress 

became available to consumers, manufacturers saw that pre-empting consumer demands 

was vital. They went about this by demonstrating accountability for the quality of their 

goods. Along with an increased drive for efficiency, the focus on quality began to move 

to quality prior to manufacture. This movement eliminated potential risks and problems 

in the production process (Weckenmann et al., 2015). Manufacturers were concerned 

with the attributes of the various tiers of inputs and production processes prior to 

manufacture. The understanding was that if the inputs and processes were of adequate 

quality, then a quality output would follow. The Concept of quality was now shifting 

slowly from an attribute of a product, to the abstraction of its manufacturing processes. 
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That abstraction could still be measured through various “conformation-to-

specifications” (Reeves & Bednar, 1994, p. 427) metrics which became the focus of 

operation managers. 

The Concept of quality shifted again with the rise of the service sector because services 

are intangible and were initially seen as “exceedingly difficult to quantify” (Shostack 

cited in Reeves & Bednar, 1994, p. 427). This problematic led to a move away from an 

internal measure of conformance-to-specifications to a definition of quality which was 

about a customer’s measurement of “meeting-and/or-exceeding expectations” (Reeves & 

Bednar, 1994, p. 427). The energies of marketing and advertising were now directed at 

convincing  customers that they wanted, and had the right to consume, only quality goods 

and services (Kanji, 1990).  

The Concept of quality was no longer an attribute of a product, nor conformation to the 

specifications of its production. It was now whatever the customer wanted it to be, or was 

convinced it was. Thus,  the Concept of quality started to become an Object of knowledge, 

in its own right, in the Public domain.  

 

 .  

5.2.2 Global production from the 1980s 

As quality became an Object of knowledge in the Public domain, and the elements of that 

quality became increasingly intangible, abstract and difficult to quantify, there was a 

growing demand for certification of quality from independent arbiters. The most well-

known example of this is the rise of the International Organisation for Standardization 
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(ISO)39. Their ISO9000 Certificate became a sign of quality of the company producing 

goods and/or services (Stevenson & Barnes, 2001) from an internationally recognised, 

independent, non-government organisation.  

Certification such as this served different purposes in different domains. In the Corporate 

domain, ISO9000 certification provided manufacturers with the ability to pursue greater 

market share and improve internal documentation and quality awareness. In the Public 

domain, ISO9000 certificates were the Objects by which consumers could be assured of 

quality, eliminating the need for personal judgement of the good or service itself. 

As global competition soared in the 1990s (Weckenmann et al., 2015), the products and 

profits from the Manufacturing domain in the West continued to increase; however, the 

manufacturing processes themselves were going offshore to developing nations where 

labour was deemed to be cheaper. The search for, or gaze on, quality shifted yet again. 

The Public domain’s ability to know and understand the quality of manufacturing 

processes decreased as these processes became increasingly distant. Those in the 

Manufacturing domain saw a need to assure consumers that their products were still 

quality products. This was done through showcasing connections and interdependencies 

with other processes and activities across organisations. Examples include work practices 

and conditions along the supply chain (Giaccio et al., 2013); international fair employee 

policies; and corporations’ environmental and sustainable practices (Weckenmann et al., 

2015). A recent example in Australia is the move to adopt a Modern Slavery Act 

comparable to that in the UK, whereby the domestic and global supply chains of 

                                                

39 In 2016, the ISO boasts 163 members across the world and 21,350 international standards, with 100 new standards 
appearing each month from 238 different committees (ISO, 2016).  
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businesses and organisations operating in Australia are scrutinised for the prevalence of 

modern slavery40 (Joint Standing Committee, August 2017).  

In summary, the Concept of quality can be understood as having undergone a succession 

of meanings in the Manufacturing domain. From an attribute of a good attesting to its 

fitness for purpose, quality is now an abstracted Concept made manifest through 

certificates and labels. In the Public domain these certificates and labels become the 

savoir of quality—nameable and external to the good or service being consumed and 

even accountable through measures taken by the state. The deviation I have taken into 

the Manufacturing domain has highlighted shifts and disjunctures in the meaning of 

quality which was taken up by the Education Research domain from the 1960s, to which 

I now move.  

5.3 The Concept of teacher quality in the Education Research domain 

In this section, I map the historical moment when the mid-20th century industrial Concept 

of quality moved from the Manufacturing domain into the Education Research domain. I 

use various conditions of possibility to identify three phases of its use in this domain, all 

of which are associated with teachers. The first phase is its use as a mathematical variable 

contributing to student test scores, the second where it becomes a descriptor of the value 

added to students’ test scores and, finally, as a contributor to human capital.  

5.3.1 Teacher-quality as a mathematical variable (1960s–1970s)  

The seminal work in this Education Research domain was undertaken by a group led by 

Coleman (1966) and is an early example of educational quantitative research called 

                                                

40 Modern slavery includes “slavery, forced labour and wage exploitation, involuntary servitude, debt bondage, human 
trafficking, forced marriage and other slavery-like exploitation” (Joint Standing Committee, August 2017, p. xi).  
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production-function research. A field of presence is at work here in this nomenclature as 

terms and ideas in the Manufacturing domain became the analogies for terms and ideas 

in this Education Research domain, made possible by the historical conditions in the West 

in the 1960s. This is a time of heightened industrialisation when the mass production and 

trade of material goods was the foundation of capitalist economies. Thus, a salient 

referent for quality in this time is manufacturing processes—inputs, assembly lines and 

outputs. These referents work as analogies in a field: the output (education) is made from 

a collection of inputs (mathematical variables) put together in an assembly line (a series 

of mathematical operations). I have included a visual representation of the input/output 

analogy at work here and an exemplar of the type of mathematical expression41 used in 

this Education Research domain in Figure 5.1. 

                                                

41 It is not in the remit of this thesis to go into the multiple findings of this research, as my focus is on teacher quality 
and tracing the use of the expression into other domains. 
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Figure 5.1 Representations of education production-functions  

 

As I show in Figure 5.1, student scores on standardised tests are the measure of education 

as output. Choosing test scores as the output can be explained as purely pragmatic, since 

they are a mathematical value and readily available to researchers. However, other 

rationales for the choice can also be understood through the hegemony of discursive 

frameworks of economic success of the Western world across the 1950s and into the 

1960s. Student test scores became known as having high mathematical correlations, 
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although not necessarily causations, to an individual’s future economic success (see 

references provided by Jackson, Rockoff, & Staiger, 2014; Leigh, 2010). Other 

correlations were available to researchers at the time e.g., the correlation between test 

scores and future health, longevity or even juvenile delinquency rates (Hanushek, 1971, 

p. 281). The choice of an individual’s future economic success as the correlate to 

rationalise test scores to be the measure of educational output, is testament to the 

historical conditions of the time. As the world emerged from World War 2, iterative 

cycles of booming demand, production and purchase of consumer goods of increasing 

variety, exacerbated by the suburban ethos of home ownership (Brett, 2007), meant that 

an individual’s future economic success became part of the savoir of the Public domain. 

The success of education production-function research also reflects the dominance of the 

scientistic discourses operating in the West which were born of Cold War military rivalry 

(McDougall, 1985). The late 1950s marked the beginning of the computer industry in the 

USA and the so-called space race of the USA and Russia.42 Quantitative research was 

privileged as a way of understanding processes. These processes were then amenable for 

the identification of factors that needed improvement in the USA education system, as 

the backdrop to winning the space race (Papadopoulos, 1994).  

Not only were test scores seen as valid measurements of education as output, but teacher-

quality was also introduced as a mathematical variable within the discourses operating in 

this Education Research domain. I hyphenate the words in this phrase (although 

researchers in this domain do not) to delineate its use as a mathematical variable. In the 

early days of education production-function research, teacher-quality was a quantifiable 

                                                

42 Then known as the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR). 
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“aggregate of individual variables measuring a teacher's verbal ability, years of schooling 

experience, certification, and so on” (Bowles, 1969, p. 3). The fact that Bowles adds “and 

so on” to his definition of teacher-quality attests to the many and varied characteristics of 

teachers that were available to researchers. For example, a study which looked at 

international data for mathematics teachers used characteristics which included the 

number of years of teaching experience; level of education completed; the possession of 

a major in mathematics or mathematics education; professional development in 

mathematics instruction; collaborative school-based professional development; self-

reported preparedness to teach numbers, geometry and data; and a measure of 

instructional quality (Blomeke, Olsen, & Suhl, 2016, p. 29).  

I mentioned that the original work in this field came from Coleman et al. (1966). This 

team was tasked by the USA Department of Health, Education, and Welfare with 

determining “the availability of equal educational opportunities in the public schools for 

minority groups” (Coleman et al., 1966, p. 1). The study concludes that of all in-school 

factors (excluding student characteristics), 43  teacher-quality accounts for the largest 

proportion of variation in students’ test scores (Coleman et al., 1966, p. 316). This finding 

was controversial at the time, because critics assumed that it meant schools made little 

difference to students’ learning. While the study itself has been criticised extensively (for 

example, see Cooper & Valentine, 1995), its findings have remained valid over time and 

are influential in a number of domains of interest to me.  

I return to this finding often across my archaeological analyses; so, for ease of reading, I 

italicise it. The Coleman Finding, that teacher-quality, of all in-school factors, accounts 

                                                

43 Called “student body quality” (Coleman et al., 1966, p. 316) and measured by encyclopaedias in the home and 
students’ aspirational levels.  
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for the largest proportion of variation in students’ test scores, appears in the Australian 

educational landscape in a variety of domains and in a variety of translations. In the Policy 

domain prior to the Education Revolution, the Coleman Finding was translated as “the 

central role that teachers have in student learning” (SEETRC, 1998, pp. 38-39); in the 

domain of the OECD quality teachers were known to hold the key to school effectiveness 

(Papadopoulos, 1994); in the Education Revolution Policy domain, it was translated as 

the “quality of the teacher in the classroom is the single most important variable in 

improving student results . . . [and] . . . at the core of improving student results” (Garrett, 

2011, np); and in a report from the Independent Research domain, the Coleman Finding 

was used to claim that teachers are the “best policy lever for improving schooling 

outcomes for students” (Grattan Institute, 2010b, para 4).  

Some 50 years after the Coleman Finding, the governing knowledge in this Education 

Research domain remains that teacher-quality is the greatest in-school factor determining 

student achievement. However, the knowledge that is hidden behind this governing way 

of knowing is that the characteristics of teacher-quality are still not known and are 

perhaps unknowable. 44  A systematic review of research trying to discern these 

characteristics concluded that “convincing research designs simply do not exist or have 

not been conclusive” (Wayne & Youngs, 2003, p. 107). Rockoff (2004) explains that 

“variation in teacher-quality is driven by characteristics that are difficult or impossible to 

measure” (p. 247), while Imig and Imig (2006) speak of the faculty careers devoted to 

determining these characteristics and yet, “to the satisfaction of no-one, educational 

                                                

44 However, work in this area is still being conducted. See Wayne and Youngs (2003) for a review of the quantitative 
literature to 2003, and Blomeke et al. (2016) for additional information after then. 
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researchers have been unable to identify those characteristics that do make a difference” 

(p. 171).  

In summary, this first phase of the appearance of quality in relation to teachers in the 

Education Research domain up until the 1970s was as a mathematical variable. Teacher-

quality was an input contributing to the production of test scores which were known as 

the output of education. 

5.3.2 Teacher quality as a value-added measure (1970s–1990s) 

With a rapid rise in computing capabilities available to corporations, the emergence of 

global capitalism and neoliberalism in the wings, a new phase of education production-

function research emerged. By the mid-1970s, quantitative education production-

function research had extended into a separate area called teacher effects (Hanushek, 

1971). The growth of the Education Research domain created a demand for increased 

data and, as access to computing capacity increased from the 1970s, more complex data 

was collected, stored, sorted and analysed. As this more complex data was analysed, new 

quantitative “economic research methodologies” (Imig & Imig, 2006, p. 171) developed 

which made use of large longitudinal datasets linking students’ test scores to their 

teachers (Jackson et al., 2014) and producing the conditions by which so-called teacher 

effects could be measured.  

Teacher effect research is mathematically based and focuses on the output of student test 

scores. However, rather than being a measure of input (as teacher-quality is), teacher 

effect is the label given to the “systematic variation in output across students assigned to 

the same teacher” (Jackson et al., 2014, p. 3). Teacher effect research sets out to 

determine, all other things being equal, the value-added component that teachers deliver 
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to students’ test scores. The teacher effect is the value added to a student’s test scores by 

a specific teacher.  

Incidentally, the use of the expression “value-added” in this domain highlights the 

continuing historical ties of education research with manufacturing and economics. The 

expression was associated with value-added tax, 45  but now more commonly means 

anything relating to a product or service whose value has been increased by some specific 

manufacturing, marketing, or processing. Like quality in the Manufacturing domain, 

value-added has become a Concept partly removed and abstracted from the product or 

service itself, e.g., products or services can be value added through marketing—so that 

the product or service is perceived to have a high value to consumers—but delivered at 

low, or no, cost to the company.  

Within this Education Research domain, researchers place teacher effect measures into a 

distribution curve. This research practice is then able to classify teachers by the percentile 

range in which their effect on student test scores sits. For example, teachers in the top 

percentiles of the teacher effect distribution curve will have a higher teacher effect 

measure than those in the lower percentiles of the distribution. This means that they add 

more to their students’ test scores than other teachers do. Viewed as a grid of 

specification, these distribution curves classify teachers as Objects of knowledge. For 

example, the research speaks of 95th percentile teachers or 5th percentile teachers46 and 

so knows teachers by the percentile of their value-added scores in a statistical distribution.  

                                                

45 Its first use was in 1935, and its use with the notion of value-added tax (VAT) was first used in France in the 1950s. 
46 As with any measurement which has a distribution of values there will, by definition, always be a 95th percentile and 
a 5th percentile—the position on the distribution curve does not tell us the size of the teacher effect, just its relative 
frequency compared to other teacher effect scores. 
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The expression teacher quality re-emerges in this Education Research domain as we 

move into the late 1990s and 2000s. The historical conditions of this period are 

characterised by the hegemony of neoliberalism and expectations of transparency and 

accountability in public policy. The reappearance of the phrase teacher quality can be 

understood as a field of memory where knowing teacher-quality as a mathematical 

variable is forgotten, but its association to students’ test scores (the Coleman Finding) is 

not. The new governing way of knowing teacher quality is a descriptor of the upper 

percentiles of teacher-effect scores.  

An example of this new way of knowing comes from the work of Hanushek and Rivkin 

(2010) when they say that there is “substantial variation in teacher quality as measured 

by the value added to achievement” (p. 267). A recent study from Jackson et al. (2014), 

which set out to determine whether teacher effect was indeed a good measure of teacher 

quality, concluded that more work was needed to develop measures of teacher quality 

“that go beyond the average causal effect of teachers on state math and English tests” (pp. 

40-41). Although they appealed for other measurements of educational output, for 

example, non-cognitive and longer term social indicators, their research is still serving 

neoliberal economic purposes. The authors claim that teacher effect and teacher quality 

data still provide levers for policy and practice and that the research is “a rich laboratory 

for understanding how organizational design influences educational productivity” 

(Jackson et al., 2014, p. 41).  

In summary, this second phase of quality appearing in education production-function 

research associated with teachers knew teacher quality as a descriptor of teachers-as-

Objects whose quality was measured by their teacher-effect score positioned on a 

statistical distribution curve.   
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5.3.3 Teacher quality as a contributor to human capital (from the mid-2000s) 

In this final phase of teacher quality in the Education Research domain, I speak of how 

teacher quality emerged from teacher effect research to become known as a contributor 

to human capital. To do this, I step back a little to trace the origins of the Concept of 

human capital from the 1960s.  

The economic growth experienced during the 1950s was replete with paradoxes and 

puzzles for economists to explain (Schultz, 1961). In his address to the American 

Economic Association, Schultz (1961) claimed that “received theory of production 

applied to inputs and outputs as currently measured is a toy and not a tool for studying 

economic growth” (p. 6). According to Schultz (1961), post-war economists “did not 

have a concept of all capital and . . . failed47 to take account of human capital and the 

important part that it plays in production in a modern economy” (emphasis in original, p. 

7). The pre-eminence of the audience to this address attests to the traction of the Concept 

of human capital in economics from this time. 

Bowles (1969) was one of the first to mention human capital in the Education Research 

domain. The interest at this early stage was descriptive, for example:  

a production-function relating school inputs to the development of an 

individual’s productive capacity (human capital) would give us a much better 

idea why the better-educated earn more (Bowles, 1969, p. 3).  

As forms of rationality provided by neoliberal discourses started to dominate our ways 

of knowing from the 1970s, the Concept of human capital took on a hegemonic status in 

                                                

47 Schultz (1961) was describing how postwar estimates of the implications of wartime losses were inaccurate because 
they gave too much weight to losses in nonhuman capital e.g., wrecked railroads, bridges, harbours and cities. 
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educational policy and research. Theorising and discussion of the connection between 

education and human capital has a long and interrelated history. It has been discussed in 

philosophical (see Bailey, 2010), historico-political (see Ball, 1994; 2007, 2008a; 

Lingard, 2009; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010), sociocultural (see Saltmarsh, 2006; Tait, 2016), 

historiographical (see Foucault, 1975/1977, 1975/1991a, 1975/1991b) and even legal (see 

Shorten, 1996) terms, as I continue to show throughout Chapters 6 and 7. My specific 

interest here is with how the Concept of human capital was transferred into the teacher 

quality discursivity specifically, and this occurred in the Education Research domain. 

The return of teacher quality as an expression, rather than mathematical variable, in the 

Education Research domain from the mid-2000s is exemplified in an article from 

Hanushek (2011) which brought together much of the literature on teacher effect research 

with human capital and student achievement to that date. His work underscores a 

neoliberal hegemony in many aspects of educational research as he seeks to determine a 

monetary value for the demand for teacher quality. Hanushek argued that the simplest 

way to value teacher quality “can be derived from the demand for their product— 

educated students” (2011, p. 470). The link between teachers, known through their 

quality, as productive agents with a monetary value had begun. 

Measuring the demand for educated students was originally done via measurements of 

the gains in earnings from those with increased skills from longer periods in education. 

Later work by Hanushek & Woessmann (2008, 2011), which found a close tie between 

the cognitive skills of a country’s population and that country’s rate of economic growth, 

set the scene for a significant association between discourses of national growth, human 

capital and the discourse of teacher quality. The data they used to reveal this association 
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came from the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA)48 from the OECD. 

I speak of the OECD’s rising hegemony in educational research and policy in the next 

section. For the moment, I describe PISA as a triennial international survey which tests 

the skills and knowledge of 15-year-old students in science, mathematics, reading, 

collaborative problem solving and financial literacy.49  

Calculations using PISA data showed that Gross Domestic Product (GDP)50 in the USA 

would grow by $44 trillion for a 0.25 standard deviation increase in standardised test 

scores (Hanushek, 2011, p. 474). Numerous complex qualifiers for this claim were 

provided, including assumptions of future growth patterns, the length of time for 

improvement, retirement ages and values calculated through to 2090 (Hanushek, 2011, 

p. 474). These qualifiers, necessitated in this type of economic modelling in this 

Education Research domain, are rarely seen in other domains. For example, in an 

Australian context, similar calculations are presented, without any qualifiers, to put 

forward the simplistic notion that “a one standard deviation in international test scores 

would increase GDP growth rates by 1%” (Jensen, 2010, p. 17). I take up this work in 

more detail in Chapter 9. 

Calculations of the derived demand for teacher quality, which Hanushek was pursuing, 

are now possible through a succession of Concepts which make the associations 

seamless: once a GDP figure is associated with test score increases, those test score 

                                                

48 It is interesting to note the multiple utility of PISA scores. For example, Hanushek & Woessmann (2008, 2011) see 
PISA as representing cognitive skills, while for the OECD it “aims to evaluate education systems worldwide” (2017a, 
para 1).  
49 In the latest round in 2015, “over half a million students, representing 28 million 15-year-olds in 72 countries and 
economies, took the internationally agreed two-hour test” (OECD, 2017a, para 2).  
50 GDP is arguably an outdated notion as a measure of a socially inclusive and sustainable economy, hence the “political 
consensus on the need to go beyond GDP” (Environment Commission, 2007). The Australian Bureau of Statistics 
(ABS) has been looking since 1999 to establish appropriate measures of progress (2005), because they see progress as 
encompassing “more than improvements in the material standard of living or other changes in the economic aspects of 
life; it also includes changes in the social and environmental circumstances” (2005, p. 1). 
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increases can be associated with teacher effect scores, and then teacher quality, as 

measured by that teacher effect, can be attributed to GDP growth. In an Australian 

context, it has been calculated that a “10% increase in teacher effectiveness would 

increase the long run GDP growth rate by about 0.2% every year, adding $90 billion to 

Australia’s GDP by 2050 and make Australians 12% richer by the end of the century” 

(Jensen, 2010a, p. 19).  

In summary, this third phase of quality associated with teachers in the Education Research 

domain is marked by an increasing significance of the Concept of human capital. The 

governing knowledge emerging is that teachers are Objects, known through their quality, 

who contribute to economic growth via their students’ test scores.  

It is across these historical conditions and forms of rationality that I argue that teacher 

quality is now more than an expression. Teacher quality has emerged as a discursivity: it 

is productive of ways of knowing teachers. Its associated power relations have resulted 

in ways of knowing, governing knowledges within the Education Research domain, being 

appropriated by, and productive in, other domains. In these other domains, the ways of 

knowing how to speak of teacher quality are associated with other discourses, like 

neoliberalism, as well as other Concepts, like human capital.   

5.4 The configuration of the teacher quality discursivity in the domain of the 

OECD 

In this section I discuss the success of the OECD in translating this governing knowledge 

in the Education Research domain to the education Policy domains of many Western 

countries, including Australia. While Brennan (2001) argues that early results from 

education production-function research were accepted as the best available and “neutral 

and apolitical” (p. 66), the translation of this new way of knowing teacher quality into 
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Policy domains meant that education production-function research was no longer either 

neutral or apolitical.  

Before I begin mapping the ways of knowing teacher quality emerging from the OECD, 

I take a little time to background the organisation and my reasons for calling it a domain. 

5.4.1 The domain of the OECD  

The OECD emerged in 1961 from the Organisation for European Economic Co-operation 

(OEEC). The OEEC had been set up in 1948 to distribute the American aid made 

available under the Marshall plan for the economic revival of Western Europe after World 

War 2 (Papadopoulos, 1994, p. 21). Currently, the OECD says that it draws on: 

facts and real-life experience, [to] recommend policies designed to improve 

the quality of people's lives. We work with business . . . and with labour. We 

have active contacts as well with other civil society organisations. The 

common thread of our work is a shared commitment to market economies 

backed by democratic institutions and focused on the wellbeing of all citizens 

(OECD, 2017b, para 4). 

This quote from the OECD’s mission reveals a stance which lends weight to the argument 

from some that the term “think tank” can be applied to it (Stone, 2007). Stone (2007) 

argues that this is because of the elasticity of the term which has come about, in part, due 

to the development of transnational research networks. This means that while once the 

term think tank was applied to “independent, non-profit research institutes with a policy 

orientation” (p. 261), in more modern times we are witnessing what Stone calls a 

“hybridisation” of think tank styles. She claims that “[l]egal-organisational form no 

longer follows function [and so the think tank label can be] applied to bodies as diverse 
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as government research units attached to the executive, [and] international organisations 

like the OECD” (Stone, 2007, p. 267).  

If the OECD were to be known as a “think tank” this would suggest that it should more 

properly be in what I have called the Independent Research domain. This argument has 

some appeal, given the OECD’s research expertise (although in non-academic 

environments). On the other hand, the influential, some would say hegemonic (Rubenson, 

2008), role of the OECD in shaping neoliberal policies would suggest that it should more 

properly be in what I have called the Policy domain. My stance is that the OECD’s 

transnational economic reach and its raison d'être, both of which explicitly straddle these 

domains, warrant a domain unto itself.  

5.4.2 Education and the OECD (1960s–1970s) 

The OECD’s influence in bringing neoliberal perspectives into education policies has 

been documented by many (Healy, nd; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard, & 

Henry, 1997). In this section I focus on mapping the emergence of education into the 

OECD’s portfolio and the historical conditions and economic rationalities over the 1960s 

to 1990s which contributed to the merger of education research into the purview of 

economic policy.  

As I have discussed, the raison d'être of the OECD is economic, and so the rationale for 

its initial involvement in education was because of education’s economic potential. One 

of the OECD’s earliest ventures into education was a “Study Group in the Economics of 

Education” from 1962 to 1965, which Papadopoulos described as a “focal point and prime 

mover” (1994, p. 41) in the development of the education production-function research 
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of which I have been speaking.51 The work from this Study Group transitioned during the 

1960s to “an impressive network of mathematical model builders” (Papadopoulos, 1994, 

pp. 50-51) who, with increasing computing capabilities and the resources of the OECD, 

could offer computer simulation models for the use of policymakers in its member 

countries. I see this as marking the start of the OECD as an authority for educational 

research as well as educational policy. Papadopoulos (1994) claims this was also a turning 

point which “prefigured the quality debate of the 1980s” (p. 69). From this, I argue that 

teacher-quality, a mathematical variable of the 1960s, contributed to the historical 

conditions by which quality became linked with economics. The consequences of this 

were a reconfiguration of quality and education within the global knowledge-economy 

discourses of the 1980s. 

The economic optimism of the 1960s and early 1970s was said to be “abruptly 

diminished” (OECD, 1989, p. 134) by the oil crisis and the 1973–1975 recession 

(Papadopoulos, 1994, p. 141). This economic reversal brought increased scrutiny which 

was critical of the prevailing educational models based on quantitative relationships 

between inputs and outputs. The education production-function models became seen as 

too simplistic, and more complexity was required. This call for increasing complexity in 

what had been successful education models mirrored the 1961 call from Schultz to 

abandon simplistic economic models (§5.3.3). 

                                                

51 It must be noted that the OECD did experience a tension in the early days where it “had to be protected against 
narrow economic and instrumentalist perceptions of its role” in education (Papadopoulos cited in Jallade, 2011, p. 85). 
One way in which this was achieved was through the establishment in 1968 of the Center for Educational Research 
and Innovation (CERI), which was to provide a more qualitative focus on educational research and innovation 
(Bengtsson, 2008; Rubenson, 2008). 
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The spotlight on educational performance was more tightly focused in the early 1980s 

with the discursive effects of neoliberalism becoming more apparent. These included the 

increasing importance of human capital; the demand for new types of knowledge 

workers; and international competitiveness (OECD, 1989). The productive capacity of 

neoliberalism, as discourse, then increased the value placed on education and training. 

To borrow a neoliberal phraseology, this value then trickled down to schooling.  

5.4.3 Teacher quality and the OECD (1970s–1990s) 

With the economic restructuring associated with neoliberal reforms of the 1980s, 

education was no longer seen as a source of savings, but as an economically important 

investment. Given that most of the OECD’s member countries had achieved compulsory 

schooling by this time, the next phase in schooling research for the OECD was the 

“pursuit of quality in education (OECD, 1989, p. 9). Papadopoulos (1994) claims that the 

USA “pressed, powerfully and persistently” (p. 181) for the OECD to make quality its 

priority. Consequently, by the 1990s, quality was a hegemonic discourse associated with 

education in the member countries of the OECD. 

The OECD shifted its attention to specific micro-educational problems, rather than the 

more general policy advice it had been providing its member market economies, in the 

1970s. Teachers were included in this shift of attention, with part of the rationale being 

monetary, because teachers represent a high proportion of expenditure. However, the 

OECD also deferred to the Coleman Finding in claiming that teachers held “the key to 

the effectiveness of educational systems” (Papadopoulos, 1994, p. 76). By the 1980s, the 

OECD’s concern for teacher quality was “fanned by the prominence given to improving 

the quality of education” (1994, p. 185) of which I have just spoken. 
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Teacher quality was one of five key52 areas targeted as worthy of pursuit in the increasing 

concern for quality education across OECD countries in 1989. The OECD proposed a 

four-pronged approach to targeting teacher quality: attract good recruits; prepare teachers 

more effectively; maintain the competence of practising teachers; and raise the morale 

and motivation of teachers (1989, p. 139). I show that this way of knowing how to target 

teacher quality, through policy reform targeting multiple stages of a teacher career cycle, 

reappears throughout the government reports in the Australian education Policy domain 

I analyse across the next chapters.  

The citing of teacher quality as an object of policy reform by the OECD brings me to a 

quite specific explication of the configuration of the teacher quality discursivity. It is the 

moment when discourses of the global knowledge-economy converge with neoliberal 

economic policy discourses and swept quality, education and teachers along with them. 

It marked an historical moment of convergence between domains. I now move to describe 

the configurations of the teacher quality discursivity in Australian educational Policy 

domains from the 1980s, when it first appeared, to the early 1990s, when this 1989 OECD 

report had an explicit influence.  

5.5 The teacher quality discursivity in the Australian educational Policy domain 

(1980s–1990s) 

Before the 1980s “the coupling of the terms quality and education was rare” 

(Halliday, 1994, p. 41). 

                                                

52 The others were curriculum; assessment; evaluation and monitoring, and school organisation along with resources 
(OECD, 1989, pp. 137-141). 
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By 1997 the question was asked “whether there had ever been a time when 

people talked about quality (in education) so much?” (Hart, 1997, p. 295). 

These quotes neatly provide the time markers for the historical conditions53 of the texts I 

analyse in this section. The last two decades of the 20th century saw a plethora of 

government reports in Australia, in both State and Commonwealth Policy domains, 

concerned with quality and education.54 These reports mirrored those from overseas. 

Indeed, international reports were deliberately sought by those in the Australian 

educational Policy domain. For example, The Schools Council commissioned “an update 

paper . . . on teacher quality issues in England” (1989, p. 5), and McGaw, Piper, Banks, 

and Evans (1992) claim that, after the federal Minister for Education had been presented 

with the 1989 OECD report I discussed above, he “was keen that account be taken of that 

work” (p. 3).  

I begin this section with a brief look at the impacts of neoliberalism in Australia over this 

period.  

5.5.1 Neoliberalism and Australia’s education policies (1970s–1980s) 

I spoke of the academic literature around neoliberalism and educational policy generally 

in §3.6. A neoliberal economic outlook had emerged in Australia during the mid-1970s 

(Cahill, 2004) and proved to be more influential on policy than national party politics, as 

evidenced by its continuity through the Labor Government of 1983–1996 and then to the 

Liberal Coalition Government of 1997–2007, and finally in its continuation within the 

                                                

53 For an overview of the intervening times see Lingard, Porter, Bartlett, and Knight (1995); with a focus on the 
purposes of schooling, see Cranston, Kimber, Mulford, Reid, and Keating (2010), as well as Lingard (2000). 
54 For summaries with differing perspectives see Angus (1986); Brock (2000); Karmel (1985); and Ramsey (2000). 
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policies of the Labor Government responsible for the Education Revolution over 2007–

2013.  

After eight years of a Liberal Coalition Government, a new Labor Government was 

elected into power in 1983. The Labor Government’s policies in education were aimed 

at increasing social justice and equity (Cranston et al., 2010) while all the time keeping 

schooling central to the nation’s economic reconstruction (Knight & Warry, 1998; 

Lingard et al., 1995). The reconstruction was to make Australia more competitive in the 

global market economy. Cahill (2004, 2013) has written extensively on neoliberalism and 

its impacts on Australian politics and describes the neoliberal outlook of the Labor 

governments from 1983 as a broad approach. This was because Labor “did not abandon 

the central role of the state in managing the economy and [was] also willing to 

subordinate their neoliberal ideology to political pragmatism or broader social goals” 

(Cahill, 2004, p. 4). He argues that it was not until 1996 and the election of a Liberal 

Coalition Government that radical neoliberalism emerged with its “absolute and 

unshakable belief in the ability of unfettered markets to create a harmonious, prosperous 

and moral society” (Cahill, 2004, p. 4). I take up the neoliberal aspects of this Liberal 

Coalition Government again in Chapter 6. 

The broad neoliberalism (Cahill, 2004, 2013) that took centre stage in Australian politics 

during the Hawke (1983–1991) and Keating (1991–1996) Labor Governments saw the 

structure of the Australian economy dramatically altered. Macro-economic changes 

included liberalisation and privatisation of financial markets; floating of the dollar 

(Manne, 2009); removal of controls on foreign exchange; removal of direct controls on 

Australian interest rates; foreign competition in banking; removal of export controls on 

bulk commodities; extension of general tariff reductions; and the phasing out of textile, 

clothing and motor vehicle protection (Quiggin, 1997). The hegemony of neoliberalism 
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in Australian educational policy mirrored international trends (COAG, 2006c; Darling-

Hammond, 2010, 2012; Darling-Hammond & Youngs, 2002; Gale, Lingard, & Ozga, 

2006; Henry et al., 2001; Lingard, 2009, 2010; Lingard & Ozga, 2007; Rizvi & Lingard, 

2009, 2010). By the late 1980s neoliberalism had become the dominant framework, or 

hegemonic discourse, for all public policy in Australia (Dudley & Vidovich, 1995, p. 2).  

In the following sections, I show the dominance of this framework in impacting policies 

about school education and teacher quality across a series of reports from Australian 

educational Policy domains from 1985 to 1992.  

5.5.2 Quality of Education (Karmel, 1985) 

In 1984, the new Labor Government’s first Education Minister, Susan Ryan, set up the 

Quality of Education Review Committee (the Committee), with directions to focus on 

primary and secondary education.55 As I noted earlier, the Commonwealth Government’s 

involvement in school education is limited to providing funding to the States for their 

delivery of that education, and so this marks a deliberate and significant shift in attention.  

The Committee was asked to provide advice to the Commonwealth Government “on 

more efficient strategies for directing its funds” (Karmel, 1985, p. iii). Foucault guides 

me to attend to the Committee’s status and authority to Enunciate about the quality of 

education in the Policy domain. I list the authors of the Committee and their roles outside 

the Committee in Table 5.1. 

                                                

55 This was to be achieved through addressing five key issues: standards of communication, literacy and numeracy; the 
relationships between secondary education and employment or tertiary education; educational process in an 
increasingly competitive environment; girls' choices of subjects and their employment or tertiary education prospects; 
and student groups in the greatest need of specific forms of assistance (Karmel, 1985, pp. 5-6). 
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Table 5.1 Members of the Quality of Education Review Committee  

Name (taken from 
Karmel, 1985, p. iii) 

Other role(s) 
at the time of the report 

Peter Karmel 
(Chair) 

Vice-Chancellor of the Australian National 
University (ANU) 

Hugh Hudson 
Executive chairman of the 

Commonwealth Tertiary Education 
Commission (1984–1987) 

Peter Kirby Director General of Employment and 
TAFE in South Australia 

Barry McGaw Director of the Australian Council of 
Educational Research (ACER) 

Helen Williams Secretary of the Department of Education 

 

Table 5.1 shows that those who were making Enunciations about the quality of education 

came from academia and senior levels of the Public Service. The disciplinary fields of 

academia represented were economics (Karmel) and education (McGaw). This is not 

surprising, given that the Committee was tasked with making recommendations about 

funding in education. The savoir of the Public Service at this time was managerialist in 

nature (Cranston et al., 2010), reflecting the neoliberal character of the new Labor 

Government. From this, I understand that the Committee’s status to Enunciate comes 

from their authority in economic and managerialist fields. 

The title of the report from the Committee was Quality of Education. This title 

underscores the increasing hegemony of discourses surrounding quality as well as the 

influence of the OECD,56 because, two years previously, the OECD had produced a 

                                                

56 I note the convergence of influence the other way too, because Karmel is cited on page 27 of the 1989 OECD report 
Schools and Quality. An international report. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Department_of_Education_(1984%E2%80%931987)
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report called Quality in Education (1983). The Committee also used the OECD’s 

definition of quality as a segue to its own interpretation. The Committee saw that the 

meaning of Quality of Education depends: 

on the character of the set of elements that make up the educational system. 

In any given situation some of these elements may be of high quality and 

some of low quality. The overall rating of an educational system thus depends 

on the ratings given to the individual elements and the weighting [value] 

attached to them (Karmel, 1985, p. 3). 

The Enunciations in this description show new Modalities at work in discussions of 

education. The Committee is using the mathematical Modalities used in the Education 

Research domain (recall Figure 5.1) in their use of “elements that make up” a system, 

and their “ratings”, “weightings” and “value”. Other terms that the Committee defines in 

its report—efficiency, goals, aims, purposes, objectives and outcomes—reflect 

managerialist Modalities common to the savoir of the Public Service representatives. 

The productive capacity of the teacher quality discursivity is evident in Chapter 10 of the 

report (Karmel, 1985), because the Committee makes appeals to improve teacher quality 

and to raise the status of the profession (pp. 121-125, 130). These appeals echo 

throughout the Education Policy domain across the next quarter of a century and play 

prominent roles in the specific policies of the Education Revolution which I discuss in 

Chapter 7. 

The Committee argued for an improvement in teacher quality because the 

achievement of desirable outcomes from schooling must depend on the 

calibre of teachers. They are the major resource in terms of influence and cost. 
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Any changes in objectives, credentialling and assessment arrangements, the 

curriculum or school organisation generally, depend on the ability of teachers 

to carry them out. It is this dependence on teachers for educational outcomes 

that brings sharply into focus the need for measures to improve the quality of 

teachers and teaching (Karmel, 1985, p. 116). 

The Committee observed that teachers are seen as “resources” of influence and cost. I 

infer that the Committee is referencing the Coleman Finding when they mention teachers 

as a major resource of influence. When they speak of teachers as a major resource of cost 

they are working with the Modalities from the Education Research domain which work 

in a field of memory to quality in production: inputs and resources need to be of high 

quality in order that the product which they are putting together is also of quality. The 

teacher quality discursivity is at work—the way to speak of teachers is that they need to 

be of high quality to deliver the educational outcomes required of them by the state.  

In summary, this text marks an historical moment when the teacher quality discursivity 

was configured in the Australian Policy domain, such that teachers are Objects of 

knowledge that need improvement in order that policy objectives can be met. 

5.5.3 Strengthening Australia’s schools. A consideration of the focus and content of 

schooling (Dawkins, 1988) 

In 1987, the ALP was given another mandate to govern with the two contrasting 

ideologies that had underscored the 1983 election: access and equity, as well as broader 

neoliberal Modalities of accountability and managerialism (Marginson, 1997; McInnis, 

Powles, & Anwyl, 1995).  

By 1988, these Modalities were working to shift the legitimacy of the source of 

Enunciations about teachers from State governments to the Commonwealth. While 
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recognising that schooling was “the primary responsibility of the States” (Dawkins, 1988, 

Foreword), the Commonwealth Government argued for national leadership in schooling. 

School education became part of the responsibility of a supra-federal department which 

included Education, Employment and Training (DEET). Dawkins, the Minister for 

DEET, published Strengthening Australia’s Schools, in which he argued that the 

neoliberal reforms enacted by the Commonwealth Government meant that the central 

position of schools could not be ignored, because schools played a “critical and central 

role in the nature of our society and economy” (1988, p. 1).  

I see a variety of procedures of intervention in Dawkins’ paper that bring teachers and 

the Concept of quality into the Commonwealth Policy domain. These procedures were 

clothed in a discourse of national efforts to articulate “the fundamental purposes of our 

schools, their objectives and priorities” (Dawkins, 1988, p. 4) but had the economy at 

their core. One procedure of intervention was the change in focus from inputs (invested 

money) to the quality of outputs (achievements): “the issue here is not the level of our 

investment as a nation in our schools but rather the quality and appropriateness of their 

achievements to those young Australians who pass through them” (Dawkins, 1988, p. 2). 

The second procedure of intervention I see was the inclusion of the training of teachers 

among a number of priorities.57 Teacher training, taking place in tertiary institutions, was 

the remit of Commonwealth policy. The rationale used to make teacher training a priority 

was another interpretation of the Coleman Finding: “the quality of teaching is central to 

the quality of our schools” (Dawkins, 1988, p. 5).  

                                                

57 The others were: a common curriculum; common assessment; increased retention to Year 12; and equity through the 
promotion of basic skills (Dawkins, 1988, pp. 4-6). The commonality to the reforms of the Education Revolution is 
evident here, as I discuss further in Chapter 7. 
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In summary, this text can be seen as a set of procedures of intervention cementing the 

transfer of the Concept of quality from the Education Research domain into the Australian 

Policy domain. The productive capacity of the teacher quality discursivity, which knows 

teacher quality as central, now works to increase the Commonwealth’s focus of attention 

to teachers. 

5.5.4 The Hobart Declaration (AEC, 1989) 

Under Dawkins’ direction the nation’s Education Ministers developed the nation’s first 

set of agreed national goals for schooling. These goals came to be known as the Hobart 

Declaration (AEC, 1989) and represented a joint commitment from the State and 

Commonwealth governments in school education.  

One of the six areas for cooperation was “improving the quality of teaching” (AEC, 1989. 

para 1.). The Declaration was quite specific in what was required, saying  

In recognition of the importance of the quality of teaching in assisting schools 

and systems to meet the educational challenges of our age, strategies to 

improve teacher education, particularly in science and mathematics, will be 

developed (AEC, 1989, subheading 7).  

The centrality of teachers is clear in this quote, with their training in two discipline areas 

claimed to be to “meet the challenges of our age”.  

I understand the Hobart Declaration as a particular form of rationality, marking the 

historical moment when the Policy domain became a source of Enunciations about 

schooling, teachers and their quality, made by State and Commonwealth Ministers of 

Education for the nation. While the focus on teacher training was quite specific, the 
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Hobart Declaration, as a form of rationality, creates the first space and time for teacher 

quality and schooling to be spoken about by the Commonwealth Government.  

5.5.5 Teacher Quality (The Schools Council, 1989) 

Part of Dawkins’ agenda was to change reporting frameworks 58  within the tiers of 

government. He set up The Schools Council as one of four advisory councils reporting to 

the new National Board of Education, Employment and Training (NEEB). 59  This 

managerialist and economically focused NEEB (Cranston et al., 2010) had a direct line 

of reporting to the Commonwealth Minister. The Schools Council was tasked with 

reporting on how to achieve the improvement in the quality of teaching called for in the 

Hobart Declaration. In this section, I look at that report from The Schools Council 

entitled Teacher Quality.  

Firstly, I make note of the authors’ status or authority to Enunciate about teacher quality. 

In Table 5.2, I list the authors and the roles they had outside of The Schools Council. I 

also include, for ease of referencing, the domains that I consider these authors to represent 

through those roles. 

  

                                                

58 See Parliament of Australia (1996) for a history of the structural changes brought in by Dawkins in 1987, and their 
subsequent abolition in 1996. 
59 The NEEB replaced the Australian Schools Commission, which had been set up during the 1970s as part of the push 
from the Whitlam Labor government (1972–1975) to democratise Australia’s schooling system. 
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Table 5.2 Members of The Schools Council  

Name 
(Taken from The 
Schools Council, 

1989, p. 86) 

Roles held outside the 
Schools Council 

The domain(s) I 
consider they 

represent 

Lyndsay Connors 
(Chair) 

(former) Schools 
Commissioner Public service 

Shirley Allen President, Australian Council 
of State School Organisations 

Teacher 
Representative 

George Berkeley 
AM (Deputy Chair) 

 

(former) Director-General 
Queensland Education 

Department 
Public Service 

Peter Comas 

Executive Member, 
Federation of Parents and 

Friends of Catholic Schools of 
Tasmania 

Public 

Jeannie Egan Teacher, Yuendumu School 
Northern Territory Classroom 

Tony de V Hill 
Headmaster, Melbourne 

Church of England Grammar 
School 

Classroom 

Patrick Lee 
President, Independent 
Teachers' Federation of 

Australia 

Teacher 
Representative 

Joseph LoBianco 
Chairman, Australian Advisory 

Council on Languages and 
Multicultural Education 

Policy 

Shirley Randell AM 
Dean of Academic Affairs. 

Ballarat College of Advanced 
Education 

Academic 
(education) 

Rosemary Richards 
(who replaced) Di 

Foggo 

Executive Member, Australian 
Teachers Federation 

Teacher 
Representative 

John Taylor cfc Executive Director, Catholic 
Education Commission NSW Teacher Employer 

 

Table 5.2 shows that those who were making Enunciations about teacher quality had a 

stronger representation from the Classroom and Teacher domains than the previous 

Committee. This reflected Dawkins’ aim to have a “wide community-based membership 

of the Board and its Councils” (Smith, 1989, p. 3). This type of representative profile is 

not maintained into the 21st century, as I make clear in Chapters 6 and 7.  
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While the Hobart Declaration called for “strategies to improve teacher education” (AEC, 

1989, subheading 7) as the means to improve the quality of teaching, The Schools Council 

thought that “an even greater emphasis should be placed on the role of teachers” (1989, 

p. ix). The Teacher Quality report highlighted the need for the development of teachers 

over the “continuum from pre-service preparation, induction into teaching and then 

professional growth throughout a teacher’s career” (The Schools Council, 1989, p. 63). 

The configuration of the teacher quality discursivity in this Policy domain knows the 

teacher career cycle as having multiple targets for improvement. The productive power 

of the teacher quality discursivity at work in this Policy domain can also be seen in The 

Schools Council’s belief that “the issues of the quality of teachers and teaching are of 

prime and national importance” (1989, p. ix).  

I mentioned previously the international trends which were impacting and reflecting 

educational policy in Australia. The Schools Council discusses reports from the 1980s 

produced in the UK, the USA and the OECD (1989, pp. 5-11), as though each was an 

independent piece of evidence for the need to improve teacher quality. I contend that they 

are more easily understood as part of the convergence of educational policy that Lingard 

(2000) notes, because both the USA and the UK are members of the OECD and were 

most likely, as was Australia, to have been the source of “member country concerns” 

(The Schools Council, 1989, p. 9) that initiated and contributed to the very OECD report 

considered by The Schools Council. The teacher quality discursivity is at work here 

through the networked positions of the actors, who together (re)produced the appropriate 

way to speak about teachers as Objects whose quality needed to be improved. In this case, 

the actors were networked through their membership status of the OECD: members 

circulated their concern about teacher quality, fuelling each new actor to address the 

concern and, by so doing, increasing the concerns of other actors.  
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In summary, this report made teacher quality an issue, and brought that issue into the 

Australian educational Policy domain as an issue of international significance. The 

productive capacity of the teacher quality discursivity was configuring a new governing 

way of knowing that every aspect of a teacher’s career was in need of improvement.  

5.5.6 Making Schools More Effective (McGaw et al., 1992) 

The Commonwealth Government asked the Australian Council of Educational Research 

(ACER) to manage an “Effective Schools Project” (the Project) to investigate what was 

needed to make schools more effective. The Making Schools More Effective text is the 

report from that Project.  

The Project had public discussion as its key. It was launched throughout Australia in a 

series of public events, with videos and 300,000 booklets (including a removable survey 

questionnaire) distributed to all schools in late 1991. The booklet and survey were 

authored by a National Reference Group (the Group). I show the members of this Group, 

their roles outside the Project and the domains I infer that they represent in Table 5.3.  
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Table 5.3 Members of the National Reference Group  

Member of Group 
from McGaw et al. 

(1992, p. 5) 
Other roles held outside of the Project Domain(s) at time of 

report 

Barry McGaw (Chair) Director of ACER Independent 
Research 

Max Angus 
WA Ministry of Education 

Representing the National Project on the 
Quality of Teaching and Learning (NPQTL) 

Public Service 

Diana Banks ACT Department of Education 
ACER 

Public Service 
Independent 

Research 
Hedley Beare University of Melbourne Academic 

Chloe Dallimore Student (public sector school), 
Melbourne Classroom 

Anne-Marie Duke Federated Teachers Union of Victoria 
Representing the NPQTL 

Teacher 
Representative 

Peter Ivanoff Australian Management College Corporate 
Margaret Mary 

Kennedy 
Secondary Principal (Catholic 

Independent school) Melbourne Classroom 

Leonie Kramer Institute of Public Affairs, former 
Chancellor of Sydney University 

Independent 
Research Academic 

Peter Lang Secondary Principal (public sector 
school), Adelaide Classroom 

Wendy Morris President, Australian Council of State 
School Organisations 

Teacher 
Representative 

James Ramsay Deputy Principal, Australian Institute of 
Aboriginal Studies60 Academic 

 

Although there were representatives from domains outside of the Academic and 

Independent Research domains, there is evidence of a strong influence of the ways of 

knowing from the Education Research domain. There are three sources of this evidence. 

The first comes from the language used to describe the basic premise of the Project:  

                                                

60 An Act of Parliament in 1964 established the Australian Institute of Aboriginal Studies (AIAS), with a 22 member, 
primarily academic, Council and a foundation membership of 100. The (now named) Australian Institute of Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander Studies (AIATSIS) has been central to the development of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander studies as a distinctive, unique and substantial field of study in Australia incorporating disciplines such as 
anthropology, archaeology, art, health, education, linguistics and ethnomusicology (AIATSIS, 2018). 
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central to the concept of an effective school is the promotion of student 

learning, and effective learning occurs principally in effective classrooms 

operated by effective teachers (McGaw et al., 1992, p. 67).  

The second comes from the definition of an effective school used by the Committee (see 

below), and the third is the use of the Coleman Finding when the Group claimed that a 

“critical ingredient in an effective school is the quality of the teaching staff” (McGaw, 

Banks, & Piper, 1991, p. 8).  

From over 7,000 questionnaires returned, there is little doubt that the savoir of Classroom 

domains was heard: 49% of responses were from individuals (the biggest group being 

parents); 25% from groups within a school; and 12% from whole school groups (McGaw 

et al., 1992, p. 8).  

The findings of interest to me emerge from the responses (2,632 in total)61 to Question 1, 

where participants were invited to “express their views about what makes a school 

effective” (McGaw et al., 1992, p. 20). The Group defined an effective school through 

the ways of knowing in the Education Research domain as “one that achieves greater 

student learning than might have been predicted from the context in which it works” 

(McGaw et al., 1991, p. 21). The results showed that this way of knowing was not shared 

by these respondents, with less than one fifth of them mentioning the students, and/or the 

outcomes from them. Table 5.4 shows the range of aspects of effectiveness that emerged 

from respondents as coded by the Group McGaw et al. (1992, p. 21).  

                                                

61 No explanation is offered as to why the other approximately 5,000 responses were not included. It may well have 
been a pragmatic decision regarding the resources necessary to code them. 
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Table 5.4 Selected aspects of what makes an effective school  

Category of response % of responses 
(n=2,632) 

Staff 65 
Ethos 58 
Curriculum 52 
Resources 48 
Equity 35 
Parents 27 
Shared vision 25 
Shared responsibility 23 
Outcomes 19 
Students 13 
School Improvement 1 

 

The authors concluded that the “aspirations of Australian school communities are quite 

different from the assumptions about what makes an effective school, expressed quite 

consistently in the major overseas research literature” (my emphasis, McGaw et al., 1992, 

p. 33). This finding, that the ways of knowing outside of the Education and Independent 

Research domains were different to the ways of knowing articulated by Australian school 

communities is worthy of attention. 

The savoir of the Australian school community respondents as to what makes a school 

effective is revealed through the summaries provided by the Project team, and I reproduce 

them here: 

• teaching and learning (20%)—these responses were about instilling a love of learning 

and curiosity; enjoyable learning experiences; pedagogical flexibility to cater for 

individual needs; a focus on developing the whole child; catering to emotional, social, 

psychological and intellectual needs; treating students with respect; valuing them and 

a personal involvement with each student (McGaw et al., 1992, pp. 71-72) 

• interaction (14%)—teachers were expected to have, and actively promote, positive 

relationships with parents and students (McGaw et al., 1992, p. 73) 
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• personal characteristics (13%)—staff were seen as role models for elements including 

academic attitude; the valuing of learning; care and concern for other people; ethical 

and personal dimensions (McGaw et al., 1992, p. 75) 

• conditions (9%)—teacher pay and system-level issues (such as policy imperatives) 

were only a small subgroup of responses. Of more importance were adequate staffing, 

such as student to staff ratios, and physical working conditions (McGaw et al., 1992, 

p. 76). 

• professional development (5%) – there was little mention of pre-service training. 

Instead, the focus was on ‘in-service’ professional development being available to all 

teachers (McGaw et al., 1992, p. 78). 

The Project’s authors offered several explanations as to why the savoir articulated 

through the survey is different to the savoir in the Education and Independent Research 

domains. I am more interested in the fact that the Group felt a need for these explanations 

than I am in what those explanations were. I infer from their need to explain that they had 

expected the ways of knowing in the domains they represented to be governing ways of 

knowing in domains more closely aligned with schools and teachers. 

Another strong message which emerged for the authors was that “Australian communities 

value the social and emotional well-being and development of students as well as their 

intellectual development” (McGaw et al., 1992, p. 17). Not only was the savoir of 

respondents different to the domains of the Group; the authors saw that the savoir of 

respondents was also not consonant with the Policy domain. The Group described this as 

the “demands on education . . . by economic imperatives” (McGaw et al., 1992, p. 34) 

with which policymakers had to deal.   

In summary, this text has highlighted that the way in which the teacher quality 

discursivity configures ways of knowing teacher quality, through teacher effects on 

student outcomes, is a governing way of knowing inside Research and Policy domains. 
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However, the savoir of representatives outside these domains, specifically those from 

school communities, which includes the Classroom domain, is at odds with this 

governing way of knowing. Those outside the Research and Policy domains know 

effective schools through multiple aspects of the development of the social and emotional 

wellbeing of students, in addition to their intellectual development.  

5.6 Conclusion 

As a signal to my later work with teachers in a local Classroom domain, I deliberately 

chose to close my archival suite in this chapter with a 1992 text which demonstrates that 

the governing ways of knowing teachers in the Australian Policy, Education Research 

and Independent Research domains were not shared by representatives of school 

communities, including those from the Classroom domain. How had this come to be? My 

archaeological analyses focus on answering questions like this. I began in this chapter by 

concentrating on using conditions of possibility to analyse the emergence of teacher 

quality as a discursivity, its forms of rationality, its associated discourses and its 

configurations in the Australian educational Policy domain over the period 1985–1992. 

I began with the origins of the Concept of quality within the Manufacturing domain. I 

traced a series of successions of meanings of quality from the early 1900s, when it was 

an attribute of the physicality and functionality of a product, to the 21st century, when 

quality is made manifest and nameable as an Object of knowledge devoid of direct 

association with the product being consumed, whether that is a good or service. Quality 

is now part of the savoir of the Public domain, known through certificates, labels and, at 

times, guidance from the state. 

I then moved to considering the historical conditions and forms of rationality across the 

Education Research domain from the 1960s which brought quality and teachers together. 
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Assembly-line production processes in the Manufacturing domain of capitalist economies 

of the 1950s–1960s worked as a field of presence to provide salient referents for work in 

the Education Research domain. Analogies of inputs, outputs and quality were taken up 

and used in the education production-functions, which sought to understand the 

contributing factors to students’ test scores.  

Three phases of work in this domain saw three different forms of rationality used to 

characterise teacher quality. Firstly, teacher-quality appeared as a mathematical variable 

which described a collection of arbitrary teacher characteristics. The Coleman Finding, 

which was to reverberate throughout Research and Policy domains for many decades to 

come, appeared here to know teacher-quality as the most significant (in-school and non-

student) factor contributing to students’ test scores. The second form of rationality by 

which teacher quality was known came about through teacher effect research. Teachers 

started to become known through their position on a statistical distribution of teacher-

effect scores. Finally, discursive frameworks of individual economic success from the 

1960s, a reconfiguration of simplistic economic models, computing prowess in the West 

deriving from military rivalry of the Cold War and the impacts of the space race all lent 

weight to discursive relations between education and economics. The final phase in the 

Education Research domain saw teacher quality linked not only to test scores but to a 

nation’s human capital. It was at this point, I have argued, that sufficient conditions of 

possibility have been met such that teacher quality has emerged as a productive discourse. 

The OECD was emerging across the period of heightened interest in quantitative 

educational research to become a hegemonic influence in education and economic Policy 

domains. I see the OECD working as an authority of delimitation because it configured 

the way to speak of teacher quality and to whom that way of knowing was spoken. The 

teacher quality discursivity was configured by, and was part of the configuration of, the 
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OECD. Through the mathematical modelling provided by the OECD to its member 

countries, the teacher quality discursivity became associated not just with human capital, 

but also with productivity growth.  

As teacher quality became a focus for policy advice from the OECD, it was inextricably 

linked to economic policies and so was swept up in the economic restructuring of Western 

nations in the early 1980s as neoliberalism became the framework for public policy. The 

first text I analysed in the Australian Policy domain utilised the Modality of the Education 

Research domain, seeing teachers as resources (inputs) that needed to be of high quality 

so that the output they create, education, was also of high quality. The quality discursivity 

was then brought into the Australian Commonwealth Policy domain through the 

hegemony of the OECD and the happenstance of a new government privileging neoliberal 

Modalities of accountability and managerialism. The Hobart Declaration was a form of 

rationality of joint commitments between the States and the Commonwealth, creating a 

new space for schooling and teacher quality in the federal arena. The ways in which the 

teacher quality discursivity was being configured at the federal level became apparent in 

the 1989 Schools Council report which rewrites the Coleman Finding into the call for the 

national significance of teacher quality to the extent that all stages of a teacher career 

cycle were to be targeted for improvement. 

In conclusion, the emergence and configurations of the teacher quality discursivity have 

resulted in teachers known in the federal Policy domain as Objects of quality whose role 

is to increase the nation’s economic growth via their students’ test scores. I turn now, in 

Chapter 6, to the ways in which the teacher quality discursivity became associated with 

discourses of professionalism.  
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6 Archival Suite 2: The configurations of the teacher quality 

discursivity with discourses of the professions (1990s–2000s)  

Teaching has become known in a “particularly mechanical way . . . [as] the 

bit that comes between ‘inputs’ and ‘outputs’” (Angus, 1993, p. 337). 

The period leading to 2000 was the “‘quality profession’ dimension of the 

quality debate” (Kennedy, 2001, pp. 5-6). 

6.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I continue my mapping of the teacher quality discursivity, outlining the 

evidence from Suite 2 of my archive to show the developing association of the teacher 

quality discursivity with discourses of professionalism. Over the 1980s, teacher quality 

and teacher effects became part of an underlying rationale which impacted all areas of 

education in Australia, resulting in teaching being seen as a mechanical process, as Angus 

explains in the quote above. By the late 1990s and into the early 2000s, as Kennedy notes 

in the quote above, discourses of professionalism started to become tied to the wider 

quality discourse in education. It was over this time that teachers began to be part of the 

state’s hierarchical observation, one of the instruments of governmentality I discuss in 

§2.7. 

I begin in §6.2 by locating discourses of professionalism in the sociological literature of 

the Academic domain. I then focus my attention on the Australian Policy domain in §6.3 

and identify the productive power of profession discourses within the configuration of 

the teacher quality discursivity across the latter half of the 1990s and into the 2000s.  
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6.2 Discourses of professions in the Academic domain 

The Latin root of “profession” is the explication of secretive texts and dogma 

to laymen by authorised experts (noted in Beckman, 1990, p. 115). 

Expert knowledge must necessarily enhance still further the price of [a 

professional’s] labour (Smith, 1776, p. 22 of Chapter 10 ).  

My purpose in this section is to locate discourses of professionalism in the Academic 

domain of the sociological literature of the professions. I do this so that I can then identify 

them and their productive power in the Policy domain. I start this section with the 

etymology of the word “profession” and remarks from Adam Smith, the 18th century 

pioneer of modern economics because, together, they mark long-established connections 

between expert knowledge (or expertise) and the professions, and the pecuniary privilege 

and status afforded the professions because of that expertise. Recall my discussion in §3.5 

about the problematic nature of expertise in relation to primary school teachers: unlike 

their secondary counterparts, primary school teachers do not have/need a discipline-

specific undergraduate degree.  

I move through this literature base quickly, as by itself the sociology of the professions 

is worthy of a very lengthy literature review. The broad sweep I take explores discursive 

associations which the professions have had with expertise and associated concepts that 

are particularly relevant to my work here with teachers. I begin with a brief overview of 

the major discursive threads in this Academic domain up until the 1990s.  

6.2.1 Discourses in the sociology of the professions up to the 1990s 

I begin in the 1900s as this is when the new discipline of sociology was exploring a 

number of societal ‘structures’, and the professions was ripe for such exploration. Many 
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of these discursive threads are still evident in arenas outside of academia and can be seen 

in the policy documents that I analyse throughout this chapter.  

Functionalist writers of the late 19th century (Durkheim, 1893/1933; Spencer, 1881) and 

into the early 20th century (Carr-Saunders & Wilson, 1933; Marshall, 1939; Parsons, 

1939) saw the professions as necessary to ensure the smooth running of increasingly 

complex societies. Durkheim’s works on professional ethics are seen by Johnson (1972) 

and Macdonald (1995) to be key to this period’s theorising. Professions were viewed by 

Durkheim as acting between the individual and the state; because of their ethics, they 

would prevent the moral breakdown of modern society. The 1950s and 1960s were a time 

of increased professionalisation (Caplow (1954); Goode (1957); Greenwood (1957 ); 

Millerson (1964); Wilensky (1964)). The literature of the sociology of the professions 

throughout this time concentrated on lists of attributes and characteristics of the 

professions in order to signify their difference from the non-professions.  

Critical analyses appeared in this Academic domain over the 1970s and 1980s. Neo-

Weberian theorists attacked professions as “powerful, privileged, self-interested 

monopolies” (Evetts, 2003b, p. 401). Neo-Marxist theorists, including (Illich, 1977, 

1978), attacked the professions because of the “structural and ideological advantages 

[they] derived from status stratification” (Larson, 1977, pp. 210-211).  

With increasing levels of critique of the professions in this literature, the 1990s is seen as 

a revisionist period, thoroughly summarised and critiqued by Burrage and Torstendahl 

(1990) and Torstendahl and Burrage (1990). Multiple splinterings occurred at this time. 

For example, there was interest in the professions from within organisation theory and 

practice (Adler, Kwon, & Heckscher, 2008); reworkings of the idea of vocations 

(Beckman, 1990), and a re-evaluation of the elements through which professions were 
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providing social goods, such as trust (Evetts, 2003b).  Two of these are of interest because 

of their relevance to primary school teachers. The first is theorising using Foucault’s 

notion of governmentality (§2.7) to critique the professions. The second is feminist 

critiques of expert knowledge as masculinised. Those occupations which are based on 

caring, rather than expert knowledge, are argued to then be bereft of status (Davies, 1995). 

I will consider each of these separately. 

6.2.2 Expertise, governmentality and the professions 

Foucauldian theorising marked an important shift in theoretical perspectives about the 

professions (Fournier (1999), Johnson (1993, 1995), and Larson (1990)). I include this 

work here not to speak so much of Foucauldian theorising particularly, but to emphasise 

these new perspectives that were introduced by these academic conversations. 

Foucauldian theorising removed the nature and/or possession of expert knowledge as a 

prime site of analysis and replaced it with analysis of the discursive relations between 

those with the expert knowledge and those who judge, or who are affected by, that 

knowledge. It also brought the relation between the state and its employees, considered 

to be professionals, as a site of analysis. This is significant for professions like teaching 

in Australia, where the state effectively holds them in an “intimate socio-economic 

embrace” (Johnson, 1992, p. 10). The state will offer those professions some autonomy 

if their expertise is sufficiently esoteric or complex to make it beyond the state’s capacity 

to evaluate. Consequently, for the claim of professions like medicine or law to 

independence from state control is predicated on their ability to ensure that the state sees 

their ways of knowing, their expertise, as esoteric or complex. Thus, for such professions, 

it is important to defend expertise because if their way of knowing is perceived to be less 

complex or more straightforward, the autonomy they value could be removed.  
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Other Foucauldian theorising highlights how government intervention in the professions 

operates as a form of governmentality (§2.7), through governing at a distance. When 

governments appeal to the professions to deliver their services in the most efficient way 

“in the name of the client” (Fournier, 1999, p. 299), an opportunity is created whereby 

the state can step in to assist the professions to develop their professionalism. This is done 

by the state through a discourse of support, while actually guiding and framing the 

profession in their own interests. A recent example of this is given by Stacey (2017) who, 

when analysing the NSW Department of Education’s Great Teaching, Inspired Learning 

policy, sees a philosophy which purportedly supports teachers by affording responsibility 

to teachers and their schools, but maintains the state’s power to remotely monitor and 

control (p. 790) them. I signal here that this state-support discourse, the hierarchical gaze 

of governmentality, became apparentin the Australian policy domain from the 1990s, as 

I will show in §6.3. 

Foucauldian critics also see this same state-support discourse appearing in another guise 

when some state employees, particularly nurses and teachers, have no authority to 

determine the content or subjects of their practice (Macdonald, 1995). These two are 

traditional characteristics of professional practice. For example, we think of a lawyer’s 

practice and a doctor’s practice as accepting or denying access to clients, where decisions 

about the appropriate aspects of law or medicine deemed by the professional to be of 

most significance are made. In contrast, teachers and nurses have little choice as to the 

basics of education62 or medical care they are to deliver and often no choice at all about 

                                                

62 However, what is considered basic changes over time. For example, I spoke in Chapter 3 of the work of Milewski 
(2010) analysing the introduction of drawing into the curricula of schools. Currently, there is an emphasis on STEM 
(science, technology, engineering and mathematics) as part of the basics in PISA and cycles of assessment as part of 
the national standardised testing (National Assessment Program, 2018). 
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to whom they deliver that education63 or care. This lack of determination in content and 

subjects of practice means that the occupations can be devalued as professions. The state 

can then offer to support its employees by controlling their professional bodies in order 

to ameliorate this devaluing (Macdonald, 1995). 

Evetts (2003b) argues that some professions actively “grasp and lay claim to the 

normative values of professionalism” (p. 410) and will tend to initiate processes, like 

professional standards, by which they can lay claim to professional status. However, she 

claims that teachers, in particular, are not successful in using the ideologies of 

professionalism to pursue their own interests. In contrast, Macdonald (1995) notes that 

nurses and teachers are particularly prone to mediation from the state, not only because 

they are state employees, but because they have a central element of care in their work. 

This then brings me to the second splintering in the sociological literature that occurred 

post-1990s: this was feminist 64 theorising critiquing notions of professionalism. This 

specific focus comes from a much wider literature base: some decried profession 

altogether, e.g., “teaching should not be considered as a profession but as a ‘relational 

practice’” (Noddings, 2003, p. 241); others gave primacy to the gendered notion of the 

professions, e.g., “professions profess gender” (Davies, 1995, 1996) and critiqued 

credentialing (Crompton, 1987, 1990); others reread Weber (Bologh, 1990) and Marx 

(Witz, 1990) with feminist overlays. 

                                                

63 Public school systems must enrol whoever is eligible to be schooled. Catholic systemic schools are also obliged to 
enrol local students giving priority to those of catholic background, Independent schools have an increased ability to 
deny enrolment to students based on various factors, e.g., their ability to pay or their performance in admission 
interviews.  
64 I take Donna Haraway’s definition of feminist theory as that which seeks to explain historical systems of difference, 
whereby men and women are “socially constituted and positioned in relations of hierarchy and antagonism” (in Coffey 
& Delamont, 2000, p. 1).  
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6.2.3 Expertise, care and the professions 

The specific strand of feminist theorising of the professions from the mid-1990s that 

interests me makes the masculinity of expert knowledge problematic because it can 

exclude other ways of knowing such as caring or valuing. 

Davies (1995), for example, thought that professions embrace “impartiality, 

impersonality and hierarchy” (p. 25) and that, through this, there is an unacknowledged 

celebration of masculinity. A profession’s standing is devalued when its practitioners’ 

knowledge base is seen, by those who have authority, as less than esoteric (Macdonald, 

1995). The argument suggests that there can be no expertise in caring, because it is seen 

as a common-sense knowledge, not esoteric and certainly not delivered through tertiary 

education.  

Other Foucauldian work in this area asks not only who has authority to say these things 

about expertise and caring, but importantly, what is spoken as authority. Jones (1993) 

argues that it is the “triumph of the calculable” (p. 129) which subordinates the substance 

of all other ways of knowing to the interests of “efficiency, predictability and stability” 

(p. 129). When the form of rationality which dominates an occupation is calculable, there 

is little place left for ways of knowing which involve, or privilege, caring.65 Caring, as a 

way of knowing, is strongly gendered and associated with feminised professions such as 

nursing and teaching (Macdonald, 1995). 

Davies (1995) attended to ways of caring versus ways of knowing as a specific site of 

Foucauldian analysis. She argued that the ways of caring are not given the sort of 

                                                

65  MacDonald’s theorising was based on empirical work from James (1989); (1992) and Waerness (1984). For 
foundational literature on nursing see Crompton (1987); Waerness (1984); Crompton (1987); Witz (1990).  
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epistemological supremacy given to the formal ways of knowing that nurses attain 

through their training; however, it is the ways of caring rather than the ways of knowing 

that are valued primarily by nurses. Davies (1995) uses the phrase “professional care”66 

to emphasise the “active, purposeful and ‘instrumental’” (p. 19) characteristics in the 

work of nurses. These ways of caring include an understanding of the full circumstances 

of a patient; minute and painstaking observations in a sustained, close relationship 

between nurse and patient; risk taking in relationship building with the patient; remaining 

alert to the needs of their patients, and finding appropriate ways to meet these (Davies, 

1995, pp. 21-22). As a teacher, I read the ways of caring described by Davies and find 

interesting parallels that I will be able to analyse based on my conversations with 

teachers, in Chapter 10. 

I move now to the texts from the Australian Policy domain in my second archival Suite 

to trace how discourses of professionalism become associated with the teacher quality 

discursivity.  

6.3 Teacher quality and professional standards in the Australian educational 

Policy domain (late 1990s–2000s) 

All we are offered is the idea of quality, of standards, divorced from particular 

judgements . . . an anything or nothing (Hart, 1997, p. 303). 

                                                

66 Work which conceptualises aspects of “professional care” continues to have utility for nursing (Adams & Nelson, 
2009; Apesoa-Varano, 2016; Henttonen, LaPointe, Pesonen, & Vanhala, 2013; Milligan, 2001; Naess, Fjaer, & Vabo, 
2016; Suominen, Kovasin, & Ketola, 1997) as well as other caring professions such as social work (Healy & Meagher, 
2004; Karpetis, 2014a, 2014b), and health care more generally (Apesoa-Varano, Barker, & Hinton, 2011; Borozdina, 
2016; Fjaer & Vabo, 2013; Jensen, 2017; Melnikova, 2014; Mohangi & Pretorius, 2017; Uren & Graham, 2012). To 
date, I have not found any citations to this particular strand of work in research literature concerned with teachers. 
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Throughout these five texts from the Australian educational Policy domain I investigate 

why teacher professional standards, rather than some other mechanism, was privileged 

as the most appropriate to deliver improved teacher quality. In the quote above Hart alerts 

us to the lack of real substance in ideas of either standards or quality. I also investigate 

why the government, rather than some other authority, increasingly supported this 

mechanism, and why the Commonwealth Government, rather than State governments, 

took the lead role. I highlight instances when discourses of professions from the 

Academic domain, many of which I have just discussed, are transferred, approximated or 

ignored in this Policy domain. 

The status of teaching as a profession remained in question over the 1990s–2000s: 

teaching had been variously considered as a quasi-profession (Darling-Hammond, 1999); 

a para-profession (Brock, 2000) or not a profession at all (Ramsey, 2000). Semple (2001) 

utilises lists of descriptive traits, reminiscent of discourses of professionalism in the 

1950s and 1960s, to highlight the fact that Australian teaching/teachers lack a number of 

characteristics of a profession: they had never set their own standards; had never 

accredited providers; had no quality assurance mechanism to protect their clients; did not 

control entry to the profession; and had no disciplinary mechanism to exclude entry or 

dismiss members (p. 73). Many of these deficiencies come about, necessarily, because of 

the employer-employee relationship between the state and teachers, as will be revealed 

across the following texts. 

6.3.1 A Class Act. Inquiry into the status of the Teaching Profession (Senate Employment, 

Education and Training References Committee, 1998) 

In March 1996, Australia returned a Liberal Coalition party to government with John 

Howard as Prime Minister. This was to remain unchanged until the eve of the Education 

Revolution in 2007. Just after a year of being in government, Howard called on SEETRC 
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(the Committee) to report on “the status of teachers and the development of the profession 

during the next five years” (1998, p. vi). As this was a Senate Inquiry, the authority to 

Enunciate about the status of teachers was from the Policy domain, with extensive 

consultation from both the Public and Classroom domains (SEETRC, 1998, p. 41). 

The Committee used another translation of the Coleman Finding as foundational to their 

inquiry, saying that “teachers are central to the quality of students’ learning” (1998, p. 

vi), exemplifying the capacity of the teacher quality discursivity to produce ways of 

knowing in this Policy domain. Reverberations from the international presence of the 

teacher quality discursivity were also evident when the Committee pointed to recent 

elections in the UK and the USA as having been won on a similar platform of knowing 

teacher quality (SEETRC, 1998, p. 2). 

Through their consultations with the Public and Classroom domains, the Committee 

found a “vivid contradiction between how teachers value the work that they do and how 

many in the community value that work” (1998, p. 6). The Committee also noted a 

recurring theme of “teachers’ sense of alienation from decision-making processes” (1998, 

p. 29) and that “teachers considered themselves to be professionals but felt that their 

professionalism was not recognised by others” (1998, p. 25). The finding that teachers 

felt that they were not known was something of a revelation to the Committee, but my 

work shows here that they merely repeat the findings from the Making Schools More 

Effective report with which I closed Chapter 5. This speaks of a continuing isolation 

between the savoir in the Classroom domain and that in the Policy domain. This isolation 

occurs despite the Policy domain seeking occasionally to understand teachers’ ways of 

knowing themselves. 

The first of 19 recommendations made by the Committee was that the:  
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Commonwealth Government facilitate the development of a national 

professional teaching standards and registration body to have the 

responsibility, authority and resources to develop and maintain standards of 

professional practice (1998, p. x). 

I am interested in what is spoken in this Enunciation: the focus for improving teachers’ 

status is on teacher professional standards (not some other mechanism like salaries), and 

it is the role of the Policy domain (not some other domain like the two Teacher domains 

or the Classroom domain) to develop a national body to facilitate those standards. These 

mechanisms simultaneously give teachers a glimpse of a normalising gaze from the state 

while their compliance was being hierarchically observed from the state. Through my 

Foucauldian perspective I understand both of these mechanisms as instances of the 

productive power of governmentality, and I look to each in the following subsections. 

6.3.1.1 The role of the Policy domain rather than some other domain in facilitating 

teacher standards  

The Committee thought that it was up to teachers to fix the problem of not being known, 

and that the way to do that was to establish “standards of professional practice” (1998, p. 

16); these would allow teachers to articulate what it is that they do. While the Committee 

acknowledged that the Standards should be initiated by teachers themselves, as would be 

expected by a profession, they considered that the Policy domain “must support teachers” 

(1998, pp. 38-39) in this endeavour. This way of knowing reflects the state-support 

discourse I discussed in §6.2, which I theorise as an instance of governmentality (§2.7) 

since it  masks the state’s agenda of regulatory and accountability frameworks.  

SEETRC offered three reasons why governments should support the establishment of this 

national professional body. The first was an appeal to the historical condition by which 
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education has always been a concern of the Policy domain in Australia. The second 

reason was workforce planning: there was a looming demand for teachers because the 

workforce was ageing (average age of 46) and “[m]any teachers will retire within the next 

ten years and new teachers will be needed to replace them” (SEETRC, 1998, p. 2). The 

third reason came from what was called an “idiosyncratic factor for teachers” (SEETRC, 

1998, p. 2), which is that the state is their employer, unlike the case for other professions.  

These three forms of rationality are variations of the discourses from the Academic 

domain concerned with notions of governmentality (§2.7). The state-support discourse I 

spoke of then was articulated in the Committee’s conclusion that it was “in the interests 

of government, and indeed an obligation upon it, to assist the profession” (1998, p. 17). 

The support to be offered by the Policy domain is explained by the Committee as best 

coming through a Commonwealth government. Through my Foucauldian lens, I see that 

the Committee was claiming the Commonwealth Government to be the legitimate source 

of facilitating the development of the standards. The next question is whether there is a 

coherence between that facilitation and the points of application? These points of 

application can be discerned from the four explanations delivered by the Committee. The 

first was students: “it is a simple matter of equity that young people, regardless of where 

they reside should enjoy the benefits of quality teaching” (SEETRC, 1998, p. 20). The 

second was the public: “given the mobility of many Australian families”, consistency 

across the nation is important (SEETRC, 1998, p. 20). The third is the state: “the 

committee is of the view that current (State based) registration arrangements, do not 

provide the necessary ongoing guarantees of standards of professional practice” 

(SEETRC, 1998, p. 16). “The optimum arrangement which will ensure teacher quality 

throughout Australia is one which is nationally based” (SEETRC, 1998, p. 18). It is the 

last explanation that has teachers as the point of application; however, it is about the 
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uniformity of application of those standards: “It is an essential characteristic of standards 

of professional practice that they apply equally to practitioners wherever they are located, 

whatever the system or jurisdiction that pertains” (SEETRC, 1998, p. 17). 

The teacher quality discursivity has been productive in ways of knowing quality and 

through these texts and is now configured to link to professional standards facilitated, if 

not developed, by an external arbiter. The teacher quality discursivity works here to bring 

together professional standards, teacher quality and Commonwealth Government 

intervention.  

6.3.1.2 The focus on teacher professional standards, rather than some other mechanism 

The status of teachers was analysed in depth in this report and the Committee found it 

undeniable that teachers felt that they had low status (1998, pp. 41-78). The Committee 

claimed that the major contributor to this was “the community’s lack of understanding of 

just what is involved in teaching” (1998, p. 26). The remedy for this lack of knowing was, 

according to the Committee, the responsibility of teachers: “it would therefore be helpful 

to improving status if teachers were able to articulate more clearly their professional skills 

and convey more emphatically how these enabled students to learn” (my emphasis, 1998, 

p. 26). I have emphasised the last part of this quote to show that the Committee is giving 

teachers the authority to Enunciate about themselves to the public, but those Enunciations 

are expected to be couched in terms of the ways of knowing from the Committee. That is 

to say, the reason that the standards are important for teachers is that they will then be 

able to articulate how their professional skills will lead to higher student learning, which 

is the driver of the national economic growth required of quality teachers. 

My Foucauldian theorising sees this as yet another example of governmentality (§2.7). 

The state is offering teachers the opportunity to create their own normalising gaze which, 
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ultimately, is to be directed upon themselves. The hierarchical observation from the state 

is a form of coercion as it  offers support for teachers’ professionalism, in the name of 

teachers, but is ensuring the teachers are acting in the interests of the state.  

My Foucauldian perspective also prompts me to ask why the Committee did not feel that 

some other mechanism would be appropriate, through which teachers could Enunciate 

their ways of knowing themselves and their work? One answer comes from the forms of 

rationality provided by neoliberal discourses and the historical conditions I discussed in 

Chapter 5 by which quality became known. Standards were known by the Committee as 

“essentially concerned with quality assurance and accountability” (SEETRC, 1998, p. 

12). How the Committee knew these terms is worth exploring. 

The Committee knew quality assurance as “the process by which users (but also 

producers) of a service or product can be confident of its consistency, reliability, safety 

and to some extent its ‘value for money’” (1998, p. 12). Just as I described in Chapter 5, 

it is certificates, labels and even guidance from the state that provide consumers with an 

assurance of the quality of the objects of their consumption. In the same way, teacher 

standards can be seen to provide consumers (the public and also the state) with an 

assurance of the quality of the Objects (teachers) which produce the goods (educated 

students) for their consumption.  

The way in which the Committee knew standards as an accountability tool was through 

a trade in trust. According to the Committee, a profession, through standards, could 

provide an account of its activities to the public “in return for the trust or privileges 

granted to the former by the latter” (1998, p. 12). The Committee is appealing to the 

ideology of professionalism spoken of by Evetts (2003a, 2003b, 2006), with trust and 

privilege being bestowed by the public. It is important to note here that the source of the 



 

Chapter 6  167 
 

Enunciations about accountability through these standards is the state, and their point of 

application is not teachers, but the public. The standards are for the Public domain, and 

it is then up to the public to gift trust and privilege back to the profession. 

Knowing the standards as quality assurance and accountability is spontaneously accepted 

as the savoir of standards because of the hegemony of neoliberalism. Other discourses 

available to cohere professionalism and teacher quality, such as care or values, which I 

spoke of in §6.2, are disqualified ways of knowing in this Policy domain.  

In summary, this text exemplifies a discourse of professionalism acting through 

governmentality: by appealing to a loss of status that teachers are facing, the state argues 

for a role in their management, which is to facilitate the development of professional 

standards. Those standards are linked to the ways of knowing in the teacher quality 

discursivity—quality teachers deliver student learning. Seen this way, the standards act 

for the Public and Policy domains. For the Public domain, they will allow trust to be 

rebuilt, while for the Policy domain, they mean increased GDP growth through higher 

test scores.   

6.3.2 Quality Matters. Revitalising teaching: Critical times, critical choices (Ramsey, 2000) 

In spite of attempts to avoid hard-nosed economic terms like market forces, 

quality assurance, accountability, performance, benchmarking, client, fee-

for-service, efficiency, effectiveness, it must be recognised these are the lenses 

through which increasingly teachers are being forced to view the world. They 

are not going to disappear just because we do not like them (emphasis in 

original, Ramsey, 2000, pp. 11-12). 

Despite calls from the Commonwealth to facilitate the development of professional 

standards for teachers from A Class Act, they were recommendations only. Two years 
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later, the States were still carrying full legislative responsibility as providers of school 

education and oversight of the teachers employed in them. The quote above comes from 

the report I analyse in this section. The words I have emphasised in that quote exemplify 

the domination of the economic lenses through which the Policy domain viewed the 

world and also suggests the resistance shown by teachers to doing the same. 

The Quality Matters report was commissioned by the NSW Minister for Education and 

Training. I have included this State-based document in my archive for two reasons. The 

first is that the author was eventually to Chair Teaching Australia, the forerunner to the 

authority set up to finalise, implement and oversee the Australian Professional Standards 

for Teachers (see §7.2). The second reason is that this report was instrumental in setting 

up the NSW Institute of Teachers, 67  which was to oversee teacher registration and 

professional standards for teachers in NSW prior to the Education Revolution’s reforms. 

Those who worked to develop the structure of that Institute and to write and validate their 

standards returned to write and validate the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers some six years later (see Chapter 9). The ways of knowing that were part of 

these State-based reforms are therefore important to analyse; they are (re)produced in, 

and (re)productive of, the discursive framework in the actionable elements of the 

Education Revolution reforms. 

The Quality Matters report was to “consider and advise on the initial preparation and 

continuing development of teachers for the new millennium” (Ramsey, 2000, p. 221). 

Like A Class Act, this review gained feedback from the public through submissions, 

forums and consultation meetings with Universities, teachers, student teachers, students 

                                                

67 The NSW Institute of Teachers was eventually swept up into the Board of Studies Teaching and Education Standards 
(BOSTES), which is now the NSW Education Standards Authority (NESA). 



 

Chapter 6  169 
 

and parents (Ramsey, 2000, pp. 223-227). However, Ramsey undertook this review alone 

and authored the report, which is unusual for a government commissioned report: “I alone 

am responsible for the conclusions, recommendations, directions and indeed all aspects” 

(Ramsey, 2000, p. 5) of the report. Ramsey’s status to Enunciate about teachers comes 

from a history in a Classroom domain as a science teacher in South Australia, and then 

over 40 years in the Academic and Policy68 domains.  

I concentrate here on Chapter 7 of the report, titled “Quality and Standards for Teachers” 

(Ramsey, 2000, pp. 119-127), because it displays ways of knowing teachers, quality and 

professionalism through standards. Ramsey starts the chapter by claiming that there is 

“no doubt that the quality of teachers and the standards of teaching in our schools is a 

matter of deepening concern in the community: among parents, employers and young 

people” (2000, p. 119). With the wide consultation occurring as part of the report, this 

statement embeds a way of knowing that there is concern about teacher quality and the 

standards of teaching. For me, the important point here is the absence of any deepening 

concern about these issues from the Classroom domain (teachers) in Ramsey’s 

description. Ramsey took this “deepening concern” as indicative of a truth of poor teacher 

quality and standards of teaching, and went on to determine its causes, rather than 

determining why there was a difference in perceptions. Despite finding it “difficult to 

judge” (Ramsey, 2000, p. 119) whether poor teacher quality was actually a problem, he 

offered teacher professional standards as the solution. Just as in A Class Act (§6.2.1), 

standards were seen by Ramsey to deliver the quality assurance and accountability needed 

                                                

68 Ramsey was responsible for the merger of six colleges of advanced education to become the South Australian 
College of Advanced Education, now part of the University of South Australia. Ramsey has held a number of senior 
Federal and State Government positions, including Chair of the Higher Education Council and the National Board of 
Employment, Education and Training, and then the position of Managing Director of the New South Wales TAFE 
Commission (University of South Australia, 2009, p. np). 
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by the Public domain to enable them to know what teachers were doing in their work. It 

was also a repetition of an instance of the instruments of governmentality in the 

recommendations for standards in A Class Act which I spoke to in §6.3. 

Ramsey privileges the ways of knowing from the Public domain, saying that issues of 

standards and quality were recurring themes, with a “real sense of frustration among 

parents that there was little evidence of quality control or even that teachers were required 

to live up to certain standards and expectations” (2000, p. 119). We see here the Concept 

of quality that I spoke to in Chapter 5 peeping through the present, where quality has little 

to do with a personal judgement of the product (good or service) itself, and more to do 

with the abstracted certification or label attached.  

Ramsey (2000) understands that the rise of educational markets over the late 1990s has 

seen clients (the public and the state) become more specific about what they require and 

expect, which has put more pressure on teachers to provide “information about the quality 

of outcomes being achieved” (p. 121). He does not feel that teachers are up to that 

pressure, saying that “many teachers feel thwarted by their inability to defend themselves 

from criticism about the quality and professionalism of what they do” (Ramsey, 2000, p. 

119). Teacher standards, traditionally, should have teachers as their point of application, 

they are configured ultimately for the Public domain—an external signification of what 

teachers do. 

Teachers’ inabilities, as seen by Ramsey, are made all the more stark in his report by his 

language, which is rife with the power of the market as privileged by neoliberal 

discourses. Examples are shown below, with all emphases my own: 

• “the market and who will survive in it, is increasingly being determined by parents 

based on their perceptions and expectations of schools and a broadening educational 
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sector. In these circumstances, schools most resistant to providing for quality 

improvement are those most likely not to survive" (Ramsey, 2000, p. 123). 

• “Schools will face the same fate as other industry sectors that lost focus on the need 

to undergo continuous quality improvement and change to meet changing community 

service expectations” (Ramsey, 2000, p. 123). 

Ramsey is providing a critique of the education market in which he perhaps casts teachers 

as impotent outsiders: “the opportunity to resist this broadening of the educational market 

is almost entirely out of the hands of teachers” (Ramsey, 2000, p. 122).  

Ramsey’s use of futurist discourses also adds to the sense in which teachers are external 

to these processes:  

a basic education is no longer adequate as a preparation for life . . . the new 

demands on learners in a society where the creation, acquisition and 

communication of knowledge are increasingly critical. Our highly pluralist 

society with its diverse sets of values and expectations puts a level of pressure 

on teachers the like of which they have never before encountered (Ramsey, 

2000, p. 9). 

The Quality Matters review concludes that “standards of professional practice setting out 

what is expected of teachers [will] provide a unifying foundation upon which to build . . 

. assurances of quality” (Ramsey, 2000, p. 124) as was the case in A Class Act. Ramsey 

calls for these assurances of quality because he deems teachers to be unable to defend 

themselves, under unprecedented pressure and incapable of dealing with the education 

market. These deficit Modalities perhaps reflect the claim from Evetts (2003b) that 

teachers are perceived as not particularly adept at appropriating ideologies of professions 

for their own needs. I would suggest that it may also be the case that teachers’ ways of 

knowing themselves do not resonate with the ideologies of professions, where ways of 
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knowing are hierarchical, discipline specific, and a mechanism of regulation which can 

be devoid of caring or values.   

In summary, both A Class Act and this Quality Matters text are shaped and are 

reproductive of neoliberal ways of knowing. Both texts operate through state-support 

discourses of governmentality (§2.7). Their Enunciations about standards appear to have 

teachers as their point of application—either to increase their status (A Class Act) or as a 

protective tool for the market and the future (Quality Matters). However, both texts 

promote government intervention in the interests of the state with the wider Public 

domain as the ultimate point of application. 

6.3.3 Teachers for the 21st century: making the difference (Department of Education, 

Training and Youth Affairs, 2000) 

The futurist discourses used in Ramsey’s report are evident in the title of this next text in 

my archive. The notion that the new millennium is an historical break point, and thus a 

special time for change, underpins this report. The text proclaims on its front cover that 

it was “A Commonwealth Government Quality Teacher Initiative” from the Department 

of Education, Training and Youth Affairs (DETYA). There are no further details of the 

authors of this report. I can only surmise that they claim an authority to Enunciate about 

teachers for the 21st century through their status in the Policy domain. This government 

report does not include any representations of the ways of knowing teachers from the 

Classroom domain. 

The report was produced in alignment with the Adelaide Declaration on National Goals 

for Schooling in the Twenty-first Century (MCEETYA, 1999). The Adelaide Declaration, 

as it became known, was an update of the 1989 Hobart Declaration (§5.5.4). Quality 

schooling is central to the vision articulated in the Adelaide Declaration, so that students 
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have “the necessary knowledge, understanding, skills and values for a productive and 

rewarding life in an educated, just and open society” (MCEETYA, 1999, para 1).  

The Adelaide Declaration proposes two ways to achieve this vision. They included  

enhancing the status and quality of the teaching profession . . . [and 

increasing] public confidence in school education through explicit and 

defensible standards that guide improvement in students' levels of educational 

achievement and through which the effectiveness, efficiency and equity of 

schooling can be measured and evaluated” (MCEETYA, 1999, para 7).  

These Enunciations are now familiar from the teacher quality discursivity—enhancing 

status, quality, public confidence and standards; and Modalities suffused with 

neoliberalism—efficiency, measurements and evaluation. The overall effect producing a 

hierarchical gaze on, and normalising judgements about, teachers. Both are powerfully 

productive instruments of governmentality (§2.7) 

The strategies to address the way in which the Commonwealth was to “improve teacher 

quality” (DETYA, 2000, p. 13) were mainly about professional development 

opportunities. However the last was “developing professional standards” (DETYA, 2000, 

p. 17). The report claimed that standards have two purposes. The first purpose of teacher 

standards is to improve the quality of teaching—this is the way of knowing (re)produced 

in the teacher quality discursivity. The second purpose is to enhance the professional 

standing of teachers—this way of knowing, in common with A Class Act, appropriates 

the discourse of professionalism and status that were common in the Academic domain 

prior to the critiques of the 1970s and 1980s.  
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The report reiterates a claim that the Commonwealth should “encourage and support the 

process” (DETYA, 2000, p. 17) of teacher standards through funding, with the 

responsibility for the standards themselves to rest with teacher employers and the 

teaching profession. From that funding, three teacher professional associations (science, 

mathematics and history) developed their own discipline-specific standards.69 Also, in 

2001, the Ministerial Council 70  established the Teacher Quality and Educational 

Leadership Taskforce (TQELT) to provide advice, among other things, on: 

Teacher preparation and ongoing development aimed at improving the quality 

and standard of teaching and learning; and . . . professional standards for 

teachers and principals, both for entry to the profession and to meet the 

ongoing needs of students over time (TQELT, 2003, p. 1).  

Finally, the Commonwealth also funded the Australian College of Educators (ACE) to 

conduct a national forum on professional teaching standards. I look to the last two of 

these outcomes in the next sections. 

6.3.4 A National Framework for Professional Standards for Teaching (TQELT, 2002, 2003) 

The National Framework for Professional Standards for Teaching (the National 

Framework) had its origins in the call for quality teaching in the 1999 Adelaide 

Declaration of which I spoke in the last section. It was the first attempt to produce teacher 

                                                

69 See Hilferty (2008) for a detailed discussion of the work of two of these associations. I mentioned some of this work 
in §3.5. 
70 I use the generic term “Ministerial Council” throughout the thesis to describe the organisation of the federal and all 
State Education Ministers. The names given to these councils change with the vagaries of new governments. The 
Ministerial Council at the beginning of the reforms of the Education Revolution was MCEETYA – the Ministerial 
Council for Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs. By July 2009 MCEETYA was rebadged as the 
Ministerial Council on Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs (MCEECDYA). In 2011, the 
Standing Council on School Education and Early Childhood (SCSEEC) emerged, and from 2014 to the present the 
relevant Ministerial Council has been called the Education Council. 
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standards with a view towards national implementation. Like the previous DETYA 

report, there is no authorship attributed to this report other than the imprimatur of TQELT. 

Given that the Ministerial Council appointed the Taskforce, I am assuming that the 

Taskforce Enunciating this National Framework comes from a Policy and/or Teacher 

Employer domain. 

TQELT’s first task was to create an organising structure for teacher standards. Having 

written that framework, TQELT then invited a group of 79 teachers and their 

representatives (TQELT, 2003, pp. 15-16) to a conference to gain their feedback on that 

structure. The feedback from these delegates, members of the Classroom domain as well 

as Teacher Representative and Employer domains, was not overly positive. For example, 

the delegates saw the organising structure of the National Framework as “an inadequate 

way of thinking about professional standards” (TQELT, 2003, p. 15). The fact that the 

initial version of the National Framework was not discerned by delegates as adequate for 

them attests once again to the different ways of knowing between the Policy domain and 

the Classroom and Teacher domains. I mention here that this is the third time that this 

lack of knowing has been noted within the reports I have analysed in the Australian 

educational Policy domain.  

I present a range of quotes from the conference delegates which TQELT found 

particularly useful as they redrafted the National Framework. These comments make it 

clear that the framework did not sit easily with them, and they stressed that a national 

framework should reveal:  

• a commitment to enabling rather than directing the development and implementation 

of professional standards (TQELT, 2003, p. 15)  



 

Chapter 6  176 
 

• teachers’ . . . contribution to social cohesion and national prosperity and growth 

(TQELT, 2003, p. 15) 

• a basis in the recognition . . . of teachers’ work (TQELT, 2003, p. 15).  

The National Framework was constructed without input from teachers and these 

comments reveal how differently the Policy domain knew them. After this feedback, the 

National Framework was rewritten.  

The Taskforce believed that the final result provided “an agreed language, utilising 

commonly understood terms and definitions, with which to discuss professional practice 

at the national level . . . and a source document for Commonwealth, State, and Territory 

governments to draw upon for their own strategic purposes” (TQELT, 2003). Once again, 

I am less interested in the framework that the Taskforce put together than in the fact that 

TQELT drafted that framework without teacher input, and teachers were merely invited 

to give feedback on it, rather than be part of its creation.  

The National Framework is said to have been reworked to provide the Draft to the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers called for in the reforms of the Education 

Revolution. I speak again of this in Chapter 7. 

6.3.5 National Statement from the Profession on Teacher Standards, Quality and 

Professionalism (National Reference Group on Teacher Standards, 2003) 

The National Statement is the last text from the second suite from my archive. It comes 

from the National Reference Group on Teacher Standards (the Reference Group) and was 

produced in the same time frame as the National Framework I discussed above. The 

members of the Reference Group were all ACE members, and the Statement was the 

culmination of collaborative work by the profession. I note that were no representatives 

from the Policy domain in the Reference Group, only an acknowledgement to TQELT.  
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The purpose of the National Statement was to identify understandings, common to the 

views from “professional associations, unions and other bodies established to support 

teachers . . . [of] . . . professional teaching standards and their relationship to teacher 

quality and teacher professionalism” (Reference Group, 2003, p. 1).  

The ways of knowing standards Enunciated in this National Statement have some 

commonalities with the ways of knowing from the Policy domain. For example, the 

National Statement promoted a “strong connection between professional teaching 

standards and professional learning” (2003, p. 2). The Reference Group also described 

standards as articulating what teachers know and did in order to “make the knowledge 

and capabilities (of educators) explicit—not only to professional colleagues but also to 

students, parents and the wider community” (Reference Group, 2003, p. 1). This mirrors 

the point of application being the Public domain—a way of knowing repeatedly made in 

the Policy domain.  

However, the ways of knowing teachers Enunciated in the National Statement also had 

significant differences from the way of knowing teachers in the Policy domain. For 

example, teachers were known in this text because of the key role they “play in shaping 

the lives and futures of students” (2003, p. 1), rather than in ways of knowing from the 

teacher quality discursivity, as I have described, which has the key role that teachers play 

in the economic needs of the nation’s productivity at its core.  

With a different way of knowing teachers, the National Statement produced a different 

way of creating a set of standards. The Reference Group came up with six objectives,71 

                                                

71 These were that teachers should be “knowledgeable about and skilled in subject matter and pedagogy; effective in 
the care and development of all learners; adhere to professional and ethical standards set by and for the profession; act 
as a strong advocate for the profession and the public interest; contribute to the development of the knowledge base of 
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rather than a set of standards per se, and a consensus of 12 principles (2003, pp. 2-3). The 

National Statement highlighted the view that teacher standards should articulate what 

teachers value (Reference Group, 2003, p. 2); this had not been part of the teacher quality 

discursivity’s way of knowing standards within the Policy domain. 

Those who contributed to the National Statement also showed a different way of knowing 

teacher quality compared to the Policy domain. The National Statement says that the 

“quality of teachers’ work is affected by the conditions of student learning” (Reference 

Group, 2003, p. 2). The conditions in which students learn included “reasonable class 

sizes, time release, administrative support, well-resourced ongoing professional 

development . . . [s]upportive partnerships with parents and university-school 

collaboration” (Reference Group, 2003, p. 2). This Enunciation shows clearly that the 

way of knowing from the teacher quality discursivity, as it operates within the Policy and 

Academic domains, was not operating here—these representatives do not know teachers 

as Objects of quality. Rather, they know teachers as subjects working within a set of fluid 

conditions which may facilitate, or hinder, quality in their work. Further, those who 

contributed to this National Statement certainly did not include students and their test 

scores in those conditions, but rather the physical, social and cultural conditions within 

which teachers work and students learn.  

The National Statement is a starkly different document to that envisaged by the state in 

terms of a set of standards, and while it offers a display of very different ways of knowing 

coming from teachers and their representatives, the fact that such a statement was 

                                                

the profession, and reflect a strong ethical orientation across all areas of learning and teaching” (Reference Group, 
2003, p. 2). 
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delivered is, in itself, evidence of the invisibility of governmentality in operation. A 

number of options would have been open to the Reference Group. For example, they 

could have developed a statement rejecting state intervention in teacher professionalism 

or they could have engineered a rationale against teacher standards. A normalising 

judgement, that standards are necessary, has already been accepted - the Reference Group 

was attempting to merely readjust that norm, not reset it, nor refute it. 

6.4 Conclusion 

Across the late 1990s and into the 2000s, the teacher quality discursivity became 

inextricably associated with teacher professionalism and teacher standards in the Policy 

domain. This association was held together by the forms of rationality within 

neoliberalism and the historical conditions by which quality was known, both within and 

outside of education. These worked together to know teacher standards as a quality 

assurance mechanism which was purportedly for teachers but, ultimately, had the Public 

and the Policy domains as points of application.  

Teachers were known in the Policy domain as in need of support to increase their 

professional status and to deal with the perceived dangers of the global digitally 

networked future outside of which they were perceived to stand. This discourse of state-

support was reflected in the critiques of professionalism coming from Foucauldian 

theorists who saw professionality as a form of governmentality, which is writ large when 

the professionals in question, teachers in this case, are state employees. 

Over this time, the state assisted in the development of teacher standards as quality 

assurance mechanisms to enable teachers to articulate what it was they did to the Public 

domain, and to ensure that they were doing what was required for the Policy domain, that 

is, creating human capital.  
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In my analyses of these texts I have seen little evidence that those in the Classroom 

domain were concerned about poor quality and teaching standards. Regardless, in the 

Policy domain over this period, the teacher quality discursivity understands poor teacher 

quality as a Foucauldian truth. Thus, attention is spent on how to improve that quality, 

rather than on providing evidence that it is poor. This suite of texts work to (re)produce 

a way of knowing standards, directed by the Commonwealth, as the mechanism by which 

to improve teacher quality. This suite of texts work together to understand standards as 

the instrument of a normalising gaze on teachers. The hierarchy of observation works 

remotely to ensure that teachers, known now as subjects of this observation, become the 

objects of that knowledge. The normalising gaze and subsequent judgement has begun to 

turn inwards on teachers from teachers. 

There have been two hints at teacher resistance across these texts. The first is the 

inference from the Quality Matters report that teachers are ignoring hard-nosed economic 

terms. The second comes from the National Statement, which refuses to deliver an 

expected set of standards to the Policy domain and privileges other ways of knowing 

teachers, quality and professionalism. 

I now jump forward to the year before the election of the Rudd/Gillard governments and 

the reforms of the Education Revolution as I undertake an archaeological analysis of the 

third suite from my archive. 
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7 Archival Suite 3: The configuration of the teacher quality 

discursivity in the Education Revolution Policy domain (2006–

2010)  

The Australian economy needs an Education Revolution (Rudd & Smith, 

2007). 

7.1 Introduction 

The quote above is the title of the New Directions Paper from the Australian Labor Party 

(ALP). It was produced early in 2007 when the ALP was in Opposition, but a federal 

election was due to be held later that year. The quote sets the scene for this chapter, 

because the ALP was successful at that election and the association of economic growth 

and education made explicit in the New Directions Paper was actioned.  

My focus in this chapter is the Education Revolution Policy domain. My aim is to identify 

the new ways of knowing teachers which were the result of the configurations of the 

teacher quality discursivity in this domain. I trace the forms of rationality and historical 

conditions by which reforms in this domain targeted teacher quality and called for 

nationally mandated, professional teacher standards. I also note how a government 

website, set up to provide school information and student test data in the Public domain, 

also targeted teachers and became a (hidden) measure of their quality.  

I begin the chapter in §7.2 with a brief overview of two elements of infrastructure 

underlying the implementation of the reforms of the Education Revolution. I do this for 

ease of reading throughout the chapter. A suite of texts of the Education Revolution frame 

my analyses across §7.3–§7.8. Finally, in §7.9, I look at the website I mentioned above 
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called My School®72. A brief overview of the political context at the time of the Education 

Revolution is warranted before I begin my analysis.  

The success of the ALP at the 2007 election saw the end of an 11-year Liberal Coalition 

Government led by John Howard. The election resulted in Kevin Rudd becoming 

Australia’s 26th Prime Minister, with Julia Gillard as the nation’s first female Deputy 

Prime Minister. The Education Revolution (2007–2013), with which Rudd and Gillard 

had gone to the election, became a reality and brought sweeping reforms across many 

aspects of educational policy from early childhood settings, through schooling to 

vocational education and training, and to tertiary institutions. The explicit and detailed 

policy direction from the Commonwealth Government in school education marked a new 

era in Australian education policy, escalating the growing interest from the 

Commonwealth Government across the 1980s and into the early 2000s in school 

education and teachers that I detailed in Chapters 5 and 6. 

My analysis in this chapter begins with a text that predates the Education Revolution. The 

2006 National Reform Agenda brings education and the economy explicitly together 

under the banner of human capital, and much of the data, rhetoric and rationale used by 

Howard to justify the National Reform Agenda was used by Rudd two years later to 

justify his reform agenda and the Education Revolution (see Rudd & Gillard, 2008).  

Figure 7.1 shows the suite of texts I analyse in this chapter and includes their official 

titles as well as the titles I use for ease of reading throughout the chapter. I build the pieces 

of this figure throughout my analyses in §7.3–§7.8, as a signpost for the reader.  

                                                

72 The registered trademark reflects the display on the website (ACARA, 2016). The trademark may well be ensuring 
that the algorithms and information displayed on the site are protected from competition 
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Figure 7.1 The suite of texts from the Education Revolution Policy domain 

 

It should be noted that while the Education Agreement and Teacher Quality Partnership 

were established with the Financial Relations Agreement in 2008, the texts themselves 

became publicly available in 2009.  

• Teacher Quality 
Partnership §7.8    

National Partnership Agreement on 
Improving Teacher Quality 

(COAG, 2009b)

• Four-year Plan §7.7
MCEETYA Four-year plan. 2009-2012. A 

companion document for the Melbourne 
Declaration on Educational Goals for Young 

Australians
(MCEETYA, 2009)

• Education Agreement 
§7.6

National Education Agreement 
(COAG, 2009a)

• Financial Relations 
Agreement §7.5 

Intergovernmental Agreement for Federal 
Financial Relations 

(COAG, 2008-a)

• COAG Reform Agenda
§7.4 

Communiques from five COAG meetings 
between 2007 and 2008

(COAG, 2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2008 -b, 2008 
-c)

• National Reform 
Agenda §7.3

Communique from COAG meeting
(COAG, 2006b)
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7.2 Infrastructure of the Education Revolution 

For ease of reference throughout this chapter, I detail here two federal authorities created 

as part of the reforms of the Education Revolution. Through their areas of responsibility, 

these federal authorities were to know many aspects of teachers and their work.  

The first authority is the Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority 

(ACARA), which was established in December 2008. It was set up to have federal 

oversight of national curriculum, assessment and reporting73 and was the original site for 

the development of My School®, which I discuss in §7.9.  

The second authority is the Australian Institute for Teachers and School Leadership 

(AITSL). AITSL was set up in January 2010 and was to have federal oversight of teacher 

registration and teacher standards. As I discussed in Chapter 6, both registration and 

standards had already been the concern and the site of some activity at the State, 

jurisdictional and professional association levels.74  

The history of AITSL starts from the same year that the National Framework (§6.3.5) 

and National Statement (§6.3.6) were released: the Minister for the Commonwealth 

Department of Education, Science and Training announced plans for a National Institute 

of Quality Teacher and School Leadership (NIQTSL). Its formation was framed by a 

consortium of the Allen Consulting Group (independent educational consultants); 

                                                

73 For a brief background on the policy moves to develop a national curriculum, assessment and reporting strategies 
see (ACARA, 2010, September 23, pp. 2-5) 
74 For a history of teacher registration see O'Donnell (2001, pp. 87-88). In the period between 2003, when I left Chapter 
6, and the 2008 Education Revolution, “sixteen professional associations developed certification standards for their 
specialist field (most with Australian Government funding amounting to several million dollars)” (Ingvarson, 2013, p. 
4). 
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Ramsey (Quality Matters §6.3.2) and Deloitte (a management consulting and auditing 

firm).  

The announcement of NIQTSL seems to have no direct provenance within the Policy 

domain. Ingvarson (2013) claims that the Minister, a medical doctor, came to the position 

expecting a professional association for teachers similar to that for doctors, and “on not 

finding one, he set about establishing such a body” (2013, p. 4). 75 I include this history 

as anecdotal evidence of the professional standing of teachers—expected but not realised 

at this time in the Policy domain. 

NIQTSL was launched by June of 2004, with the purpose of raising the status, quality 

and professionalism of teachers and school leaders—ways of knowing commonplace in 

the teacher quality discursivity at this time. With a change of government, NIQTSL 

became Teaching Australia. Australian Institute for Teachers and School Leadership 

(Commonwealth of Australia, 2009), known as Teaching Australia, and its core functions 

were “professional standards and accreditation” (Commonwealth of Australia, 2009, p. 

1). Teaching Australia was disbanded at the end of 2009 and relaunched as AITSL. By 

this time, the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers were on a development 

path, and AITSL was tasked with their finalisation and implementation. 

I now begin my analyses of the suite of texts of the Education Revolution, starting in §7.3 

with the National Reform Agenda. 

 

 

                                                

75 Apparently “with little prior consultation with state ministers of education or teacher unions” (Ingvarson, 2013, p. 
4). 
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7.3 2006: the National Reform Agenda (COAG, 2006b) 

 

The first text I analyse comes from a February 2006 Communique from the Council of 

Australian Governments (COAG). COAG is the “peak intergovernmental forum in 

Australia” (COAG, 2005). I detail its history and importance in the Education Revolution 

in §7.4. This Communique announced the National Reform Agenda. As I mentioned in 

the Introduction to this chapter, this text predates the Education Revolution but is 

important in my thesis because it was picked up by Rudd and used in his own reform 

agenda, the COAG Reform Agenda (§7.4), to deliver the Education Revolution, along 

with other reforms. 

The language used in COAG’s Communique announcing the National Reform Agenda 

was effusive: it described the meeting itself as “historic”; the issues discussed as of 

“national importance” because of the “biting demographic trends which Australia was 

facing” and the National Reform Agenda itself as a “significant outcome” (all quotes from 

COAG, 2006c, p. 1). The National Reform Agenda was justified, in part, by a report from 

the Productivity Commission, 76  The Economic Implications of an Ageing Australia 

(2005). The Productivity Commission recommended that the government undertake a 

swathe of microeconomic reforms to “allay the costs” (2005, p. xii) of Australia’s ageing 

population resulting from increased aged pension payments, public health and housing 

                                                

76 “The Productivity Commission is the Australian Government's independent research and advisory body on a range 
of economic, social and environmental issues affecting the welfare of Australians” (Productivity Commission, "About 
Us", para 1).  

• National Reform Agenda
Communique from COAG 

meeting
(COAG, 2006b)
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costs that were to be borne by the state. The resultant reforms in the National Reform 

Agenda were aimed at “lifting the nation’s productivity and workforce participation” 

(COAG, 2006c, p. 1).  

The National Reform Agenda makes it clear that improving productivity and participation 

is its “overarching theme”, with human capital the “key component”77 in achieving this 

(COAG, 2006c, p. 2). Within the human capital component of the National Reform 

Agenda, three areas were given priority: health, education and work incentives (COAG, 

2006b). In §5.3, I noted that education and human capital had been first connected in the 

Education Research domain by Bowles (1969). This connection became increasingly 

important as teachers were progressively asked to make contributions to their nation’s 

GDP via the increased human capital they were to create through student test scores. I 

emphasised the connection between education and human capital in the Australian 

educational Policy domain in §5.5, evidenced by the underlying belief of the 

Commonwealth ministry of 1987 in the “centrality of schooling in the development of 

human capital for national economic construction” (Knight & Warry, 1998, Section 4, 

para 2).  

Although the connection between education and human capital had a long history in the 

Policy domain, the National Reform Agenda gave it real substance via policy reform. 

Human capital was defined as the “capability and contribution of the Australian people” 

(COAG, 2006a, p. 1). The National Reform Agenda called for the nation’s human capital 

to be “healthy, skilled and motivated [because this] is critical to workforce participation” 

(my emphasis, COAG, 2006a, p. 2). The understanding of human capital in the National 

                                                

77 The other two components were competition and regulatory frameworks (COAG, 2006c). 
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Reform Agenda is through its economic meaning, where people’s lives are understood by 

their participation in the workforce as productive units within the national economy. 

Other ways of knowing people’s lives, for example, through discourses of care, empathy, 

cultural contribution, social engagement or environmental concerns, are not governing 

ways of knowing within the Policy domain. The forms of rationality used in this 2006 

text see education as significant in serving the needs of human capital growth (COAG, 

2006b) because of the critical role it plays in workforce participation.78 

The National Reform Agenda mentions schools, albeit fleetingly, and only in association 

with skills. The development of skills was seen as important to human capital growth, 

because skills were the “tools to participate in work” (COAG, 2006a, p. 3). Development 

of these skills was deemed to occur “from the early childhood years—through schooling 

and working life—to retirement” (my emphasis COAG, 2006a, p. 1).  

The Enunciative Modalities used in the National Reform Agenda’s Aims, such as 

measurement, accountability and incessant improvement, emerge from neoliberal 

discourses. For example, the National Reform Agenda intended to “focus on long-term 

outcomes, measures and, where appropriate, milestones, coupled with transparent 

assessment and reporting, to encourage continuous improvement by all jurisdictions” 

(COAG, 2006c, p. 2). The legitimacy of this Modality is not in question; after all, the 

National Reform Agenda is undeniably economic and so what-can-be-said comes through 

the discourses within that domain. However, when the National Reform Agenda is a 

legitimate source of Enunciations about human capital, and its way of knowing education 

is through its service to the needs of that human capital, the National Reform Agenda also 

                                                

78 The Concept of health could replace the Concept of education in all of my arguments here. The corollary between 
the two would read something like: we make ill people healthy so they can participate fully in the workforce and, 
similarly, we make uneducated people educated so they can participate fully in the workforce. 
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becomes a legitimate source of Enunciations about education. This condition of 

possibility sees economic Enunciative Modalities, usually used for human capital, 

spontaneously accepted as the way to speak of education.   

In late-2006/early-2007 the long-term Liberal Coalition Government started to flounder, 

and it was at this point that the New Directions Paper from the ALP, with which I began 

this chapter, was produced. Within the Paper’s Executive Summary, the Education 

Revolution was promoted more blatantly as a “human capital revolution” (Rudd & Smith, 

2007, p. 3) to drive productivity growth. The similarity between the Enunciative 

Modalities in this Paper and in Howard’s National Reform Agenda attests to the 

hegemony of the discursive framework of neoliberalism across political boundaries at 

this time. 

The New Directions Paper from Rudd and Smith (2007) contained many of the discursive 

frameworks associated with the teacher quality discursivity that I have discussed over the 

last two chapters. For example the Concept of quality was appropriated, with revolutions 

being called for in the “quality of education” (Rudd & Smith, 2007, p. 5); Modalities 

from the Education Research domain and the domain of the OECD were appropriated 

with claims that a literacy score 1% higher than the international average, would achieve 

a GDP per capita 1.5% higher than other countries (Rudd & Smith, 2007, p. 3); and 

neoliberal discourses, rife in economic priorities, are echoed in the New Directions 

Paper’s concluding statement that “education is the platform on which our future 

economic prosperity will rest” (Rudd & Smith, 2007, p. 27) . 

In summary, this text provided the conditions of possibility for education, not yet 

schooling, to be spoken of through economic Modalities within the Policy domain. My 

analysis now turns to the raft of policy and related texts emanating from the Rudd 
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government as the Education Revolution became a reality. I begin with the COAG Reform 

Agenda. 

7.4 2007: the COAG Reform Agenda (COAG, 2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2008 -b, 2008 -

c) 

 

The texts in this section are the Communiques from the first five COAG meetings after 

Rudd became Prime Minister on December 3, 2007. These texts show Rudd’s reworking 

of Howard’s National Reform Agenda into his own COAG Reform Agenda.  

COAG is an organisation consisting of the leader of the Commonwealth Government, the 

Premiers of six State governments, the Chief Ministers of the two mainland territories 

and a representative of the Australian Local Government Association. It was set up in 

1992 under the Prime Ministership of Paul Keating, who wanted to expedite the 

implementation of federal reforms in the States. Prior to this, negotiations about funding 

allocations from the Commonwealth to the States were conducted through an annual 

Premiers’ Conference, known by many to be obdurate, slow and often very heated 

(Cranston et al., 2010).  

By the time of Howard, COAG’s role was established so as to “manage matters of 

national significance or matters that need co-ordinated action by all Australian 

governments” (COAG, 2005). Howard used COAG infrequently, as I show in Figure 7.2.  

•COAG Reform Agenda
Communiques from five COAG meetings 

2007-2008
(COAG, 2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2008 -b, 

2008 -c)

•National Reform Agenda
§7.3

Communique from COAG meeting
(COAG, 2006b)
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Figure 7.2 COAG meetings and those including issues of school education  

(1992–2013) 
 

 

Over Howard’s Prime Ministership (1996–2007) COAG was said to be a “combative 

environment” (Parkin & Anderson, 2007, p. 98). In the figure above, I show Rudd’s 

reinvigoration of COAG from his election in 2007. Rudd saw COAG as the “key 

institution of national government” (Parkin & Anderson, 2007, p. 99). Indeed, Rudd’s 

first COAG meeting was called just 13 days after he became Prime Minister.  

I also show the number of meetings that included issues around education in Figure 7.2. 

The last three meetings of Howard’s Prime Ministership spoke of education solely 

through the National Reform Agenda, as I have described in §7.3. With Rudd as Prime 

Minister, the number of COAG meetings increased, with the majority having education, 

schooling, standards, teachers and teaching on the agenda through the reforms of the 
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Education Revolution. Rudd saw COAG as “the working machinery of the Australian 

nation” (cited in Parkin & Anderson, 2007, p. 107), and it was the vehicle he used to 

enact the reforms with which he had gone to the election and for which, because of the 

strength of the ALP’s win, he claimed a mandate.  

Rudd’s first COAG meeting, in December 2007 included a commitment to continue the 

work agreed to under the National Reform Agenda. Rudd rationalised this because he saw 

it aligned to his own interest “to increase the productive capacity of the economy, address 

the inflationary pressures that are emerging, and to deliver a higher quality of service to 

the Australian community” (COAG, 2007, para 6). By the next COAG meeting, in March 

2008, Howard’s National Reform Agenda had been renamed the COAG Reform Agenda.  

The subtitle to the COAG Reform Agenda was “Reforming and Investing for the Future” 

and, like the National Reform Agenda, it was touted as an “historic commitment” from 

all governments, implementing “a comprehensive new microeconomic reform agenda” 

(COAG, 2008a, para 2) with a focus on regulatory reform and productivity. The unique 

element of the COAG Reform Agenda of interest to me was the announcement of 

“significant, long-term and ongoing reforms across all aspects of education—early 

childhood development, schooling and vocational education and training” (my emphasis, 

2008a, p. 2). As part of the reform agenda, Rudd set up a Working Group,79 whose 

Objective was to “pursue significant improvements in human capital outcomes . . . to 

strengthen Australia’s economic and social foundations . . . including . . . teacher quality” 

(my emphasis, Attachment 1 COAG, 2007, p. 6). The fleeting interest in schooling in the 

                                                

79 Its full title was Working Group on the Productivity Agenda: Education, Skills, Training and Early Childhood 
Development (COAG, 2007). 
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National Reform Agenda had now become an area of explicit interest in the COAG 

Reform Agenda, along with teacher quality, evidencing an increasing productive capacity 

of the teacher quality discursivity in the reforms of the Education Revolution.  

In summary, this text is evidence of the productive capacity of the teacher quality 

discursivity, because teacher quality is now made manifest through the way it is known 

in association with human capital and the Australian economy. By the November 2008 

COAG meeting, the plans Rudd had sketched in December 2007 for new 

Commonwealth–State funding arrangements were inaugurated, and I now direct my 

attention to these new financial relations.  

7.5 2008: the Financial Relations Agreement (COAG, 2008-a) 

 

The text examined in this section is the framing agreement between the Commonwealth 

and the States which provides the funding arrangements for all the other agreements 

within the COAG Reform Agenda. It is important to analyse the Financial Relations 

Agreement, because it represented “the single most significant shift in Commonwealth–

State relations for decades” (Council on Federal Financial Relations, 2016, para 1). These 

funding arrangements between the Commonwealth Government and State governments 

• Financial Relations Agreement
Intergovernmental Agreement for Federal 

Financial Relations 
(COAG, 2008-a)

• COAG Reform Agenda §7.4 
Communiques from five COAG meetings 2007-

2008
(COAG, 2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2008 -b, 2008 -c)

• National Reform Agenda §7.3Communique from COAG meeting
(COAG, 2006b)
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would pave the way for the Commonwealth Government to direct school educational 

policy. This “significant shift” is rationalised across two paragraphs in the text:  

6. The Parties recognise that the States and Territories have primary 

responsibility for many of the service sectors covered by the National 

Agreements (including education) . . . . The primacy of State and Territory 

responsibility in the delivery of services in these sectors is implicit in the 

Constitution of the Commonwealth of Australia . . . .  

7. Notwithstanding that, the Parties acknowledge that coordinated action is 

necessary to address many of the economic and social challenges which 

confront the Australian community (COAG, 2008 -a, p. 4). 

These two paragraphs show that, despite explicit direction otherwise from the Australian 

Constitution, the “economic and social challenges” (COAG, 2008 -a, p. 4) facing 

Australia were deemed sufficient to necessitate coordinated action between the 

Commonwealth and State governments. As I noted in §5.3.3, reports from the Australian 

educational Policy domain, after 1987, also advocated strongly for the Commonwealth 

to take a leading role in school education. The difference now is that “economic and 

social challenges”, a rewriting of the costs of an ageing population used to justify 

Howard’s National Reform Agenda, are used as the form of rationality to underscore the 

Commonwealth’s new authority in school education.  

The Financial Relations Agreement translates and approximates an old Concept (the costs 

of an ageing Australian population) to a new one (economic and social challenges) and 

so works as a field of memory. While the transitioning appears seamless, there are now 

important differences. The original Concept is quite specific and, because of that 

specificity, can be resisted or challenged with data or other contextual information. The 
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new Concept is difficult to resist or challenge, because it cannot be pinned down. Thus, 

the Concept of “economic and social challenges” becomes less amenable to contestation 

and, paradoxically, a more powerful legitimation of the coordinated action seen as 

necessary for school education policy.  

The Financial Relations Agreement has the status to make Enunciations about school 

education because the social and economic challenges, although nebulous, were framed 

as national, and, therefore beyond the States’ ability to ameliorate. From a Foucauldian 

perspective, I regard the Financial Relations Agreement as constructing a legitimacy 

between the source of these Enunciations (the Commonwealth) and their point of 

application (the States). Through this legitimacy, a coherence is framed such that the 

Commonwealth now has authority to make Enunciations about schooling and teachers.  

Coherence between the legitimate source of Enunciations about schooling and teachers 

and their point of application was also established by the funding capability of the 

Commonwealth. Two tiers of funding are outlined in the Financial Relations Agreement. 

The first, an annual Facilitation Payment, was tied to the States’ achievement of reforms 

within the National Agreements (COAG, 2008 -c). National Agreements were effectively 

mandatory, because the States required this Facilitation Payment to fulfil their 

constitutional obligations of service delivery.80 One of these payments was attached to 

the National Education Agreement (which I talk to in §7.6) and was worth $18 billion 

over 5 years (COAG, 2008b, p. 13).  

The second of the two new funding arrangements was called Reward Payments. These 

were to “facilitate reforms or to reward those jurisdictions that deliver on national reforms 

                                                

80 However, it is made clear in the Financial Relations Agreement that payments would not be “withheld in the case of 
a jurisdiction not meeting a performance benchmark specified in a National Agreement” (COAG, 2008 -a, p. 6). 
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or achieve service delivery improvements” (COAG, 2008 -b, p. A1). These payments 

were “specifically linked to achievement against reform targets” (COAG, 2008 -c, p. D4) 

from National Partnerships rather than National Agreements. The reform targets from 

these Partnerships were ambitious (Council on Federal Financial Relations, 2016) and 

not mandatory, with States able to choose from a “reward reform menu” (COAG, 2008b, 

p. 10). The Partnerships clarified which reforms were facilitation reforms and which were 

reward reforms. For example, the Teacher Quality Partnership, (which I talk to §7.8), 

was worth $550 million over 5 years: facilitation payments were $200 million, and reward 

payments were $350 million (COAG, 2008b, p. 23). 

This text makes apparent the inherent contradictions between the rhetoric of 

neoliberalism, which promises the absence of government interference, and its reality, 

which often creates increased interference. The Commonwealth Government assured the 

States that they were “reducing Commonwealth Prescriptions on service delivery by the 

States (and reducing) . . . administration and compliance overheads” (COAG, 2008 -a, p. 

4). However, the States now had increased accountability measures required of them, 

because their achievements of “mutually-agreed outcomes and benchmarks . . . [were to] 

be monitored and assessed by the independent COAG Reform Council and reported 

publicly on an annual basis” (COAG, 2008b).81 Additionally, the Financial Relations 

Agreement stipulated that “the appropriate government is accountable to its community” 

(COAG, 2008 -a, p. 4), meaning that State governments were now to report to the people 

of their jurisdictions on their performance against federal reform indicators.  

                                                

81 The COAG Reform Council then reported to the Prime Minister (COAG, 2008 -a, p. 4). 
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I am not suggesting that the States played the role of pawns in a federal game, since the 

federalist activities that were to be addressed sprang from a commitment to collaborate 

from all Education Ministers. However, it is important to keep in mind that the States’ 

commitments were being steered at a distance (Ball, 1994; Kickert, 1991) by the federal 

government through the funding arrangements made explicit in the Financial Relations 

Agreement.  

Within the Financial Relations Agreement, reforms to both quality teaching and quality 

teachers were mentioned as though they were interchangeable. These two phrases also 

appeared, interchangeably, throughout many of the texts I analysed in Chapter 6. These 

texts were not policy texts, however, and could be forgiven for slipping between the two, 

because the consequences were insignificant. However, the differences in the two phrases 

become significant when they are written into policy, as they then become the focus for 

reform. If teaching quality is a policy target then it is the art, science or craft (SEETRC, 

1998, p. 24) of practices within a classroom that are the focus for reform. If, on the other 

hand, teacher quality is the policy target, then it is the person who chooses to teach who 

becomes the focus for reform. It is through the latter formulation that teachers can be 

positioned as Objects, known through their quality. Ultimately, it was this formulation 

that was written into policy as the Teacher Quality Partnership (§7.8).  

Not only is there slippage between teachers and teaching, as though the effects were 

similar; there is also no attempt to define, describe or delineate what is meant by quality. 

Throughout the configurations of the teacher quality discursivity in the Australian 

educational Policy domain, quality has now an assumed way of being known in the 

Education Revolution Policy domain. I speak more to this in the next section.  
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In summary, the Financial Relations Agreement constructs a coherence between the 

source of Enunciations about teachers (the Commonwealth) and the point of their 

application (the States) through funding and appeals to national economic tribulations. 

The Financial Relations Agreement included the Education Agreement, to which I now 

turn my attention. 

7.6 2009: the Education Agreement (COAG, 2009a) 

 

The Education Agreement was one of a number of National Agreements scheduled in the 

Financial Relations Agreement (COAG, 2008 -a, pp. F-1). This text is significant, 

because it marks the point at which my analysis focuses on education in the Education 

Revolution Policy domain and, more specifically, as I shall show, on school education.  

I show the detail of the Education Agreement as it is portrayed by COAG (2009a, p. 4) 

in Figure 7.3, with colour coding for mentions of schools and students, as well as teachers, 

throughout. 

•Education Agreement 
National Education Agreement 

(COAG, 2009a)

•Financial Relations 
Agreement §7.5 

Intergovernmental Agreement for Federal 
Financial Relations 

(COAG, 2008-a)

•COAG Reform Agenda §7.4 
Communiques from five COAG meetings 2007-

2008
(COAG, 2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2008 -b, 2008 -c)

•National Reform Agenda
§7.3

Communique from COAG meeting
(COAG, 2006b)
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Figure 7.3 The Education Agreement (COAG, 2009a, p. 4) 

KEY: Mentions of schools and/or students Mentions of teachers 
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The forms of rationality chosen to represent the Education Agreement in this portrayal 

resemble the supply chains I spoke of in relation to production processes (§5.2), where 

each component delivers a product as an input to the next component in the process. I 

speak to this in more detail below, but firstly attend to the highlighted parts of Figure 7.3. 

They show that, while the Education Agreement is nominally about education, which 

could cover everything from early childhood to tertiary education, the only aspect dealt 

with is school education. It is perplexing, then, that the agreement is called an Education 

Agreement and not a School Education Agreement. Perhaps the title hides the tension of 

a Commonwealth Government having authority over State governments in school 

education policy?  

The productive capacity of the teacher quality discursivity is obvious in the Education 

Agreement as it makes Enunciations about teachers: their quality is to be improved, and 

their career cycle is to be targeted. The provenance of quality in the manufacturing sector 

(§5.2) is echoed now in the Education Agreement. Teachers became a fully scrutinised 

input of quality to the Objective of the Education Agreement.  

The forms of rationality in Figure 7.3 have each component linked to the next in the 

production chain by a functional description (COAG, 2009a, pp. B18-B24). I outline the 

generic characteristics of the functional descriptions in Figure 7.4 below and include 

specific elements from the Education Agreement (COAG, 2009a, p. 11) in which I am 

interested.  
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Figure 7.4 Functional descriptions and details in the Education Agreement (COAG, 
2009a, pp. 11, B18-B24) 

 

The forms of rationality used in this portrayal of the Education Agreement suggest a 

seamless confluence from targeting teacher career cycles (Reform Direction), in order to 

improve teacher quality (Policy Direction), which “evidence suggests will have a 

significant impact on the attainment of Outcomes” (COAG, 2009a, p. B18). Those 

Outcomes are then said to contribute to Australian school students being able to 

participate in society and employment (Objective). 

I show Outcomes 2 and 5 in the Figure above. These are levels of literacy and numeracy 

measured through NAPLAN, and international excellence measured through PISA, 

respectively. The productive capacity of the teacher quality discursivity is writ large as 

the governing way of knowing here in the Education Agreement. That is to say, improving 

teacher quality is said to have an evidence base that will lead to increased test scores, 

nationally and internationally. The evidence base for this harks back to the Coleman 

Finding; however, it has become a governing way of knowing that now requires no 

citation of the evidence or explanation. It has become what-is-known about teachers. 

Reform Direction
Priority areas for 

effort over the near 
term

Policy Direction
area of policy that 
evidence suggests 

will have a significant 
impact on the 
attainment of 

Outcomes

Output
describe the 
service being 

delivered

COAG targets
critical to 

achievement of 
outcomes and 

objectives

Outcomes
Observable 

measureable and 
achieveable

Objective
Aspirational

“improving 
teacher 
quality” 

“all Australian school 
students acquire the 

knowledge and skills to 
participate effectively 

in society and 
employment” 

• meeting basic literacy and 
numeracy standards and 
overall levels of literacy and 
numeracy achievement are 
improving (NAPLAN) 

• Australian students excel by 
international standards 
(PISA) 

“attract, 
train, place, 

develop 
and retain 

quality 
teachers” 
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The productive capacity of the discursivity also comes about in the rationality that 

increased test scores will lead to increased participation in employment. The evidence to 

support this comes from the human capital calculations that I spoke of in §5.3.3, which 

is that increased test scores “could boost participation by 0.7 percentage points, and 

productivity by up to 1.2 per cent by 2030” (cited in MCEETYA, 2008a, p. 7). Even this 

claim, a causality from the teacher quality discursivity, only links to participation in the 

economy, not the other part of the Education Agreement’s Objective, which is 

participation in society. Indeed, there are no Reform Directions, Policy Directions, 

Outputs, COAG Targets or Outcomes which link, causally or not, to this part of the 

Objective. This, once again, reinforces the economic forms of rationality as the way to 

speak about teachers in the Education Revolution Policy domain. 

I mentioned in §7.5 that quality, whether associated with teachers or teaching, is assumed 

to be sufficiently known in the Education Revolution Policy domain that it requires no 

description. This has implications when that quality is said to promote test scores and 

GDP growth: what are the Reform and Policy directions to target, if quality is not known? 

The Education Agreement may be describing teacher-quality, the mathematical variable, 

or it may be describing teacher quality, the label for teachers in the upper percentiles of 

a distribution of teacher-effect scores. In either case, teachers are the Objects of 

knowledge, not what constitutes their so-called quality. I noted in §5.3.1 that research is 

yet to determine the characteristics of teachers that contribute to teacher-quality, and in 

§5.3.2 that there will always be upper percentiles in any distribution, leaving us none the 

wiser as to the value of the teacher-effect scores in those upper percentiles or how they 

were achieved.  

The conclusion from Chapter 6 was a close connection between teacher quality and 

professional standards, and I note that the Education Agreement includes a Policy 
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Direction of “high standards and expectations” (COAG, 2009a, p. 4). It is not made clear 

whose, or what, standards are being targeted. The emphasis on student standards, as test 

scores, is abundantly clear. However, teacher standards are not included in the form of 

rationality portrayed by Figure 7.3. Teacher standards do appear elsewhere in the text of 

the Education Agreement as one in a list of multiple joint responsibilities between the 

Commonwealth and the States, and that responsibility is stated as a “nationally consistent 

system of teaching standards” (COAG, 2009a, p. 6).  

It is perplexing that the standards do not have a place in the portrayal of the Education 

Agreement’s major elements of Reform and Policy Directions, Outcomes and Objectives 

etc. Their omission may well have been accidental; however, their substantive inclusion 

as a joint responsibility between the governments, and their obvious importance in the 

Four-year Plan, which I discuss next, would tend to suggest that this was a significant 

oversight. Another explanation, which I speak to again in §7.7, is that the placement of 

the call for teacher standards outside the forms of rationality I have shown in Figure 7.2, 

underscores the fact that the purpose of teacher standards is not to achieve the Objective 

of the Education Agreement. I argue that they serve another purpose altogether, which is 

to be the grid of specification by which the teacher career cycle in the Reform Direction 

can be regulated. I take up the mechanics of putting the Education Agreement into action 

in the next section. 

In summary, the Education Agreement marks the point at which the capacity of the 

teacher quality discursivity has been productive of a governing way of knowing in the 

Education Revolution Policy domain. That governing way of knowing is that teacher 

quality has a bigger impact on student test scores than any other in-school factor (Hattie, 

2009; Jensen, 2010b; Piccoli, August 18, 2015; Rudd & Gillard, 2008), and those student 

test scores will lead to GDP growth through increased participation in employment. 
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7.7 2009: the Four-year Plan (MCEETYA, 2009) 

 

Just as Teachers for the 21st century: making the difference (DETYA, 2000) was a 

document outlining what plans were underway to support the Adelaide Declaration, the 

Four-year Plan is a companion document to the Melbourne Declaration (MCEETYA, 

2008b). It is an important text in my archive because it was the “framework for planning 

federalist activities in education” (MCEETYA, 2009, p. 4). Before I look in detail at the 

Four–year Plan, it is instructive to compare the Adelaide and Melbourne Declarations 

because they span a decade of time and are separated by the Education Revolution. 

•Four-year Plan
MCEETYA Four-year plan. 2009-2012. A 

companion document for the Melbourne 
Declaration on educational goals for young 

Australians
(MCEETYA, 2009)

•Education Agreement §7.6National Education Agreement 
(COAG, 2009a)

•Financial Relations 
Agreement §7.5 

Intergovernmental Agreement for Federal 
Financial Relations 

(COAG, 2008-a)

•COAG Reform Agenda §7.4 Communiques from five COAG meetings 2007-
2008

(COAG, 2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2008 -b, 2008 -c)

•National Reform Agenda
§7.3

Communique from COAG meeting
(COAG, 2006b)
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7.7.1 The 1999 Adelaide and the 2008 Melbourne Declarations 

The 1989, 1999 and 2008 Declarations are all sources of Enunciations about 

teacher/teaching quality; however, the point of application of those Enunciations is 

different across time. The gaze of the Policy domain narrowed from education in the 

Hobart Declaration (§5.4.3), to schooling in the Adelaide Declaration, and to teachers 

in the Melbourne Declaration, as I discuss below. 

I understand that the perceptual positions in the two Declarations, both of which bring 

together teaching quality and standards, change from 1999 to 2008. In 1999, the call for 

standards had an outward looking focus:  

Increasing public confidence in school education through explicit and 

defensible standards that guide improvements in students’ levels of 

educational achievement and through which the effectiveness, efficiency and 

equity of schooling can be measured and evaluated (MCEETYA, 1999, para 

7).  

The perceptual position in 1999 reflects the ideas I discussed across Chapters 5 and 6, 

that teacher standards were often positioned by what they could do for others—the public, 

students and schooling. Note that teachers are not mentioned in 1999, although they are 

in 2008. The perceptual position is now inward looking, targeting reform in all aspects of 

teacher career cycles. The new professional standards are one of the:  

range of strategies and actions to strengthen the quality of pre-service teacher 

education, boost the status of teaching as a profession, ensure quality 

professional development and career opportunities for teachers and school 

leaders, and enhance performance management, including rewarding high-

quality performance (MCEETYA, 2009, p. 7). 
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In 1999, the configuration of the teacher quality discursivity knew teacher standards as 

necessary for external actors in the Public domain, and in 2008 the teacher quality 

discursivity configured standards as necessary for internal actors in the regulatory aspects 

of the Teacher Employer domain. 

Both the Adelaide and Melbourne Declarations call for collaboration and action among 

governments to achieve their respective goals for Australian education. In 1999 

collaboration was:  

among State and Territory governments with their constitutional 

responsibility for schooling, the Commonwealth, non-government school 

authorities and all those who seek the best possible educational outcomes for 

young Australians (MCEETYA, 1999, para 6).  

The explicit reference to the constitutional authority of the States in 1999 is absent in 

2008. By 2008, collaboration was to be between “all Australian governments . . . working 

with all school sectors and the broader community to achieve the educational goals for 

young Australians” (MCEETYA, 2008b, p. 10). It is not surprising that the constitutional 

authority of the States is not explicitly mentioned in 2008. In §7.5, I spoke to the way in 

which the federal government overrode that authority in the Federal Financial Relations, 

by prioritising the need for collective action in school education, for the national 

economy.  

A changing status to Enunciate is revealed across the two Declarations. In 1999, the 

collaboration among governments was a “foundation for action” (MCEETYA, 1999, para 

6); in 2008, the collaboration among governments was a “commitment to action” 

(MCEETYA, 2008b, p. 10). The Education Revolution had the status to ensure that the 

State governments of Australia were to deliver a series of reforms in education via 
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funding arrangements. I now return to the Four-year Plan, which addresses the 

commitments in the Melbourne Declaration.  

7.7.2 The Four-year Plan (MCEETYA, 2009) 

The federalist activities in the Four-year Plan form a coherent package of reforms 

because of their mutual reinforcement with the Education Agreement and the Melbourne 

Declaration. In Figure 7.5, I give some flavour as to how these texts speak to each other 

across a four-month publication period. 

Figure 7.5 Mutual Reinforcement of the Four-year Plan, Education Agreement and 
Melbourne Declaration 

 

An example of the mutual reinforcement is the similarity between the Preamble to the 

Melbourne Declaration and the Objective of the Education Agreement: 

• Preamble to the Melbourne Declaration: “Improving educational outcomes for all 

young Australians is central to the nation’s social and economic prosperity, and will 

position young people to live fulfilling, productive and responsible lives” 

(MCEETYA, 2008b, p. 7). 

Four-year 
Plan

Education 
Agreement

Melbourne 
Declaration

•March 2009
•Companion document to the 

Melbourne Declaration
•"aligned with the Education 

Agreement" (MCEETYA, 2009, p. 3)

• January 2009
•"mutually reinforces" the Melbourne 

Declaration (COAG, 2009a, p. 3) 

• December 2008
• "sets out educational goals for 

young Australians" (MCEETYA, 
2008b, p. 4)
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• Objective of the Education Agreement: “All Australian school students acquire the 

knowledge and skills to participate effectively in society and employment in a 

globalised economy” (COAG, 2009a, p. 5).  

“Supporting quality teaching” 82 (MCEETYA, 2009, pp. 3-4) was one of eight areas 

detailed in the Four-year Plan and was aligned to the Reform Direction from the 

Education Agreement to “attract, train, develop, support and retain quality teachers” 

(COAG, 2009a, p. 11). This support was necessary, according to the Melbourne 

Declaration, because “excellent teachers have the capacity to transform the lives of 

students and to inspire and nurture their development as learners, individuals and 

citizens” (2008b, p. 11). This aspirational way of knowing teachers stands in stark 

contrast to the economic imperatives in the Education Agreement.  

In order to support quality teaching, the Four-year Plan outlined 13 strategies 

(MCEETYA, 2009, pp. 7-8). All but two have an obvious alignment to either discrete or 

multiple stages of a teacher’s career as outlined in COAG’s Reform Direction (COAG, 

2009a, p. 11). For example, the “joint engagement with higher education to provide 

improved pre-service teacher education” is aligned to the “training of pre-service 

teachers” part of the teacher career cycle.  

The two strategies which do not seem to have an alignment to one explicit career stage, 

are “national consistency in the registration of teachers” and “new professional 

standards”. The nationally consistent registration of teachers could be seen as 

contributing to improved geographic mobility of teachers (as argued for in A Class Act 

                                                

82 The actual text was “supporting quality teaching and school leadership”, but I concentrate on those aspects associated 
with teaching/teachers. I note again the sloppiness in the Modalities here between teaching and teachers, but I argue 
that supporting teaching (the job performed) by targeting teachers (via their career pathway) continues to construct 
teachers-as-Objects. 
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in §6.2.1), because their employability is no longer restricted by jurisdictional 

differences. The strategy of new professional standards could target all stages of a 

teaching career through an aspirational rhetoric of professions. I show in §9.6 that the 

final Australian Professional Standards for Teachers was indeed promulgated through 

an aspirational rhetoric to both the public and to teachers. An aspirational rhetoric has 

little utility to the Education Revolution Policy domain, although it is useful to encourage 

uptake of the standards because, within the policy framework, teacher standards were 

subservient to a regulatory framework governing all aspects of the teacher career 

pathway.  

When the word “new” is used to describe the professional standards, there is an 

implication that a set of professional standards was already in place, but this was not the 

case. I have already spoken of the 2003 National Framework. As I argued then, this was 

not a forerunner of what was to become the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers. The work done in 2003 by TQELT produced an architecture for standards, not 

a set of explicit descriptors of “what teachers know and are able to do” (AITSL, 2011c). 

Describing the professional standards as “new” lends to the rhetoric of these reforms as 

“Revolutionary” and suggests that teachers were already attuned to having professional 

standards as part of their identity and work. I have shown that was not the case. 

As I signposted throughout Chapters 5 and 6, networks of people and institutions worked 

in the formation and forms of the teacher quality discursivity. The same networking is 

evident in AITSL, and I take a moment to concentrate on three individuals—MacKay, 

McGaw and Dawkins—in Table 7.1.  
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Table 7.1 Networked positions of three people across Australia’s federal 
educational infrastructure 

 Melbourne 
Declaration 
Working 
Group (2008) 

National 
Curriculum 
Board (Jan 
2008) 

ACARA 
(2008) 

AITSL 
(2010) 

Academic 
ties through 
the 
University of 
Melbourne  

Other 

Tony Mackay 
(Center for 
Strategic 
Education, 
2018) 
 
 

Member Member Deputy 
Chair Chair 

Honorary 
Fellow, 
Graduate 
School of 
Education 

Board 
Member of 
ACER; 
Expert Advisor 
to OECD; lead 
facilitator 
Productivity 
Agenda 
Australia 2020 
Summit 

Barry McGaw 
(University of 
Melbourne, 
2018) 

Member Member Chair - 

Professorial 
Fellow, 
Graduate 
School of 
Education 

Executive 
Director of 
ACER; 
Education 
Director of 
OECD 

Peter 
Dawkins 
(Victoria 
University, 
2018) 

Chair - - Board 
Member 

University of 
Melbourne 
(1996–2005) 

COAG 
Productivity 
Agenda 
Working 
Group, 
Chair of the 
National 
Standards 
Expert 
Working 
Group (2003) 

 

The particular networks of these three experts, cross institutions, working groups and 

domains. Through a Foucauldian perspective, this consolidates and reinforces the 

governing ways of knowing that were (re)produced in the formation of the teacher quality 

discursivity. Their ways of knowing of teachers, produced and made possible through the 

language used in and formed by the discursivity, are then enacted in federal infrastructure 

through ACARA and AITSL in the Education Revolution Policy domain. 
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In summary, the Four-year Plan set the stage for the Teacher Quality Partnership to 

target teacher quality through teacher training, teacher registration and a set of nationally 

mandated professional standards, and I take this up next.  

7.8 2009: The Teacher Quality Partnership (COAG, 2009b) 

 

• Teacher Quality Partnership 
National Partnership Agreement on Improving 

Teacher Quality 
(COAG, 2009b)

• Four-year Plan §7.7
MCEETYA Four-year plan. 2009-2012. A companion 

document for the Melbourne Declaration on 
educational goals for young Australians

(MCEETYA, 2009)

• Education Agreement §7.6National Education Agreement 
(COAG, 2009a)

• Financial Relations Agreement
§7.5 

Intergovernmental Agreement for Federal Financial 
Relations 

(COAG, 2008-a)

• COAG Reform Agenda §7.4 
Communiques from five COAG meetings 2007-2008

(COAG, 2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2008 -b, 2008 -c)

• National Reform Agenda §7.3Communique from COAG meeting
(COAG, 2006b)
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The Teacher Quality Partnership was one of seven83 Partnerships from the Education 

Agreement. The importance of this text to my analysis is obvious from its title, and the 

importance of the Concept of quality is made obvious in the text with 40 uses of the 

word. 84  However, the significance of the Teacher Quality Partnership is mostly 

operational—there are few details in this text that have not appeared in the Education 

Agreement and Four-year Plan. It does, however, make it clear that reforms are targeting 

teacher quality, not teaching quality. 

The first of the specific outputs of the Teacher Quality Partnership is “[n]ew professional 

standards to underpin national reforms” (COAG, 2009b, p. 7). Other outputs work to 

target the teacher career cycle, including “[n]ational accreditation of pre-service teacher 

education courses . . . [n]ational consistency in teacher registration . . . [a] framework to 

guide professional learning . . . [and] [i]mproved performance management in schools for 

teachers” (COAG, 2009b, p. 7). The Education Revolution Policy domain is now set to 

target all aspects of the teacher career cycle, from tertiary training to performance and 

development in schools to professional learning. Throughout all these stages, as I shall 

show in Chapter 10, the professional standards provide the grid of specification by which 

these can happen. 

The reforms in the Teacher Quality Partnership are explicit in reinforcing the need to 

improve teacher quality in order to provide the “platform for raising student performance” 

(COAG, 2009b, p. 4). The connection of teacher quality to student performance (not 

                                                

83  Five Partnerships evolved solely from the Education Agreement: Improving Teacher Quality; Literacy and 
Numeracy; Low Socio-Economic Status School Communities; Early Childhood Education; and National Quality 
Agenda for Early Childhood Education and Care. The other two evolved jointly from the Education Agreement and 
other Agreements. They were Indigenous Early Childhood Development and Youth Attainment and Transitions 
(COAG Reform Council, 2011). 
84 It is also used to describe school leaders (1); the teaching workforce (1), of teaching (4); reforms (6); placements (6); 
principals (7); and workforce data (7). 
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student welfare, student happiness or safety) returns us, again, to the Coleman Finding of 

1966. With mention of teacher quality connected to student performance, I now turn to 

the My School® website, where student performances, aggregated by school, are made 

public. 

7.9 2010: My School® 

The last text I analyse in this chapter is a website, known as My School®, whose origin 

is in a Reform Direction in the Education Agreement (§7.6) calling for:  

transparent and strengthened accountability to improve student and school 

performance, including through national reporting on individual schools and 

the improved collection of and access to nationally consistent data and 

information required to support the agreed outcomes (COAG, 2009a, p. 11). 

My School® was launched in 2010. Its rationale, as presented to the public, was that it 

was a “resource for parents, educators and the community” (ACARA, 2016). The role of 

My School® in the Policy domain, however is as an instrument for government to 

“support accountability, school evaluation, collaborative policy development and 

resource allocation” (COAG, 2009a, p. 10).  

COAG directs schools to supply information about their staffing, non-government 

sourced funding, enrolment details etc. to ACARA (2009a, p. 10). These data are then 

put together with the school’s NAPLAN scores and trend analyses of those scores over 

time. All of this is then made available to the public on the My School® website. An 

example is given in Appendix 11.  

The aim of My School® is to make these data nationally comparable. This comparability 

was explained simply by Prime Minister Rudd in the early days of the website’s 
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operation. He said that it was “not unreasonable to expect that schools with a similar mix 

of students and similar starting points should do equally well” (Rudd, August 27, 2008). 

The expectation was that measuring statistically similar schools would draw attention to 

outliers—those schools doing well, to use Rudd’s expression, or more poorly, than their 

cohort of statistically similar schools. Those schools doing better are presumed to possess 

some component—not present in their statistically similar schools—which has a positive 

impact on test scores. Those schools doing more poorly are also worthy of attention, 

because there is presumed to be some component—not present in their statistically 

similar schools—which has a negative impact on test scores.  

In order that cohorts of statistically similar schools could be constructed, ACARA created 

ICSEA85 values, which are a statistical index of the “levels of educational advantage or 

disadvantage that students bring to their academic studies” (2012a, p. 2). Some of the 

data used to determine ICSEA values comes from information provided by 

parents/carers. These are considered Student Factors and include parent/carer occupation 

and education (ACARA, 2012a, p. 11). Other information makes up what are called the 

School Factors, which include the school’s geographic location, the proportion of 

Indigenous students and the proportion of disadvantaged language background other than 

English students among the school’s total enrolment (ACARA, 2012a, p. 11). Thus, 

ICSEA values are a combination of factors that students bring to the school, and factors 

that the school brings to the student.  

I note that the one significant factor that is missing on the My School® website, whether 

in ICSEA or not, is a measurement of teacher quality. I call this a significant factor 

                                                

85 ICSEA is the Index of Community, Socio-Educational Advantage (ACARA, 2012a, p. 2). 
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because of the governing way of knowing teacher quality in the Education Revolution 

Policy domain. I argue that, because of the productive capacity of the teacher quality 

discursivity as a way of knowing teachers by their quality, the My School® website 

becomes a grid of specification through which teachers are scrutinised, as Objects of 

quality, by both the Education Revolution Policy and Public domains. I show an example 

in Table 7.2 below to aid in clarifying my argument. 

Table 7.2 Three schools of similar ICSEA values, with their Year 5 Reading 
NAPLAN results 

 School A School B School C 
ICSEA value 1050 1050 1051 
2017 Year 5 

Reading Score 
range 

438–498 483–512 525–577 

Difference to 
School B 

“Substantially below”. 
Greater than 0.5 standard 

deviations below School B 
- 

“Substantially above”. 
Greater than 0.5 standard 

deviations above School B 
 

If we accept the forms of rationality which work to make national school data comparable 

in My School®, then the argument that could follow might be: schools A, B and C are 

statistically similar because they have ICSEA values that are not significantly different, 

and yet School A has substantially lower NAPLAN Reading scores than School B, while 

School C has substantially higher NAPLAN Reading scores than School B. When 

statistically similar schools differ in their NAPLAN scores, there are, by definition, 

factors that are not captured in the ICSEA score which must be contributing to the 

difference. This leads us to ask, as Rudd encouraged, what is it about School B that makes 

it do so well compared to School A, and what makes School C do so well compared to 

both? A possible answer is teacher quality, since this is one factor not captured in the 

ICSEA value but “known” to produce differences in students’ test scores. Thus, as a grid 

of specification, the My School® website serves as a hidden, and yet discernible, 
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measurement of teacher quality understood through students’ test scores. Recall that My 

School® was to be a resource for the Public domain, but I have argued here that the point 

of application of My School® is teachers as Objects of quality.  

I have made mention a number of times in my thesis of the fact that the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers are seen to constitute teacher quality (AITSL, 

2011b, p. 2). If this is the case, then one could expect the proportion of teachers at various 

levels of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers to be included on the 

website. In fact, the Ministerial Council had made it clear that the “proportion of teachers 

at each level of expertise will be published when standards are in place” (cited in 

MCEECDYA, 2010a, Attachment 1, p. 3 ). At that stage, it was left open as to whether 

this was to be published on the My School® website or through registration authorities. 

At the date of writing publication has not occurred at either place. 

In summary, through My School®, education becomes known in the Public domain as a 

set of test scores, just as it did in the Education Research domain of production-function 

research in the 1960s (discussed in Chapter 5). In addition, My School® becomes an 

Enunciation through which teacher quality can be discerned, if not measured. 

7.10 Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have shown that the teacher quality discursivity in the Education 

Revolution Policy domain privileged new ways of knowing school education, school 

education policy, students, teachers and teacher standards in its configurations throughout 

this suite of texts. 

From my Foucauldian perspective, this suite of texts is more than just a series of 

documents which trace the history of policy reforms requiring that teacher quality be 

improved and which, ultimately, called for professional standards for teachers. Just as 
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Foucault wanted, this particular suite of texts from my archive is a (partial) representation 

of the discursive formation of teacher quality and its configuration in Australian 

education policy. I have noted the threads of this discursive formation over Chapters 5 

and 6, and those threads are now woven together and become the conditions of possibility 

by which teacher quality is written into Australian educational policy. 

The National Reform Agenda worked to transfer education to becoming associated with 

the Concept of human capital in the Policy domain. This then made economic Modalities 

the appropriate way to speak of education in this domain. Rudd’s election and the 

hegemony of neoliberal reforms saw the National Reform Agenda transform to the COAG 

Reform Agenda. The stark difference was the presence of a configuration of the teacher 

quality discursivity. The COAG Reform Agenda works as a surface of emergence to know 

quality, not just in education or in schooling, but with teachers, and to see teachers 

become a site of policy reform. The Financial Relations Agreement created a coherence 

between a legitimacy of Enunciations about teacher quality coming from the 

Commonwealth and having the States as the points of application. The coherence was 

ostensibly through funding, but the rationale for the coordinated action appropriated 

future discourses of economic, and social, unknowns made available in a time of 

uncertainty made potent by the global financial crisis of 2007–2008.  

The productive capacity of the teacher quality discursivity was made manifest in the 

Education Agreement. This was done through particular forms of rationality which linked 

teacher quality to students’ test scores and those test scores to employability and national 

productivity. This way of knowing teachers has now become obvious as a governing 

knowledge in the Education Revolution Policy domain. The Education Agreement works 

as a surface of emergence where teachers have become manifest and nameable as Objects 
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of knowledge in the Policy domain. They are spoken of as Objects of quality, known by 

the stage of their career pathway that is being targeted for improvement.  

The Education Agreement mentions the joint responsibility to develop professional 

standards for teachers. This responsibility was separate to the forms of rationality which 

linked teacher quality, through student test scores, to employment and national growth. 

It was the networked positions of the Four-year Plan, the Education Agreement and the 

Melbourne Declaration that enabled Concepts of quality and professional standards to be 

brought to seamlessly the Education Revolution Policy domain. The Four-year Plan 

works operationally to classify and sort teachers by their career stage, in order that 

particular reforms can best be targeted.   

The penultimate text from this suite was the Teacher Quality Partnership, which made it 

clear that reforms about quality were to be targeted to teachers, not teaching. This text 

explicitly linked professional standards to the governing way of knowing teacher quality 

as contributing to national economic growth.  

Lastly, I have argued that the My School® website, called for in the Education Revolution 

Policy domain, has teachers as its point of application, with the gaze of both the Policy 

and Public domains scrutinising them for their quality. This becomes known through the 

Modalities provided by ICSEA and NAPLAN. When statistically similar schools have 

substantial differences in NAPLAN scores, teachers are the one factor known to have a 

significant impact on student test scores which is not included in that similarity score. I 

have argued that this is how the My School® website provides a measurement between 

teacher quality and economic growth. 

Before I turn my attention to the teacher standards called for in the Teacher Quality 

Partnership, I conduct an archaeological analysis in the Independent Research domain. I 
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look at an Australian think tank—the Grattan Institute. I do this now because the reports 

from their School Education Program gained high media and political visibility and 

contributed to the configurations of the teacher quality discursivity in the Education 

Revolution Policy domain and to the development of the nationally mandated 

professional teacher standards. 



 

Chapter 8  220 
 

  



 

Chapter 8  221 
 

8 Archival Suite 4: The configurations of the teacher quality 

discursivity in the Independent Research domain (2008–2011) 

Think tanks play an important role in shaping policy debates and influencing 

policy outcomes (Rudd, May 8, 2010). 

8.1 Introduction 

I start this chapter with a quote from the Prime Minister in 2010 as he described the 

important role he believed think tanks play in policy. The date of this quote is important 

to note as Rudd is documenting his reliance on think tanks in shaping policy two years 

after his raft of reforms in the Education Revolution. One particular think tank, the 

Grattan Institute, was of significance for Rudd and was called at the time “Kevin Rudd’s 

$50 million super think tank” (Crook, 2008, p. 1). I have texts in my archive from the 

Grattan Institute, specifically a series of reports from the Director of its School Education 

Program, Dr Ben Jensen, because one of those reports is cited in the Preamble to the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, and displayed as a feature box on the 

page (AITSL, 2011a, p. 1).My aim in this chapter is to use the Grattan Institute as a case 

study to show how it transferred certain configurations of the teacher quality discursivity 

from the Research domain into the Education Revolution Policy domain. My 

archaeological analysis also looks to how the media were utilised by the Grattan Institute 

to cross the boundary between the Policy domain and the public to popularise a particular 

configuration of the teacher quality discursivity.  

 

The texts I have assembled in this suite include the Grattan Institute’s web pages; reports 

from the Grattan Institute’s School Education Program; and other related texts from the 

Media and Policy domains. I begin the chapter in §8.2, with a brief overview of academic 
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research into the influence of think tanks in educational policy both here and in the USA. 

In §8.3, I analyse the details of the Grattan Institute’s launch to determine its status and 

positioning within the Education Revolution Policy domain. In §8.4, I analyse the Grattan 

Institute’s School Education Program and its Director as surfaces of emergence which 

came to speak about teacher quality. The Modalities by which teachers and their quality 

were spoken about are my focus in §8.5. Finally, in §8.6, I look at the Enunciations made 

in three reports about teacher quality published by the School Education Program. 

Throughout these analyses, I emphasise how the productive capacity of the teacher 

quality discursivity is entangled with, and inter-determinant of, the Education Revolution 

Policy and Independent Research domains, as well as being promulgated in the Public 

and Media domains.  

8.2 Academic research into the influence of think tanks in educational policy 

The growth in organisations calling themselves think tanks is paralleled by a burgeoning 

of literature surrounding their taxonomy (see McGann & Sabatini, 2011; McNutt & 

Marchildon, 2009; Stone, 2007). Many of the scholars who have explored the 

characteristics of think tanks, claim that the term defies exact definition (Haas, 2007b; 

McNutt & Marchildon, 2009; Stone, 2007) but the willingness of organisations to label 

themselves as such attests to the efficacy of the label (Stone, 2007).  

In the 2000s, the role and importance of think tanks within the public policy process was 

seen as problematic (Cahill, 2008; Mendes, 2003). At that time, part of the argument was 

that neither the methodology of measuring influence had been resolved (Hart & Vromen, 

2008) nor had there been research on the general public’s perception of rigorous research 

(Haas, 2007b). Ball (2008) spoke of the ability of think tanks to blur the boundaries 

around experts, advocates and policy engagement. He saw that think tanks were having 
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the effect of re-spatialising policy (Ball, 2008b). Nearly a decade on, Savage (2016), 

speaks of the increasing sophistication of think tanks to influence policy and calls on 

further work to “examine how meanings and practices associated with the political public 

are being transformed” (p. 51). An attempt to address such concerns started in the USA 

with the Think Twice project (Great Lakes Center for Education Research and Practice, 

2009-2011). The project continues to apply academic peer review standards to reports 

from think tanks (Welner, 2011), so as to expose the poor quality of the research within 

those reports (Olsen & Sexton, 2009).   

8.3 The status and positioning of the Grattan Institute 

The launch of the Grattan Institute in 2008 contributed to the growth of Australian think 

tanks, mirroring patterns seen internationally (Marsh, 1994; Thompson, Savage, & 

Lingard, 2016)86. In this section I analyse the status and positioning of the Grattan 

Institute to shape and influence policy debate and outcomes. I show how the Grattan 

Institute actively blurs the lines between policy advice from independent experts and from 

government-funded research institutes.   

The mission of the Grattan Institute is to develop “high quality public policy for 

Australia’s future” (2017, para 1), and it does this through work in Programs which 

include productivity growth, budget policy, health, energy, higher education, transport 

and cities, Australian perspectives and, of most interest to me, school education.  

                                                

86 In 2016, the Australian Education Researcher, devoted an entire issue (Volume 34) to think tanks both in Australia 
and internationally. Of particular interest in that issue is work from Lingard (2016) which looks at the Centre for 
Independent Studies (CIS) in Australia; from Reid (2016) who focusses on the impacts of think tank research in the 
public domain; from Savage (2016) who provides an international flavour with an example from the USA. 
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It was launched in Melbourne in 2008 in response to what it considered was “a 

widespread view in government and business that Australia needed a non-partisan think 

tank providing independent, rigorous and practical solutions to some of the country’s 

most pressing problems” (Grattan Institute, 2017). There are a number of key concepts 

in this quote that I take time to consider. The first is that the Grattan Institute, in choosing 

to call itself an Institute as well as describing itself as a think tank, blurs the lines between 

providers of policy research and those whose role is advocating for policy.  Stone (2007) 

argues that, while research institutes have arguably greater political status in the current 

evidence-based policy era, advocacy-based think tanks can be as influential. The Grattan 

Institute, as I shall show, actively promotes itself as both.   

The second key concept from the Grattan Institute’s mission is the claim that it is non-

partisan and independent. This is a difficult position to maintain, because the academic, 

political and financial backing revealed at the launch of the Grattan Institute, along with 

the networked positions of its personnel, reveal the conditions of possibility for their 

influence with particular policymakers. The Grattan Institute has a networked position 

with both the ALP and the University of Melbourne,87 as I show in Table 8.1. It was 

announced at the launch that the home of the Institute was to be the University of 

Melbourne. This was described as support in kind—meaning it was at no cost. The initial 

funding for the Grattan Institute was from each of the Commonwealth and Victorian 

Labor Governments (Grattan Institute, 2017)88, each contributing $15 million.  

  

                                                

87 I outlined the links to the University of Melbourne of three key individuals in AITSL and ACARA in Table 7.1. 
88 Other funding came from BHP Billiton ($4 million) and the National Australia Bank ($1 million) (Grattan Institute, 
2017). 
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Table 8.1 Networked positions of the Grattan Institute’s staff 

All data current at Nov 5 2011 (Grattan Institute, 2010-2011) 

Member of Staff Commonwealth 
Government 

Victorian Government University of 
Melbourne 

Other positions 
held 

John Daley 
Director and Chief 
Executive Officer 

 Department of Premier & 
Cabinet 

Alumni 
(undergraduate 
studies)  
Academic role 

• ANZ  
• McKinsey & Co 

Peter Breadon   Department of Premier & 
Cabinet 

Alumni 
(undergraduate 
studies) 

• Centre for 
Independent 
Studies 

James Button  Speech writer 
for Kevin Rudd 

 Alumni 
(undergraduate 
studies) 

• The Age 

Bruce Cohen   Commissioner and 
Advisor to premier & 
treasurer  

Alumni 
(undergraduate 
studies) 

• Tasman Institute 
 

Tristan Edis  Greenhouse 
Office 

 Alumni 
(undergraduate 
studies) 

• Ernst & Young, 
• Arthur Anderson 
• Ferrier Hodgson 

Saul Eslake  National 
Housing Supply 
Council 

  • Chief Economist 
ANZ 

John Harris  Ministerial 
Private 
Secretary  

   

Amelie Hunter   Policy & research for 
Victoria Police  

Alumni 
(undergraduate 
studies) 

 

Ben Jensen    Alumni (PhD) • OECD 
Jane-Frances Kelly  Cabinet level 

strategy work 
Worked for Chief 
Commissioner of Police 
and 
Cabinet level strategy 
work 

Worked for Vice 
Chancellor 

• Boston Consulting 
Group 

Helen Morrow  Advisor  Advisor   • Garnaut Review 
• KPMG 

Andrew Norton  Advisor to 
education 
minister 

 Alumni 
(undergraduate 
studies) 
Worked for Vice 
Chancellor 

• Centre for 
Independent 
Studies  

Daniel 
Mullerworth  

 Department of Premier & 
Cabinet 
Department of 
Sustainability and 
Environment 

Alumni (Masters 
studies 

 

Julian Reichl    Alumni (PhD) 
Academic role 

 

Julie Sonnemann  Prime Minister’s 
Department 

  
• OECD Education 

Directorate 
• Bill and Melinda 

Gates Foundation  
Ben Weidman    Alumni 

(undergraduate 
studies) 

• LEK Consulting 
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The entanglement of the Grattan Institute with the Federal and Victorian ALP was made 

clear at the launch when the 2008 ALP Premier of Victoria said that he was “delighted” 

to have brought the Grattan Institute to fruition, because his government had been “very 

strong supporters of the idea of a new think tank for Australia, one based . . . at Melbourne 

University” (cited in DEWR, 2008, p. 1). The Victorian Premier claimed that talks had 

been held over the previous three years with the former Liberal Coalition Government, 

and said that it had been “wonderful since the election of the Rudd Government [to be] 

able to bring what’s been a long process to conclusion” (cited in DEWR,  2008, p. 2). 

The Liberal Coalition Government had declined the opportunity to bring the Grattan 

Institute to fruition over a period of three years, and it took the federal ALP less than six 

months after being elected to step in with substantial funding for the Grattan Institute. 

These facts make the non-partisan, independent claims of the Grattan Institute 

problematic. 

The alignment between the Grattan Institute and Rudd’s Labor Government was picked 

up by Crikey, one of Australia’s independent news websites. Crikey promotes itself as an 

independent arm of the Fourth Estate, offering non-political-party-aligned stories that 

take readers behind the scenes (2018). Crook (2008), writing for Crikey, called the 

Grattan Institute “Kevin Rudd’s $50 million super think tank” (p. 1), noting that Rudd 

had appointed two Grattan Institute Board members (Glyn Davis as co-convenor and 

Julianne Schultz as co-chair) to prominent positions at his 2020 Summit89 (Australian 

Government, 2008).  

                                                

89 Davis was Chair of the 2020 summit, and Schultz was one of 12 Panel Members. The two-day summit of over 1,000 
delegates was devised as “an exciting initiative aimed at harnessing the best ideas for building a modern Australia 
ready for the challenges of the 21st century” ("Australia2020," 2008, para 3) in the very early days of Rudd’s Prime 
Ministership (April 19–20, 2008).  
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The Institute was heralded at its launch as “a national leader on public policy” (Gillard in 

DEWR, 2008, p. 1); within two years, Kevin Rudd (then Prime Minister) said that it was 

providing the government with “the best analytical skills and access to the best research 

that the public service lacked” (May 8, 2010). In this comment, Rudd was mirroring the 

break in tradition which had occurred some 36 years earlier, when, for the first time, a 

Prime Minister augmented the ministerial advice coming from the Public Service domain 

(permanent department heads) with young, University-educated men (Manne, 1999) as 

well as special advisors, public relations staff and outside experts (Teichmann, 1987). 

The Prime Minister in question was Gough Whitlam (1972–1975), and his political elite 

became known as Whitlam’s new boy network (Kelly, 1983). Rudd privileged the 

Independent Research domain, not just the Grattan Institute, over people from the 

Academic or Public Service domains, whom he saw as staying too often in their “ivory 

towers and concrete castles—just occasionally sticking their heads over the parapets to 

peer out to the world beyond” (Rudd, May 8, 2010, p. 1). It is unsurprising, then, that the 

Grattan Institute was considered a “Centre for Ruddist Thinking” by Crook (2008, p. 1). 

In summary, my Foucauldian lens, applied to the launch of the Grattan Institute, reveals 

that its funding; its history of coming to fruition; the networked positions of its staff 

among Melbourne University, the ALP and the Victorian and Commonwealth 

governments; and Rudd’s predisposition for the advice of experts all worked as 

conditions of possibility by which the Grattan Institute had a status and situational 

positioning with the government of the day. This was to have particular consequences for 

its role in the discursive framework by which the policy reforms of the Education 

Revolution were taken up.   
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8.4 The Grattan Institute’s School Education Program: A surface of emergence  

One of the policy Programs by which the Grattan Institute it intended to fulfil its mission 

to develop high-quality public policy is School Education (Grattan Institute, 2017). In 

September 2009, the Grattan Institute announced the appointment of Ben Jensen, said to 

be an “OECD specialist” (Daley in Daley, 2009, para 1), to the key post of Director of 

the School Education Program.  

Jensen 90  was part of the networked positioning of the Grattan Institute, and his 

considerable savoir straddled the Academic, OECD and education Policy domains. He 

holds a PhD in economics from the University of Melbourne. Prior to joining Grattan, he 

worked with the OECD, conducting international research on education policy and school 

and teacher effectiveness (Jensen, 2014a). He authored or co-authored numerous reports 

over his time at the Grattan Institute (2010a, 2010b, 2010c, 2013, 2014b, 2014c; Jensen 

& Reichl, 2011) and, because of his savoir, the reports he authored articulated globally 

circulating, neoliberal economic discourses along with teacher quality discourses. Given 

that Prime Minister Rudd had already conferred privileged status on the Grattan Institute, 

positioning it as a key policy advisory body, this meant that there was a convergence of 

neoliberal economic and teacher quality policy discourses in these reports. I show here 

that these reports can be seen as surfaces of emergence, bringing together the ways of 

knowing the teacher quality discursivity in the Education Revolution Policy and 

Education Research domains and taking those ways of knowing into the Public domain. 

                                                

90 Jensen left in 2014 and is currently founder and CEO of Learning First “a global organisation that works closely 
with education leaders to tie policy reform at the highest level of government to deep change in the classroom” (Jensen, 
2014a, screen 1). 
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The Enunciations made by the Grattan Institute across all of its policy Programs are able 

to be promulgated through the media prowess of specialist staff. Between the Manager 

of Communications and the Manager of Communication Strategy, there was experience 

and expertise in managing public policy, corporate reputations, strategic communication 

issues, journalism and political speech writing 91  (Grattan Institute, 2010-2011). The 

Institute produces multiple “venues of dialogue” (Ball & Exley, 2010, p. 155) through 

the Media domain. The Grattan Institute provides free access to its website and reports; 

corresponding media releases; various op-ed pieces for national newspapers; podcasts of 

report launches; and transcriptions of media appearances by report authors. This media 

nous allows the Grattan Institute to promote its ideas to mainstream media who are eager 

for off-the-rack copy (Davis, 2001). 

The ability of the Grattan Institute to recycle its messages in different formats and 

products demonstrates the success many think tanks have in getting into the public 

mindset (Stone, 2007). In the case of the Grattan Institute, politicians spoke publicly 

about the issues contained in Jensen’s School Education reports, because they had already 

been released to the general public through open access online publication and because 

the Institute’s publicity arm had already issued media releases promoting the findings and 

recommendations in the reports. These multiple venues of dialogue gave the savoir 

promoted by Jensen a high profile and wide circulation.   

The presence of the School Education Program’s report, Better Teacher Appraisal and 

Feedback: Improving Performance (Jensen & Reichl, 2011) in the Media domain 

demonstrates that visibility works as a surface of emergence in getting the attention of 

                                                

91 In Table 8.1, I highlighted the fact that Button had been a speech writer for Rudd. I note that now he works with 
Jensen at Learning First (2014). 
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policy consumers within the “avalanche of policy relevant analyses and ideas” (Hart & 

Vromen, 2008). The report was available through the Analysis and Policy Observatory 

(APO) who claim to offer an “open access knowledge hub and information service 

providing easy access to policy and practice research and resources” (2018, para 1).   

The report was also highly visible across both mainstream media and virtual media 

through hyperlinks to it from other educational websites. Table 8.2 shows the visibility 

of the report in the Media domain over two days. 

Table 8.2 A selection of visibility of the Better Teacher Appraisal and Feedback: 
Improving Performance (Jensen & Reichl, 2011) report in the Media domain 

• ABC News web page ("Teacher review system 'broken'," April 18 2011) 
• ABC Radio National “Life Matters” (Aedy, 2011)  
• ABC Radio “The World Today” (Lauder, April 18 2011)  
• Channel 9 NEWS website (AAP, April 18, 2011) 
• Sydney Morning Herald newspaper (Harrison, April 18, 2011)  
• The Weekend Australian newspaper (Guest, April 17, 2011)  
• The Weekend Australian newspaper (Jensen, April 18, 2011) 

Table 8.3 shows the visibility of the report in the Classroom domain, which includes 

parents, public school advocates, teachers, principals, specialist teacher groups and the 

wider domain of educators interested in school education.  

Table 8.3 A selection of visibility of the Better Teacher Appraisal and Feedback: 
Improving Performance (Jensen & Reichl, 2011) report in the Classroom domain 

• Australian Council of State School Organisations (2011) 
• Australian Parents Council (2011)  
• Education Network Australia (2011) NOTE: website decommissioned 30 June 2011 
• Education Review magazine (April 21, 2011)  
• Education Today magazine (2011) 
• Innovative Teachers’ Companion publications (2011)  
• Principal’s Byte Newsletter (2011)  

 

In 2011 the Minister for School Education addressed the Australian Education Union. 

This is an important moment, because the Minister articulated Jensen’s savoir about 

teacher quality in a significant public address to teachers. In his address, teachers were 
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simultaneously the targeted subject audience and the known-about objects of teacher 

quality policy. The Minister cited the Grattan Institute’s work, saying that it “reminds us 

that teachers have a greater impact on student learning than any other factor outside 

family background” (Garrett, 2011). The ways of knowing teachers, as Enunciated in 

Jensen’s reports, were now being spoken back to teachers and to the wider public by 

politicians. 

The profile of Jensen was elevated through the status and positioning of the Grattan 

Institute and the multiple venues of dialogue that his reports had through the Institute’s 

media expertise. Recall that Jensen is an economist, whose field of application in the 

OECD was education, specifically educational/economic modelling. His savoir knows 

teachers as contributors to human capital and their quality as contributing to economic 

productivity. His status to become an authority of delimitation speaking about teachers 

was reflected in being called a “teaching expert” (Thompson, May 2 2011) and an 

“educator” (Patty, May 3 2011) in these domains.  

His authority to speak about teachers is evidenced, in part, by his inclusion in discussions 

and media reports over 2010–2011, to the exclusion of other voices from Academic or 

Policy domains. Table 8.4 outlines the profile of Jensen in terms of where his work was 

cited, where he appeared (in print/audio/visual material) and with whom he appeared in 

that citation or appearance. 
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Table 8.4 A selection of the media coverage of Jensen and his reports over 2010–
2011 

Date Reference Other people present/quoted/cited 
along with the Director of the Grattan 

Institute 
2010 Jensen (2010c) report cited in Gillard’s 

Labor Party’s policy statement 
(Australian Labor Party, 2010, p. 13) 

OECD; Andrew Leigh (2009); front cover 
of report from Jensen and Reichl (2011) 
used 

2010 Jensen (2010c) report cited in overview 
to the Australian Professional Standards 
for Teachers (AITSL, 2011d, p. 1)  

Hattie; OECD; COAG; MCEETYA; 
McKinsey & Company 

Jan 27 
2010 

Jensen quoted, and the Grattan Institute 
named, in an ABC News story reporting 
on growing criticism for the My School 
website (Carter, 27 Jan 2011) 

Julia Gillard (Education Minister); Angelo 
Gavrielatos (President of Australian 
Education Union [AEU]); Secondary  
Principals Council 

May 
24 
2010 

Jensen (2010c) report cited, Jensen 
quoted, and the Grattan Institute 
named, in an ABC News story reporting 
on teachers’ work  

Jim McAlpine (President of NSW 
Secondary Principals Council); Julia 
Gillard (Education Minister); Angelo 
Gavrielatos (President of AEU) 

Nov 15 
2010 

Two ABC News reports quoting Jensen 
and his views on the value of smaller 
class sizes for teaching effectiveness 
(Trembath, 15 November 2010a, 15 
November 2010b) 

Angelo Gavrielatos (AEU); Jim Cooper 
(NSW Primary Principals Association); 
Sharryn Brown (Federation of Parents 
and Citizens Associations of NSW) 

2011 Behind the News links Teacher 
Resources to a debate about the 
national scheme to pay cash bonuses to 
teachers (ABC, 2011) 

Lawrence Ingvarson (ACER) 

May 2 
2011 

Jensen quoted in a report on ABC Radio 
“The World Today”(Metherell, 2 May 
2011)  

Angelo Gavrielatos (AEU); Brian Caldwell 
(Professorial Fellow at University of 
Melbourne) 

May 2 
2011 

Jensen quoted (2 May 2011) in a report 
on ABC News  

Julia Gillard (Prime Minister); Tony 
Abbott (Leader of Federal Opposition); 
Angelo Gavrielatos (AEU), and Peter 
Garrett (School Education Minister) 

May 3 
2011 

Jensen quoted as being among a 
number of other educators in a Sydney 
Morning Herald report (Patty, May 3 
2011) 
  

Adrian Piccoli (NSW Minister for 
Education); Simon Marginson (Professor 
of Higher Education at University of 
Melbourne); Brian Caldwell (Professorial 
Fellow at University of Melbourne); Linda 
Darling-Hammond, (Professor of 
Education at Stanford University); Peter 
Garrett (School Education Minister); John 
De Courcey (former president of NSW 
ACE) 

May 7 
2011 

Jensen quoted in a Sydney Morning 
Herald (Harrison, May 7 2011) report 
about using NAPLAN as a basis for bonus 
payments for teachers 

Peter Garrett (School Education 
Minister); unnamed spokesman for 
ACARA; Christopher Pyne (Opposition 
spokesman on education); minutes from 
ACARA Board from August 12 
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May 
11 
2011 

Jensen quoted and Grattan mentioned 
in an Op-Ed piece in The Australian 
(Bantick, May 11, 2011) arguing for 
better teacher training  

Greg Craven (Vice-Chancellor of 
Australian Catholic University); Arne 
Duncan (US Education Secretary); Peter 
Garrett (School Education Minister); 
OECD; Field Rickards (Dean of the 
Melbourne Graduate School of 
Education); AEU; ACER 

 

This table shows that Jensen’s savoir now stands alongside the ways of knowing from 

the educational Policy domain (among politicians of both sides of government), the 

Academic domain (senior Australian and international researchers) and the Teacher 

Representative domain (unions, parents, principals).  

8.5 The Grattan Institute’s School Education Program: the use of Enunciative 

Modalities 

As I analyse the Modalities used by the School Education Program to speak about 

teachers and schools, I look beyond the surface of what is said, to determine the ways or 

means by which these things are said and why they are said that way and not some other 

way. The Modalities used by the Grattan Institute include evidence-based articulations, 

academic scholarship and advocacy. 

The Grattan Institute could be described as an advocacy style think tank, a classification 

characterised by McGann and Sabatini (2011). They claim that such think tanks have an 

appearance of independence while still having strong links to particular ideological 

interests and groupings and that they use scholarly research which, at times, lacks in 

academic merit. I argued earlier that the claim to independence of the Institute is 

problematic at best, and I have argued elsewhere (Faulkner, 2011b)92 that the academic 

                                                

92 I have since changed my name to Saunders. 
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merit of Jensen’s research in some of his reports is similarly problematic. I cite a specific 

example in §8.5.1. 

The Grattan Institute’s focus on fact-based analysis aligns neatly with, and has strong 

links to, the political mission of Rudd’s Labor Government to engage in evidence-based 

policy (Banks, February 4, 2009). Evidence-based, or fact-based, ways of speaking are 

particular Modalities privileged within the neoliberalist forms of rationality favoured by 

Rudd. For example, Rudd insisted that evidence-based policy provide the backbone of 

his reform agenda (cited in Kayrooz & Parker, 2010). While this Modality may not be 

problematic in and of itself, there are two potential dangers when the power of this 

Modality obscures poor research methods or analyses. I look at each of these separately. 

8.5.1 The danger when Evidence-based Modalities are promoted as deriving from experts 

Think tanks like the Grattan Institute present themselves, and are re-presented by the 

Media domain, as scientific establishments, composed of experts and scholars engaged 

in the task of thinking, writing and publishing (Stone, 2007). The work produced by 

Jensen has not undergone any sort of peer review, and interest in it may come not from 

the superiority of the research, but rather from the Institute’s ability to market it (Welner, 

2011). While peer review may be an imperfect process for ensuring valid and reliable 

reporting of research findings (Edsall in Haas, 2007a), think tanks like the Grattan 

Institute are not bound by any affiliation or tradition to adhere to guidelines of 

professional conduct for research (Ball, 2008b; Haas, 2007a). This leaves them 

answerable only, perhaps, to their financial backers (Mendes, 2003) which, in the case of 

the Grattan Institute is, to a large extent, the ALP.  

The Modalities used in the report from Jensen and Reichl (2011) blur boundaries between 

advocacy and scholarship and, at times, use others’ research uncritically. An example is 
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this statement: “[a]ll studies show that the key to higher performing students is the 

effectiveness of their teachers. . . . (and improving their effectiveness) . . . would lift the 

performance of Australia’s students to the best in the world (Jensen & Reichl, 2011, p. 

6). The hyperbole of this text guides the reader into thinking that phrases such as “high 

performing student” and “teacher effectiveness” have unproblematic meanings, and that 

“all” studies, without exception, show that increases in performance will be guaranteed 

when teacher effectiveness is improved. The authors cited by Jensen and Reichl as 

evidence to this claim, most notably Kyriakides, Campbell, and Christofidou (2002) and 

Kyriakides, Campbell, and Gagatsis (2000), note that those meanings come from tightly 

bound ways of knowing within their Education Research domain. When Jensen and 

Reichl lift these ways of knowing from their original domain and uncritically put them to 

work in this Independent Research domain, new ways of knowing are created. As an 

academic piece of work this report is of poor quality, but it has high appeal as a work of 

advocacy (Faulkner, 2011b).  

8.5.2 The danger when Evidence-based Modalities are promoted without their political 

agenda being noticed  

George (1997) argues that without other voices, the ways of knowing promulgated by 

think tanks can become credulous, with the potential for becoming hegemonic. The 

power of an evidence-based Modality is that, in providing evidence as though it were 

providing direction to policy, it obscures the possibility that the research is being used to 

justify the government’s pre-existing agenda. As Apple argues, “when private think tanks 

seek to advance their ideological agenda through what is often shoddy research . . . [it is 

important to be reminded] . . . of the dangers of the misuse of data in significant 

educational policy debates” (cited in National Education Policy Centre, 2018, para 4). 
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An example of the political usefulness of this Modality comes from the report by Jensen 

and Reichl which proposes a “new system of teacher appraisal and feedback” (2011, p. 

3). This report followed on the heels of another, which argued that teachers wanted a new 

evaluation system for their work (I will examine this report in more detail in §8.6.1). 

Having set up a problem, this report then presents a solution. This tactic of translating 

research into practical solutions that politicians require is one that Ball and Exley (2010) 

argue is a vital part of a think tank’s success in policy endeavours. Jensen and Reichl 

(2011) present their new system of teacher evaluation as a combination of neatly pre-

packaged government (p. 28) and school (p. 25) implementation toolboxes—both of 

which are financially costed (pp. 38-45). However, the evidence base for the structure of 

the system itself is dubious, and the processes in the proposed system are poorly defined 

and can only be, at best, indirectly supported by research (Faulkner, 2011a, 2011b).  

The report from Jensen and Reichl was published when the teacher evaluation measure 

taken up by the Commonwealth Government, the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers, was already written and in the process of validation. Jensen’s own summary 

makes it clear that the report merely added support for pre-formulated policy reform: the 

“report adds impetus to part of the Commonwealth Government’s policies aimed at lifting 

teacher quality through the National Partnership Agreements” (2010c, p. 26).  

In summary, the reports from the Grattan Institute’s School Education Program utilised 

Modalities to convey a savoir about teachers which was cohesive because it appealed to 

a neoliberal thirst for evidence-based articulations through academic scholarship and 

simultaneously appeared to advocate for teachers and the children they teach. These 

Modalities worked to make the Public domain increasingly receptive to the policy 

reforms already being formulated in the Education Revolution Policy domain which were 

to target teachers. 
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8.6 The Grattan Institute’s School Education Program: Enunciations and savoir 

I have mapped the way in which the Grattan Institute’s School Education Program gained 

authority to make Enunciations about teachers, as well as the Modalities of those 

Enunciations. In this last part of my analysis I analyse the savoir of these Enunciations. I 

trace how the Enunciations about teachers and teaching from the Grattan Institute’s 

School Education Program work to know teachers in particular ways. To do this, I analyse 

three reports produced across 2010–2011 93  which were authored or co-authored by 

Jensen. Each of these reports is explicit in its focus “on investing in our teachers” (Jensen 

& Reichl, 2011, p. 3).  

8.6.1 What teachers want: better teacher management (Jensen, 2010c) 

The title of this School Education report—What teachers want: better teacher 

management—suggests that its Enunciations will be for teachers. The media release 

(Grattan Institute, 2010a) for the report’s launch supports this, with Jensen cited as saying 

that “Australian teachers are concerned” (para 3) and that “Teachers want change” (para 

6) and that “teaching administrators listen to their concerns” (my emphasis, para 9). 

However, as I show here, the report is more interested in supporting the Education 

Revolution Policy domain’s reforms which were already targeting teachers.  

The title also implies that Jensen knows what teachers want. This claim, like the report, 

is based on data from a TALIS report that Jensen co-authored for the OECD (2010a) prior 

                                                

93 It is heartening to see that others have taken up scrutiny of the School Education Reports from the Grattan Institute. 
For example, Gillis, Polesel, and Wu (2016) critique the Grattan Institute’s contribution to the use of PISA results in 
educational policy environments which may then be “misunderstood or misinterpreted to support policy advice or 
actual policy formulations” (p. 128). In another example, Loughland and Thompson (2016), critique the Turning 
around schools: It can be done report (Jensen, 2014c). In line with my critique (Faulkner, 2011b, and in 8.6.3 in this 
work) of the Better teacher appraisal and feedback: improving performance (Jensen & Reichl, 2011) report, Loughland 
and Thompson (2016), find “major problems which seriously impact its usefulness for schools and policymakers” (p. 
111). 
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to coming to the Grattan Institute. TALIS is the OECD’s international survey of lower 

secondary education and examines “aspects of teachers’ professional development; 

teacher beliefs, attitudes and practices; teacher appraisal and feedback; and school 

leadership” (OECD, 2010b, p. 3). Jensen was not only a major contributing author to this 

TALIS report,94 he was also the co-author of The Experience of New Teachers. Results 

from TALIS 2008 (Jensen, Sandoval-Hernandez, Knoll, & Gonzalez, 2012), so he was 

well entrenched in the data from the survey—and hence in a position to Enunciate these 

findings in his report for the Grattan Institute.  

The Enunciations in this report start by emphasising “the importance of teacher quality 

to students’ learning” (Grattan Institute, 2010a, p. 6), which retranslates the Coleman 

Finding from some 45 years previously. Jensen cites Australian data from Leigh (2010) 

in the Economics of Education Review as part of this evidence, supporting its alignment 

with similar international literature to give it heightened credibility. For example, Jensen 

paraphrases findings from Leigh (2010) to say: 

a student with a higher quality teacher could achieve in three-quarters of a 

year what a student with a less effective teacher could in a full year. To extend 

the comparison, a student with an excellent teacher (in the 90th percentile) 

could achieve in a half year what a student with a poor quality teacher (in the 

10th percentile) could achieve in a full year (Jensen, 2010c, p. 10). 

Jensen attributes student achievement to the “excellence”, “effectiveness” and “quality” 

of the teachers in this quote. The former descriptor has little objective meaning that would 

                                                

94 The “project has been led by Michael Davidson, who with Ben Jensen, co-ordinated the drafting and analysis for the 
report. The principal authors of the analytical chapters were: … Ben Jensen (Chapters 2, 5 and 7)” (OECD, 2010a, p. 
3). 
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appear in academic research findings, while the latter two have particular meanings in 

the Education Research domain (see §5.3.1 and §5.3.2 respectively). This phraseology 

obscures the original researcher’s attribution of “high quality” to a position at the 90th 

percentile of the normal distribution of teacher-effect scores. I spoke of this in §5.3.2, and 

this is the way that Leigh (2010) originally used it:  

Moving from a teacher at the 10th percentile to a teacher at the 90th percentile 

would have even more dramatic effects, raising test scores by one quarter of 

a standard deviation. This implies that a teacher at the 90th percentile can 

achieve in half a year what a teacher at the 10th percentile can achieve in a full 

year (p. 484). 

Not only does Jensen link teacher quality to students’ learning in the quote from him I 

showed above; he also negates the fact that Leigh was forthright in saying that he was 

using the changes in NAPLAN test scores over time as just a proxy for student learning. 

In contrast, Jensen equates student learning to test scores, and I have already shown (§5.3) 

how test scores were a pragmatic and acknowledged in the Academic domains which 

specialised in this work to be a narrow, measure of educational output. Jensen’s 

Enunciations blurs differences between test scores, student achievement and student 

learning to the wider audience of his reports.  

After establishing the link between teacher quality and student learning, Jensen then uses 

the TALIS data to reveal that “Australian teachers report that there are substantial 

problems stemming from a lack of meaningful evaluation of their work . . . [and claims 

that] there is virtually no recognition of effectiveness” (2010c, p. 12). This conclusion 

from the TALIS survey is problematic, given that the question had asked teachers to agree 
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or disagree with the statement: “In my opinion the most effective teachers in this school 

receive the greatest monetary or non-monetary rewards” (Jensen, 2010c, p. 12).  

The data from teachers agreeing with this statement are presented as a chart in Jensen’s 

report (2010c, p. 12) and I reproduce it in Figure 8.1 below.  

 Figure 8.1 A figure from TALIS re-presented in Jensen (2010c, p. 12)  

“Figure 4.1 Percentage of teachers who report that in their school the most effective 

teachers receive the greatest recognition (2007-08). Source: (OECD, 2009), Table 5.9”. 

 
A chart like this, without nuance to its interpretation, makes excellent copy for media and 

politicians but tells a different story with a more critical observation. For example, the 

use of the word “rewards” in the actual TALIS question was translated to “recognition” 

in Jensen’s title to the chart. Further, no definition of effectiveness is provided to 

respondents to the survey, nor to the readers of Jensen’s report. The uncritical use of the 

word “effective” in the chart’s title sends a simplistic message. This simplicity is rendered 

complete by the text under the chart which claims that “teacher effectiveness is not 

identified in schools [and this] . . . prevents teachers from receiving the recognition and 

rewards they deserve” (Jensen, 2010c, p. 12). The first part of this Enunciation, that 

“teacher effectiveness is not identified in schools”, may be justified by the evidence, 

albeit with no definition of effectiveness. However, the latter part of it, that this “prevents 
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teachers from receiving the recognition and rewards they deserve”, has no support from 

the data collected. 

In summary, from the report’s title through to the use of concepts and findings from other 

research, the savoir being promulgated is about problems for teachers in terms of their 

evaluation. I have, however, shown this to be disingenuous. By manipulating key 

discursive concepts and distorting findings from other research, Jensen positions 

contemporaneous neoliberal policy reform as one and the same thing as “what teachers 

want”.  

8.6.2 Investing in our teachers, investing in our economy (Jensen, 2010a). 

The title of the second report in Jensen’s series about quality teachers proclaims its 

economic focus, perhaps more honestly than the previous report. That focus is made clear 

in the report’s summary: 

An increase in teacher effectiveness of 10% would lift Australia’s education 

systems into the highest performing group of countries in the world. In the 

longer-term [sic], this improves the productivity of Australian workers, which 

increases long-run economic growth by $90 billion by 2050, making 

Australians 12% richer by the turn of the century (Jensen, 2010a, p. 4). 

I noted earlier that Jensen had claimed that his prior report added to the impetus of the 

Commonwealth Government’s Improving Teacher Quality Partnership. This report 

ramps up that impetus even further. Enunciations in the media release to the report 

explicitly target policymakers: “teacher effectiveness is the . . . best policy lever for 

improving schooling outcomes for students and . . . will provide more bang for our 

education buck” (Grattan Institute, 2010b, para 4). The same media release also uses 



 

Chapter 8  242 
 

emotive Modalities to make the claim that any government monies spent would be 

“where it matters: on our children’s future” (Grattan Institute, 2010b, para 3). 

The first substantive part of this report recycles TALIS data from the previous report95 

along with OECD’s PISA (§5.3.3) scores. The report’s conclusion is that “[m]eaningful 

evaluation is a critical initial step in increasing teacher effectiveness, . . . [and] this will 

improve learning in schools and lift Australia’s students to amongst the world’s best” 

(Jensen, 2010a, p. 13). Australia was ranked fourth in the 2006 PISA table and 

significantly above the OECD average, 96  however Jensen appeals to his readers: 

“Australia should aim to provide the best school education in the world” (2010a, p. 6). 

This would require an 18-point gap in PISA scores to be overcome, meaning that students 

would be “required to learn 5% more each year” (Jensen, 2010a, p. 7). Apart from the 

lack of meaning in this requirement, for example, what exactly they are to learn 5% more 

of, Jensen once again conflates education and learning with test scores. 

The next section of this School Education report looks past the desire to be the best and 

focuses on the economic benefits of increases in teacher effectiveness. Jensen looks to 

research from the OECD and the World Bank to argue that school quality, as measured 

by student performance in international tests, “drives economic growth” (Jensen, 2010a, 

pp. 16-17). Findings from the Education Research domain do indeed show a strong 

                                                

95 Jensen also recycles text from his previous report. For example, in the previous report, Jensen says “Many of us are 
fortunate enough to remember the teacher that had a great impact on our learning” (2010a, p. 10), and in this report he 
says “Having been through school education, most of us can remember the teacher who inspired us” (2010c, p. 4). 
Also, in the previous report, Jensen says “To extend the comparison, a student with a teacher in the top 10% of teachers 
in the country could achieve in a half year what a student with a teacher in the bottom 10% of effectiveness achieves 
in a full year (Leigh, 2010)” (2010a, p. 10), and in this report he says“To extend the comparison, a student with an 
excellent teacher (in the 90th percentile) could achieve in a half year what a student with a poor quality teacher (in the 
10th percentile) could achieve in a full year (Leigh, 2010)” (2010c, p. 8). 
96  Finland, Hong Kong China and Canada were significantly higher than Australia, and seven countries were 
significantly similar to Australia (OECD, 2008, p. 6) 
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correlation between test scores and economic growth, as I discussed in §5.3.3, but Jensen 

spends some time arguing that the correlation is causative. He does this to “provide some 

reassurance for policy makers” (Jensen, 2010a, p. 15), who presumably won’t invest if 

there is no economic gain. The productive capacity of the teacher quality discourse that 

knows teachers as economic agents was now in a report whose media visibility would 

bring it into the Public domain to speak to the public about the needs of policymakers 

being fulfilled by these findings in the report.  

In summary, the savoir promulgated through this report was that the low scores on 

international tests were a problem because of poor teacher quality. This problem is made 

clear in the report’s conclusion: if teachers were more effective, they would deliver better 

student test scores, which would increase our international test score ranking and increase 

Australia’s GDP growth rate (Jensen, 2010a, pp. 16-17).   

8.6.3 Better teacher appraisal and feedback: improving performance (Jensen & Reichl, 

2011) 

The previous two reports contained a series of Enunciations which showed problems for 

teachers—they wanted better evaluation (§8.6.1)—and problems because of teachers—

students’ international rankings weren’t good enough (§8.6.2). This third report 

Enunciated a solution to these problems, directed at policymakers.  

This report begins with the claim that  

Australia is lagging in vital areas of school education. On the latest figures, 

student performance has stagnated in mathematics and fallen sharply in 

reading. Nearly a third of Year Nine students have only basic writing skills 

(Jensen & Reichl, 2011, p. 3).  
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The vital areas of education that the report speaks of are the three traditional areas of 

reading, writing and mathematics. The evidence for these claims is not cited in the report, 

so I can only surmise their source. Given Jensen’s OECD connections, and the fact that 

the latest figures from the 2006 round of PISA scores became available at the time of the 

report, I surmise that Jensen and Reichl used them to analyse reading and mathematics 

performance. PISA does not measure writing skills, and I have assumed that this data was 

from NAPLAN scores, because the report mentions “Year 9 students”. Table 8.6 below 

compares the findings and Modalities from ACER’s report on the 2006 PISA data and 

NAPLAN to the findings and Modalities from Jensen and Reichl. 

Table 8.5 Comparing findings and Modalities from source data to Jensen and 
Reichl (2011) 

Findings (Source data) Approximation in the Report 
(Jensen & Reichl, 2011, p. 3) 

The ACER report on PISA scores showed that 
reading and literacy performance had 
significantly declined from 2000 but were 
not significantly different from their 2006 
level (Thomson, Bortoli, Nicholas, Hillman, & 
Buckley, 2009, p. 17)  

“student performance 
has . . . fallen sharply in 
reading” 

In mathematical literacy . . . the decline 
from 2006 is not significant (Thomson et al., 
2009, p. 17).  

“student performance 
has stagnated in 
mathematics” 

The Year 9 data show little change in the 
percentage of students at or below the 
national minimum standard from 2008 
(ACARA, 2016).  

“Nearly a third of Year 
Nine students 
have only basic writing 
skills” 

It is clear that, in the two PISA findings the report creates a sense of crisis by using 

emotive Modalities to approximate statistical findings. The Year 9 data that the report 

cites, which I have taken to be the NAPLAN scores, had just become available with the 

launch of My School®. The report claims that “[n]early a third of Year Nine students have 

only basic writing skills” (Jensen & Reichl, 2011, p. 3). The NAPLAN scores show that 

approximately 12% of students were below the minimum standard expected from Year 9 

students (Band 5 or below), with another 19% at the minimal level expected (Band 6). 
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This means that 88% of Australian Year 9 students are at or above the minimum standard 

expected at this age. By relabelling NAPLAN’s minimum standard as “only basic skills”, 

the Jensen and Reichl report creates a deficit picture of Australian students which is not 

borne out by the data. 

The case put forward by Jensen & Reichl is clear: educational outputs have declined over 

time, and this is a serious problem. Since teacher effectiveness impacts educational 

outputs, it follows logically (or as pre-empted in Jensen’s second report) that a solution 

needs to be found. The report then goes on to propose to policymakers an evidence-based 

and fully costed solution. The media release to this report proposes that the solution put 

together by the authors “would not only arrest a decline in the outcomes of Australian 

students in important areas but lift their performance to be the best in the world” (Grattan 

Institute, 2011, para 10).  

The last two sections of this report contain Enunciations directed at policymakers. Section 

4 is devoted to the advantageous impacts on the teacher labour market which would come 

from adopting the new system of teacher feedback and appraisal. The description of the 

system is couched in a simplistic, supply and demand economic Modality, with teachers 

as the resource being targeted:  

[the system] will help teachers to find the jobs they want and help school 

principals to hire the teachers they want in their schools. This will lead to 

improved salaries for effective teachers. As their qualities and successes are 

recognised, their wages will grow. At the same time, teachers that have not 

improved with their increased development opportunities will find it 

increasingly difficult to find jobs (Jensen & Reichl, 2011, p. 31). 
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Section 5 (along with seven pages in Appendix A) sets out the cost of the system—the 

economic Modalities used are likely to be inexplicable in the Public domain, but common 

in the Policy domain. The evidence that this report (or at least its Press Statement) made 

its way to policymakers in the Education Revolution Policy domain is evident in a quote 

from the (then) Prime Minister, who said: “we know independent research conducted as 

recently as this year shows that a system of meaningful appraisal and feedback for 

teachers can increase their effectiveness by 20 to 30 percent” (cited in Thompson, May 2 

2011).  

In summary, the Enunciations in this last of three reports focusing “on investing in our 

teachers” (Jensen & Reichl, 2011, p. 3) combine evidence-based Modalities by using 

PISA and TALIS data with emotive Modalities—“students are suffering” (Jensen & 

Reichl, 2011, p. 3)—and economic Modalities—“increase Australia’s long-run GDP 

growth by about 0.4% per year, adding $240 billion to Australia’s GDP by 2050” (Jensen 

& Reichl, 2011, pp. 32-33). These Modalities were brought together not only to speak 

about problems that teachers were facing and problems that teachers were creating, but, 

importantly, to provide a solution to those problems, neatly packaged and costed for 

policymakers. 

8.7 Conclusion 

I have shown in this chapter how the Grattan Institute had a positioning, both networked 

and situational, whereby its academic expertise and political experience gave it the status 

to speak in many discursive frameworks of interest to the government of the day. The 

Director of the Grattan Institute’s School Education Program was an economist and yet, 

through a perceptual positioning possible through the hegemony of the OECD, was 

considered an expert in education. The Grattan Institute’s School Education Program and 
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its Director, over the period of 2008–2014, were authorities of delimitation to speak for 

and about teachers. The multiple venues of dialogue through which Jensen’s reports 

became publicly known were the surfaces of emergence which made the Institute’s way 

of knowing a useful tool for politicians in their promotion of policy reforms in the 

Education Revolution in the Public domain. 

The Grattan Institute’s School Education Program mobilised numerous ways of knowing 

from various domains to speak about teachers in its reports. The sorts of slippage of 

Modalities between domains can be dangerous when the visibility of those reports to 

policymakers is clear. Some Modalities were commonly accepted, and indeed, expected 

in the neoliberal era of Rudd’s reforms, but I have shown that these Modalities can hide 

important aspects of Independent Research domain reports. These aspects include 

research being recycled; advocacy disguised as evidence-based policy suggestions; 

systems of practice with minimal basis in evidence packaged and costed as policy 

solutions; and, of most concern to me, economic imperatives spoken of in relation to 

teacher quality. 

A confluence of conditions of possibility allowed the Grattan Institute’s School 

Education Program to negotiate the boundaries between the academy and those who have 

an impact on policy. In so doing, they promulgated particular economic ways of knowing 

teachers across the Public and Education Revolution Policy domain. I return now to that 

Policy domain to trace the development of the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers. 
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9 Archival Suite 5: The configurations of the teacher quality 

discursivity in the development of the Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers (2009–2011) 

The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers . . . reflect and build on 

national and international evidence that a teacher’s effectiveness has a 

powerful impact on students, with broad consensus that teacher quality is the 

single most important in-school factor influencing student achievement 

(AITSL, 2013, p. 1). 

9.1 Introduction 

The quote above comes from the first paragraph on the first page of the final published 

version of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. I have chosen this quote 

to emphasise how the configuration of the teacher quality discursivity now works to blur 

the status of teachers as professionals with their effectiveness and their quality. In the 

AITSL text, this quote has an attribution back to the work of Jensen (Chapter 8) but could 

be also referenced to the original Coleman Finding and the subsequent teacher effects 

research (Chapter 5).  

My aim in this chapter is to trace the forms of rationality and historical conditions by 

which the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers were developed to become a 

“public statement of what constitutes teacher quality” (AITSL, 2011b, p. 2). I begin in 

§9.2 by analysing a particular form of rationality coming from the Education Research 

domain, which became popularised by the Media domain and influential in the Education 

Revolution Policy domain over the time of the development of the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers. I turn then to tracing the discursive rationalities and 

conditions of possibility that influenced the development of the Australian Professional 
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Standards for Teachers. I start in §9.3 with a brief outline of the texts I have assembled 

in this archive. In §9.4, I concentrate on the sources of Enunciations in, of and about the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers as they were developed. I analyse the 

legitimacy of those sources in §9.5, and I complete my analysis in §9.6 to discuss the 

points of application of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, suggesting 

that teachers were a marginal point of application.  

9.2 Hattie’s “barometer of influence” as a form of rationality  

We need a barometer that addresses whether the various teaching methods . . 

. are worthwhile relative to possible alternatives. We need clear goalposts of 

excellence for all in our schools . . . . We need a barometer of success” (Hattie, 

2009, p. 19). 

This quote comes from Hattie—a NZ educational academic—as he explains a visual tool 

that he configured in what is arguably his most influential book, Visible learning. A 

synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating to achievement (2009).  

I have included the work of Hattie because of the parallels I see between his influence 

and that of Jensen. The most obvious is the appeal of the forms of rationality they brought 

to Public and Policy domains partly through attention from the Media domain. There is 

also a parallel in the ways that each moved outside of their initial area of expertise to be 

working alongside the Policy domain and speaking for, and about, teachers. Jensen, an 

economist, was eventually to become a member of the Teacher Education Ministerial 

Advisory Group (TEMAG, 2014), who made recommendations about ITE which are still 

being implemented at the date of writing (2018). His membership of that group attests to 

the expertise he was seen to have to speak about teachers and “what they want”. Hattie, 
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a quantitative education researcher, was appointed to the Chair of AITSL, 97  the 

government authority tasked with oversight of the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers. His position in that authority attests to the expertise he was seen to have to 

speak about “what works best” for teachers. 

This book contains multiple renderings of this visual tool he called a “barometer of 

influence” (Hattie, 2009, p. 18). I show an example of this in Figure 9.1. 

Figure 9.1 A barometer of the influence of Direct Instruction (Hattie, 2009, p. 205) 

 

Without wanting to become side-tracked by the details of this tool, I take some time to 

offer a basic interpretation of it, because this is necessary for my arguments about its 

appeal and influence.98 The basic layout of the barometer shows four zones of effects on 

student learning—negative, low, medium and high. These effects are from influences 

from the student, their home, the school, the teacher and teaching methods. Note that the 

                                                

97 At the time of writing, 2018, Hattie remains Chair of AITSL. 

98 Hattie’s work has been critiqued in the Education Research domain (Bergeron, 2017; Myburgh, 2016; Snook, 
O'Neill, Clark, O'Neill, & Openshaw, 2009). One of the most strident critics of Hattie’s work is Bergeron (2017), an 
Adjunct Professor in the Department of Mathematics and Statistics at the University of Ottawa. While Bergeron (2017) 
does not question Hattie’s intentions, which he claims are “laudable”, he argues that to “promote his work is to 
unfortunately fall into the promotion of pseudoscience” (p. 238). Other critiques come from academics from Massey 
University, all based in education. After their first article (Snook et al., 2009), the authors and Hattie joined in a 
conversation across issues of a peer reviewed journal (Hattie, 2010; Snook, O'Neill, Clark, O'Neill, & Harker, 2010).  
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barometer is not measuring any other educational outcome other than student 

achievement, and this is made clear as a limitation by Hattie (2009, p. 6). Those 

influences that have the strongest positive impact on student learning are determined to 

be in the “Zone of desired effects” (d > 0.40). The effects on students’ achievement that 

teachers typically reach in a school year are in the zone of “Teacher effects” (0.15 < d < 

0.40). The zone of effect size between 0.0 and 0.15, indicates learning progress which 

would take place even if students did not go to school (Terhart, 2011). The particular 

barometer of influence I chose in Figure 9.1 is a synthesis of four meta-analyses from 

304 studies of over 42,000 students’ test scores which had been conducted on the effects 

of the influence of a teaching method called “Direct Instruction” (see the description of 

the seven steps of Direct Instruction in Hattie, 2009, pp. 205-206). The statistical analysis 

undertaken shows that Direct Instruction has a high positive effect (d = 0.59) on student 

achievement, in addition to that a typical teacher would create in a typical year of 

teaching. 

The use of the barometer as a visual tool underlies the title of Hattie’s book Visible 

Learnings and works well within visual metaphors privileged within neoliberal discursive 

frameworks such as transparency. More importantly for my argument, this simple tool 

reduces the complex mathematical and statistical work which underlies Hattie’s analyses 

and so makes the findings amenable to non-experts. Non-experts such as those in the 

media, policymakers, teachers, and parents, are presented with quantifiable evidence of 

what “works best” (Hattie, 2009, p. 18). These findings come from what is considered a 

legitimate source, through the author’s position in the Education Research domain and 

his noted areas of expertise, described as “performance indicators, models of 

measurement and evaluation of teaching and learning” (Waack, 2017).  



 

Chapter 9  253 
 

The simplicity of Hattie’s barometer of influence disguises the complexity of student 

learning by equating it with student achievement. These barometers of influence work as 

forms of rationality, because they feed directly into the need of neoliberal policy to enact 

policies which have a quantifiable evidence base backed up by experts. This expertise 

aligns with the key elements of neoliberal managerial discourse, which looks for 

quantifiable evidence, through statistics and measurement, as an accountability measure 

of actions taken.  

The book had a large impact in the Media, and so in the Public domain. The “media hype” 

(Myburgh, 2016, p. 2) worked to give Hattie’s book a high status to a wide audience, 

because the institutions that made Enunciations about him are well regarded. For 

example, in Australia, the Sydney Morning Herald claimed Hattie to be a “world 

renowned academic” (Cook, 2016), and The Australian called him “Australia’s foremost 

education expert” (Pearson). The hype also extended internationally (Garner, 2012) with 

mentions in The Economist ("Teaching the Teachers," June 11, 2016), and TES 99 calling 

him “possibly the world’s most influential education academic” (Evans, 2012). The 

media hype appeared on the book’s front cover, proclaiming that TES had said that the 

book “Reveals teaching’s Holy Grail” (Mansell cited in Hattie, 2009, p. front cover); 

however, further investigation shows this to be a misquote. While the title of the original 

article from TES did use this phrase, the text of the article described the book more as 

“perhaps education’s equivalent to the search for the Holy Grail” (Mansell, 2008, para 

1).  

                                                

99 Formerly known as the Times Educational Supplement, a weekly publication primarily aimed at school teachers in 
the UK (TES, 2018). 
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Hattie’s level of exposure has led some in the Education Research domain to be 

concerned because of the way he appeared to have “captured the attention of policy 

makers” (Snook et al., 2009, p. 93) who were uncritically accepting of the views 

expressed (Myburgh, 2016). The concern voiced by Snook et al. (2009) was isolated to 

NZ, but policymakers in the UK and USA were also attending to Hattie’s work, such that, 

by 2012, an article in TES entitled He’s not the messiah . . . completes this headline in 

the first line of the lead by saying “but for many policymakers he comes close” (Evans, 

2012). The forms of rationality used in Hattie’s work made the Concepts he brought to 

bear amenable to rewriting, transcribing, translating, approximating and transferring 

(Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 65) from the Education Research domain into the Policy 

domain. 

I now return to tracing the development of the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers.  

9.3 Archival Suite 5  

The suite of six texts 100  from my Archive that are a (partial) representation of the 

development of the final version of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 

are shown in Figure 9.2, with their official title, actual or inferred authorship, and the 

brief title I will use for ease of reading throughout this chapter.  

                                                

100 In collecting texts for this chapter, I relied, in part, on the details of the development of the Australian Professional 
Standards for Teachers provided by the Adjunct Paper (AITSL, 2010c) which was published in tandem with them.  
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Figure 9.2 Archival Suite 5 tracing the development of the Australian Professional 
Standards for Teachers 

 

* The final version called the National Professional Standards for Teachers was endorsed by the Ministerial Council 
in early 2011. An identical version was republished in 2013 and named the Australian Professional Standards for 
Teachers.  
 

The first text in my archive is the 2009 Draft Standards, which was made available for 

public consultation. The major themes resulting from that consultation were detailed in a 

Consultation Report. As a result of that consultation, the Draft Standards were rewritten 

to produce the National Standards which, despite a thorough search, does not seem to be 

publicly available. This version was used in a validation study, and the Validation Report 

shows that there were two redrafts during that process to produce the final version, which 

I call the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers
(Australian Institute of Teaching and School Leadership, 

2013)* •Australian Professional 
Standards for Teachers*

National Professional Standards for Teachers (Australian 
Institute of Teaching and School Leadership, 2011)*

•Adjunct PaperNational Professional Standards for Teachers 2010. Adjunct 
Paper (taken to be AITSL, 2010c)

•Validation ReportValidation of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers: 
Executive Summary (Pegg, McPhan, Mowbray, & Lynch, 2010)

•National StandardsNational Professional Standards for Teachers 2010 (no author 
acknowledgement, 2010)

•Consultation Report
The Draft National Professional Standards for Teachers 2010. 

Consultation Report (taken to be National Standards Subgroup of 
AEEYSOC, 2010).

•Draft Standards National Professional Standards for Teachers. Draft (taken to be 
National Standards Expert Working Group of AEEYSOC 2010).
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9.4 Enunciations of and about the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers  

In this section, I am interested in looking at the source of the Enunciations made about 

the development of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers in this suite of 

texts. I begin with a quote from the AITSL (chaired by Hattie) website of 2016, 

summarising how the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers were developed. 

The development of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers was 

informed by extensive research, expert knowledge, an analysis and review of 

standards in use by teacher registration authorities, employers and 

professional associations across Australia, and significant consultation. The 

process built upon the work of previous national frameworks and agreements 

(AITSL, 2014a). 

In the following three subsections I concentrate on whether this “significant consultation” 

was with teachers. This is important to know, because the discourse of professions would 

see teachers as the only legitimate source of Enunciations of and about their own 

professional standards. Teacher direction and ownership of the standards, even with 

facilitation from the state, will indicate to me the hegemony of the state-support 

discourses that I spoke of in Chapter 7 in the Education Revolution Policy domain. 

To determine the source of the Enunciations of the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers, I analyse three distinct stages of their development separately: the development 

of the Draft Standards (§9.4.1); the consultation about the Draft Standards (§9.4.2), and 

the validation of the National Standards (§9.4.3).  
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9.4.1 Were teachers the source of Enunciations in the development of the Draft 

Standards? 

In the text of the Draft Standards, their development was said to have “involved extensive 

consultation with the profession and all jurisdictions” (National Standards Expert 

Working Group of AEEYSOC 2010, p. 3). This statement suggests that the profession 

was considered a legitimate source of Enunciations of the teacher standards at this stage 

of their development. However, the Adjunct Paper, published after the Draft Standards, 

does not mention extensive consultation with the profession at all. Instead, it describes 

the sources of the Enunciations of the Draft Standards as “expert consultants,101[those 

who had considered] research on professional standards for teaching, and analysis and 

review of the standards in use across Australia by teacher registration authorities, 

employers and professional associations” (AITSL, 2010c, p. 2). This description reflects 

the description on the AITSL website with which I began §9.4 but stands in direct contrast 

to claims made in the Draft Standards text itself. In the interests of pursuing this 

contradiction, I put forward three possible ways by which teachers may have been 

considered, or perhaps were, legitimate sources of Enunciations for the Draft Standards.  

The Draft Standards was said to be an update (AITSL, 2010c, p. 2) of the 2003 National 

Framework (TQELT) which I spoke to in §6.3.5. This then could be one possible way 

that teachers could have been the source of Enunciations of the Draft Standards. In §6.3.5 

I noted that the National Framework was an architectural scaffold for the States to adopt 

and adapt to their needs, whereas the Draft Standards was a detailed and prescriptive text. 

                                                

101 The expert consultants included ACER, and I speak to their involvement in §9.5. 
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There are common elements in the organising structure between the two texts which I 

show in Figure 9.3 below. 

 Figure 9.3 The organising structure of the 2003 National Framework compared to 
that of the 2010 Draft Standards 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

However, the Draft Standards included 42 Descriptors presented over 14 pages (National 

Standards Expert Working Group of AEEYSOC 2010, pp. 8-21) which were not part of 

the National Framework. I have found no evidence from the Adjunct Paper, or other texts 

in this suite, to identify teachers as the source of these additional Descriptors. My 

argument, then, is that the updating of the National Framework was more of an overhaul, 

and so the role of teachers as a source of Enunciations is problematic.  

The second possible way in which teachers could have been a source of the Enunciations 

of the Draft Standards comes through the work done by ACER, whom I have assumed 

to be the “expert consultants” (AITSL, 2010c, p. 2) referred to in the Adjunct Paper.  
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ACER was commissioned to undertake three phases of work—analysis and advice; 

drafting of a set of standards; and consultation with stakeholders about the standards they 

drafted (Ingvarson, Dinham, Kleinhenz, & Anderson, 2009, p. viii). Both Phase 1 and 

Phase 2 took place (L. Ingvarson, personal communication, November 3, 2016). Phase 3 

was not undertaken because the standards drafted by ACER were not used.102 The work 

undertaken by ACER in Phase 1 was “mapping and analysis of standards for teachers” 

(National Standards Expert Working Group of AEEYSOC 2010, p. 3) in use at the time 

across Australia. It is likely that teachers were involved in Enunciating standards for their 

professional associations, and so it could be argued that teachers had been involved, 

somewhat indirectly, with Enunciating the Draft Standards. The veracity of that 

argument only holds if ACER’s material was used to write the Draft Standards. This is 

difficult to confirm. ACER’s draft standards were not used in their entirety, and the work 

they provided is described as “initial material” (National Standards Expert Working 

Group of AEEYSOC 2010, p. 2) to the Draft Standards. From this evidence, I suggest 

that teachers were, at best, a limited and indirect source of Enunciations of the Draft 

Standards. 

The third possible way that teacher consultation may have provided a source of 

Enunciations of the Draft Standards is a Charter for the Australian Teaching Profession 

(the Charter, Teaching Australia, March 14 2007), which represented consultation with 

more than 30 national professional associations and, in a similar vein to the National 

Statement (§6.2.6), articulated the “values and commitments that underpin teaching” 

(Teaching Australia, 2008, p. 4). However, despite significant input from the profession, 

                                                

102 Ingvarson generously provided me with a copy of ACER’s first phase of work; however, I am unable to analyse it 
further here, because it is not publicly available, nor is the 2008 work from ACER cited in the 2010 Draft Standards 
text. 
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the Charter is not a standards document,103 and so it would be difficult to infer from this 

that teachers were a source of the Draft Standards. Further, while the Charter was current 

at the time of the Melbourne Declaration, it was not referenced by it, the Education 

Agreement or the Teacher Quality Partnership. The Charter was referred to in the Draft 

Standards and the Adjunct Paper but was not quoted or paraphrased in any way. This 

suggests that its contents were not utilised in the contents of the Draft Standards. The 

Charter is not present on the AISTL website104 at the date of my writing (2018). The 

understanding I take from this is that the Charter was a fleeting text within the 

development of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, and I do not consider 

it as providing Enunciations for the Draft Standards from teachers.  

In summary, apart from the citation of ACER’s work, there are no other citations to any 

work directly related to the development of the Draft Standards. So, when it is claimed 

that the “profession was consulted extensively” in their development, that claim is based 

on processes undertaken prior to the Education Revolution and/or associated with other 

purposes, i.e., the National Framework, and/or the Charter. I argue, therefore, that 

teachers were not the source of the Enunciations in the Draft Standards. I move now to 

analyse whether they were the source of Enunciations in the consultations about the Draft 

Standards once they were written. 

                                                

103  Teaching Australia was also involved in 2007 with “national professional standards for advanced teaching” 
(Teaching Australia, p. 8), which are not the standards to which I am referring. 
104 Other than in archived Annual Reports from Teaching Australia. 
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9.4.2 Were teachers the source of Enunciations in the consultations about the Draft 

Standards? 

After the Draft Standards were published, a period of consultation was undertaken. It is 

claimed that “direct messages (were sent) to thousands of teachers” (AEEYSOC, 2010, 

p. 4) asking for their comments and opinions about the Draft Standards. It has been 

difficult to determine what was meant by “direct messages” because communication from 

the ACT or Commonwealth Governments105 has left no evidential trail that I have been 

able to source. Further, there is no way of judging what proportion of the 250,000 plus 

teachers of the time (Productivity Commission, 2011) these “thousands” were. 

The period of consultation resulted in 120 submissions being received (AITSL, 2014b). 

A small number of these came from individuals, but the majority of submissions were 

consolidated across groups and various associations (AEEYSOC, 2010), so the actual 

number of people responding is certain to be higher than 120. However, 120 submissions, 

regardless of the number of people, reflects a poor engagement with the Draft Standards, 

given that, at the time, there were nearly 10,000 schools (Productivity Commission, 2011) 

operating within Australia with, as I mentioned, over 250,000 teachers—in addition to 

other interested parties within jurisdictions, professional associations, unions, parent and 

community groups, Universities etc., who had the potential to submit.  

The poor response could be explained, as was noted by some respondents, because the 

timeframe was too short (AEEYSOC, 2010). Respondents also added that many were 

already involved in consultation on the Australian Curriculum which was occurring 

concurrently (AEEYSOC, 2010). I make two additional observations about this 

                                                

105 Jurisdictions were to determine the arrangements to receive feedback from their own stakeholders, while the 
Commonwealth Government was to undertake the process for national stakeholders. 
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consultation process to suggest that teachers were not purposefully pursued as a source 

of Enunciations about the Draft Standards.  

The first observation is the timing of the consultative process which, apart from being too 

short, was also not conducive to eliciting teachers’ attention. For example, the 

consultation process for government teachers across Australia106 took place across the 

end of Term 1 2010, over the two weeks of school holidays/stand down, and into the start 

of Term 2, as I show in Figure 9.4.  

Figure 9.4 Timeline of Consultation Process and Australian government school term 
times 

 

During the holidays/stand down, teachers were most likely not to be at their school, or at 

association meetings, limiting the time and opportunities available to them to submit a 

response. I would also suggest that, given that the only way to submit responses was via 

a hyperlink on the Ministerial Council website (MCEECDYA, 2010b), many teachers 

would be unlikely to have stumbled upon it during this time. While there is no good time 

                                                

106 With the exception of those in Tasmania. 
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in which to ask for additional work from teachers, the time between terms may well have 

been effectively lost from this, already short, consultation timeframe.  

My second observation comes from an invitation in the May edition of the Education 

Review magazine to submit responses to the Draft Standards (AITSL, 2010b, p. 37). The 

Education Review magazine is promoted as “Australia’s leading independent K–12 

education print and digital content provider” (Educational Media, 2017, para 1). Its 

readership base is claimed to be “more than 80,000 educators every month” (Educational 

Media, 2017, para 1); however, I have no information to establish how many teachers 

actively engage with its content so cannot determine whether any teachers  learned that 

there was a call for submissions to the Draft Standards. I would also question whether 

there was enough time between the May edition of the Education Review getting to 

schools and submissions closing on May 21st, as I showed in Figure 9.4. 

Whatever the causes of the low overall response, I think it more significant that the poor 

response was not noted as an area of concern in the Consultation Report. Table 9.1 shows 

the sources of the 120 submissions, as coded by the National Standards Subgroup of 

AEEYSOC (2010, pp. 4-5). I also show the domains to which I attribute each set of 

responses. 
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Table 9.1 Submissions to the Draft Standards (National Standards Subgroup of 
AEEYSOC, 2010, pp. 4-5) 

 

Submitting group  
% of total 

(Note: column may not add 
to 100 due to rounding) 

DOMAIN 

Professional/subject associations 20 Classroom 
Individuals 16 Classroom 
Educational organisations 14 Teacher Employer 
Catholic sector organisations 7 Teacher Employer 
Government organisations 7 Teacher Employer 
Deans of Education/Universities 7 Academic 
Individual Schools 6 Classroom 
Principals’ Organisations  5 Teacher Employer 
Organisations such as the 
Australian Business Council 4 Corporate 

Australasian Teacher Regulatory 
Authority107 members 4 Teacher Employer 

Parents’ Associations 3 Classroom 
Unions 3 Teacher 

Representative 
Independent Schools sector 
organisations 2 Teacher Employer 

NB: Shaded cells represent possible teacher voices. 
 

From this information, I see that up to 42% of submissions could reflect views from 

teachers, but most of the submissions came from employment authorities, principals, 

tertiary organisations and other regulatory and business organisations.  

The Consultation Report does not give any indication as to how, or indeed whether, 

differing credence was given to responses from different groups or domains. For 

example, were responses from teachers given a different, perhaps privileged, weighting 

                                                

107 “The Australasian Teacher Regulatory Authorities (ATRA) is the incorporated association established by the 
teacher registration and accreditation authorities across Australia and New Zealand. ATRA was established in 2005 to 
facilitate cooperation and collaboration across the Australian and New Zealand jurisdictions in the regulation of the 
teaching profession” (ATRA, 2011, paras 1 & 2). 
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or importance compared to responses from groups such as the Australian Business 

Council?  

Further evidence that teachers were not pursued purposefully as a source of Enunciations 

about the Draft Standards comes from three issues brought up by those making 

submissions. The first was framed as a “major concern” about the “lack of research or 

evidence cited to support claims to justify the development of national professional 

standards” (National Standards Subgroup of AEEYSOC, 2010, p. 9). This suggests that 

gaps in the savoir between the Policy and other domains, shown here across Chapters 5 

and 6, still remain in the Education Revolution Policy domain, because those making 

submissions were not only questioning the what of the standards, but also questioning the 

why of the standards. The second comment of significance to me suggests that 

respondents did not feel that the profession had taken part to that stage. Evidence of this 

comes from the emphasis from the respondents on “the importance of successful 

engagement with the teaching profession” (National Standards Subgroup of AEEYSOC, 

2010, p. 20). Finally, respondents commented that they were unsatisfied with the 

insufficient and poorly timed efforts to consult with them, claiming that there was a “need 

for further consultation” as well as a need for “further explication of the Standards” 

(National Standards Subgroup of AEEYSOC, 2010, p. 20). These comments demonstrate 

how distanced teachers felt from being a legitimate source of Enunciations about the 

Draft Standards to that date.  

To guide the responses of those making submissions to the Draft Standards, five 

questions were asked. I present summaries of those responses in Table 9.2.  
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Table 9.2 Questions and responses to the questions for those submitting responses 
to the Draft Standards 

Question Response summary (all emphases are 
my own. National Standards Subgroup 
of AEEYSOC, 2010 quotes from pages 

numbers shown)  

Question 1: Does the preamble to the 
Standards give a clear picture of the 
context for the reason, use and purpose 
of the Standards? 

Overall, the majority of submissions 
expressed concern that the preamble 
lacked clarity and was insufficient in 
providing the context and purpose of 
the standards and a description of how 
they would be implemented (p. 9). 

Question 2: Do the draft Standards 
describe a realistic and developmental 
teacher professional standards 
continuum? 

It was generally agreed that the 
Standards, as written, do not describe a 
realistic teacher professional standards 
continuum (p. 10). 

Question 3: Do the draft Standards 
reflect what you would expect teachers 
to know and be able to do for each of 
the four levels 
(graduate/proficient/highly 
accomplished and lead teachers)? 

The overall response was that the 
Standards do not seem to reflect 
expectations of teacher competency at 
each professional level (p. 11). 
 

Question 4: Are there other descriptors 
the draft Standards should include? 

Two primary themes emerged (p. 14) 
• firstly, what evidence would be 
required to demonstrate an application 
of the teaching skills outlined in the 
Standards 
• secondly, how the standards would 
accommodate teaching specialisations 

Question 5: Remembering that there will 
be substantial support material; will it be 
possible for educators to use the 
standards to evaluate teacher practice? 

Many argued that, in their current 
form, the Standards would be 
ineffective in evaluating teacher 
practice (p. 17). 

 

These quotes show that the Enunciations made in the Draft Standards were not 

considered as legitimate by the respondents. In §6.3.5, I observed that the respondents 

from the Classroom domain had also found the attempt by the Policy domain in the 

National Framework to be inadequate.  

The comments in Table 9.2 reflect the ways of knowing made clear from the Classroom 

domain in the 12 principles of the National Statement (§6.3.6). These 12 principles were 
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a legitimate source of Enunciations about teacher standards by teachers and yet seem not 

to have been heeded in the Draft Standards. In the following paragraphs I interpolate the 

responses to these questions and the 12 principles from the National Statement. I number 

the principles for ease of reading, noting that they come from the National Reference 

Group on Teacher Standards (2003, pp. 2-3).108 

Principle #1 of the National Statement highlighted the need for the standards to be the 

“responsibility of, and be owned by, the teaching profession”. I have already mentioned 

that this was not the case in the responses to the Draft Standards.  

Judging by the summary of the responses to Question 1, those who made submissions 

thought that the Draft Standards were “insufficient” to explain the role of the standards, 

suggesting that the authors of the Draft Standards had not heeded Principle #6 of the 

National Statement: that standards should “be clear to the profession and the wider 

community”.  

The responses to Questions 2, 3 and 5 showed that respondents did not see the continuum 

in the Draft Standards as realistic, that it did not reflect expectations, and that the 

standards would be ineffective in evaluating teacher practice. This shows that the authors 

of the Draft Standards had not heeded Principle #3 of the National Statement: that 

standards should be “firmly grounded in an accurate and comprehensive understanding 

of teachers’ work”. If the Draft Standards did not reflect teachers’ work, then it would 

                                                

108 I don’t speak to Principles #11 and #12 here because they are pleas for support and funding. Principle #11 
emphasises that “resourcing will have an impact on implementation and sustainability” of standards, while Principle 
#12 was for continued funding to “establish conditions conducive to developing and maintaining profession-defined 
standards” (National Reference Group on Teacher Standards, 2003, p. 3). 
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be difficult for Principle #7 of the National Statement, that standards should “enhance the 

public perception of and esteem for teachers and their work”, to be satisfied either. 

Finally, the responses to Question 4 showed that respondents were unsure of how the 

Draft Standards would be used by specialist teachers. This is evidence that the authors 

of the Draft Standards had not heeded Principle #5 of the National Statement, which 

stated that standards should “recognise the value of both generic and subject-specific 

standards”. 

It is also difficult to see how the Draft Standards would attend to Principle #9 of the 

National Statement: that standards should “promote engagement in professional learning 

throughout a teacher’s career, allowing for different points of entry and re-entry to the 

profession”. As I shall show, the final version of the Australian Professional Standards 

for Teachers did work with regulatory frameworks which were eventually to mandate 

and regulate “professional learning”. Those frameworks also attend to Principle #4 of the 

National Statement: standards should provide a framework for “teacher qualifications and 

registration”.  

The rhetoric of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers did attempt to adhere 

to Principle #8 of the National Statement: standards should “promote teaching as a 

desirable career, thus contributing to recruitment”. The Draft Standards went some way 

to heeding Principle #9 of the National Statement: standards should “focus on high-level 

capabilities and be described in terms of professional knowledge, understanding, skills 

and values”. The Draft Standards included subsets of the Descriptors, under headings of 

“Professional Knowledge” and “Professional Practice”, which together could be said to 

incorporate understanding and skills. The one capability that was omitted from the Draft 
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Standards, and which was also called for in the National Framework and formed the basis 

of the Charter, was values.  

The concluding comment in the Consultation Report, stated that “most submissions were 

positive about the development and introduction of a national set of professional 

standards” (National Standards Subgroup of AEEYSOC, 2010, p. 20). From the 

responses to the questions above, I would argue that, while the idea of developing and 

introducing a set of standards may have been favoured by those who responded, the 

Enunciations in those Draft Standards were found to be less than satisfactory and did not 

take into account previous Enunciations made by the profession.  

In summary, while it is impossible to determine who, in particular, was dissatisfied with 

the Draft Standards, it is nonetheless clear that the authors’ ways of knowing the Draft 

Standards were different from the ways of knowing of those who made submissions.  

9.4.3 Were teachers the source of Enunciations in the validation of the National 

Standards?  

The Draft Standards were redrafted after the submissions were taken into account 

(National Standards Subgroup of AEEYSOC, 2010, p. 21) and were then known as the 

National Standards. These were used for the process of validation, which took place 

across three studies. In contrast to the other stages, the validation process directly and 

explicitly included teachers. However, teachers were not asked to Enunciate to or about 

the National Standards. Instead, they were asked to validate the structure of the Standards 

(which were already written) and whether that structure reflected four Career Stages 

(which had already been decided).  

The first of the three validation studies involved 177 schools. Its aim was to determine 

from teachers how difficult each Descriptor was to achieve in terms of teachers’ expertise 



 

Chapter 9  270 
 

(Pegg, McPhan, Mowbray, & Lynch, 2010). These difficulty measures were then “a 

means of validating the descriptors in each of the Career Stages” (Pegg et al., 2010, p. 5), 

but, I repeat, teachers were not invited to rewrite them. 

A number of issues about the National Standards emerged from the first study in the 

validation process. The issues were of sufficient importance for the Descriptors and Focus 

Areas to be revised before the second study took place (Pegg et al., 2010). One of the 

issues that teachers in the study wanted to stress to the authors was “the importance of 

getting the language of the Descriptors ‘right’ to ensure clarity so that all teachers engage 

with them” (Pegg et al., 2010, p. 8). This is specific evidence, from teachers, that the 

Enunciations of the National Standards did not reflect their ways of knowing. This 

evidence repeats the calls made in the submissions to the Draft Standards (§9.4.2), 

suggesting that the redraft was still inadequate for those in the Classroom domain. 

The second validation study “addressed the internal validity of the descriptors” (Pegg et 

al., 2010, p. 5). This time, 377 schools were sampled and invited to take part in an online 

survey.109 Others were also invited through an “advertising program involving education 

authorities and professional associations” (Pegg et al., 2010, p. 5). The results from this 

study must also have been a cause for concern, because a further consultation round with 

teachers was deemed to be warranted. At the conclusion of this, the validation team met 

yet again with AITSL to revise Descriptors and Focus Areas “prior to the preparation of 

the Standards for approval and subsequent endorsement” (Pegg et al., 2010, p. 13) by the 

Ministerial Council. This second rewrite shows that the ways of knowing being 

                                                

109 This was a Qualtrics survey, and the author is SiMERR (2010b), of whom I speak further in §9.5. 
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Enunciated in the National Standards were still perceived to be different from teachers’ 

ways of knowing.  

The third validation study was a series of consultations with teachers who were 

“nominated as high-quality 110  . . . [and] at a range of career stages drawn from 

government, Catholic and independent primary and secondary schools” (Pegg et al., 

2010, p. 13). 111  This study discussed the implementation of the standards and the 

evidence that teachers would be required to provide in order to satisfy the requirements 

of the National Standards. This was not a study concerned with the National Standards 

themselves, but with the administrative machinations once approved. 

According to AITSL, the purpose of the validation study was to determine whether “the 

construct of the standards reflects the views and aspirations of classroom teachers . . . and 

to align the Draft Standards [sic] framework with the expectations of teachers” (as 

paraphrased by Pegg et al., 2010, p. 5). This statement suggests that teachers’ “views, 

aspirations and expectations” had been surveyed in order to supply the content of the 

standards. I have shown that teachers were a source of the internal validation of the 

National Standards but were not a source of Enunciations of them or about them.  

I now turn my attention to determining the legitimacy of those who were the sources of 

Enunciating what were now to be known as the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers.  

                                                

110 There is no commentary in the Validation Report as to where these nominations came from, nor how “high quality” 
teachers were defined. 
111 Professional associations and tertiary institutions were also invited to send representatives. 
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9.5 The legitimacy of the sources of Enunciations of the Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers 

So far, I have shown the extremely limited role that teachers played in the development 

of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, although their role in the 

validation process was significant. I have argued that teachers were not the source of 

Enunciations of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. In this section, I 

determine the sources of those Enunciations and, by examining their perceptual positions, 

seek to determine their legitimacy to make those Enunciations. 

9.5.1 The sources of Enunciations of this suite of texts 

In this section I summarise the authorship groups, actual or inferred, of the texts which I 

have analysed as a (partial) representation of the development of the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers. I show these in Table 9.3. 

Table 9.3 Authorship groups in the texts of my archive tracing the development of 
the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 

Name of text Authorship group (actual or inferred) 

Draft Standards National Standards Expert Working Group 
(inferred) 

Consultation Report National Standards Expert Working Group 
(inferred) 

National Standards National Standards Subgroup Expert Writing 
Group (actual) 

Adjunct Paper AITSL (inferred) 

Executive Validation 
Report SiMERR112 (actual) 

Australian Professional 
Standards for Teachers SiMERR & AITSL Steering Group (actual) 

                                                

112 SiMERR is the National Centre of Science, ICT, and Mathematics Education for Rural and Regional Australia at 
the University of New England. 
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I say “actual or inferred” in the Table above because some texts do not have their 

authorship made clear, and I have had to infer it from other evidence. It is important to 

note here that I am not interested in the authorship groups per se; I identify them to 

determine their legitimacy to Enunciate professional standards for teachers. 

The Draft Standards do not have an authorship group acknowledged. I have inferred that 

the National Standards Expert Working Group, a subgroup of the Senior Officials 

Committee who claimed “development of the Draft Standards” (2010, p. 2) were the 

actual authors. I have made this inference by tracing the acknowledgement to them in the 

Draft Standards (2010, p. 2) and to the naming, in the final Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers text, of a National Standards Subgroup of the Senior Officials 

Committee (2011c, inside front cover).  

The Consultation Report also has no authorship group acknowledged. I have inferred that 

it was also authored by the National Standards Expert Working Group, by its date of 

publication, given as June 29, 2010. At this time, the Senior Officials Committee was still 

responsible for working on the standards, prior to AITSL assuming responsibility for their 

validation and finalisation in July 2010 (MCEECDYA, 2011).  

The work to produce the National Standards is referred to as coming from a National 

Standards Subgroup Expert Writing Group again from the Senior Officials Committee. 

They chose to appoint one person, Judith Page, from the NSW Institute of Teachers as 

the “writer” (AITSL, 2013, p. 24) of the National Standards, and this was the version 

used in the validation process. It is unclear what role the “writer” had in the standards—

whether that was as a translator of ideas, or as the author of the ideas. A clue to the former 

is given by the SiMERR group tasked with the validation of the standards who 

acknowledged “the work of Judith Page, and her breadth of knowledge and skill in expressing 
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(sometimes complex) teaching ideas in simple and understandable ways” (Pegg et al., 2010, p. 

xii). 

I mentioned that the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers were produced 

along with an Adjunct Paper. The latter had been publicly available113 but has no author 

or date acknowledged. I infer that its publication date is similar to the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers of December 2010. The Adjunct Paper was 

available from AITSL (original source was at 2010a), but not from the Ministerial 

Council. This suggests that it may have been authored within AITSL, and this is how I 

have chosen to cite it. 

SiMERR won the first research tender offered by AITSL to undertake the validation study 

of the National Standards. This academic research group was supported by members of 

the AITSL board and an AITSL steering group (SiMERR, 2010a). While the research 

team authored the Validation Report, the AITSL Steering Group was called in for various 

consultations to redraft the National Standards during the project, as I have mentioned. 

The final draft was then submitted to the Ministerial Council and approved in December 

2010 (MCEECDYA, 2011, para 2). 

9.5.2 The legitimacy of these sources of Enunciations 

Having established the actual or inferred authorship of this suite of texts in Table 9.4, I 

suggest the domains represented by each group.  

                                                

113 In 2018 is no longer available on the AITSL website and, while I have a hard copy of the document, I have been 
unable to source it again. 
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Table 9.4 Domains of representatives in the Authorship groups of the texts tracing 
the development of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 

Authorship 
Group 
(taken from 
Table 9.3) 
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National 
Standards Expert 
Working Group 

1 7 4 2 1 - 1 - - 

National 
Standards 
Subgroup Expert 
Writing Group 

2 3 3
114 

1 - - 1 - - 

AITSL - - - - - 
1
115 

- - - 

SiMERR - - - - - - 4 - - 

SiMERR & AITSL 
Steering Group - - 1 - - 3 4 5 2 

 

I suggest that those who Enunciated the texts in the development of the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers did not come from a Teacher Representative domain 

until the final stage of development, that is, validation, and that there are no 

representatives from the Classroom domain—as I argued in §9.4. 

The representatives from Commonwealth and State and Territory governments were 

senior officials from the relevant education departments, rather than ministerial 

representatives, which is why I have suggested that they represent the Teacher Employer, 

rather than the Policy, domain. Their perceptual position in relation to the Australian 

                                                

114 The NSW Institute of Teachers representative was the “appointed writer” (AITSL, 2011c, p. 24).  
115 Information about the people involved in this is not provided by AITSL. 
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Professional Standards for Teachers is implementation and workforce planning issues in 

the Policy domain. Regulatory authorities and employer groups have a perceptual 

position of governance, where the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers are a 

tool to regulate pre-service training and registration as entry to the profession 

(MCEETYA, 2009, p. 7). Three of the four regulatory authorities already had their own 

jurisdictional standards established, or being established, by this time (cited in TQELT, 

2003, pp. 19-20).  

One academic member was present as a representative of the Academic domain on two 

occasions, although the University represented was different each time. This suggests that 

the academic representation was not attached to the particular expertise of an individual 

but had more to do with their perceptual position in relation to the Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers in the accreditation of ITE providers.  

The members of SiMERR have a rich and long history in the Education Research domain. 

They have undertaken many aspects of educational research including quantitative, 

statistical modelling and qualitative work (Pegg et al., 2010). having undertaken a similar 

process for the NSW teacher standards some five years previously, they brought 

particular expertise to the validation process (Pegg, Baxter, Dickson, Graham, & 

Panizzon, 2005). Their role was not to write the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers, but to validate them.  

The two national teacher unions, from the Teacher Representative domain, would have a 

perceptual position in relation to the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 

which would lean towards work conditions and agreements, perhaps looking for the 

impacts of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers on teachers’ 

employability, workload and conditions. They may also have been alert to the impacts of 
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the “reward pay” (MCEETYA, 2009, p. 7) for advanced levels of teaching as suggested 

in the Four-year Plan.  

It is difficult to infer the perceptual position of the AITSL group who authored the 

Adjunct Paper to the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, since this would 

be dependent on their position within AITSL. I infer that their perceptual position would 

have been coloured by AITSL’s purpose which was to “provide national leadership for 

the Commonwealth, State and Territory governments in promoting excellence in the 

profession of teaching” (AITSL, 2013, inside cover). I have therefore chosen to place 

them in the Policy domain.  

The three members of the AITSL Steering Group who co-authored the final Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers were the Chair (Ramsey, see §6.3.2) and two 

previous CEOs of Teaching Australia, the precursor to AITSL. The AITSL Steering 

Group was the only group to have professional associations and teacher representatives 

present. I have named this as working from the Teacher Representative domain. The 

professional associations represented English and Mathematics teachers. Their perceptual 

positions came from their discipline-specific standards (TQELT, 2003), set up by their 

associations. Other discipline-specific groups were not present, nor were representatives 

from infants, primary or special needs teachers. 

Two of the professional associations were made up of principals, whose perceptual 

position sees the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers through a framework 

of leadership. The final association, the Australian Professional Teachers Association 

(APTA), is a federation of joint councils of teacher professional associations in each of 

the States. This federation of joint councils has a responsibility to represent its members, 

who are other professional associations (APTA, 2014). I argue that their perceptual 
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position is less about the teachers in their Classroom domain, and more about the 

associations they represent in a Teacher Representative domain.  

The perceptual and networked positions of two individuals within these authorship 

groups are also worthy of mention. The Chair of the National Standards Expert Working 

Group was Professor Peter Dawkins. I mentioned his networked position with AITSL 

and ACARA previously as well as with McGaw and Mackay, in §7.7.2. 

The other significant networked position was held by a representative of the NSW 

regulatory authority. Judith Page was the appointed “writer” of the National Standards 

that went to validation and was also part of the Secretariat of the Interim Committee for 

the NSW Institute of Teachers (2003, p. 153) called for in the Quality Matters report 

(§6.3.3). The Interim Committee was set up “to advise the (NSW) Minister on the 

establishment of a professional standards framework” (2003, p. 6). The report provided 

by the Committee contained a set of standards which formed the basis of the final NSW 

Standards. The members of SiMERR were also networked to the Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers by their joint work with Page on the NSW Standards (Pegg et al., 

2005). 

In summary, the status of the majority of those who Enunciated the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers did not come from being in, or representing, the 

Classroom domain. Their perceptual positions did not recognise the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers through teachers’ work or identity. Instead, their 

perceptions were framed by policy implementation, pre-service teacher training, teacher 

registration, leadership, work conditions and disciplinary expertise.  
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9.6 The point of application of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers  

Teachers are ostensibly, and are considered discursively to be, the point of application of 

the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. It is they who will be measured and 

classified by them, and the discourses of professions consider that professions are to own 

and be responsible for their own standards (§6.2). However, I argue here that the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers have other points of application. 

Throughout this chapter, I have shown that teachers were not the legitimate source(s) of 

Enunciating the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. AITSL, who were 

charged with overseeing the final stage in their development, appropriates ways of 

knowing standards from a discourse of professions when it describes the role of teachers 

in this validation stage. In these quotes from AITSL, there is an implication that teachers’ 

views, opinions and understandings all played a critical role in the development of the 

standards: 

“the Standards were tested” (2010a, para 5) in a study designed to capture the 

views of teachers “so as to ensure their relevance to teachers’ work” (2010a, 

para 1). 

The involvement of the profession in the validation process was critical. It 

gave practising teachers and principals a direct say in determining the 

applicability and usefulness of the Standards (2010a, para 6). 

Eventually, these details become blurred in the final version of the Australian 

Professional Standards which claims that “each descriptor has been informed by teachers’ 

understandings of what is required at different stages of their careers” (AITSL, 2011a, p. 

1).  
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The disingenuous claim that teachers played a key role in the development of the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers obfuscates the ways of knowing the 

standards in the Education Revolution Policy domain. As I showed in Chapter 7, the 

teacher quality discursivity in the Education Revolution Policy domain (re)produces a 

way of knowing the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers as a quality 

assurance scheme, targeting every stage in a teacher’s career path in order to deliver 

improved student outcomes for national economic growth. This way of knowing teachers, 

discursively framed in the Education Revolution Policy domain, means that a point of 

application of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers is the national 

economy.  

Importantly, the standards also had the Public domain as a point of application. When the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers were announced to the public in media 

releases by the Ministerial Council (MCEECDYA, 2011) and AITSL (2011b) discourses 

of professions were appropriated. Both releases emphasised the number of teachers 

involved: the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers were “validated by almost 

6,000 teachers, school leaders and parents across Australia” (AITSL, 2011b, para 6; 

MCEECDYA, 2011, para 5). In the AITSL media release, the discourse of professions 

as altruistic was used, speaking of teaching as an “exciting, dynamic and demanding 

profession” (AITSL, 2011b, para 2) as well as a discourse of social responsibility in 

mentioning the “vital role [that teachers play] in shaping the future of all young 

Australians” (AITSL, 2011b, para 4). The appropriations of these discourses signal 

teaching as a profession rather than just a career.  

Despite claims to represent teachers, AITSL was not making these statements about 

standards to teachers, as evidenced by its use of pronouns:  
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we want the best teachers for all children [and] . . . in return, teachers want 

clarity around our expectation of them, their professional knowledge and 

practice in the classroom and how we expect teachers to engage with their 

students and their families (my emphases, 2011b, para 5 & 6).  

The explicit nature of this othering of teachers belies any inference that teachers are 

knowing subjects who have determined their own professional standards. This is a prime 

example of a discursive contradiction—a slippage whereby the subjects of knowledge, in 

this case teachers as professionals, become objects of others’ knowledge about them.  

Both media releases show that one of the points of application of the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers in the Teacher Employer domain. They do this by 

explaining that they “form the basis for the registration and certification of teachers” 

(AITSL, 2011b, para 7; MCEECDYA, 2011, para 4). Teachers emerging from their 

University training are registered as Graduate Teachers, the lowest of the mandatory 

Career Stages in the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. They must meet the 

Proficient standard, the next of the mandatory Career Stages, within a specified time 

(usually 1–2 years). This is then registered with the appropriate authority. Registration as 

Proficient must be maintained to continue in employment as a teacher. 

The final point of application of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 

mentioned is in the Academic domain. Teachers can only have a registration as Graduate 

if they come from an accredited provider of ITE. The criteria for this accreditation are 

the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (AITSL, 2011b, para 7; 

MCEECDYA, 2011, para 4). ITE courses of study must show that, across any program, 

undergraduates have been able to meet all 37 Descriptors of the Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers at Graduate level (Australian Government, 2015, p. 5).  
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9.7 Conclusion  

As I showed across Chapters 7 and 8, the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, 

emerging from the policy reforms of the Education Revolution, were steeped in the 

teacher quality discursivity; this was augmented by the ways of knowing from the Grattan 

Institute’s School Education Program reports over this time that claimed to know “what 

teachers want”. In this chapter, I have argued that the discursivity was also augmented by 

the forms of rationality from Hattie, purporting to show that teaching and student learning 

could be simplified to “what works best”.  

The configuration of the teacher quality discursivity in the Education Revolution Policy 

domain knows teachers as economic agents, producing the nation’s human capital, whose 

quality was to be improved through a set of professional standards. Discourses of 

professionalism that have become part of the configuration of the teacher quality 

discursivity would have teachers as the legitimate source of Enunciations of professional 

standards and would have a coherence with teachers as their point of application. I spoke 

in Chapter 6 of state-support discourses in those professions consisting of state 

employees. It could be argued that this makes the state a legitimate facilitator of those 

standards, and this has been the case in the Education Revolution Policy domain.  

A state facilitator does not necessarily preclude the legitimacy of teachers as the sources 

of the Enunciations of those standards; in the Education Revolution Policy domain, 

however, the legitimate sources of Enunciations made throughout the development of the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers were not teachers. At multiple times 

throughout their development, and echoing my analyses of the National Statement and 

National Framework, it has been made clear that the ways of knowing those standards 

were not the ways of knowing from teachers.  
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This gives further credence to the argument I broached in Chapter 7, that the teacher 

standards are not part of the Education Agreement as a configuration of the teacher quality 

discursivity, but instead form part of the regulatory framework of the Education 

Revolution Policy domain. This then explains the lack of coherence between the sources 

of Enunciations and their points of application, when those are understood as teachers. 

When both the source and point of application are understood to be the state, then the 

coherence is apparent. 

Professional discourses have been appropriated to develop a perception that the points of 

application of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers were teachers, their 

professional standing and, ultimately, their status. The point of application of the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers is more effectively argued to be the 

Policy, Academic and Teacher Employer (regulatory) domains.  

As I leave my archaeological analysis to enter the ways of knowing in the Classroom 

domain in Chapter 10, I ask: What then of the teacher quality discursivity? Has it been 

configured to the point where it is no longer even recognisable as a discursivity about 

teacher quality? Is it now, instead, a discursivity that has, as its governing knowledge, 

teacher standards as a set of regulatory practices for the Policy, Academic and Teacher 

Employer (regulatory) domains? I take this up further in my discussion in Chapter 11, 

but I suggest for the moment that these regulatory practices are hidden ways of knowing 

standards in the Policy domain. They are hidden by the dominance of the teacher quality 

and profession discourses that are the public face of the teacher quality discursivity. I will 

argue in Chapter 11 that they are also hidden ways of knowing in the historical contents 

of the Policy domain, because only archaeological analyses of the types I have conducted 

here have the ability to reveal them.  
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10  Primary school teachers’ ways of knowing (2011) 

The people who make decisions about schools have not been teachers in 

classrooms and they don’t have the experience and knowledge that we have. 

They have no awareness of what the week is like in a classroom. Absolutely 

none (Emma). 

10.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I present my analysis of the ways of knowing of a fairly typical group of 

primary school teachers from the ACT,116 nearly three years into the policy reforms of 

the Education Revolution. As I analyse the savoir of these teachers operating in this 

Classroom domain, I am reminded of Connell’s Lament, with which I began my thesis. 

Connell cautioned about the impacts of a gap between the ways of knowing across the 

Classroom and Policy domains. Emma, as shown in the statement above, certainly 

perceives such a gap. I chose this quote to start this chapter because the sentiment was 

voiced by a number of teachers I spoke with. 

Given the broad sweeps of time and place encountered throughout my archival analysis, 

I begin this Chapter in §10.2 by situating the singular temporal context of my 

conversations with these teachers in terms of the implementation of the various policies 

from the Education Revolution. In §10.3 I explain the significant shift in my analysis 

presented here, as I move from the archaeology of previous chapters to my genealogical 

tactic in this chapter. This tactic is to put the savoir of the Classroom domain up against 

                                                

116 I spoke with 12 teachers across three primary schools in the ACT. Appendix 6 contains further details of these 
teachers. I recorded the conversations, and the transcripts of them form the texts for this analysis. I detailed the 
collection and assembling of these texts in Chapter 4.  



 

Chapter 10  286 
 

the savoir of the various domains my archaeology has analysed to address my second 

provocation: at what price can teachers speak the truth about themselves? I use §10.4 to 

set up this analysis by revisiting aspects of the savoir of the various domains I explored 

in my archaeology and the ‘truths’ held in knowing teachers. In sections §10.5 to §10.10 

I present the truths spoken by these teachers as they articulate the savoir of the Classroom 

domain. For each of these truths I contrast discursive threads from the savoir outside the 

Classroom domain to discuss their commonality.  

10.2 The temporal and policy context to my conversations 

I spoke with these teachers over late July to the end of September 2011 (Term 3 of the 

school calendar), when many of the policy reforms of the Education Revolution had been 

enacted and were in the process of being implemented. The Australian Curriculum was 

at various stages of trialling and voluntary implementation; NAPLAN, the suite of 

national skills testing, had taken place in Years 3 and 5 from 2008; My School was live 

and included school ICSEA values and NAPLAN results from 2008. The teacher 

registration authority, the ACT Teacher Quality Institute (the Institute), had begun 

operations in early 2011117, with all existing teachers registered by the end of that year 

(2012). Teachers’ first introduction to the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers came though this registration. Teachers who were currently employed were 

automatically registered as “Proficient”—the second118 of the two mandated career levels 

of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers.  

                                                

117 The ACT Teacher Quality Institute Bill was passed by the Legislative Assembly on 9 December 2010. 
118 Those new to teaching in the following year (2012) were to be labelled “Graduate”, the first of the two mandatory 
career levels of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. 
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10.3 From archaeology to genealogy as tactic 

My analysis in this chapter has a number of significant differences to my archaeological 

analyses. It is methodologically different, because I shift from the archaeological methods 

applied across Chapters 5–9 to apply genealogy as a tactic. In Chapter 2, I explained my 

view of archaeology as the necessary precursor to genealogy. My archaeology has 

provided an insight into the truths held by those outside the Classroom domain. This is 

the necessary precursor to identifying whether the savoir of the Classroom domain, as 

articulated by these teachers, is the same as, different from, or overlapping with, the 

savoir outside the domain. The first step in my genealogical tactic is to identify the 

discursive frameworks teachers use to speak their own ‘truths’. The next step is to put 

them up against the ‘truths’ held outside the Classroom domain to identify and showcase 

any disqualified or hidden ways in which teachers know themselves; and to identify any 

insurrections against the hegemonic effects of the discursive practices of teacher quality 

in the Classroom domain.  

By shifting my focus to genealogy as tactic, I am able to ask different sorts of questions 

as I analysis the transcripts from those posed during my archaeological analyses. For 

example, are the governing ways of knowing from the Policy domain, swirling around 

these teachers, conferring new ways of knowing themselves? Are they acknowledged, 

resisted, subverted or perhaps exceeded by these teachers’ local ways of knowing? If 

exceeded, what kinds of enduring discourses do these teachers draw upon?  

I also shift my temporal focus, moving from an historical tracing of the formation and 

configurations of the teacher quality discursivity as it was to eventually emerge at the 

national policy level, to identifying the prevailing discourses among a small group of 
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primary school teachers, at a single moment of time in 2011, in a Classroom domain of 

the ACT.  

Finally, the scale of my focus is also significantly different. Across my previous analyses, 

I have concentrated on my archive of texts traversing geohistorical, sociohistorical and 

temporal arenas, to illuminate the hegemonic ways in which teachers have come to be 

known about in the Education Revolution. In this chapter, I have a new focus on the self-

accounts of a group of Canberra primary school teachers and how they articulate ways of 

knowing themselves and their professionalism. 

10.4 The discursive threads from my archaeology 

While the archaeology I have conducted is a necessary precursor to my genealogical 

tactic, my conversations with these teachers were not conducted to provide an audit of 

the discursive threads picked up through my archaeology as I searched for the formation 

and configurations of the teacher quality discursivity. When I spoke with these teachers, 

I was interested in the savoir of the Classroom domain as they articulated it. It was 

through my analysis that I put the ‘truths’ up against each other as my genealogical tactic 

to show what ways of knowing in the Classroom domain were subjugate to, resistant to, 

disqualified by, or overlapping with the hegemonic ways of knowing from outside of the 

Classroom domain.  

There are two major discursive threads from my archaeological analysis that are relevant 

to my analysis here. Both discourses are significant contributors to, and necessary parts 

of, the configuration of the teacher quality discursivity. One discursive thread is the 

economic utility of teachers. Teachers came to be known as creators of human capital 

necessary for economic growth (§10.5), through the test scores they could harvest from 

their students. The other discursive thread swirls around the age-old debate of whether 
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teachers are part of a profession. There are numerous discourses associated with the 

professions that contribute to this thread, including tertiary educational qualifications 

(§10.6), disciplinary expertise (§10.7), and autonomy (§10.8).  

As economic inputs in a neoliberal framework, teacher quality needs to be measured. As 

professionals, teachers are seen by the state to be in need of standards. The Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers represents the culminating solution to the problems 

set up by these two discursive threads. My archaeological analysis traces how these 

discourses, along with others, contributes to our present where teacher registration 

(§10.9) and teacher standards (§10.10) have been implemented.  

I begin my analysis with the contrast between ways of knowing teachers as creators of 

human capital versus teachers own way of knowing themselves, through discourses of 

care and responsibility, as contributors to society.  

10.5 Teachers as creators of human capital:  teachers as contributors to society   

And with [teaching] comes a big responsibility. . . . We are contributing to 

this society by educating the children. I think it's a very important profession 

(Mila). 

Like Mila in the statement above, Stella knew her professionalism through her 

responsibility to the children in her care: “I guess I look at it that parents look to us as the 

person, the professional person, that is taking care of their child and educating their child 

and, you know, being responsible and caring for their child. So that makes me feel very 

professional”. Discourses of care and social responsibility are still evident in educational 

rhetoric— the Melbourne Declaration being a recent example. However, as my mapping 

of ways of knowing teachers into the Education Revolution present shows, the premise 

that teacher professionalism is primarily expressed through student care and social 
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responsibility has been trumped by the economic agenda of neoliberalist educational 

policy discourses. These teachers’ sense of their social responsibilities has clearly not 

been reconfigured by the economic imperatives of the Education Revolution reforms. Not 

one of them defined their professionalism in terms of their responsibility for the nation’s 

future economic prosperity. They indicated to me that they take their role in their 

students’ futures seriously, but they expressed this in social, rather than economic, terms. 

Emma, for example, wanted to ensure that her teaching would give the children she had 

taught the “things that will help them in their adult life”. Jay believed that he taught his 

students “about life, you teach them about values, you teach them how to treat others . . . 

you teach them how to respect others”, an approach mirrored by Melinda, who wanted 

her students to understand that, in life, there is “a whole connection, you know, you as a 

person have the ability to affect another person”. Steve said that teachers are “about 

allowing or giving the opportunity to [students to] reach the potential that they have 

academically, socially and emotionally”.  

Teachers’ ways of knowing their role in the future of the children they teach are framed 

around discourses of social responsibility towards creating successful learners: “it's about 

building intrinsic motivation to learn, an actual love of learning” (Emma) and “to always 

want to learn” (Jay). These discourses were imbued with notions of a freedom which 

comes about through choice, voiced by Steve as the student “feels the, you know, the 

ability and the confidence to follow whatever it is that their chosen path is”. Ruby said 

that she wanted her students to “feel the, you know, the ability and the confidence to 

follow whatever it is that their chosen path is”. Melinda wanted them to have “the 

creative, . . . the problem solving” skills needed in adult life, while Leo wanted to enable 

them to feel “useful and satisfied in (their) engagement in life”. Stella spoke of making 
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her students feel “part of a community and living in our society as a respectable and 

responsible person”. 

Other responses to my question, or its variant “what’s special about (being) a primary 

school teacher?” reveal a series of emotive responses centred around passion (Melinda); 

creativity, engagement and adaptability (Ruby, Laura and Mila); and wanting the children 

to develop a love of learning (Steve, Lorraine, Emma and Kate). The power of these 

responses lies in their individuality - the particular style of nurturing that each teacher 

brings to their classroom. I return again to these individualistic ways of knowing in §11.3. 

While powerful reminders of the passion and dedication that teachers can bring to their 

Classroom domain, these very same dispositions are themselves discursive practices that 

are ripe for governing. The Melbourne Declaration, which I discuss in §7.7.1, speaks of 

these more abstract and aspirational goals of education. When the Melbourne Declaration 

is used as the rationale for the reforms of the Education Revolution, those for whom it 

resonates can then be coerced into instrumentalist rationalities of very reforms they may 

otherwise take exception to.  

10.6 Professional qualifications: an “entry ticket” discourse 

after four years, given four years of, you know, a life of dedication to (my 

University degree), I was really under-prepared for joining this profession 

(Alice). 

My archaeological analysis reveals that traditional discourses surrounding the professions 

assume tertiary qualifications, and that from 1983 primary teachers were not immune to 

this (Aspland, 2006). Once tertiary qualifications became the ‘norm’ for all teachers, the 

authority of the federal government to target teachers becomes publicly justified, since 

this is in their remit. While the federal government’s interest in teachers is more to do 
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with their instrumentality for the economy, tertiary qualifications allows all teachers to 

be considered ‘true’ professionals. A tertiary qualification also feeds into discourses of 

the science of teaching – where the psychological, historical and theoretical perspectives 

are privileged over the more practical elements of their training.     

In §9.6 I showed how the claim to professional status was appropriated by the discursive 

formation of teacher quality in the Education Revolution Policy domain. One of the 

discursive threads I am tracing here is teachers’ ways of knowing their qualifications as 

a measure of their professional status. As Alice’s statement above indicates, the 

theoretical knowledge gained from a University teacher education degree was not 

necessarily considered relevant knowledge by these primary school teachers. Alice was 

not alone in contesting the usefulness of her University degree: she regarded it rather as 

an “entry ticket” to her profession.  

There was a strong sense that the University course was to be endured to achieve this 

entry ticket. For example, Stella said, “because to be able to teach you have to go to 

university”. Not only did these teachers feel that they “had to” go to University; they 

made mention of the length of the course. The main issue was the lack of correlation 

between the length of their course and the status it conferred on them compared to other 

professions:  

I find it amazing to think that teachers are a four-year trained profession and 

there are so many other professions out there that are three-year trained, but 

people hold them in much higher regard (Steve).  

These teachers were scathing about the intrinsic lack of usefulness of their University 

education. Many said that they came out of their degree not knowing what they 

considered to be the basics for the job which they were to undertake. The shortfalls they 
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identified included how to teach a child to read or spell (Alice, Kate and Laura); the 

genres of writing (Ruby); how to program using a curriculum (Steve, Mila and Alice); 

how a school works (Emma); how to engage with parents (Kate, Steve, Emma, Mila, 

Alice, Jay and Laura); scope and sequencing (Alice); and the emotional care needed in 

working with children (Stella).  

Despite their criticisms, these teachers were also simultaneously defensive of those 

University qualifications. Arguably, these teachers’ contradictory valuings of teacher 

qualifications are evidence of the normalising effects of governmentality, whereby a 

mandatory qualification that is perceived as having little intrinsic worth is simultanesouly 

defended for its extrinsic value. This tension in attitudes towards tertiary qualifications 

was revealed by Laura. She told me of a staffroom conversation about the Teach for 

Australia119 program. She and her colleagues could not understand how a short intensive 

course equipped the Teach for Australia recruits with the requisite theoretical background 

to be considered as part of the profession. The staff knew that these recruits had an 

undergraduate degree in the discipline area in which they wished to teach, but it was the 

short intensive course in teaching before being appointed to a school that angered Laura: 

“when you read things like in the newspaper, like, ‘I did a six week course and now I am 

teaching at a high school’, you just go ‘grrrrrrr’”. Laura was well aware that her attitude 

to the Teach for Australia program was “a bit contradictory” because she was also of the 

opinion that she “didn’t learn anything at Uni”.120 

                                                

119 Modelled on the Teach for America program (see Teach for America, 2018), Teach for Australia Associates, over 
a period of two years, “teach at a school serving a low socioeconomic community with full salary and benefits, earn a 
Master of Teaching on an assisted scholarship, participate in targeted professional development and receive one-on-
one coaching and mentoring to accelerate personal, professional and academic growth” (Teach for Australia, 2018).  

120 “Uni” is a peculiarly Australian idiom for University. 
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Steve was nearly apologetic for the lack of theoretical training he received in his one-

year Graduate Diploma of Education, saying that the course was delivered “in a very 

practical sense instead of in an abstract sense”, which meant that he “missed out on some 

of the, you know, pedagogical theory”. This missing out concerned Steve. However, this 

was not because he thought that his teaching practice was compromised—as he said, he 

could always “find the theories out”—but because he did not want to appear not to know 

things that his colleagues knew. The lack of relevance of the theoretical knowledge 

provided to four-year trained teachers was voiced by Stella: “somebody will talk about 

Piaget and lah, lah, lah, and I'd think, yes, I remember all that from Uni, but there's not 

that much that comes up . . . you know, not really”.   

My conversations with these teachers reveal that, although the battle over whether 

teaching is an art, craft or science may have been fought and won in the Policy domain 

(Aspland, 2006), the battle is not over in this Classroom domain. While, in the Policy 

domain, teaching is understood to be a science provided by qualifications from University 

which then provide teachers with the status of a profession, teachers in this Classroom 

domain, like Stella and Steve, do not need or use the discourse of a science of teaching. 

University is not providing them with the craft of teaching, which is deemed to be the 

only way of knowing what it is to be a primary school teacher. Marcel voiced this well, 

saying that “professionals on paper are not professionals in the classroom. Like, if you 

try and say that how good you are as a teacher is based purely on the qualifications you 

have, well that's rubbish”. Kate believes that the practical pre-service classroom teaching 

placements and experiences were the most relevant aspect of her tertiary education “I've 

said that a million times to anyone who will listen that I would say I've learnt 90 per cent 

of my craft on the job”. 
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This local Classroom discourse of “teaching as craft” that Kate articulates stands in stark 

contrast to the theoretical, abstracted and governing ways of understanding the profession 

of teaching that are documented in the academic literature and privileged in the Policy 

domain. These governing ways of knowing see professionalism as delivered through the 

acquisition of tertiary qualifications, and these qualifications are now required to be 

certified against the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers.  

The teachers who spoke to me gave extraordinary weight to the ways of knowing that 

came from teaching in Classroom domains: Jay said it was the “pracs121 where you learn 

everything” and Mila described this as the “real learning”, which can only start “once you 

start teaching” (Stella), because only then do you get the necessary experience “that really 

sets you up” (Ruby). Their University courses were seen as a sequence of highly relevant 

practicums, punctuated by theoretical lectures and tutorials. 

The way of knowing reiterated through this craft discourse is that “real learning” (Mila) 

takes place in the classroom and is transmitted, through a form of apprenticeship to “real 

[school] teachers” (Laura). This group of primary school teachers discounted the 

relevance of the disciplinary-based theoretical learning they were exposed to at 

University. By inference, they also discounted the status of their University lecturers as 

“real” teachers. It seems that, for classroom teachers, University and Classroom teaching 

expertise operates in a zero-sum game: an increase in disciplinary or theoretical expertise 

seems, necessarily, to be associated with a decrease in pedagogical expertise. It is this 

local Classroom discourse of pedagogical expertise that I take up next. 

                                                

121 “Prac” is a common term used by Australian teachers and pre-service teachers alike. It is short for “practical” or 
“practicum” and is used to describe what are now called professional experience placements. Pre-service teachers have 
increasing exposure across their degree to teaching a class of students and are mentored by the teacher of that class. 
Four-year undergraduate teacher degree programs include 80 days of placement (TEMAG, 2014, p. 20). 
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10.7  Professional expertise: a discourse of pedagogical prowess  

I mean, like, yes, you're an expert in pedagogy and in some sense you're an 

expert in, like, beginning literacy skills, you're an expert in childhood 

development, you're an expert—but you're not at the same time, you’re not 

an expert, you're not a psychologist, you're not a doctor (Marcel). 

Discourses of professions in the Academic and Policy domains (re)produce a way of 

knowing which assumes that professionals must have expertise and qualifications in a 

specific disciplinary field. While the Academic domain may critique this (§6.3), Marcel’s 

statement quoted above, shows that these notions still exist. Marcel describes the tension 

between the sort of expertise which teachers know that they have in the local Classroom 

domain and the sort of discipline-specific expertise that is associated with professions in 

governing ways of knowing. 

I have already discussed the fact that Australian primary school teachers are invariably 

responsible for teaching across curricular areas such as mathematics, English, science, 

geography and history, personal development and health.122 As a result, the professional 

discourse of disciplinary expertise is not attainable for primary school teachers. The 

generalist model of primary teacher education and primary teaching itself is a priori 

excluded from governing ways of knowing professionalism. Primary school teachers are 

thus distinguished from their secondary school counterparts,123 who are known by their 

discipline teaching area. This is expressed well by Steve: “[w]e're not, you know, we're 

not a maths teacher, we're not a science teacher, we're a primary school teacher”.  

                                                

122 Depending on school size and affluence, specialist music, art, language and, sometimes, science teachers are also 
brought in. 
123 This relative status is even more pronounced for early childhood educators (SEETRC, 1998, pp. 29-30). 



 

Chapter 10  297 
 

The majority of the teachers I spoke to did not want to, or could not, articulate a way of 

knowing themselves as experts. Stella “start(ed) to worry” at the notion of expertise and 

wondered whether “there's a better word”. Other teachers actively refused to 

acknowledge the word as a way of knowing themselves: “expert is probably the wrong 

word . . . the idea of an expert doesn't quite fit” (Marcel); “expertise might be a word we 

should use, it's not a word we do use. I wouldn't say we ever talk about ourselves as 

experts” (Steve); and “I don't know if expertise is the right word” (Emma). These teachers 

were struggling to identify with the status of expert, because the governing ways of 

knowing professionalism do not speak of anything other than disciplinary expertise.  

It is these same hegemonic discourses of professionalism that have informed the 

development of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers within the Policy 

domain. Caught between two ways of knowing, primary school teachers are, 

paradoxically, positioned as requiring professional status and, by its very definition, 

excluded from it. If the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers are to be 

understood as an examination in the Foucauldian sense (§2.7), then primary school 

teachers are valid candidates, but they would not ‘pass’. They are categorised as wanting 

by the very instrument they are told will promote their status. In this way the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers work as an instrument of governmentality.  

Teachers commonly described their job to me as “multifaceted” (Marcel); because of this, 

they believed that they could not be experts “in every single” (Emma) curriculum area 

they had to cover. Rather than as a discipline expert, these teachers knew themselves as 

a “generalist” (Marcel) or a “jack of all trades” (Marcel, Stella and Jay), where they know 

“a tiny bit of everything” (Emma) and have a “broad background” (Laura) in disciplinary 

knowledge. Leo acknowledged that some teachers do have expertise in particular 

curriculum areas, but this “technical expertise”, as he called it, was not “the most 
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significant thing in a teacher's repertoire”. Marcel, like Leo, did not see discipline 

expertise as aligning with excellent teaching “I mean, there are excellent teachers, but I 

don't think it makes . . . like, an expert”.  

Mila voiced a different way of knowing, which was that primary school teachers’ 

expertise was in their pedagogy. This quote shows the passion with which she explains 

her reasoning: 

what we are experts at is how to deliver information to children because if we 

say that we are not professional that means that anyone can say, anyone can 

walk in and just teach, and we know that that is, well it’s not impossible it’s 

just not everyone would be able to do a good job. So, we are experts at 

delivering the lessons, delivering the information to the children. I guess if 

somebody is an expert in science and has a degree in science that doesn’t 

necessarily mean that person will be able to deliver a science lesson to the 

children the way that we do. I think we are experts at knowing, knowing the 

strategies, knowing the way the children learn and taking all that knowledge 

to be able to deliver the lessons and make sure the children actually 

understand and take in what we are talking about (Mila). 

Mila reclaims a self-validating discourse of pedagogical prowess. For her, pedagogical 

prowess encapsulates what it means specifically to be a good primary school teacher. She 

insists that disciplinary expertise is not enough to make a good teacher. Good teaching is 

the skills required, and strategies put in place, which ensure that children actually learn. 

In the Classroom domain which Mila championed, and others also articulated, 

pedagogical prowess is not restricted to the traditional arenas of literacy and numeracy. 

It also includes teachers’ abilities to engage with the child, their learning and their world. 
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30Ruby said that teachers were good at teaching “children in creative and interesting 

ways”. This was a skill that Steve saw as being “unique”. Leo mentioned that “a primary 

teacher has the, I don't know, the ability to pick up where a kid is and where they're going 

next, I think, and find that growth point”. This ability to identify and assess is something 

that teachers can do “at a glance”, according to Leo. 

The teachers I spoke with knew their pedagogical prowess to be superior to that of 

teachers in secondary schools: “I think that's what primary school [teachers have] over 

high school [teachers]. You know, we teach children and they teach curriculum” (Leo). 

Kate perceived decreasing levels of pedagogical capability in moving from teaching in 

primary school to high school; she saw that pedagogical prowess is most prominent in 

early childhood educators. She commented that all teachers could “learn a lot from [early 

childhood educators] . . . because they are about teaching the child, whereas the higher 

you go up it's more about teaching the subject, you know?” These teachers’ notions that 

pedagogical prowess has an inverse relationship to the age level of those being taught 

was also discussed in A Class Act. This same discursive relation could also contribute to 

these teachers’ perception of University lecturers in the tertiary sector as not “real” 

teachers, as I discussed previously. 

Other exclusionary effects of the discourses of professionalism are evident in this 

Classroom domain of primary teaching. Teachers’ professional associations are 

invariably discipline based and, although they are theoretically open to all teachers, these 

primary school teachers found it hard to see their own domains of expertise reflected in 

these disciplinary silos. This is evidenced by the fact that 10 of the 12 teachers I spoke 
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with did not belong, nor feel any need to belong, to a professional association.124 There 

is no discourse which articulates primary teachers’ professionalism through an expertise 

in pedagogy. This is of concern, given that when professional discipline-based 

associations are invariably the groups that the Policy domain includes if it collaborates 

with the profession, as I have evidenced over Chapters 5–7.  

10.8  Professional autonomy:125 a discourse of content versus pedagogy 

So, I try not to, I try and do—and there are some things that I do and just go, 

‘I don't know why I'm doing this’, but I do it anyway. Or I just go, ‘mmm’, 

but you do it because, you know, it's just something that's got to be done or 

it's the way that it's been told that's the way, maybe, that is the best way to do 

it. ‘OK, that's fine. You know, I do it differently, but my way is not the only 

way, I'll do it your way this time’. And so, you do it, but I've also gone, ‘You 

know what, I value what you're saying to me, but I’m fundamentally opposed 

and I'm closing the door’ (Laura). 

A defining aspect of governing discourses of professionalism is the capacity to work 

autonomously, to make independent decisions based upon disciplinary expertise (Evetts, 

2014). For Laura, above, autonomy is known through the decisions she makes in her own 

                                                

124 The two who did were in leadership positions. One belonged to the Australian College of Educational Leadership, 
which is a not-for-profit company that actively supports the development of educational leadership capabilities across 
Australia (ACEL, 2017). The other belonged to the Australian College of Educators (ACE) a “leader and advocate for 
the teaching profession across Australia. The college delivers a range of services and support that is designed by the 
profession for the profession, with the fundamental objective to provide the best outcomes for Australian students, 
across all levels of education” (ACE, 2018, p. para 1).  
125 I note there that I am not speaking of the autonomy of the profession, that is to be self-directed and self-directing 
through its standards and its ability to include and exclude members etc., which I spoke at length about in Chapter 9. I 
am concentrating here on the autonomy of the professional—the extent to which the actor can act autonomously in 
their workplace. 
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classroom, which at times may be compliant, oppositional or resistant. This is described 

well by Melinda, who said that teachers: 

 do all the right things and say all the right things and nod and smile and go 

yes, yes, and . . . then shut the door and then do it (their) way, (they) still do 

it, but do it (their) way.  

Connell’s Lament reverberated for me as I was speaking with teachers about their 

autonomy. As Connell (2009) points out, teachers’ ways of knowing what is best for their 

students, that is to say their autonomous judgements, are increasingly threatened within 

the Classroom domain. This is because the reforms of the Education Revolution have 

ensured that consistent and uniform standards, based upon neoliberalist values and way 

of knowing are enforced in the classroom, through the invisibility of the instruments of 

governmentality including hierarchical observation and a normalising gaze directed 

towards themselves. 

Not all the teachers I spoke with share exactly the same positioning in relation to these 

policy discourses and regulations.  Some were more powerfully imbued with them than 

others—particularly the leaders. This is exemplified by Kate, who held a leadership 

position in her school and is differently subjected and positioned by the professional 

standards discourse. She described Melinda’s way of knowing, which I noted above, as 

the “old way”. Kate saw that teachers’ perspective that it is their “prerogative . . . to do 

whatever (they) want to and whatever (they) believe is best” was, in the current regulatory 

framework, “too much” and indeed a “bit scary at times”. She wanted the teachers whom 

she was supervising to “toe the line” and rationalised this by saying that teachers should 

understand their role as part of a uniform journey in children’s progress throughout their 

years at the primary school. Kate was younger than most of the other executive teachers 
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in her school, and so her attitudes may also reflect the intergenerational facets of 

professionalism suggested by the work of Stone-Johnson (2017) and Wilkins (2011), 

which I discussed in §3.4.2. These leaders are caught up in the capillarity of governing. 

Foucault speaks of the capillarity of power coming about at the level of the individual. 

There is no need for a repressive power when its productivity can come through the 

uptake of the ways of knowing seen to be ‘natural’ and enacted and performed by those 

around you. 

Many of the ways of knowing articulated by these primary school teachers contain two 

elements. One relates to the choices which they feel they can still make about the content 

they teach; I call this their content-autonomy. I show below that this content-autonomy 

includes the curriculum autonomy I mentioned from McCulloch et al. (2000) and Swann 

et al. (2010) in §5.2. The second relates to their perceived autonomy over how they teach 

that content, and I call this their pedagogical-autonomy. I look at these two elements of 

autonomy separately.  

10.8.1 Content-Autonomy 

I actually don’t think we have any freedom in deciding what to teach any 

more (Mila). 

The decisions that you have over what you teach, I actually think that to a 

certain degree that’s too wishy-washy (Alice).  

While Mila was despondent over her perceived loss of autonomy over content, Alice was 

hungering for more prescription. I am cognisant of the fact that, once again, this could 

reflect status differences within the school’s hierarchy or the intergenerational aspects of 

knowing professionalism discussed in §3.4.2, because Mila was an older and more 

experienced teacher than Alice. However, within this small group of teachers, these 
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differences in their expressed desires for or against content-autonomy corresponded more 

to whether autonomy was being spoken of at a macro or at a micro level. At the macro 

level, content-autonomy came to light when conversations turned to the Australian 

Curriculum, and this is more like the curriculum autonomy from McCulloch et al. (2000) 

and Swann et al. (2010). At a micro level, content-autonomy was about decisions over 

content made between teachers of the same age level, for example, the team of Year 3 

teachers. 

In the Policy domain, the Australian Curriculum is touted as being “rigorous” and 

“world-class” quality (MCEETYA, 2009, p. 14). Within the Classroom domain, the 

teachers I spoke with did not articulate a way of knowing the Australian Curriculum for 

its quality, world class or otherwise. They knew the Australian Curriculum in two main 

ways: firstly, by comparing it to other curricula they had used in the recent past; and 

secondly, through the ways in which it heralded standardisation.  

The comparability with previous curricula was important to these teachers, not because 

they might have to forgo any content of inherent value within the old curricula, but 

because a radically different curriculum required “a fair bit of work” (Steve). Evaluated 

at this macro level, in terms of how much extra work the Australian Curriculum demands 

of teachers, content-autonomy did not appear to be a way of knowing their work. 

The teachers also evaluated the Australian Curriculum through the standardisation it 

heralded, recognising that this could reduce their content-autonomy at the classroom 

(micro) level. It was interesting that the teachers utilised a variety of neoliberal discourses 

to justify this loss of content-autonomy, despite being resistant in other areas to adopting 

this sort of reasoning. Kate engaged with the discourse of productivity, pointing out, that 

if something is done entirely differently in Year 5, compared to what is done in Year 6, 
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that is “not going to be as productive as actually having a consistent approach for that 

child across their whole primary school”. This echoed Kate’s earlier comment about 

toeing the line. Marcel adopted an efficiency discourse when discussing the production 

of educational resources: “you've got a company designing really good resources for one 

curriculum rather than a company designing mediocre resources for seven curriculums”. 

Melinda talked about the benefits of compulsion and conformity, describing the 

Australian Curriculum as “beautiful because everybody gets to do what they're supposed 

to do at the same time that they're supposed to do it, which is great”. Emma was also 

pleased with the potential of the Australian Curriculum as a disciplinary technique for 

improvement:  

I think a national curriculum . . . gives everyone a goal to head towards, 

whether you reach it or not, or you go past it or not, it gives everyone a goal, 

it gives the schools that have rubbish teachers and rubbish leadership a bit of 

a wakeup call about what they need to be getting through.   

The regime of assessment and reporting that is prevalent now in primary schools provides 

one clue as to why neoliberal discourses were privileged by some of these teachers to 

rationalise their loss of content-autonomy. For Melinda, having a standardised curriculum 

was “a brilliant idea” because, otherwise, “the kids come out at all different levels and 

different places” and she saw this as unfair because of NAPLAN. The conformity 

required by this public testing regime was privileged over the diversity that occurs in 

every classroom because of the diversity in teachers and students. 

For others, it was not only NAPLAN that brought the need to standardise content; it was 

any testing that was implemented across the class cohort. Mila said that she couldn’t do 

anything “totally different to someone else because we do have to bring it back and look 
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at the tests” that each cohort of classes will sit. Leo had absorbed discourses which spoke 

of the dangers of non-standardisation when he said, “places like the USA where it seems 

like every school district can make up their own mind .. and there is no coordination . . . 

and then they have their SATs126 . . . It makes a whole nonsense of the thing”.  

The ways in which teachers justified their content-autonomy at the micro level of the 

classroom was a little more complex. Laura, Mila and Ruby all pointed out that they must 

surrender their individual content-autonomy once the group of teachers responsible for a 

particular cohort of students had put together a teaching program for the year. Ruby 

described it thus: “what happens from February through to Christmas time: we're all 

teaching the same thing at the same time and it's all from the same program”. The agreed-

to program for that year was on Ruby’s wall, and she described it as that “coloured sheet 

over there on the wall there with all the blocks”. It seems that it is the privileging of 

standardised cohort content over individual teachers’ content-autonomy that raises 

tensions among the teachers. Laura described the restrictions this team-planning could 

elicit:  

it’s really hard . . . everyone has their own ideas. Everyone’s got, you know, 

60 years of experience and you’ve got your own way of thinking, and what’s 

happening now is they want us all to be teaching the same.  

Content-autonomy, when private and practised in the classroom, is also secretive, as I 

suggested in §10.5. Marcel said that, while there was a lack of “freedom on paper” about 

what was supposed to be covered, there was a “freedom in practice” about what was 

                                                

126 SAT, the Scholastic Assessment Test, is a standardised test used for college admissions in the USA. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Standardized_test
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/College_admissions_in_the_United_States
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actually covered. Teachers know that records of what has, and what has not, been covered 

in the curriculum at handover time127 will not be accurate:  

we don’t handover the curriculum. Do you know what I mean? Like we don’t 

hand over any of that sort of information to actually go “You know what? 

Here is legitimately what we did” (Alice).  

The secret is a shared one. Alice thought it was “a joke” that all the content in the 

curriculum got covered and described Marcel’s “freedom in practice” as a “game that 

was played” by all teachers. For example, Emma said that “she pretends” to go out for 

fitness every day with her students, while Laura has “promised” senior executive that she 

“won’t ditch” the spelling program in her teaching next term. These metaphors of 

childhood: playing; pretending; promising, reveal a way of knowing their 

professionalism, through their autonomy, that is at once both subversive and petulant.  

To recap, autonomy over the content to be taught by teachers to the students they “have 

in front of them” (Connell, 2009) is a complex arena by which these teachers knew their 

professionalism. At a macro level, these teachers were compliant with the loss of content-

autonomy through the implementation of the Australian Curriculum. They articulated 

neoliberal discourses as justifications for their compliance, but the subtext to their 

compliance was the accountability they felt to assessment and reporting practices. At a 

micro level, external accountability was to other teachers, and individual content-

autonomy was surrendered, sometimes reluctantly, to the group. In the privacy of their 

                                                

127 This is a process that can be unique in primary schools because the same teacher has usually been with the class for 
a school year. At handover time, if possible, the teacher of the previous year’s class will speak to the incoming teacher 
about such things as the class as a group, the students, particular learning or behavioural needs, their social interactions 
and the areas of the curriculum that may need additional strengthening or have already been covered in depth. Alice 
described this as “We do handovers on children and their needs and all that sort of stuff”. 
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classrooms, many of these teachers practised a content-autonomy that suited the needs of 

the students they had in front of them; their own pedagogical predilections allowed them, 

with integrity, to report that they had delivered the content required of them. This private 

practice of content-autonomy was both acknowledged by, and hidden from, everyone. 

This is an interesting example of the ways in which the policy discourses are both 

governing teachers, and at the same time, teachers are resisting and subverting them, by 

sticking to their own ‘local’ knowledges or savoir. These teachers actively blurred the 

boundaries between content and pedagogy in order to maintain a sense of autonomy 

inside their classrooms. Without that autonomy, as Mila describes, “anyone could be a 

teacher”.   

10.8.2 Pedagogical-autonomy  

Teachers have “some freedom in deciding how to teach” (Mila).  

A huge number of decisions are mine to make about how I teach (Alice). 

In contrast to their complex mix of feelings about the desirability of content-autonomy in 

the macro and micro environments of the new Australian Curriculum, the teachers spoke 

confidently about exercising high levels of pedagogical-autonomy within their own 

Classroom domains. As I have mentioned, these teachers’ resistance to curricular 

standardisation arose only if their pedagogical practice was under threat. Ruby articulated 

the tension between curricular standardisation and pedagogical-autonomy: “what's 

happening in one room is happening in the other. The way the lessons are delivered is not 

the same because we're all individuals”. They reasoned that curricular standardisation, if 

vague enough, did not have to lead to a loss of pedagogical-autonomy. The Australian 

Curriculum was variously described as being “broad enough” (Leo, Marcel and Steve), 

and “vague enough” (Emma), and “not prescriptive” (Marcel), so that teachers still had 
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the “freedom” (Alice and Marcel) to make it “relevant” (Alice); to “work with it” 

(Emma); and saw that they still had “scope to implement [it] . . . in a huge number of 

ways” (Steve).  

These teachers measured their pedagogical-autonomy in relation to the trust afforded 

them by the executive of the school. When the executive is perceived as trusting of the 

teachers, then pedagogical-autonomy soars; however, when the executive is perceived to 

be undertaking surveillance, that autonomy is reduced. Melinda thought that teachers 

were now being watched by the executive “to make sure that everybody is doing the same 

thing”. Steve discussed the impacts of different principals on his autonomy. His first 

principal had “left them to their own devices”, giving him a fair amount of autonomy. 

The next really liked to be on the “cutting edge” of new moves in education, which meant 

that Steve’s autonomy was severely limited, because he needed to follow what was being 

prescribed by the executive as “high quality education”. Marcel, who teaches at the same 

school as Steve, said that this change in leadership impacted his autonomy too, because 

he was tasked with a particular role within the school and while one previous principal 

had said “here is a blank canvas and it’s yours, go with it”, the new principal required 

“checking and double checking”, leaving Marcel feeling that he “can’t make any 

decisions”. For Leo, the support of the principal and executive was paramount to his 

pedagogical-autonomy. He said, the principal “trusts his staff . . . [and so] will give you 

the support and encouragement and the freedom” to pursue new pedagogical pathways.  

While it is the trust that the principal and/or executive has in these teachers that affords 

them their pedagogical-autonomy, it is highly significant that trust is not presumed, as it 

might be in other professions. Rather than flowing from an automatic recognition of 

professional status and autonomy, trust is gifted to the teachers, either through personal 

relationships and/or as a result of surveillance. Leo said that part of the trust came about 
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because the principal employed the staff and so, not only was he “very clever in the way 

he chooses staff”, he also knew them well. In Steve and Marcel’s school, the principal 

who employed them was no longer there and, as a result, Marcel thought that “we’ve got 

to build that trust and confidence” with the new principal before their autonomy could be 

re-established.  

10.9  Professional registration: a discourse of red tape. 

I think it’s a wank. I don’t see the point in it.  . . . It’s one of those things you 

know; it doesn’t enable me to do anything that I couldn’t do before and 

they’re now just charging me for the privilege of teaching (Marcel). 

While other professions have national registration systems administered by an 

independent body, for example, AHPRA128 for doctors, registration was a new concept 

for the majority of teachers in this Classroom domain. The hostility towards registration, 

made abundantly clear by Marcel in the quote above, was shared by many others, such 

as Emma, who saw it as “a way to charge me 80 dollars a year and what are they doing 

for me? Nothing”.  

Both Marcel and Steve tried to make sense of the registration as part of the move to 

increase the professionalism of teaching; however, their efforts to make sense of it this 

way were not successful. Steve said: 

people don't believe that doctors are important because they're part of the 

Australian Medical Association,129 you know, they don't hold them in esteem 

                                                

128 Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency. 
129 AMA is actually the union body for the medical profession, not the registration body. 



 

Chapter 10  310 
 

because of the associations that they belong to. So, I'm not sure that making 

us join an association is going to increase our [status].  

Marcel said: 

I mean they talk about things like increasing the professionalism of the 

occupation, or of the profession.  . . . But really, how are they going to do that 

by charging 180 bucks? Are they going to go and lobby for teachers, is that 

their role?.  

The uncertainty about the purpose of registration and the cynicism felt towards the 

process were exacerbated by the extent of acronyms and new names for processes of 

accreditation, registration and certification happening in schools at the time. 130  It is 

difficult to determine whether the profusion of these processes added to the teachers’ 

hostility towards registration that I sensed, but there was certainly a level of ignorance 

about nomenclature of registration. Steve said that he had “signed up for the . . . is it the 

. . . ? I forget what all of these things are called”, while Stella said “it's going to be—what 

do they call it? . . . they name everything, you know”. Alice said she registered with the 

“Teachers’ Federation or Teachers whatever it is in NSW”131 while Leo said that the staff 

“all had to fill out our bits of paper” to be registered with the “Quality Teaching 

Association132 or whoever they are”.  

                                                

130 These other processes were impacting individual teachers as the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 
was taking hold; also, the independent and systemic Catholic schools were going through their own registration 
processes, and those wanting to teach religion in the Catholic systemic system were to be accredited via their tertiary 
qualifications in religion. 
131 This is the Board of Studies, Teaching and Educational Standards (BOSTES), now the NSW Education Standards 
Authority (NESA) 
132 This is the ACT Teacher Quality Institute (ACT TQI). 



 

Chapter 10  311 
 

Through my conversations with these teachers, I sensed that, in this Classroom domain, 

registration was regarded as a bureaucratic necessity, something that you just had to do, 

a task that could be ticked off as completed. This is described well by Stella: “I filled in 

a thing, we did it on line, everyone had to do it. Yes, I’ve done that one”. Both the 

uncertainty of the purpose of registration and this notion of just doing it were enhanced 

by the way the process was presented to staff by the executive. Emma said: 

we were told to do it as a staff and then we were sent away from the staff 

meeting and told to go and do it right now . . . there was no positives about it 

mentioned.  

Leo said that registration: 

was talked about at the staff meeting and then . . . it was basically we were 

just sent an email and then you had to fill out something on line.  

Marcel and Steve told me that the executive at their school had told staff that the 

registration authority (the Institute) described the purpose of registration as “really good”, 

with no further rationale offered or elaborated upon. Marcel thought that the executive at 

his school had decided that registration was just a “necessary waste of time”, because of 

the way they approached the staff by saying ‘Look, sorry, guys, we have to do this. You 

want to teach, and we do want you to, this is kind of a process’.  

Registration via the state, rather than a professional body, is a particular instance of the 

invisibility of governmentality through hierarchical observation. These teachers feel 

coerced to submit money, signatures and information to an entity that they did not know 

or understand, and from which they expected no service. The executive was complicit in 

this by making the process a communal one, where all were observed, and made visible 
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to the group. State regulated registration is an instance of governmentality via invisible 

hierarchical observation – but at the same time, the actual act of everyone having to 

register together, within the school domain, is an example of governance via surveillance 

of the school executive. 

10.10  Professional standards: a discourse of regulation and punishment 

I think some people might view (teacher professional standards) as a bit of a 

Big Brother watching and making sure people are doing the right thing, but I 

sort of see it as a positive thing where people can grow and can make progress 

in their professional competence . . . I’ve seen a lot of good teachers who are 

held back because they don’t reflect on their practice . . . I think it’s just an 

expectation that if you’re a professional, you know, you’ve got to know what 

you’re doing (Leo). 

Leo acknowledges that some teachers might view the professional standards as a new 

form of surveillance, but he can also see that they might encourage teachers to keep 

developing their professional competencies. I have spoken at length in my archaeological 

analysis of the role of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers as a form of 

governmentality. Leo’s ways of knowing about the teacher standards straddle discourses 

in the Policy and Academic domains and shows evidence of a normalising judgement 

already inducing in him a positive discursive relation to the standards. However, Leo was 

one of the few teachers I spoke to who saw the standards in these ways. The remainder 

of the teachers were still resistant to this form of governmentality. 
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I have said before that the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 133  are 

considered to be a public statement of teacher quality and have been promoted as being 

able to raise the profile and status of teachers as professionals in the public arena. 

However, this promise, or rationale, had not won over the teachers that I spoke to. In fact, 

they seemed confused about them. Both Ruby and Emma associated the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers with teacher quality, but the association was vague: 

“I’m not really aware of these professional standards. Is it with the Quality Teaching 

Program or . . .?” (Ruby) and “well no, not that term no, but is this the Quality Teaching 

thing? I know nothing about that” (Emma). I have capitalised these teachers’ mentions of 

“Quality” because they both picked up on other programs in place in Classroom 

domains.134 

Not only was the association of the teacher standards with teacher quality either vague or 

missing, but knowledge of the existence of the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers was also problematic. A number of teachers said that they knew of the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, but the timelines they described, 

“maybe four years ago now” (Marcel) and “probably around 2004, 2005” (Leo), suggest 

that they were mistaken.135 

Stella knew of the existence of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers but 

was unsure of whether it had happened, asking “is it here yet?” The fact that Stella was 

                                                

133 At the time of my conversations, they were called the National Professional Standards for Teachers, and when I 
spoke with these teachers I used this title. 
134 The “Quality Teaching Program” mentioned is the Quality Teaching Framework from the NSW Department of 
Education, used to support the NSW Professional Teaching Standards, while the “Quality Teaching thing” is the ACT 
Teacher Quality Institute  
135  These memories are clearly not of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, whose drafting and 
consultation started in 2009. These teachers may well have been talking about the Charter (2008) or the National 
Framework (2003), both of which, as I showed in Chapters 6 and 7, included consultation with teachers and their 
associations. 
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feeling “a bit anxious” about the Standards and was asking herself “what do I have to do 

for that?” suggests her mistrust. She assumed that they were to be a tool to call her into 

account for her worth, not something that would mark and publicly validate her 

professional status. Similarly, Melinda knew the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers as “nothing to do with (teaching)” but as an accountability tool. She described 

them as having “25 things that you have to do” in a number of areas. Rather than anything 

that she could use to improve or reflect on her practice, Melinda said that the “25 things 

that you have to do” were things you could get “slammed for” (meaning taken to task 

over your performance of them). In other words, she saw them as a potentially punitive 

measure. Steve admitted to not knowing much about them but considered that they would 

be “hoops to jump through so as to prove your worthiness and if you want to have 

promotions or if you want to get paid more then we’ll have to prove that we are reaching 

the levels that they decide”. Steve’s use of “they” to describe the anonymous people he 

perceived as being behind the standards is evidence of the distance these teachers felt 

from the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. Marcel had conflated 

registration processes with the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers and saw 

them both as a tool to “weed out” poor teachers, but he said that “if 25 years of not loving 

your job didn’t get rid of them, what do you think that standards—how would the 

standards achieve it?”.  

Teachers in this Classroom domain articulated statements of mistrust, pointlessness and 

resistance to the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. They saw them as part 

of a fundamentally regulatory or a punitive process, that is to say they saw them as a form 

of governmentality. Apart from Leo, teachers did not see their professionalism being 

promoted by the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, but they did see 

themselves as being potentially undermined by them. 
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10.11 Conclusion 

In this chapter I have shifted my focus to genealogy as a tactic in order to reclaim attention 

back to existing subjugate knowledges held by teachers in a Classroom domain. To this 

end I presented my analysis—themed by governing ways of knowing from domains 

outside of the Classroom domain and the alternate discourses which framed the ways in 

which these teachers know themselves and their professionalism in their Classroom 

domain. Throughout this chapter, I have shown how these teachers articulate their ways 

of knowing themselves and their professionalism. I have shown how many of these ways 

explicitly reject and resist, or at the very least skirt around, the governing ways of 

knowing teachers and their professionalism that operate in the Policy and Academic 

domains. In Foucauldian terms, these teachers’ ways of knowing are all subjugate to the 

governing ways of knowing teachers and their professionalism in the Education 

Revolution present.  

Teachers appropriate hegemonic ways of knowing in order to defend their status as 

professionals to the outside world, e.g., their outrage at TFA students who start teaching 

after only six weeks of University training, but they also explicitly reject those ways of 

knowing in order to explain that the status they hold with their peers, e.g., when they 

reject the usefulness of their University training because it doesn’t help them in 

performing their work. This way of knowing their professionalism through University 

qualifications is partly hegemonic in its appeal to the outside world, and partly subjugate 

in its irrelevance to the inner world of their Classroom domain. These teachers staunchly 

defend their occupation as craft, learned by performing the job. The subjugate nature of 

this way of knowing is made deliberately and somewhat proudly by these teachers. Such 

a way of knowing, I believe, holds the seeds of insurrection, whereby teachers would 

actively resist, for example, future reforms which required additional theoretical training.   
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Knowing their work as craft is a subjugate way of knowing of these teachers, displaced 

by a governing way of knowing which emerged from the 1980s, when primary school 

teachers were required to attain University qualifications. When these teachers deny the 

theoretical elements of their University training and privilege the performance aspects 

(the “pracs”), they reveal that the craft discourse has not been displaced in the Classroom 

domain, although it may be disqualified in the Policy and Academic domains. 

Expertise is part of a governing way of knowing professionalism, with the assumption 

that it is discipline-specific. Teachers actively reject the word “experts” for primary 

school teachers and resist applying “expertise’ to themselves because, as a discourse, 

expertise does not entail the pedagogical prowess they possess. Thus, their way of 

knowing, that primary school teachers’ professionalism comes about through their 

pedagogical prowess, is a disqualified way of knowing.  

While knowing expertise as pedagogical prowess is clear as a marker of professionalism 

in these Classroom domains, professional autonomy as another marker presents a more 

complex picture. Some ways of knowing autonomy have been displaced for these 

teachers by the hegemony of neoliberalism, to varying degrees of concern. Teachers are 

less concerned about knowing their professionalism through what they decide to teach 

(content-autonomy), as curricula become standardised at a national level and even in 

cohorts of classrooms, but when that standardisation means a loss of knowing their 

professionalism through their pedagogical-autonomy, problems arise. Because they know 

their professionalism through their craft—through their performance of pedagogical 

prowess—any tampering with the autonomy to choose to do what is deemed best for the 

students, hits at the heart of what it means to be a primary school teacher. Once again, 

the teachers’ staunch defence of their pedagogical-autonomy carries with it the seeds of 
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insurrection: a curriculum which was to know particular pedagogical approaches would, 

I believe, be subverted.   

Discourses of care and social responsibility are associated with a discursive framework 

which privileges pedagogical prowess. These ways of knowing are part of the rhetoric of 

education but, as I have shown across the previous chapters, are displaced by the 

governing ways of knowing performed in the Policy domain, which are framed by 

economic discourses.    

As I discussed in Chapters 2 and 4, my shift in focus to genealogy as tactic, has allowed 

me to ask different sorts of questions from those posed during my archaeological 

analyses. The governing ways of knowing from the Policy domain, swirling around these 

teachers have indeed, conferred some new ways of knowing themselves as teachers. One 

discourse that was absent in the Classroom domain was a discourse of quality. The only 

time the expression emerged from these teachers was when they were searching for the 

names of new authorities to which they acknowledged they were answerable. These 

teachers were well aware of the increasing surveillance and impostes from the state. 

While these were acknowledged, some of these ways of knowing were resisted, with the 

teachers I spoke with knowing their work as not understood by those outside the 

Classroom domain. Traditional markers of professionalism – tertiary qualifications and 

expertise were subverted into discourses of  pedagogical prowess much valued by these 

teachers as they continue to see their work as ‘craft’ rather than ‘science’. The state’s 

mandating of professional standards and registration were attitudinally resisted but 

pragmatically and begrudgingly complied with. Ultimately, many of these teachers’ ways 

of knowing exceeded the ways of knowing that surrounded them. The teachers I spoke 

with used enduring discourses of care and social responsibility along with pedagogical 

prowess and autonomy as ways to know themselves as primary school teachers.
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11 Discussion 

The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers are a public statement of 

what constitutes teacher quality (AITSL, 2011b, p. 2).  

11.1 Introduction 

I have concluded my analyses and now address my two research provocations in order to 

offer my history of the teacher quality present. Recall from §1.5 that my history of the 

present is a diagnosis of “why and how that-which-is might no longer be that-which-is” 

(Foucault cited in Raulet, 1983, p. 206).  

My purview, as archaeologist, was to determine how we have come to speak of teachers 

as objects of quality. That-which-is is evident in the quote above: the productive capacity 

of the teacher quality discursivity is articulated by the Australian Professional Standards 

for Teachers, acting as a bridge to the Public domain’s ways of knowing teachers. It is a 

form of governmentality that has both aspects of hierarchical observation and normalising 

judgement (§2.7). That-which-is in the Education Revolution Policy domain is evidenced 

by quantitative economic modelling which knows teacher quality as the value added to 

students’ test scores for the economy and international competitiveness. Knowing 

teachers in this way necessarily invokes an understanding that, if we are to have economic 

growth, then the hallmark of neoliberalism, the quality of teachers must improve. The 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers are to regulate, control and account for 

that improvement in teacher quality.  

My archaeological analyses across Chapters 5–9 traced the shifts and disjunctures in the 

ways of knowing teachers as they were formed, reproduced, reshaped and eventually 

renewed within the reforms calling for improving teacher quality in the Education 

Revolution. This was my first research provocation, and I address it in §11.2. 
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I begin to address my second provocation in §11.3. I shifted my focus in Chapter 10 to 

analyse my conversations with a small group of teachers, to identify that-which-is in the 

Classroom domain as the reforms targeting teacher quality in the Education Revolution 

were implemented. This is the first part of my second research provocation: What are the 

truths that teachers speak? The shift in my focus marks my use of Foucault’s genealogy 

as tactic. Through those conversations, I diagnosed how that-which-is might be 

otherwise, firstly by bringing to light subjugate ways of knowing and then by identifying 

any seeds of insurrection held by these teachers against governing ways of knowing them.  

I conclude this discussion chapter with my diagnosis of the teacher quality present which 

I characterise through an epistemic gap between ways of knowing teachers in Policy and 

Classroom domains. I describe this gap as “epistemic” as a signal that I call on notions 

of epistemic injustice from Fricker (2007) in order to understand the ethical implications 

of that gap, both for teachers and for those who claim to know them. I present these ethical 

implications as a way of completing my second research provocation as I address the 

issue: at what price can teachers speak the truths about themselves? 

11.2 Through what forms of rationality and historical conditions did the teacher 

become known as an object of quality?  

My archaeological analyses across Chapters 5–9 were made with the understanding of 

the centrality of discourse, to produce the knowledges and power relations that 

(re)produce subjects as objects of knowledge. So, the forms of rationality and historical 

conditions by which the teacher has become known as an object of quality were made 

apparent through my archival observations, using Foucault’s rules of discursive 

formation. This is not to say that I found the “irruptive point in history” (Foucault cited 

in Raulet, 1983, p. 206) where the teacher quality discursivity emerged and operated in 

various configurations; this is not the role of archaeology. As Foucault reminds us, 
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archaeological work does not have this sort of unifying effect; its effect is diversifying. 

Across the chapters, I have shown a “tangle of interpositivities” (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 

177) in the emergence and configurations of the teacher quality discursivity. I trace those 

in this section and illuminate how each part of the tangle continues to make the history 

of the teacher quality present. 

I picked up this tangle of interpositivities with the rise of assembly-line manufacturing in 

the early 20th century. I understood that to be a surface of emergence through which 

quality emerged as an Object. Over time, those who had the authority to enunciate about 

quality were external arbiters, removed from the actual production of the goods or 

services in question. Modalities of quality came to be the certificates and labels which 

were the Enunciations about the product to consumers and for manufacturers. These 

Modalities and the productive capacity of teacher quality discourse have made, and 

continue to make, the present: the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers are the 

external signification of teacher quality. They have been created about teachers and are 

applied by independent authorities as external arbiters of quality for consumers of the 

product, that is to say, the public and the state. 

The rise of assembly-line manufacturing in the early 20th century also brought the 

Concepts of inputs, outputs and production into a more public lexicon, understood by 

those outside the Manufacturing and Corporate domains. I showed how a field of 

presence worked to bind these Concepts of inputs, outputs, production and quality to the 

seemingly disparate Concept of education in new Academic domains of quantitative 

educational research of the 1960s. This field was the condition of possibility by which 

mechanical and mathematical Modalities became accepted as appropriate ways to speak 

about education and teachers within the Academic domain of education research. The 

Modalities continue to make the history of the teacher quality present, with education 
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spoken of as test scores, largely through the influence of the Grattan Institute’s reports 

and Hattie. 

At this time, the authorities of delimitation who designated the appropriateness of these 

Modalities were isolated to this Academic domain and were mostly in the USA. Within 

this domain, student test scores were acknowledged as a proxy measure for the output of 

education, with a number of inputs being researched for their contribution to those test 

scores. In this domain, teacher quality was initially a mathematical variable, then a 

mathematical label of teacher value-added effects. The international influence of this way 

of knowing teacher quality was brought about by the rise of a new authority of 

delimitation to speak of teachers and their quality—the OECD. The OECD continues to 

make the history of the teacher quality present, because Australia measures education 

internationally through PISA test scores. 

The historical conditions for the rise of the OECD sat outside teacher quality and 

education research but still provided the conditions of possibility by which teacher quality 

became a productive discourse rather than a mathematical label. These historical 

conditions emerged from the Western world’s economic recovery and reshaping from 

World War 2. The OECD’s raison d'être is economic, and the new forms of rationality 

available to it, increased computing and large databases, saw economic modelling 

becoming a specialist output to policymakers of its member countries. Similar historical 

conditions shaped the introduction of the new, in 1966, Concept of human capital from 

the Academic domain of economics. This then was the condition of possibility by which 

economic modellers in the OECD could offer prognoses of the OECD members’ future 

economic growth rather than just analyses of their current productivity. With the 

increasing hegemony of the Concept of human capital came increasing attention to skills, 

training and education. This mesh of possibilities continues to forge the history of the 
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teacher quality present—education is a way of knowing human capital in the 2006 

National Reform Agenda and the 2008 COAG Reform Agenda of the Education 

Revolution. 

The OECD’s interest in education was given momentum by the USA, arguably one of its 

most powerful members, because of the historical conditions of the time. The USA was 

turning to education as one of the ways in which the space race was to be won. The 

Coleman Finding became a powerful Modality by which the OECD could offer 

educational policy advice. The OECD worked as a procedure of intervention, taking the 

ways of knowing teachers in the teacher quality discursivity from their isolation in the 

Academic domain, into the Policy domains of its member countries. By the 1970s, the 

authority of the OECD straddled the Academic and Policy domains: it was able to make 

Enunciations that were appropriate in the Academic domain and to translate them 

meaningfully into Policy domains. The Modalities of these Enunciations were economic, 

and, with the increasing sophistication of mathematical modelling involving human 

capital, a change in focus emerged which saw education as an economic investment, 

rather than a cost. These Modalities aligned student test scores, delivered by teacher 

quality, with increased GDP growth. I argued that it was at this time that teacher quality 

emerged as a productive discourse. Its productive capacity for economists and 

policymakers was irresistible. Once part of the Policy domain, the discursivity began to 

be configured to work as a policy lever. This continued to shape the history of the teacher 

quality present through the National Partnership for Improving Teacher Quality (COAG, 

2009b) in the Education Revolution Policy domain. 

Australia was not immune to the increasing influence of the OECD in international 

educational policy advice, and the teacher quality discursivity became productive in the 

Australian educational Policy domain from at least the 1980s. Translations and 
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approximations of the Coleman Finding echoed in each configuration—from “teachers 

can make a difference . . . [to] teachers are the difference” (emphasis in original, Gale, 

2006, p. 17). The configurations were initially aspirational. Teacher quality was thought 

to be misunderstood by the public, and this needed to be remedied as part of teachers’ 

professional status. The teacher quality discursivity was reconfigured in the mid to late 

1980s as Australia’s policy landscape was also reconfigured by a change in government 

and, along with it, neoliberal restructuring at national and international levels. 

Neoliberalism is one of two powerful discursive associations of the teacher quality 

discursivity in the Australian educational Policy domain. The other is professionalism, 

which I will address in a moment. Both continue to contribute to the making of the teacher 

quality present. 

The dominant forms of rationality within neoliberalism were delivered by the rhetoric of 

measurement: measurements afforded the ability to increase the efficiency of practices; 

to exclude poor performance; to reduce wastage; to make individual choice; and to be 

scrutinised for their quality qua measurements. That-which-is within a neoliberal 

discursivity is both the reality of neoliberalism, experienced as increased economic 

steering from a distant hand of the government, and a product of its rhetoric, but with an 

increase in doing what was to be measured, rather than measuring what was being done. 

Neoliberalism’s attention to measureable outcomes saw the teacher quality discursivity 

operating in Australia during the 1980s in an instrumental configuration: high-quality 

teachers were needed to deliver the educational outcomes required of them by the state. 

Those outcomes were aligned, as most public policy measures were aligning in Australia 

over this time, to broad notions of the nation’s economic wellbeing. The teacher quality 

present is continuing to be formed as pre-service teachers are schooled in the Australian 

Curriculum which aligns the Melbourne Declaration to the “knowledge, understanding 
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and skills of learning areas, general capabilities and cross-curriculum priorities [which 

are] the basis for a curriculum designed to support 21st century learning” (ACARA, 

2012b, p. 4).  

The Concept of human capital, appearing during the 1960s, sat comfortably within the 

discursive frameworks of neoliberalism emerging in the 1970s. Configured as the 

economically productive capacity of individuals, human capital was understood at the 

individual and national level. Personal economic success and GDP growth, delivered 

through education, became the proxies for individual and national stocks of human capital 

respectively. Neoliberalism’s attention to transparency and accountability saw the teacher 

quality discursivity operating in a quality assurance configuration in the Australian 

educational Policy domain, paralleling managerialist uptakes of quality from the 

Manufacturing domain to more Corporate, and even the Public Service, domains. The 

discursive framework of neoliberalism worked to produce a governing way of knowing 

quality assurance; it was unquestioned and unquestionable. The role of teacher quality in 

delivering education in the name of human capital was Enunciated through the OECD 

and increasingly in the Policy domains of its member countries. The productive capacity 

of the teacher quality discourse meant that teachers were now known through their 

quality, as producers of human capital. The discourse of neoliberalism and the powerful 

role of education in building human capital for the nation was evidenced in the Policy 

domain of the Howard government’s 2006 National Reform Agenda and continued to 

make the history of the teacher quality present through the Rudd/Gillard Government’s 

way of knowing education and, ultimately, teachers.  

The Rudd/Gillard election win in late 2007 saw a regulatory configuration of the teacher 

quality discursivity. This particular government, with this particular leader, represented 

the conditions of possibility by which the Australian educational landscape would be 
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altered. Rudd was able to bring about that alteration through his particular version of 

federalism which he put into action though COAG—a form of rationality I traced to the 

early 1990s. The Commonwealth leadership in school education brought about by Rudd’s 

COAG Reform Agenda was not revolutionary—I traced its genesis back to at least the 

late 1990s. Intricate and complex relations were set up by Rudd through COAG. These 

relations were framed in Modalities of Aims, Objectives, Outputs and Targets, binding 

Commonwealth funding to National Agreements and National Partnerships. Convoluted 

and increased reporting structures epitomised the reality of the discursive framework of 

neoliberalism. For education, and teachers, this reality of policy reform was clothed in 

the more aspirational Melbourne Declaration, a text outlining the goals of education for 

Australia under the new government. This Declaration was the third iteration of such a 

document and so, once again, was not revolutionary. The conditions of possibility 

emerging from that document were to target firstly teacher quality and secondly teacher 

professional standards as Commonwealth policy reforms. This was framed through the 

Melbourne Declaration’s Commitments to Action, which reflected Rudd’s commitment 

to driving his federalist agenda of Commonwealth–State relationships. These 

relationships, which I outlined in §7.5 continue to be the funding and regulatory 

framework into the present (COAG, 2018, para 1). 

I showed how the first target of policy reform, teacher quality, was immersed in the 

rhetoric of neoliberalism. Economic Modalities from the Academic domain were brought 

into the Policy domain through the hegemony of the OECD, as forms of rationality to 

argue that improving teacher quality would trickle up to GDP growth. The uptake of these 

translations and approximations of the Academic domain were made all the more 

powerful in Australia by the Grattan Institute’s School Education Program. This work 

from a member of the Independent Research domain gave policymakers an added 
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dimension of flexibility to make Enunciations about teachers, through the power of 

evidence-based rhetoric. Research findings of the measureable links between teacher 

quality and GDP growth were offered to the Policy domain, and reiterated to the public 

through the media, as externally validated truths. The configuration of the teacher quality 

discursivity was now through evidence-based policy: teachers were Objects of quality 

which could be crafted as either the cause of, or solution to, shifts in national economic 

prosperity. This continues in the teacher quality present each time a new round of PISA 

or NAPLAN reports are made public. For example, the Press Release from the Federal 

Education Minister after the release of the 2017 NAPLAN results spoke of them as a 

“mixed bag” (Birmingham, August 2, 2017, para 1) and called for support in: 

building on our quality reform agenda that has to date strengthened the 

accreditation standards of teacher training courses, ensured graduate teachers 

have literacy and numeracy skills amongst the top 30 per cent of the adult 

population (Birmingham, August 2, 2017, para 6). 

In the Melbourne Declaration, this configuration of the teacher quality discourse was 

couched in professional discourses calling for teacher professional standards. The origin 

of the state’s support for teacher professional standards is also not revolutionary—I traced 

one of its earlier appearances to the late 1990s. Teacher quality would improve if the 

professional status of teachers were lifted, and the obverse was also true—the 

professional status of teachers would increase if the quality of teachers improved. The 

second target of policy reform, teacher professional standards, was now linked through 

policy to teacher quality. Professional discourses gave policymakers additional utility to 

speak of teachers as Objects. Enunciations about teachers and their quality could now be 

clothed in terms of their professional status. The Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers is both a grid of specification by which teachers are known, and an external 
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measurement of their quality. The parallel to the configurations of the quality discourse 

in the goods and services sector I spoke of in Chapter 5 is enticing. I spoke of quality 

along the supply chain of goods and services from output back to the infrastructure of the 

Corporations who outsource inputs. Quality labels, certificates and state policy assure the 

public of quality. In the teacher quality present, the entire supply chain of teachers is 

accredited with quality, through the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, as 

an assurance for the public.  

This grid of specification is deployed at all stages of a teacher’s career cycle: initial 

teacher education training courses must accredit teachers at the Graduate level of the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers by apportioning the standards to be 

addressed across the myriad courses in pre-service teachers’ University education; early 

career teachers are required to be registered at the Proficient level of the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers within a short time frame of employment; and 

teachers’ eligibility for promotion and the potentiality for reward structures are specified 

by these same standards. I have argued that the state appropriated, rather than facilitated 

or promoted, the discourse of professionalism in the Education Revolution Policy 

domain, because teachers have no ownership of the Australian Professional Standards 

for Teachers and were not part of their development, and yet, the rhetoric continues to 

suggest otherwise. Appropriating the ideology of professions means that, in the teacher 

quality present, the state can continue to assure teachers that the advantages of 

professional status will accrue to them and can promise the public that a quality assurance 

mechanism is in place, while enacting a regulatory mechanism of teacher control and 

accountability from recruitment to retention.  

Just as the quote with which I began this chapter showed that the public were privileged 

as witness to the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, the public were also 
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witness to the governing ways of knowing schools, education and, ultimately, teachers 

and their quality, through the interplay of the Coleman Finding, the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers and My School®, a grid of specification nominally 

about schools, but which, I have argued, has teachers as its point of application. Student 

and school characteristics are presented to the Public domain along with test scores with 

an invitation to compare the performance of similar schools in My School®. Differences 

in test performance, logically, must have come about through some unmeasured factor. 

When teacher quality is known as the greatest in-school factor affecting student test 

scores and yet is missing from the grid, teacher quality becomes measureable by its very 

absence.  

In summary, the historical conditions and forms of rationality that made that-which-is, 

are an assemblage. There is no inevitability in the call for the work of Coleman to 

determine the sources of inequality in the American education system or his use of the 

word quality when describing teacher characteristics that contributed to student test 

scores. It was not predictable that the fallout from World War 2 and then Cold War 

politics that increased computing capacities and economic modelling would lead to 

associating students’ test scores with GDP growth. The origins of the rise of a global 

discursive framework of neoliberalism, although beyond the scope of my work, are the 

subject of endless analyses and interpretations. It is no more inevitable than any other 

infrastructure to both name and make manifest the world as it was becoming, and which, 

at the same time, was producing that world. The way in which Western nations 

contributed to, and took up, these international shifts was idiosyncratic, and Australia was 

no exception. A change in government both heralded and reflected these changing times. 

A newly energised focus on schooling and teachers from a federal purview, begun in 

1983, was eventually to be actioned in 2008. I showed that the making of the history of 
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the teacher quality present has been reiterated throughout these years. This stretch of time 

is testament to an argument that the reforms of the Education Revolution were not 

revolutionary but, at the same time, also not inevitable. I traced how the productive 

capacity of the teacher quality discursivity was configured by, and configured, Australian 

educational policy through the intervening years. In a complex interplay, with networks 

of perceptual and situational positioning in other domains of knowing which were to have 

increasing influence, the notable example I analysed was the Independent Research 

domain.  

I have understood the teacher quality present, that-which-is, through the emergence and 

configurations of the teacher quality discursivity. It would be easy to declare that this is 

the point of rest—the present at which the teacher quality discursivity now resides. Once 

again, that would be to deny my understanding that an already-formed discourse is 

necessarily, in its playing out, the precursor of a yet-to-be discourse.  

A source of confirmation of the productive power of this configuration of the teacher 

quality discursivity is made manifest in a comparison of the AITSL website’s portrayal 

of the development of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. In 2014 many 

of the texts I have analysed here were available directly from the website, or through 

links. The forms of rationality and historical conditions, as (re)produced by AITSL 

(2011e), are shown in Figure 11.1 below.  
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Figure 11.1 A screen-shot from the AITSL website in 2011  

 

Not only does this screen shot show a translation from the OECD of the Coleman Finding, 

there are hyperlinks to “Validation and “Consultation”, through which the public can 

access the historical contents which trace, in part, the development of the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers.  

In contrast, as I show the forms of rationality and historical conditions as they are 

(re)produced from AITSL in 2018 in Figure 11.2 below (AITSL, 2018). 
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Figure 11.2 A screen shot from the AITSL website in 2018 

 

The 2018 AITSL website, presents a very different construction of the consultation and 

validation process, and reference to the OECD about the importance of teachers has been 

replaced by a quote from the 2018 AITSL chair. On the current website there are no 

hyperlinks to the historical conditions—merely a simplistic graphic of “facts”. 

Another possible source of confirmation of this teacher quality discursivity as it was 

configured in 2011 comes from the Classroom domain, and I turn now to address my 

second provocation, starting by discussing the ways of knowing teachers as articulated 

by 12 teachers in three Canberra primary schools.  

11.3 Teachers’ truths about themselves and their work 

I address my second research provocation in two parts. In this section, I discuss the 

discursive frameworks teachers use to speak their truths, so that I can understand that-

which-is in a Classroom domain. Genealogy as tactic requires that I look at how that-

which-is might be otherwise, and I discuss the ways in which teachers’ ways of knowing 

in the Classroom domain might subvert, resist or carry the seeds of insurrection against 

the ways in which they are known in the Education Revolution Policy domain. This then 

allows me in the next section, to discuss at what price those truths are spoken. 
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My conversations revealed that the truths these teachers speak to both know themselves 

and their professionalism are highly individualistic, not oppressed by mandates from the 

state, and use, for the most part, alternate discourses to those from the Education 

Revolution Policy domain. While the teacher quality discursivity did not appear to be 

productive of ways of knowing in this Classroom domain, the discourses of neoliberalism 

and professionalism are productive of ways of knowing, but also of ways of contra-

knowing. I discuss the ways this group of teachers knew themselves and their work, as 

well as their professionalism, separately.  

The ways these teachers knew themselves and their work were as significant subjective 

entities in a child’s life, empowered through their relationships with those students, which 

resulted in a deep sense of responsibility to the parents/carers of those children, to society 

as a whole, and to the children’s future lives as valuable and happy members of society. 

Recall the responses I outlined in §10.5, which fell under discourses of care and social 

responsibility, as well as the highly individualistic answers I received to my question of 

“what’s special about (being) a primary school teacher?”. The answers showed that these 

teachers’ ways of knowing themselves and their work are “idiosyncratic”, mirroring the 

findings from the USA by Blair (2016, p. 460). These highly individual responses reveal 

the source of the pride these teachers have in the ways they know themselves and their 

work. They are not amenable to hegemonic discourses of teacher quality, professionalism 

or neoliberalism.  

The ways in which these teachers knew their professionalism were not through any 

particular discursive frameworks from government or academia, mirroring findings from 

UK teachers (Swann et al., 2010, p. 556). These teachers articulated their professionalism 

through the social responsibility they felt to the futures of the children they taught. There 

was a nod in the direction of their tertiary training and professional development as 
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markers of their professionalism, but this was not the source of their professional pride. 

There was active resistance by these teachers to registration as a marker of 

professionalism. There was active indifference to, at times complete ignorance of, the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers as a marker of their professionalism. 

Their resistance and indifference were not to the markers themselves, but to the 

irrelevance of those markers to the ways they knew their professionalism.  

Two characteristics of professionalism that were of interest to me in speaking with 

primary school teachers were expertise and autonomy. These teachers actively resist 

articulating their professionalism through any discourse which has a governing way of 

knowing it as disciplinary or technical expertise. The prowess they articulate is in their 

pedagogy. This pedagogical prowess is honed through experience, not training or 

theoretical imperatives. It is known, proudly, as the craft of their work as a teacher.   

Autonomy in the Classroom domain was less clear cut than expertise. The autonomy to 

teach what one wanted was in a state of flux, because it was being impacted by testing 

regimes which are one of the faces of neoliberalism in Classroom domains of the teacher 

quality present. Testing regimes in the Education Revolution Policy domain at a national 

level involve NAPLAN and PISA scores. Neoliberalism’s privileging of standardisation 

and accountability have filtered down to Classroom domains, with testing taking place 

across multiple cohorts of age grade classes of the teachers I spoke with. While primary 

school teachers are not involved in PISA testing, they are certainly at the forefront of 

NAPLAN testing, and all of the teachers I spoke with who taught in upper primary levels 

(Years 3–6) spoke of tests across their classes’ cohort. These teachers do not know these 

tests as reflective of their quality as a teacher, but they do articulate a sense of justice 

operating to ensure that their students are not disadvantaged in those tests by their 

teaching. The nuance these teachers bring to the way they know their role in 
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neoliberalism’s standardisation and accountability is significant. I have said that 

neoliberal discourses are productive in the Classroom domain and this is a powerful 

example of the capillarity of power operating to make teachers compliant and docile 

bodies in the face of regulatory reform. Their compliance comes through their own 

responsibility to work in the best interests of their students—they do not defy the testing; 

they acquiesce to it by ensuring that their allegiance to the students is intact. Power 

relations of neoliberalism are being embodied and performed at the classroom interface 

of teacher and student. 

While these teachers know that their content-autonomy is diminished by these testing 

regimes, the loss is not particularly significant to them. Where autonomy is contested is 

in terms of their pedagogical prowess. The dependence of autonomy on expertise which 

operates in traditional discourses of professionalism is evident here. Just as lawyers and 

doctors are given discretionary power, professional autonomy, to choose what is best for 

their clients because of their disciplinary expertise in medicine and the law, these teachers 

are staunch defenders of their ability to choose how best to teach their students because 

of their pedagogical prowess. So, while these teachers conformed to strictures in their 

content-autonomy, they expressed defiance to losses in their pedagogical prowess.   

I understand these teachers’ ways of knowing themselves and their professionalism as 

having more in common with the ways of caring spoken through the feminist literature 

about nurses from Davies (1995), James (1989, 1992) and Waerness (1984). The 

professional care shown by nurses is not given epistemological supremacy over formal 

theoretical ways of knowing, and the same can be said of primary school teachers. The 

teachers I spoke with were very aware of the importance placed, by others, on their 

theoretical training through a University education. They were also scathing about its 

irrelevance to what they considered vital to their training, which was on the job mentoring 
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of the craft of teaching. These ways of knowing, paradoxically, positioned these teachers 

as professionals by that training, but as lesser teachers, because that training took valuable 

time and energy away from opportunities to learn their craft prior to entering the 

workforce. 

Davies (1995) uses the phrase “professional care” to emphasise the “active, purposeful 

and instrumental” (p. 19) characteristics of the work of nurses, and I would argue that a 

similar phrase can be used with teachers. In the work from Davies (1995), I find a number 

of different ways in which nurses demonstrate their professional care, each of which can 

be translated to the ways of knowing in the teachers I spoke with. The first is “an 

understanding of the full circumstances of a patient” (Davies, 1995, p. 21) which is 

translated to the Classroom domain in teachers who, like Stella, know their students as 

both learners and people who are part of a family and part of a community:  

I feel it's a joint venture, it's that, you know, home, school. It’s a relationship 

. . . the mums are lining up, the dads and the kids and the siblings are all lying 

on the floor. I have three-year olds saying prayers with us at the end of the 

day . . . I just think it's part of our community.  

Another characteristic of ways of caring is that nurses make “patient, minute and detailed 

observations (and) . . . remain alert to the needs of their patients (and) . . . find appropriate 

ways to meet these” (Davies, 1995, p. 21). Just so do teachers, like Laura, attend to the 

way that students are understanding what is being taught and then “rephrase” and 

“rewind” so as to “adapt and differentiate”, to teach in the “way that suits those children”. 

Steve spoke of this as a “unique” skill of primary school teachers. Finally, nurses and 

patients are in a “sustained, close relationship” (Davies, 1995, p. 21); many of the teachers 

I spoke with see the year-long relationship they have with each child as very important. 
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For example, Leo talked about capturing the “growth point” of his students so that they 

can “journey together” across the year.  

In summary, these teachers’ ways of knowing themselves and their professionalism have 

necessarily been impacted by the reforms of the Education Revolution Policy domain. 

These impacts, however, operate at the superficial and mechanical level of their everyday 

work—teaching a national curriculum, undertaking national testing regimes, paying 

registration to be part of a national standards framework—but have not impacted on what 

I see as their purposeful, or teleological,136 ways of knowing. Recall Mila’s passionate 

description of the “active, purposeful and instrumental” (Davies, 1995, p. 21) ways in 

which she knows how teachers do their work. Their ways of understanding themselves 

and the importance of their work are certainly not translations or approximations of the 

teacher quality discursivity: they are not amenable to neoliberal discourses of 

accountability through measurement, and there are no mentions of quality. Their truths 

about their professionalism are not amenable to the ways of knowing in regulatory 

reforms underlying the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers.  

I turn now to an understanding of the price to be paid by these teachers in voicing these 

alternate discourses and their idiosyncratic, individualistic ways of knowing. 

11.4 At what price can teachers speak their truths? Epistemic gaps and injustices 

Every time someone uses that pernicious term ‘quality teachers’ they should 

have to go and wash their mouth out with soap. We have human beings who 

decide they want to be teachers . . . We need to stop ramping up their 

                                                

136 It is beyond the scope of my thesis to explore Foucault’s references to telos in his later works revolving around the 
ethics of care and care of the self (see Robinson, p. part (d) under "The Elements of Ethical Relations"). 
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accountability—Simon Birmingham!137—with your new set of ‘performance 

standards’. That’ll drive more good teachers out because they’ll have to fill 

in forms instead of coming up with creative lessons (Caro, 2016). 

The quote above comes from Jane Caro, a Director of the Public Education Foundation,  

a voluntary group who claim to be “passionate about public education and committed to 

improving equity in Australia’s education system” (2018, para 1). Caro was speaking on 

Australia’s free to air and publicly funded television broadcaster, the Australian 

Broadcasting Corporation (ABC).138 The video clip from which I took this transcript had 

2.9 million views within a fortnight of its being aired, and Caro’s comments were 

described as a “tirade” (Carlton, June 15,  2016, p. para 2). I chose this quote because 

Connell’s lament, with which I began my thesis, sits neatly alongside what I will call 

Caro’s tirade. Both, in their own ways, speak to this teacher quality present and a gap 

between ways of knowing teachers in the Policy domain and the Classroom domain. In 

bringing my two research provocations together, I now identify the gap between the ways 

of knowing teachers in the Education Revolution Policy domain and the ways of knowing 

from a fairly typical group of teachers in the Classroom domain139 as an epistemic gap 

and discuss its implications as a type of injustice.  

The ways of knowing teachers, (re)produced through the teacher quality discursivity, are 

as Objects of quality, whose ability to contribute to human capital, measured through 

                                                

137  Simon Birmingham was the Federal Minister for Education at the time (2015 to date of writing) and the 
“performance standards” to which Caro refers are the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. 
138  The Drum is a program which advertises itself as providing viewers with an “ever-changing daily panel of 
commentators and newsmakers discussing the events and issues of the day” (ABC, 2016).  
139 I repeat here that my Foucauldian conceptualisation understands that my rendering of the ways of knowing in the 
Education Revolution Policy domain, the ways of knowing in this representation of the Classroom domain, and the 
epistemic gap between them characterising this teacher quality present, is just one of many that are possible. 
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their students’ test scores, is of economic utility. The governing ways of knowing teacher 

professionalism, (re)produced through the teacher quality discursivity, are through a set 

of standards mandated by policy. These standards are clothed in a discourse of 

professionalism but work in the Education Revolution Policy domain as a grid of 

specification to sort, classify and regulate teachers. Finally, teacher quality has been made 

manifest through the My School® website by its very absence as the most important in-

school factor contributing to students’ test scores. These ways of knowing, emanating 

from various domains but, importantly, working through the Policy domain to the Public 

domain, are governing ways of knowing. 

The ways of knowing teachers, as articulated by the teachers I spoke with, show that they 

do not value their professionalism through their qualifications; they do not know their 

expertise through any disciplinary or technical prowess; their professional role is not seen 

through a responsibility to the economic future of the nation; they do not understand 

registration and standards as contributing to their professionalism. Their way of knowing 

their autonomy is balanced between their compliance to standardisation and 

accountability in the content they must teach and their staunch defence of their 

pedagogical-autonomy. Finally, the way they know their practice is as a craft—a 

discursive framework which contradicts the delineation of profession from other 

occupational pursuits as understood by the Academic and Policy domains. The savoir of 

these teachers is subjugate to the governing ways of knowing from the hegemonic 

discourses in the Education Revolution Policy domain. 

I diagnose the teacher quality present as characterised by an epistemic gap between the 

governing ways of knowing teachers in the Education Revolution Policy domain and the 

subjugate savoir of the Classroom domain I analysed. While my Foucauldian theoretical 

and conceptual frame has allowed me to make this diagnosis, it does not allow me to 



 

Chapter 11  340 
 

explore the ethical dimensions of that gap. I argue here that the ethical dimensions of this 

epistemic gap allow me to address the final part of my second research provocation, 

where I ask: At what price can teachers speak their truths? This added dimension gives 

me the opportunity to search for possibilities of that-which-is being otherwise and so to 

bring my second research provocation to a close. 

To explore this ethical dimension, I use ideas from Miranda Fricker, a philosopher whose 

interests are at the boundary of ethics and epistemology (2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2010, 2013, 

2017). Fricker sees the capacity to be a giver of knowledge as an essential human value, 

and, if that capacity is harmed, then an “intrinsic injustice” (2007, p. 5) is wrought on the 

knower. She explores this thesis in detail in her 2007 work, Epistemic Injustice.140 

I am most interested in Fricker’s understanding of the injustice which comes about by the 

wrong done to someone “in their capacity as a subject of social understanding” (Fricker, 

2007, p. 7). It is here that I meld my Foucauldian conceptual framework with aspects of 

Fricker’s work. 141  I see Fricker’s conceptualising of “social understanding” as 

synchronous with my positioning of “governing ways of knowing”. These are both 

reproduced by hegemonic discourses which operate to give us our ways of knowing 

                                                

140 This idea has been utilised in diverse areas of research showcased at a conference “Understanding Epistemic 
Injustice” (26 June 2014). For example the consequences when big pharma is seen as a credible knower by gullible 
doctors (Holman & Bruner); self-directed prejudice by those who feel insecure in their knowing because of collective 
societal biases against them (Cronin); and psychiatric interpretations of mental illness where religious interpretations 
are seen as symptomatic of illness (Scrutton).  
141 In bringing Fricker into my Foucauldian conceptual framework, it is important to address how she is disposed to 
understanding Foucault. Most importantly, they have a shared interest in epistemological power relations. For example, 
Fricker speaks tantalisingly of Foucault’s notions of power as productive when she describes prejudice. She sees that 
a prejudicial stereotype could mean that the subject of that prejudice is “socially constituted just as the stereotype 
depicts her . . . or may be caused to resemble the prejudicial stereotype” (emphasis in original, Fricker, 2007, p. 55), 
and admits that this constitution and causation is suggestive of Foucault’s notion of productive power. However, 
Fricker’s approaches can also stand deliberately outside Foucault’s. One example comes from her sense of who a 
“subject really is … an idea which finds no home in the Foucauldian conception” (my emphasis, 2007, p. 55) as I 
discussed in §2.4. Another is her claim that there are some “operations of power that are purely structural” (Fricker, 
2007, p. 10), whereas Foucault believes that operations of power can only exist through the functioning of a discourse, 
as I discussed in §2.4.2. I believe that I can discount her notions of “a real subject” and “structural power” without 
having to disregard her notion of hermeneutic injustice. The latter does not rely on the specific cases of subjects and 
power that Fricker highlights as standing outside of “Foucauldian idiom” (2007, p. 55). 
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ourselves and each other. Fricker explains that alternative understandings to these 

governing ways can be “so inarticulate, that they have some significant power to 

construct . . . the subject’s experience” (my emphasis, Fricker, 2007, p. 164). I emphasise 

“inarticulate” in the quote from Fricker to highlight the parallels I see in her work with 

my Foucauldian conceptual framework. I understand being inarticulate, in Fricker’s 

sense, to be the consequence when knowers (for example, those in the Classroom domain) 

are operating outside the discursive framework of those who claim to know them (for 

example, those in the Education Revolution Policy domain).  

Using Foucault’s conceptual framing, I have been able to describe the ways of knowing 

articulated by these teachers in their Classroom domain as subjugate to the ways of 

knowing in the Education Revolution Policy domain. Using Fricker’s notion of injustice, 

I now add to that description. When I understand these teachers’ ways of knowing as 

inarticulate in the Education Revolution Policy domain, the ethical dimensions of this 

gap become apparent as an intrinsic injustice.142  

I take a moment now to detail this injustice, using work from Jenkins which identifies 

“three signifiers” (2017, p. 197) of an epistemic injustice as understood by Fricker. The 

first signifier is that the ways of knowing that are inarticulate to governing ways of 

knowing must be a significant part of the knowers’ lives. I have demonstrated here 

(§11.3) that the teachers I spoke with in the Classroom domain knew their work to be 

highly significant because they felt responsibility to, and care for, students and a 

                                                

142 I am indebted to Allen (2017) for bringing ideas of Foucault’s genealogy together with Fricker’s epistemic injustice 
to the literature. Like Allen (2017), I understand Fricker to succinctly state the case for hermeneutical gaps and 
injustices, while Foucault’s analysis of power/knowledge regimes can offer “a richer picture of hermeneutical 
injustices” (2017, p. 187). However, I disagree with her argument that Fricker sees those marginalised by their lack of 
a shared discursive framework as lacking the resources with which to identify and/or understand the injustice wrought 
on them (Allen, 2017, p. 187). As I explain in this section, Fricker (2007) does offer an account of the “critical courage” 
(p. 167) that can come from the dissonance felt by a knower in an epistemic gap. 
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responsibility to society. While social responsibility may be part of the rhetoric of the 

Melbourne Declaration, I have shown that the responsibility that the Education 

Revolution Policy domain expects from teachers is through their ability to deliver human 

capital to the economy. The discursive framework of care that the teachers articulated to 

me is disqualified in the Policy domain, and yet is part of the defining quality of primary 

school teachers and the way they know their work. In this way, the teachers’ ways of 

knowing, inarticulate to the Policy domain, are significant to the lives of these teachers.  

The lived experiences of the epistemic gap are also significant for these teachers. In my 

conversations with them, it was clear that the Education Revolution’s teacher registration 

and professional standards were regarded negatively. Registration was unintelligible to 

these teachers: they thought that they were being charged each year for doing the job they 

loved. Professional standards were only intelligible as a punitive measure which added 

to the bureaucratic load they already carried. Neither registration nor the professional 

standards were known by these teachers to offer any value to their professional standing, 

their status or their workload, as the rhetoric of the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers would have it. This epistemic gap is significant for the lived experiences of 

these teachers. 

The second signifier of the presence of an epistemic injustice is that the ways of knowing 

are obscured from collective understanding (Jenkins, 2017, p. 197). My analysis showed 

that, as far back as at least 1992, the educational Policy domain had known that teachers 

felt that they were not known and had evidence that the ways in which the Policy domain 

knew teachers did not accord with the ways of knowing in the Classroom domain. I 

showed this gap in knowing repeated in the reforms of the Education Revolution, 

particularly in the development of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. 

When governing ways of knowing teachers are made available to the Public domain, as 
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exemplified in the description of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers as 

a public statement of what constitutes teacher quality, this becomes a collective 

understanding which obscures the different ways of knowing by teachers. Indeed, the 

teachers I spoke with knew that their ways of knowing were obscured from the Policy 

domain. They repeatedly mentioned that policymakers did not understand the lived 

experiences of a teacher: recall Emma’s claim that “the people who make decisions about 

schools . . . have no awareness of what the week is like in a classroom. Absolutely none”.  

Not only were these teachers frustrated because their ways of knowing were not taken 

account of in the Policy domain; that frustration can be exacerbated when the collective 

understanding is that teachers’ ways of knowing were, in fact, taken into account. For 

example, the way of knowing promulgated from the Education Revolution Policy domain 

was that over 6,000 teachers were involved in the development of the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers. I argued in Chapter 8 that this claim can best be 

understood, somewhat generously, as rhetoric. Finally, there is a collective understanding 

delivered to the Public domain of what teachers do and what teachers want, which 

obscures the savoir of teachers. I have described how the reports from the Grattan 

Institute about, for example, what “teachers want” are not Enunciations from teachers, 

and I discussed the influence of Hattie’s barometer of influence in describing “what 

works best”. The extent of these influences came about through multiple venues of 

dialogue in the Media domain, ensuring that alternate ways of knowing were obscured.  

The third and final signifier of an injustice coming from an epistemic gap is that knowers 

are marginalised (Jenkins, 2017, p. 197). The marginalisation of teachers is evident in the 

educational Policy domain from as early as the 1980s, in the recognition that teachers 

were marginalised by their lack of status and the low esteem in which they were held. 

Teachers have been marginalised by deficit discourses, from the Quality Matters report 
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(§6.3.2) in 2000 to the calls for improvements in teacher quality from the Education 

Revolution Policy domain in 2008.  

I have argued that primary school teachers are particularly marginalised. One way is 

through their lack of discipline expertise, which not only places them at a lower status in 

the hierarchy of masculinist expert ways of knowing, but also distances them from 

belonging to teacher professional associations, the majority of which are discipline based. 

When the Policy domain does speak with teacher groups, it is invariably with these 

professional associations. Primary school teachers do not have a professional association 

which precisely addresses their expertise, as known by them, and which precisely 

addresses their experiences of being a teacher, as lived by them. Hence, their way of 

knowing is potentially obscured from, and marginalised by, the Policy domain.  

Another way in which primary school teachers are marginalised comes from the aspects 

of care and nurture associated with their work. I have argued that feminist moves to 

privilege ways of caring rather than ways of knowing has utility for primary school 

teachers, as does the notion of pedagogical prowess voiced in this Classroom domain. 

Neither of these ways of knowing, however, is shared in the discursive framework of the 

Policy domain. Indeed, primary school teachers’ lack of expertise in areas such as 

mathematics and science has been touted as a problem that has contributed to a decline 

in the participation of Year 12 students over the past two decades (TEMAG, 2014, pp. 

24-25). The solution to this problem has been to “equip all primary pre-service teachers 

with at least one subject specialisation, prioritising science, mathematics or a language” 

(TEMAG, 2014, p. xiv). This solution exemplifies the extent of the epistemic gap 

between the Policy domain and the ways of knowing held by primary school teachers. 

That-which-is could have been otherwise by increasing the skills of Year 7–10 teachers 

in aligning students’ participation in mathematics and science, or that-which-is could 
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have been otherwise by increasing the ways of caring and pedagogical prowess in 

secondary teachers to match that of primary teachers more closely. 

Finally, my archaeological analyses revealed that teachers were marginalised in the 

development of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. This was evidenced 

in the Classroom domain too. In my conversations with teachers, they showed no 

ownership and, indeed, little knowledge of the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers. This was despite the readiness of the standards for implementation and their 

use by the registration process undertaken in the year during which I spoke with these 

teachers.  

Apart from these three signifiers of epistemic injustice, other elements of Fricker’s ideas 

have appeared recently in the academic literature in arenas that have relevance to my own 

work. Carel and Kidd (2014) and Kidd and Carel (2017) apply Fricker’s idea of injustice 

in detailing patient complaints about their health care. They say that patient 

interpretations of their experiences are heard but “judged to be irrelevant or insufficiently 

articulate” (Carel & Kidd, 2014, p. 533) by authorities. The parallel I see with teachers 

comes from my archaeological analyses, where teachers’ voices have been repeatedly 

heard and subsequently ignored. The frustration at not being heard had a “negative 

impact” (Kidd & Carel, 2017, p. 172) on the health of patients in this research. These 

findings of very real impacts of an epistemic injustice resonate in the teacher quality 

present. What if the negative impact is as Caro suggests, when she says “that’ll drive 

more good teachers out”? (2016). What if the negative impacts of the Education 

Revolution’s reforms, which Stella criticises as “really degrading and demoralising to be 

quite honest”, work to mean that teachers, too, eventually feel that there is no incentive 

to make their voices heard? 
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Examples of work which explicitly use Fricker in school education are limited,143 but one 

comes from Murris (2015), who applies Fricker’s arguments to “age as a category of 

epistemic exclusion” (p. 331). Murris (2015) is interested in children as knowers, and her 

work describes how hearers’ prejudices against them cause the child to be “not heard 

and/or silenced” (p. 257). I am reminded of the way that primary school teachers are 

known to have lesser status because of the age of the students they teach. I spoke of this 

in §6.2. Perhaps “age of students” works as another category of epistemic exclusion, 

further widening the epistemic gap in the teacher quality present of primary school 

teachers. 

My argument that the epistemic gap has been responsible for an injustice wrought on 

these teachers does not mean that I see teachers, as knowers, to be incapable of resistance. 

Fricker does say that the dissonance felt by knowers in an epistemic gap can be a “fragile 

thing” (2007, p. 167). This has been exemplified by Murris (2015) who found the child 

“increasingly [losing] confidence in their own ability to interpret their experiences” (p. 

257), and in the study from Kidd and Carel (2017), when ill patients gave up and said 

that they would probably not bother speaking again to the authorities in the future. This 

silencing of teachers is, of course, a possibility in this teacher quality present. However, 

Fricker also claims that the dissonance felt by knowers in an epistemic gap can be a source 

of “critical courage” (2007, p. 167). This suggests that epistemic gaps have a positive 

potentiality. I am reminded of Sachs’ plea that teacher educators work to make our 

teachers more politically active (2003b), as well as the call from Gewirtz (2000) for 

                                                

143 Kotzee (2013) uses Fricker to argue that educational justice should be approached from an epistemic perspective. 
Kotzee (2013) says that addressing the hermeneutical injustice suffered by the “worst off” means that they should be 
able to acquire “the intellectual tools to make sense of and combat their own oppression; this will be achieved through 
offering these students the best critical political education that we can muster” (p. 347). 
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teachers to become part of politics rather than policy. If this were to occur, those in the 

Classroom domain would become knowers of the Policy domain and would have the 

discursive frameworks to be able to be speak of the injustice wrought on them.  

Fricker (2007) also claims that everyday “epistemic practices” (p. 148), which help us to 

make sense of our social experiences, can work as sources of critical courage. These 

practices include resistance, deliberate ignorance, indifference, reluctant compliance and 

so on, all of which have been displayed by the teachers I spoke with. For example, among 

those who had heard of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, there was 

either indifference or deliberate ignorance in not bothering to search out what they meant 

for them. The compliance teachers showed in registration was most evidently reluctant. 

The teachers I spoke with were certainly resistant to the more general accountability 

measures and standardisation that now form part of their everyday lived experiences. An 

example is the secrets held among the teachers concerning the differences between what 

is handed over on paper as being completed and what has in fact occurred; the staunch 

defence of their pedagogical-autonomy; and their ability to accommodate, but perhaps 

not wholeheartedly adopt, changes to the curricula they are to teach. These everyday 

epistemic practices may help these teachers to make sense of their experiences as a 

teacher but could, if enacted more actively, help these teachers to make their experiences 

understandable in the Public domain. With sufficient courage, the disturbance could be 

real enough to make the Policy domain take note.  

The work from Jenkins (2017) suggests that, once injustice is identified, “practical 

implications for policy can follow” (p. 192). For her work, she wanted shared discursive 

frameworks to operate in the courtroom. For teachers, I believe that shared discursive 

frameworks need to be at work in the Policy domain. One practical implication is that the 
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voices of primary school teachers would be deliberately sought by the Policy domain 

outside of the voices from discipline-specific professional associations.  

Another interesting aspect of Fricker’s notion of any sort of epistemic injustice is that the 

injustice works both ways. For my work, this means that there is also an injustice wrought 

on the Policy domain when their ways of knowing are ill-fitted to the ways of knowing 

in the Classroom domain. When the Policy domain listens, but does not attend, to 

teachers’ ways of knowing, it loses an experience of another way of knowing that is rich, 

situational, diverse and in alignment with Goal 2 of the Melbourne Declaration.  

11.5 Conclusion 

The history of the teacher quality present has come about through the historical conditions 

and forms of rationality through which teacher quality emerged as a productive discourse 

and became configured in the Education Revolution Policy domain. The policy reforms 

coming from the Education Revolution target each stage in the teacher’s career cycle 

through regulatory and professional discursive frameworks which know teacher quality 

through its economic utility to the nation. The teacher quality discursivity is not 

productive in the Classroom domain which I analysed. Teachers’ ways of knowing 

themselves and their professionalism are idiosyncratic and subjugate to the governing 

ways of knowing. The savoir of teachers is epistemically distanced from, and so 

subjugate to, the governing ways of knowing in the Policy and Public domains.  

Without a shared discursive framework to close this epistemic gap, the reforms of the 

Education Revolution may miss their teacher career targets, with subsequent losses in 

time and money and, perhaps most importantly, teachers. Neither the Classroom nor the 

Policy domain may understand this dissonance in ways of knowing as an epistemic gap. 

That-which-is may also not be understood by those in these domains as an epistemic 
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injustice. I would argue that the Policy domain ignores this injustice at its peril. If this 

dissonance becomes felt as an injustice by teachers, the Policy domain may well have to 

begin to make that-which-is otherwise. I make this argument through my understanding 

of the ways of knowing displayed by the teachers I spoke with. They know their 

professional identity through being able to “follow independent judgement” and see it as 

“crucial on educational grounds” to be allowed “to pursue the interests of the pupils they 

actually have in front of them” (Connell, 2009, p. 222). Further impairment of this aspect 

of their professional identity will indeed be an epistemic injustice sufficient that primary 

school teachers may become strangers to themselves and leave their work as teachers.  

Having returned, book-end like, to Connell’s Lament, I now move to the final chapter of 

my thesis. 
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12 Conclusion 

12.1 Introduction 

In this final chapter I reflect and evaluate the work I have presented across my thesis. I 

begin with a broad evaluation of the utility of the methodology and analytical methods I 

have put to work. I then reflect on how I have met the substantive aim of my research and 

evaluate the success of that endeavour. This leads me to suggest future work which could 

follow from the research I have undertaken. Finally, I outline the history of the teacher 

quality present as I have diagnosed it, highlighting the contributions I have made.  

12.2 The utility of my methodology and analytical methods 

Tracing the history of the teacher quality present has been, as Foucault would have 

warned me, a complex and convoluted process. Indeed, had my mapping of the 

emergence and configurations of the teacher quality provided a linear rational path from 

the Coleman Finding to the Australian Professional Standards, I would have had reason 

to question the analytical methods that I had put in place. Instead, Foucault’s rules of 

discursive formation provided a scaffold by which I assembled and analysed my archive 

of texts. It directed me to a multitude of domains, a far longer time frame and a wider 

geopolitical perspective than a traditional discourse analysis may have done.  

My archaeological perspective meant that I could address my first research provocation: 

through what historical conditions and forms of rationality did the teacher become an 

object of quality? The forms of rationality and historical conditions of the teacher quality 

discursivity’s emergence and configurations that I have highlighted do not provide a 

comprehensive account of the history of the present. I have stressed throughout my thesis 

that mine is but one rendering of that history. The discursive frameworks that produce 

my present are the necessary conditions for the assembly and analysis of texts which I 
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have dubbed my “archive”. That archive is, as Foucault reminds me, only ever a partial 

representation of the history of the present—and can only be a partial representation, also, 

of the history of my present as both teacher and researcher.   

Archaeology was the necessary precursor to addressing my second research provocation: 

at what price do teachers speak the truth about themselves? To undertake this work, I 

utilised an alternative reading of Foucault’s genealogy. Genealogy as tactic had particular 

resonance for me, because I was searching for a way to understand the impacts of this 

discursive framework on teachers. The way Foucault speaks of truths gave me a way to 

explore the discursive frameworks that teachers use to know themselves and to be 

intelligible to others. His questioning of “at what price?” was the motivation for me to 

examine the impacts of differences in the truths of policy and the truths of teachers. Only 

genealogy as tactic brings the status differential in different ways of knowing to the 

forefront of an analysis. I used archaeology as a necessary precursor to genealogy as 

tactic, so that I could pit political ways of knowing up against local ways of knowing in 

the Education Revolution.  

While I found some shared discursive frameworks between the Education Revolution 

Policy domain and the Classroom domain, there were significant governing ways of 

knowing in the Policy domain that were not part of the savoir of the teachers I spoke 

with. There were also fundamental truths in the local ways of knowing articulated by 

these teachers that were subjugate to the ways of knowing in the Policy domain. I argued 

that the status differential in these ways of knowing was an epistemic gap, and this gap 

characterised the teacher quality present.  

I signalled in Chapter 1 that I would return to Connell’s Lament throughout my thesis. 

This was because it struck such a deep chord with me about the potential loss, through 
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the reforms of the Education Revolution, of my ability to be the teacher I wanted and 

needed to be. So, while Foucault’s conceptual framework allowed me to diagnose that-

which-is and to begin to understand how that-which-is might be otherwise, it did not 

allow me to frame why this was important. The work from Fricker provided this frame. I 

recall early in my PhD candidature being on my daily walk and listening to the radio as 

Miranda Fricker was interviewed about her notions of epistemic injustice. My pace 

quickened because of the elation I felt; I had found a way to understand my sense of loss, 

through this gap in the ways of knowing teachers. Fricker’s work spoke to me of the 

potential to understand why not being known or, in my Foucauldian conceptualisation, 

not sharing discursive frameworks, mattered. I was able to finish addressing my second 

research provocation by using her notions of the human value in being a giver of 

knowledge, epistemic practices and epistemic injustice. These notions added an 

important ethical dimension to my diagnosis of the teacher quality present.  

12.3 Meeting the substantive aim of my research  

The broad perspective of my work presented in the preceding section brought together 

the themes of my research, its methodology and the analytic methods I utilised to show 

how they created a cohesive body of work to address my research provocations and 

overarching aim. In this section, I evaluate my success in meeting the substantive aim of 

my research. 

To undertake my Foucauldian archaeological analysis, I needed to assemble an archive. 

Pragmatically, I needed some starting point from which to direct my search. Using the 

text of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers made logical sense, because 

this was the policy reform that had probably rankled with me the most by directly 

impacting me as a teacher. The ten references that were cited proved to be rich starting 
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points. I was led to the network of policy documents which made up the reforms of the 

Education Revolution and these reforms took me into COAG and the Australian Policy 

domain back to 2006. The explicit links made between education and human capital in 

the 2006 Reform Agenda made me search for the origins of the concept of human capital 

(1961) as well as the broader context of microeconomic reforms that had been part of 

Australian public policy from at least the 1980s as neoliberalism took hold. This text also 

referenced work from the Independent Research domain, through which I was able to 

explore the contributions of the Grattan Institute’s School Education Program to the 

configurations of the teacher quality present. The impact of the Grattan Institute took me 

to the broader ideas of the influence of experts outside the Australian Policy domain back 

to 1972, and the citation of the McKinsey report in the text also highlighted for me the 

influence of the Corporate domain in education.  

The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers text also referenced work from the 

domain of the OECD which tied together notions of human capital, Jensen from the 

Grattan Institute and the impacts of neoliberal discursive frameworks in educational 

policy. It also led me to the ways in which the OECD became involved in education as 

an economic imperative, through the historical conditions of the end of the World War 2, 

the consequences of the escalating Cold War and the space race.  

The text cited work from Hattie, which allowed me additional insight into the 

consequences of neoliberalism’s unquenchable thirst for data from which policy 

imperatives can be both influenced and evidenced. Hattie’s presence in this text is 

significant, given that he was to become the chair of AITSL, the authority which now 

oversees the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. 
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Importantly, the text of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers brought me 

to the notion of teacher quality, derived and approximated, as I showed, from the 1966 

Coleman Finding in the Educational Research domain of production-function equations. 

This text made me search for the ways in which teacher quality had become intertwined 

with discourses of professionalism. This search took me back to Australian educational 

policy research documents from the 1980s which showcased the entanglement of 

discourse of teacher quality and teacher professionalism.   

The strength of my archive lies in its depth and breadth, but also in its partiality as a 

representation of the teacher quality present. It is necessarily idiosyncratic, which brings 

with it a fresh and nuanced trace of the contradictory pathways of the emergence and 

configurations of the teacher quality discursivity. Another strength of my archive is that 

I have not unearthed new texts. This may seem unusual, but the majority of these texts 

have been analysed for other purposes, rather than for their role in the history of the 

teacher quality present. The role they played in my work means that these texts, and the 

archaeology which revealed them anew, have transformed their diagnostic power. My 

work has ensured that these texts do not become the hidden contents of the teacher quality 

present, despite, as I mentioned in Chapter 7, many of them being no longer readily 

available.  

I argued strongly in Chapter 2 for my alternate reading of genealogy as tactic, and I 

revisited that argument in §12.2. My success in undertaking this approach is limited by 

the scope of work I was able to achieve in the timeframe that was available to me. Firstly, 

the number of teachers I spoke with was low, and the teachers came from only three 

schools in the capital of the ACT. A larger group of teachers would have allowed me to 

discern broader representations of teacher savoir. The discursive practices of these 

schools contribute to the savoir of the teachers who work within them, and a wider 
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selection of schools might have enabled me to discern broader representations of the 

savoir in the Classroom domain. The timing of my conversations, a necessary 

consequence of the timing of my PhD, meant that I was speaking with these teachers 

while some of the reforms of the Education Revolution, particularly the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers, were in the very start of the process of being 

implemented. It could be argued that the ignorance of the standards shown by some of 

the teachers I spoke resulted from this timing. This view has some merit; however, as I 

have argued, the ignorance is also testament to the meagre involvement in, and 

consequent lack of ownership of, the standards by teachers generally. 

I had to deal with highly individualistic ways of knowing, articulated by these teachers, 

which naturally contained their own ambiguities and contradictions. My conversations 

with these teachers were lengthy, spirited and broad ranging. I sometimes had the 

impression that these teachers had found, in me, a vehicle to express their ways of 

knowing; and this was incredibly important them—not so much because of what they 

were saying, but because they were able to say it at all. My memory of this feeling comes 

from the time of the research, however, I am cognisant of the possibility that it may be a 

memory after-the-fact, influenced by my identification of the epistemic gap in the ways 

of knowing teachers. My analysis of teachers’ ways of knowing certainly highlighted 

some similarities and differences between ways of knowing in the political and the local, 

which was the aim of my conversations. One failing is that, by looking for evidence of 

teachers’ spontaneous ways of knowing and understanding the expression “teacher 

quality”, I neglected to purposefully introduce the expression into the conversations. The 

absence of any spontaneous mentions of teacher quality, apart from the names of a 

program and an institution, is nonetheless noteworthy.  
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Finally, in order to understand the price paid by teachers in speaking their truths, I 

adopted work from Fricker. It was not my remit to validate Fricker’s fundamental position 

that to be a giver of knowledge is a basic human value. It stands as the basis for her theory 

that to disqualify a group’s way of knowing is an injustice, and that this injustice is 

wrought on both the knowers and those who claim to know them. Fricker’s work has 

been taken up successfully in other domains of work, but is a relative newcomer to 

educational policy research such as my own. It is difficult, therefore, to evaluate the 

success of my application of her work; there is little to compare it to. Suffice it to say that 

I have shown how Fricker’s work in this area can stand comfortably within the work of 

Foucault and, as (Allen, 2017) mentioned (§11.4), can significantly add to it. I provided 

evidence to substantiate my claim of an epistemic injustice wrought on these teachers. 

This added ethical dimension to my understanding of the real and potential impacts of 

this epistemic gap as an epistemic injustice in the teacher quality present has been very 

useful for me. I leave further evaluation of this new application of Fricker’s work to the 

wider academic community, as my contribution becomes known. 

12.4 Suggestions for future work  

A number of suggestions for future research opportunities have become clear to me 

through this reflection and evaluation of my thesis. Firstly, my research with teachers was 

limited in scope and number. Additional work with a larger cohort of teachers in the near 

future could determine whether, over time, governing ways of knowing from the Policy 

domain have now permeated classroom teachers.  

My research did not attempt to look to the intergenerational differences in 

professionalism suggested elsewhere in the literature, although my findings did suggest 

that this plays a part in this teacher quality present. This could be part and parcel of the 
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more comprehensive study suggested above, because this is a gap in the Australian 

literature base.  

My research concentrated on primary school teachers. Further work could look 

specifically at any differentials in the productive capacity of the teacher quality 

discursivity operating with primary teachers, compared to their secondary teacher 

counterparts. Findings from such research might further explore and validate suggestions 

from my work of important differences in attitudes to, and the utility of, professionalism 

and professional standards across and between teachers in school education.  

12.5 Ways of knowing teachers in the Education Revolution: A history of the 

“teacher quality” present 

To conclude my thesis, I restate my history of the teacher quality present and outline my 

contributions to the bodies of research attempting to understand teacher quality and 

professionalism in an era of increased measurement and accountability.  

The history of the teacher quality present I offer is one characterised by an epistemic gap 

between the ways of knowing teachers in the Education Revolution Policy domain and 

the ways of knowing teachers in a Classroom domain, articulated by a fairly typical group 

of 12 teachers in three Canberra primary schools.  

I understand the teacher quality discursivity as productive in the Education Revolution 

Policy domain: to know teachers as economic units contributing to the nation’s 

productivity through the test scores that they can harvest from their students. This way of 

knowing has been disguised by a set of professional standards which repositions teachers. 

These standards are known as an articulation of quality for the public, and they work as 

a regulatory mechanism in the Policy domain targeting each stage of a teacher’s career 

cycle. The productive capacity of the teacher quality discursivity means that these are 
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governing ways of knowing in the reforms of the Education Revolution which targeted 

teachers. 

I have shown that teachers’ ways of knowing themselves do reveal that the hegemonic 

status of neoliberalism in the Policy domain pervades the Classroom domain, with many 

of the teachers voicing forms of neoliberal privileging of accountability and 

standardisation at times. These teachers’ ways of knowing, however, are firmly 

entrenched in discourses of care—where teacher–student relationships are fundamental. 

Their professionalism is idiosyncratic and reflects these discourses of care. Their 

professional pride stems from their pedagogical prowess, which allows them to take those 

relationships into a learning environment in order to engage the children in their learning. 

This learning is as much about the curriculum as it is about developing a sense of active 

citizenship and future happiness. Teachers show various epistemic practices to make 

sense of the governing ways of knowing that impact them, including resistance, hostile 

compliance and deliberate ignorance.  

The ways in which these teachers know themselves and their work are subjugate, for the 

most part, to the ways of knowing in the Policy domain. These subjugate ways in which 

these teachers know themselves and their work are, therefore, disqualified in the Policy 

domain. It is this disqualification, this way in which teachers’ ways of knowing are 

inarticulate in the Policy domain, that indicates the epistemic gap characterising the 

teacher quality present.  

I have shown that these teachers’ ways of knowing are significant to their lives as 

teachers; that their ways of knowing are obscured from governing ways of knowing; and 

that these teachers are marginalised by their ways of knowing. I have argued that these 
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three signifiers reveal that an epistemic injustice has been wrought on teachers by this 

epistemic gap.  

My diagnosis of that-which-is where primary school teachers’ ways of knowing may be 

obscured from the Policy domain, and primary school teachers themselves may be 

marginalised because of their ways of knowing showed also that this might be otherwise. 

When this epistemic injustice threatens teachers’ ability “to pursue the interests of the 

pupils they actually have in front of them” (Connell, 2009, p. 222) in the ways that they 

know best, it is threatening the very core of what it means to be a primary school teacher. 

Ignoring the depth of this injustice will be at the peril of the Policy domain. If knowing-

teachers become strangers to how they are known about, they may well leave that-which-

is, in order that they themselves can be otherwise. 
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13 Appendices 

Appendix 1 School education in Australia 

Sections 51 and 52 of the Australian Constitution leave144 the States with power over 

decisions concerning schools (Australian Government Solicitor [2010] in 

Commonwealth of Australia, 2012, p. 6), while the Commonwealth Government is 

responsible for tertiary education. The Commonwealth Government, however, does 

provide the States with the funding they require to “ensure the delivery of schooling to 

all children of school age” (Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service 

Provision, 2009, p. 8).  

School education is delivered through government and non-government schools. 

Government schools are administered by, and gain the majority of their funding from, 

State and Territory governments. Non-government schools are grouped into two sectors 

–Independent and Catholic systemic. Independent schools may be founded on ethno-

religious bases, e.g., Anglican or Jewish schools, or educational philosophies, e.g., 

Montessori and Steiner schools. There is a small number of Independent Catholic 

schools, e.g., Marist Brothers, but the majority of Catholic schools are systemic meaning 

that they operate under Catholic Offices in each diocese. State and Territory government 

authorities are responsible for the registration of all non-government schools. Compliance 

with this registration allows the schools to operate and ensures government funding. The 

Federal Government provides funding for non-government schools directly through what 

is deemed as “need”, the calculation of which can change with changes in Federal 

                                                

144 The Australian Constitution defines the matters of federal powers, leaving all other matters as “residual powers” 
with the States and Territories. 
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Government (Campbell, 2010) or its policies. The Federal Government also indirectly 

funds non-government schools through its support of “school communities, students, and 

other organisations to support schooling” (Steering Committee for the Review of 

Government Service Provision, 2009, p. 8). Funding provided by the Federal Government 

makes up a larger portion of total funds to non-government schools, compared to State 

and Territory funding. For a history of funding and school choice in Australia see (For a 

history of funding and school choice in Australia see Campbell, 2010; The Council for 

the Australian Federation, 2007).  

The Federal Government has supported both government and non-government schools 

through the development of particular programs e.g., literacy and numeracy, which have 

associated funding, called Commonwealth–State specific purpose payments (SPPs). A 

consolidation and rationalisation of SSPs and a new federal–State funding model for 

education saw these payments being rebadged as National Partnership Agreements 

(NPAs) and covering a wider gambit of areas of education. 

State and Territory regulations have all determined that age is the factor guiding the 

division between compulsory and non-compulsory education, with differences in the 

details: depending on the jurisdiction, formal schooling consists of six to eight years of 

primary school education, followed by five to six years of secondary school education. 

Compulsory starting ages also vary across the jurisdictions. Although the various 

guidelines state that children must start schooling aged between five and six, the 

Australian Bureau of Statistics reveals that the majority of children start earlier, between 

four-and-a-half to five years (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2009, p. 37). In 2009, an 

agreement was reached across all States and Territories to the effect that participation in 

school was to be become compulsory up until Year 10; after that, time participation in 

education, training or employment or a combination of these activities would be required 
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until age seventeen (Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service 

Provision, 2009, pp. 8-9).  

In the ACT, the site for this study, formal schooling incorporates three years of infants 

(Kindergarten to Year 2); four years of primary (Years 3–6); four years of compulsory 

high school (Years 7–10); and a further one or two years of college (Years 11 and12) 

which may or may not be compulsory, depending on the age of the student and their 

training or employment activities as per the 2009 agreement. 

The Australian Capital Territory was originally known as the Federal Capital Territory 

after its creation in 1911. It became known as the Australian Capital Territory in 1938, 

and, because it was an administrative division of the Commonwealth, all portfolios, 

including education, were under federal jurisdiction. In 1988, the ACT became self-

governing, albeit still subject to a federal right of veto, with its own portfolio of education. 

The portfolio in the ACT over the time span of interest here, 2006 until 2013, was the 

Education and Training Directorate.  

While educational policy ostensibly resides with each of the separate States and 

Territories, there has been a semblance of unity with each other and the Commonwealth, 

since 1936 (Ryan, 1999; Spaull, 1987), via a regular meeting and secretariat of the group 

of Australian, State and Territory (and at times NZ) education ministers. The forum in 

which they have met to discuss common priorities and strategies for school education has 

undergone a raft of name changes reflecting portfolio changes at both State and federal 

levels. Over the period of interest here, the forum has had three names. It was the 

Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs 

(MCEETYA) from 1993 to 2009. With changes in agreements regarding pre-school 

preparation, it became the Ministerial Council for Education, Early Childhood 
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Development and Youth Affairs (MCEECDYA) until 2010. It then became the Standing 

Council on School Education and Early Childhood (SCSEEC), a name it retained until 

2014. From 2014 to the present the Ministerial Council has been called the Education 

Council. 
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Appendix 2 Invitation to participate letter  

The following is a copy of the generic “Invitation to Participate” letter that I left with the 

schools as I presented at their staff meetings. I have blacked out the places where 

information specific to the school was to be inserted (such as the Principal’s name and 

school sector). I have also blacked out explanations of parts of my original research plan 

which did not contribute to the analyses in my thesis.   

 

 

 

 

March 11, 2011 

Dear Teacher,  

My name is Robyn Faulkner and I am currently doing a PhD at the University of 
Canberra. I have gained approval from the ACT Department of Education and Training 
and your principal, Wayne Prowse, to conduct this research at your school. This letter is 
an “Invitation to Participate” in this research.  

What is the Research About? I am investigating the status of primary school teachers in 
the Australian Capital Territory. I am looking at two aspects of professional status –
expertise and autonomy. Expertise means specialist knowledge and skills, and autonomy 
means the ability teachers have to make independent decisions about what and how they 
teach. I am interested in the views of teachers, parents and students in the project and will 
be interviewing in three schools in the ACT. Your school is the Public school chosen as 
part of the research. 

What would be required of me? I am planning to conduct a one-on-one interview with 
three teachers in the school, as well as a group interview. The one-on-one interview will 
last for 1 ½ to 2 hours and will take place at school at a time that is most convenient for 
you.  The interview will be open ended which means that I have a number of questions I 
would like to ask, but I am really interested in your views about teacher expertise and 
autonomy. This interview will take place in Term 3, 2011. The group interview is with 
the 9 teachers who are taking part in this study – apart from the 3 teachers from your 
school there will also be 3 teachers from a Catholic school and an independent school in 
the ACT. In the group interview I want to be able to present my interpretations and 
findings from the first round of interviews with teachers, parents and students. In 
presenting these findings back to teachers I will be interested to know your reactions and 
anything else you might like to tell me about the study and how it has affected you. This 
interview would take place in Term 1, 2012, and is expected to be at the University of 
Canberra with lunch and morning tea provided. 
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Can anyone take part? I am interested in speaking to teachers who have had contact with 
this school for a number of years as it is important that you know the school and how it 
operates.  

What if I want to pull out of the research? There are no consequences if you pull out of 
the research, but I would ask that you contact me to let me know. 

Who is going to know what I say? Just you and I – your anonymity and the confidentiality 
of your interview responses are a critical part of this research design. I will ask you for a 
name that you will be known by in my thesis and any other paper that I might publish. 
The University has very strict guidelines, to which I must adhere, so that your original 
interview recording is kept safe. I will be transcribing the interview so that you can see it 
on paper. Not until you approve the transcript can I start analysing it. Finally if you are 
to take part in this research then I will ensure that no child in your class will be 
participating in the research nor will the parents of any children you are teaching.  

What do I need to do? If you are interested in taking part all I am asking at this stage is 
that you read and sign the form attached to this letter and return it to me at my postal 
address below. If you would like to know more about the project then please contact me 
using the details below and I would be more than happy to answer any questions that you 
may have. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter, and I hope you will consider taking part. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Robyn Faulkner 
Ph 0429 397 338  Email : u3047465@uni.canberra.edu.au 
 
Supervisor 
Affrica Taylor Ph 6201 2290 affrica.taylor@canberra.edu.au 

 

 

I am interested in taking part in the Research Project as a teacher at Garran Primary 
School 
 
My name is __________________________ I teach Year ____ Class _____ 

I have been involved with Garran Primary School for ________ years 

I understand that  

• I will be taking part in an interview, taking place on school property, in Term 3.  
• The interview will take from 1 ½ to 2 hours 
• This interview will be digitally recorded and transcribed.  
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• The transcription of the interview will be sent to me for approval before it is used as 
part of the analytical research.  

• The information I give will form part of Robyn Faulkner’s PhD thesis through the 
University of Canberra, and may be part of other academic or conference papers that 
she authors 

• There are no consequences if I drop out of the project, but that I should contact Robyn 
if this is to be the case 

• If I have any concerns regarding the project I can contact Mr Wayne Prowse of 
Garran Primary School or Robyn’s supervisor at the University of Canberra 

           I would like participate in the project  OR 

I would like more information about the project before deciding 

How is it best to contact you? 

Phone (home) __________________  Email ________________________ 

Signature _____________________   Date _________________ 

Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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Appendix 3 Discursive threads for interviews 

Expertise 
• What do you understand by the word expertise? 
• Do teachers have skills that no one else has? 
• What degree do you have? 

o What do you think it taught you? 
• What expertise do you feel you have as a teacher? 

o How did you get it? 
• Is your expertise at a different level to other teachers?  
• What types of expertise are there in teaching? 
• What else could you do as a job if you left teaching—what other things do you think you 

are trained for? 
 

Autonomy 
• What do you understand by autonomy? 
• What autonomy do you feel you have?  
• How do you know when you have done a good job? Does anyone tell you? 
• To whom do you consider you are accountable? Why? 
• What about decisions about curriculum and pedagogy?  

o What is your experience? 
o What is your practice? 
o What role does the school/state play? 

 
Professional development 
• Is additional training important to you? Why? 
• Why do you think about professional development? 
• Have you done any more study since you began teaching? Tell me about it 

 
Being a primary school teacher 
• What makes a good primary school teacher? 
• What’s important about being a primary school teacher? 
• Are there differences between primary school teachers and other teachers? 
• How do you think teachers are seen by others? 

 
Current Policy reforms 
• Can you tell me of anything that is happening with policy and teachers at the moment? 

o Anything on the TV, radio, in the newspapers? 
• What do you know of the national professional standards?  

o Have you seen them? Did you take part in them? Did the school? 
o What do you think of professional standards for teachers? 

• What do you know of the national curriculum? 
o Have you seen it? Did you take part in it? Did the school? 
o What do you think of a national curriculum in Australia? 

• What do you know about teacher registration? 
o Have you seen it? Did you take part in it? Did the school?  
o What do you think of registration for teachers? 

• Do you see these things as having anything to do with your life as a teacher? Why? 
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Appendix 4 A sample from a MySchool® webpage 

The screen shot below is the landing page of the MySchool® site, when a particular school 

is selected. I have depopulated the webpage so that the school cannot be identified. The 

‘School comments’, which briefly describes the school, is the only textual element of 

information; all else is numeric.  

 

 

 

 

 

The screen shot below shows the legends to the two pie graphs that are presented on the 

‘School finances’ link. I show only the legends, because this gives a flavour to the level 

of detail provided. They show funding and capital expenditure from federal, State and 

private sources.  
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The final screen shot comes from the legends to one of the five ways that NAPLAN 

scores can be displayed. The use of statistics is evident in this legend, and the markings 

display a complexity of symbols and colour attached to the charts.  
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Appendix 5 The organisation of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers  
 

I quote at length from the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers document 

because this is the most accurate way of detailing their organisation.  

The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers comprise seven 

Standards which outline what teachers should know and be able to do. The 

Standards are interconnected, interdependent and overlapping. The Standards 

are grouped into three domains of teaching: Professional Knowledge, 

Professional Practice and Professional Engagement. In practice, teaching 

draws on aspects of all three domains. Within each Standard focus areas 

provide further illustration of teaching knowledge, practice and professional 

engagement. These are then separated into Descriptors at four professional 

career stages: Graduate, Proficient, Highly Accomplished and Lead (AITSL, 

2013, p. 3). 

The screenshot below shows the basic organisation of the three domains and seven 

Standards and comes from AITSL (2013, p. 3). 

 

Further details of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers can be found at 
https://www.aitsl.edu.au/teach/standards.  

https://www.aitsl.edu.au/teach/standards
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Appendix 6 Details of the teachers I spoke with 

 

Teacher’s 
pseudonym 

Employment 
Sector 

Age cohort taught at 
time of interview 

Years of 
teaching 

Alice Independent Year 4 3 
Emma Government Year 3 4 
Laura Catholic Kindergarten 4 
Claire Independent Year 3 5 

Jay Government Years 3–4 6 

Kate Independent 
Across Years 3–6 as 

Individual Needs 
teacher 

6 

Steve Catholic Year 2 6 

Marcel Catholic Year 4 & Science 
across K–6 7 

Ruby Government Years 3–4 20 
Mila Government Years 1–2 20 

Melinda Government Science across K–6 20 
Leo Independent Year 3 25 
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