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Policy considerations
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	Key points 

	· The core objectives of Australia’s schools and schools workforce policies are that there should be universal access to high quality schooling, that all students meet or exceed basic educational standards, and that schooling promotes social inclusion and addresses educational disadvantage.

· An array of schools workforce reforms are in place or in prospect to further these objectives, with a particular focus on improving workforce quality and performance.
· While the majority of these reforms are being implemented by state and territory governments and non-government school operators, many have been brought under national umbrellas. 
· There are also new national-level reporting and assessment frameworks and additional funding from the Australian Government to support the reform process.
· While the extensive reform agenda has some important broad strengths, it is too early to fully judge the impacts, given that most of the changes are recent or have yet to be implemented. In light of budget constraints, the Commission has focused on identifying cost-effective measures that would:

· build on reforms that are in train or in prospect

· address some problematic initiatives

· deal with matters that have so far received insufficient policy attention.
· The Commission has assessed reform options according to whether teachers and other school workers could become more effective and therefore achieve better student outcomes, and whether the schools workforce could become more efficient and therefore achieve a greater improvement from any given level of resources. In assessing schools workforce policies, the Commission has also:
· interpreted equity in educational outcomes to mean that all students should have equal opportunity to realise their educational potential, irrespective of their individual, economic or social circumstances
· paid particular attention to the critical role played by quality teachers and their effective deployment across the schooling system
· recognised the need to balance the benefits of nationally consistent approaches with those that arise from the scope for policy experimentation at the jurisdictional level.

	

	


As alluded to in the previous chapter, an array of schools workforce policy reforms have recently been implemented or will shortly be so. This chapter outlines the essence of those reforms and the objectives that underpin them. It then details the considerations that have been central to the Commission’s assessments of those reforms in subsequent chapters. It addresses the question of how this study can best add value to what is now a very busy and active policy landscape.
3.1
Objectives of the schooling system
The objectives of Australia’s schooling system — and hence the ultimate goals of the schools workforce and other schools-related programs and policies — are articulated in the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians (the Melbourne Declaration) and the National Education Agreement (NEA). Though expressed in slightly different ways, the central themes are that:

· all young Australians should have access to high quality schooling

· there are basic educational standards which ideally all students should achieve or exceed

· schooling should help to address educational disadvantage and promote social inclusion.

The Melbourne Declaration was agreed to by all Australian education ministers as part of a commitment to work collectively with all school sectors and the broader community to improve educational outcomes for young Australians (MCEETYA 2008). In addition to reaffirming broad objectives, the NEA (COAG 2008) specifies some targets relating to those objectives and details various funding and performance reporting requirements and responsibilities. More information is provided in box 3.1.
3.2
Current schools workforce reforms

A jurisdictionally tailored approach within new national umbrellas
As part of Australia’s human capital reform agenda, various reforms are being implemented to improve Australia’s schooling system and the outcomes it delivers for students. And more are on the horizon, including in response to the Review of Funding for Schooling (chapter 1).
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	Box 3.1
Melbourne Declaration and National Education Agreement

	Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians

Signed in December 2008, the declaration is underpinned by two goals.
· Australian schooling promotes equity and excellence.
· All young Australians become successful learners, confident and creative individuals, and active and informed citizens.

In pursuit of these goals, the declaration sets out an action agenda focusing on:

· development of stronger partnerships

· support for quality teaching and school leadership

· strengthened early childhood education

· enhanced middle years development

· support for senior years of schooling and youth transitions

· promotion of world class curriculum and assessment

· improved educational outcomes for disadvantaged young Australians

· strengthened accountability and transparency.
National Education Agreement

The NEA, which took effect from 2009, details the Australian Government’s financial contribution to the delivery of schooling services by the states and territories over the subsequent five financial years. The agreement is intended to contribute to the following outcomes:
· all children are engaged in, and benefit from, schooling
· young people meet basic literacy and numeracy standards, and overall levels of literacy and numeracy achievement improve
· Australian students excel by international standards
· schools promote social inclusion and reduce the educational disadvantage of children, especially Indigenous children
· young people make a successful transition from school to work and further study.

More specifically, the NEA targets achievement of a 90 per cent attainment rate in Year 12 (or equivalent qualifications) by 2020, and closure of the gap in schooling outcomes between Indigenous and non‑Indigenous students (discussed in chapter 9).

Consistent with the new Intergovernmental Agreement on Federal Financial Relations, the NEA gives the states and territories flexibility in the allocation of the Australian Government’s funding contribution, and emphasises realisation of the outcomes of the agreement, rather than specifying the means by which this should occur. However, this flexibility is conditional on the implementation of a performance reporting framework to assist with monitoring student outcomes and assessing how well schools are addressing students’ needs.

	


In recognition of the important role that an effective and efficient schools workforce can play in helping students to achieve their educational potential, initiatives to improve the quality and performance of the workforce are prominent in this reform effort. 

Most workforce reforms are being implemented by state and territory governments and non-government school operators — reflecting their responsibilities for delivering schools services. Until recently, the Australian Government served chiefly as a funding provider (to both government and non‑government schools). 

However, the Australian Government has now become more directly involved in workforce and other policies influencing schooling outcomes. In particular, and underpinned by the Melbourne Declaration and the NEA, much of the current reform effort has been bought under national umbrellas by the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) and its Standing Council on School Education and Early Childhood (previously the Ministerial Council for Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs).
Accompanying the NEA are several education-related National Partnership Agreements (NPAs) that make additional Australian Government funding available to the states and territories to facilitate and/or reward reform initiatives agreed to be of national significance. Of particular relevance to the schools workforce are the Smarter Schools NPAs, which support initiatives aimed at improving teacher quality, raising student literacy and numeracy outcomes, and addressing educational disadvantage in low socioeconomic-status communities (box 3.2). As part of these particular NPAs, states and territories have agreed to share and collaborate on six reform areas:

· school performance improvement frameworks

· innovative strategies for small and remote schools

· parental engagement in schooling in low SES communities

· extended service models in schools

· literacy and numeracy diagnostic tools

· school leadership development strategies.

Two other national initiatives are also relevant to the schools workforce. The Empowering Local Schools initiative is designed to facilitate greater autonomy for government and non-government schools, allowing them to better respond to the needs of students and the school community. The Australian Government has committed around $480 million over seven years to 2017 to support this initiative. 
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	Box 3.2
Smarter Schools National Partnership Agreements

	In November 2008, the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) agreed on three Smarter Schools NPAs. 
· The Smarter Schools NPA for Low Socio-economic Status School Communities aims to address educational disadvantage resulting from low socio-economic status. The Australian Government is providing $1.5 billion over seven years (which will be matched by state and territory governments) to support education reform activities in approximately 1700 low socio-economic status schools around the country. Initiatives under this partnership include (but are not limited to) incentives to attract high-performing principals and teachers, adoption of best practice performance management and staffing arrangements and innovative and flexible school operational arrangements. 

· Through the Smarter Schools NPA for Literacy and Numeracy, the Australian Government is providing $540 million over four years to facilitate and reward the implementation of evidence based strategies that improve student literacy and numeracy skills. This NPA focuses on quality teaching of literacy and numeracy, stronger school leadership, and the effective use of student performance information to identify where students need support. 

· The Smarter Schools NPA for Improving Teacher Quality aims to support states and territories to improve the quality of the Australian teaching workforce. The Australian Government is providing $550 million over five years under this NPA. Broad areas for reform include: 

· attracting the best graduates to teaching through additional pathways into teaching 

· improving the quality of teacher training in partnership with universities 

· developing National Professional Standards for Teachers 

· national consistency in the registration of teachers to support improved mobility in the teaching workforce 

· developing the skills and knowledge of teachers and school leaders through improved performance management and professional learning.
There will be evaluations of the outcomes and impact of the Smarter Schools NPAs. The first phase of this evaluation will include an analytical overview of each jurisdiction’s policy activity and evaluation efforts. 

	

	


The More Support for Students with Disabilities initiative is designed to increase the support available to students with disabilities by building the capacity of schools and teachers to better meet student’s individual needs. The Australian Government is providing $200 million over two years to support this initiative. 
Several other NPAs (Digital Education Revolution, Nation Building and Jobs Plan, Youth Attainment and Transitions, and Trade Training Centres in Schools) and the National Indigenous Reform Agreement are also relevant to future schooling outcomes.
As well, two new national-level institutions have been established.

· The Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL) — which in 2010 replaced a previous body, Teaching Australia — was initially tasked by the Ministerial Council for Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs with developing a set of national professional standards for teachers and principals. AITSL is now progressing related functions, including building a national accreditation system for pre-service teacher education courses linked to the new national standards. 
· The Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) — an entity established in 2009 following agreement by the Ministerial Council and COAG — is responsible for developing a national curriculum by 2013, a national assessment program aligned to the curriculum, and a national data collection and reporting program for student outcomes. 

In addition to ACARA’s data and reporting functions, several other steps have been taken to enhance national level performance assessment (discussed below). The Australian Government has also introduced, or announced, a number of specific schools workforce initiatives — including a proposed national performance bonus scheme for teachers (chapter 6). 

Importantly, however, the new national level reform framework is not intended to remove the ability for the states and territories to tailor policy settings to their particular jurisdictional circumstances, or to experiment with different approaches. Reflecting this, the performance targets that the states and territories must meet to receive NPA incentive payments are jurisdiction-specific.
Main types of policy reform

Broadly, the policies in place or in prospect to improve schools workforce arrangements fall into one of three overlapping groups.

First, there are initiatives designed to promote an appropriate balance between the demand for, and supply of, school workers. This group includes policies intended to:

· boost recruitment in areas of shortage — through, for example, scholarships and employment incentives for students with pre-existing qualifications in certain subjects to undertake teaching courses, fast‑tracking the pedagogical component of teacher training for some graduates or skilled professionals (via the Australian Government funded Teach for Australia and Teach Next programs), and boosting the number of Indigenous school workers via specialised training programs and the development of job roles linked to the particular ways in which they can assist the learning of Indigenous students
· increase early career retention — including through accelerated salary progressions, improvements in non-working conditions, stronger classroom support and mentoring, and greater access to professional development

· encourage qualified teachers to fill hard‑to‑staff positions — through, for instance, allowances, salary adjustments, retraining incentives and incentives relating to future placements (although, as noted in chapter 4, not all of these incentives are openly publicised)
· improve engagement between universities and those responsible for employing school workers, in regard to areas of teacher under and oversupply. 
Second, there has been a growing focus on improving the effectiveness and efficiency of the workforce, with a particular emphasis on enhancing the quality and performance of teachers and principals. As well as the agreement by governments to new national professional standards, measures include:
· minimum numeracy and literacy standards for those entering pre‑service training 

· new pre-service course offerings — such as the University of Melbourne’s Master of Teaching course which adopts a ‘clinical’ training approach
· a lengthening of pre‑service training for postgraduate qualifications from one to two years (recently agreed to by the jurisdictions) 
· experimentation with different practicum arrangements 
· some (often school-level) changes to job design — such as reducing the administrative load on teachers to allow them to concentrate more on face-to-face teaching, and (mainly minor) modifications to the respective roles of principals, deputy principals and senior teachers 
· more flexible staffing arrangements to accommodate specialist teaching and to support groups of teachers to plan and deliver programs jointly 
· improved performance-management systems and increased pay dispersion to reward quality teaching

· trials of performance pay regimes in Victoria, as well as the previously mentioned national scheme which is to pay bonuses to certain teachers from 2014
· initiatives to build leadership skills, especially for current or aspiring principals

· increased autonomy within some government school systems, with the intention of giving principals and senior teachers greater scope to determine the staffing and operating arrangements that best meet the needs of their students.
Also, the National Disability Strategy (COAG 2011) sets out a range of broad strategies for improving the quality of education provided to students with disabilities — including to better equip teachers with the necessary skills to teach these students (chapter 9). Similarly, the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Education Action Plan sets out a number of actions which aim to accelerate improvements in the outcomes of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children and young people in all locations (MCEECDYA 2011a, 2011b).
Third, and in support of the other reforms, there have been various initiatives to strengthen policy governance and transparency — including through improved data collection and better performance reporting and assessment. Although individual jurisdictions have been pursuing improvements in these areas, allied to the new national reform umbrellas, the extent of national-level performance reporting and oversight has increased considerably. For example: 
· the COAG Reform Council has responsibility for assessing jurisdictional performance against the targets set in the education-related NPAs
· ACARA’s functions include the facilitation of national student assessments and publication of data on school and system performance (including the My Schools website)
· beyond its standards and accreditation-related functions, AITSL is expected to collect and disseminate data relating to the performance of the schools workforce. 

Consistent with the Melbourne Declaration and the NEA, a key objective of these national level governance initiatives is to help ensure that the policy framework is serving to promote equality of educational opportunity and to ameliorate educational disadvantage. In this regard, the Commission notes that the publication of more performance data has a particularly important role to play. As long as such data are soundly based and comprehensive, they will not only be of direct benefit to those responsible for policy making and service delivery, but will help to empower parents and students and thereby provide an additional source of better-informed pressure for improved performance.
There is, of course, considerable overlap between the first two of the above three reform groupings. For instance, as well as boosting the quality of the schools workforce, improvements to professional development and mentoring are likely to aid job matching and recruitment and retention. 
Reflecting the flexibility within the new national‑level reform umbrellas, the nature and extent of the particular initiatives in the first two broad reform groupings also varies considerably across jurisdictions and individual school systems. For instance, the precise incentives employed to address workforce shortages differ (chapter 4), as do the student–teacher ratios prescribed in awards and enterprise agreements. And Victoria has gone much further than other jurisdictions in providing autonomy to well‑functioning government schools (although other jurisdictions have moved in that direction, especially Western Australia). Jurisdictional divergences on such matters as the demand-supply balance and the extent of remoteness and indigeneity, also contribute to policy variation.
3.3
The Commission’s assessment framework

While the extensive reform agenda has some important broad strengths (box 3.3), it is too early to fully judge the impacts, given that most of the changes are recent or have yet to be implemented. It is also evident that budget constraints will currently limit the scope for significant new spending initiatives. The Commission therefore focused on identifying cost-effective measures that would:

· build on reforms that are in train or in prospect

· address some problematic initiatives

· deal with matters that have so far received insufficient policy attention.
The remainder of this chapter outlines the assessment framework that the Commission used in this study. 

Workforce effectiveness and efficiency
The terms of reference for this study range widely across the demand for, and supply of, the schools workforce; its skills, knowledge and deployment; building Indigenous workforce capability; and matters of policy, governance and regulation. The Commission has assessed these issues within the broader context of the wellbeing of the community as a whole, as required by its enabling legislation. The Commission has therefore taken into account the interests of students, the schools workforce and society more generally.
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	Box 3.3
Strengths of the current reform suite

	For the reasons outlined in the text, it would be premature to come to a firm judgement on the merits of many of the specific components of the current schools workforce reform suite. Nonetheless, in general terms, that suite seemingly has a number of strengths.

The reforms are collectively broad and encompass most of the workforce-related factors that the evidence indicates are important for good student outcomes. And as noted earlier, in focusing heavily on improving the quality and performance of the workforce, the thrust of the reforms is consistent with the reform emphasis in most other developed countries. In fact, the premium on identifying cost-effective means to improve workforce quality and performance is likely to increase in coming years as the expected general tightening in labour markets makes it more difficult to directly address workforce shortages through recruitment and retention policies. 

The new reform framework also retains considerable scope for jurisdictions to tailor policies to meet their particular requirements. As well as providing continuity with what has gone before, such jurisdictional flexibility will facilitate policy experimentation and the generation of better evidence on what approaches work best. At the same time, the new national level reform umbrellas and reporting and assessment requirements should help to provide impetus, common direction and discipline to the reform process. In the words of the OECD (Santiago et al. 2011, p. 9):

The Australian approach combines the development of goals, monitoring and reporting at the national level with local evaluation and assessment practices shaped by jurisdiction-level school improvement frameworks.

It is conceivable that the new national professional standards could constrain jurisdiction-level experimentation and policy tailoring. However, the endorsement of the standards by all of the jurisdictions suggests that any such constraints are likely to be small and/or outweighed by other benefits. In regard to the latter, one consideration is the platform that the new standards are intended to provide for several other reform directions, with the Catholic Education Commission of Victoria (sub. 13, p. 9) observing that the standards for teachers will serve as a reference point for teacher education, registration, professional learning and appraisal, and career structure and remuneration. Similarly, the Association of Heads of Independent Schools of Australia noted that:

… a national standard of professional practice for principals [will be] valuable in creating an overarching framework for existing leadership models and a common language for dialogue on school leadership issues. Provision of a national clearinghouse of leadership research also supports the professional development of school leaders. (sub. 2, p. 4).

Given the close to unanimous support for the new national standards, the Commission has not subjected the broad approach to further scrutiny in this study. That said, as for other aspects of workforce policy, robust evaluation of the impacts of the new standards, and the surrounding institutional arrangements, will be important. Moreover, as detailed in subsequent chapters, there are some specific aspects of the new standards which the Commission considers to be problematic. These should be addressed along with other gaps and weaknesses in the current suite of reforms.

	


In seeking to improve community wellbeing, the Commission has been cognisant of both the costs and the benefits of particular schools workforce policies. In particular, the Commission considered whether the policies improved the effectiveness and efficiency of the workforce. More effective education outputs from teachers and other school workers would achieve better student outcomes, and a more efficient schools workforce would achieve a greater level of output from any given level of resource inputs. In essence, the productivity of the schools workforce is its ratio of inputs (teachers and other workers and how they are deployed) relative to outputs (the school education they produce).
In assessing effectiveness and efficiency, the Commission recognised the benefits accruing both to school students (private benefits) and the wider community (public benefits), as well as the costs to each. As discussed in chapter 1, research has shown that the private benefits from education include higher future incomes and rates of employment, while the public benefits can include increased innovation and diffusion of new ideas, greater social cohesion, and lower crime rates. In terms of the public costs, the Commission has been cognisant of the need to adopt a fiscally responsible approach to reform.
Given the considerable difficulties in quantifying these benefits for particular schools workforce policies, this study drew on a large body of previous empirical work on the effects of different policy approaches. This empirical work provides many important insights into approaches that could deliver more cost-effective student outcomes and, just as importantly, approaches that are likely to be ineffectual or costly relative to the benefits delivered.

The work is subject to a range of methodological and other caveats (box 3.4). Accordingly, the Commission also drew on a range of qualitative evidence, and was grateful for the extensive input from inquiry participants.
Equity in educational outcomes

One criterion relevant to an assessment of effectiveness is the extent to which policies achieve equity in educational outcomes, which was a goal set by governments in the Melbourne Declaration.
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	Box 3.4
Some issues in interpreting the empirical evidence

	The factors influencing student outcomes, including the impacts of many of the workforce policies discussed in this report, have been subject to extensive empirical analysis. Indeed, a widely cited synthesis of this body of work (Hattie 2009) brings together more than 50 000 individual studies and provides nearly 150 000 estimates of the impacts of programs, policies or innovations on student achievement.

This large body of empirical work constitutes an important resource for policymakers. However, in drawing on it, the Commission has been cognisant of the array of accompanying methodological and other caveats, including that:

· Not all of the relevant ‘outputs’ and ‘inputs’ are measurable. There are extensive data on some indicators of student achievement — for example, literacy and numeracy performance — and also on several of the factors that may contribute to that achievement — such as class size, the qualifications of teachers and student SES. But as the Australian Education Union (sub. 28) observed, many of the learning and other benefits imparted by school education cannot be easily measured. Nor can key influences on student performance such as the general aptitude of teachers, the strength of leadership within a school, and the learning support provided by parents to their children. 

· Even for those inputs and outputs that can notionally be measured, the basis for doing so is often contested. The best way to measure teacher performance (chapter 6) or educational disadvantage (chapter 9) are cases in point. And some have questioned whether the commonly used measures of student numeracy and literacy pay sufficient regard to the everyday contexts in which numeracy and literacy skills are employed and how those contexts have been changing over time.

· Caution is required in translating empirical outcomes across teacher or student populations. For example, as alluded to by Hattie (2009), successful in-school or classroom innovations are likely to come from more innovative teachers and principals. Hence, the benefits may not be as great in ‘regular’ classrooms and schools. Similarly, Lattimore (2007) cautioned that the impacts of additional years in school on labour market participation are likely to be smaller for disengaged students who currently leave early than for those who already complete Year 12.

· Even among high‑performing education systems the considerable diversity in workforce arrangements reflects differences in such things as culture, custom and practice, and the nature of the broader education system and funding arrangements. Hence, while looking at overseas approaches can frequently be instructive, it cannot automatically be presumed that the findings of empirical evidence from one country (often the United States) will translate to another.

· There is typically little attention given to the costs attaching to the policy approaches concerned, and hence to relative cost-effectiveness.

Accordingly, even empirical evidence that is ostensibly robust must be closely scrutinised, set against other empirical and qualitative evidence, and assessed for consistency with the outcomes suggested by a conceptual analysis of the issue at hand.

	


In defining equity, it is important to distinguish between the aim of all students having equal opportunity to realise their educational potential irrespective of their individual, economic or social circumstances, and that of equality of student outcomes in terms of levels of achievement. In terms of the latter, the intrinsic abilities of students vary considerably. This means that even if high quality education were to be equally available to all students, there would still be variation in achievement levels. 

The Commission has focused on promoting equality of educational opportunity. Its position is consistent with the constructs of equity adopted by the OECD and the recently completed Review of Funding for Schooling. Further, the OECD construct encapsulates the notion of inclusion — ‘ensuring a basic minimum standard of education for all’ (OECD 2008, p. 2). In countries such as Australia with well-developed schooling systems, success in promoting a high level of equality in educational opportunity should ensure that the large majority of students not only meet basic minimum standards, but indeed exceed them. Hence, the practical focus should be on assessing whether policies are achieving higher standards by offsetting educational disadvantage that can stem from a student’s individual, economic or social circumstances. As the Review of Funding for Schooling observed, a commitment to equity in schooling means: 

… ensuring that differences in educational outcomes are not the result of differences in wealth, income, power or possessions … (Gonski et al. 2011, p. 105)

Comparing the outcomes of different student groups is of course very important in this context. For example, while the intrinsic abilities of Indigenous students will vary across the spectrum of achievement, as with any cohort of students, their significantly lower average level of educational achievement is testimony to the profound disadvantage that many of them experience (chapter 9). 

More generally, as is widely recognised, schools and schools workforce policies need to be accompanied by broader policy actions to help tackle the sources of educational advantage. Thus, initiatives that target health, family and community‑related impediments to the learning outcomes of disadvantaged students have important roles to play in promoting equality of educational opportunity. 
Finally, and very importantly, giving prominence to the key role of schools and schools workforce policies in ameliorating educational disadvantage should support, rather than detract from, the objective of promoting high-quality learning outcomes for all students. A well‑functioning schooling system should be able to identify and assist students at risk of failing to realise their potential, irrespective of their background or family circumstances or where they sit on the ability spectrum. 
· Notable in this regard is that the recent declines in the literacy and numeracy performance of Australian students in the Program for International Student Assessment tests have not been concentrated in the lower performing end of the student population. Indeed, in the case of numeracy, the performance decline seems to have been mainly in the upper half of the ability spectrum (Ryan 2011). 

· As elaborated on in chapter 9, workforce policy initiatives that offer the prospect of better outcomes across the whole of the student population will sometimes promise the biggest gains for students from disadvantaged backgrounds.

That said, the Commission remains very aware of the pressing need to directly improve the outcomes for certain groups, particularly Indigenous students.
Quality teaching

For very good reason, schools workforce reforms in Australia and around the world have a strong focus on improving the quality of teaching. Indeed, an often cited observation on what underlies the success of the best performing schools across the globe is that ‘the quality of an education system cannot exceed the quality of its teachers’ (McKinsey and Company 2007, p. 16). 

Quality teaching entails both a professional dimension (relating to content and pedagogy) and a personal dimension (spanning a range of attributes and capabilities). As noted by Banks (2010, p. 9) it can, in various ways, have a significant impact on the learning outcomes of students.
A good teacher will not only effectively impart required knowledge to students, but also enliven their interest in the subject matter and in learning itself, … help elevate the aspiration of their students, and help them shape their career goals and choices, based on a good understanding of their ability.

In contrast, poor teachers can be deleterious for students’ progression, especially for those experiencing learning difficulties or coming from a background with minimal encouragement and support for learning at home. Moreover, these impacts — positive or negative — can compound over time. In the case of poor quality teaching, the effects of even a one‑off experience can persist for many years (Sanders and Rivers 1996).

Yet while critical for learning outcomes, fully understanding what constitutes quality teaching remains an ongoing challenge. In part this is due to the great diversity in the ways that individual students learn. Mapping the professional and personal capability dimensions of teaching is also complex and context-specific. For example, the importance of teachers having deep subject knowledge is frequently emphasised in teaching mathematics (Australian Association of Mathematics Teachers, sub. 7; Jan Thomas, sub. 3). And the conception of quality teaching extends to factors such as the quality of teacher–student and teacher–parent relationships, and the contribution made to the performance of fellow teachers and to leadership within a school. 
Even so, there are some recurring themes in the research evidence and submissions to this study on what makes for quality teaching. 
Synthesising the available research evidence, Masters (2007) concluded that highly effective teachers are those who:

· create classroom environments where all students are expected to learn successfully

· have a deep understanding of the subjects they teach

· identify where each of their students are up to in their learning, and then direct their teaching to the individual needs and readiness of their students
· provide continuous feedback to all students about their learning

· reflect on their own practice and strive for continuous improvement.

Other researchers have summed up the best teachers as those ‘who challenge, who have high expectations, who encourage the study of their subject, and who value surface and deep aspects of their subject’ (Hattie 2009, p. 116). Of particular note in the context of addressing educational disadvantage is the finding that quality teachers set appropriately challenging goals for students (Hattie and Clinton 2008; Smith et al. 2008).
Significantly, these sorts of teacher skills and behaviours were also prominent in the commentary on quality teaching by the Victorian Student Representative Council (sub. 24, p. 2). Among other things, the council said that from students’ perspective, high value is placed on teachers who:

· are sensitive to the different learning approaches and needs of individual students
· relate to students as ‘partners’ in their learning process 

· provide students with the freedom and responsibility to explore a range of learning options to cater to a range of learning styles

· have expectations of both students and themselves that spring from their passion to see students succeed in life, not just in school 
· hear and respond to feedback from both students and other teachers.
The collegial dimension to teacher quality was also emphasised by AITSL (sub. 39, p. 8), which observed that quality teachers are able to ‘provide models and leadership for less experienced and less capable colleagues and in so doing help raise the overall performance of the teaching workforce’.
In light of the above, in framing its analysis and recommendations, the Commission has been particularly mindful of the critical role of quality teaching and the importance of deploying quality teachers effectively across schools. A number of its recommendations are directed at improving the framework in which detailed policy measures — including those related to teacher quality — are determined and evaluated. And some others are directed at reforming the systems and processes in place to more directly enhance teaching (and leadership) quality. 
The Commission has also recognised that the effective deployment of the non-teaching workforce can improve quality teaching, by enhancing the work of teachers and by allowing teachers to concentrate on their professional activities. It therefore examined ways in which schools could be assisted to innovate in how the workforce is utilised in their particular school. 

Delegation of responsibilities to the appropriate level 
In Australia, policy responsibility for schools and for the schools workforce has traditionally been held by state governments, with operational responsibility being exercised by government and non-government employing authorities. The Commonwealth primarily provided additional funding to achieve defined goals, sometimes developed jointly with other jurisdictions, other times on its own.

Increasingly, in some particular areas of school and schools workforce policy, there are now national approaches. They include the development of high-level goals for schooling in Australia, curriculum setting, disclosure requirements, and professional standards for teachers and school leaders. At the same time, there is a noticeable shift towards providing school leaders with greater autonomy to manage their own schools (chapter 8).

A generally accepted rule for designating responsibilities for providing public services, called the subsidiarity principle, is that the responsibility for a particular function should reside at the lowest practicable level, because the rationale is that decisions that are made on a lower level tend to be based upon a greater knowledge of the needs of those affected (CEPR 1993; PC 2005a). Additionally, designation of responsibility at a lower level can facilitate worthwhile policy experimentation.
That said, in certain circumstances there are also benefits from assigning responsibilities to a higher level. For instance, economies of scale can often be exploited and transaction costs created by diversity in rules or regulations can be reduced. Furthermore, achieving certain public interest and equity objectives can require higher level oversight — and decision‑making responsibility — at either state or Commonwealth level. 
In undertaking this study, the Commission has considered the relative magnitudes of these issues when determining where particular decision making powers should reside. For instance, the Commission has concluded that much of the decision making power with regards to the design of performance appraisal processes would be best placed at the school level, given the importance of having processes that are relevant to a school’s individual context (chapter 6). At the same time, the Commission has concluded that there is an important role for jurisdictional educational authorities to provide support in relation to overall policy development, leadership, professional development and the evaluation of policy research given public interest, issues of accountability and the economies of scale present in these areas. 
The Commission has also recognised that there is widespread support for the new national professional standards for teachers, and considers that, as they are unlikely to restrict jurisdictional policy experimentation, this will provide a useful reference point for other reforms. Furthermore, it considers that labour mobility would be enhanced through national professional registration and a national curriculum would limit the disruption that students currently face when they move between jurisdictions.
Other specific assessment considerations

In making its assessments, the Commission has been mindful of several other factors.

· Because of the heterogeneity of the schooling system, government-initiated workforce policies will have differing levels of ‘reach’ across the system. Government policies affecting overall workforce demand or pre-service training are likely to have implications for all schools. But for matters such as remuneration and school autonomy, approaches and outcomes in non‑government schools will be influenced by considerations and imperatives that are often beyond the direct control of governments. 
· The effectiveness of particular reforms will often depend heavily on complementary initiatives. Thus, efforts to improve teaching quality will call for action on a range of fronts including in regard to pre-service training and professional development, performance management and remuneration arrangements. Also the capacity to address workforce shortages and attract, develop and retain a high quality teaching workforce will clearly depend heavily on overall school resourcing and its distribution — the subject of the recently completed Review of Funding for Schooling. 
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