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Abstract 

This thesis is a study of School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education. I 

have explored School-University Partnerships in policy and practice drawing on several key 

Foucauldian concepts. I show that School-University Partnerships have been an enduring 

feature of Australian teacher education and that in the past two decades, they have 

increased in prominence, particularly in initial teacher education. I present evidence that 

the discourses of School-University Partnerships produce them as everything and nothing. I 

also argue that in the area of initial teacher education, School-University Partnerships are 

circulating as a “regime of truth” (Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 131). From these findings, I 

identify the limiting effects on teacher education and argue for the need for further critique.  

This methodology utilised in this thesis is Foucauldian genealogy. I use Foucault’s notion of 

genealogy to construct a “history of the present” (1975/1991, p. 31) of School-University 

Partnership in Australian teacher education. The prominence of School-University 

Partnerships is identified as a problem of the present and genealogy is used to de-naturalize 

it. I engage in a form of poststructural policy analysis to identify the “problems” constructed 

in policy. I also conducted interviews with a purposive sample of thirteen participants in 

School-University Partnerships including teachers, teacher education academics, principals, 

and policy makers.  

My main claims are that School-University Partnerships have been discursively constructed 

as everything and nothing across teacher education whilst at the same time circulating as a 

regime of truth in initial teacher education. I identify the circulation of School-University 

Partnerships as a regime of truth in initial teacher education as a productive effect of power 

with subjectification effects. I argue that the discourses of the “real” and “experience” that 

are dominant in School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education, together with a 

policy context that sets partnerships up as “formal” and “agreed in writing” (Australian 

Institute for Teaching and School Leadership, 2015) create the conditions for a model of 

learning to teach that sees the solution as mere time in schools.  

This thesis contributes a theorisation of School-University Partnerships by identifying the 

discourses of partnership in policy and practice. I show that School-University Partnerships 

continue to function as an “empty signifier” and that attention is needed to an agreed and 

working definition in policy and practice. I identify the discourses of the “real” and 
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experience as central to perpetuating School-University Partnerships as a regime of truth in 

initial teacher education. This thesis has contributed to knowledge of School-University 

Partnerships by identifying the way power circulates and showing the subjectification 

effects. This research shows that further critique of partnerships is needed and that a 

Foucauldian conception of power in partnerships offers theoretical tools for a productive 

future for School-University Partnerships. 
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Chapter 1  

Introduction 

1.1 School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education 
This thesis explores the production of School-University Partnerships in policy and 

practice in Australian teacher education. Through this research I investigate the past and the 

present of School-University Partnerships and I utilise a Foucauldian understanding of 

discourse to explore the ways in which partnerships are framed and the way power 

circulates and with what effects. The thesis is constructed as a “history of the present” 

(Foucault, 1975/1991, p. 31) and highlights that the current prominence of School-

University Partnerships in Australian teacher education is as strange as the past. In this 

chapter I introduce key elements of the research and situate the study within the broader 

field of teacher education. In section 1.10 I provide an outline of the chapters and show how 

I present my key claims across these chapters.  

In this thesis I show that the discourses of School-University Partnership are 

widespread and varied in Australian teacher education. I show that School-University 

Partnerships have a long history and continue to be a central feature of teacher education. I 

utilise Foucault’s genealogical methodology and draw on the key concepts of truth, power, 

discourse and subjectivity in my analysis. I show in Chapter 5 and 7 that the discourses of 

School-University Partnership have narrowed with a focus on initial teacher education. In 

Chapter 7 I show that power is circulating in these discourses of partnership in initial 

teacher education and functioning as a “regime of truth” (Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 131). 

The discourses of School-University Partnerships in teacher education promote them 

optimistically as opportunities to work together, often without acknowledging the way 

power is circulating.  

In Chapter 8 I show that discourses of the real and experience are central to the 

rationale for partnerships and yet this often remains implicit rather than clearly articulated. 

Out of these discourses emerges a discourse of derision towards teacher education which is 
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a persistent trope based on common sense assumptions about the value of experience 

(Hatton, 1994). The effect of the discourses of partnership for teacher education is that it 

subjectifies participants in ways which reinforce simplistic notions about how, where and 

why teacher education takes place. This subjectification of participants in partnerships also 

works to (re)produce participants as either teachers or teacher educators, diminishing the 

possibility of complex subject positions that allow participants to be both teacher and 

teacher educator. This thesis shows that despite the rhetoric of partnerships and the 

aspirational goals of hierarchy-free “third-spaces” (Green et al, 2021), School-University 

Partnerships in initial teacher education are reinforcing a divide between teachers and 

teacher educators.  

In this chapter I provide some background and context for the study. Firstly, I outline 

the international context within which teacher education is occurring. Secondly, I provide an 

overview of the challenges for teacher education and show the place of School-University 

Partnerships within teacher education. Thirdly, I provide the context for the study in relation 

to my own development as a researcher. The latter sections of this chapter are dedicated to 

an overview of the research approach and an outline of the thesis.   

1.2 Teacher education around the globe 
The preparation and ongoing development of teachers has a long and varied history. 

There are many different systems of teacher education happening in differing contexts and 

a range of models promoted as ideal. The way that teacher education is structured differs 

internationally and is shaped by a range of factors including culture, history and economics 

(Craig, 2016). Teacher education has been subject to an intensifying focus on reforms in the 

past 20 years (Gore, 2016) and is increasingly being influenced by politics (Craig, 2016; Ling, 

2017).  

 Teacher education historically has occurred in a variety of organizational settings 

(Labaree, 2008). A range of past models have included “normal schools” and teachers 

colleges before becoming a predominantly university-based program of education in 

contexts such as Australia and the United States (Aspland, 2006; Labaree, 2008). Some 

approaches to teacher education past and present have framed teaching as a “craft” best 

learnt “on the job” (Ellis, 2010) or teacher preparation as an apprenticeship (White & 

Forgasz, 2016). Fast-track approaches to teacher preparation that involve a short course of 
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formal study followed by a period of two years teaching in under-resourced schools such as 

the Teach for All model have spread to more than 50 countries since beginning in 2007 

(Crawford-Garrett et al, 2021). The manner of teacher preparation is influenced by the 

prevailing view of what it means to be a “good teacher” (Connell, 2009, p. 213). Furlong and 

colleagues (2021) argue that behind every system of initial teacher education lies 

“fundamental assumptions about what education is and how it is best realised” (p. 61). 

Teacher education is not a neutral endeavour, and systems of teacher education are imbued 

with the values of their designers and proponents.  

The Finnish model of teacher education has attracted international attention due to 

their high-ranking results in the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA).  The 

Finnish model is a highly competitive research-based program where all teacher candidates 

complete a master’s degree (Malinen et al, 2012). While other jurisdictions have looked to 

policy borrow from Finland, Chung (2016) argues that Finland’s teacher education operates 

in a different “ecosystem” and with a different philosophy to other systems such as that in 

England. This philosophically different approach in Finland includes a child-centred 

education system, less emphasis on standardised testing and a culture of trust and which 

allows teachers greater autonomy (O’Neill, 2021). 

Darling-Hammond (2017) conducted research comparing teacher education policies 

and practices in Australia, Canada, Finland, Singapore and the United States. She identified 

“leading practices” that provide promise for improving teacher learning including recruiting 

“highly able candidates into high-quality programmes” and “connecting theory and 

practice” with “new models for student-teaching, often in ‘training schools’ or professional 

development schools” (p. 306). Darling-Hammond (2017) highlights the important role of 

the university in partnership with schools in Australia and in Finland’s model schools. She 

contrasts this with the situation in the United States where governments “have challenged 

the idea that there is a knowledge base for teaching” and “have questioned the role of 

universities in the preparation of teachers” (Darling-Hammond, 2017, p. 293). This has led to 

support for alternative models of teacher education such as Teach for America, which it has 

been argued has shifted the focus from teacher education to teacher training (Kretchmar et 

al, 2018). Models of teacher preparation that focus on training tend to promote “a rather 

narrow, technicist understanding of teaching” (Biesta et al, 2020, p. 456).  
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Teacher education in Singapore has been heavily influenced by reforms of the late 

1990s that “explicitly redefined the role of teachers” with a focus on teaching as a learning 

profession (Darling-Hammond, 2017). Similarly to Finland, high standards for admission to 

initial teacher education are a feature of the system in Singapore as well as “strong 

induction and professional development” combined with high salaries relative to other 

occupations (Darling-Hammond, 2017, p. 292). Singapore is a distinct example as initial 

teacher preparation is solely provided by the National Institute of Education which contrasts 

with places such as England and the Unites States where a multitude of pathways exist for 

becoming a qualified teacher.  

Teacher education in England provides a contrasting example to Singapore and 

Finland, where the role of the university in initial teacher education has been under 

sustained attack since the 1990s (Gilroy, 1992). The distinct contribution of higher education 

institutions to initial teacher education was diminished by reforms in the 1990s that led to 

the development of school-based pathways to be an accredited teacher (Furlong et al, 

1996). Ellis (2010) argued that the changes in initial teacher education in England had led to 

a situation where there is “an impoverished understanding of experience that underpins 

how beginning teachers are intended to learn in schools” (p. 105). Mutton and colleagues 

(2021) have shown that increasing government intervention, framed by major policy reform 

initiated in 2010, has led to teacher education being viewed as “on the job training” (p. 57).  

Recent reforms to teacher education in Wales were begun in 2015 with a number of 

new initiatives in initial teacher education courses beginning across 2017-2020 (Furlong et 

al, 2021). This new model for teacher education in Wales built on learning from the Modes 

of Teacher Education study of the 1990s (Furlong et al, 2000) which showed that while 

schools were required to be more involved in initial teacher education the reality was that 

“schools were merely required to provide opportunities for students to undertake that 

learning” (Furlong et al, 2021, p. 67)”. The changes in the new Welsh model focus on a 

requirement for the co-construction of courses with school and university staff, a 

governance structure that involves decision making that includes both school and university 

staff, and “a radical strengthening of mentor training” (Furlong et al, 2021, p. 73) that 

focuses on “the educative contribution of mentors to student teacher learning” (Furlong et 

al, 2021, p. 72).  
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These varied practices and systems of teacher education historically and globally 

highlight that there are no agreed answers in the quest for the best model of teacher 

education. Common themes across high performing systems include careful selection of 

entrants, financial support while studying, thorough induction and competitive salaries 

upon graduation (Darling-Hammond, 2017). In Australia, a consequence of the increased 

scrutiny of teacher education is that it exists in a “dynamic and constant cycle of review and 

change (Ling, 2017, p. 561). Reforms introduced are often times examples of policy 

borrowing, which sometimes involved the importing of highly criticised practices or of failing 

to take account of the different contextual factors in Australia (Chung, 2016; Lingard, 2010).  

I have provided an overview of some differences and similarities in teacher 

education across time and place. In the section that follows I identify some of the key 

challenges faced by the field of teacher education.  

1.3 The challenges for teacher education 

Teacher education is a “problematic and contested enterprise, troubled by enduring 

and value-laden questions about the purposes and goals of education” (Cochran-Smith, 

2004, p. 295). Cochran-Smith (2004) argues that in the latter half of the 20th Century the 

“problem of teacher education” was defined in different ways with at times an emphasis on 

teacher education as a training problem, a learning problem or a policy problem. These 

challenges for teacher education continue and are many and varied, with teacher education 

academics subject to increasing scrutiny (White, 2019). The challenges with the preparation 

and ongoing development of teachers are being exacerbated by teacher shortages (Welch, 

2022). 

Teacher education is the subject of persistent criticism (Louden, 2008), with the 

teachers we have never quite being the teachers we want (Carlgren, 1988). More than 30 

years ago, Carlgren (1988) described the situation: 

Since school is an institution that is constantly reformed, the teaching profession is a 

profession characterized by an almost constant discontent with teachers. The 

‘desirable’ teachers are always different to existing teachers. Thus teacher education 

programmes have been created to form teachers who are different from most 

teachers working in schools. (p. 616) 
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This criticism continues and has led to a situation of near constant review and reform 

by policy makers in a quest for betterment (Louden, 2008; Ryan, 2014). Reid and Hall (2022) 

note that “after nearly 20 years of government regulation in Australia, teacher education 

today is still not producing the teachers wanted for tomorrow” (p. 17). Mockler’s (2022) 

book on representations of teachers in the Australian print media from 1996-2020 shows 

that teachers’ work is represented as simple and “teacher bashing” is the norm.  

Other challenges for teacher education include the higher education environment 

within which it operates. Looking back, in 1996 Hogan and Down provided this description 

of teacher education: 

Currently, teacher education is at the crossroads. Stimulated by a plethora of 

government reports and inquiries there are cries for reform, restructuring and 

change. As teacher educators we have grappled with the complexities, 

contradictions and tensions emanating from these reform efforts on two fronts. At 

the institutional level, we have suffered the alienating consequences of restructuring 

through budget cuts, staff sackings, 'efficiencies', and the casualisation of academic 

work. At the collegial level, we have struggled to make sense of the "teacher training 

business" and what it means to be a teacher and teacher educator in this 

increasingly hostile environment. (Bullough & Gitlin, 1994; Knight, Bartlett & 

McWilliam, 1993). (p. 46) 

That the paragraph above could have been written in 2022 is an indication of the 

longstanding challenges for the field. Aspects of teacher education, particularly the 

professional experience component, continue to be low status work and to be staffed by 

casual and sessional employees (Zeichner, 2021).  

Vick (2006) argued that she was “struck by a sense of historical amnesia” in relation 

to reform efforts in teacher education (p. 182). The problems identified in teacher education 

and the solutions proposed are so often “merely tinkering with the fine tuning and recycling 

ideas tried long ago” (Vick, 2006, p. 182). Reid and Hall (2022) argue that the field of teacher 

education needs to take seriously its history “…and learn from it, rather than continually 

repeating our experience as research “groundhogs” (p. 9). 

The criticisms identified by “a small avalanche” of government reports in Australia 

“are endemic to teacher education as we know it” (Vick, 2006, p. 182). Rowan et al (2015) 

suggest that a key question for teacher educators is to consider the “kinds of research that 
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will most effectively allow us to lead debates about teacher preparation” (Rowan et al, 

2015, p. 273). It is critical that teacher educators are well positioned to resist “the seductive 

pursuit of what we now call ‘best practice’: namely, single, best solutions, to complex 

problems” (Bullough, 2012, p.344). This means that that teacher education researchers 

need to make a contribution to developing a strong theoretical base from which to respond 

to policy reforms.  

The first two decades of the 21st Century have seen national and international 

attention on the importance of teachers and their impact on educational outcomes for 

students (Hattie, 2009; Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), 

2005). The difficulties with attracting and then retaining effective teachers have been 

recognised (OECD, 2005). The challenge of how to recruit, prepare and retain the teachers 

our schools and students need is a problem that has not been easily solved. The COVID-19 

pandemic which came to worldwide attention in early 2020 created unprecedented 

challenges for governments globally and has led to labour shortages across industries 

including a shortage of teachers (Welch, 2022).  This has led to increased attention on the 

attraction and retention of teachers.  

In the next section I provide an introduction to how the focal topic for this research, 

School-University Partnerships, sits within the broader field of teacher education.  

1.4 The place of School-University Partnerships in teacher education 

School-University Partnerships have a lengthy history in teacher education. 

Partnerships rose to prominence in the U.S. in the 1990s through Professional Development 

Schools (Darling-Hammond, 1994). In England, shifts in teacher education in the 1990s also 

saw increasing emphasis on School-University Partnerships (Furlong et al, 1996). In 

Australia, the Innovative Links partnership program was an early example of a large-scale 

professional learning partnership (Sachs, 1997). The Smarter Schools National Partnerships 

was another large-scale partnership project in Australia the early part of the 21st Century. 

School-University Partnerships have become increasingly prominent in initial teacher 

education since changes in 2015 to accreditation of initial teacher education courses that 

made “formal partnerships, in writing” a compulsory element (Australian Institute of 

Teaching and School Leadership, 2015). This thesis draws on a broad conception of School-

University Partnerships, loosely defined in keeping with the work of Heffernan et al (2021) 
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as “any work being carried out by members of a university and a school” (p. 683).  In 

Chapter 2 I explore notions of partnership in the scholarly literature in order to highlight the 

breadth of ideas.  

  

School-University Partnerships continue to be prominent as a solution to the 

challenges of preparing teachers. In the latest report on teacher education, Next Steps: 

Report of the Quality Initial Teacher Education Review (2022), School-University 

Partnerships were identified as an important part of the findings and recommendations. The 

report included “strong partnerships between schools and higher education providers” to 

“increase classroom readiness of Initial Teacher Education students and strengthen 

professional experience placements” as part of Recommendation 12. Partnerships were also 

seen as a way to “better connect theory and practice”, “encourage reciprocal sharing of 

knowledge and experience” and to “support supervising teachers” (Department of 

Education, Skills and Employment, 2022, p. 56). The report finds a role for School-University 

Partnerships beyond just being a tool to organise professional experience placement, 

although that continues to be seen as essential. While School-University Partnerships have 

been a feature of teacher education in Australia and overseas for a long time, they have 

developed an increasingly central position, particularly since their identification by the 

Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG, 2015) which has “lifted partnerships 

to a pivotal role in all [initial teacher education] ITE” (PTR Consulting, 2018, p. 4).  

School-University Partnerships have increased in prominence in the last decade and 

have become established as critical for addressing the challenges of teacher education, with 

a compulsory place in initial teacher education courses (Australian Institute for Teaching and 

School Leadership (AITSL), 2015). This thesis explores how and why School-University 

Partnerships have become so prominent and with what effects. Drawing on the tools 

afforded by Foucauldian genealogy, this thesis constructs a history of the present, a “critical 

and effective history” (Dean, 1994) of School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher 

education. This history is “to afford an intervention into the present leading to a possible 

redirection towards another future” (Koopman, 2013, p. 26). Through this process this 

thesis seeks to better understand School-University Partnerships in the contemporary 

context with a view to the possibilities in the future of teacher education.  
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1.5 Why is this research needed for teacher education? 
School-University Partnerships have a lengthy history in teacher education (Furlong 

et al, 1996) and a contemporary prominence in initial teacher education (Manton et al, 

2020).  School-University Partnerships have been identified as labour-intensive with an 

under-acknowledged affective component through the role of relationship development in 

partnership work (Ledger et al, 2020).  While I show in Chapter 2 that there are decades of 

research into School-University Partnerships, it continues to be mostly small-scale with a 

focus on a single-case studies of partnership and conducted by researchers who are 

involved in the program, and therefore with a vested interest in positive findings (Clifford & 

Miller, 2008). This leaves teacher educators in a difficult position with respect to the 

“insistent discourse of partnerships” (Bloomfield, 2009, p. 27) and now compulsory 

partnerships in initial teacher education (Australian Institute of Teaching and School 

Leadership, 2015). Teacher educators and teacher education researchers need the critical 

tools to understand the place of School-University Partnerships and to consider their 

impact.   

The field of teacher education needs to work collaboratively to develop a rich 

research base that can influence policy and practice (Reid & Hall, 2022; White et al, 2018). 

The challenge to being able to lead the teacher education debates is that major research 

grants are rare in Australian teacher education and “it is common for teacher educators to 

study their own teacher education programs” (Rowan et al, 2015, p. 275). These criticisms 

resonate strongly with the research into School-University Partnerships in teacher 

education. While Murray, Nuttall and Mitchell (2008) identified some promising signs of a 

growing research base in teacher education, they acknowledged the limitations of small-

scale studies and called for greater cohesion in the field. Bahr and Mellor (2016) noted this 

as a continued pattern in teacher education research. Small-scale, single case-study 

research can make a positive contribution to knowledge about School-University 

Partnerships, but there is a need for the kind of research that is critical to developing the 

theoretical understandings of the place of School-University Partnerships in teacher 

education.  

The prominence and resource-intensiveness of School-University Partnerships, 

combined with limited critical research make this an important study at this time. Rather 

than looking for a model for partnerships (Jones et al, 2016) or key elements of effective 
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partnerships (Kruger et al, 2009) or attempting to re-frame partnerships drawing on notions 

of “third-space” (Daza et al, 2021), this thesis takes a broad look at School-University 

Partnerships in Australian teacher education to identify what is happening and with what 

effects on the field. This research is designed to tackle “the pervasiveness of the idea of 

partnerships in teacher education and the often uncritical glorification of their worth” 

(Zeichner, 2021, p. 3).  

This research is also crucial for the field of teacher education because of its deep 

engagement with theory. Putting theoretical tools to work in the exploration of School-

University Partnerships in teacher education is critical to interrogate this widespread 

practice in the field, one that has become more prominent in recent years. In promoting the 

importance of theory for educational studies Ball (1995) argued that without it the 

researcher is “prey to unexamined, unreflexive preconceptions and dangerously naïve 

ontological and epistemological a prioris” (p. 265). This research makes use of the tools of 

Foucauldian genealogy in order to investigate School-University Partnerships in policy and 

practice in Australian teacher education.  

1.6 Contextualising the study 
Prior to and during the early part of my doctoral candidature I was involved in two 

School-University Partnership projects. This led to my engagement in the scholarly literature 

around partnerships and to experiencing what was happening in these projects, as well as 

working with teacher education academics who had been involved in prior School-University 

Partnerships. Initially I felt it wasn’t a suitable area for me to explore in my thesis as so much 

seemed to have already been written. I noticed that the focus of much of this research was 

on the limits and possibilities of partnerships and seemed to have a focus on what was 

needed on a practical level to make partnerships work. An early encounter with the writings 

of Foucault led me to this thesis, taking a different approach than that of the partnerships 

research I had found. I drew on Foucault’s work to help me to formulate the approach I 

have then taken with this thesis. Rather than a study of “what works” in School-University 

Partnerships, or a close investigation of a particular partnership, this thesis draws on the 

tools of Foucauldian genealogy to create a history of the present of School-University 

Partnerships in Australian teacher education.  
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This approach to researching School-University Partnerships was motivated by what I 

saw as a field of research and a practice of teacher education that was too narrowly focused 

on the partnership or multiple partnerships in front of it. I could see a need for research that 

was not about a particular partnership, or even multiple, but rather looked across School-

University Partnership activity over time as well as in the contemporary teacher education 

landscape to investigate what these partnerships were even about. I wanted to explore their 

purpose, what, if anything, they were achieving and whether they had changed over time.  

I attended an Australian Teacher Education Association (ATEA) conference with 

partnerships in the conference theme and this provided an insight into the breadth of 

partnership activity occurring in teacher education in Australia. I worked with colleagues to 

present our own thinking and research on one of the partnership projects I was then 

involved with. I heard presentations from interstate and international colleagues about 

partnership projects and programs that they had developed. This was followed by my 

employment for a number of years on a government funded partnership project with a 

focus on initial teacher education. These experiences solidified my desire to conduct more 

critical research on School-University Partnerships that wasn’t limited by a vested interest in 

a positive portrayal of the success and achievements of any one partnership.  

In the years I have been writing and researching on School-University Partnerships 

there has been a shift in the Australian Institute of Teaching and School Leadership 

Accreditation Standards to make partnerships compulsory in initial teacher education as 

part of professional experience placement (2015). This was part of changes driven by the 

Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) (2015). Yet in the recent past in 

Australian teacher education, the most high-profile example of partnerships was the large-

scale Innovative Links program in the 1990s which had a focus on teacher professional 

learning. The evidence from this research is that partnerships are dominant in initial teacher 

education but in the past and present partnerships are also operating in a range of areas 

including for research and professional learning. The most striking findings of this study 

relate to initial teacher education, a highly contested space, but the findings also show the 

breadth and depth of School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education over 

more than 30 years.  

School-University Partnerships abound in the Australian and International literature, 

particularly from England and the U.S. The increasing prominence of partnerships in 
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Australia, particularly the requirement of partnerships for course accreditation, made this 

an important study at this time. The use of Foucault’s genealogical approach as a framework 

for the study is also important for the contribution of this research to understanding School-

University Partnerships. School-University Partnerships are an example of a practice of 

teacher education that is at times presented as an innovation even though closer inspection 

shows that the rationale and the practice are very similar to the past.  

1.7 Thesis statement  
This thesis argues that School-University Partnerships are complex and messy and in 

their broad discursive construction can be understood as both everything and nothing. 

Burgos (2003) argued that partnership was a weasel word and an “empty signifier” (p. 55) 

that meant it could be used for a range of purposes and to describe almost anything. The 

findings of this thesis show that this continues to be the case in Australian teacher 

education. This thesis also argues that in initial teacher education, School-University 

Partnerships have become dominant and unquestioned, functioning as a regime of truth. 

This thesis puts forward the argument that this is problematic as it limits critique of 

partnerships and makes it difficult to imagine alternatives.  

1.7.1 Research Aims 
This research aims to develop a better understanding of School-University 

Partnerships in the present. In order to do this, the thesis aims to investigate School-

University Partnerships in the past and present in policy and practice and to look at how 

partnerships are discursively constructed. This research also aims to understand the impacts 

of School-University Partnerships on teacher education in Australia.   

1.7.2 Research Questions 
The research questions at the centre of this study are: 

1. How have School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education 

been discursively constructed in policy and practice?  

2. How are truth and knowledge produced in the discourses of School-

University Partnerships?  

3. What are the consequences for the subjectivity of teacher educators? 
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I present the answers to these research questions through my findings across 

chapters 5-8.  

1.8 Research Approach 
This study draws on a range of theoretical and methodological tools, principally from 

Foucault’s genealogical works (1975/1991, 1976/1998). I have particularly used Foucauldian 

conceptions of power, truth, subjectivity and discourse in order to explore the policy and 

practice of School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education. I employ a 

methodology inspired by Foucauldian genealogy in order to understand School-University 

Partnerships in teacher education in the present and highlight the contingent nature of this 

present in teacher education. I selected a range of relevant policy documents for analysis in 

order to construct a “history of the present” (Foucault, 1975/1991, p. 31).  I have drawn on 

the work of Ball (1993, 2003, 2015), Bacchi (2009) and Bacchi and Goodwin (2016) in order 

to inform my policy analysis. I also conducted interviews with a range of participants, many 

of whom had decades of experience in a large number of partnerships. I draw on a 

Foucauldian conception of discourse in order to analyse the interview data and conduct 

further analysis using the concepts of truth, power and subjectivity.  

1.9 Situating the researcher and contribution to the field  
Foucault was a proponent of “insider” research and my position is as an insider to 

two key occupational groups in this study, teacher and teacher education academic. Over 

the course of this research I worked as a research associate on two School-University 

Partnerships projects and worked prior and again during the study as a classroom teacher. I 

also worked as a university teacher educator during the writing of the thesis. Moving across 

and between institutions and roles deepened my understanding of the opportunities and 

complexities of School-University Partnerships. I developed a critical poststructuralist 

framework for understanding School-University Partnerships as I could see that there was a 

large body of scholarly work on partnerships in teacher education and yet I could see 

persistent challenges.  

1.10 Thesis outline  
This chapter has introduced the research and its main aims which are to construct a 

history of the present of School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education. I 
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have also provided an outline of the significance of the study to the field of teacher 

education.  

Chapter two involves a detailed analysis of the literature on School-University 

Partnerships. I have reviewed the Australian literature and also looked to other Anglophone 

nations such as England and the U.S. from which Australia tends to borrow policy; from 

which I have drawn (Lingard, 2010). I provide evidence of the prevalence of research on 

partnerships that focus on one or more particular partnerships with a focus on the 

highlights. I also discuss the critical studies available and show why more critical research on 

partnerships is needed.  

In Chapter three I provide a detailed theoretical framework for the study, 

highlighting key aspects of Foucault’s work that I have drawn from. In particular I explore 

the ideas of power, discourse, subjectivity and truth as they were used by Foucault and 

others drawing on his work. I highlight the way that Ball and Bacchi’s use of Foucault has 

informed my approach in this study.  

Chapter four is where I outline the genealogical methodology and data collection 

methods used. In this chapter I show how I have drawn from Foucault’s genealogical 

approach in the design of this study. I then outline the methods utilised for the collection 

and analysis of the policy data. The final section of the chapter highlights the methods used 

in the collection and analysis of the interview data.  

In Chapter five I provide an in-depth analysis of the selected policies. I use the 

genealogical approach identified in Chapter three to frame this analysis and then I draw 

heavily on the work of Bacchi and Goodwin (2016) in my policy analysis. I demonstrate the 

shifting discourses of partnerships in policy over the past 30 years.  

Chapter six is where I begin my analysis of the interview data. I draw on a 

Foucauldian notion of discourse to explore the many and varied discursive 

conceptualisations of School-University Partnerships evident in the interview data. I identify 

that partnerships are a widespread practice of teacher education and are discursively 

constructed in such a broad way as to be almost meaningless.  

In Chapter seven I show how in initial teacher education, partnerships have become 

so dominant that they can be understood to be circulating as a regime of truth. I also 

provide evidence of some resistance to School-University Partnerships in initial teacher 
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education. In this chapter I explore alignments and tensions between School-University 

Partnerships in policy and practice, connecting the findings across chapter 5-7.  

In Chapter eight I provide further analysis of partnerships in initial teacher education 

and I look closely at a number of key discourses that are functioning within this regime of 

truth. These discourses of the real, experience and a discourse of derision towards teacher 

education are circulating and both maintaining and produced by the regime of truth. These 

discourses relate to the purpose of initial teacher education and the problems endemic to 

the field (Vick, 2006).  

Chapter nine provides a conclusion to the thesis, with an overview of the key 

findings. School-University Partnerships are widespread in policy and practice in Australian 

teacher education and they continue to function as an “empty signifier” (Burgos, 2003), 

discursively constructed as everything and nothing.  In initial teacher education partnerships 

are circulating as a regime of truth making it difficult to question them and limiting the 

possibilities for alternatives. I make a case for further critique, noting the potential for 

Foucauldian conceptualisations of power to better understand School-University 

Partnerships and their circulation as a regime of truth in initial teacher education in the 

present.  

1.11 Conclusion  
In this chapter I have introduced the topic for this thesis, School-University 

Partnerships in Australian teacher education. I have outlined the broader context for the 

study by providing an overview of the teacher education and the major challenges faced by 

the field. I have shown the place of School-University Partnerships in teacher education and 

articulated the need for this research. I have also written about how I came to this research 

at this time and my position as an insider researcher. I also provided a brief introduction to 

the research approach adopted and presented an overview of the thesis chapters. In the 

next chapter I provide a review of the scholarly literature on School-University Partnerships 

in teacher education.   
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Chapter 2  

Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 
In the previous chapter I have introduced the thesis and outlined the context for the 

study. In this chapter I provide a review of the literature on School-University Partnerships 

in teacher education. While the focus of this literature review is on the Australian context, I 

also draw on literature emanating from Anglophone nations as education policy in Australia 

has a history of “policy borrowing” from the United Kingdom and the U.S. (Lingard, 2010).  

The development of this literature review has been an iterative process and I have read 

widely across the School-University Partnerships literature.  In this literature review I 

highlight the discourses of partnership produced. I have also looked beyond School-

University Partnerships and in this chapter I explore the discourses of partnership circulating 

in other similar professions.  

In keeping with the genealogical approach utilised in this study, which I describe in 

detail in Chapter 4, in section 2.3 I look to the history of teacher education to identify the 

early discourses of School-University Partnerships. I begin to show how the prominence of 

School-University Partnerships in the present is the result of the circulation of power. I also 

begin in section 2.3 my analysis of the particularities of School-University Partnerships in 

initial teacher education. The prominent place of School-University Partnerships in initial 

teacher education becomes further evident in policy and practice across Chapters 5 and 7 

where I show that partnerships are circulating as a “regime of truth” (Foucault, 1977/1980b, 

p. 131). This conceptualisation of School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education 

as a regime of truth is explained across my background theory chapter in section 3.6.1 and 

in Chapter 7 of my findings from practice.  

The first half of this chapter provides the beginnings of the answer to my first 

research question, “how have School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher 

education been discursively constructed in policy and practice?”, the latter part of the 

chapter explores the second of my research questions, “how are truth and knowledge 

produced in the discourses of School-University Partnerships?”. I show across sections 2.5 

and 2.6 that while the discourses of partnership are broad and have increased in 
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prominence in initial teacher education, the effects of these discourses have been a 

considerable body of research that seeks to understand School-University Partnerships. I 

show in this literature chapter that despite a large body of scholarly work in the teacher 

education literature on School-University Partnerships, there is limited critique and that this 

work would benefit from a more prominent place for theory. I begin this literature review 

with a broad look at notions of partnership.   

2.2 Notions of professional partnership: what is a partnership? 

Despite its widespread use, the term ‘partnership’ is defined in a loose way not only 

in practical but also in theoretical terms. Practically speaking, partnerships differ 

enormously from one another in terms of the number, sector and type of partners 

involved, their scale and their objectives. Theoretically, the term is part of and blurs 

with a wider family of concepts such as networks, cooperation, coordination and 

trust. (Cardini, 2006, p. 393-394) 

The idea of partnerships is “not all that new or unique” (Franklin et al, 2003, p. 2). As 

a feature of education reform, partnerships are evident from the late 19th and early 20th 

Century in the United States (Franklin et al, 2003). Their rise to prominence in teacher 

education occurred around the 1980s in the U.S. (Goodlad, 1993), and the 1990s in Australia 

(Hall, 2005; Peters, 2002). Despite their longevity and Goodlad’s (1993) prediction that they 

would become a “common feature of the teacher education enterprise” (p. 24), an agreed 

definition of what constitutes a School-University Partnership is not easily found (Clifford & 

Millar, 2008).  

Partnerships are often conceived of as “the efforts of groups and individuals 

including government, business, the church, the voluntary sector, and parents, to work 

collaboratively to solve problems” (Franklin et al, 2003, p. 3). Burgos (2003) suggested 

partnership can be associated with “the idea of corporation, company, firm, business, legal 

relation involving rights and duties, joint venture, participation, close cooperation, and 

collaboration” (p.55).  

2.2.1 Key features of partnerships 
In the teacher education literature, Goodlad’s (1991) definition has been frequently 

cited: 
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a school-university partnership represents a planned effort to establish a formal, 

mutually beneficial interinstitutional relationship characterized by the following:  

* Sufficient dissimilarity among institutions to warrant the effort of seeking 

complementarity in the fulfilment of some function 

*Sufficient overlap in some functions to make clearly apparent the potential benefits 

of collaboration 

*Sufficient commitment to the effective fulfilment of these overlapping functions to 

warrant the inevitable loss of some present control and authority on the part of the 

institution currently claiming dominant interest. (p. 59) 

This definition provided by Goodlad (1991) highlights a number of key ideas that 

have persisted over time in the School-University Partnerships literature, particularly that of 

mutual benefit and the importance of relationships. Goodlad’s (1991) definition also 

identifies partnerships as “formal”, an idea taken up in Australian teacher education policy, 

discussed in Chapter 5 (section 5.3.3).  

The notion of School-University Partnerships being about and for mutual benefit has 

been widely discussed. Huxham and Vangen (2000) describe it as “the essence of 

partnership rhetoric may be summed up in the notion of collaborative advantage” (p. 293, 

emphasis original). An Australian report which collected detailed data on 35 partnerships 

highlighted “mutuality” as central to partnerships (Kruger et al, 2009, p.10). Green, Tindall-

Ford and Eady (2020) highlighted the benefits of School-University Partnerships including a 

range of mutual benefits, such as “establish[ing] a sense of community” (p. 415). Mutual 

benefits in School-University Partnerships can also include research opportunities for 

teacher educators (Manton et al, 2020). The notion of mutual benefit is a commonly 

identified feature of partnerships, including School-University Partnerships.  

The development of close relationships is frequently identified as a key feature of 

School-University partnerships (Ryan & Jones, 2014; Zeichner, 2010). The nature of these 

relationships has also been explored, including highlighting the importance of “trusting 

relationships” as a feature of School-University Partnerships (Day et al, 2021). For those 

working with third space theory, the ideal is for “non-hierarchical relationships” (Green et 

al, 2021, p. 405). While relationships have are seen as important, it has been noted that in 

order to achieve the mutual benefits identified above, there can be a lengthy investment of 

time to develop them (Burroughs et al, 2020). Relationships in School-University 
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Partnerships have also been connected to ideas of “trust, mutuality and reciprocity” (Jones 

et al, 2016, p. 119).  

Goodlad’s (1991) definition also identifies planning and their “formal” nature as 

features of partnerships. The contrast between “formal” partnerships and more ad hoc 

arrangements was noted by the 2007 Top of the Class report which identified partnerships 

in Australia as being “determined efforts by inspired individuals” (p. 79). The subsequent 

report by Kruger and colleagues (2009) also noted this as a feature of School-University 

Partnerships. Partnerships in teacher education rose to prominence earlier in the U.S, which 

is the context that Goodlad (1991) is writing from, so it would seem that the idea of 

“formal” partnerships also came earlier. Thinking with Foucault, this is not accepted as 

progress towards improvement, rather the formalising of partnerships is understood as 

evidence of their role as a form of governance (Furlong et al, 2008).  

Goodlad’s (1991) definition of School-University Partnerships also suggests that a 

shift in power relations is necessary for partnerships in “the inevitable loss of some present 

control and authority on the part of the institution claiming dominant interest” (p. 59). 

Thinking with Foucault, power is seen as productive with the use of power as not necessarily 

repressive or negative. Foucault (1977/1980a) says “there can be no possible exercise of 

power without a certain economy of discourses of truth… we are subjected to the 

production of truth through power and we cannot exercise power except through the 

production of truth” (p. 93).  The control and authority which Goodlad (1991) is describing 

can be understood as the power to produce these discourses of truth. In the case of teacher 

education, these “truths” might include: what constitutes “quality” teaching and what 

teachers need to know and be able to do. In Chapter 7 I show the discourses of the real and 

experience as the truth of learning to teach in initial teacher education, produced through 

the circulation of power. Partnerships in initial teacher education are often framed as 

necessary for developing “quality teachers” (Jones et al, 2016, p. 117). In England the 

establishment of partnerships in the 1990s was argued for on the basis of “improvement of 

quality in provision” which the government had argued “was inadequate” (Furlong et al, 

1996, p. 41).  

Foucault (1980) also argues that “power must be analysed as something which 

circulates” (p. 98). Goodlad’s (1991) definition suggests that the dominant institution, 

generally understood as universities in teacher education, need to give up some of their 
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power in order to operate in partnership with schools. Foucault’s (1980) conception of 

power provides the opportunity to think about the complexity in the power dynamics at 

play in School-University Partnerships and to consider what impact they have on the 

knowledge that is valued in teacher education. Breault (2014), in his study on the 

Professional Development Schools literature in the U.S., suggests that there is a “deliberate 

reticence” to examine power relations in School-University Partnerships (p. 22). He also 

notes that it is assumed in much of the literature that the capacity to influence the conduct 

of others in School-University Partnerships is mostly exercised by the university “in the 

dominant role” (Breault, 2014, p. 22). So even when the notion of power in partnerships is 

not explored, assumptions are being made about where and how power “circulates” 

(Foucault, 1980). 

2.2.2 Types of partnerships 
In attempting to describe and define School-University Partnerships, Clifford and 

Millar (2008) note the designation of some partnerships as “true” or “authentic” (p. 11). 

Others have opted for descriptions such as “collaborative” (Furlong et al, 1996), “truly 

collaborative” (Smith, Brisard & Menter, 2007) or “genuine” (Cochran-Smith, 2003). This 

suggests that there may be other types of partnerships which are untrue or not 

collaborative (Clifford & Millar, 2008). Kruger et al (2009) describe the possible consequence 

of mandated partnerships is that they end up being “contrived collaboration” (p. 46). It has 

also been suggested that the term partnership is “excessively broad” and often defined in 

such a way that “essentially all activities involving more than one organization would be 

partnerships” (Clifford & Millar, 2008, p. 11). A recent Australian study of school university 

partnerships looked at “any work being carried out by members of a university and a school’ 

(Heffernan et al, 2021, p. 683).   

The broad range of activities encompassed in these discourses of partnership 

connects with the idea advanced by Burgos (2003) that partnership constitutes a “floating 

and empty signifier” (p.55). Burgos (2003) argues that it is this ambiguity in the term 

“partnership” that is politically productive (p. 55). The effect of the ambiguity in the term 

“partnership” creates the opportunity to make use of them to pursue a variety of agendas. 

Cardini (2006) describes how the UK government had reconstructed and redefined 

partnerships “as a new way of organising the delivery of social services” which involves 
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“collaboration and civil society participation” and frames partnerships as “benevolent, 

neutral and pragmatic” (p. 394). Furlong et al (2008) argue that partnerships in England 

reveal a tension between “the rhetoric of a new openness to collaboration and to evidence 

of ever tightening central control” (p. 308). The broad use of the term “School-University 

Partnership” suggests that they have been widely accepted as unproblematic and that 

particularly when they are being imposed, they ought to be the subject of scrutiny. Zeichner 

(2021) argues that we need to address their pervasiveness and the “often uncritical 

glorification of their worth” (p. 3).  

2.2.3 Utopian visions for partnership 
Catelli et al (2000) provide a way of framing partnership, that of authentic 

partnership, which they describe below: 

Whether the relationship is symbiotic or organic, what is clear is that in authentic 

partnership, as opposed to other types of joint venture, the school and university do 

act as equal partners. They agree at the outset to work side by side on pre-selected 

matters” and “their ultimate goals are to institutionalize the partnership in their 

respective settings, create an inter-institutional structure that will permit change and 

improvement to occur at both levels, and strive toward a new seamless system of 

education. (p. 227 in Clifford & Millar, 2008 p. 12) 

Catelli et al (2000) definition raises the issue of the origins of the partnership. They 

seem to be suggesting that “authentic partnership” evolves out of a joint need that leads to 

equality between the partners. This is supported by Kruger et al’s (2009) assertion that 

mandated partnerships can end up being “contrived collaboration”. The English situation in 

the mid-1990s seems to include instances of “contrived collaboration” with Furlong et al 

(1996) noting, “pressure on higher education to move rapidly to a partnership model of 

training has been substantial” (p. 42). They found that almost all teacher education courses 

“claimed either to be working in partnership with schools” or finalising their transition 

(Furlong et al, 1996, p.42). This would seem to be evidence of “performativity” (Ball, 2003) 

in partnerships as teacher education institutions work to fulfil accountability requirements, 

without this necessarily leading to substantive changes in practices.  It is apparent that the 

notion of partnerships can vary significantly and the use of a range of adjectives with 
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partnership underscores various authors’ sense that the term ‘partnerships’ does not 

provide an adequate picture of the practices being examined.   

 The language of “authentic partnerships” also appears in the family-school 

partnerships literature and Auerbach (2012) describes these as, “respectful alliances …that 

value relationship building, dialogue across difference and sharing power in pursuit of a 

common purpose” (p. 29). The utopian language employed in both of these definitions 

represent the kind of thinking that led to Goodlad’s (1994) claim that School-University 

Partnerships were “paradise envisioned, rarely gained” (p. 218) and Bullough et al’s (1999) 

later observation that partnerships represented “paradise unrealized”. Yet this kind of vision 

is still a feature of the literature (Allen et al, 2013; Jones et al, 2016). It would seem to be 

evidence of another case of Vick’s (2006) observation of “historical amnesia” in teacher 

education.  

The continuing utopian vision for School-University Partnerships is not surprising 

given that research is often done out of an effort to “nurture and cement” the existing 

partnerships (Smedley, 2001, p. 203). Given the policy climate of School-University 

Partnerships as a “policy panacea” (Kennedy & Doherty, 2012) it is not surprising that when 

the work of individual partnerships is reported, the tone is generally upbeat. The 

overwhelming positivity towards partnerships is also reflected in the findings of Clifford and 

Millar (2008) that identified the significant majority of School-University Partnerships 

literature as highlighting the benefits of partnerships and which features make them 

effective. Davies et al (2007), is an example of where the authors explored why their 

planned “integrative collaboration” did not turn out to be the transformative project the 

researchers had hoped for. Interestingly, the project Davies et al (2007) report on started 

out with these same kind of utopian visions. It ended up exploring what “went awry”, which 

stands out amongst a lot of literature on “Successful Teacher Education” (Jones & Ryan, 

2014).  While research that reports on the success stories of School-University Partnerships 

can be valuable, the limited critique is a notable absence in the Australian literature.  

Scholarly work that offers a critique from a variety of perspectives on School-

University Partnerships has been written in the international teacher education literature 

(Breault, 2014; Kennedy & Doherty, 2012;). Even writing in the 1990s on School-University 

Partnerships in the U.S.A did not accept them without critique (Bullough & Kauchak, 1997; 

Bullough et al, 1999). The English context also provided evidence in the 1990s that teacher 
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educators had reason to be cautious about a partnership agenda (Furlong et al, 1996). 

Green, Tindall-Ford & Eady’s (2020) systematic literature review shows that there continues 

to be a focus on the benefits of partnership and limited critique in the Australian literature.   

2.2.4 Collaboration and partnerships 

The concept of collaboration is frequently associated with partnerships. Green, 

Tindall-Ford and Eady (2020) describe “collaborative school-university partnerships” as 

those operating in the “third space” (p. 404). Chan (2016) discusses the concept of 

collaboration as it relates to partnerships and says that it is “a concept that evokes 

considerable promise” (p. 1). She goes on to discuss how collaboration “has a way of 

foregrounding itself as being democratic, reciprocal, sustainable and mutually beneficial” 

(Chan, 2016, p. 1). Franklin et al (2003) discuss the notion of partnerships in similar terms as 

suggesting “that there exists a consensus among the various parties charged with the 

solution of any problem” (p.4). Chan (2016) notes the ubiquitous use of the term 

“collaboration” in the same way that Bloomfield (2009) identifies the “insistent discourse of 

partnerships”. Chan (2016) seems to use the terms somewhat interchangeably with the title 

of her book using “partnerships” while “collaboration” dominates the discussion within.  

This conflation of the terms “partnership” and “collaboration” by Chan (2016) is 

noteworthy as the term “collaboration” appears in the Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers on a number of occasions and yet the term partnership is not used at all (AITSL, 

2011a). On the other hand, the term partnership appears frequently in the documents for 

university accreditation of initial teacher education courses (AITSL, 2015). A number of 

examples of what could be referred to as “School-University Partnerships” opt for 

alternatives, such as the Coalition of Knowledge Building Schools (Mockler, 2013) and the 

Collaborative Action Research Network (CARN) (Somekh, 2010). Both of these examples 

represent what could be described as more ‘grassroots’ organisations, particularly CARN, 

and it is possible to speculate that the term “partnership” was avoided for its association 

with top-down imposed “contrived collaboration” (Kruger et al, 2009). The differing 

language in the Standards for teachers and the accreditation policy for initial teacher 

education suggest “partnership” is an expectation of universities and teacher educators, 

while “collaboration” is what is expected of teachers.  



35 | P a g e  
 

Towndrow (2015) suggests “if we conceive collaboration, for example, as an 

intellectual undertaking where the combination of unique inputs is greater than the sum of 

their individual parts, then collaboration, in my opinion, is an inappropriate term to refer to 

mundane working arrangements” (p. 378). Towndrow’s (2015) discussion of collaboration 

argues it is not a term that should be used for every day or administrative tasks. This is a 

point of interest as the term School-University Partnerships is sometimes used to describe 

the process of universities sending their pre-service teachers out to schools on professional 

experience arguably without any “intellectual undertaking” or “collaboration” based on 

Towndrow’s (2015) conception. This type of partnership has been referred to by Furlong et 

al (2000) as “complementary partnerships” which involve clear division of responsibility 

between the university and the school. Clifford and Millar (2008) argue that this type of 

arrangement is more comparable to a service agreement between organisations. I discuss a 

range of ways of classifying partnerships in section 2.6 where I explore frameworks that 

have been developed for School-University Partnerships. The main target of the current 

requirement for “formal partnerships” (AITSL, 2015) in Australia is the professional 

experience component of initial teacher education. The heightened scrutiny and 

accountability for higher education institutions is around this element of “partnership”. In 

Chapter 6 I highlight a range of discursive conceptualisations of partnership from interviews 

with participants including partnerships as professional experience placement (section 

6.2.1) and partnerships as a fee for service arrangement (section 6.2.6).  

2.2.5 Defining School-University Partnership 
An agreed definition of partnerships in general and School-University Partnerships in 

particular is not easily identified, with “a substantial amount of ambiguity about how 

partnership is defined (Clifford & Millar, 2008, p. 13). Partnerships are frequently defined as 

“an organization populated by members of two or more other organizations” (Clifford & 

Millar, 2008, p.10).  

Bloomfield & Nguyen (2015) discuss the varying definitions of “partner” in the 

Oxford English Dictionary, including as associate, companion or accomplice to highlight the 

“the complexity and even ambiguity held within the reach of notions of partnership” (p. 25). 

Edwards, Goodwin, Pemberton and Woods (2001) argued that partnership “is neither a 

neutral term, nor one with a fixed definition; rather the meaning of “partnership” is 
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discursively constructed and contested through political rhetoric, policy documentation, 

programme regulations, and grassroots practice (p. 295). Bloomfield and Nguyen (2015) 

suggest that the common understanding of partnership is a “sustained relationship and 

equal exchange as well as reciprocity and mutuality achieved through a process of 

negotiation of relationship in terms of common purpose, forms and practice” (p. 24). In this 

definition the common themes of equality of partners and mutual interest are evident. The 

acknowledgement of the need for “a process of negotiation” suggests an awareness of the 

circulation of power within partnerships.  

For the purposes of this research, a precise definition of School-University 

Partnerships is not necessary as the interest is partly in the productive power of the 

ambiguity (Burgos, 2003). Drawing from Bloomfield and Nguyen’s (2015) definition, this 

study conceives of School-University Partnerships broadly, encompassing a “sustained 

relationship” between one or more schools and one or more universities involving some 

degree of, or perception of, interinstitutional mutual benefit (borrowing from Goodlad, 

1991). This thesis is interested in exploring School-University Partnerships, not to identify 

whether they are positive or negative, but to find out what are “the discourses of true and 

false” that arise out of them in teacher education, and the “effects in the real to which they 

are linked” (Foucault, 1980, p. 237). I further explore these discourses of partnership in 

policy and practice across chapters 5-8. In the section which follows, I turn my attention to 

the literature beyond School-University Partnerships to partnerships in other fields. I make 

this comparison in order to clarify the place of partnerships, their purpose and how they are 

understood.  

2.3 Partnerships in the professions: where else are partnerships happening? 

Partnerships have been promoted in a range of fields including in business and in 

healthcare (Clifford & Millar, 2008). Comparisons with other “social” professions, with a 

similar history in terms of preparation and entry into the profession, make partnerships in 

fields such as nursing and social work of interest to this study. The organisations with which 

universities might partner differ, but there are some similar trends in the espoused 

motivation for and purpose of these partnerships. The quote below from the Nurse 

Education Today journal exemplifies the sort of rationale also found in teacher education:  
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A competent nursing workforce is important for an effective healthcare system. 

However, concerns on the poor quality of nursing care and poor competencies 

among nursing students, nurses, and midwives are increasing…Furthermore, a large 

gap between theory and practice exists. This study described the role of academic–

clinical partnership in strengthening nursing education. (Bvumbwe, 2016, p. 314) 

The kind of ideas expressed in this quote reflect the underlying assumptions of much 

of the literature on School-University Partnerships, namely that there are concerns about 

poor “quality” teacher preparation, a “theory-practice gap” and that partnerships between 

universities and workplaces are the solution (see Allen et al, 2013; Jones et al, 2016).  

The same sorts of criticisms of initial professional preparation for nurses are evident 

in the literature with the suggestion that the reality of nursing practice and employers’ 

expectations means nurses need to be “accountable practitioners at the point of 

registration” (Edmond, 2001, p. 253). This sounds reminiscent of the Teacher Education 

Ministerial Advisory Group’s (2014) call for “classroom ready” (p. 12) teachers. Issues 

around the appropriateness of the role of academics or clinical staff in providing mentoring 

to the student nurse are linked to the “clinical credibility and acceptance by the clinical 

team” (Edmond, 2001, p. 255). The enhanced “credibility” of current practitioners is also a 

motivator identified in some School-University Partnerships (Bullough et al, 2004). Britzman 

(2003) raised credibility as linked to practice in her influential work on teacher education.  

While they had existed previously, collaborative partnerships in nursing education 

were being established in the early 2000s (Edmond, 2001, p.257). It would seem that there 

are similar patterns in the motivation for the adoption of partnerships in nursing. Where 

preparation previously occurred “on the job in hospitals, the move to universities was seen 

as a way “to improve the quality of education and give recognition to nursing as a discipline 

with academic, as well as, practice dimensions” (Budgen & Gamroth, 2008, p. 273). Yet once 

nurse education was delivered in universities, there emerged criticism of inadequacies in 

practical skills (Edmond, 2001).  

Like teacher education, the push to partnerships in the 1990s was evident in social 

work research in Britain (Taylor & Le Richte, 2006). Also, with resemblances to teaching, the 

Department of Health (2002) required that all social workers “learn and be assessed on 

partnership” (p.16) and yet the National Occupational Standards for Social Work do not 

“explicitly mention partnership working” (Taylor & Le Richte, 2006, p. 419). As with 
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Bloomfield’s (2009) claim about the “insistent discourse of partnerships” in teacher 

education, Ager et al (2005) argue there is a “formidable mandate” for partnership in social 

work education.  

Taylor and Le Richte’s (2006) study echoed many of the findings on School-University 

Partnerships with “conceptual confusion about partnership …found to be rife in the 

theoretical and empirical literature and the practice surveys” (p. 422). They also found that 

partnership work is “more often implicit than explicit, and it is regarded as self-evident that 

partnership will be central to learning” (Taylor & Le Richte, 2006, p. 422). In addition, Taylor 

and Le Richte (2006) note that “partnership is resource-intensive, requiring a delicate 

balance to be struck between tokenistic and genuine involvement” (p. 424). This discussion 

parallels discussion in the teacher education literature around “genuine” partnership (Jones 

et al, 2016) versus “contrived collaboration” (Kruger et al, 2009).  

Similar patterns in the motivation for and emphasis on partnerships in other social 

professions provides a helpful backdrop for this genealogical study of School-University 

Partnerships. Moving from notions of partnership and the place of partnerships in the 

professions, the next section explores in more detail the emergence of School-University 

Partnerships in teacher education.  

2.4 The emergence of School-University Partnerships: where did partnerships 
come from? 

In order to understand the place of School-University Partnerships in the late 2010s 

and early 2020s, it is useful to take a brief look back at teacher education in Australia since 

the 19th Century. Given what Bloomfield (2009) has identified as the “insistent discourse of 

partnerships” in teacher education in the early 21st Century, the following section will look 

at what came before. Working within a Foucauldian theoretical framework, a grand 

historical narrative is rejected. That is, the idea that as a society we are always progressing 

in a linear fashion, improving on what we did before. Contemporary social practices in 

teacher education are understood as “the result of struggles for power, not the conclusive 

enlightened answer (Bourke, 2011, p. 6). An exploration of the current state of partnerships 

in teacher education is enhanced by situating the problem in context.  

Teacher education in Australia has been conducted in a range of settings since the 

19th Century. The move to mass schooling in the 19th Century led to a need for large 

numbers of teachers (Vick, 2006). Models of teacher education since that time have 
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included: an apprenticeship model; recruitment without any particular teaching 

qualification; a three-month teaching course; “normal” schools with one month training; 

and formal study in teachers’ colleges (Aspland, 2006). Universities began to offer some 

teacher education courses from the 1960s and 1970s, particularly in secondary specialist 

subjects (Mayer, 2014). The Dawkins reforms (1987, 1988) saw the amalgamation of 

Colleges of Advanced Education (CAEs) with universities and from then on universities have 

been a key site for the education of teachers. At no point has teacher education occurred 

solely in a higher education setting, with an important role for the variously named teaching 

rounds, practicum, placement, and professional experience involving weeks of time spent in 

schools as part of learning to teach (Allen & Wright, 2014; Bloomfield, 2009; Le Cornu, 

2016). While the connection between higher education and schools for the purpose of this 

professional experience has not always attracted the label “partnership”, the importance of 

this relationship has long been recognised (Vick, 2006).  

The involvement of schools and higher education providers in the education of 

teachers has been standard practice since the emergence of teachers’ colleges in the early 

20th Century. The Australian teacher education system has been heavily influenced by the 

federal governance structure. Teachers’ colleges were controlled by the states, whereas 

universities are controlled by the federal government (Knight, Lingard & Bartlett, 1994). The 

closer ties between the teachers’ colleges and the state based education system prior to the 

Dawkins reforms (Knight, Lingard, & Bartlett, 1994) meant that there was not the same 

need to promote “partnerships”. Teachers’ colleges and public schools in particular were 

much more connected to one another through their governance structures. Shifting teacher 

education into universities, argued at the time as a means of promoting Australia’s 

economic performance and increasing the status of the teaching profession, meant shifting 

control for the preparation of teachers away from state governments (Knight, Lingard & 

Bartlett, 1994; Watts, 2006).  

Watts (2006) further argues that “Dawkins made it clear from the outset that higher 

education, would have to become ‘more efficient and competitive’, that it would have to be 

‘better integrated with national economic priorities’ and that it would ‘have to do more with 

less’” (p. 236). So at the time that teacher education came under the primary control of 

universities, the motivation was less about increasing teacher “professionalism” and more 

about “greater efficiency and economy” (Knight, Lingard & Bartlett, 1994, p. 458). Given 
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that School-University Partnerships emerged out of this situation, the claim that 

partnerships in teacher education are a form of governance (Furlong et al, 2008) appears to 

also apply in the Australian context. 

It is clear that the idea of partnerships in the 1990s was not new (Franklin et al, 

2003; Kruger et al, 2009), with evidence of education departments promoting close 

relationships with schools in the early 20th Century (Vick, 2006). What was new was the 

naming of these relationships as “partnerships”. Drawing on Foucauldian theoretical tools, 

further exploration of these “insistent discourses of partnership” (Bloomfield, 2009) are 

needed to understand these shifting discourses in teacher education. The discourse of 

partnerships emerged in Australia very soon after universities became the primary sites for 

teacher education with the Dawkins reforms happening in the late 1980s and the rise to 

prominence of the discourse of partnerships in the early 1990s (Kruger et al, 2009).  

In the 1990s the emphasis in School-University Partnerships was around professional 

learning. The Innovative Links project, a large-scale example, ran from 1993-1996 and 

involved over 100 schools and 14 universities nationally (Sachs, 1997). Mockler (2013) traces 

a shift over time in the nature of partnerships, much like that noted by Furlong et al (2008), 

where the understanding of the role of teachers and the nature of teaching had shifted. 

Mockler (2013) argues that by the late 1990s partnerships were operating “within the 

discourse of school effectiveness and improvement” (p. 276). Partnerships had become part 

of the “solution” to the “problem” of “teacher quality”, which over time came to be 

enforced through “neoliberal accreditation agendas” (Bloomfield, 2009, p. 27).  

Partnerships in general and in teacher education in particular have risen to 

prominence within the time period characterized by neoliberalism (Connell, 2013; Davies & 

Bansel, 2007). The following section will explore neoliberalism and its impacts on teacher 

education in Australia as well as how School-University Partnerships operate as a form of 

neoliberal governmentality. 

2.5 Neoliberalism and School-University Partnerships: what is the broader 

context for partnerships? 

Neoliberalism, according to Peters (2001), might be “the most powerful reigning 

global metanarrative (to use Lyotard’s term)” (p. vii). Neoliberalism has brought changes in 

many areas of public policy and has had a significant impact in education (Connell, 2013; 
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Davies & Bansel, 2007). Harvey (2005) describes neoliberalism as an economic and political 

ideology that promotes human advancement through an emphasis on “strong private 

property rights, free markets and free trade” (p.2). Connell (2013) further describes 

neoliberalism as “the agenda of economic and social transformation under the sign of the 

free market” (p. 99). Practices of neoliberal governance are identified as the “expansion of 

market relations” and deregulation which allows “a lower level of public spending” (Connell, 

2013, p. 100). Connell (2013) goes on to argue that “once a neoliberal policy regime had 

been established, around the mid-1980s, a cascade of ‘reforms’ followed” with a significant 

impact on education (p. 102).   

The impacts on education of these neoliberal reforms have been described by 

Kostogriz and Doecke (2011) as having “significantly affected public education” in 

“multidimensional and profound” ways (p. 397). These reforms are also evident in the US, 

England and many other nations and have been described by Apple (2001) as “conservative 

modernisation”. He argues that these reforms and the language of competition, 

accountability and standards work to “cement conservative educational positions into our 

daily lives” (Apple, 2001, p. 184; Apple, 1996). Keddie (2013) has described the current 

context in education as “hyper-accountable and competitive” (p. 752). The way in which 

teaching and education are viewed within a neo-liberal framework is significantly different 

to that within a welfare state. The emphasis is now on “quality” and “effectiveness” as 

measurable “outcomes” rather than education for the public good and “personal 

betterment” (Kostogriz & Doecke, 2011, p. 398). 

Evidence of these neo-liberal reforms can be seen in the international trend towards 

what Smith (2016) has called the Global Testing Culture, creating an environment where 

“testing becomes synonymous with accountability, which becomes synonymous with 

education quality” (p. 7). Internationally, growth in participation in international 

assessments such as the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), as well as 

rapid growth in national assessment programs, shows the dominance of this testing culture 

in measuring educational “quality” (Smith, 2016). In Australia, standards-based 

accountability measures have been imposed on schools where they are measured and 

compared based on their performance in high-stakes testing regimes such as the National 

Assessment Project - Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) (Kostogriz & Doecke, 2011; Lingard, 

2010). These standards-based accountability measures are also evident in neoliberal 
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discourses which emphasise “teacher professional standards as a means of guaranteeing 

quality and holding teachers and teacher educators accountable” (Allard, Moss & Meyer, 

2014, p. 426).  

Neoliberal reforms have had a significant impact on universities and teacher 

educators (Nuttall & Brennan, 2016), who are operating under different but comparable 

“policy technologies” (Ball, 2005). University teacher educators’ work practices are highly 

monitored and there is pressure to attract grant money and produce publications or 

“outputs”, as well as evidence of “impact” (Le Cornu, 2015, p. 4; Thomson & Mockler, 2016). 

In the United States, teacher education providers are also subject to public rankings based 

on their “products”, graduate teachers (Apple, 2001). In Australia, the 2016 introduction of 

literacy and numeracy tests for graduates of teacher education is another example of this 

accountability climate which, like other accountability measures, “serves to reinforce a 

general deficiency view of teacher education” (Reid, 2011, p. 383). Media coverage of the 

Literacy and Numeracy Test for initial teacher education use crisis rhetoric to paint a picture 

of pre-service teachers as “failing” and “flunkers”, reporting on the concern among 

principals that only one quarter to a third of teachers were “well prepared to teach 

numeracy and literacy” (Powley, 2015). Testing, according to neoliberal logic, is the way to 

ensure “quality” teachers and a “quality” education system (Smith, 2016).  

It is within this standards-based accountability environment that teachers and 

teacher educators come together in School-University Partnerships, each bringing the 

particular accountability and performance measures of their own institution with them into 

what has been described as the hybrid or “thirdspace” of the partnership (Zeichner, 2010). 

Teacher educators come with the backdrop of successive government reports, including 

Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (2014) and the Australian Institute of 

Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL) accreditation standards (2011, 2015) shifting to an 

emphasis on “formal” school-university partnerships. Teachers on the other hand, have the 

Australian Professional Standards for Teachers as their most visible accountability measure, 

a document that does not include the word “partnerships” or university (AITSL, 2011a). 

There is some mention of collaborating beyond the school but this includes working with 

parents and community members or professional associations (AITSL, 2011a). These 

differing pressures must be acknowledged in order to productively explore School-

University Partnerships.  
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The next section will explore the enactment of different types of partnerships 

evident in Australian teacher education. A range of groupings for partnership activity have 

been described and developed by scholars working in the field in order to better understand 

School-University Partnerships as a prevalent practice in teacher education.  

2.6 Enacting partnerships: what are partnerships for? 

School-University Partnerships has been used to describe a wide range of 

connections and collaborations between teachers and teacher educators, schools and 

university. As discussed in section 2.1, there is no ready definition of School-University 

Partnerships (Clifford & Millar, 2008). A number of researchers have attempted to 

categorise partnerships according to type or purpose in order to provide further analysis or 

explore their effects. One common way of distinguishing School-University Partnerships is to 

separate them into the one of three main categories: initial teacher education, professional 

learning, research or a combination of one or more of these aspects (Darling-Hammond, 

1994; Hall, 2005; Kruger et al, 2009; Mockler, 2013; Peters, 2002). In the following sections I 

look at these three broad categories of School-University Partnership reported in the 

teacher education literature.  

2.6.1 Initial teacher education 
There is considerable literature on School-University Partnerships in initial teacher 

education. The focus of this research relates to the professional experience component of 

teacher education courses whereby pre-service teachers spend time in schools. Green, 

Tindall-Ford and Eady (2020) conducted a systematic literature review on School-University 

Partnerships in initial teacher education across 2012-2017 and identified 59 studies and 

found that all 59 noted the benefits of the partnership. This review is an indicator of the 

strength of the prominence of studies in the field and of the support for School-University 

Partnerships in the area of initial teacher education. The work of Manton and others (2020) 

also reported by Heffernan and others (2021) continues to highlight the breadth of 

“integrated partnerships” happening in Australian teacher education.  

Allen, Howells & Radford (2013) reported on a partnership between the state 

government and one university to address the government’s concern that graduating 

teachers have the skills and knowledge “to effectively teach literacy and numeracy” (Allen et 

al, 2013, p. 101). The partnership aimed to contribute to the development of “quality 
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teachers” through “increased in-school time for a small number of pre-service teachers” 

(Allen et al, 2013, p. 101). The partnership was also developed to respond to the policy 

imperative to strengthen, “the link between the practical and theoretical components of 

teacher preparation”, in order to “reduce the theory-practice divide” (Allen et al, 2013, p. 

101).  

The kind of rationale put forward by Allen et al (2013) is echoed elsewhere in the 

literature on School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education. Jones et al (2016) 

argue that “the theory-practice nexus is accomplished” through support for pre-service 

teachers in School-University Partnerships. Jones et al (2016) note that School-University 

Partnerships are generally about, “teacher education taking on increased school-based 

approaches” (p. 109). Jones et al (2016) identify the limitations of “overly theoretical 

approaches” of university-based teacher education and the “lack of theory-informed 

practice” in “excessive school-based models” (p. 109).  Jones et al (2016) argue for 

“effective partnerships” to shape “quality teachers” (p. 117). The idea that the purpose of 

School-University Partnerships is to “bridge the gap between schools and universities” 

(Brady, 2002) or “bridge the gap between theory and practice” (Green et al, 2020, p. 424) 

persists.  

Similarly, Grudnoff, Haigh & Mackisack (2016) report on their “re-envisaging and 

reinvigorating” of professional experience through developing partnerships with schools 

due to there often being “a disconnect between campus and practicum components” (p. 2). 

Grudnoff et al (2016) suggest that “striking the right theory-practice balance has been a 

long-standing challenge for ITE (Allen, 2009)” (p. 2). The re-envisaging reported on in this 

project included redefined roles and relationships for school and university personnel, 

including more shared decision-making to create a situation “where teacher professional 

knowledge and university scholarly knowledge were equally valued and respected” 

(Grudnoff et al, 2016, p. 10). So in this article the emphasis for the partnership is addressing 

a “disconnect” experienced by pre-service teachers through working more closely with 

schools in negotiating the nature and structure of professional experience.   

Grima-Farrell et al (2014) describe a partnership developed in the area of inclusive 

education.  The findings suggest that such a project may help reduce “the well- articulated 

gap” between theory and practice and assist teachers to feel “sufficiently prepared” to meet 

the needs of all students (Grima-Farrell et al, 2014, p. 97). The details of the partnership in 
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question are similar to that described by Allen et al (2013) in that it involves more time in 

schools and a financial incentive for Pre-Service Teachers. The major “solution” to the 

“theory-practice gap” being articulated seems to be a shared language amongst teacher 

educators, teachers and pre-service teachers and “open communication with the same 

university-based facilitator” (Grima-Farrell et al, 2014, p. 96).  

The broadly accepted rationale for School-University Partnerships in initial teacher 

education is that it “relates to the apparent divide between practice and theory, between 

practitioner and academy” (Hall, 2005, p. iii). Green, Tindall-Ford & Eady (2020) argue that 

partnerships have been established for the purpose of connecting theory and practice in 

meaningful ways. This notion is accepted without significant critique in many of these 

studies and forms the basis of many assumptions about the purpose of School-University 

Partnerships in initial teacher education. If a gap between “theory” and “practice” in teacher 

education is accepted as “truth” then School-University Partnerships offer an opportunity to 

“solve” this “problem” and the challenge for researchers is to find the best way to 

operationalize them.  This provides some explanation for the dominance of studies focused 

on “successful university-school partnerships” (Jones et al, 2016) and “Pitfalls of School-

University Partnerships” (Ledoux & McHenry, 2008) where the authors highlight what to do 

and what not to do to make partnerships work. The acceptance of a “theory/practice gap” is 

also evident in attempts at “reimagining” (Fancourt et al, 2015), “rethinking” (Day, 1998) 

and “re-envisaging” (Grudnoff et al, 2016) School-University Partnerships in order to 

improve on an accepted “solution” to the “problem” of teacher education (Cochran-Smith, 

2004).  

The Australian literature seems vulnerable to the criticism made by Kennedy (2011) 

that “researchers themselves can become smitten by them [partnerships] and become 

advocates more than examiners of these new ideas” (p. 3 cited in Kennedy & Doherty, 

2012). The finding that all 59 studies celebrated the benefits of partnership in the 

systematic literature review by Green and others provides support for this idea (Green et al, 

2020). Kennedy and Doherty (2012), in their study of the Donaldson Report in Scotland, and 

Furlong et al (2008) in their study of the National Partnership Program in England, engage in 

the kind of critical policy study that appears to need further exploration in Australian 

teacher education in relation to School-University Partnerships. The reason for this gap in 

the literature can be at least partly explained by the challenges of securing research funding 
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in education (Rowan et al, 2015). This results in teacher educators conducting research on 

their own work (Murray, Nuttall & Mitchell, 2008), with minimal or no funding with the dual 

aim of meeting the performance demands of their institutions (Le Cornu, 2015) and 

cementing their partnership relationships (Smedley, 2001). In this climate, a critique that 

looks to “what type of assumptions”, “familiar notions” or “established and unexamined 

ways of thinking the accepted practices are based” (Foucault, 2000, p. 456) is unlikely to 

occur. In my findings in Chapter 7 I identify School-University Partnerships in initial teacher 

education as circulating as a regime of truth, dominant to the point where critique is 

difficult.  

2.6.2 Professional learning and research 
The rationale for School-University Partnerships with a focus on professional learning 

and/or research appears to differ from those in initial teacher education. School-University 

Partnerships for professional learning were the focus of the large-scale Innovative Links 

project which ran from 1993-1996 (Sachs, 1997). Innovative Links “utilised an inquiry-based 

model of professional learning, where participant teachers undertook an action-oriented 

research project and were supported in their learning by an ‘academic associate’” (Mockler, 

2013, p. 275). The idea of professional learning was connected with research as Innovative 

Links emphasised practitioner research in order to confront the “unchallenged wisdom of 

experience” and provide teachers with “a critical and analytic orientation to their practice” 

(Sachs, 1997, p. 450). This seems to suggest that the partnership was about challenging the 

theory/practice binary which has been identified as a perennial problem in teacher 

education (Korthagen, 2010).  

Moss’s (2008) study of a School-University Partnership for professional learning 

provides another contrast to the literature on partnerships in initial teacher education. This 

partnership developed through a connection with the Professional Learning coordinator at 

the school who invited the academics to be involved. The focus of the research was on the 

professional identity of the staff with the university academics “highlighting and situating 

the significance of occupational and personal identity formation as having a pedagogic 

relationship to teacher professional learning and wider school improvement” (Moss, 2008, 

p. 353). It would seem that the discourses of “theory-practice divide” are less evident in the 
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literature on School-University Partnerships for purposes other than initial teacher 

education.  

At other times School-University Partnerships are designed with the aim of 

incorporating initial teacher education, professional learning and research (Fancourt, 

Edwards & Menter, 2015). The Oxford Deanery is one such example which “grew out of a 

long-standing ITE partnership” (Fancourt et al, 2015, p. 369). Parallels can be drawn with the 

language of ‘authentic partnerships’ (Catelli et al, 2000) in that the Oxford Deanery 

partnership came out of a perceived need by the people and institutions and “was not a 

response to the policy churn” (Fancourt et al, 2015, p. 369). Operating outside of the highly 

scrutinised policy space of professional experience placements for teacher accreditation 

also enhanced the science partnerships that informed the work of Jones and colleagues 

(2016).  

Distinguishing between different “types” of partnerships and their main purposes 

may be useful in order to better understand them. The differing discourses operating in the 

literature on School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education point to the more 

contested nature of these types of partnerships. Given the “recurrent nature of debates 

about teaching and teacher education” (Loughran, 2016, p. 253) it would seem that School-

University Partnerships in initial teacher education are at risk of reinforcing the idea that 

university teacher education is “out of touch with contemporary school practices” 

(Chadbourne, 1996, p. 219). The nature of the literature suggests at least a partial admission 

that criticisms of teacher education courses as “too theoretical, ideological and faddish” 

(Knott, 2014 in Gore, 2016, p. 18) are legitimate and that School-University Partnerships are 

the solution.  

Early incarnations of School-University Partnerships, such as the large-scale 

Innovative Links project appeared to have a different purpose than that evident in more 

recent partnership promotion (Mockler, 2013). Mockler (2013) questions whether changes 

in the School-University Partnership agenda over time represent “the slippery slope to 

efficiency”, echoing the concerns of Furlong et al (2008) that partnerships have shifted from 

having “epistemological and pedagogical dimensions” (p. 311) to become a form of 

governance, a way of controlling the work of teachers and teacher educators.  
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2.7 Frameworks for partnerships: how can we understand partnerships? 

The scholarly literature on School-University Partnerships includes numerous 

attempts to develop a framework or model for understanding the different types of 

partnership activities happening between schools and universities (Burroughs et al, 2020; 

Furlong et al, 1996; Kenny et al, 2014; McLaughlin & Black-Hawkins, 2004; Smith, 2016). This 

kind of review of School-University Partnerships is an example of the ways in which 

researchers in the field have tried to make sense of partnerships and understand them 

better. Classification of partnerships seems to acknowledge that they are not all the same 

and that perhaps by distinguishing between them we can better understand the most 

effective types and their impacts. Much of the research in this area seems to accept what 

Foucault critiqued as a teleological view, of the history of teacher education, assuming that 

teacher education is on a linear path to improvement. They seem to rest on the belief that 

School-University Partnerships are an improvement on previous models of teacher 

education and that we need simply understand them better and refine our processes so 

that they can reach their potential. A number of these frameworks for classifying 

partnerships are explored below.  

McLaughlin and Black-Hawkins (2004) outlined six models of school–university 

research partnerships but also acknowledge that the reality in practice “is both more messy 

and richer than any typology allows” (p.274). One of the distinctions between these models 

is the degree to which one or more partner is considered an “expert”. Another distinction is 

whether the relationship goes in multiple directions with learning and benefits seen as 

flowing to all partners. Model 6 seems to be presented as the ideal whereby the partnership 

exists “within and between institutions, all partners are experts, facilitators and critical 

friends to one another” (McLaughlin & Black-Hawkins, 2004, p.277). This model, while 

specifically related in this article to research partnerships, could be used to understand 

other types of School-University Partnerships. The description of Model 6 sounds like the 

kind of utopian “thirdspace” in initial teacher education described by Zeichner et al (2015). 

In this conceptualisation, hierarchies of power and knowledge are broken down and 

teachers, teacher educators and community members all work together as equally valid 

participants in teacher education (Zeichner et al, 2015). Model 6 also fits with Catelli et al’s 

(2000) description of authentic partnerships whereby all are “equal partners”.  
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The teacher educators in Kenny et al’s (2014) study worked to develop both a model 

for developing school-university partnerships and an interpretive framework that identified 

three types of partnerships: connective, generative and transformative. They associate the 

descriptor “connective” with short-term partnerships that meet a curriculum or service 

need while ‘generative’ partnerships are long-term and provide opportunities for “mutual 

professional learning” (Jones et al, 2016, p. 116). These teacher educators identify 

“transformative” partnerships as those “based on active professional learning” that are 

“embedded in the ongoing structures and practices of the institutions” (Jones et al, 2016, p. 

116). These “transformative” partnerships resemble Model 6 in McLaughlin and Black-

Hawkins (2004) and the “collaborative” partnerships identified as operating in English 

teacher education in early work by Furlong and others (1996).  

Smith (2016) proposed a model for partnerships framed as a continuum that ranged 

from “separated” to “cooperative” based on teacher education in Norway. On this 

continuum described by Smith (2016) it was about the segregation of duties, with practice 

schools having a separation of the theoretical components to universities and the practical 

skills work being the responsibility of the school. In partner schools there is a formal 

agreement to reduce the level of separation and in the emerging university schools there is 

a focus on improving professional experience placement, but also on research and 

professional learning for teachers and teacher educators (Smith, 2016). The “cooperative” 

end of the partnership continuum is presented as ideal and aligns with both the 

“transformative” partnerships of Kenny and others (2014) and Model 6 outlined by 

McLaughlin and Black-Hawkins (2004).  

The development of a partnership framework to describe the continua of work with 

schools in initial teacher education was the basis of a study by Burroughs and colleagues 

(2020) in the U.S. The framework developed consisted of six levels beginning with “Level 1: 

Taking from schools” through to “Level 6: Learning Community”. The authors of this 

framework acknowledge it may be possible to be working simultaneously across multiple 

levels and they also argue these levels are dynamic not static. It was only at Level 3 of this 

framework that it was considered that the arrangement constituted an “emerging 

partnership”. This framework identified the ideal partnership as “learning through the third 

space” in a learning community (Burroughs et al, 2020, p. 130). This framework also 

identifies Level 6 as where university staff and school staff “construct knowledge together” 
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and where schools and teacher education programs are “simultaneously restructur[ed]” 

(Burroughs et al, 2020, p. 131).  Level 6 of this framework is quite similar to the 

“transformative” partnerships (Kenny et al, 2014).  

In their systematic literature review, Green, Tindall-Ford and Eady (2020) developed 

broad categories for partnerships adopted from Zeichner’s (2010) work. While not as clearly 

an attempt to create a framework for partnerships, this research demonstrated continuing 

efforts to identify different types of partnerships in order to work out which ones are 

successful or what the barriers are. All the partnerships in their study were in the area of 

initial teacher education but some also incorporated professional learning and research. The 

categories were: “mediated instruction, extended placements in selected school settings, 

hybrid teacher educators, bringing school staff into the university setting, and community 

knowledge” (Green et al, 2020, p. 413). Across these categories of partnership, Green, 

Tindall-Ford and Eady (2020) identified three key characteristics of successful partnerships: 

shared understanding, relationships, and resources.  

The frameworks above highlight that there are a wide variety of School-University 

Partnerships happening for an array of espoused purposes. This supports Burgos’ (2003) 

suggestion that the notion of partnerships is a “floating and empty signifier” (p. 55) and 

Stronach and McNamara’s (2002) description of partnership as a political weasel word. It 

also provides evidence for the claim by Kennedy and Doherty (2012) that School-University 

Partnerships are operating as a “policy panacea” and are offered as the unproblematic 

solution to an array of situations. While not all these frameworks identify the ideal kind of 

partnership, all of them identify a difference between partnerships which involve a 

relationship resembling consulting work or a fee for service arrangement, and one where 

influence and ideas flow in both or many directions. This flow of ideas and influence can be 

understood within Foucault’s later conceptualisations of power. Foucault says that power is 

productive in that it makes things happen (Lynch, 2013). Power is a way to change people’s 

conduct, “a mode of action upon the action of others” (Foucault, 1982, p. 790). The 

partnerships with transformation of practices in multiple directions are generally presented 

as desirable and variously described as “transformative” (Jones et al, 2016) or “cooperative” 

(Smith, 2016).  

The models and frameworks explored in this section are in part an effect of the 

prominence of partnerships. The abundant literature on partnerships had created a desire 
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to understand partnerships better and creating frameworks, models and continua 

contribute to this understanding. While various methods for grouping and classifying 

School-University Partnerships can be helpful for exploring problems in the operation and 

functioning of partnerships, they may also serve to obscure important elements. They allow 

for a distinction between less desirable models of partnerships and models that are held up 

as ideal, such as Model 6 (McLaughlin & Black-Hawkins, 2004) or the “university schools” 

(Smith, 2016). These frameworks do not provide a general critique of partnerships but 

rather the focus continues to be on how to do partnerships better.  

Breault (2014) in his study on the literature on Professional Development Schools in 

the U.S., suggests that there is a “deliberate reticence” to examine power relations in 

School-University Partnerships (p. 22). While some analysis of power is evident in some of 

this literature, much of it seems to accept the “insistent discourse of partnership” 

(Bloomfield, 2009). Zeichner (2021) has recently argued for a “deeper examination of the 

power and knowledge relationships that exist within partnerships” (p. 3). While the 

framework outlined above all make a contribution to understanding the kinds of 

relationships involved in School-University Partnerships, further examination of the 

circulation of power and the production of knowledge in these partnerships is needed.  

2.8 Conclusion 

This chapter has provided a detailed review of the literature on School-University 

Partnerships. I have shown that School-University Partnerships have been prominent in the 

scholarly literature for the past 30 years. This chapter provides evidence that a clear and 

agreed definition of School-University Partnerships is not found in the literature. It also 

shows that partnerships have been seen as a possible solution to similar challenges in 

professions with some shared history with teaching, such as nursing and social work where 

there are also questions of how to best prepare graduates. While the idea of a relationship 

between schools and universities has a lengthy history, discourses of School-University 

Partnerships became evident in Australia in the 1990s and have come to an increasingly 

prominent place in initial teacher education in the 21st Century. There have been recent and 

past attempts to understand partnerships by looking across the scholarly literature and 

attempting to create frameworks or categories for partnership.  
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While much research has been conducted on School-University Partnerships in 

Australia and internationally, critique is limited. Bloomfield (2009) articulates why this is of 

concern: 

The concept of partnership can carry such a persuasive tone of collaborative 

advantage and unproblematic connection that raising critical questions can be seen 

as engagement in unproductive scepticism. Yet, such critical thinking is important. 

The pervasiveness of the term ‘partnership’ in recent policy relevant to teacher 

education, as well as the apparently unproblematic way in which the concept is 

employed, should be sufficient to invite caution. (p. 30) 

This persistent sense that partnerships are relatively unproblematic and beneficial 

was reiterated in the work of Green, Tindall-Ford & Eady (2020) who identified all 59 

published studies as celebrating the benefits of partnership. This thesis, constructed as a 

“history of the present” (Foucault, 1975/1991, p. 31), identifies partnerships as prominent 

and questions the effects on teacher education as a field. This literature review shows that 

while there is abundant literature on School-University Partnerships, they are broadly 

accepted as positive. This research offers a critique of School-University Partnerships and 

across Chapters 3 and 4 I set out how I draw upon theoretical tools and the approach used 

to construct this critique.   

The challenges of partnerships are often presented as issues that can be fixed 

through tinkering with the practical arrangements of the partnership. I argue in this thesis 

that this is problematic and I draw on the tools afforded by Foucault to engage in critique of 

School-University Partnerships. In my findings chapters, I show that the limited critique of 

School-University Partnerships is creating space for the proliferation of unhelpful discourses 

for the field of teacher education. I argue that the limited role of theory in research into 

partnerships contributes to their production as an “empty signifier”. 

Debates around the relationship between universities and schools and their 

respective roles in teacher education would seem to be endemic to the field (Vick, 2006). 

Bullough et al (1999) argued that “educational reform runs in cycles and enthusiasm wanes 

over time” (p. 381). School-University Partnerships have demonstrated some longevity both 

in terms of the idea of close collaboration and in the specific naming of School-University 

Partnerships in policy and the literature since the 1990s. This calls for a need to “question 

those divisions or groupings with which we have become so familiar” (Foucault, 1972/2010, 
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p. 24). The under theorizing of teacher education noted by Burridge, Hooley & Neal (2016) 

supports the need for further investigation of School-University Partnerships as a widely 

promulgated “solution” to the “policy problem” of teacher education (Cochran-Smith, 

2004). Bloomfield’s (2009) caution above combined with the Teacher Education Ministerial 

Advisory Group (2014) report that argued that “close partnerships” are the “single most 

important” (p. v) aspect of improvements to teacher education support the critical nature of 

this research to teacher education in Australia.  

I have laid out my argument in Chapter 2 that despite an abundance of scholarly 

literature on School-University Partnerships, much of the research is focussed on the 

benefits of partnerships or highlighting how to have successful partnerships. The problems 

in partnerships are often presented as issues that can be fixed through tinkering with the 

practical arrangements of the partnership. I argue in this thesis that this is problematic, and 

in the next chapter I show how I draw on the tools afforded by Foucault to engage in 

critique of School-University Partnerships. In my findings chapters, I show that the limited 

critique of School-University Partnerships is creating space for the proliferation of unhelpful 

discourses for the field of teacher education. I argue that the limited role of theory in 

research into partnerships contributes to their production as an “empty signifier”. 
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Chapter 3  

Foucault and School-University Partnerships 

3.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents the theoretical framework that has been used in this study to 

examine School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education. In this thesis I have 

drawn upon the work of Michel Foucault to interpret policy texts and data gathered through 

interviews. I have worked with ideas from Foucault’s genealogical work (1975/1991, 

1976/1998), to develop a “history of the present” (p.31) of School-University Partnerships 

with a focus on the central concepts of truth, power, subjectivity, and discourse. In the first 

part of this chapter I provide the background to my use of Foucault and then in 3.6-3.10 I 

explain the key concepts that have informed my analysis. In 3.11 I show how I have used 

these ideas in the development of this thesis.  

3.2 Why Foucault? 
While I was aware of Foucault’s work from my undergraduate student days, I had 

not read his original works until the early stages of this study. At that point I was yet to 

precisely define my topic but I knew I was broadly interested in the preparation and ongoing 

professional learning of teachers. I wanted to explore ideas around what teachers need to 

know and be able to do. I had been involved in a School-University Partnership project and 

was familiar with some of the literature in this area but I had ruled it out as a PhD topic as it 

seemed that plenty had been said and there wasn’t anything particularly interesting left to 

say. The focus of the literature I had read was on the benefits of partnerships and how they 

could be improved. Reading Foucault was a turning point as I realised his ideas provided an 

opportunity to ask different questions about School-University Partnerships than those that 

were being asked.  Rather than start from the assumption that they were a good idea, I have 

undertaken a critique of what they are and what they are for.  I have explored School-

University Partnerships not as the result of linear progress in teacher education, an 

improvement on what came before, but rather treated them as arbitrary and contingent.  
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3.3 Introducing Foucault within the broader history of ideas  
The work of Foucault has been notoriously difficult to classify. Foucault (1988) said, 

“I have never been a Freudian. I have never been a Marxist, and I have never been a 

structuralist” (p. 22 cited in Olssen, 2004 p. 454). He resisted labels and developed his own 

title when appointed to the College De France as the Chair in the History of Systems of 

Thought. His work was historical and philosophical in orientation and is best understood in 

the context of mid-late 20th Century France when he was writing. His influences were vast, 

though it is Nietzsche that is considered the most significant influence on his ideas (Mahon, 

1992; Rosenberg & Westfall, 2018). His mentor and teacher Canguilhem has also been 

identified as influential (Schuerich & McKenzie, 2008).   

Although Foucault has and had many critics, his vast erudition is widely 

acknowledged. He drew on a broad range of sources but also didn’t directly acknowledge 

his sources in a traditional academic manner. In an interview about Discipline and Punish he 

said, “I often quote concepts, texts and phrases from Marx, but without feeling obliged to 

add the authenticating label of a footnote” (Foucault, 1975/1980, p. 52). Foucault was 

critical of Marx and in particular the project of Marxism, but he did draw on Marxist ideas in 

his work (Foucault, 1975/1980). Some scholars have argued that Marx’s ideas were more 

central to his work than often thought (McDonald, 2002; Olssen, 2004). Foucault himself 

acknowledged that it was “impossible… to write history without using a whole range of 

concepts directly or indirectly linked to Marx’s thought” (Foucault, 1975/1980, p. 53). For 

Foucault though, in simple terms, the focus for Marx was “the production relation” 

(Foucault, 1975/1980, p. 53), whereas his own project centred on the historical constitution 

of the subject.  

Foucault was heavily influenced by the work of Nietzsche, with evidence of this 

influence from his early writing through to his final works (Rosenberg & Westfall, 2018). 

Foucault described Nietzsche as “the philosopher of power” (Foucault, 1975/1980, p. 53) 

and built his own ideas on power from Nietzsche’s work. Nietzsche conceived of power as 

related to growth or improvement and self-overcoming with a focus on the psychological 

and existential and rarely used it in the sense of political power or power over others 

(Rosenberg & Westfall, 2018). Foucault was drawn to Nietzsche “who problematized truth 

as intimately entwined with relations of power” (Mahon, 1992, p. 2). Foucault also 

developed his method of genealogy from Nietzsche’s ideas and discusses this most explicitly 
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in his essay, “Nietzsche, Genealogy History” (Foucault, 1984).  Foucault was also influenced 

by Nietzsche’s critique of the “privilege of the subject” and drew upon Nietzsche’s 

genealogical critique that pointed to the contingent and “historical conditions of our 

existence” (Mahon, 1992, p. 2).  

Foucault’s significant contribution to intellectual thought over the course of three 

decades in the late 20th Century provides a wealth of theoretical tools for the analysis of a 

problem. His work challenged traditional boundaries and ways of thinking in the social 

sciences.  With such an extensive oeuvre it is difficult to identify the central themes or key 

points of interest in Foucault’s work. Foucault’s writing has been described as representing 

the “dawn of a new age” (Deleuze, 1988, p. 1). Some undoubtedly important themes were 

power and subjectivity. In his published books Foucault explored a range of topics such as 

“madness”, prisons and “sexuality”, problematizing the foundations of the ideas and 

institutions in these broad fields. Peters and Besley (2007) describe his later work in 

particular as to “emphasize and unpack the conceptual and historical relations between 

notions of truth, power and subjectivity” (p. 7). While Foucault’s work defies easy 

characterisation, in a broad sense his work is both historical and philosophical in nature. 

Foucault’s work “interrogates the conditions under which modern societies operate” 

(Popkewitz & Brennan, 1997, p. 287). Foucault attempted “to find a position of the human 

sciences from which to see the social world, and to see the human sciences as part of that 

social world” (Ball, 2012, p. 2). He asked new kinds of questions to “disturb tranquillity” 

(Sidhu, 2003).  

Foucault’s work challenges any idea of “truth” or universals, and his historical work is 

characterised by the assumption that history is not linear, there is no “grand historical 

narrative”. It is a significant challenge to the traditional ideas that rest on the “supposed 

linear evolution of history” (Tamboukou, 1999, p. 203). While Foucault’s work is certainly 

“historical” in many ways, he eschews traditional forms of history. Foucault described his 

work as a “history of the present” (Foucault, 1975/1991, p. 31). The aim of this work is not 

to attempt “writing a history of the past in terms of the present” (Foucault, 1975/1991, 

p.31). This means avoiding taking the pre-suppositions and “regimes of truth” of the current 

moment and using them to try to make sense of past events. Although Foucauldian 

genealogy explores past events and practices the focus is on an analysis of the present. 

Foucault’s work helps to show the “pervasiveness, dispersion, intricacy, contingency and 
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layering of our social practices” and that “any attempt to sum up what is going on is bound 

to be a potentially dangerous distortion” (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982, p. xxvi). At the centre of 

his writing are "very precise historical changes, and the ways in which these ideas have 

become normative or universal" (Ball, 1990, p.1).  

Foucault’s work does not offer methodological certainty (Tamboukou, 1999). 

Deleuze (1988) said that Foucault “deliberately refuses to give examples” (p.2). There is “no 

ready-made formula for analysing power in education” (Marshall, 1999, p. 25). Foucault 

“remains consciously, frustratingly elusive” and deliberately avoids any “general formulae” 

(Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982, p. xxvi). This lack of certainty or a formula to follow can be a 

deterrent to some (O’Farrell, 2005). As Graham (2005) argues though, one can be confident 

that Foucault never intended that a fear of getting it wrong would paralyse scholars or put 

them off using his work.  

For this research project, Foucault’s ideas offer a way to investigate School-

University Partnerships that asks critical questions and seeks to understand how the field of 

teacher education has arrived at the present moment where partnerships are prominent. As 

I show in Chapter 2, there is an abundance of literature on School-University Partnerships 

stretching over decades. In section 3.5 of this chapter I show that there has also been some 

rich engagement with theory in relation to School-University Partnerships. The way in which 

Foucault’s ideas help show that things have not always been as they are and that they need 

not be the way they are made them suitable for this project and in particular, these 

research questions:  

1. How have School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education 

been discursively constructed in policy and practice?  

2. How are truth and knowledge produced in the discourses of School-

University Partnerships? 

3. What are the consequences for the subjectivity of teacher educators? 

In the next section I narrow my focus to the uses of Foucault for research in 

education.   
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3.4 Foucault in Education 
Foucault’s extensive writing and his ideas presented through his lectures at the 

College de France have led to the international prominence of his work. It has been used in 

a wide variety of fields including cultural studies, sociology, anthropology, psychology, 

literary criticism and gender studies. Foucault’s writing has been very influential in the 

humanities and social sciences (Prado, 1995). The uses of Foucault in the field of education 

are of greatest interest for this work and I highlight some of the uses of Foucault in 

education that have informed the development of the research approach used in this study, 

which I outline in detail across 3.6-3.11.  

Foucault’s work has been used widely in various fields of education. This work 

includes early examples such as Marshall’s (1989, 1996) writing on schools as institutions 

and Walkerdine’s (1984) critique of developmental discourses in early childhood education. 

Prominent examples of the use of Foucault in education include Brennan and Popkewitz’s 

(1998), the writing of Ball (cf. 1990, 2013), Olssen (2003, 2016) and Peters and Besley 

(2007).  This thesis has been informed by the uses of Foucault in a number of education 

research projects undertaken in the Australian context. I outline some key studies below.  

The work of Graham (2005) was influential in the early stages of the research design 

for this study. Graham (2005) writes about bringing a “post-structural sensibility” to 

discourse analysis (p. 665). Graham (2005) explored discourses relating to “disordered 

behaviour” in school behaviour policies and argued that these discourses function with 

“constitutive effects” (p.10). Graham’s (2005) study highlighted the way in which these 

discourses relating to behaviour produced subjectivities. While Graham (2005) also worked 

with some theoretical concepts from Foucault’s earlier works (1972/2010) and Deleuze 

(1988) in her framing, her work demonstrated to me the possibilities of using Foucault to 

critique taken-for granted concepts in education, to “render the familiar strange” (p. 4). 

Graham’s (2005) research was not about identifying whether particular discourses in 

relation to “disordered behaviour” were “true”, but rather showing these discourses and 

their effects. I have drawn on Graham’s (2005) ideas in framing my analysis of School-

University Partnerships. This study has looked at how School-University Partnerships have 

been discursively produced and then looked the effects of these discourses. Within the 

Foucauldian framework for the study, “School-University Partnerships” are no more “true” 
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than “disordered behaviour” but in both cases the research identifies the ways in which 

their discursive production has effects.  

Two other studies, Gormley (2018) and Bourke (2011), have drawn on Foucauldian 

notions of discourse to explore the subjectification effects of discourses in policy and 

practice. These have also informed the research approach used in this study. The discursive 

construction of “creativity” was the central topic in Gormley’s (2018) work, with an analysis 

of the effects on student and teacher subjectivities. Bourke (2011) also explored the 

subjectification effects of discourse in her study of professionalism. Bourke’s (2011) 

research approach used tools from Foucault’s “toolbox” and explored the concept 

“professionalism”, which like “creativity” is not neatly defined. Bourke (2011) found that the 

introduction of the Professional Standards for teachers reinforced deficit discourses around 

professionalism in ways that shaped the subjectivities of the teachers. Gormley (2018) 

identified the “malleability of the concept” of creativity as part of its productive power. 

These uses of Foucault have informed this research. I have shown the prominence of 

partnerships, made compulsory in initial teacher education through policy (Australian 

Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL), 2015), and the ways that this has 

shaped the subjectivity of teachers and teacher educators.  

Heffernan (2018) and Niesche (2011) in their respective research on principals were 

also influential to this study. Both Heffernan (2018) and Niesche (2011) used Foucault to 

critique discourses impacting on principals in order to understand the subjectification 

effects. While studies in educational leadership often focus on the qualities of good leaders 

or how to improve leadership, Heffernan (2018) and Niesche (2011) instead looked at the 

way the role of principal and the subjectivities of those in that role were being shaped by 

the discourses of leadership. In my final findings chapter (Chapter 7), I draw on these uses of 

Foucault to show how the discourses of School-University Partnerships shape the 

subjectivities of teachers and teacher educators. 

The concept of “regime of truth” (Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 131) has been put to 

work in several important works. Gore’s (1993) study of critical and feminist discourses as 

regimes of truth was an important resource for the way she drew on Foucault’s work to 

explore a problem identified in the present. Gore (1993) provided a critique of these 

particular discourses which were generally understood in positive terms and showed how 

their dominance was problematic and limiting. Bekerman and Zembylas (2017) put the 
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concept of regime of truth to work in relation to psychologized language in education. They 

explore how psychologized language has become dominant in education and schooling and 

argue that this regime of truth needs to be rendered strange or “denaturalized” (Bekerman 

& Zembylas, 2017). Discourses of “quality” in teacher education have also been described as 

contributing to contemporary regimes of truth (Hoyte et al, 2020). In this study I make use 

of the concept of regime of truth, detailed in section 3.9.2, and argue that School-University 

Partnerships are circulating as a regime of truth in initial teacher education (see Chapter 7).  

3.5 Use of theory in research on School-University Partnerships 
I have shown in Chapter 2 that there is a wide range of literature on School-

University Partnerships over the past few decades. In this section, I explore some of the 

theoretically rich approaches that have been used in the study of School-University 

Partnerships. I highlight the uses of theory in research on partnerships.  

There have also been a range of researchers who have taken a variety of theoretical 

lenses to the study of School-University Partnerships. Chan’s (2016) study made use of 

Foucault in a critique of collaboration in a School-University Partnership based in Hong 

Kong. Chan’s (2016) study focused on English language educators involved in a professional 

learning partnership and explored what she described as the ‘politics of collaboration’. She 

explored the discourses of collaboration and the ways in which the educators in her study 

“enacted, negotiated and contested” (p. 3) these discourses within a School-University 

Partnership. Chan (2016) also drew on a Foucauldian understanding of discourse as an 

effect of power within a genealogical framing. Chan’s (2016) work differs from most starkly 

from this study in that the method employed focused on one particular partnership.  

An Australian study by Williams (2014a) offered a critique of School-University 

Partnerships, drawing on Marx and Freire in the theoretical framing. For Williams (2014a) 

the focus of her study was to understand “the possibilities and constraints for achieving 

social justice outcomes through educational partnerships” (p. 64). Williams (2014a) used a 

Marxist framing of capital and labor and framed partnerships as a “neoliberal logic” (p.223). 

The approach used by Williams (2014a), like Chan (2016) was a critique of partnerships but 

Williams (2014a) established partnerships as a tool of capitalism and set out to explore 

how/if there were “possibilities for counter hegemonic practices” (p. 223).  



61 | P a g e  
 

Third-space theory has also been used as a tool for theorizing School-University 

Partnerships and has been prominent for the past decade (Daza, Gudmundsdottir & Lund, 

2021; Forgasz et al, 2017; Green et al, 2021; Martin, Snow & Franklin-Torrez, 2011; Zeichner, 

2010: Zeichner, Payne & Brayko, 2015). Daza et al’s (2021) scoping review found that while 

third space theory was continuing to grow in popularity, there was still considerable tension 

in relationships and also in the sustainability of partnerships. Daza et al’s (2021) study also 

found that research framed around third space emphasized the need to assign all voices 

from schools, community and university “equal value” (p. 11). In this way the theoretical 

framing of third space in teacher education literature acknowledges the circulation of power 

but has a tendency to suggest that issues of power can be avoided or ignored by declaring 

the partnerships non-hierarchical. Zeichner (2021) argues that program exemplars have 

“levelled the hierarchies of power and knowledge” (p. 5). The approach taken in this thesis 

draws on a Foucauldian notion of power as potentially repressive and productive (described 

in detail in 3.7). Rather than try to create a framework for partnerships where there is 

“equal” power, this thesis assumes that “power is everywhere” (Foucault, 1976/1998, p. 93) 

and looks at the way in which the discourses of partnership are an instrument and effect of 

power (see Chapter 6).  

There continues to be scholarly literature on School-University Partnerships that 

accepts them as “true”, as objects in and of themselves rather than discursively produced 

and in need of a more fundamental questioning. Much of the literature highlighted in 

Chapter 2 continues to be more “tips and tricks” for how to make partnerships work rather 

than a more critical analysis of their existence. This study takes a neutral stance towards 

School-University Partnerships, not assuming they are inherently good or otherwise. It 

builds on the work of Chan (2016) and Williams (2014a) in constructing a theoretically 

informed critique of School-University Partnerships, yet it differs in the way these 

theoretical tools are utilized. 

This work makes a contribution to theoretical understandings of School-University 

Partnerships in teacher education and it is also distinguished by the methodological 

approach outlined in Chapter 4, which draws on Foucauldian genealogy and constructs a 

history of the present of School-University Partnerships across policy and practice. This 
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study avoided a focus on one or even many particular partnerships but rather deliberately 

collected data that was not from one place and time or one project but sought breadth in 

experiences of School-University Partnerships. I outline the methodological approach in 

detail in Chapter 4.  

In the following sections I outline the key concepts from Foucault that have been 

used to frame this study. In section 3.10 I show how I have drawn these concepts together 

and made use of them in this research. I have drawn on four key conceptual tools which I 

discuss below. Truth, power and subjectivity have been described as the three “genealogical 

axes” (Mahon, 1992, p. 1), and I outline my use of a genealogical methodology in Chapter 4.  

This study also makes use of a Foucauldian conceptualisation of discourse. In the following 

sections I provide a more detailed explanation for the key concepts I have used to frame this 

study.  

3.6 Foucault and Truth 
Like many others classified under the umbrella term “poststructuralist”, Foucault 

regarded truth as arbitrary and contingent. Foucault identifies what is ‘truth’ as determined 

by power/knowledge and as historically and culturally specific. For Foucault, “truth isn’t 

outside power, or lacking in power” but rather truth “is produced only by virtue of multiple 

forms of constraint” (1977/1980b, p. 131). In this study I explore the production of “truth” 

in the discourses of School-University Partnerships and in Chapter 5 I identify the ways in 

which policies contribute to this production. In Chapter 6 I further identify the particular 

ways in which “truth” is produced in the discourses of School-University Partnerships in 

initial teacher education.  

Foucault argues that the problem for the scholar is “ascertaining the possibility of 

constituting a new politics of truth” (Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 133). This research explores 

how the circulation of power in the discourses of School-University Partnerships produces 

particular truths. This research highlights the way in which these discourses, particularly in 

initial teacher education, produce a “truth” about learning to teach. Foucault developed a 

particular concept in relation to truth which he described as a “regime of truth” and which I 

discuss below.   
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3.6.1 Regime of truth 
This research utilises the Foucauldian notion of “regime of truth” (Foucault, 

1977/1980b, p. 131) as a conceptual tool for analysis. Foucault takes the notion of truth as 

contingent and produced, rather than pre-existing and waiting to be discovered, and 

describes the idea below:  

Each society has its regime of truth, its ‘general politics’ of truth: that is, the types of 

discourse which it accepts and makes function as true; the mechanisms and 

instances which enable one to distinguish true and false statements, the means by 

which each is sanctioned; the techniques and procedures accorded value in the 

acquisition of truth; the status of those who are charged with saying what counts as 

true. (Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 131).  

O’Farrell (2005) says that genealogy “examines the constraints, the ‘regimes of truth’ 

that underlie the historically variable divisions between the true and the false in knowledge 

and culture” (p. 72). “Regimes of truth” have also been described as “those fields of 

knowledge that maintain power within a society” (Smith, 2010, p. 193). The notion of 

“regimes of truth” is about recognizing the productive power involved in dominant ideas 

that are repeated to the point of excluding other possibilities. Foucault and others of a 

“poststructural sensibility” (Graham, 2011, p. 665) problematize the notion of “truth”. 

Foucault was very interested in the construction of “truths” and the “struggles” between 

power/knowledge and “truth” (1975/1991, p. 28). In his genealogy of prisons Foucault 

painstakingly details how ideas about crime and punishment have shifted historically, with 

the focus moving from the body with crimes punished by public execution to what is 

generally seen as the more “humane” approaches of prisons and questions this as an 

“advance” (Foucault, 1975/1991). “Truths” around criminals and crime shifted from the 

body to the soul and “intent” became important in a way that was not a key question in past 

responses to crime (Foucault, 1975/1991).  

Foucault’s work reveals the operation of different “regimes of truth” that are 

dominant in particular times and places, not in order to find “hidden truths” but to 

“understand how norms are established within discourse, and how discourse creates a 

normative context for possible thought and action, which then becomes legitimised as 

truth” (Olssen, 2006, p. 137 in Hall & Noyes, 2009, p. 851). Foucault’s work has had the 

effect of historicising “truth” (Peters, 2003, p. 208). In his work on the History of Sexuality, 



64 | P a g e  
 

Foucault (1976/1991) shows that shifts in the 20th Century that tend to be understood by 

many as an opening up of restrictions around sex really involved more ways in which sex 

and sexual behaviour was categorised and controlled. Foucault argues that the idea that 

sexual behaviours are a central part of an individual and constitute their sexuality was a new 

idea that was not liberating but offered more opportunities for control and connected 

sexual behaviour with the psychiatric industry which he had previously critiqued in Madness 

and Civilisation (Foucault, 1976).  

The concept of “regime of truth” has been put to work in many fields. A notable 

early education example is Gore’s (1993) study that explored how “self-proclaimed 

emancipatory discourses” like those of critical and feminist pedagogies, “can have 

dominating effects” (p. xii). These dominating effects occur when there is “a totalising group 

of truth claims that occlude other ideas and make them unthinkable” (Bartholomaeus, 2016, 

p. 914). The dominating effect is a result of “the consistency in which an idea is forwarded 

and the emphasis placed on it by those in power that elevate and incite participants to 

endorse it (Foucault, 1980)” (Smith, 2010, p. 200). These studies have identified the need 

for critique where ideas have become entrenched and accepted, normalised to the point 

where they are not being scrutinised. As Foucault (1983) argued, “everything is dangerous”, 

and ideas that have become difficult to critique are the result of the productive effects of 

power. In Chapter 6 I have put the concept of regime of truth to work in relation to School-

University Partnerships in initial teacher education.  

In other more recent scholarly applications, regimes of truth have been analysed for 

their impact on developmental discourses in childhood (Bartholomaeus, 2016). Drawing on 

earlier work in this area by Walkerdine (1984), it has been argued that developmental 

discourses operate as a regime of truth that “produce children in particular ways” and 

impact on the way research with children is and can be done (Bartholomaeus, 2016, p. 914). 

In another Australian study, Hunkin (2018) used genealogy in her work to explore the 

discourse of “quality” in early childhood education as a “regime of truth”. Hunkin’s (2018) 

work shows the range of possibilities for operationalising the notion of “regime of truth” in 

order to better understand the present.  

Bartholomaeus (2016) conducted interviews with children around gender and was 

interested in the way that developmental discourses operated as a “regime of truth” to 

constrain the methods for the research based on assumptions of children at different ages. 
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Hunkin (2018) conducted analysis of early childhood education policy and also interviewed 

people working in a range of roles connected with the early childhood sector. Her research, 

like that of Gore’s (1993) work on critical and feminist pedagogies, wasn’t about critiquing 

the idea or concept of quality necessarily but rather critiquing the effects of its dominance 

and the lack of critique that is happening. Hunkin (2018) explores the underlying 

assumptions in the discourse of “quality” and how the way in which the power of the 

concept is in how it “masks a substantial part of itself” and that “its success is proportional 

to its ability to hide its own mechanisms” (Foucault, 1976, p. 86). School-University 

Partnerships in Australian teacher education have something in common with the foci of 

these studies in that the problem identified is not in the notion itself but in the effects of its 

ubiquity, how it functions as a regime of truth.  I have shown in Chapter 7 the effects of 

School-University Partnerships circulating as a regime of truth in initial teacher education.  

3.7 Foucault and Power 
Power produces; it produces reality. It produces domains of objects and rituals of 

truth. (Foucault, 1979, p. 194) 

Scheurich and McKenzie (2008) argue that “Foucault’s greatest contribution to 

intellectual thought has been his reconceptualization of power” (p. 334-335). While power 

has been a persistent theme in Foucault’s work, the way in which he has used and 

understood the concept of power has shifted over time (Garland, 2014; O’Farrell, 2005). 

Scheurich and McKenzie (2008) also argue “one of Foucault’s favourite genealogical 

manoeuvres is to focus not just on the negative or repressive effects of power but also on 

the positive or productive effects of power” (p. 331). Foucault’s later conceptualisations of 

power as productive and constitutive, rather than repressive (Lynch, 2013) inform this 

research. In one of his lectures he states, “the question ‘What is power’ is obviously a 

theoretical question that would provide the answer to everything, which is just what I don’t 

want to do” (Foucault, 1973, p. 13). This statement is indicative of Foucault’s view that the 

search for universals or a grand theory of everything was futile and in fact, “part of the 

problem” (Rabinow, 1984, p. 13). While Foucault doesn’t provide a straightforward 

definition of “power”, his conceptualisation of power can be studied through his work and 

applied analogously to the issue at hand (O’ Farrell, 2005).    

In a 1976 lecture Foucault discusses power saying, 
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there can be no possible exercise of power without a certain economy of discourses 

of truth which operates through and on the basis of this association. We are 

subjected to the production of truth through power and we cannot exercise power 

except through the production of truth. (Foucault, 1980, p. 93)  

He goes on to argue that “power must be analysed as something which circulates” 

and “only functions in the form of a chain” (Foucault, 1980, p. 98).  He says that individuals 

are “always in the position of simultaneously undergoing and exercising this power” 

(Foucault, 1980, p. 98). Foucault challenges traditional notions of power by arguing this 

simultaneous dual use and experience of power. Foucault’s linking of power to the 

production of “truth” is useful in exploring teacher education. The production of “truth” in 

and through School-University Partnerships can be understood as an instrument and an 

effect of power. I show in Chapter 6 how School-University Partnerships are produced as a 

regime of truth. In Chapter 7 I explore the role of the discourses of the real and experience 

produced by the circulation of power in initial teacher education. 

Crowley (2009) describes the Foucauldian notion of power below:  

Power is not an institution, a structure, a strength people are endowed with, 

something that can be held or transmitted. Power is not simply imposed in a 

repressive way from the top of a visibly demarcated social hierarchy, through the 

state or major dominations (for example religious authorities, dictators and so on) in 

society. Power works from diverse places and at different levels, working in and 

through space, among individuals, families, social groups, in institutions, 

simultaneously constraining and enabling. Power is incessant, constant, and wholly 

relational. (p. 345) 

The notion of power has been explored in this study of School-University 

Partnerships. Foucault’s link between power and knowledge has also informed the analysis 

in this study as the validation of particular knowledge and “truths” through the discourses of 

School-University Partnerships have been discussed in Chapter 7. 

3.7.1 The relationship between power and knowledge 
 In describing the relationship between power and knowledge Foucault says, “we 

should admit rather that power produces knowledge… that there is no power relation 

without the correlative constitution of a field of knowledge” (1975/1991, p. 27). For 
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Foucault, power and knowledge are intertwined and therefore what he refers to as “power-

knowledge relations” need to be analysed in a particular way (1975/1991, p. 27). He argues 

that we shouldn’t be studying a “subject of knowledge” and the way they operate in relation 

to the power system but “power-knowledge”, which means investigating the “processes and 

struggles” that determine the possible “domains of knowledge” (1975/1991, p. 28).  

A more traditional view of power might look for who has the power in School-

University Partnerships, with an assumption that some individuals or institutions hold power 

while others do not. Using Foucault’s notion of power this study assumes that power is at 

work in School-University Partnerships but not necessarily in a top-down way and that it can 

be a factor that both constrains and enables the work of teacher education. This conception 

of power-knowledge described above and by Foucault in Discipline and Punish can be 

understood in connection with this project. It is not investigating who knows what about 

School-University Partnerships and how can we know more but rather how School-

University Partnerships have come to exist as a domain of knowledge. In Chapter 7 I show in 

my findings that power is circulating in the production of discourses of the real and 

experience as the “truth” of learning to teach.   

Using Discipline and Punish as an exemplar for possible areas of work for the 

genealogist, Schuerich and McKenzie (2008) highlight Foucault’s interest in understanding 

punitive methods in a particular way. Rather than see punitive methods, in this example, as 

a consequence of legislation or social structures as social scientists and critical theorists 

typically would have, Foucault explores punitive methods as “techniques possessing their 

own specificity in the more general field of other ways of exercising power” (1975/1991, p. 

23). Governmental actions or processes, like “punitive methods”, “are ways that power 

multiplies” and can be understood as a “practice of power” (Scheurich & McKenzie, 2008, p. 

311). Foucault also argues that “penal leniency” can be understood as a “technique of 

power” (1975/1991, p. 24). Drawing on these notions of power, School-University 

Partnerships can be understood as just as oppressive of teacher educators than other more 

seemingly blatant examples of top-down direction such as compulsory days of professional 

experience for pre-service teachers or mandated Literacy and Numeracy testing in the form 

of LANTITE (Literacy and Numeracy Test for Initial Teacher Education students). In Chapter 6 

and 7 I demonstrate how the discourses of School-University Partnerships, with their 

“empty signifier” status, saturate the field of teacher education in ways that limit the 
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possibility of critique or the capacity to think outside of partnerships. I show how this 

“empty signifier” status as well as the production of School-University Partnerships as a 

regime of truth in initial teacher education are a productive effect of power.  

The way in which Foucault conceptualises power provides a useful point of 

interrogation in order to problematize the broadly accepted practices of School-University 

Partnerships. Central to his understanding of power is that it is everywhere and that it is not 

something which a person has but rather is “exercised” (Sidhu, 2003, p. 39). Foucault 

acknowledges the existence of “top-down” power but “rejects notions of its all-

encompassing effects” (Sidhu, 2003, p. 39). This creates space for resistance and helps 

people to see that they “are much freer than they feel” (Foucault, 1982/1988, p. 10). I argue 

in Chapter 9 in my conclusion that it is critique of partnerships that will create spaces of 

freedom.  

3.8 Foucault and Subjectivity  
An important aspect of Foucault’s contribution was his writing on subjectivity. 

Foucault (1982) argued that his aim has been, “to create a history of the different modes by 

which, in our culture, human beings are made subjects” (p. 777). Foucault focused on 

problematizing the idea of a “rational, logical, continuous trajectory” in history as well as 

critiquing the human subject or subjectivity and described these as “two sides of the same 

system of thought” (Foucault, 1972/2010, p. 12). The subject for Foucault, is not another 

word for person, it is about “the possibility of being a certain kind of person” and this is a 

“contingent historical possibility” (Heyes, 2010, p. 159). For Foucault, particularly in his 

genealogical works Discipline and Punish (1975/1991) and History of Sexuality (1976/1998), 

he sees a system of power which “creates our possibilities and constrains our existence” 

(Heyes, 2010, p. 159).  

This study included a range of participants in School-University Partnerships 

occupying different professional roles within different institutions including schools, 

universities, and school systems such as government departments. In Chapter 8 I show the 

way in which the discourses of School-University Partnerships subjectify participants, 

producing “teacher” and “teacher educator” as distinctive subject positions.   

This thesis investigates the role of the discourses of School-University Partnerships in 

the formation of subjects in teacher education whereby distinctions are made between 
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teachers/teacher educators. What Foucault calls “dividing practices” are an important tool 

for objectification of the subject such as “mad/sane” and “sick/healthy” (Besley, 2007, p. 

1443).  Central to the notion of School-University Partnerships in policy and scholarly 

literature is that they appear to be about bringing institutions and people together. The use 

of the theory of third space in writing about partnerships discusses blurring the boundaries 

of the roles and institutions in order to value the input of all partners in teacher education 

(Daza et al, 2021; Zeichner, Payne & Brayko, 2015). The emphasis in partnerships is about 

coming together and reducing distance and difference. This research has utilised 

Foucauldian notions of subjectivity to explore the ways in which School-University 

Partnerships, while aspiring to bring people together and blur boundaries, play a role as a 

dividing practice in producing teacher/teacher educator. The points of demarcation 

particularly for teachers and teacher educators are clear and School-University Partnerships 

subjectify participants in ways which reinforce these roles. In Chapter 8 I draw on my 

interview data to show this.   

The connection between subjectivity and knowledge production is important to this 

study of School-University Partnerships. Scott (1991) described the link between subjectivity 

and knowledge below:  

it is not individuals who have experience, but subjects who are constituted through 

experience. Experience in this definition then becomes not the origin of our 

explanation, not the authoritative (because seen or felt) evidence that grounds what 

is known, but rather that which we seek to explain, that about which knowledge is 

produced. (p. 779-780) 

This applies to both the constitution of subjects within School-University 

Partnerships, but also the constitution of subjects through research into School-University 

Partnerships. The bulk of research on School-University Partnerships involves teacher 

educators researching their own practice as a result of some material support for 

partnerships through time and money (cf Grima-Farrell, 2015; Young, 2020). This leads to 

the availability of certain subject positions for researchers of School-University Partnerships. 

I show in Chapter 7 and 8 how this has led to reinforcement of partnerships as there is little 

room for critical reflection when this is the context in which the research occurs.  

Subjectivity is central to many of Foucault’s published works including his earlier 

archaeological studies. His exploration of “madness” and psychiatry critiqued the notion of 
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this thing called “madness” and instead showed how the emergent field of psychiatry had 

created the “madman(sic)” as a possible subject position (Foucault, 1961/2005). This same 

critique was central to his work on prisons, whereby the “criminal” is identified not as a pre-

existing category but as a subject position. Foucault said that “to get rid of the subject itself” 

whereby the analysis “can account for the constitution of the subject within a historical 

framework” is what he refers to as genealogy (Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 117). Scheurich and 

Mackenzie (2008) argue for the centrality of subjectivity to Foucault’s work. I have drawn on 

Foucauldian notions of subjectivity in the analysis of policy documents and interviews in this 

study. As part of this genealogical study I have shown in Chapter 8 how participants in 

School-University Partnerships are formed as subjects.  

3.9 Foucault and Discourse 
The concept of discourse is also central to the work of Foucault. For Foucault 

(1972/2010), discourses are “practices that systematically form the objects of which they 

speak” (p. 49). Foucault said that discourses “do not identify objects, they constitute them 

and in the practice of doing so conceal their own invention” (Foucault, 1974, p. 49 in Ball, 

2013). Bacchi & Goodwin (2016) state that “following Foucault, discourses are understood 

as socially produced forms of knowledge that set limits upon what it is possible to think, 

write or speak about” (p. 35). Ball (2013) argues for the importance of discourse to 

Foucault’s work because for Foucault “discourses constrain the possibility of thought. They 

order and combine words in particular ways and exclude or displace other combinations” (p. 

2).  

In arguably Foucault’s most well-known genealogical work, The History of Sexuality 

(1976/1998), he argues that “it is in discourse that power and knowledge are joined 

together” (p. 100). Foucault (1976/1998) describes how discourse can be “both an 

instrument and an effect of power, but also a hindrance, a stumbling block, a point of 

resistance and a starting point for an opposing strategy” (p. 101). In this study I investigate 

the discourses of School-University Partnerships as an instrument and effect of power. I 

show how School-University Partnerships are discursively constructed as everything and 

nothing in Chapter 6 as well as how they are circulating as a regime of truth in initial teacher 

education in Chapter 7.  

Hall (1992/1996) described a Foucauldian framing of discourses as: 
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ways of talking, thinking, or representing a particular subject or topic. They produce 

meaningful knowledge about that subject. This knowledge influences social 

practices, and so has real consequences and effects. (Hall, p. 89) 

Thomson et al (2013) articulate a Foucauldian notion of discourse, not just “as talk, 

or talk and text”, “but also as ways of thinking and sense-making and as behaviours, 

relationships, interactions and arrangements of signs and material objects” (p. 157). This 

thesis works from an understanding of discourse that includes both language and practice 

(Bacchi & Bonham, 2014; Hall, 2001; Muller, 2008). Foucault also linked power with 

“discourses of truth” (1980, p. 93).  In this study I use a Foucauldian notion of discourse to 

investigate School-University Partnerships. In Chapter 7 I show how the circulation of power 

in the discourses of partnership produces School-University Partnerships as a regime of 

truth in initial teacher education. The importance of the interrelationship between the 

concepts of power and discourse was noted by Weatherall et al (2003), who argued that “to 

understand discourse we have to see it as intermeshed with power/knowledge where 

knowledge both constitutes and is constituted through discourse as an effect of power” (p. 

275).  

Foucauldian notions of discourse have been widely used in education research. 

Hunkin (2018) explored the truth assumptions underpinning the deficit discourse around 

“quality” in early childhood education and care. Hunkin (2018) challenges the notion of 

“quality” and explores the discursive construction of “quality” in early childhood education 

and care in policy and practice. Bourke (2011) used a similar research approach in her study 

of ‘professionalism’ as discursively constructed. Both “quality” and “professionalism” are 

hard to argue with and like “partnerships” are ambiguous and have had shifting meaning 

over time. There are parallels in the way in which these two studies have been conducted 

and the approach used in this thesis, particularly the analysis of policy in Chapter 5 where I 

draw on Bacchi and Goodwin’s (2016) work in order to explore the assumed problems in 

teacher education that policies are set up to “solve” 

This study sees the discourses of School-University Partnerships not as the naming of 

something “naturally” occurring but as a result of the circulation of power in teacher 

education with constitutive effects. I show in Chapter 5 how School-University Partnerships 

are discursively produced in policy and in Chapter 6 and 7 I highlight the discourses evident 

in practice. The effects of these discourses are explored in Chapter 8.  
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3.10 The use of these central concepts 
These key concepts of truth, power, subjectivity, and discourse have been used to 

help answer my research questions. These concepts are important to Foucault’s 

genealogical method, which I detail in section 4.3 of Chapter 4. I have drawn on these key 

concepts to develop an understanding of the present with regard to School-University 

Partnerships in Australian teacher education. Foucault himself made use of these concepts 

to great effect, particularly in his studies of prisons and sexuality.  

These central concepts are interconnected, and I draw on Ball (1993), Bacchi (2000, 

2012) and Bacchi and Goodwin’s (2016) work which frames policy as discourse. In my 

analysis of policies in Chapter 5 I explore the ways in which they “exercise power through a 

production of “truth” and ‘knowledge” (Ball, 1993, p. 14, emphasis in original). I also explore 

the ways in which subjects are produced in policy and identify this as an effect of the 

discourses. Bacchi & Goodwin (2016) argue that there are three “kinds” of interconnected 

effects to consider in their process for policy analysis and this includes discursive effects, 

subjectification effects and lived effects.  

In my analysis of interview data in Chapter 6, 7 and 8 I draw on these central 

concepts in a range of ways. I identify the discourses of School-University Partnerships, 

enabled by the circulation of power. I show how within initial teacher education, School-

University Partnerships are being discursively produced as a regime of truth. In Chapter 8 I 

highlight the effects of these discourses on the subjectivities of teachers and teacher 

educators.  

These concepts are critical to understanding the ways in which the discourses of 

School-University Partnerships form participants in particular ways, with particular 

subjectivities and how power and regimes of truth are central to understanding the effects 

of partnerships. I have shown in Chapter 2 that School-University Partnerships remain 

relatively unquestioned in the scholarly literature and this thesis has explored the way that 

power operates within and around School-University Partnerships.  

I have also drawn on the work of Niesche (2011) and Heffernan (2017) who have 

used Foucault to explore the impact of particular discourses, those of educational 

leadership and school improvement respectively, on the subjectivities of school leaders. The 

framing of these studies, with their emphasis on Foucauldian conceptions of power, 

discourse and subjectivity have informed my use of these concepts. Niesche (2011) and 
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Heffernan (2017) look at prominent discourses and how they produce particular school 

leaders. Both Niesche (2011) and Heffernan (2017) also look at the way power circulates in 

discourses that impact on the work of principals in Australian schools.  

I have drawn on the concept of discourse as a deductive category for analysis with 

my interview data and used this to frame my analysis in Chapter 6. In Chapter 6 and 7 I also 

present my findings in relation to the discourses of partnerships and show the distinctive 

production of partnerships in initial teacher education. In Chapter 8 I focus on the central 

discourses of partnership in initial teacher education and explore the circulation of power 

and the way in which partnerships in initial teacher education subjectify participants. 

Further details of the methodological approach utilised in this study are contained in 

Chapter 4.  

3.11 Conclusion 
In this chapter I have presented the theoretical framework used in this study. I have 

identified the key concepts that I have drawn on in my analysis, particularly evident across 

my findings chapters 5-8. I have drawn on these ideas because what Foucault offers is, “a 

devastating critique of the subtle and complex power relations that pervade educational 

institutions, which shape our identity, and which make us governable by masking the reality 

that our identities are being constituted” (Marshall, 1996, p. 216). 

This thesis uses these concepts in order to provide an analysis of the ways in which 

School-University Partnerships are discursively produced and their subjectifying effects. 

Foucault’s ideas have been used to elucidate how School-University Partnerships have come 

to be accepted as the solution to the “problem” of teacher education (Cochran-Smith, 

2004). I explore how the subjectivities of teachers and teacher education academics have 

been shaped by the circulation of power in School-University Partnerships. This analysis is 

critical to the consideration of alternatives and ensuring that the field of teacher education 

is not limited by this regime of truth. As Foucault (1982/1988) says,  

All my analyses are directed against the idea of universal necessities in human 

existence. They show the arbitrariness of institutions and show which space of 

freedom we can still enjoy and how changes can still be made. (p. 11).  

School-University Partnerships are not a natural progression from our previous, less 

helpful practices. They are not “innovations” and they are not the only way to think about 



74 | P a g e  
 

or go about teacher education. The analysis I provide in my findings chapters demonstrates 

this space of freedom which Foucault spoke of and seeks to problematize the limits imposed 

by School-University Partnerships.  
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Chapter 4  

A Genealogical Methodology 

4.1 Introduction  
In this chapter I present the methodology for this research. The methodology has 

been informed by the findings from my review of the literature in Chapter 2, and the 

Foucauldian theoretical framing outlined in Chapter 3. In this chapter I begin by situating 

this study within a poststructural research paradigm and outline the conceptualisation of 

qualitative research and methodology that has formed the basis for this study. I then 

describe the genealogical framework that I have used and show how this approach has 

created the space to answer my research questions. Thirdly, I outline the methods used for 

gathering data, including policy document analysis and interviews. I highlight the methods 

of selection and analysis for the policies and the methods of selection and analysis for the 

interviews.  I conclude the chapter by outlining my position as researcher and the ethical 

considerations for this study.  

4.2 Research Paradigm 
This research is a qualitative project conducted within a poststructural research 

paradigm. Poststructuralism is a contested idea but theorists “reject the idea of universal 

truth and objective knowledge, asserting that truths are always partial, and knowledge 

always ‘situated’- in other words produced by and for particular interests, in particular 

circumstances, at particular times” (MacLure, 2013, p. 167). Also central to a 

poststructuralist approach is to “insist the realities we live are contingent, open to challenge 

and change” (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016, p. 4). The poststructuralist research paradigm for 

this study seeks to “think of a science that is accountable to complexity and multiplicity” 

(Lather, 2012, p. 1024) where the idea that any research can be “objective”, quantitative or 

otherwise is highly contested (Fontana & Frey, 2008).  

Lather (2012) uses this quote from Namenwirth (1986) to illustrate a key point about 

the “science” of educational research, “Scientists firmly believe that as long as they are not 

conscious of any bias or political agenda, they are neutral and objective, when in fact they 

are only unconscious” (p. 106). This research has been conducted in a manner which is 

conscious of the researcher’s position and acknowledges that the data is “thoroughly 
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contaminated” (Ellingsdon, 1986 in Pillow, 2003, emphasis original).  That is, I concur with 

St. Pierre (2013) that data can’t “speak for itself” and Popkewitz’ (2004) assertion that 

“there is no data without theory” (p. 72). In other words, I do not claim to be a neutral or 

objective observer and my reading of the data is informed by my theoretical position. 

Foucault has been described as one of poststructuralism’s “most important thinkers” 

(Williams, 2014b, p. 1). In the next section I outline how I have worked within this 

poststructural research paradigm, using Foucault’s genealogical approach.  

4.3 Genealogical approach  

This study uses Foucault’s genealogical approach as the methodology. Foucauldian 

genealogy is not easily defined and in keeping with his general approach, he did not provide 

step-by-step instructions. Foucauldian genealogy is a form of history, but it doesn’t assume 

a linear path. This approach begins with a problem in the present and explores the ways in 

which that present came to be, with the assumption that the way things are is historically 

contingent, and not the way things have to be. Genealogy explores the relationship 

between knowledge and power and the constitution of the subject and it also explores the 

production of truth. A genealogical approach is not used to evaluate aspects of society but 

to make possible an analysis by understanding that the way things are is not inevitable. In 

this thesis, a genealogical approach is used to make possible an analysis of the ways in 

which School-University Partnerships are produced as well as how they contribute to the 

production of truth and knowledge in teacher education. In sections 4.3.1-4.3.5 I outline the 

central aspects of genealogy and then in 4.3.6 I explain how I make use of genealogy for this 

study. In sections 4.3.6 and 4.3.7 I provide the methodological rationale that underpins the 

methods used in this research.  

4.3.1 What is genealogy? 
Genealogy is best understood as “a narrative describing how a certain belief, 

concept, value, or practice came about or might be imagined to have come about” 

(Lorenzini, 2020, p. 1). Foucault’s genealogical approach is about “emphasising the 

historically contingent origins of concepts and practices” (Lorenzini, 2020, p.3).  Tamboukou 

(1999) described Foucault’s genealogy as “his reflection on the nature and development of 

modern power” and went on to say that it “is concerned with the processes, procedures and 

apparatuses by which truth and knowledge are produced” (p. 202).  



77 | P a g e  
 

Foucault (1984) described his genealogical approach as “gray, meticulous, and 

patiently documentary” and as work that “requires patience and a knowledge of details” (p. 

76). Foucault said it was an error to assume “that words had kept their meaning” (Foucault, 

1984, p. 76). He described genealogy as recording events but that “it must be sensitive to 

their recurrence, not in order to trace the gradual curve of their evolution, but to isolate the 

different scenes where they engaged in different roles” (Foucault, 1984, p. 76). Genealogy 

draws on history but is significantly different from traditional approaches to history. 

4.3.2 A historical approach 
Genealogy can be understood as a particular historical approach. A genealogical 

approach has been described as a history of the present, and “begins by identifying a 

present-day practice that is both taken for granted and yet, in certain respects, problematic” 

(Garland, 2014, p. 373). This “history of the present” or “effective history” involves “a more 

strategic use of history which is willing to shorten its vision to those things nearest to it” 

(Hook, 2005, p. 23). Foucault’s genealogical approach has also been “critical history” 

(McLachlan, 2016) and as “radical historicism” (Bevir, 2008) in order to identify genealogy as 

containing elements of history whilst also resisting history.  

Foucault’s work “requires us to resist conventional views of history as the logical and 

orderly fine-tuning of a problem via successive policy iterations” (Rowan & Shore, 2009, p. 

59). Foucault had a critical focus “on modernity’s teleological assumption that history moves 

upward or forward from some origin” (Scheurich & McKenzie, 2008, p. 326). Foucault said 

that genealogy “does not oppose itself to history” but it does “oppose itself to the search 

for ‘origins’” (Foucault, 1984, p. 77). Foucault argues that a search for origins is a search for 

the “essence of things” which suggests a search for “that which was already there” whereas 

the genealogist finds that things “have no essence or that their essence was fabricated in a 

piecemeal form” (Foucault, 1984, p. 78).  

A genealogical approach begins with a problem in the present and then asks critical 

questions such as: “What is happening now? What is this present of ours? How have we 

become what we are and what are the possibilities of becoming “other”?” (Tamboukou, 

1999, p. 215).  Foucault’s method is not a search for origins or the creation of a linear 

narrative over time but a critique that denaturalises the present in order to understand it is 

just as strange as the past (Foucault, 1984, p. 77). The strength of genealogy rests on “an 
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analysis formed in the present of the present” (Garland, 2014, p. 378-379). The analysis of 

the problem is in the present, but then genealogy looks to the past in order to understand 

the present, so that the possibilities of doing something different are visible. It is this focus 

on the present as historically contingent that is central to a genealogical approach.  

McLachlan (2016) describes genealogy as taking “a problem in the present and 

working backwards to understand how things came to be the way they are” (p. 474). The 

aim of such genealogical inquiry is to open up the possibility for changing the present “by 

grasping (more fully) what it is” (McLachlan, 2016, p. 474). Foucault’s genealogy provides 

tools for this critical questioning to enable a better understanding of the “contingency and 

contestability” (Bevir, 2008, p. 263) of the present. Foucault’s genealogical studies 

demonstrate that the present is just as strange as the past (Foucault, 1976/ 1998, Foucault, 

1975/1991).  

4.3.3 Foucault’s genealogical work 
Foucault describes what he wanted to do in the second volume of his genealogical 

study of “sexuality” thus, “to stand detached from it, bracketing its familiarity, in order to 

analyse the theoretical and practical context with which it has been associated” (1985/1990, 

p. 3). He takes an idea which has grown in prominence and come to be accepted as “truth”, 

“sexuality” and rather than construct a history of this thing, “sexuality”, his is a history of 

the concept, the idea itself. How did we come to understand a particular collection of 

practices as this thing called “sexuality”? When did participating in a set of particular 

practices become a critical part of a person, central to their place in the world? Foucault 

points out the emergence of the term itself at the beginning of the nineteenth century but 

argues that this “should be neither underestimated nor over-interpreted” (Foucault, 

1985/1990, p. 3). The emergence of the term “sexuality” at this particular historical point 

“does not mark the sudden emergence of that to which “sexuality” refers” (Foucault, 

1985/1990, p. 3).  

Foucault’s genealogical work, particularly on sexuality, explored “changes in the way 

individuals were led to assign meaning and value to their conduct” (Foucault, 1985/1990, p. 

4). Foucault was interested in a “history of the experience of sexuality” which included an 

exploration of “fields of knowledge, types of normativity, and forms of subjectivity” 

(Foucault, 1985/1990, p. 4). Foucault’s (1985/1990) work provided a radical re-examination 
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of sexuality that questioned how we had arrived at the point where sexuality was accepted 

and understood in particular ways. He provided evidence that “sexuality” wasn’t true or 

false, but that it had been produced in particular ways with particular effects. Foucault 

(1985/1990) showed the ways in which truth and knowledge were being produced in and 

through the concept of sexuality and the ways in which this led to the formation of subjects.  

4.3.4 Exploring knowledge, power and the subject through genealogy 
A number of concepts that Foucault used are central to genealogy, including 

knowledge, power and subjectivity. Crowley (2009) describes genealogy below: 

Genealogy is a historical perspective and investigative method, which offers an 

intrinsic critique of the present. It provides people with the critical skills for analysing 

and uncovering the relationship between knowledge, power and the human subject 

in modern society and the conceptual tools to understand how their being has been 

shaped by historical forces. (p. 2).  

This description highlights genealogy as a methodological approach that draws these 

concepts together within a historical approach.  

A critical aspect of genealogy is that it is a form of analysis “which can account for 

the constitution of the subject within a historical framework” and that it is “a form of history 

which can account for the constitution of knowledges, discourses, domains of objects” 

(Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 117). This research uses a genealogical approach in order to 

understand how the discourses of School-University Partnerships are constituted and how 

subjects are constituted within partnerships in the present.  

Importantly, genealogies “are usually histories of present subjectivities, for their 

critical impact depends on people still being immersed in the beliefs and practices that they 

denaturalize” (Bevir, 2008, p. 272). Genealogies look to the past in order to develop an 

understanding of the present, to put current beliefs and practices under scrutiny. This 

description underscores the relevance of genealogy as a framework for this study as the 

discourses of School-University Partnerships are prominent in policy and practice, 

constraining and enabling subjectivities in the field of teacher education.  

Genealogy involves a detailed investigation into a problem in the present and 

“provides a forum for decentring what we think we know and for tracing how we come to 

know it” (Pillow, 2003, p. 149). Foucault’s notion of power is central to the genealogical 



80 | P a g e  
 

approach as what we “know” is “always embedded in power relations” (Pillow, 2003, p. 

149). Foucault (1977/1980c) has described a “purely negative conception of power… as 

inadequate” (p. 184). Gordon (1980) describes genealogy as drawn to understanding the 

“positive, productive characteristics” of power where the goal is not to form judgement on 

the “features of our society produced by such forms of power, but to render possible an 

analysis of the process of production itself” (p. 237). This is critical to Foucault’s genealogical 

approach and is central to this thesis which seeks to show the ways in which School-

University Partnerships are produced and to provide an analysis of the ways this contributes 

to the production of truth and knowledge in teacher education in Australia. 

For Foucault, power is productive and “produced from one moment to the 

next…power is everywhere; not because it embraces everything, but because it comes from 

everywhere” (Foucault, 1976/1998, p. 93). This is distinct from “a common representation 

of power” (Foucault, 1976/1998, p. 83) as something held only by the “powerful”. Foucault 

argues that power is “always-already present, constituting that very thing which one 

attempts to counter it with” (Foucault, 1976/1998, p. 82). He also argues that his aim was 

“to move less toward a theory of power than towards an analytics of power” and that this 

was only possible if the analysis does not rely on “common representations of power” 

(Foucault, 1976/1998, p. 82-83). This thesis has drawn on a Foucauldian conception of 

power, particularly how by exploring the inextricable link between truth and power (Gore, 

Ladwig & King, 2004).  

Foucault has said, “there can be no possible exercise of power without a certain 

economy of discourses of truth which operates through and on the basis of this association. 

We are subjected to the production of truth through power and we cannot exercise power 

except through the production of truth” (Foucault, 1977/1980a, p. 93). Foucault went on to 

argue that “power must be analysed as something which circulates” and “only functions in 

the form of a chain” (Foucault, 1980, p. 98).  He says that individuals are “always in the 

position of simultaneously undergoing and exercising this power” (Foucault, 1980, p. 98). 

Foucault’s linking of power to the production of “truth” is important for this exploration of 

teacher education. The contribution of policy and of the interview participants in School-

University Partnerships to the production of “truth” has been examined to illuminate the 

power relations in operation.   
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Scheurich and McKenzie (2008), in their analysis of Foucault’s methodologies, note 

an important rule for the genealogist is to look at social acts or policies “not simply as 

consequences of legislation or as indicators of social structures, but as techniques 

possessing their own specificity in the more general field of other ways of exercising power” 

(Foucault, 1975/1991, p. 23). Scheurich and McKenzie (2008) argue that the genealogist 

ought to look at educational reforms “as a practice of power that has emerged and 

circulates more broadly in society as a practice of power” (p. 332). This approach has been 

used in this study to investigate the practices of power in School-University Partnerships as 

one feature of teacher education reform in the past few decades.  

4.3.5 Putting a genealogical approach to work 
The aim of genealogy was described by Hook (2005) as being to “produce counter-

intuitive ways of seeing, to enforce an awareness that things have not always been as they 

are” (p. 7) and to analyse the object of investigation, in this case School-University 

Partnerships, “according to the multiple and complex processes that constitute it” (p. 13). 

Foucault was notably reticent to declare a method (Luke, 1997; O’Farrell, 2005). He said that 

his work was “an experiment much more than a system. No recipe, hardly any general 

method” (Foucault, 1983, p. 414 cited in O’Farrell, 2005, p. 52). However, as is evident in his 

prolific writing, his work involved extensive “documentation, research, verification” 

(Foucault, 1983, p. 414 cited in O’Farrell, 2005, p. 52). For Foucault, this lack of a step-by 

step method was deliberate as he was against the idea of any sort of “grand theory of 

everything” and saw attempts to “lay down the law for each and every science” as the 

“project of positivism” (Foucault, 1976/1980, p. 65). As a result of this, the use of Foucault’s 

work is generally, “the transfer, via a process of analogy, of his concrete ideas about specific 

historical situations to other situations” (O’Farrell, 2005, p. 53). I have made use of 

Foucault’s work in this way as well as drawing on the notions of “thinking with theory” 

(Jackson & Mazzei, 2012) and “plugging in” (St. Pierre, 2013) to Foucault. Foucault’s 

genealogical work has informed the way in which I have selected and analysed the policy 

documents and the way in which I have designed and conducted my interviews.  

Working with the notion of a “history of the present” (Foucault, 1975/1991, p. 31), 

this research has identified School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education 

as the present circumstance to be investigated. This area was identified as a result of “a 
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certain puzzlement or discomfiture about practices or institutions that others take for 

granted” (Garland, 2014, p. 379). In order to investigate this topic I have conducted policy 

analysis and undertaken individual interviews with a view to better understanding the 

present and opening up a “different catalogue of possibilities” (Green, 2003, p. 2; 

Tamboukou, 1999). In order to conduct an “effective history” of School-University 

Partnerships I sought a wide range of participants who have been involved in partnerships in 

their professional lives in the broad field of teacher education.  

Teacher education as a practice and as a scholarly field is often guilty of the 

assumption that new ideas are drawing us ever closer to solving problems when in fact we 

are often returning to previous ideas and practices which have been “rebranded” as 

“innovative”, what Vick (2006) describes as “historical amnesia” (p. 182). In my findings 

chapters 5-8 I highlight the way the discourses of partnership promote longstanding ideas 

such as the value of time in schools for learning to teach as if they are the new way forward. 

School-University Partnerships have been the subject of a significant amount of 

research, but the emphasis is typically on how to do them well, with an acceptance of their 

status as “benevolent, neutral and pragmatic” (Cardini, 2006, p. 394). There is a tendency in 

the scholarly literature to focus on the benefits of School-University Partnerships (Green et 

al, 2020), and to highlight successful partnerships (Jones et al, 2016) with limited critique. 

This led me to identify the tools offered by Foucault as central to an alternate examination 

of School-University Partnerships, not with a focus on “what works” but with a detailed 

examination of the discourses of partnership and their effects on teacher education. A 

genealogical approach is appropriate to this study as it has a critical focus “on modernity’s 

teleological assumption that history moves upward or forward from some origin” (Scheurich 

& McKenzie, 2008, p. 326). School-University Partnerships have been frequently touted as 

an alternative to “historically dominant” modes of teacher education (Zeichner, 2010, p. 90) 

or presented as “innovations” (Sewell et al, 2017; Young, 2020) and are in need of this 

critique.  

The approach taken by Foucault in his genealogical works has informed the 

framework for this study. This is not a history of School-University Partnerships, but a 

questioning, a critique of how an often diverse set of practices has been produced as 

School-University Partnerships and how they have achieved dominance as a central solution 

to the problems of teacher education. Through the literature review in Chapter 2, the policy 
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analysis in Chapter 5 and through analysis of interview data in Chapter 6 I show how the 

discourses of partnership are messy and complex, describing at times everything and 

nothing, and that School-University Partnerships continues to be an “empty signifier” 

(Burgos, 2003). I show in Chapter 7 that the discourses of School-University Partnerships 

have become increasingly prominent in initial teacher education and yet many of the 

practices are not new, with a more significant role for schools in teacher education in the 

past with apprenticeship models and a focus on more time in schools prevalent in the 1970s 

with the extension of many programs (Aspland, 2006).   

4.3.6 On the use of policy  
This thesis makes use of policy as a form of data. Working within the poststructural 

research paradigm of this study, policy is understood in particular ways. According to Bacchi 

(2000), “in traditional approaches, policy is ‘what governments do’ (p. 48). Maguire, Braun 

and Ball (2015) argue that often the meaning of policy is taken for granted and/or seen as 

an attempt to “solve a problem” (p. 485).  They further argue that “policy is detailed and 

circulated through texts and artefacts” (Maguire, Braun & Ball, 2015, p. 485) suggesting 

policy is more than just a single document, words on a page.  

Ball’s (1993) influential work questioned “what is policy?” and argued that policies 

are not just “things” but also “processes and outcomes” (p. 11). Ball (1993) further describes 

policies as “textual interventions into practice” that may constrain but never determine 

practice (p.12). This conception of policy is still evident in his later work on “how schools do 

policy” (Maguire, Braun & Ball, 2015). Ball (1993) argues that policies restructure, 

redistribute and disrupt power relations, which creates the conditions for different people 

to do different things (p.13). He describes how “policy ensembles, collections of related 

policies, exercise power” through the ways in which they produce “truth” (Ball, 1993, p.14).  

Bacchi’s (2000) work explored the ways in which various policy scholars’ study 

“policy- as- discourse”. She begins to outline the way in which policy-as-discourse analysts, 

herself included, draw attention to the difficulties of progressive change because of the 

ways that problems “get ‘created’ in discourse” (p. 48). Edelman (1988) also identifies “the 

discursive construction of policy problems” and defines policy as “a set of shifting, diverse, 

and contradictory responses to a spectrum of political interests” (p. 16 cited in Bacchi, 2000, 
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p. 48).  Foucault’s genealogical work looked closely at practices and rules governing 

practices in settings such as the prison system (Foucault, 1975/1991).  

Ball (2015) again asked the question “what is policy?” and suggests that his intention 

in the earlier work was “to reorient policy analysis research” (p. 311). He goes on to admit 

that it was not a success because there is still a greater emphasis on “what is written and 

said, rather than how those statements are formed or made possible” (Ball, 2015, p. 311). 

Bacchi and Goodwin (2016) refer to “policy itself” (p. 3) but argue that policy analysis of the 

sort they are encouraging should look broadly at “the knowledges that support policy and 

policy proposals, as well as conventional forms of policy analysis” (p. 3). Ball (2015) and 

Bacchi and Goodwin (2016) seem to be promoting something similar, conceptualising policy 

as what is written and said, but arguing that policy analysis should look beyond this at the 

broader conditions that create space for the production of policy texts.  

Ball (2015), who has drawn heavily on Foucault in his work, says that the emphasis of 

policy analysis should most productively be on “the structures and rules that constitute a 

discourse rather than the texts and utterances produced within it” (p. 311). Foucault’s 

investigation into the prison system takes this approach, looking at rules and schedules of 

prisons at the time and the way in which the conception of crime and punishment have 

changed over time (Foucault, 1975/1991). Maguire, Braun and Ball (2015) argue that “policy 

is not ‘done’ at one point in time, it is always a process of ‘becoming’” (p. 487). The analysis 

of policy in this thesis in Chapter 5 looks at “policy itself”, with an understanding that as part 

of this genealogical study, the edges of what “policy” is are blurred and that policy is not a 

discrete object separated from practice.  

In this study I draw on this broad understanding of policy as conceived by Bacchi and 

Goodwin (2016), and I also adopt a broad idea of “policy-makers”. Policy-makers have been 

described by Rickinson, Sebba and Edwards (2011) as “local, regional and national 

politicians, civil servants and administrators, political advisors, research funders and 

government agencies staff” (p. 4). White (2016) used this definition in her study with 

education policy-makers and this broad definition of who makes policy, and what counts as 

policy has been adopted for this study. Working with this definition, the key documents 

analysed in Chapter 5 have been produced by policy-makers at the national level. As higher 

education is controlled by the government at the national level, this is where the most 

relevant policy documents have been produced.  
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4.3.7 On the use of interviews 

This thesis makes also makes use of interviews as a form of data collection. 

Interviews are prominent as a research method within qualitative research in education and 

the social sciences (King et al, 2019). Seidman (2006) argues that the purpose of 

interviewing in qualitative research is to understand “the lived experience of other people 

and the meaning they make of that experience” (p. 9). Interviews have been used in 

research conducted under a wide range of theoretical frameworks, including those within a 

poststructuralist research paradigm.  

The “voices” of speaking subjects are a source of data gathered in interviews in a 

range of research within poststructuralist frameworks (see Bourke, 2011; Chan, 2016; 

Hunkin, 2018; Thorne, 2015; Thomson & Mockler, 2016). Davies and Gannon (2005) argued 

that while the type of data gathered may be similar in feminist/poststructuralist research to 

more conventional qualitative studies, the way data are examined differs in that they “are 

examined not as if they described or explained an independently existing 'real world' but as 

constitutive work that itself is implicated in the production of 'the real'" (p. 320).  Davies and 

Gannon (2005) also argue that in poststructuralist research "any setting where discourses 

are being mobilized either in speech or in writing, can be chosen for research” (p. 320). A 

poststructural approach to interview data does not approach the accounts of participants as 

“truth”, but rather as implicated in the production of “truth”.    

St. Pierre and Jackson (2014) critique the privileging of participant voices in 

interview, but they acknowledge, “this is not to say that participants don’t have many 

interesting things to tell us, else we wouldn’t talk with them” (p. 716). While scholars such 

as St. Pierre and Jackson (2014) and Jackson and Mazzei (2012) have been critical of the 

construction and conception of “data” in qualitative research, many researchers continue to 

find value in the use of interviews as a form of data generation. Jackson and Mazzei (2012) 

in their important work on “thinking with theory” find what they argue is a way to better 

integrate theoretical tools into analysis of interview data to explore their research questions 

and draw conclusions. Foucault and others have been critical of whose voices are privileged 

in debates and how power is implicated in who can speak and what is seen to be valid and 

true.  

Working within the poststructural research paradigm for this study, I make use of 

interviews as a form of data generation. Semi-structured interviews have been used to get a 
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range of perspectives on the object of investigation for this research, School-University 

Partnerships in Australian teacher education. I am interested in the perceptions of people 

involved in School-University Partnerships. They are a lived experience in teacher education 

that provide evidence, not of the “truth” of partnerships, but of the productive effects of 

the circulation of power in School-University Partnerships. While policy documents tell a 

story relating to the development of School-University Partnerships, they do not provide a 

picture of the constitutive effects on the working lives of teachers and teacher educators. 

Hearing from the participants in School-University Partnerships has been done in such a way 

that these are not presented as the “truth” about the subject at hand, but rather 

representations of School-University Partnerships as understood by the participants in this 

research, with consideration of how the discourses of partnerships constrain and enable the 

subjectivities of teachers and teacher educators.  

I have investigated the productive effects of the discourses of partnership in policy 

and my project seeks to understand School-University Partnerships beyond the rhetoric by 

hearing from those involved in partnerships and their perception of the impact on their 

professional lives. An understanding of the practices engaged in by the participants in 

School-University Partnerships is needed to answer my research questions. While 

observation, or other more ethnographic type methods might have been another way to 

gain this understanding, the complex web of participants in School-University Partnerships, 

as well as the fact that it is not the sole element of any of my participants working lives 

means that this would not be feasible. I couldn’t easily observe “the partnership” in action, 

as it doesn’t happen in one place with one set group of people but rather across 

institutional boundaries and as one part of the professional lives of those involved. 

Therefore, talking with those involved in School-University Partnerships is necessary to gain 

a further understanding of the participants perceptions of how they operate, and therefore 

to try to understand their influence on teacher education overall.  

4.4 Methods 
In this section I outline the methods used in conducting this research. Firstly, I 

outline the methods for selecting the policy documents. Secondly, I explain the process used 

to select participants for interviews and the methods for conducting the interviews.  
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4.4.1 Policy document selection 

Policy documents provide a valuable source for an “effective history” of School-

University Partnerships as teacher education policy has been a significant source of the push 

to partnerships. The policy documents analysed were selected on the basis of their role in 

the construction of the field of teacher education in the present. The genealogical approach 

for this study, outlined in Chapter 4, informed the selection of policy documents. This 

research, in order to understand the production of partnerships in the present, identified 

recent influential policies in teacher education. Using a purposive and snowball sampling 

approach, I then identified relevant historical policies through the scholarly literature on 

partnerships. The approach to policy selection was informed by the work of Bacchi (2000) 

and scholarly writing on teacher education policy (Mockler, 2018; White, 2016).  

The key documents analysed were three recent policy documents: Accreditation of 

Initial Teacher Education programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures (Accreditation 

Standards) (Australian Institute of Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL), 2011b) and the 

next iteration of this document, the Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education programs in 

Australia: Standards and Procedures (Accreditation Standards) (2015) and the Australian 

Government Response to Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) (2015). 

These documents were selected for their influence on mandating School-University 

Partnerships in order for teacher education courses to be accredited. The two iterations of 

the Accreditation Standards were selected for comparison to understand how the 

discourses of School-University Partnerships have shifted over time.  

The Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) report was considered 

significant by many at the time, with the period between establishing the group and 

delivering the report dubbed “waiting for TEMAG” (White, 2016, p. 254). I have selected the 

Government response to TEMAG as the policy document for analysis as it provides a clearer 

indication of the intended policy direction of the government of the day (Mockler, 2018).  

Given the breadth of the TEMAG report, the Government response, in its brevity, shows the 

elements the government intended to focus on.  

The Smarter Schools National Partnerships reform was also identified as critical to 

this genealogy of School-University Partnerships as it was a large-scale education policy with 

a focus on partnerships across 2009-2013. In particular, the Victorian Implementation Plan 

(Department of Education and Early Childhood Development (DEECD), 2010) gave a more 
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specific outline of the intended action to achieve the goals of the National Partnerships 

funding. 

A selection of earlier policies in teacher education were also identified: A Class Act 

(Commonwealth of Australia, 1998) and Top of the Class (Commonwealth of Australia, 2007) 

with the analysis focussed on the Australian Government Response to these reports 

(Commonwealth of Australia Senate, 1999; Commonwealth of Australia, 2008). These 

policies were selected purposively based on their prevalence in teacher education and 

School-University Partnerships literature and because they contribute to this history of the 

present by demonstrating that School-University Partnerships have not always been as 

prominent in teacher education. The significance of Top of the Class and the Australian 

Government Response is evident in the subsequent development of an influential report 

based on an evaluation of 35 partnerships (Kruger et al, 2009).   

This collection of policies allows the researcher to explore this problem in the 

present by looking to the past and challenge grand historical narratives that might position 

School-University Partnerships as a natural or logical progression from past, flawed practices 

in teacher education. In the following section I provide a detailed explanation of the method 

used for policy analysis.  

4.4.2 Method of policy analysis 
I began by collecting the policy documents that I had selected purposively and 

reading them thoroughly, “poring over the data, annotating, describing, linking, bringing 

theory to bear” (MacLure, 2013, p. 174). I had initially planned to start with the oldest policy 

document selected and work in chronological order to the most recent. On reflection, it 

seemed that my starting point within a genealogical approach was the problem in the 

present so instead I started with the most recent, the Accreditation of Initial Teacher 

Education programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures (Accreditation Standards) 

(AITSL, 2011b) and Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education programs in Australia: 

Standards and Procedures (Accreditation Standards) (AITSL, 2015) documents and the 

Australian Government Response to Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) 

(2015). I conducted my analysis of these three documents in an iterative and integrated 

way. I then looked backwards in time, reviewing the earlier policies, seeking to answer my 
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first research question, how have School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher 

education been discursively constructed in policy and practice?  

Using Bacchi’s (2009) and Bacchi and Goodwin’s (2016) method for policy analysis I 

focussed on the question “what is the problem represented to be?” (Bacchi, 2009, p. 1). This 

method recognises the importance of identifying the problem creation mechanism of policy 

because “‘solutions’ necessarily flow from the kinds of problem definitions that are 

produced, and hence they emphasise the politics behind problem definition” (Bacchi, 2000, 

p. 49). This method allows for exploration of what is said in policy texts, but it is more 

interested in what creates the conditions that allow the policy texts to “function as true” 

(Foucault, 1980, p. 131). This form of analysis has “the intent to disrupt any assumption that 

what is reflects what has to be” (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016, p. 22, emphasis in original).  

I have worked with a “policy as discourse” approach which frames discourse as 

“about what can be said, and thought, but also about who can speak, when, where and with 

what authority’ (Ball, 1990, p. 17-18 cited in Bacchi, 2000, p. 51). Drawing on the ideas of 

Foucault, discourse is understood as both language and practice (Bacchi & Bonham, 2014; 

Hall, 2001). Bacchi & Goodwin (2016) argue that in a “Foucault-influenced poststructural 

analysis, discourses refer to knowledges rather than to language” (p. 21). This form of policy 

analysis is not a detached linguistic analysis, but rather an immersive engagement with 

policy texts while exploring what enables their production and their role in practices.  

The method developed by Bacchi (2000; 2009) and Bacchi and Goodwin (2016) aligns 

with the poststructural research paradigm of this study. The focus is on exploring the 

“problems” presented in policy (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016). Bacchi & Goodwin’s (2016) 

What’s the Problem Represented to be? (WPR approach) has been used with a focus on the 

“critical task” of “interrogating the particular problematizations within policies” (p. 16). 

Problematizations, for Bacchi and Goodwin (2016) are understood as both a form of critical 

analysis and “to refer to the products of governmental practices” (p. 16). Policy texts are 

defined broadly by Bacchi and Goodwin (2016) and they argue that “if a text is selected for 

analysis, it provides only a starting point” (p. 18). The most central distinguishing feature for 

selection of material for the WPR approach are that they are “a form of proposal and a 

guide to conduct” (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016, p. 18, emphasis in original), drawing on 

Foucault’s (1985/1990) outline of the relevant texts being those “written for the purpose of 

offering rules, opinions, and advice on how to behave as one should” (p. 12).  
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The WPR approach is an analytic strategy that draws on the key concepts outlined in 

the theoretical framework for this study in Chapter 3, including truth, power, discourse and 

subjectification (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016). This approach questions the “common view that 

the role of governments is to solve problems that sit outside them, waiting to be 

‘addressed’” (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016, p.14). Using the WPR approach in this study, I 

critically analyse how policy produces “problems” and with what effects? The starting point 

for the WPR approach is that proposals for action in policies identify what is seen as in need 

of change and therefore produces a “problem” (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016).  

The WPR approach sets out 7 questions but Bacchi and Goodwin (2016) make clear 

that this serves a heuristic function to guide analysis and need not be treated as a step by 

step guide. In my policy analysis I have initially focussed on the first two questions, what the 

problem is represented to be and what assumptions underlie this problem representation. I 

also asked question 3, “how has this representation of the ‘problem’ come about?” Bacchi 

and Goodwin (2016) describe question 3 as involving “a form of Foucauldian genealogy” (p. 

22). Genealogies are described as “records of discontinuity, of twists and turns” (p. 46).  

I used Question 2 in a WPR analysis to focus on “unexamined ways of thinking” 

(Foucault, 2000, p. 456) in the form of discourses and Questions 4 and 5 to explore the 

effects of these discourses identified in Question 2. I brought these key concepts to bear on 

my interview data as well, identifying the discourses of partnerships in practice and their 

effects across Chapter 6 and 7.  

4.4.3 Participant selection 

The process used to select the participants for this study was purposive and snowball 

sampling. Purposive sampling is used where the researcher “specifies the characteristics of a 

population of interest and then tries to locate individuals who have those characteristics” 

(Johnson & Christensen, 2012, p. 231). Snowball sampling was also used to recruit 

participants. This involved asking participants to suggest other potential research 

participants that I should approach. I sought participants who were currently or had been 

involved in School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education. Participants 

were purposively identified in several ways. Some participants were known to me through 

their published work in the field or from education conferences or from previous School-

University Partnerships that I had been involved in. From this initial sample, I followed up on 
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participant suggestions in order to recruit the final sample. The geographical scope for the 

participants was the state of Victoria, Australia. This limit was necessary due to time and 

financial constraints on the study. I contacted potential participants using the email script 

(see Appendix D) which was included in my ethics approval.  All prospective participants 

were sent a copy of the Participant Information Letter (Appendix A) and Consent Form 

(Appendix B). Recruitment of participants proved to be more difficult than anticipated, 

particularly recruiting staff in schools. Even with email and follow-up phone calls it was 

difficult to recruit school-based participants. I had hoped to recruit one or more graduate 

teachers with experience in partnership models of initial teacher education but was not able 

to. The three principals who participated were not able to nominate a suitable staff member 

for me to approach within their schools. Through a contact I managed to secure permission 

from a fourth principal who indicated I could approach staff. The graduate who was 

suggested was reluctant to get involved as they were concerned that they didn’t have 

anything to contribute and would be “wasting my time”. Despite reassurances from me that 

any contribution would be welcome I was unable to schedule this interview.  

The recruitment of participants working outside of schools and universities but 

involved in School-University Partnerships occurred in a range of ways. One of the policy 

workers was recruited via snowball sampling as another university-based participant 

suggested staff at the teaching regulatory body. Another policy worker was recruited by 

emailing the education department and requesting someone with experience in School-

University Partnerships. This participant then contacted me to offer to participate. The third 

policy worker/education consultant was identified based on their involvement in teacher 

education and approached directly via their workplace email.  

The final number of participants interviewed was thirteen. There were not a pre-

determined number of participants that I planned to interview. I sought a wide range of 

perspectives on School-University Partnerships and through initial analysis as well as the 

practical constraints of needing to move to the next stage of the research, determined when 

I had gathered sufficient data to answer my research questions. The aim in selecting my 

research participants was to interview people with many experiences with School-University 

Partnerships. I was able to answer my research questions and develop my findings on the 

discourses of School-University Partnerships due to the wealth of experiences of the 
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participants I was able to interview. Below is an overview of the participants and their 

connection to School-University Partnerships and teacher education:  

Table 1: Profile of participants 

Pseudonym Background 

Helen  Teacher educator who has worked at 3 

different universities 

Wendy  Teacher educator for over 20 years  

Tara Teacher educator, previously a teacher 

Patricia Professional staff-partnerships 

Esther Professional staff, project management, 

previously teacher, school governance roll 

Jacob Research and policy work, think tank, 

private consulting 

Craig Principal, long history in schools in metro, 

regional and rural 

Rachel  Principal  

David  Principal  

Brigid  Professor with an extensive history in 

teacher education, previously a teacher 

Christine Policy worker, previously consultant and 

teacher 

Carol Project and management role at teacher 

regulatory body 

Deb Pre-service teacher coordinator for 15 

years and over 30 years as a teacher 

 

As is evident from the Table 1 above, participants in the study come from a wide 

variety of backgrounds and are currently working in eleven different institutions. All 

participants had worked in more than one role in education, with many of those not 

currently in schools having previously been employed as teachers. All participants were 

currently working in metropolitan or regional areas in Victoria, Australia. At least three 
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participants had previously worked in rural areas. At least two participants had also worked 

in other states in Australia.  

4.4.4 Conducting the interviews 

All participants in this study participated in an individual interview. Eleven of the 

interviews were conducted face-to-face and two of the interviews were done over the 

phone. The phone interviews occurred for the convenience of these participants due to 

scheduling difficulties. In person interviews were conducted at the university or at the 

workplaces of participants according to convenience for participants.  

The interviews were semi-structured and involved seven questions with prompts 

(Appendix C). In a number of interviews, I left out some of the later questions as I felt the 

participant had already addressed the question in previous responses. In some of the early 

interviews, participant responses to the first question, “Tell me about your experiences with 

School-University Partnerships in teacher education” were so detailed and extensive that 

they went for upwards of twenty minutes out of an intended maximum one hour interview. 

For this reason, I began to preface the beginning of the interview by outlining the first 

question and letting the participant know that it was up to them what they talked about and 

they were welcome to select what they felt was most relevant or important.  

Twelve of the interviews were voice recorded and transcribed through a 

transcription service. One of the interviews participants requested that that I take notes 

rather than use a voice recorder. I wrote a combination of general notes and verbatim 

quotes for key points.  

4.4.5 Interview data management and analysis 
The recorded interviews were electronically shared with a professional transcription 

service. The transcriptions were returned via email and I then kept the electronic files on a 

password protected computer as outlined in my ethics approval. I also kept field notes from 

interviews, and I began an initial analysis of each interview following it. I opted to use a 

transcription service in order to ensure the quality and accuracy of the transcription and 

that it was completed in a timely manner to allow me to proceed with data analysis. 

In order to analyse my interview data, I draw on a form of coding that aligns with the 

poststructural research paradigm of this project. This is not an approach that “assumes data 

exist out there somewhere in the real world to be found, collected and coded” (St. Pierre & 
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Jackson, 2014, p. 715). I utilise MacLure’s (2013) broad description of coding as “looking for 

pattern or order in a body of data” (p. 164). Saldana (2009) says that a code is “a word or 

short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative, salient, essence-capturing, and or 

evocative attribute for a portion of language-based or visual data” (p. 15). MacLure (2013) 

identifies a number of key elements in coding: a body of data such as interviews; a search 

for recurrence or patterns through naming or categorising; and reducing the complexity by 

putting data into categories. While acknowledging criticism of the limits of coding, MacLure 

(2013) argues for coding “as an analytic practice” because of the way it “demands 

immersion in, and entanglement with, the minutiae of ‘the data’” (p. 174). Coding can be 

enacted in ways that align with positivist approaches, but coding can also be done in ways 

that bring “theory to bear” (MacLure, 2013, p. 174). I have taken this approach to coding my 

interview transcripts, also drawing on the notion of “thinking with Foucault” (Jackson & 

Mazzei, 2012).  

I started out using deductive codes drawn from the theoretical framework and 

literature and I developed inductive codes as I went. An example of a deductive code from 

the literature was “defining partnerships” and I sought instances in the data where 

participants provided a definition or a description that suggested a particular definition. An 

example of a deductive code from the theoretical framework was “power” and I analysed 

the interview data for instances where power was being discussed. As the idea of 

partnerships as a “regime of truth” (Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 131) developed through the 

research process, this then became a code as I looked in the data for representations of 

School-University Partnerships as a regime of truth. The intention of this initial analysis was 

to inform later interviews. My intention was to continue interviewing participants until I felt 

I had enough data to answer my research questions.  

The next stage of my interview data analysis was to draw together the data under 

the deductive and inductive codes developed to look for patterns, compare and contrast 

participant responses and to look for findings in order to respond to my research questions. 

With these early and tentative findings in mind, I returned to a re-reading of Foucault’s 

genealogical work, in particular History of Sexuality: Volume 1 and Discipline and Punish, as 

well other key works drawing on Foucault (Bourke, 2011; Chan, 2016; Graham, 2005; 

Heffernan, 2018), including those working specifically within a genealogical framework 

(Hunkin, 2018; Niesche, 2008; Tamboukou, 1999).  
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I found, for example, that in looking at the ways in which participants discussed and 

described examples of School-University Partnerships that there was a lot of breadth. I 

found that these examples defied easy categorisation but that in order to make sense of 

partnerships it was possible to loosely group these conceptualisations of partnership. It was 

from this that I developed findings Chapter 6, with my interpretation of the data leading me 

to identify particular discursive conceptualisations. Further analysis of these discourses 

identified in Chapter 6 led to my findings and discussion outlined in Chapter 7.  

4.5 Situating the researcher 
I bring my own subjectivity as teacher, teacher educator and researcher to this study 

having spent over a decade as a teacher and leader in schools, more than seven years as a 

teacher educator and prior and ongoing research in School-University Partnerships. I have 

been involved in two School-University Partnerships in varied capacities both as teacher 

educator and as researcher. This work has driven my interest in this topic.  

In this project, my own role in School-University Partnerships can be considered as 

an “insider”, described by Asselin (2003) as someone who “shares an identity, language, and 

common professional experiential base” with the research participants (p. 100). This 

research, while recognising the contested nature of the concept of reflexivity, acknowledges 

the limits of any knowledge claims made and that “what I must do is take caution to be 

explicit about what I am doing” (Graham, 2005, p. 6).  

Foucault (1976/1980) talked about the importance of being an “insider” to research 

as critical, “if one is interested in doing historical work that has political meaning, utility and 

effectiveness, then this is possible only if one has some kind of involvement with the 

struggles taking place in the area in question” p. 64). He said that he started out doing a 

genealogy of psychiatry because of his “practical experience in psychiatric hospitals” and his 

awareness “of the combats, the lines of force, tensions and points of collision” which he had 

been exposed to (Foucault, 1976/1980, p. 64). This investment in the topic at hand is central 

to my engagement in this research project.  

Reflexivity has been identified as an important element of research (Pillow, 2003). 

The concept of “reflexivity” is often understood as “involving an ongoing self-awareness 

during the research process which aids in making visible the practice and construction of 

knowledge within research in order to produce more accurate analyses of our research” 
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(Pillow, 2003, p. 178). Davies et al (2004) describe reflexivity within a poststructural 

framework below: 

It entails the development of a kind of “critical literacy” in which the researchers 

understand that they are also caught up in processes of subjectification and see 

simultaneously the objects/subjects of their gaze and the means by which those 

objects/subjects (which may include the researcher as subject) are being 

constituted. (p. 361) 

Davies et al (2004) also argue that reflexivity, within poststructuralist thought, 

“involves turning one’s reflexive gaze on discourse—turning language back on itself to see 

the work it does in constituting the world” (p. 361).  

The notion of researcher reflexivity has its critics with Haraway (1992) cautioning 

that reflexivity has turned into a methodological trope/trap (cited in Pillow, 2015). 

Reflexivity has “become associated with or used as a measure of legitimacy and validity in 

qualitative research” (Pillow, 2003, p. 179). Lather (1992) points out that one must be 

careful in being reflexive to note the limits of self-reflexivity. Reflexivity is an important 

consideration for the qualitative researcher but it is not a panacea for validity in research. 

This research draws on Davies et al ‘s (2004) notion of reflexivity and recognises the 

limitations of approaches that suggest one can engage in a step-by-step process to ensure 

reflexivity is “done” right (Phillips & Hardy, 2002; Pillow, 2003).  

An important part of this research project is the way in which I arrived at the topic of 

investigation. In the early stages of my studies I had ruled out the topic of School-University 

Partnerships as an area where I could make a contribution. It seemed that so much had 

been written on the topic over more than 20 years and that the bulk of the findings were 

about the challenges of time and relationships. It was only through reading Foucault’s work 

that it occurred to me that I could explore the topic of School-University Partnerships, not 

from an angle of “what works” but in a way that problematizes them as a taken- for-granted 

way of doing things in teacher education.  Here I had happened upon a topic that captured 

my imagination and where the opportunity to make a contribution was found. I am not a 

neutral observer of School-University Partnerships, but I also have divided loyalties having 

recently worked in both schools and universities.  
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4.6 Ethical considerations 
Consideration of ethical principles informed by the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Human Research (2007) were central to the data gathering process. The research 

was carefully planned with regard to the involvement of the interview participants. The 

research was approved by the Australian Catholic University Human Research Ethics 

Committee (see Appendix D). Consideration was given to a range of ethical issues and I 

outline my specific actions with regard to benefit, non-coercion and confidentiality below. 

4.6.1 Benefits of the research  
I have conducted this research following a thorough investigation of the literature in 

teacher education and on School-University Partnerships. I also engaged in the selection and 

analysis of relevant policies in teacher education. This background work helped me to 

establish that interviewing human participants would provide important insights into the 

topic of this research. Participants in this research were all involved in School-University 

Partnerships as part of their professional roles and the semi-structured interview format 

provided an opportunity for consideration of a range of issues encountered in practice. The 

contribution of this research to knowledge about School-University Partnerships is also of 

benefit to participants in their future work in this field.  The Participant Information Letter 

set out the proposed benefits of the research for prospective participants to consider 

(Appendix A).  

4.6.2 Non-coercion with human participants 
Recruitment of participants was carefully considered. All research participants 

provided informed consent for the study before the commencement of data collection. A 

participant information letter (see Appendix A) and a consent form (see Appendix B) were 

provided to each participant to ensure that they had a full understanding of the research 

project. The Participant Information Letter detailed to participants that they could withdraw 

from the study at any time up to the end of the data collection phase without any adverse 

consequences (Appendix A). As outlined in the Participant Information Letter (Appendix A), 

participants were provided with a copy of the transcript for approval prior to the data 

analysis stage.  
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4.6.3 Confidentiality  
As part of ensuring participant confidentiality, interviews were arranged at a 

mutually agreed location. These interviews were conducted in private meeting rooms at 

Australian Catholic University or on the university or school campus of the participant. The 

interviews were digitally recorded and then stored on a password protected computer as 

outlined in the Participant Information Letter (Appendix A) and Consent Form (Appendix B). 

The names of participants were not used in the interviews. A professional transcription 

service was used and I then assigned participants a pseudonym for the purposes of data 

analysis, management and the write up of findings.  

As well as assigning participants a pseudonym, detailed information about 

institutions and the roles held by participants have been minimised in order to prevent 

them from being identifiable. I considered that a detailed biography of participants or a 

detailed description of their current role may make them identifiable to others working in 

the area of School-University Partnerships and have therefore not included this information. 

An example of this is where a specific role title for a participant may make the person and 

institution identifiable I have assigned them a more generic description such as “policy 

worker” or “partnerships project role”. For participants who have been involved in 

particular combination of partnership projects I have been careful not to provide details 

which may make the participant identifiable. As outlined in the Participant Information 

Letter (Appendix A), participants were also provided a copy of the transcript for their 

consideration.  

4.7 Summary 
In this chapter I have outlined the methodological approach used. I began by 

outlining the poststructural research paradigm and then detail the genealogical approach 

that has been used in this study. I have outlined the approach the theoretical justifications 

for the the use of policy and interviews in order to generate findings. I have then explained 

the methods for data collection, data management and data analysis. I provide support for 

these methods in order to answer my research questions. I have also provided a background 

to my position as a researcher and highlighted the relevant ethical considerations for this 

research project. In the chapter that follows, I begin to present my findings, beginning with 

my policy analysis.  
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Chapter 5  

The production of School-University Partnerships in policy 

5.1 Introduction  
In this chapter I explore School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher 

education through policy. This is the first of three chapters in this thesis where I detail my 

findings. The findings are presented in relation to the teacher education policies analysed 

and I show the shifts over time in the ways in which School-University Partnerships feature 

and the ways they are produced in relation to teacher education. The findings presented in 

this chapter provide the beginning of an answer to my research questions:  

1. How have School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education 

been discursively constructed in policy and practice?  

2. How are truth and knowledge produced in the discourses of School-

University Partnerships? 

3. What are the consequences for the subjectivity of teacher educators? 

This chapter sets out to explore the presence of partnerships in the policy landscape 

of teacher education in Australia since the late 1990s. The analysis has been conducted 

“under the influence” (Maclure, 2013) of Foucault’s genealogical method (1976/1998, 

1977/1991) and using Bacchi (2000), Bacchi (2009) and Bacchi and Goodwin’s (2016) 

method for poststructural policy analysis. Thinking with Foucault (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012), 

this chapter starts with a problem in the present, the prominence of partnerships. The 

genealogical strategy of identifying a problem in the present has led to the identification of 

School-University Partnerships as a dominant solution in Australian teacher education. 

Therefore, this policy chapter seeks to conduct a “history of the present” (Foucault, 

1975/1991, p. 31) to identify how the field of teacher education has arrived at this point. I 

begin with a brief introduction to the field of policy studies, particularly in relation to 

education policy, and then present the findings of my policy analysis using the approach to 

poststructural policy analysis developed by Bacchi and Goodwin (2016).  

5.2 Ways of thinking with policy in education research 
Education policy scholars frame policy differently to engage in critical study 

(Mockler, 2018). They use a wide range of concepts such as policy networks, policy 
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ensembles (Ball, 1993), policy technologies (Ball, 2005), and more recent work on “policy 

assemblage” (Savage & Lewis, 2018; Savage, 2020; Thomson, 2020). Maguire, Braun and Ball 

(2015) argue for the study of policy enactment, rather than implementation, whereby 

enactment is understood as “messy, incomplete and a form of interpretation and 

intersubjectivity in action” (p. 487). While often policy studies look at the way a particular 

policy reform is worked out in a school, Maguire, Braun and Ball (2015) argue that this 

doesn’t help us to understand “how it is that certain policies, or strands within policies, are 

selected and who selects them and what alternatives are discarded along the way” (p. 486). 

The What’s the Problem Represented to be? (WPR) approach to policy analysis, detailed in 

section 4.4.2 of Chapter 4, involves an examination of both the “policy itself” and the 

omissions, the silences, and the effects (Bacchi, 2009, p. 1). This approach looks at what 

makes the discourses in policy “in the true” or “sayable” (Foucault, 1991 in Bacchi & 

Goodwin, 2016, p. 21). This study is interested in how the focus on partnerships may have 

displaced other approaches in teacher education. I argue that the prominence of 

partnerships has limited the possibilities for other ways of thinking and working in teacher 

education.   

The study of policy implementation, critiqued by Maguire, Braun and Ball (2015) 

tends to find that if policies haven’t been effective, it is due to faults of those implementing 

the policy. This could be argued as the case with school-university partnerships, where it is 

up to the university-based staff to create the “mutual benefits” and “trust” (see section 2.1) 

required for their success. Much of the literature on school-university partnerships could be 

described as studies in policy implementation (cf. Allen, Howells, Radford, 2013; Kertesz & 

Downing, 2016; Neal & Eckersley, 2015). A need for more critical approaches to policy study 

in relation to School-University Partnerships has led to the use of the WPR approach (Bacchi, 

2009) and a poststructural approach to policy analysis (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016). I now turn 

to the policy texts and present my analysis. The methods for policy document selection 

were outlined in section 4.4.1 and the methods of policy analysis were outlined in section 

4.4.2.  

5.3 School-University Partnerships in policy (2011-2020) 

Recent policies in the area of School-University Partnerships have been largely 

focussed on the professional experience component of initial teacher education. The 
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Australian Institute of Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL) was founded in 2010 and has 

had a significant impact on the teaching profession. AITSL is “a wholly-owned company 

funded by the Commonwealth Government” that works within the “national education 

architecture and has a national remit to work with the education community” in all states 

and sectors (AITSL, 2018). The work of AITSL in developing the Australian Professional 

Standards for Teachers (AITSL, 2011a) has impacted on teachers who are required to 

demonstrate that they have met these standards. The Australian Professional Standards for 

Teachers set out what teachers must know and be able to do (AITSL, 2011a). Connected 

with these standards for teachers, AITSL developed a policy for the accreditation of initial 

teacher education courses. This policy, the Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education 

Programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures (AITSL, 2011b) set out the requirements 

that initial teacher education programs need to meet to achieve national accreditation. This 

document is suitable for analysis using the “What’s the Problem Represented to be?” 

(Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016, p. 13) approach because it is a guide to conduct, identifying what 

is required of initial teacher education providers. 

5.3.1 Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards 

and Procedures (AITSL, 2011b) 

The 2011 Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards 

and Procedures includes a quote on the contents page from the Top of the Class (2007) 

report that sets up the text as being about “ensuring high quality teacher education”. The 

preamble uses the language of “shared commitment” that people entering teaching are of 

the “highest quality” and are “recognised”. This policy identifies the need for graduates with 

the necessary “professional knowledge and skills” that are again “recognised” and 

“fostered”. This preamble situates the problem as teachers not necessarily having the 

knowledge and skills they need, and also that they need to be supported and recognised as 

they develop. A lack of skills and knowledge, and a lack of support and recognition are 

among the problems being produced in these Accreditation Standards.  

The preamble identifies “diversity” in teachers as an “expectation” as long as they 

are “literate and numerate”. It also notes that there are “multiple pathways to excellence” 

which gives providers and program participants “flexibility” for achieving and demonstrating 

high standards. These statements suggest that “diversity” will be tolerated in graduates as 
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long as they fit into the now defined categories of “literate and numerate” with the 

introduction of the Literacy and Numeracy Test for Initial Teacher Education Students 

(LANTITE) (Australian Council for Educational Research, 2017).  

The 2011 document sets out six principles for national accreditation and 

“Partnerships” is number 4. This principle identifies partnerships as the basis for national 

accreditation and seems to use the term “partnership” here to mean “shared 

responsibilities and obligations”. In other words, a range of people and institutions are 

involved. There is not much more to partnerships in the way it is described in these 

principles, and it is framed as “multiple stakeholders” with different but complementary 

roles to play. The kind of language used here provides an indication of why the literature on 

partnerships is littered with reference to “true” or “authentic” partnerships (Clifford & 

Millar, 2008), “truly collaborative” partnerships (Smith, Brisard & Menter, 2007; Sewell et al, 

2017) and “genuine” partnerships (Cochran-Smith, 2003). Those involved in and researching 

partnerships recognise that there are “partnerships” out there that are about “multiple 

stakeholders” fulfilling their role and want to make a distinction between these. In section 

6.2.9 in Chapter 6 I describe the discourses of partnership as a bureaucratic requirement 

which align with the discourses of partnership present in this AITSL accreditation document.   

Standard 5 in the 2011 accreditation document is “School partnerships” and states: 

5.1 Providers have established enduring school partnerships to deliver their programs, 

particularly the professional experience component. 

Drawing on Bacchi’s (2009) and Bacchi and Goodwin’s (2016) methods for policy 

analysis, the problem represented here is with the delivery of university programs, in 

particular professional experience. The emphasis on “enduring” school partnerships 

suggests that there has been a problem with partnerships that are brief or transitory in 

nature and that the expectation for course accreditation is evidence of the longevity of the 

partnerships. This notion of endurance in partnerships was captured in the 2009 report into 

“Effective and Sustainable School-University Partnerships” (Kruger et al, 2009). A lack of 

ongoing resources has been identified as a challenge to sustaining partnerships (Ryan et al, 

2016; Sewell et al, 2017). 

Standard 5 goes on in 5.2 to outline the minimum number of days of professional 

experience stating that programs “must include” and that they be “well-structured, 

supervised and assessed” (p.14). This situates the problem of teacher education as being 
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around the amount of time spent in schools (Reid, 2011) and the nature of that experience, 

in other words, the “quality” of the professional experience (Allen & Wright, 2014; 

Grudnoff, 2011). In this policy, School-University Partnerships are being positioned as the 

solution to this problem of the amount and nature of professional experience that pre-

service teachers are exposed to. In section 1.3 I explore the way the conceptualisation of the 

problem of teacher education has changed over time.  

The expectations of what partnership entails is described further in 5.3 where 

“providers describe in detail the elements of the relationship between the provider and the 

schools” (p. 14). So while there is no explicit mention of a written partnership agreement in 

the 2011 Accreditation standards, it is assumed in Standard 5.3 that “providers” will have a 

detailed outline of the precise nature of the connection between the school and the 

university and the expectations of each party in providing professional experience for PSTs.  

Standard 5.4 and 5.5 see a shift from the expectation solely resting with the 

“providers” (universities or other teacher education providers) to enact the “partnership” to 

identifying both “providers and their school partners” as responsible for a range of 

requirements. These include ensuring pre-service teachers get to work with, or “appreciate” 

a range of students. Standard 5.5 has a focus on the appropriateness of the supervising 

teachers and ensuring that they are qualified, registered, have expertise and are supported 

in coaching, mentoring and assessing pre-service teachers. Given the competitive placement 

environment (Gutierrez, 2016), it is not clear how careful selection of appropriate and 

skilled mentors is to be assured.  

The discursive conceptualisation of partnership in the AITSL (2011b) Accreditation 

standards is not as an intellectual, collaborative relationship. Rather partnership seems to 

be an administrative arrangement which compartmentalises all the ways in which 

professional experience must be “administered”. It does not present professional 

experience within a collaborative or “learning communities” model popular in the literature 

(Le Cornu, 2015; Sewell et al, 2017), but rather the “partnership” is about role clarity and 

enforcing “standards” on both the university and the school to ensure that professional 

experience happens in a particular way. The scrutiny of initial teacher education courses at 

this level suggests a general distrust of teacher educators and schools to provide 

professional experience of the sort needed to develop the “high quality” (AITSL, 2011b, p. 1) 

teachers that are sought.  
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The nomination of both providers and “their school partners” as responsible for a 

number of elements is curious given it is only universities who must gain accreditation. 

Schools do not have to gain accreditation in order to supervise pre-service teachers for 

professional experience placement so this suggests an expectation that universities are 

responsible for ensuring the appropriate participation of the schools they partner with.  

5.3.2 Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education programs in Australia: Standards 

and Procedures (AITSL, 2015) 

The updated Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: 

Standards and Procedures (Accreditation Standards), released in December 2015, increased 

in length to 31 pages (up from 22 in 2011). The additional pages are mainly in the form of 

“explanatory information” about “evidence of impact”, “teacher performance assessment” 

and “demonstrating impact on student learning” and a shift in the way the program 

standards are presented.  

The tone of the document shows “evidence” of a shift in mood, with the frequent 

appearance of the term “evidence” in the preamble and the remainder of the document. 

The other idea that is prominent is the notion of “performance” which featured just the 

once in the 2011 document but is littered throughout AITSL (2015).   

The preamble provides a further indication of the motivation of the policy text and 

establishes the problem being addressed. The second paragraph identifies, “a collective 

sense of accountability and acknowledge that evaluation of initial teacher education is a 

shared responsibility” (p. 3). This paragraph establishes the problem and the proposed 

solution being promoted through this policy text. The language of “collective” “shared” and 

“acknowledge” suggest that “we”, those involved in schools and education, and all 

Australian governments mentioned just prior, have come to a group consensus. It seems 

that “we”, have realised that it is a foregone conclusion that “accountability” be achieved 

through “evaluation”. The question of who initial teacher education is accountable to and 

how it will be evaluated are answered in the following sentence. “Quality assurance” is 

described as “essential to ensure every program is preparing classroom ready teachers with 

the skills they need to make a positive impact on school student learning” (p. 2.)  

The identification of “every” program suggests that the problem lies in some 

programs failing to live up to the standards. This is also discussed in the Australian 
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Government Response to Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) (2015), 

which identified “considerable variation in the quality of courses” (p. 3). Classroom ready 

teachers need “skills” which have a “positive impact” on student learning. Given the earlier 

emphasis on accountability and evaluation, the direction being promoted here is not subtle. 

The preamble to the 2011 document is worth returning to here for contrast, “graduates 

have the professional knowledge and skills necessary to build highly productive professional 

practice and that their developing professional expertise is recognised and fostered” (p. 2).  

In the 2015 text, “professional knowledge” has disappeared, as have the need for 

recognition and fostering of developing expertise. Instead, the emphasis is on 

accountability, evaluation, evidence and performance. The vision of the “good teacher” 

(Connell, 2009, p. 213) that these standards are conjuring is not the “activist professional” 

(Sachs, 2000) but an implementer, a technician (Ball, 1995).  

The first mention of partnerships in the 2015 document occurs in the “Principles for 

national accreditation”, said to be informed by the eight principles in the report from the 

Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (2014). “Partnerships”, the sixth principle, 

says that “national accreditation is built around partnerships involving shared 

responsibilities and obligations” with the aim of improving initial teacher education and to 

“work in partnership to positively affect student learning and graduate outcomes” (p. 3). 

This “affect student learning and graduate outcomes” is an addition to what was in the 2011 

text. It is not clear in this statement if the positive impact on student learning is intended to 

be about pre-service teacher impact in the classroom or if it is a reference to student 

learning upon the pre-service teacher becoming a graduate teacher. This is clarified on page 

9 where teacher education graduates must have “demonstrated a positive impact on 

student learning”. So “partnerships” in the 2015 document have a clear outcome 

orientation towards “evidence of impact”. It doesn’t seem to be about evidence of the 

impact of partnerships, but rather working in partnership to ensure initial teacher education 

can show evidence of impact.  

Standard 5 of the National program standards now comes under the title of 

“Professional Experience” and the first point, 5.1 states:  

5.1 Formal partnerships, agreed in writing, are developed and used by providers and 

schools/sites/systems to facilitate the delivery of programs, particularly professional 
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experience for pre-service teachers. Formal partnerships exist for every professional 

experience school/site and clearly specify components of placements and planned 

experiences, identified roles and responsibilities for both parties and responsible 

contacts for day-to-day administration of the arrangement. (p. 17) 

The program standards outline what is meant by the term partnership and it is not 

planned as a collaborative intellectual project. Formal partnership here means specifying in 

detail the administrative procedures for the operation of professional experience. There is 

no mention of mutuality or trust or shared philosophy of learning. The way in which 

partnerships are framed differs from the vision of much of the scholarly literature. They are 

produced as contractual agreements between institutions.  

While in the 2011 document there was some responsibility placed with schools 

under the “partnerships” standard, the 2015 standards do not include reference to this. 

Instead, the language used is that “providers work with their placement schools” and 

“providers support the delivery of professional experience” (p. 18). This seems more logical 

given the document is about accrediting initial teacher education providers and has no 

jurisdiction over schools. Accreditation of schools as professional experience sites was 

something that seemed a possibility given the expectations placed on schools in the 2011 

standards. The insistence on formal partnerships that exist “for every professional 

experience school/site” (AITSL, 2015, p. 18) makes this a reality in a sense because initial 

teacher education providers cannot place their pre-service teachers anywhere that they do 

not have an agreement with. In Chapter 6-8 I show in my findings from the interviews 

conducted as part of this study some of the experiences of staff in universities and schools 

as part of these partnership arrangements. A participant, Deb, who worked as a school 

based professional experience coordinator, noted the impact of post-TEMAG changes as just 

“more emails”. he struggled to understand the prominence of partnerships as in her 

experience there was less of a relationship with the university than in the past (see 6.2.9 for 

further discussion).  

The shift from “enduring” to “formal” partnerships in the 2015 Accreditation 

Standards suggests that the problem being addressed is the nature of the connection 

between schools and universities in the provision of professional experience. Given that 

initial teacher education providers already had to provide evidence of their “enduring” 

partnerships, the shift to “formal, in writing” could be read as a distrust of teacher 
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educators whereby more concrete forms of evidence are required. The nature of “evidence” 

is a significant topic for this policy text.  

While partnerships are not designated as “formal” in the 2011 document, there are 

several uses of the term “formal” including around “formal” assessment, “formal” 

evaluation of the program, and “formal” teaching practice (AITSL, 2011b, p. 15). The use of 

the term “formal” in reference to assessment and evaluation seem to imply “in writing”. 

This emphasis on formal in these instances seems to be to identify casual or informal styles 

of assessment and evaluation such as verbal feedback as problematic and not providing 

sufficient evidence. In case there is any room for doubt, the 2015 Accreditation standards 

explicitly call for evidence of partnerships to be not just formal, but “in writing”. The 

problem being constructed in the AITSL (2015) document, seems to be informal 

arrangements between schools and universities in the running of professional experience 

placement that do not provide “evidence of impact”. The solution provided in this policy is 

for formal contractual agreements between schools and universities, with formal defined as 

detailed and in writing.  

This document had minor updates in 2018 and 2019 but the reference is still AITSL 

(2015). These changes were mainly to the back matter of the document and included 

reference to the Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment. The focus on partnerships as 

formal and in writing as part of Program Standard 5 remain.  

5.3.3 Australian Government Response to Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory 

Group (2015) 

In order to better understand the shifts outlined above in the Accreditation 

Standards for initial teacher education, the Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group 

(TEMAG) review, which was reported on in 2014 is important for understanding the context. 

TEMAG was established by the Federal government to conduct a review into teacher 

education, to “provide advice on changes needed to the training of our teachers” (AGR to 

TEMAG, 2015, p. 3). The final report “Action Now: Classroom Ready Teachers” (TEMAG, 

2014) had a number of key findings including “insufficient integration of teacher education 

providers with schools and systems” (xi) and 38 recommendations. The Australian 

Government Response (AGR) to the TEMAG report has been selected as the most relevant 
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policy for analysis as it provides an indication of the intended direction of the government in 

response to the review (Mockler, 2018).  

The “problem” that has been constructed in the Australian Government Response to 

TEMAG (2015) is one of a “long history” (p. 3) of variability in the “quality” of teacher 

education courses. This policy document is heavy on the deficit discourse and “crisis 

rhetoric” around “teacher quality” (Mayer et al, 2017). The “good teacher” (Connell, 2009, 

p. 213) is constructed in this document as one who can “drive student outcomes” (AGR to 

TEMAG, 2015, p. 4).  

The document constructs the problem as a long running one of poor teacher 

education, or “training of teachers” (p. 3) leading to a lack of “quality teachers”.  The 

solution proposed by this document to these problems is to be found in the work of the 

Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL, 2011a) and teacher 

professional standards (p. 3). This shows the link between this and the previous policy 

document.  

The major problem with teacher education courses as constructed in the 

Government response to TEMAG is that course accreditation “is not sufficiently rigorous or 

evidence-based” (p. 4). These ideas are evident in the “effective professional experience 

case studies” showcased by AITSL (2017) where “rigour” and “evidence” are highlighted as 

part of a “close and well-established partnership between a school and university”.   These 

case studies of “quality practice” rely on “data and evidence” (AITSL, 2017). The principal in 

one Victorian case study featured on the AITSL website argues that the partnership “has 

definitely made a difference to student outcomes in the school” (AITSL, 2017).  The measure 

of effective initial teacher education as the “impact” of pre-service teachers on school 

students was evident in TEMAG (2014) and increased in prominence in the AITSL (2015) 

accreditation document. 

The document suggests that good professional experience placements are delivered 

in partnership to “ensure universities and schools support the connection of theory and 

practice” (p. 7). This suggests that the problem of variable and at times poor quality teacher 

education is a result of a lack of connection between theory and practice, not exactly a new 

idea (Ord & Nuttall, 2016). It would seem that Vick’s (2006) notion of “historical amnesia” in 

teacher education is alive and well. The idea that somehow “partnerships”, which have been 

around as part of teacher education in Australia since at least the 1990s, are a new solution 
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to an apparent lack of connection between “theory and practice” is not supported by 

“evidence” so favoured in this policy.  This is particularly the case when School-University 

Partnerships are primarily defined as contractual agreements between schools and 

universities about who does what in the process of administering professional experience 

placement.  

In two places, once on page 4 and again on page 10, the image of the broader public 

or community is invoked, in particular the “confidence” and “respect” that the community 

has in/for teachers. This identifies another of the “problems” as public perception of 

teachers. The notion of “public” is invoked many times in the Australian Govgernment 

Response to TEMAG (2015) report, including the idea of “public” consultation in the 

development of the report and “publicly” available information on initial teacher education 

providers and programs. “Public” perceptions about particular aspects of initial teacher 

education are mentioned, such as Australian Tertiary Admission Rank (ATAR) cut-offs. This is 

of note as widespread dissatisfaction with teachers and a crisis in public opinion and 

confidence in the teaching profession is not evident in the TEMAG (2014) report.  Yet the 

AGR to TEMAG (2015) is contributing to the production of discourses of negative public 

perception as a “truth” about teaching.  

The Australian Government Response to TEMAG (2015) further clarifies the 

problems being produced in initial teacher education with a focus on course accreditation 

being “not sufficiently rigorous or evidence-based” (p.4). The solution proposed is therefore, 

“a revision of the accreditation of courses to make sure they are consistently of a high 

standard, producing graduates with the skills and knowledge to drive student outcomes” (p. 

4). This description provides a vision of the “good teacher” (Connell, 2009, p. 213) as one 

who can produce “measurable” results. The “problem” of variability between courses is 

again produced through the notion of course accreditation ensuring “consistency”.  

The essential skills for this new breed of teacher include “the ability to collect and 

analyse data to assess the learning needs of different students, to effectively engage with 

parents about the progress of their children, and a thorough understanding of the 

fundamentals of teaching literacy and numeracy” (p. 4).  The Australian Government 

Response to TEMAG (2015) has a focus on tighter scrutiny through accreditation standards, 

administered by AITSL as the proposed solution to the problem of variable and at times poor 

quality teacher education. Cochran-Smith (2021) notes that the last two decades have seen 
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increased scrutiny of teachers through what she refers to as “audit-based accountability 

models” (p. 8).  

Other solutions to poor quality initial teacher education proposed in the 

Government Response include getting AITSL to identify “best practice in selection” of 

entrants to initial teacher education and make clear “examples of tools that can be used to 

examine the personal attributes of teaching candidates against those important for 

teaching” (p. 6). This appears to be a reference to the kind of “suitability for teaching” 

testing that has been undertaken by institutions such as the University of Melbourne, now 

taken up by other universities (see Australian Catholic University, 2018). 

School-University Partnerships are represented as a solution to the problems of 

initial teacher education where “reports of poorly delivered practical experience” are 

contrasted with “excellence in practical experience in many Australian schools, achieved 

through close partnerships between universities and schools” (p. 7).  The purpose of these 

partnerships is identified as being ensuring that schools and universities work to “support 

the connection of theory and practice” (p. 7).  

As an indication of the direction and emphasis of the Australian Government 

Response to TEMAG (2015), the final paragraph on p. 7 refers to funding arrangements and 

the “shared cost” of delivering practical experience. The importance of funding being used 

“to support effective practical experience placements” is identified (p. 7). This suggests that 

funding may not be being used in this way. Funding is a significant issue as the cost of 

professional experience placements is high (Reid, 2011). Funding for some initial teacher 

education arrangements identified as “partnerships” has meant money being provided to 

schools rather than universities (cf Furlong et al, 1996; Deakin University, 2021).   

5.3.4 Discourses of partnerships in policy in the present 
Drawing on Bacchi (2009) and Bacchi and Goodwin’s (2016) approach to 

poststructural policy analysis I have looked at the problems constructed in these three 

policy documents. These policies have been part of what White, Tindall-Ford, Heck & Ledger 

(2018) identified as the “second wave” of partnerships policy in Australia. I have found a 

lack of integration between schools and universities has been constructed as a problem and 

that School-University Partnerships have been presented as a prominent solution. I also 

argue that there is a shift to “evidence” as central to teaching but the “evidence” for the 
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effectiveness of School-University Partnerships to achieve these goals is not presented. 

School-University Partnerships are presented an unproblematic solution and are 

conceptualised as a written agreement detailing roles and responsibilities of “stakeholders”.  

The three policies discussed above are examples of recent teacher education policy 

documents with a focus on initial teacher education. School-University Partnerships are 

identified by each of these documents as central to improvements and to achieving the 

desired “quality teachers”. This policy analysis looks at the way in which problems are 

produced and identifies the discourses of policy as a productive effect of power (Bacchi & 

Goodwin, 2016). The discourses, or as Bacchi and Goodwin (2016) also describe them, the 

knowledges in policy are those things that are understood as “truth”. Foucault (1977/1980b) 

utilised the concept of “regime of truth” (p. 131) which recognises the productive power in 

dominant ideas that get repeated and lead to the exclusion of other possibilities. These 

“regimes of truth” are widely accepted ideas that underlie what is considered true and false. 

“Regimes of truth” are the discourses which a society “accepts and makes function as true” 

(Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 131). I argue that in these recent documents, Australian 

Government Response to TEMAG (2015), AITSL (2015) and AITSL (2011), School-University 

Partnerships in initial teacher education are circulating as a regime of truth, whereby it is 

taken for granted that these partnerships are the central solution for improving initial 

teacher education, which is assumed to lead to improvements in student outcomes. I 

present evidence that this regime of truth is also evident in practice in Chapter 7.  

I argue that the shift to “formal, in writing” (AITSL, 2015) as the framing of School-

University Partnerships in teacher education is a “discontinuity” (Foucault, 1972/2010). This 

concept from Foucault, recognises the limits of conventional history that takes a teleological 

approach and attempts to smooth over gaps or challenges to a linear narrative. Genealogies 

have been described as “records of discontinuity” (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016, p. 46). This shift 

in the conception of partnerships frames them as contractual agreements between 

stakeholders. The language of past collaborative work remains, “partnerships”, but the 

meaning is distinct, and I show in the findings chapters that follow that some of the work of 

“partnerships” in more recent time is identified by participants as something quite different, 

exemplified by the assessment of Deb who said that moves to compulsory partnerships in 

initial teacher education could be identified as “just more emails”. This more recent 

conception of “partnerships” is with a focus on “accountability” and “evidence” and 
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therefore the central thrust is more surveillance of the work of teacher educators. Foucault 

(1975/1991) had much to say about surveillance and the effect of being watched and his 

writing on the panopticon has been widely used. The English example of formal inspection 

and accountability regimes has been noted for its impact on teachers (Hall & Noyes, 2009). 

Cochran-Smith (2021) argues that the past two decades have seen increasing accountability 

requirements for teachers and teacher education. Rather than the shift from “enduring” to 

“formal, in writing” being part of a linear narrative in teacher education practices being 

refined and reformed over time, the “prevailing logic” (Gale & Parker, 2017) post-TEMAG 

has shifted to “partnerships” as a tool for implementing “evidence” and “impact” for pre-

service teachers, teacher educators and universities who teach teachers.  

In Chapter 6 I present the findings from my interviews and show that School-

University Partnerships have been discursively constructed as everything and nothing. In 

Chapter 7 I show that in initial teacher education, School-University Partnerships are 

circulating as a regime of truth. The discourses of partnership evident in initial teacher 

education policy also produce School-University Partnerships as a regime of truth. The 

“empty signifier” status of partnerships (Burgos, 2003) has created space for this shifting 

discursive conceptualisation.  

5.4 School-University Partnerships in policy (2000-2010) 

Drawing on a “gray, meticulous” (Foucault, 1984, p. 76) approach central to 

genealogy, in the following section I look to earlier policies impacting on teacher education 

in the decade prior to the introduction of the AITSL Accreditation Standards analysed in 

section 5.3.1 and 5.3.2. This section looks beyond the specifics of the Accreditation 

Standards or policy related only to teacher education to analyse the discourses of 

partnership evident in policy relating to education more broadly. I have selected two policy 

documents during the first decade of the 21st Century. These were purposively selected, 

with the method for selection detailed in section 4.3.1. I have examined these policies, 

thinking with Foucault (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012), and seeking to identify the “problem” 

presented (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016) and “What’s the problem represented to be?” (Bacchi, 

2009, p. 1).  
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5.4.1 Smarter Schools National Partnership: Victorian Implementation Plan 
(2010) 

The Smarter Schools National Partnership (SSNP) was a federally funded program 

that involved a large sum of money delivered to the states for a whole range of initiatives. 

The scale of the initiative, incorporating partnerships in teacher education, make it an 

influential policy for this study. There were three key partnerships as part of the National 

Partnerships: Literacy, Numeracy and Low SES. The agreement for this plan was made by the 

Council of Australian Governments (COAG) in 2008 for the period 2009-2013. The document 

examined sets out the state-based plan for Victoria for the implementation of the SSNPs 

(Department of Education and Early Childhood Development (DEECD), 2010). A breadth of 

programs, initiatives, reforms and aims were part of the National Partnerships. While some 

of the reforms were clearly centred on partnerships, others incorporated more broad 

ranging reforms. This seems to be a classic example of “partnerships” being used as a 

“floating and empty signifier” (Burgos, 2003, p. 55). This shows the prominence of 

partnerships in policy beyond teacher education and into other aspects of education policy.  

Drawing on Bacchi (2009) and Bacchi and Goodwin (2016), the problem being 

constructed by this policy can be understood as a lack of collaboration. If only the sectors 

and states and territories would be more integrated, we would have “high quality teachers” 

and “improved student outcomes”. In the case of National Partnerships, it seems as if the 

push to partnerships is about consistency across sectors and jurisdictions, so partnership is 

about all doing the same thing. Collaboration is conceived of as agreeing to do things in the 

same way. The period for the National Partnerships coincides with the development of the 

Australian Curriculum, a plan to create consistency across the states and territories in the 

taught curriculum. An exploration of the impact of federal/state government relations and 

its impact on education are beyond the scope of this thesis. The impact of shifting 

federal/state government involvement in teacher education is an important background to 

understanding School-University Partnerships and I provide some discussion of this in 

Chapter 2 section 2.3.   

The general tone of the SSNP Victorian Implementation Plan is upbeat with an early 

emphasis on positively framed notions of partnerships such as “brings together” and 

“maximises opportunities”, “provides flexibility”, “draw on support and resources from 

outside” (p. 1). The document goes on to talk about a focus on “collaboration and 
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integration across the three schooling sectors and the three National Partnerships (literacy, 

numeracy and low SES)” (p. 2). Further into the document there is a shift to the language of 

accountability with a focus on “Performance Monitoring and Evaluation”. “Outputs” include 

“measures such as the number of new teaching positions and number of students with 

individual learning plans” (p. 6). These measures are combined with staff and student 

surveys and National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) data, with 

“mandated NAPLAN measures” setting out to 2 decimal points the percentage of students 

who need to be above minimum standard e.g. Reading, Year 3, 83.05% by 2010, 84.70% by 

2011. There are a range of “problems” being constructed, in particular the need for more 

collaboration and sharing of resources in order to solve the “problem” of performance in 

NAPLAN.  

Section 4 of the SSNP Victorian Implementation Plan directly addresses teacher 

education by identifying “Reform Priorities” for “teacher quality” as “national consistency” 

in teacher education course accreditation and “national consistency” in registration of 

graduate teachers. In this policy the notion of partnerships is again being conflated with 

consistency. “Partnership” here means to work together to do the same thing. “Quality 

professional experience (practicum) placement systems and the establishment of school 

centres for teacher excellence” (p. 11) are discussed as well as initiatives which focus on 

building leadership and teacher capacity through post-graduate study, coaches, and other 

forms of professional learning.  

While the entire document is on the Smarter Schools National Partnerships, the 

Victorian Implementation Plan has its first mention of School-University Partnerships under 

the heading “improve school access to high quality teachers” and to “access high 

performing low SES schools for mentoring and professional learning activities” (p. 14). The 

following paragraph gives a clearer picture of the purpose of partnerships as constructed in 

this policy document:  

All sectors will participate in school-university partnerships to improve pre-service 

teacher education. These partnerships will provide a strong foundation for all sectors 

to develop and support selected schools as School Centres for Excellence to produce 

a new generation of interventionist teachers, capable of using data to address the 

needs of individual learners. (p. 14) 
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In this same section, Teach for Australia (TFA) is presented as the solution to “high 

quality teachers” and is the option presented for the government sector “in areas of 

disadvantage” (p. 14). The promotion of Teach for Australia as a “partnership” was 

contested by one of my participants, Esther, who worked in a university and had been 

involved in TFA. When she was asked whether she experienced TFA as a partnership she 

said, “in terms of how it operates, no”. She went on to say, “the published curriculum is 

we’re in a partnership, the hidden curriculum is different”. The identification of Teach for 

Australia in this policy is significant as TFA represents a radically different model of teacher 

education that places pre-service teachers (known as Associates) into schools with very 

limited initial teacher education. TFA as part of the Teach for All reform has been critiqued 

for being focused on teaching as a short-term endeavour rather than a professional career 

(Ellis et al, 2016).  

The problem being constructed in this section of the Smarter Schools National 

Partnerships Victorian Implementation Plan is of a currently flawed model of initial teacher 

education. While the phrase “using data” could mean multiple sorts of data, NAPLAN is the 

data source of choice in other sections of this document, so it seems likely that it is intended 

to mean NAPLAN data. The problem produced in this policy is that the current model for 

initial teacher education is flawed, and there is a need for new approaches such as the 

School Centres for Teaching Excellence and Teach for Australia to create “high quality 

teachers”.  The policy doesn’t set out clearly how these programs, as exemplars of School-

University Partnership will solve the problem. This document identifies a need for a “new 

generation of interventionist teachers” (p. 14). With partnership presented as the solution it 

seems that lack of collaboration or integration between school and university-based aspects 

of teacher education are the problem (as was identified in TEMAG, 2014). The lack of a 

compelling case being presented for the benefits of partnership here suggest the 

acceptance of their inherent “collaborative advantage” (Huxham & Vangen, 2000, p. 293). 

The SSNP Victorian Implementation Plan also shows evidence of the discourses of 

partnership evidenced in Chapter 6, where partnerships are discursively constructed in very 

broad ways. Within the SSNP Victorian Implementation Plan partnerships are produced as a 

range of things for a range of purposes including partnerships as consistency across school 

sectors. The acceptance of School-University Partnerships as a solution for initial teacher 
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education presented in SSNP Victorian Implementation Plan is also prevalent across the 

literature explored in Chapter 2 and in the findings presented in Chapter 7.  

5.4.2 Australian Government Response to Top of the Class (2008) 
Another important policy in this time period which was selected for analysis was the 

Australian Government Response to Top of the Class (2008). Top of the Class (2007) was the 

report of an inquiry into teacher education. The inquiry and report looked at the scope and 

suitability of teacher education in Australia. The Australian Government Response to Top of 

the Class (2008) incorporates the notion of partnership widely. Partnerships come in 

different forms including “good partnership”’ (p. 13), “genuine partnerships” (p. 1), 

“effective partnerships” (p. 14), “vibrant partnerships” (p. 14) and at different levels of 

establishment from “possibly in partnership” (p. 9) to “building partnerships” (p. 13) to 

“working in partnership” (p. 13) and “strengthen partnerships” (p. 6).  

Partnerships are also described in a range of functions from “practicum and 

partnerships” and those between schools and universities, to the idea of “national 

partnerships” and also those between Federal, State and Territory governments and the 

non-government sector. In the Australian Government Response to Top of the Class (2008) 

partnerships are discursively produced in very broad ways. I argue that this broad discursive 

conceptualisation of partnerships is also evident in participant interviews, outlined in 

section 6.2 of Chapter 6.  

Relative to earlier policy documents, even those presenting a positive view of 

partnerships, such as the Teaching Accord and A Class Act, the government response to Top 

of the Class demonstrates a policy direction where partnerships are the solution to almost 

everything and the label partnership is applied very broadly. A working relationship 

between the federal, state and territory governments, necessary given Australia’s 

governance structure established under the Constitution, is here labelled a “national 

partnership”. This is in the same document that connects practicum and partnerships and 

tentatively suggests partnerships with “other bodies” for programs to promote diversity in 

entrants to teaching, as well as noting the importance of “partnerships between providers, 

state governments and other employing bodies and school stakeholders” (p. 13).  

It would seem that in this document, “partnerships” are produced as any type of 

working relationship between any organisation or government at any level involved in 
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education. This fits with the broad conception of partnerships as groups who “work 

collaboratively to solve problems” (Franklin et al, 2003, p. 3). This kind of definition has 

been argued to be “excessively broad” (Clifford & Millar, 2008, p.11). If all of the examples 

of partnership used in this government response are included, partnership starts to sound 

like what Kruger et al (2009) described in their report as “contrived collaboration” (p. 46). In 

section 6.2 of Chapter 6 I show that the discursive construction of partnerships by interview 

participants is also very broad, resulting in partnerships being produced as everything and 

nothing.  

The notion of evidence is raised in a number of places in this report, arguing that 

policy and teacher education should be developed on the basis of “evidence”, including 

“empirical evidence” on effective teacher education that improves “teacher performance” 

(p. 8). Strategies to address teacher shortages should be “evidence based” (p. 12) according 

to the government response. While it is suggested in the government response that 

evidence should inform partnerships, there is no call for evidence of the effectiveness of 

partnerships themselves. The underlying assumption in this document is that partnerships 

are the solution, but there is some work to be done to ensure that we have “vibrant” 

“genuine” and “sustainable” partnerships. The angle on partnerships evident in this 

document has the same orientation as much of the literature, and of the report discussed as 

being in progress in this government response that was completed by Kruger et al (2009). 

That is, partnerships are essentially good and will solve our problems, it is just a matter of 

tinkering with the model and how we “do” them. This is an exemplar of the notion that 

partnerships are essentially “benevolent, neutral and pragmatic” (Cardini, 2006, p. 394). 

Drawing on Bacchi and Goodwin’s (2016, p. 49) poststructural policy analysis 

approach, the question, “which objects have been produced?” was asked of this 

government response policy document. There are a number of objects formed in this policy 

document, notably the “quality teacher” and the “world-class education system” made up 

of “world-class schools, principals and teachers”. Teacher quality is described in this policy 

as “the most important school-based influence on student outcomes” (p. 1). It would seem 

that the major strategy for the development of these “quality teachers” for a “world-class 

education system” is through partnerships of varying sorts, not least collaborative working 

of federal, state and territory governments. Given the time frame for this policy response is 

the same year as the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) agreed to the National 
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Partnerships program it is not surprising that there is some alignment in terms of focus. 

Both documents evoke the notion of “partnership” as a “floating and empty signifier” 

(Burgos, 2003, p. 55).  

5.5 Partnerships in policy in the 1990s 
This history of the present identifies School-University Partnerships in initial teacher 

education as a dominant and persistent idea, which I conceptualise as a “regime of truth” 

(Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 131) in initial teacher education policy in the present in section 

5.3.4. I also show in Chapter 7 that School-University Partnerships are circulating as a 

regime of truth in practice. I have shown in section 5.4 how the discourses of partnership in 

the decade 2000-2010 in the two policies analysed, Smarter Schools National Partnerships 

Victorian Implementation Plan (2010) and the Australian Government Response to Top of 

the Class (2008), produced partnerships broadly as everything and nothing.  

Using Foucauldian genealogy as the framework for the study, I now look further into 

the past to try to understand how we have arrived at this present situation. It is not a search 

for origins or a linear narrative but looking at the past to try to understand how and when 

School-University Partnerships have become prominent in order to show that the present is 

contingent. I continue to ask questions about “What’s the problem represented to be?” 

(Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016, p. 13). 

5.5.1 Australian Government Response to A Class Act (1999)  
A Class Act (1998) was a general review of the teaching profession conducted at a 

federal level and the Australian Government Response to A Class Act (1999) provides a good 

point of comparison with the Australian Government Response to TEMAG (2015) (Mockler, 

2018).  

The term “partnership” or “school-university partnership” does not rate a single 

mention in the Australian Government Response to A Class Act (1999). Other related terms 

such as collaboration are discussed in relation to a range of topics including implementing 

Information and Communication Technology (ICT) frameworks, for developing the system of 

teacher registration, and for developing a national campaign to “attract high quality 

applicants to the teaching profession” (p. 10). Collaboration is said to be needed for “the 

purposes of enhancing the status and quality of the teaching profession” (p. 2). The authors 

of this government response seem to be aware of the issue of “historical amnesia” (Vick, 
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2006) in teacher education and note that “the apparent decline in status is not a recent 

phenomenon and was evident also over a period when a number of the measures which the 

majority report proposes to re-introduce were in place” (p. 2). This acknowledgement aligns 

with Carlgren’s (1988) idea that the teachers we have are never the one’s we want. It is also 

a critical point with respect to School-University Partnerships, which are presented as new 

solutions to problems in teacher education and yet are at times defined by what are past 

practices of teacher education (White & Forgasz, 2016). Some of the similar terms that have 

also been used to describe partnerships in other policies including “close relationships” and 

“integration” were not used in relation to connections between schools and universities in 

this policy.  

The main “problems” produced (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016) in the Australian 

Government Response to A Class Act (1999) seem to be related to the status of teaching and 

that we do not have the teachers we want or need. This problem is also produced in later 

policies such as the Australian Government Response to Teacher Education Ministerial 

Advisory Group (2015) but with School-University Partnerships prominent as the proposed 

solution. The central “problem” produced in the policies is similar in that they both identify 

teacher education as inadequate. This policy provides evidence that partnerships were not 

identified by the Australian Government of the day as the solution to the identified 

problems of teacher education, even though there is some consistency in the “problem” 

identified.  

The Senate review itself, A Class Act (1998), did contain some discussion of 

partnerships but it was not just about the running of professional experience placement, its 

adopted usage in TEMAG and AITSL (2011, 2015). Partnerships were discussed in relation to 

working with families and students, professional development programs such as the 

National Professional Development Program (NPDP) incorporating Innovative Links and the 

National Schools Network and in relation to initial teacher education. The problem being 

addressed by partnerships in initial teacher education is laid out starkly as “the lack of 

communication between university education departments and schools in the development 

and implementation of teacher training programs. As a consequence, it was suggested such 

programs often failed to address the concerns of schools or to meet their needs” (p. 195). 

The discourses of partnership evident in this quote frames partnerships as being about 

professional experience placement but it also links to partnerships as a bureaucratic 
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requirement and partnerships as relationships. These discourses of partnership were also 

identified in the participant interviews, with evidence of each of these three discourses in 

section 6.2 of Chapter 6.  

In this Australian Government review from more than 20 years ago the idea of 

“partnerships” is identified as a possible solution to the problem of teacher education 

programs not addressing “the concerns of schools”. The report also discusses the debate 

around whether teacher education should be university-based or school-based and 

concludes that it ought to be both, suggesting “models of integration” to “overcome the 

current divide between practice and theory” (p. 200) whereby pre-service teachers would 

work almost full time with declining supervision towards the end of their degree or spend 

two days a week at university and three days at school. These types of arrangements are 

almost universally labelled as “partnerships” in the present but do not attract this label in A 

Class Act (1998). The notion of “partnerships” was not taken up in the Australian 

Government Response to A Class Act (1999) showing that School-University Partnerships 

have not always been dominant in Australian teacher education.  

The Australian Government Response to A Class Act (1999) was the main subject of 

interest for this analysis because it provides a clearer indication of the intention of the 

government of the day in terms of how it intends to act on the report (Mockler, 2018). The 

absence of “partnerships” or “School-University Partnerships” from the Australian 

Government Response stands in contrast to the prominence of partnerships in the 

Australian Government Response to Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) 

(2015). This analysis of the Australian Government Response to A Class Act (1999) provides 

evidence that School-University Partnerships have not always been produced as the solution 

to identified problems with schools and teachers. The concerns about a “divide” between 

schools and universities, “practice and theory” were there, and the suggested solutions 

were focused on more time in schools. In the Australian Government Response to A Class 

Act (1999) there is no explicit mention of partnerships but some of the proposed problems 

and solutions are very similar to the discourses of partnership evident in later policies and in 

both the scholarly literature explored in Chapter 2 and the findings in Chapter 6 and 7.  
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5.6 The production of truth and knowledge in partnerships policy  
In this section I provide a discussion of the discourses of School-University 

Partnerships identified through the policy analysis conducted above with a focus on how 

truth and knowledge are produced. Foucault argued in his study of sexuality that the 

importance of the emergence of the term sexuality shouldn’t be overestimated or 

underestimated (Foucault, 1985/1990). I draw on this idea in my examination of the 

discourses of partnership in education policy. I explore how the presence of discourses of 

partnership have shifted over time in the policies examined.  

In the analysis of policy throughout sections 5.3-5.6 I have shown that discourses of 

School-University Partnerships are dominant in 2011-2020 policy in teacher education. I 

have then shown, by contrast, how partnerships have been produced in two specific policies 

during 2000-2010 in much broader ways. In the era of the Smarter Schools National 

Partnerships there were a wide range of practices produced under the banner of 

partnerships with what I have argued are “excessively broad” (Clifford & Millar, 2008, p.11) 

definitions of partnership.  

In the final policy analysed, the Australian Government Response to A Class Act 

(1999), I identify the absence of any mention of partnerships or School-University 

Partnerships. I also identify evidence of similar notions of teacher education and 

descriptions of practices that I argue would likely attract the label “partnerships” in the 

present. This shows that there are some persistent discourses of teacher education that are 

evident in this policy from more than 20 years ago, but not attracting the label of 

“partnership”.  

5.7 Partnerships in policy over time 

School-University Partnerships are prominent across a range of education and 

teacher education policy documents over the past three decades. Drawing on a Foucauldian 

genealogical approach and utilising Bacchi and Goodwin’s (2016) approach to policy 

analysis, I have identified a range of problems and solutions related to School-University 

Partnerships that have been produced in policy.  

I began this policy analysis with recent policies in initial teacher education and 

presented evidence that there has been a narrowing focus and narrowing definition of 

School-University Partnerships. I show how the “problems” have been constructed as a lack 
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of formality and a need for closer integration. School-University Partnerships have been 

framed as being about the arrangements for professional experience placement.  

Through the policy analysis from 5.3-5.5 I show that School-University Partnerships 

have not always been narrowly focused on initial teacher education. Even as recently as the 

Smarter Schools National Partnerships (2009-2013) there were partnerships across the 

focus areas of literacy, numeracy and low SES contexts where the emphasis was on different 

levels of government working together to improve “student outcomes”, measured by 

NAPLAN results.  

In sections 5.3-5.5 I also show that while there have been persistent problems 

identified in teacher education, School-University Partnerships haven’t always been 

prominent as the solution. A closer look at the Australian Government Response to A Class 

Act (1999) shows that they managed to escape a mention in the plans for improving the 

status of the teaching profession. In contrast, a more recent review of teacher education, 

conducted by the Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group, and the government 

response (2015), is captivated by School-University Partnerships in teacher education as 

“the single most important” (p. 11) way to improve teaching and teachers. The latest review 

into initial teacher education, released in early 2022, continued to highlight School-

University Partnerships as a central feature of teacher education. In the report, “Next Steps: 

Report of the Quality Initial Teacher Education Review”, it is recommended that, “strong 

partnerships between higher education providers and schools must continue to be a priority 

in the delivery of ITE” (Department of Education, Skills and Employment, 2022, p. 59).  

Partnerships have become increasingly seen as the solution and the way in which 

they are conceived has changed significantly. In the most recent document analysed, 

Accreditation Standards (AITSL, 2015), partnerships need to be “formal, in writing” and are 

framed as contractual agreements between stakeholders. Just four years earlier those same 

partnerships needed to be “enduring” (AITSL, 2011b) while in A Class Act (1998), “high 

standards of teacher education, especially initial teacher education” were identified as 

being promoted by working to “foster partnerships between all those involved” (p. 209).  

This chapter has provided further evidence that School-University Partnerships are 

not new in Australian teacher education. They have been conceived more broadly in the 

past, and in the present, there has been a narrowing of focus to initial teacher education, 

and in particular the professional experience placement. Across Chapters 6 and 7 I provide 
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evidence that this pattern in policy is also being produced in School-University Partnerships 

in practice through my analysis of participant interviews.  
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Chapter 6  

The discourses of School-University Partnerships in Australian 
teacher education 

6.1 Introduction  
In the previous findings chapter, I explored the discourses of partnership in teacher 

education policy. I showed the way knowledge and power are joined together in discourse 

(Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016) within education policy on School-University Partnerships. As part 

of the genealogical approach used in this research (outlined in section 4.3), I demonstrated 

shifts in the discourses of partnerships over time. In policy, School-University Partnerships 

have narrowed from including a wide range of activities to becoming a regime of truth in 

initial teacher education. In this chapter, I turn to the participants to explore their perceptions 

of School-University Partnerships. My main finding that I present in this chapter is that School-

University Partnerships in Australian teacher education have been discursively constructed 

by participants as a widespread and varying practice. Within the discourses of partnership, 

there are a range of goals and purposes identified with partnerships ranging from one-off 

topic specific projects to long-running multi-layered programs. Partnerships were at times 

initiated by teachers and schools in areas of need and at other times required for 

administrative or bureaucratic purposes. Partnerships were described by participants in ways 

that demonstrate the ambiguity of the concept and it’s continued functioning as a “floating 

and empty signifier” (Burgos, 2003, p. 55).  

In this chapter I draw on the Foucauldian conception of discourse outlined in Section 

3.10 of Chapter 3 and use it to interpret participant descriptions of partnership. Firstly, I 

present evidence from my participant interviews that demonstrate the widespread and 

varying discourses of School-University Partnerships. I classify these varied notions of 

partnership according to nine separate discursive conceptualisations. In section 6.3 I present 

my discussion of these discourses of partnership and I argue that the widespread and varied 

discourses of partnership lead to their production as everything and nothing.  In my analysis 

in Chapter 7, I provide evidence of some resistance to School-University Partnerships.  
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6.2 School-University Partnerships: a widespread practice of teacher education  

The findings of this research are that School-University Partnerships were discursively 

constructed as a widespread practice of teacher education. Participants working across a 

range of roles in schools and universities, as well as in policy roles and in a government 

department and accreditation bodies discussed a wide range of past and present School-

University Partnerships that they had been involved in. Many of the participants talked at 

length about a significant number of different partnerships over their careers. In this chapter 

I outline the many and varied discursive constructions of partnership evident in the interview 

data.  

Working within the poststructural research paradigm for this study, I have drawn on 

a Foucauldian conception of discourse, outlined in section 3.9 of Chapter 3. In formulating my 

findings, I have drawn on the research methods described in section 4.4.5 of Chapter 4.   

6.2.1 Discursive conceptualization #1: Partnerships as professional experience 

placement 

Participants were asked to describe their experiences with School-University 

Partnerships and Helen, a teacher education academic began her response with this example: 

I was teaching the science curriculum unit, secondary and I wanted my teachers to go 

out into schools so I’d sort of contacted some local primary schools so that my 

secondary students could go out – my secondary teacher ed students could go out 

into the schools to be able to you know practise so they taught a lesson three times 

to one group of students then another group of students then another group of 

students. So that was my initial touching base.  

In this situation the partnership is constructed as pre-service teachers going into 

schools and practising their teaching. Another teacher education academic, Tara, described 

her involvement in School-University Partnerships by saying:  

So originally I’m a teacher in secondary schooling and I guess my first – we’re tracing 

back to in my teaching career, I often had preservice teachers as a supervisor but it 

wasn’t until I had a role in the [partnership program] which was a government 

initiative that was around bridging that divide, I guess, between theory and practice 

and I was employed by the Department of Education to be the [pre-service teacher 

supervisor]. 
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The examples provided by Tara here are focussed on pre-service teachers spending 

time in schools on professional experience placements. I interpret Tara’s comment here as 

identifying her time as a supervisor of pre-service teachers as related to School-University 

Partnership but she then qualifies this by saying, “but it wasn’t until I had a role in” a particular 

partnership program which seems to suggest she sees this as her initial foray into 

partnerships. The first part of this response from Tara points to her understanding of 

partnerships as being about supervising pre-service teachers on professional experience 

placement. I interpret her comment as distinguishing her employment on “a government 

initiative” as her first “official” role in a partnership whilst saying that her work supervising 

pre-service teachers whilst employed as a classroom teacher was also part of her partnership 

experience. 

Rachel, a school principal, echoes this idea that partnerships are about pre-service 

teachers spending time in schools, and argues that it should be more time: 

I'd like to see them back in the schools more often than they currently are. I think it's 

- their first year out - we've got two graduates here this year, and I see one in 

particular, he's here at 7:45 and he's still here at 5:30 and not - I don't think he realises 

just how much he has to learn, just about children and engaging with children. We 

might deliver content at university and my understanding is that there's less amount 

of placement than probably when I went through my teacher training, but learning in 

high quality - if we could have high quality learning and high quality schools I think our 

teacher education would be massively improved. But you can't just put them 

anywhere because they won't care what they might need. And obviously my 

interpretation of what high quality education is is going to be different to the next 

person so there's the grey there, perhaps, but I'd love to see them in schools more, 

again in staggered - at staggered - that our job is staggered learning. 

I think Valley University do - my experience with Valley University in the last 

couple of years, their fourth year students come three times to the school; once in 

February, one in June and I think the other one's around November. So they started 

to get a real sense of, this is what the style of the year might be like, and I think that 

they're for like - it's three weeks, four weeks and six weeks, or something like that. 

Here Rachel is discussing the importance of pre-service teachers spending more time 

in schools but also highlighting the importance of the timing. From Rachel’s comments above, 
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she wants pre-service teachers to “get a real sense of” the school year and seems to connect 

this to School-University Partnerships. I interpret Rachel’s response as meaning that 

partnerships are an avenue for pre-service teachers to be “in schools more” which is 

something she would “love to see”. The discourses of partnership evident in Rachel’s 

comments highlight a number of important ideas present in policy and literature, particularly 

around the centrality of professional experience to initial teacher education (Jones et al, 

2016) which is framed here as what School-University Partnerships are about. Rachel’s 

reference to her work with Valley University relates to a specific government funded School-

University Partnership program.  

When asked whether School-University Partnerships are central to the future of 

teacher education, Helen had this response: 

I do because it’s very important to – certainly in science education, to give our 

students an experience of being successful at teaching science. And our students really 

like it and they think that there should be more of it. 

This comment seems to conflate placement or time in schools with partnership. The 

aspect of the partnership being highlighted seems to focus on practice teaching under the 

supervision of a registered teacher.  

The discourse of partnership as professional experience placement was also evident 

in the response from Brigid. She started off talking about her early partnership experiences:  

Okay, my first one was when I was a student myself in an innovative Dip Ed where I 

worked two days a week in a school, Waterfront Tech, and we were there as a group 

and the school was deliberately working with the Dip Ed – there were about 12 schools 

only and we all went there as interdisciplinary groups so that was a really – that was 

my experience as a student and –that was City University Course B. Very unusual in 

the early ‘70s you know – only lasted about four years. 

Here Brigid draws on her own time as a pre-service teacher in the 1970s and describes 

a partnership program involving an interdisciplinary group spending two days a week in a 

school. This example, as with those above, draws on a discourse of partnerships as 

professional experience placement or time in schools. I interpret Brigid’s comments as 

meaning that because it involved pre-service teachers spending two days a week in a school 

it is an example of a School-University Partnership.  
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The discourses of partnership discussed in this section are focused on pre-service 

teachers in initial teacher education courses spending time in schools engaged in teaching 

under supervision either as part of a compulsory professional experience placement or in 

addition to it. In this framing partnerships are constituted as professional experience 

placement or time in schools.  

6.2.2 Discursive conceptualization #2: Partnerships as relationships 

Many participants described a range of partnerships that they had been involved in 

and at times distinguished between these partnerships. A central distinguishing feature was 

that of strong interpersonal relationships between participants in the partnerships. Helen 

discussed one partnership that she was involved in:  

I’m part of a program at the moment where we’re – it’s just finished – we’ve engaged 

with 10 schools in the [local] region and about eight of those sort of saw it through for 

two years, two-and-a-half years and it was a real partnership in that you know… twice 

a year we’d do some PD [professional development] with them for two days and 

they’d come back after 10 or 12 weeks and report back and we had a project officer 

who worked with them throughout that period of time so we did four sequences of 

those. 

And it became a real partnership, just that – oh it’s very different to what I was talking 

about before in that it was sort of this little community of people who were sharing 

experiences and trying things out and that sort of thing so that was really good. 

I interpret Helen’s comments here to be framing as a “real partnership” that which 

builds relationships over time and develops into a “little community of people”. I understand 

Helen to mean that partnerships are made up of relationships between people in schools and 

universities.  

Both Wendy and Deb also describe a range of different partnerships and seem to 

separate out what they see as a partnership from some other activities that were better 

described using other terms. Deb describes her experiences of partnership that felt to her like 

“somebody sent the email and ticked that box” as a “one-way partnership” which she then 

acknowledged wasn’t a partnership. Deb also said, “I mean it’s great language, we’re in 

partnership but what is the partnership?” She went on to suggest, “We might call them 

connections rather than partnerships”. Wendy made a similar distinction when she described 
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“what we’re talking about here is resource-intensive personal partnerships ultimately that 

can be problematic to upscale”. Wendy talks about examples of government funded 

partnership programs and contrasts these with some other experiences she has had of 

partnership:  

they’re kind of the government’s attempt to try to upscale what are intimate 

partnerships, I think. And I would say like if you want to be particular networks and 

partnerships are two different things so partnerships are much more personal, 

networks are more – less personal and I would say those things are more networks 

than partnerships because you just can’t have those personal relationships or closer 

relationships.  

I interpret Wendy’s comments here as highlighting the interpersonal nature of 

partnerships and suggesting that without these personal relationships it isn’t a partnership. 

When Deb talked about some of her experiences with School-University Partnerships she 

talked about staff from the university who visited the school briefly and noted that in the 

past: 

many more supervisors would come out and meet the staff who are working with the 

students and have quite a connection. That doesn’t happen anymore. You have your 

supervisor who comes out for – oh there's one coming next week and he wants to 

spend 20 minutes with the student not seeing him teach and five minutes with their 

supervising teacher. Okay so that’s just a check-in to me, that’s not building any 

partnership, that’s a check-in saying how are you going? Is everything okay? I’m out 

of here. 

In the above comment from Deb she echoes Wendy’s earlier comments that without 

meeting with the staff and having “quite a connection” she doesn’t see it as a partnership. 

She went on to describe her more recent partnership experience:  

because they’re all contracted so it’s whoever you get. And often – and you don’t get 

the same people and so - there's only one other university where I’ve had the same 

person for three years and she’s wonderful and she’ll call.  

In these comments Deb seems to be highlighting the role of relationships and makes 

reference to the employment conditions of the visiting university staff as “all contracted” 

leading to a situation where you do not have the opportunity to build relationships because 

“you don’t get the same people”. She contrasts this situation with one university where they 
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have had consistent contact. I interpret Deb’s comments as meaning that consistent staffing 

leading to “a connection” are necessary precursors for what she sees as a “partnership” rather 

than the alternative which she frames as “a check-in” followed by a dismissive “I’m out of 

here”. Zeichner (2021) describes the situation with professional experience placement, or 

clinical experience work as being “low status” in “both higher education and school settings” 

and “which are the most expensive and labor intensive aspect of teacher education programs, 

have been consistently underfunded and staffed by the least powerful and most transient 

staff within university programs” (p. 3). 

David, a school principal, describes below the importance of relationships to the 

success of the partnership work he has been involved in. In this example, the discourse around 

relationships builds on the premise that partnerships are about pre-service teachers on 

professional experience placement.  

Look, the benefits are that there is a university person here for the preservice 

teachers. What I was finding was that there were a lot of preservice teachers that were 

just – would turn up on the first day, leave on the last day, we’d have no contact with 

their supervisor, there’d be no connection between what the supervisor was wanting 

for this individual preservice teacher and for – sometimes for the preservice teachers 

it was just a random person coming into the school they’ve never met before, talking 

to them about their teaching experience and I honestly can’t see how that can be 

beneficial for them whatsoever. I mean teaching is – there’s a whole range of things 

to teaching, it’s a skill, it’s a profession but it’s also an emotionally draining sort of 

tear-jerking experience from day-to-day and I think if universities aren’t supporting 

preservice teachers to understand that there are going to be challenges then when 

they go out of their first you know into their first real job that might be a little bit 

difficult for them. 

So I think those – I would think that the universities need to take a 

responsibility for building the relationship with the school so that when the preservice 

teacher comes in the university is confident that that environment is going to be 

supportive of that preservice teacher. It’s a bit the sa – you know I’ll use the analogy 

again with the work experience, it’ll be the same with work experience where you 

know sort of quality-check the workplaces to make sure that you know the kids aren’t 

going to be exposed to dangerous people, dangerous situations, that they’re going to 
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be supported, all those sorts of things so you know whilst schools are generally really 

positive environments I think you know a preservice teacher can get gobbled up by 

the business of a school as well and if a university’s not going to be on the front foot 

about building that relationship and setting that preservice teacher up to succeed in 

that environment then I think it does make it really difficult for them. 

The way in which David describes the partnership work above suggests that the 

university “building the relationship with the school” is to ensure that professional experience 

is going to be successful for pre-service teachers. This response from David links the first 

discursive conceptualization with this discourse of partnerships as relationships. The framing 

of partnerships as being about relationship building for the success of pre-service teachers 

was also described by Tara, a teacher education academic, who talked about her partnership 

role as working across the school and the university with the pre-service teachers, “I started 

to feel like it was around providing a bit more of a seamless transition for our preservice 

teachers when we put them out into our schools to undertake placement”. 

Tara talked about how some of the past practices in initial teacher education had been 

that: 

we would send the preservice teachers – almost like popping a postage stamp on their 

head and off they go and we’d post them out to the school and the school does what 

they have to do and they kind of post them back… so it was around ensuring that there 

was a connectedness between someone at the school and someone at the university. 

In Tara’s response she makes reference to a “connectedness” which has parallels with 

other participant mentions of connection. I interpret her comment as being about building 

relationships across the school and university in order to support the pre-service teachers in 

their time in schools. Tara positions this as in contrast to a style of placement that resembles 

posting pre-service teachers “out to the school” who then “posts them back”.  

Rachel talked about an example of partnership with a university that she saw as 

positive way of organising professional experience placement:  

something like that where they have an opportunity to build some relationships and 

you often found that they actually still did some work with you when they actually 

weren't in there so they started to develop a little bit of a connection with teachers 

and say, oh I'd like to come on that excursion or I'd love to help you with that or 
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whatever it might be. But that - yeah I'd love to see more of that type of involvement 

for teacher education. Universities playing their part but in relationship with schools. 

In this example from Rachel also mentions “connection” and that pre-service teachers 

get to “build some relationships” which created further opportunities to be involved with the 

school such as attending excursions.  

Participants centred relationships in their discursive conceptualisations of School-

University Partnerships, particularly in relation to professional experience placement. The 

importance of relationships to successful School-University Partnerships has also been noted 

in reports (Kruger et al, 2009: Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group, 2014) and in the 

teacher education literature (Jones et al, 2016). In Goodlad’s (1991) often cited definition, 

School-University Partnerships were characterized as a “mutually beneficial interinstitutional 

relationship” (p. 59). The importance of relationships continues to be identified as central to 

successful partnerships (Day et al, 2021).  

6.2.3 Discursive conceptualization #3: Partnerships as an opportunity for schools 

to influence initial teacher education  

David, a school principal, talked about influencing initial teacher education through 

his involvement in partnerships. He talked about his reasons below:  

so too has the classroom teacher experience changed a lot and now that’s something 

that I’ve wanted to be able to you know provide some support or influence or 

whatever to the universities that you know that have been open to having that sort of 

input from schools. 

He went on to say:  

Yeah and I think it’s that old story, if you’re going to whinge about the skillset the grads 

come out with and you’re not going to do anything about it well you get what you get, 

don’t you? 

David talked about what he saw as the benefits of his involvement in School-University 

Partnerships:  

I think also just to be able to – I think just as you know systematically just have a bit 

more of input into the universities of a contemporary take on learning and teaching 

because that you know as I just said then that’s something we’ve got modern spaces 

here so we have to ha – we can’t fit that square peg into the round hole, we’ve got to 



133 | P a g e  
 

change the way that we you know that we approach the learning and teaching setup. 

And we’ve learnt a lot through that journey and it’s been really positive what we’ve 

been able to learn and I think being able to support the universities to maybe put some 

of that into practice so that we’re moving away from this sage on the stage teacher 

sort of setup to you know really empowering kids to take ownership of their learning 

and you know be more responsible for their learning and that’s – there’s a bit of a skill 

in that for teachers. 

Here David is talking about his school and their experiences with “modern spaces” for 

learning and teaching and the opportunity for “input into the universities”. I interpret his 

comments, including his reference to the “sage on the stage” model of teaching as a reference 

to wanting to make sure that graduate teachers are prepared for the model of teaching and 

learning that is happening at his school. For David, I interpret his point as being that School-

University Partnerships provide an avenue for him to have “input” and influence initial 

teacher education to ensure Pre-Service Teachers have experience with the “contemporary” 

approach to teaching and learning in the “modern spaces” of his school.  

Helen, a teacher education academic, also talked about partnerships as an 

opportunity for schools “to be active contributors to what we do in teacher education”. She 

also described how as part of one of her funded partnership projects they: 

interviewed principals and teachers and I listened to what my principals and teachers 

were saying and so we modified things…and then as a result making sure that what 

we were doing was considered useful for the schools.  

So for Helen partnerships were an opportunity to seek input from schools to influence 

the way in which initial teacher education is conducted.  

There was also some discussion of universities and teacher education academics 

influencing schools as well as schools influencing other schools involved in partnerships 

together. Craig, a school principal, spoke of the influence of his partnership involvement as 

multi-directional. He spoke of his involvement with universities as a way to have influence but 

also spoke about the value he saw in working with a range of schools and universities. In 

talking about one of his partnerships Craig said:  

I think from my point of view part of what appeals is the fact that it is across – it’s 

cross-sectoral and so you can become quite insular sometimes and just look within 
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your own sector and so it gives you an opportunity to link in with others and find out 

what they’re doing.  

Craig works in a faith-based school context and was referring to government and 

independent schools, as well as a university, that were involved in this partnership. Helen also 

made reference to this multi-directional influence when she talked about her work with 

schools where she was able to draw on her skills to assist schools while at the same time felt 

that “engaging with schools helped her”.  

Partnerships were identified by participants in these instances as an opportunity for 

schools to influence what happens in teacher education. Multi-directional influence is a 

feature of some of the frameworks for partnerships discussed in the literature in section 2.7 

of Chapter 2. The partners influencing one another was identified as a feature of 

“transformative” partnerships in the framework of Kenny et al (2014).   

6.2.4 Discursive conceptualization #4: Partnerships as a teacher recruitment and 

retention strategy 

Both Craig and Brigid described examples of School-University Partnerships that 

worked with pre-service teachers enrolled in initial teacher education courses and schools 

that have difficulty with recruitment and retention of teachers. Brigid described her 

partnership work in a number of regional and rural areas:  

we did a lot of work developing up community-orientated placement and so the 

partnering there wasn’t just with the schools and the region but you know the 

authority, whether it was Catholic or state department, but also with community 

agencies so it might be the local council at Mountain town or the Indigenous health 

group which was very active in Forestville. It might have been a big employer group 

that – the young professionals in town who were looking to make sure that teachers 

joined the young professionals network because that was a really important way to 

keep people in the town, to have a group of people you know multi professions. 

Craig also talked about engaging with the community as central to this partnership:  

The premise behind it was essentially that there were lots of students going into 

education but they weren’t necessarily applying for jobs in the [area] of Melbourne 

and so it was to try and get some of those students to visit us and have a focus and be 
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part of our community so – and that’s been quite – oh very successful from my point 

of view. 

In both cases pre-service teachers were invited to participate in the program and then 

agreed to complete their placements within a geographical area where the partnership aimed 

to promote teaching in those schools. In the example from Craig the schools are on the urban 

fringes and with communities who are socio-economically disadvantaged while in Brigid’s 

partnership the schools were regional and rural. Both of these programs involved a cohort 

model for university classes with Brigid describing how “it was the class that went alongside 

the placement”. These two programs also involved a focus on community with Brigid 

describing how the pre-service teachers did “in depth research on the community”. Craig 

described the program he was involved in as trying to get pre-service teachers applying for 

jobs in these schools by getting “some of those students to visit us and have a focus and be 

part of our community”.   

Partnerships have been identified in these examples as a strategy to recruit and retain 

teachers in a particular area of need. These two programs have similarities with the type of 

programs reported in the teacher education literature, with the goal of contributing to a 

problem of recruitment and retention of teachers or meeting the needs of particular cohorts 

of students such as partnerships with a focus on inclusive education (Bentley-Williams et al, 

2017) or science education (Hobbs et al, 2015).  

6.2.5 Discursive conceptualization #5: Partnerships as informal personal 

connections 

Craig gave an example from when he was in a deputy principal role at a school where 

he got involved in a range of committees at the local university in a regional area and did 

things like “going to speak to their final year students around employability and things that 

we look for in staff and things like that”. This example of partnership was described in a way 

that sounded informal and that he connected to his relationship with the Vice Chancellor, 

who was a member of the school board. Craig said that the Vice Chancellor “would inevitably 

ask me to do a whole range of different things” that in his view were “around having a 

secondary education voice” involved in “strategic planning” at the university.  

In this example the School-University Partnership revolved around a professional 

relationship between a school leader and a university leader who were involved in the 



136 | P a g e  
 

institutions of the other. While in some ways this example is similar to discursive 

conceptualization of partnerships as influence or to that of partnerships as relationships, in 

this example the partnership is based around one inter-personal relationship from which a 

range of activities have evolved. The discursive construction of the above situation as a 

School-University Partnership shows that practices which differ in scope, size and time may 

still fall within the realm of partnerships as understood by this participant.  

6.2.6 Discursive conceptualization #6: Partnership as fee for service work  

In another example provided by Craig he described a three-year program where the 

school has joined with 20 schools and one university. The program involves the senior 

leadership of the school attending lectures at the university and then choosing from different 

topics such as “evidence-based research” or reading or writing and then “networking” with a 

number of other schools. Craig describes the partnership below: 

It basically goes for three years and essentially what happens is that you get eight 

seminar days for the year, they have a whole range of different lecturers if you like 

both from within City University and externally that present seminars and lectures and 

after a number of those you start to try and think about how can we implement some 

sort of project and have a focus? And the key aspect of it I think is the networking so 

you're working with other schools… you know so there was – I think there's two groups 

with a literacy focus, one is focused on writing, the other one is focused on reading. 

Craig said that the idea was to “identify from your own school data” and “school 

improvement plan” what to focus on. The other schools included primary and secondary, 

special education settings, Catholic, government and independent schools. A particular 

feature of this program described by Craig as a School-University Partnerships was that it 

involved the school paying thousands of dollars to the university to participate in the program. 

In the case of his school they had received sponsorship from the school system to be involved. 

I asked Craig whether this partnership was connected with accepting students for placement 

his response was, “not necessarily although there is some sort of implied yeah - and so we 

are”. It seemed that having students from this university for professional experience 

placement was not part of the formal agreement but that the connection had led the school 

to feel like it was “implied” that they would.  
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Craig explained that another part of the agreement was that “the school has to agree 

to appoint a person into a role” and “that’s an additional cost that the school wears to try and 

drive the change you know whatever it is that you’re trying to implement”. This partnership 

described by Craig is multi-layered but with a focus on professional learning and 

implementing change in an area nominated by the school.  

In talking about why his school had received funding from the school sector to be 

involved in this program, Craig said:  

they’re sort of evaluating their whole sort of professional development model and just 

trying to see whether or not there are you know whether we tap into existing 

programs like the [the one described] or whether they develop their own you know 

and because they’ve got a really strong partnership with Urban University in a whole 

range of different forms, you know? Particularly providing professional learning for 

staff you know in masters programs. 

Craig is speculating here on the motivation of the sector to be involved. He identifies 

the school sector as looking at the ways in which they resource professional learning for 

teachers and sees that this kind of program might be an effective way to allocate resources 

for professional learning.  

The example of partnership provided above by Craig more closely resembles the sort 

of commercial arrangement when schools pay a provider for a program of professional 

learning for staff.  The provider is a university but this program sounds more like service 

provision for a fee. Craig was the only participant to offer this type of professional learning 

arrangement as an example of a partnership. The way Craig describes the agreement to 

appoint someone in the school to a role as “the school has to agree” suggests that the 

partnership has established clear expectations for the partners. This example provides further 

evidence that School-University Partnerships are discursively constructed as a varied and 

widespread practice of teacher education and that the boundaries of what may be considered 

a partnership are not clear.  

6.2.7 Discursive conceptualization #7: Partnership as professional learning for 

teachers 

Rachel, a principal, talked about the “two most prominent” examples of School-

University Partnerships in her career. She identifies two partnerships in professional learning 



138 | P a g e  
 

and research as the “ones that perhaps stand out for me” and these are ones that were 

initiated by her, with colleagues, in response to identified needs within the staff and school. 

In the section above, Craig described the details of his partnerships in terms of the activities 

that occurred, whereas Rachel’s description below has a focus on the effect of the partnership 

in terms of the approach to teaching taken by staff as a result: 

some teachers took that approach to professional learning up with gusto, and have 

really developed some terrific skills in pushing children's thinking beyond boundaries, 

but also viewing themselves as quite - the view of teacher as a researcher in the 

context of a classroom is quite different to the view of teacher as delivery of 

curriculum. 

She is describing what she sees as the changes that occurred as a result of being 

involved in a School-University Partnership project that included professional learning for 

staff and a research component. The outcome of this project has included presentations at 

education conferences and publications jointly authored by the teachers and university 

academics involved in the partnership.  

The other example described by Rachel was also a partnership in professional learning 

with a focus on mathematics education. She identified mathematics as “one of the areas of 

the curriculum that is not necessarily well taught”. She described the problem as being that 

most teachers “teach from their own experience where it's quite procedural” and so this 

project was about “viewing the teacher as a researcher in their own practice but through the 

lens of mathematics”. The project involved the teacher being filmed teaching a lesson and 

then “she then had to take that thinking away of what she'd noticed and observed about her 

students. She was interviewed and then she had to teach the following lesson… and then 

again review what had been going on”. As part of the project the university staff “talked to 

her a lot about why she made the decision she made and what was going on in the classroom 

about what interactions she had with children and what questions she asked”. In this 

example, School-University Partnerships are discursively constructed as a collaborative 

project, framed similarly to working with a “critical friend” to review your teaching practice 

and work together on developing pedagogy and curriculum.  

As with Brigid and Craig’s examples involving attracting and retaining teachers, 

partnerships here have been developed to address a perceived need at the school level in 

relation to the curriculum area of mathematics. This example is reminiscent of the work of 
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Jones and colleagues (2016) who have written about the success of their partnerships working 

with Pre-Service Teachers and teachers in a specific curriculum area, in their case science 

education. 

6.2.8 Discursive conceptualization #8: Partnership as topic specific projects 

Esther, a partnerships project manager, was another participant who had a lengthy 

history of involvement in School-University Partnership projects. The bulk of her work was in 

teacher professional learning, although her most recent role was in initial teacher education. 

Esther provided numerous examples of curriculum development projects whereby university 

academics, teachers and other from Departments of Education worked together to develop 

resources and provide professional learning for teachers. Esther was employed by a university 

but had worked in the Department of Education in the 1990s and early 2000s. She described 

two projects she had worked on as similar in their structure:  

you applied for grant funding, you had to find a partner to work with you, you were 

provided with materials and resources developed by academics and then your partner 

worked with you on your school-based project and helped you sort of refine it, 

develop it, implement it. 

Esther also talked about another partnership project she had worked on with a 

mathematics emphasis. She talked about the way the project operated and then some of the 

limitations of the university academics involved: 

some were great and did extraordinarily hard work and really worked with schools to 

try and make transformative practice and to try and research thoroughly what was 

happening and there was a few of them who went oh it’s just part of the WAM [Work 

Allocation Model] and they didn’t do an awful lot, really.  

This comment from Esther seemed to position “transformative practice” as the goal 

of the partnership, an idea explored in Kenny et al’s (2014) framework that identified 

“transformative partnerships” as those leading to change in both schools and universities. 

Esther continued with another example of an Information and Communication Technology 

(ICT) focused partnership in the era of Prime Minister Kevin Rudd and the “Education 

Revolution” during the first decade of the 21st Century. She describes this project as being led 

by an academic and having some distinctive features: 
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It was the first project across Australia where every academic provider in the country 

worked together with Australian Government money but also they had to do a 

schools-based project so they were doing work to improve their own understanding 

of ICT [information communication technology] pedagogy, they were training up their 

pre-service teachers but then they had to trial it in schools to make sure it worked. So 

it was a really, really clever project. 

This example links up a large range of educational institutions and provides an 

example whereby the project combines initial teacher education with professional learning 

for current teachers with a research component. This description also suggests an explicit 

acknowledgement that the project was also about university academics, as teacher 

educators, enhancing “their own understanding of [Information and Communication 

Technology] ICT pedagogy”. This partnership, as described by Esther, seems to have a focus 

on pre-service teacher, teacher and academic learning in relation to information and 

communication technology.  

Craig, a school principal, also described a School-University Partnership involving his 

school and a number of other schools in externally funded research. The research project had 

a focus on developing resources to meet literacy demands in senior secondary classrooms 

which he described as “an iterative process” where teachers try to develop “a more effective 

way of teaching a particular topic using particular resources” and then review that and make 

“subsequent alterations”. He described it as having “an action research aspect”.  This example 

involved a multi-year project involving professional learning for teachers working with a team 

of researchers.  

These examples from Esther and Craig focus on a range of one-off, topic specific 

projects and provide further evidence of the discursive construction of School-University 

Partnerships as a widespread practice of teacher education. Esther’s examples occur over a 

lengthy period and therefore also highlight the breadth and longevity of partnerships in 

Australian teacher education.  

6.2.9 Discursive conceptualization #9: Partnerships as a bureaucratic 

requirement 

The discourses of partnership evident in the interview data included that of 

partnerships as an administrative activity and a bureaucratic requirement. Wendy discussed 
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numerous partnerships she had been involved in. She raised her concern about the kinds of 

partnership work that were “increasingly being required” which she referred to as “tick and 

flick”. Wendy talked about her concern that partnerships ended up being a case of “yes, we’ve 

got 15 schools on our list” and that “when it becomes that kind of partnership that somebody 

can just sign off and say that we do, I think they’re the ones that we need to avoid and try to 

resist”. Here Wendy highlights the discursive construction of partnerships as widespread and 

as incorporating the kinds of practices she described as “administrative” where the 

“university needs to show how they’re doing it”.  

Deb invoked a similar conceptualization when she talked about her experience with 

School-University Partnerships, particularly in her fifteen years in the role of pre-service 

teacher coordinator in her school.  

We’ve been in partnerships with a number of universities... All of them provide us with 

lists of students who need placements, all of them provide us with the necessary 

paperwork but very few will come to visit and make a human connection. Often I feel 

it’s very one-way, it’s the university’s asking and drawing – putting down on the 

secondary schools to basically make placement. If you have trouble certainly call us 

but that’s where the partnership sort of ends. 

I interpret Deb’s comments here as framing partnership as the provision of 

professional experience placements by schools to meet the university and pre-service teacher 

requirement for course completion and registration as a teacher. She goes on further to 

describe her perception of these partnerships, “I have personal contact with three universities 

who I can call but at the same time I still believe it’s still a one-way partnership”.  

In the interview I then posed the question, “So would you call it a partnership then if 

it feels one-way?” to which Deb responded: 

No, it’s very much – you often dread the email that comes with [various universities]. 

Okay, what do they want? It’s more of we’ve ran out of placements, we can’t place 

our kids, please help even though you’ve said [no].  

Deb went on to describe how the school would nominate the method areas that they 

were able to host pre-service teachers in but they would still frequently get asked to take 

them. Deb said, “for example last year we said no more English/Humanities because we get 

bombarded”. So while Deb and her school were willing to place pre-service teachers they 

didn’t want to place a burden on the same teachers repeatedly.  
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Brigid, a teacher education academic, raised the issue of paperwork requirements in 

initial teacher education: 

I see the role of schools as having to be much more explicit about the future of the 

teaching profession and therefore at the moment I think the role of schools in most 

places is about oh well you’ll take one this year and oh god, they got this stupid form 

to fill out. 

I interpret Brigid’s comment here as meaning that she would like to see schools 

involved in a more meaningful way in teacher education but that “at the moment” it is limited 

to fulfilling bureaucratic requirements.  

The conceptualization of partnerships as an administrative burden was further raised 

by Deb when she described how her experience with School-University Partnerships in the 

area of professional experience placements had changed in her 15 years in the role:  

It’s just more emails now, that’s it. I mean you know there’s more information flow 

and a lot of it is too much flow from them down because we’re in a school, we’ve got to do 

all our day-to-day business and the information they provide sometimes you think well yeah, 

somebody sent the email and ticked that box. There’s not much follow-up. 

Deb’s comments here appear to echo those of Wendy in that they describe 

partnerships as working from a list and the idea that they involve someone ticking off a job to 

be done in the way Deb said, “somebody sent the email and ticked that box” and Wendy 

referred to an increasing trend in partnerships as “tick and flick”. In these examples School-

University Partnerships are conceptualised as an administrative and bureaucratic activity, 

completed to satisfy institutional requirements.  

6.3 School-University Partnerships: everything and nothing  
In this chapter I have shown that the discourses of School-University Partnership in 

Australian teacher education are messy and complex. School-University Partnerships are 

“constituted through discourse as an effect of power” (Weatherall et al, 2003, p. 275). 

Throughout section 6.2 I have shown the productive power in these discourses as 

partnerships are produced as everything and nothing. I have shown the breadth of 

discursive conceptualisation of School-University Partnerships evident in the data collected. 

Partnerships are discursively constructed as a widespread and varied practice, providing 
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evidence that partnerships continue to function as what Burgos (2003, p. 55) referred to as 

a “floating and empty signifier”.  

School-University Partnerships were produced in discourse as equivalent to or 

synonymous with professional experience placement. This is not a surprising finding given 

the prominence of partnerships in initial teacher education that I have shown in the 

scholarly literature (see section 2.5.1). I have also provided evidence in Chapter 5 that the 

discourses of School-University Partnership in recent policies in initial teacher education 

have a focus on professional experience placement. Discourses are where “power and 

knowledge are joined together” (Foucault, 1976/1998, p. 100). The production of School-

University Partnerships in discourse as professional experience placement is an example of 

the productive effects of power. The notion that School-University Partnerships are 

equivalent to professional experience placement is “sayable” as a “form of truth” (Bacchi & 

Goodwin, 2016, p. 21). This was not the only discourse of partnership evident though.  

The discourse of partnerships as relationships was also identified in this chapter. This 

discourse produces partnerships as intangible but also as made up of practices. Partnerships 

were identified by participants as involving repeated contact to “build[ing] the 

relationships” and to be “here for” (David) pre-service teachers. Relationships were a 

distinguishing feature of “real partnership” which involved “sharing experiences” (Helen). In 

this construction of School-University Partnerships, they are made up of people who do 

things together. This discourse of partnership sits in contrast with the discourse identified in 

6.2.5 of partnerships as informal personal connections. In the discourse identified in 6.2.5 

School-University Partnerships were produced as a connection which led to assisting one 

another. Partnerships in this example were framed not as the relationship between 

institutions or even the individuals but more as an arrangement whereby the two parties 

helped each other out because they were known to each other.  

A range of other discourses of partnership were identified in the interview data. 

School-University Partnerships were discursively constructed as an opportunity for schools 

to influence initial teacher education (6.2.3) while partnerships were also produced as 

opportunities for professional learning for teachers (6.2.7) and as topic specific projects 

(6.2.8). The findings of this study show that School-University Partnerships are prolific in 

Australian teacher education and that they involve a broad range of activities and are for a 

range of purposes.  
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I have presented evidence in Chapter 5 in sections 5.4 and 5.5 that the discourses of 

partnerships in policy have produced School-University Partnerships as a wide range of 

practices.  Across section 6.2 above I have shown that School-University Partnerships were 

produced in discourse as widespread in teacher education and comprising a variety of 

different practices with a variety of aims or espoused purposes.  

I argue that the discourses of School-University Partnership identified in the data 

above make “true” that School-University Partnerships are everything and nothing. The 

discourses of partnership produce knowledge about partnerships and what participants 

“know” to be “true” is that partnerships include any and all activities, networks or 

connections between schools and universities. Partnerships can be about relationships, or 

they can be about bureaucratic activities and box ticking; they can be about the running of 

one professional experience placement, or they can be long-term projects involving 

collaborative work between teachers and academics. This production of School-University 

Partnerships in discourse as “excessively broad” (Clifford & Millar, 2008, p.11) is an effect of 

power. The effects of the production of School-University partnership as everything and 

nothing renders them theoretically and conceptually incoherent. In policy and in the interview 

data, School-University Partnerships are presented with confidence as “something” and yet 

in this chapter I show that they are so broadly conceived as to be almost meaningless.  

The data presented in this chapter shows that as with the discourses of partnership in 

policy identified in Chapter 5, the discourses of partnership identified in interview data also 

show that there is considerable ambiguity about what partnerships are and what they are for. 

The discourses of partnership identified in both policy and interview data show that 

partnerships are not being produced as a cohesive whole. The discourses produce 

partnerships as everything and nothing. School-University Partnerships can be anything 

involving a school and a university. While some participant responses attempted to argue for 

partnerships as being something, such as a relationship, others framed partnerships in 

relation to contractual agreements that didn’t have an emphasis on the personnel involved. I 

argue based on the empirical evidence presented in this chapter that through the discourses 

of School-University Partnerships they are produced as everything and therefore also as 

nothing. School-University Partnerships are so broadly conceived that they include almost 

anything, rendering the notion of School-University Partnerships almost meaningless.  
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I have shown in this chapter that School-University Partnerships are not being 

produced as any one thing. The discourses of School-University Partnerships constitute them 

as a whole range of things, actions, and practices loosely connected to teacher education. 

School-University Partnerships have been discursively conceptualised as everything and 

nothing. While in this chapter I have explored the discourses of School-University 

Partnerships across a range of aspects of teacher education, including for initial teacher 

education, research and professional learning, in the next chapter I highlight the specific 

discourses of School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education. As with my policy 

analysis in Chapter 5, as well as the broad production of School-University Partnerships in 

discourse, there is also evidence of an increasing prominence of partnerships in initial teacher 

education. I showed in Chapter 5 that while partnerships were evident in a range of teacher 

education policy across the first twenty years of the 21st Century, there was a narrowing of 

focus more recently on School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education. I explore 

this in my interview data in Chapter 7.  

  



146 | P a g e  
 

Chapter 7  

School-University Partnerships as a regime of truth in initial teacher 
education 

 

7.1 Introduction  
In Chapter 6 I have shown the discursive conceptualisation of partnerships to include 

a range of practices and to be widespread in teacher education. I have shown how School-

University Partnerships are discursively produced as widespread and varied and in ways which 

render partnerships as everything and nothing. I have also shown in Chapter 5 how these 

discourses of partnership that produce partnerships as varied and widespread have been a 

feature of Australian teacher education policy.  

In this chapter, I investigate the discourses of School-University Partnerships in initial 

teacher education as a particular instantiation of partnerships, with specific effects. Firstly, I 

conceptualise the discourses of School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education as 

a Foucauldian “regime of truth” (Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 131) and I provide evidence from 

my participant interviews to support this claim. Secondly, I provide evidence of some 

resistance to School-University Partnerships as a regime of truth. Thirdly, I draw a link to the 

discourses of School-University Partnership in initial teacher education identified in Chapter 

5 which also show that there has been an increasing emphasis on initial teacher education in 

School-University Partnerships policy in the past decade.  

7.2 Discourses of School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education are 

circulating as a regime of truth 

I argue that School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education are functioning 

as a “regime of truth” (Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 131). I explore this regime of truth as 

discursively constructed by participants. This supports my earlier claim in Chapter 5, section 

5.3.4, that in initial teacher education policy School-University Partnerships are circulating as 

a regime of truth. A regime of truth is best understood by Foucault’s statement that it is “the 

type of discourse society harbours and causes to function as true” (Foucault, 1975/1991, p. 

23). I draw on Gore’s (1993) idea that “society” can be “conceived at a more local level 

whereby discourses and practices can contain a local politics of truth” (p. 56).  In this research 

the local level is understood as the field of teacher education.  Lorenzini (2015) said that it is 
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a “regime” “because truth is produced, sustained, valorized and regulated by a series of 

mechanisms, techniques and procedures” (p. 3).  Gore, Ladwig and King (2004) argued that a 

regime of truth describes “the way in which truth and power operate in tandem” (p. 1). 

Further details around the conceptualisation of regime of truth used in this study are provided 

in Chapter 3, section 3.7.1. I present data from this study as evidence of the discursive 

construction of School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education functioning as a 

regime of truth. In the previous chapter I explored the discursive construction of School-

University Partnerships as a widespread practice of teacher education and here I focus on 

their particularities in relation to initial teacher education.  

School-University Partnerships are prominent as a strategy for improving initial 

teacher education (Allen et al, 2013; Green et al, 2020; Jones et al, 2016; Zeichner, 2021). 

Despite the history of School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education that 

have targeted teacher professional learning and research (Mockler, 2013; Sachs, 1997), the 

data for this study provide evidence that while School-University Partnerships are discursively 

constructed as a widespread and varying practice they are at the same time also frequently a 

reference to the practices of initial teacher education. The discourses of School-University 

Partnerships in relation to initial teacher education positioned them in ways which suggested 

that rather than being one way to structure teacher preparation, they were the way. Here I 

draw on data from this study to illustrate this.  

7.2.1 Partnerships as inevitable 

Tara, a teacher educator talks about School-University Partnerships and the future of 

teacher education: 

the alignment of schools and universities is probably the only way forward to really 

ensure our initial teach – you know our preservice teachers have an understanding of 

how schools operate.  

Tara’s description of partnerships as “the only way forward” conveys the expectation 

that School-University Partnerships are the way, rather than a way of contributing positively 

to initial teacher education. I interpret Tara’s comment to mean that she frames pre-service 

teacher understanding of the operation of schools as what School-University Partnerships are 

for. The purpose of School-University Partnerships here is that they provide pre-service 

teachers with exposure to schools, commonly described as experience. Tara goes on to argue 
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that “we need to partner with them more strongly and vice versa, schools understanding what 

they do here when they’re at university”. I understand Tara to be framing partnerships as 

staff at schools and universities having a better understanding of the work of the other. Tara’s 

comments position School-University Partnerships as central to the present and future of 

initial teacher education.  

Another participant, Christine, an education policy worker, when asked about 

whether there were alternatives to School-University Partnerships responded, “I haven't 

thought about it. Yeah, we seem to be on a trajectory of we've got them and now how do we 

improve them which is good”. I interpret Christine’s comments, like Tara’s, to indicate a 

general acceptance of School-University Partnerships in teacher education. She asks the 

question, “how do we improve them?” which has been explored in many studies on School-

University Partnerships which have tried to identify the key features of effective partnerships 

(Jones et al, 2016; Kruger et al, 2009) or the best models for partnerships (Bernay et al, 2020). 

My interpretation of Christine’s comments above are that she admits that she hasn’t 

considered alternatives to partnership and that she feels they are broadly accepted. The 

comment from Christine, “I haven’t thought about it” is evidence of the repressive effects of 

power resulting from the circulation of School-University Partnerships as a regime of truth in 

initial teacher education. School-University Partnerships have established themselves as 

normative in initial teacher education.  

Christine went on to say, “we certainly haven’t been considering any options or 

nobody’s been talking about other alternatives”. This suggests a perception from Christine 

that there is broad acceptance of School-University Partnerships. I argue that this example is 

evidence that in initial teacher education, School-University Partnerships are circulating as a 

regime of truth. This has created a situation where they are not subject to substantive 

critique. Foucault (1984, p. 343) argued that “everything is dangerous” and that this was why 

critique was so important. As Gore (1993) argued in her study of critical and feminist 

pedagogies, that while these approaches might seem positive that rather than opening up 

“spaces of freedom” (Foucault, 1982/1988, p.11), they were limiting possibilities. While 

School-University Partnerships may appear as positive opportunities for collaborative 

working, the way in which they are functioning is as a dominant practice in initial teacher 

education that limits opportunities to think otherwise.   
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Carol, who works at a regulatory body, talked about what she sees as the important 

role for partnerships, “So while the partnership is essential for managing the professional 

experience component I think it’s a broader relationship that – can really add value to both 

sides of the fence”. For Carol partnerships are “essential” for professional experience 

placement but she is also identifying other potential benefits of partnerships. Carol identifies 

the management of professional experience as the reason why partnerships are essential. 

Carol describes partnerships in a way that makes them sound like a functional tool for multiple 

organisations to work together effectively. This is the view of partnerships as “benevolent, 

neutral and pragmatic” described by Cardini (2006, p. 394) and aligns with the descriptions in 

6.2.9 that framed partnership as an administrative or bureaucratic requirement. For Carol, 

she also sees partnerships as involving a “broader relationship” and her description of the 

value that can be added to both sides sounds like the all-important “mutual benefits” 

frequently described in the partnership literature (Goodlad, 1991; Green et al, 2020; Manton 

et al, 2020).  

Esther, had this response to the question of alternatives to School-University 

Partnerships: 

I mean I think the two are intertwined, it’s like a handshake or a – interlocking fingers, 

I mean initial teacher education preparation or teacher training is related to the 

knowledge that comes out of universities. And if they share it it’s going to be better 

for everybody. It’s a - sort of like a what else would you do? 

Esther’s response suggests School-University Partnerships are an obvious solution 

when she says, “what else would you do?” This comment from Esther is similar to Christine’s 

comment that “nobody’s been talking about other alternatives”. I argue that this response 

from Esther is further evidence that School-University Partnerships are operating as a regime 

of truth. Foucault didn’t seek to find the “truth” when he identified “regimes of truth”, but to 

show “how norms are established within discourse, and how discourse creates a normative 

context for possible thought and action, which then becomes legitimised as truth” (Olssen, 

2006, p. 137 in Hall & Noyes, 2009, p. 851). In the discourses of initial teacher education, 

School-University Partnerships are prominent and widespread. The normative context 

established by this regime of truth has legitimised the persistent discourses of the real and 

experience that I explore in Chapter 8. These are part of the “mechanisms, techniques and 
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procedures” that produce and valorize the truth, enabling the circulation of the regime of 

truth (Lorenzini, 2015, p.3).  

School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education are widely accepted and if 

any questions are asked of them, the focus is on how to improve them through doing 

partnerships better as in Christine’s comments above. Esther raises an important issue in this 

response about knowledge in teacher education, a topic that is critical to the rationale for 

partnership yet was not explicitly discussed by other participants. Furlong (2013, 2019) has 

written about this lack of a clear knowledge base as a central challenge for teacher education. 

Foucault coupled power-knowledge and argued that “power produces knowledge” and that 

“power and knowledge directly imply one another” (Foucault, 1975/1991, p. 27). The concept 

of knowledge and how it is acquired in School-University Partnerships or in teacher education 

more broadly is explored in Chapter 8. I discuss the production of truth and knowledge in 

School-University Partnerships through the discourses of the real and experience that were 

prominent in participant interviews.  

Another instance from the data that points to the circulation of School-University 

Partnerships in initial teacher education as a regime of truth was from Helen. More than 10 

minutes into the interview she says:  

It’s funny, actually because you know I’m only talking about this school-based teaching 

but we have other sorts of partnerships with schools. I’ll just continue to talk about 

the school-based teaching, though. 

Helen realises that she is only talking about one aspect of her School-University 

Partnership work, but then says she will continue to focus on this. Helen uses the phrase 

“school-based” to refer to a program that involves the pre-service teachers teaching in 

schools outside of the compulsory professional experience requirements to graduate. These 

are additional “school-based” opportunities for learning to teach which are similar to 

professional experience placements in that they involve being in schools, teaching classes 

under supervision. I interpret Helen’s comments to mean that while she might be involved in 

other School-University Partnership work, this “school-based teaching” is central, or more 

prominent or that she assumes that this is the topic of interest for this research, rather than 

some of the other partnership work she is involved in. When asked at the end of the interview 

whether School-University Partnerships are central to the future of teacher education, Helen 

had this response: 
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I do because it’s very important to – certainly in Science education, to give our 

students an experience of being successful at teaching Science. And our students 

really like it and they think that there should be more of it. 

I interpret Helen’s comment to mean that partnerships are needed to give students 

these experiences. The comment is in response to a question about partnerships and I 

interpret this response as meaning that the pre-service teachers spending time teaching in 

schools is “very important” and is presented here as the essence of partnership. Helen’s 

response highlights the productive power in the discourses of School-University Partnerships. 

The widespread and varied conception of partnerships highlighted in Chapter 6 together with 

the assumption I interpret from Helen’s comment here show that the discourses of 

partnership produce partnerships as everything and nothing whilst also producing 

partnerships as equivalent to pre-service teachers spending time in schools.  

Pre-service teachers going into schools to be involved in classroom teaching as part of 

what is known as professional experience has been described as the “sine qua non” or 

essential condition of teacher education (Bullough, 2002, p. 236). In order to qualify as a 

teacher in Australia is it compulsory to complete a minimum number of days of professional 

experience (Australian Institute of Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL), 2015). Helen 

identifies these practices, which she refers to as “school-based teaching” as examples of 

School-University Partnership. Her earlier acknowledgement of her involvement in other 

kinds of partnerships supports my claim in section 6.2 of Chapter 6 that partnerships are a 

widespread practice, and also supports my claim here that in initial teacher education they 

are a distinctive case, dominant as a regime of truth. Helen’s acknowledgement that she is 

involved in a range of partnership work yet chooses to focus on her work in initial teacher 

education supports my claim that partnerships are prominent in initial teacher education and 

are circulating as a regime of truth.  

This genealogy is investigating the ways in which truth and knowledge are produced 

(Tamboukou, 1999, p. 202). Gore, Ladwig and King (2004) described a regime of truth as “how 

truth and power operate in tandem” (p. 1). I have shown evidence in this section that School-

University Partnerships are circulating as a regime of truth in initial teacher education and 

that they are the type of discourse “society harbours and causes to function as true” 

(Foucault, 1975/1991. p. 23). I argue that the circulation of School-University Partnerships in 

initial teacher education as a regime of truth is limiting space for critique and questioning of 
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partnerships. This is an effect of power. The dominance of School-University Partnerships in 

initial teacher education, circulating as a regime of truth is producing particular forms of 

knowledge and is reinforcing the value of particular knowledge, namely knowledge gained 

through classroom teaching experience. In Chapter 8 I provide evidence of the way knowledge 

in and of teacher education is being produced through School-University Partnerships in initial 

teacher education.  

7.2.2 Resistance to School-University Partnerships   

In the section above I have presented evidence of the dominance of School-University 

Partnerships in initial teacher education, which I have argued has led to their circulation as a 

regime of truth. In this section I present evidence from my participant interviews of a limited 

amount of resistance to School-University Partnerships. While the weight of participant 

responses presented partnerships as the obvious and only way to do initial teacher education, 

there were some instances where resistance to partnerships as a regime of truth was 

articulated.  

Patricia, a project officer, responded to the question of alternatives to partnerships by 

saying, “is there an alternative to partnerships? I’m sure there is but I don’t know what it is”. 

Patricia had doubts about School-University Partnerships being the only way to work in initial 

teacher education but didn’t have a specific idea about what the alternative would look like. 

She expresses confidence that an alternative is possible but can’t identify what that 

alternative might be. 

Jacob, an education commentator, said that the “only good that will come out of SUPs 

[School-University Partnerships] will be about the goodwill of individuals” and that they are 

prominent because “it’s hard for unis to say no to them” and that the “cynic in him” says it’s 

because they allow governments to “announce” something without a more comprehensive 

strategy. I interpret Jacob’s comments as meaning that partnerships offer some possibilities 

but are ultimately not the solution. Jacob highlights the role of the individuals involved in the 

partnership as the critical factor to “good” outcomes. I interpret Jacob’s comment about the 

success of partnerships as relying on the “goodwill of individuals” to mean that he doesn’t 

see School-University Partnerships as what will lead to positive outcomes. His comment that 

they are an opportunity for governments to “announce” something without detail aligns with 
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the notion of partnerships as “floating and empty signifier” (Burgos, 2003, p. 55). Jacob’s 

comments were the most resistant to School-University Partnerships as a regime of truth.  

Despite the above comments from Jacob on School-University Partnerships, he still 

identified partnerships as a way forward for addressing what he saw as the problems of 

teacher education such as more attention to the “K-12 curriculum and pedagogical skills”. I 

interpret Jacob’s comments to mean that even though he had a cynicism towards the role of 

School-University Partnerships for teacher education, he still saw a role for them in the future. 

It wasn’t clear from these comments how Jacob felt School-University Partnerships would be 

able to address these problems he identified. I interpret his comment as similar to the 

discursive conceptualisation of partnerships highlighted in 6.2.3 whereby they are an 

opportunity for schools to influence teacher education. Although Jacob expressed some 

cynicism towards School-University Partnerships he then went on to identify them as a 

possible vehicle for addressing problems in teacher education.  

Tara also expressed some resistance to School-University Partnerships as a regime of 

truth in initial teacher education. She raised questions about the practices of teacher 

education being discursively constructed as partnerships saying, “I think sometimes we say 

we are partnering but do both partners think that?” She talked about a large multi-campus 

amalgamated school she works with and the partnerships that they were involved in. “I’m 

just thinking of the school I was working at…as part of that work we looked at all the 

partnerships that school had” and through this process they found there were “nearly a 

hundred partnerships that the school would deem they had but I wonder on a closer analysis 

of that how many of those were real partnerships?” This comment provides further evidence 

of the discursive construction of partnerships as a widespread practice of teacher education 

but also shows some resistance. Tara questions whether all of these were “real partnerships”. 

Similar resistance to School-University Partnerships as a regime of truth were expressed by 

Wendy and Helen. Along with Tara, they reflected on the authenticity of the partnerships that 

they were involved in. They seemed to juxtapose the bureaucratic requirement for “tick and 

flick” partnerships (Wendy) with other partnership work which was “real” (Helen). Yet even 

when Tara, Wendy and Helen question the authenticity of some partnerships, and Jacob 

expresses cynicism towards partnerships, these participants still expressed hope about 

partnerships as part of the future of teacher education. This shows that even where resistance 

to partnerships was identified, their circulation as a regime of truth continued to be evident.  



154 | P a g e  
 

The data presented in section 7.2 show that the discourses of School-University 

Partnerships in initial teacher education are circulating as a regime of truth.  Even where 

participants expressed some doubts about School-University Partnerships, they still saw them 

as part of the future of initial teacher education. While School-University Partnerships were 

discursively constructed as a widespread practice of teacher education in Chapter 6, it was in 

their instantiation in initial teacher education, outlined in this chapter, that they were 

circulating as a regime of truth. The discourses of partnerships in initial teacher education 

centred them as “essential” and the “only way” in ways that were not evident around other 

practices of School-University Partnerships. Partnerships for other purposes such as 

professional learning and research were presented as optional projects with varying degrees 

of success.  

While in this section I have identified some aspects of resistance to partnerships as a 

regime of truth, they were limited relative to the prominence of School-University 

Partnerships in initial teacher education identified in participant interviews. I have shown 

across Chapter 5 and 6 that School-University Partnerships are widespread and discursively 

conceptualised in a variety of ways. I have then provided evidence that in initial teacher 

education, School-University Partnerships are circulating as a regime of truth. In this section 

I have acknowledged some small pockets of resistance to partnerships but that the teacher 

education policy (Chapter 5) and participant interviews explored in this chapter show that 

School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education are difficult to resist. School-

University Partnerships exercise power through the production of discourses of truth and I 

explore this further in Chapter 8 where I show how the discourses of the real and experience 

circulate as an effect of power. In the section that follows I explore the alignments and 

tensions in the findings across Chapters 5-7 from policy and participant interviews.  

7.3 Alignments and tensions between partnerships in policy and practice 

I argued in my policy analysis in Chapter 5 that School-University Partnerships had 

become increasingly prominent in initial teacher education as a solution to ensuring the 

“quality” of programs (Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL), 2011b; 

Commonwealth of Australia, 2007). The expectations for universities and other providers of 

teacher education since the 2015 AITSL Accreditation standards were released is that they 

must have “formal partnerships, in writing” and now “formal partnerships, agreed in writing” 
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(AITSL, 2015). In my analysis in Chapter 5 I argued that School-University Partnerships are 

circulating as a regime of truth in initial teacher education policy.  

In this chapter, I have shown evidence of this regime of truth in the interview data. 

School-University Partnerships were discussed by participants as dominant and relatively 

unquestioned as a practice of initial teacher education. The shift in the discourses of 

partnership in AITSL (2011b) to AITSL (2015) was also evident in participant descriptions of 

practice. The shift to “formal partnerships, agreed in writing” (AITSL, 2015) was evident in the 

way that Deb talked about emails initiating partnerships. Deb described the process as “pretty 

cold. It’s – you get a – email, you are going to – or if I have accepted a preservice teacher we 

would like to now form a partnership and then you just do the paperwork and that’s it. End 

of story.” The demand for the agreement to be in writing was also evident in Brigid’s comment 

that “they’ve got this stupid form to fill out” and “what I see now is the schools having more 

and more tight templates to fill out”.  In more recent policy and practice, School-University 

Partnerships are being produced as paperwork or a form to fill in which fits most closely with 

section 6.2.9, partnerships as a bureaucratic requirement.  

David had a different description of being invited to participate in a partnership saying, 

“it’s a little bit random you know there’s just generally an email that’s sent out asking for 

support to be involved”. This point from David highlights that while the requirement is there 

for initial teacher education providers, it is still up to individual institutions to forge these 

partnerships. Partnerships are compulsory for accreditation of initial teacher education 

courses but schools have no such obligation and therefore universities still need to actively 

recruit schools to form partnerships with.  

Another point of tension between policy and practice was the issue of resourcing for 

partnerships and this was raised by several participants. Wendy described partnerships as 

“resource intensive personal relationships” and Helen, Patricia and Esther highlighted the role 

of project officers in partnerships they had been involved in. The partnerships with project 

officers all involved professional learning for in-service teachers. In other partnerships with a 

professional learning focus for in-service teachers, such as those described by Rachel, 

resourcing was addressed by combining a contribution from the school and from the 

university.  Rachel saw partnership as a more effective use of resources than alternatives 

which she discusses here:  
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So someone like [guest presenter], who goes into schools with his bag of tricks of - for 

maths games and things like that, I don't spend - I don't think spending thousands of 

dollars on him for a day in your school where a teacher comes away with a game they 

might play for the next four weeks is good use of professional learning money. So, and 

we're tight for professional learning money, so how can we - because you get - with a 

university partnership, they bring money and you bring a little bit of money so it's not 

like you're spending lots of money. So you're getting quality professional learning, 

based in where your school improvement plan is going because you're driving it, and 

yeah you get quality work over time. It's not a one-off, it's a three-year project or it's 

a year project or something that really, you journey together in and provides 

opportunity for you to feed in and feed forward and feedback and so forth so it's real 

staged learning as opposed to sending someone and they really bring nothing back to 

the school and haven't really learnt anything on the journey.  

In this example from Rachel partnerships offer an opportunity to pool resources for a 

professional learning project. This idea of pooling resources was less evident in discussions 

around partnerships in initial teacher education. David raised the issue of resourcing when he 

talked about the difficulties in achieving the goals of the partnership such as organising a 

meeting together with university staff and a pre-service teacher, “in a timetable when 

teachers have all got 20 hours face-to-face they’ve got to do each week is really difficult to 

find”.  As with the reference to project officers to support partnerships made by Helen, 

Patricia and Esther, this comment from David is about human resources in the form of time 

allocation. People were the central resourcing issue raised by participants. Zeichner, Payne 

and Brayko (2015) acknowledged these difficulties “given the labor-intensive nature” (p. 131) 

of developing inter-institutional collaborations.  

Deb discussed how her experience in working with pre-service teachers had changed 

over her career in teaching and leadership: 

certainly in the early days we had – and I know it’s time and money and whatever – 

we had – many more supervisors would come out and meet the staff who are working 

with the students and have quite a connection. That doesn’t happen anymore. You 

have your supervisor who comes out for – oh there's one coming next week and he 

wants to spend 20 minutes with the student not seeing him teach and five minutes 

with their supervising teacher. Okay so that’s just a check-in to me, that’s not building 
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any partnership, that’s a check-in saying how are you going? Is everything okay? I’m 

out of here. 

The existence of additional resources in the past, especially staff time, was also raised 

by Brigid: 

And so they were the days where you actually had a bit of time like they could get the 

professor in there as part of her job in her first semester. And they only did it one 

semester each year so we had time to then have our committee of teachers and 

principals and Department and union to talk through some of the issues and then 

change things for the following year. 

In this example Brigid talked about her work in teacher education in the late 1990s as 

a time when senior academic staff had “a bit of time” to go out and work with teachers and 

principals in schools. I interpret Brigid’s comment as a reference to a reduction in time 

available for academic staff to visit schools more recently. Academic workload intensification 

has been noted as having an impact on university affiliated mentors (Gillet-Swan & Grant-

Smith, 2020). Ledger and others (2020) identified that while partnerships are compulsory in 

policy, “not enough time allocated in workload” (p. 124) had a negative impact on the ability 

of academics to build and maintain partnerships.  

Helen discussed the issue of fitting partnership work in with already existing workload 

requirements:  

We are grappling at the moment at University A because of all the work that we all do 

in the STEM area, we are finding a lot of schools are contacting us and wanting 

assistance. And so as a school actually, the whole school is being contacted and so we 

have to do – work out a way of dealing with that so that it doesn’t become on top of 

because the issue is that you know you fill your allocation up at the beginning of the 

year and then something comes along and what do you do? So it is a contact issue, 

actually and at University A we have quite a lot of partnerships that are quite 

institutionalised, alliance schools and that sort of thing so they’re institutionalised and 

so there’s a lot of roles associated with that that can be part of your load. But it’s those 

little things that come in that can actually be quite difficult to manage so you have to 

be careful what you say yes to, really. Look, there's partnership work that can – if 

you’re talking about my professional life there’s partnership work that can work for 

you and there’s partnership work that can drain you. And so it’s about being careful 
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about what you want to do. It all drains – should I say it all drains you, it’s just some 

count, some don’t, you know. 

 In this comment from Helen she is describing the institutional processes at her 

university and the way in which workload is calculated. She highlights that workloads are 

established at the beginning of the year and this means it is difficult to resource proposed 

partnerships that might pop up part way through the year. Helen highlights the importance 

of “being careful about what you do” in relation to the work that is valued by the university 

which she describes as “some count, some don’t”. This is one of the tensions between 

compulsory partnerships in initial teacher education policy (Australian Institute of Teaching 

and School Leadership, 2015), yet the major markers for success for teacher education 

academics are publications and securing research grants. This partly explains the proliferation 

of scholarly publications on School-University Partnerships highlighted in Chapter 2 as teacher 

education academics work to combine the demands of policy and course accreditation with 

pressure to maintain research active status through publications (Toe et al, 2020). Singh et al 

(2014) highlighted the way that funding for partnership projects drives research into 

partnerships.  

The findings from Chapter 5 show the increasing focus on partnerships as a solution 

to the longstanding challenges of teacher education, yet resourcing is a challenge if they are 

to be the kind of personal relationships that Wendy argues constitute partnership rather than 

“networks”, or what Deb referred to as “connections”. Based on participant perceptions of 

what constitutes a “real” partnership, without resourcing to provide time School-University 

Partnerships will be very difficult. Ledger and others (2020) described this as the “hidden 

costs” of the “relational work of ITE professional experience” that is “not explicitly 

recognised” in workload models (p. 123). Helen’s final comment from above that “it all drains 

you” highlights this heavy workload associated with partnerships. 

The findings from my policy analysis in Chapter 5 show that partnerships have been a 

prominent feature of teacher education and education more broadly through the Smarter 

Schools National Partnerships funding since the turn of the century. I have argued in both my 

policy analysis in Chapter 5 and in this chapter that School-University Partnerships are 

circulating as a regime of truth in initial teacher education. In both policy and practice, School-

University Partnerships in initial teacher education have achieved broad acceptance as a 

positive and pragmatic strategy. While there were some pockets of resistance to partnerships, 



159 | P a g e  
 

overwhelmingly partnerships continued to be understood as Cardini (2006) described them, 

as “benevolent, neutral and pragmatic” (p. 394).  

7.4 Conclusion 

I have shown in this chapter how the discourses of partnership circulate in particular 

ways in the area of initial teacher education, functioning as a regime of truth. I have shown 

how in initial teacher education, partnerships were discursively constructed as dominant 

and essential. This aligns with the findings presented in Chapter 5 through my policy analysis 

where partnerships have been constructed in widespread and varied ways in policy in the 

past but there has been a narrowing focus more recently. I showed in Chapter 5 that in the 

area of initial teacher education, School-University Partnerships had become more 

prominent and narrowly defined in ways that most closely reflect a discursive construction 

as a bureaucratic requirement, as described in 6.2.9. In this chapter I have presented 

evidence that School-University Partnerships are circulating as a regime of truth in initial 

teacher education.  

I also presented some evidence of resistance to School-University Partnerships as a 

regime of truth. I provided evidence of instances where participants identified some 

limitations to partnerships or identified the possibility of alternatives. Within this I showed 

that even where participants showed this resistance, there was still evidence of School-

University Partnerships circulating as a regime of truth.  

In the final section of this chapter I explored some alignments and tensions across 

policy and practice, drawing together findings from chapters 5-7. I showed that the 

narrowing in focus of School-University Partnerships to initial teacher education and the 

dominance that is circulating as a regime of truth was an alignment across policy and 

practice. The major tension across policy and practice centred around compulsory School-

University Partnerships in initial teacher education (AITSL, 2015) at the same time as 

participants highlighted the heavy workload and labour-intensive nature of partnership 

work.   
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Chapter 8  

Discourses of the real and experience: the subjectification of teachers 
and teacher educators in School-University Partnerships 

8.1 Introduction 

Across the previous findings chapters 5-7, I have shown how School-University 

Partnerships in Australian teacher education have been discursively constructed in policy and 

practice. I have also laid out my claim across the literature chapter and my findings in Chapter 

5 and 6 that in both policy and practice there is a lack of clarity around what constitutes a 

partnership.  I have also shown in Chapter 5, and 7 that there was evidence in policy and 

practice of a narrowing of focus in the 21st Century towards partnerships in initial teacher 

education.  

In section 7.2 I showed how participants identified School-University Partnerships in 

initial teacher education as prominent and largely unquestioned. Partnerships were 

presented as an important and improved forward trajectory and yet many of the longstanding 

challenges for teacher education had not been addressed in a meaningful way. These 

discourses of partnerships are functioning as “both an instrument and an effect of power” 

(Foucault, 1976/1998, p. 101). Teacher education, particularly initial teacher education, is a 

contested space (Mayer, 2014). While partnerships are often seen as a way to address 

challenges, they can’t circumvent important questions about the knowledge needed for 

teaching, the role and nature of professional experience and the roles of schools and 

universities in teacher preparation. I show in this chapter that it is difficult for participants to 

think outside of or beyond School-University Partnerships because of these persistent 

discourses which reinforce the status quo. For teachers, School-University Partnerships 

validate their knowledge and experience and affirm their place as experts on teaching. For 

teacher education academics, School-University Partnerships reinforce a deficit view of 

teacher education but in other ways they also reduce scrutiny on the work of teacher 

education as long as it involves partnering with schools.  

In this chapter I present evidence from my participant interviews that within the 

discourses of partnership in initial teacher education, those of experience (section 8.2) 

produce partnerships in particular ways.  Firstly, I show that experience in the discourses of 

partnership is linked to training models and narrow conceptions of what it means to learn to 
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teach. Secondly, I explore the discourse of the “real” and the way it subjectifies teacher 

educators. I also show how the discourses of the real and experience constitute knowledge 

and contribute to the production of “truth” in teacher education. Thirdly, I show in section 

8.4 how the subjectification effects of these discourses produce teachers in schools as those 

with access to the “truth” about teaching. I present evidence that teacher education 

academics, subjectified through a “discourse of derision”, have a diminished role in teacher 

education where knowledge and expertise gained outside of schools is not recognised or 

valued. In the following section I explore schools as sites of experience in School-University 

Partnerships.  

8.2 Schools as sites of experience in School-University Partnerships 

In Chapter 6, section 6.2.1 I showed that prominent in the interview data was a 

discursive conceptualisation of partnerships as referring to professional experience 

placement. I argued that the way in which participants described partnerships they were at 

times equated with professional experience placement. Within this discursive 

conceptualisation, here I focus on the discourse of experience as central to the way in which 

School-University Partnerships were perceived by participants. The notion of experience is 

prominent in teacher education literature and is generally used to refer to time spent in 

schools as part of professional experience placements (Le Cornu, 2015). School-University 

Partnerships literature has at times explored what experience might look like in “successful” 

teacher education (Jones & Ryan, 2014). Professional experience is widely accepted as an 

essential element of initial teacher education (Jones et al, 2016; Reynolds et al, 2016; Green 

et al, 2020) and yet what constitutes this experience is not well defined.  

Participants spoke about the importance of experience as happening within 

partnerships. Deb described what she saw as the role of schools in initial teacher education 

below: 

Really important role because schools provide real life experience so if you didn’t have 

schools to just enlighten, you know, the aspiring teacher, I don’t think you’d get as 

many graduate teachers who sort of have an understanding so schools are integral 

within that whole learning system. They have to be. 

I interpret Deb’s comment as highlighting “real life experience” in schools so as to 

“enlighten” PSTs which she says helps them to “have an understanding”. I interpret Deb’s 
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comments as suggesting that without experience in the form of time in schools, graduates 

would not “have an understanding” of the job of teaching. I interpret Deb’s comment as 

arguing for the centrality of experience in schools in initial teacher education. Deb doesn’t 

discuss what she means by experience but from her comment I interpret it as meaning 

spending time in the school. Deb positions this “real life experience” in schools as something 

that is “integral within that whole system”. I interpret this comment from Deb as saying that 

time spent in schools is critical but that she sees it as part of a system of teacher education.  

Helen made a similar comment when she described schools as “a context for authentic 

experience”. She described one of the aims of a particular partnership being that pre-service 

teachers: 

they just get the experience of being like a teacher, I suppose and undertaking those 

various roles of planning, implementing, evaluating, collaborating, working with kids 

you know that full-on hands-on working with children.  

Helen also raises the importance of experience but goes on to provide some examples 

of what this might mean. She highlights some of the different roles of the teacher and “that 

full-on hands on working with children”. Helen’s comments highlight what experience might 

look like for the pre-service teacher but are not explicit about how School-University 

Partnerships are connected with experience, other than an apparent assumption that School-

University Partnerships are about professional experience placement or spending time in 

schools.  

What was absent from these responses relating to the importance of experience in 

teacher education was a clear sense of what constituted this experience. While there were 

some attempts such as Helen’s above to be explicit about what experience meant, for 

something that was seen as critical in learning to teach, the idea was underdeveloped in 

participant responses.  I argue it was a taken for granted concept that was equated with 

spending time in schools. This is similar to recent partnership policy that identifies partnership 

as critical and links it with professional experience (Australian Institute for Teaching and 

School Leadership, 2015; Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group, 2014) yet aside from 

the need for these partnerships to be “formal, agreed in writing” there is not a lot of detail 

about what this experience entails.  
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The discourse of experience was evident elsewhere in participant discussions. Brigid, 

a teacher education academic, also talked about what she saw as the role of schools in teacher 

education: 

inducting people, as inducting people through placement into a wide range of 

teaching practices and that it was the school’s role, not just the individual teacher’s 

role. And that they saw – this was their you know the first phase of their induction into 

teaching and so I didn’t see any school when I started really understanding that except 

for the schools on the [remote First Nations community] out of all the placements that 

I worked in. Most of them saw their role more as trying to overcome the role of the 

university you know they’re the eggheads in their ivory towers even though many of 

them were very good teachers and actually were very experienced in the school 

setting. Most teacher educators are. But what I see now is the schools having more 

and more tight templates to fill out about the kids so – students so that they get to 

the standards. I would like to see that talked about. 

In Brigid’s response she is giving some detail about what experience might look like 

and connects it to the idea of an initial induction into the profession. She then mentions what 

she sees as the view of the schools involved in professional experience and identifies a 

discourse of derision towards teacher education academics, best captured by her comment 

about “eggheads in their ivory towers” which I discuss further in 8.4. Brigid makes a specific 

point about experience in relation to teacher education academics that “many of them were 

very good teachers and actually were very experienced in the school setting. Most teacher 

educators are”. Here again the issue of experience is raised, and Brigid’s comment reaffirms 

the importance of experience in a school context as that which is relevant. In the context of 

School-University Partnerships, experience in school settings continues to be held up as 

critical for those learning to teach and also for teacher educators. It is clear from the way 

Brigid describes the experience of teacher educators that this refers to their past practice as 

school teachers rather than any experience they might have spending time teaching pre-

service teaches or working with teachers and pre-service teachers in schools in their role as 

teacher educators. Experience teaching in schools is highlighted in this comment as a valued 

source of knowledge for teacher educators.  

The above comments from Brigid also highlight the broader regimes of truth within 

which School-University Partnerships are operating. Brigid talks about her vision of schools in 
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the formation of early career teachers and what she would like to see, contrasted with what 

she sees as “more and more tight templates to fill out” in order to ensure “they get to the 

standards”. The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (AITSL, 2011a) are part of a 

suite of measures, linked to the notion of “teacher quality” (Connell, 2009). This standards 

driven approach to teacher education has been criticised due to the risk that it narrows the 

definition of teaching (Santoro et al, 2012) and is an important part of the context for the past 

decade of School-University Partnerships.  

Christine, an education department employee, referenced the notion of experience 

when she talked about what School-University Partnerships were for. She described the 

rationale for the latest program she was involved in: 

I think that was predicated on research that was coming out of - or a lot of the work 

that was coming out of the National Leadership Centre in London around the way in 

which initial teacher education was being developed, but their particular model, it also 

extended to areas of - well other countries, so Germany was another example where 

it's modelled, where schools would form supra academies and within those academies 

they were then being accredited for being responsible in designing initial teacher 

education courses. So there was an informal - or they were moving towards a bit of a 

formal agreement between these clusters of schools and university providers around 

doing school embedded teacher education and so that involved a lot of these pre-

service teachers basically doing on the job training to get qualifications. 

The way Christine describes the partnership as providing “on the job training” suggests 

she is talking about the value of experience in schools. The conceptualisation of teacher 

education as teacher training has been critiqued as narrowly focused on practical skills 

without a broader educative purpose (Stephens et al, 2007). Britzman (2003) criticised the 

notion of teacher training as that which “privileges routinized behaviour over critical action” 

(p. 46). Despite this the notion persists with David, a school principal also referring to “teacher 

training” in the interviews. While the phrase “on the job training” suggests a vocational 

learning or apprenticeship approach to teacher preparation, as with the focus on experience, 

it lacks specificity about what this might look like. Christine’s description of School-University 

Partnerships as being modelled on the English system gives an indication of where a discourse 

of partnerships in Australian teacher education may lead. The compulsory partnerships of the 

1990s in England led to the development of modes of teacher education that are school-led 
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or school based (Ellis, 2010). Reforms being implemented across 2020 and 2021 to initial 

teacher education in England have been widely criticised and seen as promoting narrow ideas 

of teaching (Mutton et al, 2021).  

8.2.1 The limits of experience for initial teacher education  

Experience has been highlighted by participants and is also evident in policy discourses 

relating to School-University Partnerships. In both policy and practice experience is generally 

framed as meaning time in schools. The concept of experience has been critiqued in the 

scholarly literature, with Britzman’s (2003) influential work on the valorization of experience 

in U.S. teacher education and Ellis’ (2010) work highlighting the impoverishment of 

experience in the English context. In the Australian context, President of the Teacher 

Education Association critiqued the idea of work experience as providing “relevance and 

credibility” to teacher educators more than 25 years ago (Hatton, 1994, p. 19). These 

examples represent important critique on the notion of experience and yet participant 

interview data shows it persists relatively unquestioned within the discourses of School-

University Partnerships.   

I argue that if experience is critical to School-University Partnerships then there needs 

to be further critique and theorizing of experience to ensure that it isn’t impoverished (Ellis, 

2010). An emphasis on experience as central to initial teacher education within partnerships 

subjectifies participants in particular ways. As Brigid argued in defence of teacher education 

academics, they are often experienced in the school setting. This subjectifies teacher 

educators, as well as teachers and pre-service teachers, in relation to their experience. It 

suggests that access to the “truth” about learning to teach is via experience, but this 

experience is never clearly defined or is assumed to mean time in schools rather than any 

other experience pre-service teachers or teacher educators may have had. This suggests that 

experience teaching in schools is all that is needed to be an expert on teaching and teaching 

people how to teach and yet this argument is not being explicitly made.  

The discourses of School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education rely on 

this notion of the centrality of experience in schools. In policy and practice the notion of 

experience persists but is not clarified or justified. Being an experienced classroom teacher is 

not sufficient to be an effective mentor or supervising teacher and there is a large body of 
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scholarly work on the role of the mentor and the critical attributes needed in this role in 

teacher education (Ambrosetti & Dekkers, 2010; Ellis, Alonzo & Nguyen, 2020).  

The emphasis on experience in the discourses of partnership in initial teacher 

education produces teaching subjects as formed through access to this experience. Gaining 

experience as the pathway to learning to teach frames partnerships as not much more than 

providing opportunities for pre-service teachers to have this experience. If the focus of 

partnerships is getting those learning to teach into schools for experience this produces 

teacher subjectivities where simply having experience in schools counts as knowledge of the 

“truth” about teaching. Yet the breadth of scholarly work on teaching and dominant policy 

such as the Australian Teaching Professional Standards (AITSL, 2011a) frame teaching as 

complex work and not as something that experience alone can teach.  

Simple solutions to complex problems are frequent in education, as identified in the 

push to “what works” in schools (Biesta, 2007) as well as the suggestion that “evidence” and 

“data” are the new holy grail in teaching (Mockler & Stacey, 2021). The subjectification 

effects of this discourse of experience are produced within the regime of truth (Foucault, 

1977/1980b, p. 131) of School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education. Regimes 

of truth produce “those who are charged with saying what is true” (Foucault, 1980, p. 131) 

and the (re)production of experience in schools as central positions teachers in schools as 

those with access to the “truth” about teaching by virtue of their possession of this 

experience. I argue that the prominence of discourses of experience within School-

University Partnerships produces truth and knowledge for teaching as gained by spending 

time in schools.  

In the following section, I move my discussion on the discourses circulating within the 

regime of truth of School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education to the discourse 

of the real. 

8.3 The invocation of the real   

Another important discourse within the regime of truth of School-University 

Partnerships in initial teacher education was a repeated invoking of the real.  I provide 

evidence from my interview data that a discourse of the real is central to the discourses of 

School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education. This discourse of the real works 

together with the discourse of experience to produce the truth about teaching available via 
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partnerships. The discourses of experience and the real help to reinforce partnerships as a 

regime of truth in initial teacher education in the way they are linked to long standing 

assumptions about learning to teach built on a historical apprenticeship model of teaching in 

Australia (Aspland, 2006). Whilst universities have been involved in teacher education in 

various ways for more than 50 years and in all initial teacher education since the Dawkins 

reforms of the late 1980s, there is still a widespread reluctance to conceive of learning to 

teach as an intellectual endeavour and a tendency towards seeing it as a “craft” made up of 

skills, best learnt “on the job”.   

Deb’s comments on the role of schools in teacher education were referenced in 

section 7.2 to show how a discourse of experience permeates conceptions of partnership. 

Deb also raised the notion of the real when she said “schools provide real life experience”. In 

this comment Deb links what is real with experience and positions this as what schools can 

offer teacher education. The way in which Deb discusses this role for the school seems to set 

up schools as real and by implication universities as not real. This subjectifies teacher 

education academics in a way that only (recent) experience in schools counts as experience. 

Other present and past work of teacher education academics such as research, writing, 

university teaching and projects are diminished in value.  

The notion of “reality” is also taken up by Patricia, project officer, when she talks about 

the importance of employing sessional academics who are former principals in partnership 

work because they “they get it” because they have “been in the reality of running schools and 

timetabling of things at schools and all that sort of stuff”. For Patricia, “reality” seems to be 

about “running schools and timetabling”.  There seems to be an assumption implicit in 

Patricia’s comments that other academics have not been involved in the running of schools. 

This was the assumption that Brigid was defending teacher education academics against 

when she claimed many of them were “very experienced” in schools. The idea that former 

principals understand the “reality” of schools is focussed on their knowledge of school 

processes and I interpret Patricia’s notion of the real here to mean what happens in the day 

to day of schools. Britzman (2003) described the “discourses of the real” where learning to 

teach is defined as “learning to work within given constraints” and where “the real” is 

“synonymous with existing practices” (p. 198). 

The notion of what is real was also raised by Wendy. She talked about why she thinks 

there has been a policy push to formalise partnerships:  
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Well probably around the teacher quality debate is some of it. I think it is around – so 

some of it’s from a higher ed perspective, the perspective that teacher education is 

very disconnected from any reality you know I often talk about how I’ve never worked 

in the real world but often feel like I’m always in it you know like I used to work in 

hospitality and apparently that wasn’t the real world either you know being a teacher 

wasn’t the real world so I’ve never ever really been in the real world so that’s 

interesting so – but teacher – out of all the worlds that are not real teacher education 

or higher ed is the least real world apparently. 

Wendy connected these discourses of partnership to a “teacher quality” agenda from 

governments. Debates about teacher quality are part of wider discourses of teacher 

education and education more broadly (Connell, 2009; Mayer, 2014). Hoyte et al (2020) 

described “teacher quality” as a “powerful construct” and argued that quality discourses 

formed “part of contemporary regimes of truth” (p. 159). Wendy is positioning partnerships 

as part of a strategy related to teacher quality. She went on to say: 

And so you know so there’s a lot of criticism of teacher education and not 

understanding what schools do and what teachers do so I think part of the 

government’s attempt – so it becomes formal from a government perspective but it’s 

also – so it becomes a quality check you know so the government can say that they 

are doing something to ensure that teacher educators know what they’re doing and 

they have some real experience in the real world. 

In this response from Wendy she linked partnerships to the idea of teacher educators 

having “real experience in the real world” because of a perception that they are 

“disconnected from any reality”.  She then suggested partnerships are a way for government 

to “say that they are doing something” through connecting teacher educators with the “real” 

of schools. As with Brigid’s earlier comments about the experience of teacher educators, 

Wendy suggested partnerships are about gaining access to the “real” through a connection 

with schools.  
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8.3.1 The connections between experience, the real and the truth in School-

University Partnerships in initial teacher education 

The above discourses of experience and the “discourses of the real” that are apparent 

in the interview data were identified in Britzman’s (2003) study. She talks about the 

“discourses of the real” in detail here: 

Practical experience, as a guarantee of truth, is valorized because of its synchronicity 

with the exigencies of the real. However, supressed in this discourse is how the real 

became established, produced and legitimized in practice. Instead, the practical is 

filtered through common sense, joining conduct with affect. Supposedly, one intuits 

activity from experience. (Britzman, 2003, p. 198) 

Britzman (2003) also quotes from Smith and Zantiotis (1989) who said: 

an important effect of discourse about the real is the differentiation between 

appropriate and inappropriate conceptions of teaching that seem obvious on the basis 

of an appeal to the ‘truth’ and the credibility of practicality. (p. 112) 

The central issues raised by Britzman (2003) and Smith and Zantiotis (1989) above are 

evident in the discourses of partnerships from participant interviews. The “floating and empty 

signifier” (Burgos, 2003, p. 55) status of School-University Partnerships and the regime of 

truth in initial teacher education have created space for the (re)production of these 

discourses of the real from participants. Without a clear ambit, School-University Partnerships 

are heavily impacted by the broader discourses of teacher education. Rather than 

partnerships helping participants to unpack or explore the complexity in learning to teach, 

discourses of partnership which focus on bureaucratic activity and partnerships as equivalent 

to professional experience placement are reinforcing the “discourses of the real” identified 

by Britzman (2003). School-University Partnerships are unable to offer “spaces of freedom” 

(Foucault, 1982/1988, p. 11) for the field of teacher education if they are (re)producing 

longstanding challenges in teacher preparation. This is why identifying partnerships as a 

regime of truth in initial teacher education is critical for imagining other possibilities.  

I have argued in Chapter 7 that School-University Partnerships are circulating as a 

regime of truth in initial teacher education.  This has led to a lack of critique of partnerships 

and created space for the proliferation of these discourses of experience and the real which 

relate to longstanding debates in teacher education about the best ways to prepare teachers. 

Foucault (1984, p. 343) argued that “everything is dangerous”, and I make the claim here that 
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valorising experience is dangerous. An impoverished notion of experience (Ellis, 2010) as 

central to partnerships is not a forward trajectory for teacher education. If the foundation of 

School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education is experience, understood as time 

in schools accessing the real this suggests a model of teacher education resembling 

apprenticeship approaches of the past (White & Forgasz, 2016) dressed up as innovations.  

Working with Foucault, it is not my claim that the present is a necessary improvement on the 

past but if past practice is the goal then clear and explicit articulation of this plan creates space 

for critique and improvement.  

8.4 Teacher education academic subjectivity and a discourse of derision 

In the above sections I have identified the discourses of experience and the real as 

central to School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education. I have shown how these 

discourses help reinforce School-University Partnerships as a regime of truth as they are long 

held ideas and the value of experience in schools is relatively uncontested. In this section I 

provide further evidence of these discourses of partnership circulating as “an instrument and 

effect of power” (Foucault, 1976/1998, p. 101). Foucault (1980) says we cannot “exercise 

power except through the production of truth” (p. 93) and the discourses of the real and 

experience produced within the discourses of partnership are an example of the productive 

effects of power. The discourses of the real and experience are produced as “forms of truth” 

(Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016, p. 21). The discourses of School-University Partnership are 

influenced by the broader regimes of truth circulating in teacher education and education 

generally. The discourses of School-University Partnerships are also producing teacher 

education in particular ways, framing the purpose, goals and aspirations of teacher education. 

In section 7.2 I showed how Brigid, drawing on a discourse of experience, linked this to a 

discourse of derision that she identified in schools where teachers “saw their role more as 

trying to overcome the role of the university you know they’re the eggheads in their ivory 

tower”. I interpret from Brigid’s comments that in her partnership experiences with schools 

she had come across a discourse of derision towards teacher education. Furlong (2019) has 

written about the dominance of a “discourse of derision” towards universities and their role 

in teacher education in the English context. This “discourse of derision” was evident in other 

participant responses such as when Wendy, a teacher education academic, described her 

experience of working with schools in partnership:  
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so this is a region that has some of the worst statistics in terms of even getting kids to 

Year 10 and they felt that the higher ed sector, education particularly, had completely 

abandoned them so they weren’t particularly interested in [someone from inter- 

state] who was obviously only going to stay there for two weeks coming in and doing 

anything with them. And they certainly didn’t want to listen to anything that I had to 

say. 

Wendy began this description of some of her experiences of partnership by 

highlighting the contextual factors for this rural context. The way in which Wendy described 

this work I interpret as her sense of the scepticism with which she and the university were 

treated. She went on to say: 

Interestingly there was a core group of principals at the time who saw the need – they 

saw the importance of the university so they did actually ask me in so they included 

me in the – some of the core groups which was really great but I must admit that I 

basically had to work night and day to – and listen to a lot of awful stuff and then part 

of my role was to advocate back to the university for support for the schools and you 

know for what we could do in schools. And the problem there was that we didn’t have 

enough students to do what the schools needed so we quickly ran into that issue of 

we couldn’t actually do what we – what the schools wanted so then we worked 

together with the schools to come up with or what can we do strategically with what 

– the resources that we have to actually focus on some projects and what can we do?  

And it ended up meaning over – after a period of time is actually just identifying key 

schools to work with and so then our students so the university students, preservice 

teachers, would mostly go to those schools. 

Wendy identified a “core group of principals” who “saw the importance of the 

university” which I interpret as meaning the importance of the university was not seen as a 

given by other school principals in the surrounding area. Wendy talks about how she had to 

“work night and day” and “listen to a lot of awful stuff” in order to progress the partnership. 

Wendy went on to talk more about the complexity and layers involved in this partnership 

work: 

And it was the same with working with the community so you had strategic alliances 

where say the art gallery, because Sunny University had a memorandum of 

understanding with them, so you worked with them and the city council and – because 
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they also worked with - there’s the schools so you worked with the principal networks 

and so it became a matter of – so basically it was actually just embedding yourself in 

the community basically doing whatever they wanted until you kind of gained their 

trust and it wasn't until then that I felt that I could sort of say okay so now what are 

you going to do back? So how can we actually make this a real partnership? Because 

up until then it was you know it was me just doing whatever they wanted and them 

just telling me what to do. And so that to me is not a real partnership. 

This description of partnership reported by Wendy highlights the resource intensive 

nature of this work, as discussed in Chapter 6. Wendy discusses a whole range of elements to 

the partnership and she also points to her perception of the need to gain the trust of the 

schools before the partnership can become a mutual arrangement. Wendy said she had to 

“do whatever they wanted until you kind of gained their trust”. I interpret Wendy’s comments 

as evidence of her experience of a discourse of derision towards the role of universities in 

teacher education. Ellis and McNicoll (2015, p. 61) talked about this as “unbalanced 

partnerships” where the universities are in a position where partnership isn’t optional but the 

schools can opt in or out. This description from Wendy sits in contrast to Breault’s (2014) 

research which found that partnerships frequently operated on the assumption that 

universities were in a dominant role. 

Wendy also described her early experiences of partnership: 

So when I became a teacher educator it just became… I think when I first started in 

teacher education I had an opportunity where a teacher came to me and said you guys 

don’t know anything about anything you know you’re so disconnected, you’re all 

about the theory, we know what’s doing it, come out and see what we’re doing in our 

school. And it was actually working in – suddenly actually having that opportunity to 

work in a school and taking that opportunity up that kind of snowballed probably my 

career with that stuff, it was the most rewarding work for me.  

In the above response Wendy reported another experience as the target of this 

discourse of derision.  The teacher’s comments as understood by Wendy framed teacher 

educators as those who “don’t know anything about anything” and are “so disconnected” and 

“all about the theory” compared with teachers and that she should “come out and see what 

we’re doing in our school”.  In talking about why partnerships are prominent in teacher 

education, Helen, another teacher educator suggested: 
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it also helps the people in the schools to see universities as not just these people who 

sit in their ivory towers and are disconnected. I think we’ve got to really work together 

much more and not – and to sort of dispel those ideas in schools because they become 

quite negative and destructive at a number of levels. One level when our students go 

out there and told that what they do at university’s a load of crap and you’ll learn 

everything you need to know here. Yeah, that’s not helpful at all for anybody.  

In this example, Helen is reporting similar experiences to Wendy and Brigid where she 

perceived that the contribution of the university and teacher education academics is being 

derided. I interpret Helen and Wendy’s comments as their perception that schools see their 

own role in initial teacher education as central and unquestioned. This aligns with Britzman’s 

(2003) comments about “practical experience as a guarantee of truth” (p. 198). The discourse 

of derision evident in participant interviews is a result of the widespread acceptance of the 

discourses of the real and experience discussed above.  

The subjectivity of teachers in the above example is framed as a secure position, an 

unchallenged and assumed place as an expert on teaching. Helen and Wendy discuss their 

experiences with a discourse of derision and how they have tried to work around it. They 

haven’t done this by identifying themselves as experts but rather inhabit a subject position as 

a “good partner” who “work[s] together” (Helen) with schools or “doing whatever they 

wanted in order to gain their trust” (Wendy).  

Wendy, Helen and Tara all talked about partnerships as providing an opportunity for 

those in schools to see the value of the university and teacher education academics and that 

they had something to offer. They also talked about partnerships as professionally 

rewarding work which provides some evidence as to what else sustains School-University 

Partnerships. The teacher education academics interviewed in this study had all previously 

had experience working as teachers in schools and were positive about the opportunity to 

connect with colleagues in schools.  

8.4.1 Time in schools is framed as inevitably good  

The above comments about “ivory towers” and the “disconnection” of teacher 

education are linked to the long-standing debates about how to best prepare teachers and 

the role of time spent in schools and universities (White & Forgasz, 2016). The notion that 

pre-service teachers will “really learn to teach” whilst on professional experience continues 
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to be prominent (Mayer et al, 2017, p. 130). The framing of teaching as a “craft” best learnt 

“on the job” has been central to reform efforts in England since the 1990s (Ellis, 2010). 

Teacher education has, in the past in Australia occurred in various forms that have involved 

differing amounts of time spent in schools (Aspland, 2006; Vick, 2006). The tendency to 

assume that pre-service teachers spending time in schools is “inevitably good” (Hatton, 1994, 

p. 30) is persistent and the idea that more time in schools is better is also a recurring theme 

(Reid, 2011; Reynolds et al, 2016). Given the evidence in the discourses of School-University 

Partnerships in initial teacher education that there is a focus on experience and the real this 

helps to explain why there is such a commitment to partnerships. Partnerships are strongly 

associated with pre-service teachers spending time in schools gaining experience of the real 

and there is broad support for more “time in schools” (Reid, 2011) so this helps reinforce 

positivity towards partnerships in initial teacher education.  

8.4.2 Partnerships and the “inadequacy of teacher education”  

The most unequivocal expression of a discourse of derision from a participant directed 

towards teacher education came from Jacob, an education commentator, who expressed the 

view that the reason for a push towards School-University Partnerships was the “inadequacy 

of teacher education”. Jacob saw the main problem of teacher education as that it is “too far 

removed from what happens in the classroom”. Jacob was dismissive of what is often 

described as “too theoretical, too abstract” as missing the point and taking us in the wrong 

direction in terms of reform. He says that this criticism suggests we are teaching the “right 

theories” or “right issues” when there is not enough focus on preparing people to teach the 

curriculum. So for Jacob, the limitations of teacher education are central to the existence of 

School-University Partnerships, and he sees the problems with teacher education as more 

about the skills and knowledge being taught rather than a sense that teacher education is 

“too theoretical”.  I interpret from his comments that as with the partners in Wendy’s 

examples, he saw teacher education in universities as lacking in relevance. The way in which 

he described teacher education as “too far removed from what happens in the classroom” 

demonstrated his perception that time in schools is not part of teacher education.  Teacher 

education seems to be understood by Jacob as that which happens at the university and is 

separate from professional experience placement. It is this university-based element of 

teacher education that is that target of the discourse of derision. This is the kind of important 
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discussion about what constitutes School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education 

that needs to be happening but seems predominantly absent. I argue that it is the dominance 

of School-University Partnerships as a regime of truth that creates these conditions. 

Partnerships are so entrenched, engrained and accepted in initial teacher education that 

discussion and debate around what the partnership is and what it is for are not occurring 

enough.  

8.4.3 Contemporary classrooms and teacher educator subjectivity 

As well as a focus on the need for experience and the real as the rationale for 

partnerships, participants also highlighted the importance of this experience being recent in 

order to be relevant. Even if teacher educators begin a career in the academy with recent 

classroom teaching experience in schools, over time the value of this experience diminishes.  

Two of the school-based participants also seemed to identify School-University Partnerships 

as an opportunity for them to provide access to knowledge about teaching with a particular 

emphasis on the present-day context. David saw his role and that of others from schools as 

because “there needs to be a greater understanding of, you know, contemporary learning 

and teaching”. Deb, a school-based pre-service teacher coordinator also identified the need 

for “well equipped students [PSTs] coming out, you know, 21st Century learning is very 

different”. These school-based participants saw their role in School-University Partnerships 

as giving pre-service teachers an opportunity to have an experience of the “realities” of 

teaching. In these comments, the “realities” of teaching are presented as specific to the 

present time period, implying that what is real in teaching is time bound. This resonates with 

Britzman’s (2003) discourses of the “real”, where the “real” is “synonymous with existing 

practices” (p. 198). While the comments above are not explicit in any derision of teacher 

education they suggest the critical role of schools because of the way “contemporary” or “21st 

Century” learning is different. This emphasis on experience in contemporary classrooms 

frames relevant knowledge about teaching as being gained through time in schools.  

Carol also discussed the idea of teaching in the present time period as part of the role 

of partnerships. She described partnerships as:  

it’s like a feedback loop so I think it’s important for schools to know what institutions 

are working on, what’s the current best research practice etc but then also same back 

into the institutions so understanding what it’s like current day in the classroom. 
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In Carol’s comments she highlights this as a mutual need of schools and universities 

to understand the work of the other. The idea that School-University Partnerships are an 

opportunity for those in schools and universities to learn about the work of the other was 

also mentioned by Esther when she discussed why she saw partnerships as essential (see 

7.2.1) but there was much greater emphasis on what schools were able to provide for 

universities than the other direction. Walsh and Backe (2013) argued that for a long time it 

was the needs of universities which drove partnerships but that there had been a dramatic 

shift with partnerships more focussed on the needs of schools. The idea that teacher 

academics should have recent classroom experience is a persistent idea (Murray, 2002). It is 

made more difficult by increasing expectations from university employers for higher degrees 

and research active status (Nuttall et al, 2013). This is the broader context for the discourse 

of derision that positions teacher education academics as “disconnected” which was 

highlighted by Helen and Wendy earlier.  

There were many instances in the participant interviews where a discourse of 

derision towards teacher education was espoused. The connection between the discourse 

of derision and the previously discussed discourses of the real and experience is that if value 

is placed on schools as providing access to the real and to experience then teacher 

education academics are subjectified in relation this and then identified as lacking. This 

relates to broader questions about the preparation of teachers, and it is clear from the 

discourses of partnership evident in policy and practice that the discourse of derision 

towards teacher education hasn’t been solved by an increasingly prominent partnerships 

agenda in initial teacher education. The subjectification effects of the discourses of the real 

and experience, (re)produced through School-University Partnerships, have led to teacher 

education academics “being constituted and constituting [themselves]” (Taguchi, 2005, p. 

29) in relation to their classroom teaching experiences and time in schools. The prominence 

of the discourses of experience and the real position them as the central form of knowledge 

that is accepted as “true” in the discourses of partnership. The problem is that the vagaries 

of partnerships in policy and practice evidenced in Chapter 5 and 6 combined with the 

general acceptance of partnerships as positive have led to a lack of clear articulation of any 

theory of learning or knowledge in relation to the discourses of the real and experience 

produced as available through the mere presence of pre-service teachers in schools.  
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In the next section I explore the way that these discourses produce and are produced 

through the circulation of power within the regime of truth.  

8.5 Experience, the real and regimes of truth in initial teacher education 
In Chapter 7 I outlined the circulation of School-University Partnerships as a regime of 

truth in initial teacher education.  While the rationale for School-University Partnerships was 

not necessarily clearly articulated by participants, the persistence of the discourses of 

experience and the real help show how partnerships are produced and constrained by a 

regime of truth in initial teacher education. Ensuring that pre-service teachers have sufficient 

experience with the real of schools is discursively produced as the reason for partnerships, 

with the implication that this is critical to addressing the deficits of university teacher 

education with its disconnection from this “reality”. These discourses operate in a mutually 

productive power relationship with School-University Partnerships, with the discourses 

producing partnerships as a regime of truth and partnerships producing these discourses of 

experience and the real.  

The discourses of School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education, 

circulating as a regime of truth are “an instrument and effect of power” (Foucault, 1976/1998, 

p. 101).  A regime of truth is a dominant and largely unquestioned “truth” and underpinning 

School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education are these discourses of experience, 

the real and a discourse of derision which are both a function of and a product of the regime 

of truth. The largely unquestioned acceptance of School-University Partnerships in initial 

teacher education rest on these underlying discursive conceptualisations of the purpose of 

initial teacher education, often framed in reference to the “most important” (Grudnoff, 2011) 

element, professional experience placement. In the policy and practice of School-University 

Partnerships there is a general lack of clarity about the aims, rationale and what constitutes 

a partnership which has created space for the proliferation of the key discourses presented 

in this chapter. The regime of truth in initial teacher education has led to a general and 

widespread acceptance of partnerships. The discourses are themselves an effect of power in 

that they are occurring within wider regimes of truth impacting teacher education and 

education more broadly such as standardization and the “teacher quality” agenda (Connell, 

2009). Reforms including the introduction of the Literacy and Numeracy Testing in Initial 

Teacher Education (LANTITE) have been driven by a “logic of deficiency” (Rowe & 
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Skourdoumbis, 2019, p. 44) and it is within this context that School-University Partnerships 

are discursively constructed.  

The precarity of teacher education both within the academy and in its standing in the 

profession has been noted (White et al, 2020). This thesis has shown that rather than shore 

up the position of teacher education through School-University Partnerships, they reinforce 

the value of time in schools and fail to recognise a particular contribution of teacher education 

and teacher education academics. Identification and recognition of teacher education 

academic expertise is critical for a secure future for university teacher education.  

8.6 Who benefits? Consequences of School-University Partnerships as a regime of 
truth 

The preparation of teachers through initial teacher education is a contested space, 

described as the Struggle for the Soul of Teacher Education (Zeichner, 2018). It is a space 

where the coupling of power/knowledge is evident, with competing claims about the best 

way to prepare teachers a struggle for the “truth” about teaching. The contemporary 

situation whereby partnerships are compulsory in initial teacher education has (re)produced 

the discourses of the real and experience as a central “truth” about learning to teach. These 

discourses have created space for a discourse of derision towards teacher education 

academics, subjectified in relation to their (recent) teaching experience in schools. Deb and 

David made reference to this when they highlighted that “21st Century learning is very 

different” (Deb) and the need for a “greater understanding of, you know, contemporary 

learning and teaching” (David). Meanwhile, within the discourses of partnership, teachers 

are subjectified as experts on teaching through their experience of the real which makes it 

understandable that teachers’ feel positively towards partnerships. The idea that schools 

and classroom teachers are the holders of all relevant knowledge about teaching and 

learning to teach ends up being a feature of the discourses of partnership.  

The subjectification effects of these discourses on teacher education academics are 

the virtual erasure of their expertise on the basis of research, teaching of those who are 

learning to teach and even through partnerships. Participation in School-University 

Partnerships does not accord teacher education academics with expertise, rather it 

subjectifies them as in proximity with teachers and schools, which is where expertise lies 

within these discourses. Teacher education academics are subjectified in partnerships in 

relation to how close they are to teachers and school classrooms.  
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The discourses of experience and the real function as part of the “regime of truth” 

(Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 131) of partnerships in initial teacher education and are thereby 

difficult to resist. This was demonstrated in the limited alternatives to partnerships put 

forward by participants. While this is implicated in the discourse of derision towards teacher 

education academics evident in the repeated invocation of notions of “disconnection” and 

“ivory towers” (Helen, Brigid), it also reduces scrutiny on the practices of teacher education 

academics. As long as universities “partner” with schools and foster this connection as 

central to initial teacher education provision there is less pressure for a coherent course 

structure and alignment in content. Compulsory partnerships and other shifts in initial 

teacher education such as Graduate Teacher Portfolio Assessments take the pressure off 

teacher education to clearly present a rationale for knowledge building in teacher education 

and instead create space for teacher education to be a box-ticking exercise in developing 

proficiency or competency in particular tasks (Connell, 2009).  

In Australian policy and practice as explored in this thesis, there is no case being 

made for the eradication of universities and teacher education academics from the 

preparation of teachers but there is also not a strong argument in policy or practice for the 

importance of the role of university teacher education and teacher educators. Even the 

teacher educators themselves didn’t make a case for the contribution of teacher educators 

to initial teacher education, they talked more about the criticism they were aware of. Esther 

and Christine made reference to what universities have to offer but it was discussed in 

broad terms rather than specifics about what teacher education academics bring to teacher 

education. This was a noted absence in the data. For School-University Partnerships in initial 

teacher education to enrich teacher education, attention to what teacher educators bring 

beyond unexplored notions of “theory” would help provide direction for partnerships 

beyond arrangements for pre-service teachers to spend time in schools.  

School-University Partnerships in their present form do not offer opportunities for 

teacher education academics to improve their credibility with schools. They have the 

appearance of offering this by allowing teacher education academics proximity with schools, 

classrooms and teachers in a contemporary context but the discourses of partnership 

identified in this research show that this doesn’t count. Access to the “truth” and knowledge 

about teaching are only accessible through “doing” teaching in schools.  
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8.7 Conclusion 
In this chapter I have examined two prominent discourses from the participant 

interviews conducted as part of this study. I have argued that the discourses of experience 

and the real are central to the regime of truth identified in initial teacher education in section 

7.2 of Chapter 7. These discourses of experience and the real contribute to the production of 

School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education as a regime of truth. Professional 

experience placements, identified in 6.2.1 as discursively conceptualised as equivalent to 

School-University Partnerships, are produced as opportunities for pre-service teachers to gain 

access to experience of the real. The discourses of experience and the real are produced as 

the “truth” about learning to teach.  

The discourses explored in this chapter are not new and are part of the circulation of 

power evident in the longstanding challenges of teacher education. I make the claim that the 

production of School-University Partnerships as a regime of truth in initial teacher education 

has led to a situation where rather than creating “spaces of freedom” (Foucault, 1982/1988, 

p. 11) in teacher education, discourses of partnership are limiting possibilities and reinforcing 

the status quo. I have shown in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 that in initial teacher education, the 

discourses of partnership in policy and practice have been produced as a bureaucratic 

requirement (see 6.2.9), with a focus on roles and responsibilities within professional 

experience placement that are “formal partnerships, agreed in writing” (Australian Institute 

for Teaching and School Leadership, 2015, p. 18).  

The dominance of partnerships as an assumed solution creates the conditions 

whereby there is a lack of critique, questioning and theorizing about partnerships. Policy sets 

partnerships up as the solution to the challenges of teacher education and yet they are ill-

defined and lack the resource allocation to achieve what Wendy described as the “resource 

intensive personal relationships” that were seen as central to partnership. At the same time, 

participants in this study all saw possibilities in the future for partnerships in teacher 

education.  

In the spirit of Foucault, this critique of School-University Partnerships as historically 

contingent is “not simply to record mundane processes of ways in which we are made 

subject” (Ball, 2019, p. 133) but rather to “show people that they are much freer than they 

feel, that people accept as truth, as evidence, some themes which have been built up at a 

certain moment during history, and that this so-called evidence can be criticized and 
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destroyed” (Foucault, 1982/1988, p. 10). If partnerships are to offer possibilities or “spaces 

of freedom” (Foucault, 1982/1988, p.11) to teacher education there must be explicit 

engagement with these discourses of the real and experience that underpin much of the 

partnerships discourse. If these discourses, circulating as part of this regime of truth, are 

clearly articulated they can then be theorized and critiqued. When discourses of the real and 

experience remain as part of this regime of truth, unquestioned, they function to silence 

debate and render partnerships as nothing more than pre-service teachers spending time in 

schools, managed by bureaucratic and administrative processes.   

It is my contention that further critical attention to School-University Partnerships in 

initial teacher education is needed and I make use of Foucault to understand that “the present 

is just as strange as the past” (Kendall & Wickham, 1998, p. 4). School-University Partnerships 

are not a forward trajectory, building on lessons of the past; rather they are a result of the 

circulation of power. In this chapter, I presented my argument that rather than leading to 

change, School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education are creating space for the 

(re)production of long held ideas about learning to teach. The discourses of School-University 

Partnerships in initial teacher education are imbued with the effects of the broader influences 

on teacher education while at the same time producing partnerships as equal to professional 

experience placement. Debates in teacher education about the role of schools and 

universities in the preparation of teachers are central to the work of School-University 

Partnerships and yet there is a lack of explicit engagement with these ideas in the discourses 

of partnership. In Chapter 9 I outline my claims for why partnerships persist and what a 

productive future for partnerships might involve.  
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Chapter 9  

Conclusion 

9.1 Introduction  

In this final chapter I outline my focal theory and show how this theory makes a 

contribution to knowledge in the field of teacher education. I then outline the implications 

of this thesis and propose directions for future research. In sections 9.5 and 9.6 I offer my 

reflections on the research and my own development as a researcher.  

This thesis has presented a “history of the present” (Foucault, 1975/1991, p. 31) of 

School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education and has sought to answer 

the research questions: 

1. How have School-University Partnerships in Australian teacher education 

been discursively constructed in policy and practice?  

2. How are truth and knowledge produced in the discourses of School-

University Partnerships?  

3. What are the consequences for the subjectivity of teacher educators? 

In this conclusion chapter I present my theory for how and why School-University 

Partnerships persist and are circulating as a “regime of truth” (Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 

131) in initial teacher education in Australia. My key findings in response to my research 

questions can be summarised as four main and inter-related claims. Firstly, School-

University Partnerships have been so broadly conceptualised in policy and practice as to 

include almost any connection between schools and universities. Secondly, in initial teacher 

education, School-University Partnerships are circulating as a regime of truth, dominant and 

broadly accepted in policy and practice. Thirdly, the regime of truth has created the 

conditions for a lack of critique of School-University Partnerships. My fourth and final main 

claim is that while School-University Partnerships purport to be a mechanism for bringing 

schools and universities together, the subjectification effects of the discourses of School-

University Partnership are working more to promote division. The broad conceptualisation 

of partnerships while at the same time they are prominent in initial teacher education has 

helped to allow partnerships to be seen as Cardini (2006) described them, “benevolent, 

neutral, and pragmatic” (p. 394). This has meant that critique of the kind highlighted in my 
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findings in Chapter 8, that partnerships are allowing space for a discourse of derision, have 

been largely absent from scholarly writing on School-University Partnerships. I have shown 

in my findings that the limited critique of School-University Partnerships is creating space 

for the proliferation of unhelpful discourses for the field of teacher education. Below, I 

provide further detail of these four claims and show how they work together in this “history 

of the present” (Foucault, 1975/1991, p. 31) of School-University Partnerships in Australian 

teacher education.  

9.1.1 Partnerships are everything and nothing 
The first of my main claims is that School-University Partnerships have been 

discursively constructed as everything and nothing. Through my policy analysis and analysis 

of interview data I found a broad range of discourses of School-University Partnership. 

Across the policies analysed in Chapter 5 and the findings from the interview data reported 

in Chapter 6, there are a lack of unifying characteristics in the discourses of partnership. 

Across policy and practice partnerships were discursively constructed as everything from 

close personal relationships to fee-for-service arrangements and bureaucratic requirements. 

I show in this thesis that School-University Partnerships are perennially popular and yet 

frequently ill-defined. This thesis provides evidence that Burgos’ (2003) assertion that 

“partnerships” is an “empty signifier” is an apt description in Australian teacher education.  

School-University Partnerships have been prominent in policy as a way of reforming teacher 

education since at least the 1990s and in Chapter 5 I highlight the presence of partnerships 

as a policy “solution” across a range of education policies. I show in section 5.6.1 of Chapter 

5 how the discourses of partnership in the Smarter Schools National Partnership: Victorian 

Implementation Plan (Department of Education and Early Childhood Development (DEECD), 

2010) are an exemplar for the “empty signifier” (Burgos, 2003) status of partnerships where 

“partnership” describes everything and nothing.   In Chapter 6 I provide evidence of the 

breadth and depth of partnerships in Australian teacher education. In section 6.2 I provide 

evidence of a broad range of discursive conceptualisations of partnership where almost any 

connection between a school and a university attracts the label “partnership”. This thesis 

shows, through policy and interview data, that the discourses of School-University 

Partnership are broad and all-encompassing and describe a range of past and present 

practices of teacher education.  
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9.1.2 School-University Partnerships are a regime of truth in initial teacher 
education 

My second central claim is that while partnerships have been produced as 

everything and nothing, there has at the same time been an increasing focus on School-

University Partnerships in initial teacher education where they have come to be seen as the 

“single most important” (Australian Government Response to Teacher Education Ministerial 

Advisory Group, 2015, p. 11) approach to the reform of teacher preparation. In Chapters 5 

and 7 I make use of Foucault’s concept of “regime of truth” (Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 131) 

to conceptualise the circulation of power in School-University Partnerships. School-

University Partnerships in initial teacher education have become compulsory in policy and 

must be “formal partnerships, agreed in writing” (Australian Institute for Teaching and 

School Leadership, 2015) involving a contractual agreement about roles and responsibilities 

related to professional experience placement. The prominence of partnerships in initial 

teacher education was also evident in practice and in Chapter 7 I show how the discursive 

construction of School-University Partnerships has shifted over time from a wide range of 

practices to a more recent narrowing in initial teacher education. In 7.2 I provide evidence 

from my interview data that School-University Partnerships have become a discourse which 

“function[s] as true” (Foucault, 1975/1991, p. 23) in initial teacher education, accepted as 

the way rather than understood as one way to do teacher education.  

In Chapter 8 I go on to show how the circulation of School-University Partnerships as 

a regime of truth in initial teacher education is “produced, sustained and valorized” 

(Lorenzini, 2015, p. 1) by discourses of experience, and the real which led to a discourse of 

derision. These three discourses are central to the maintenance of the regime of truth 

because of the way they frame problems and solutions for initial teacher education. The 

discourses of experience and the real reinforce time in schools as the best and only way to 

learn to teach. These discourses locate the problems of teacher education in the university-

based elements of teacher education, highlighted in the identified discourse of derision 

towards teacher education discussed in Chapter 8. These discourses frame initial teacher 

education as in need of a closer working relationship with schools and render School-

University Partnerships as a relatively unproblematic solution. This positioning of schools as 

the solution to initial teacher education is what leads to the point I make in 9.1.4, that 

School-University Partnerships are not having a unifying effect on schools and universities.  
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The discourses of School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education also 

work to create the “dangerous” (Foucault, 1983, p. 231) conditions whereby a return to past 

practices of teacher education is presented as innovative. The notion that learning to be a 

teacher is best done “on the job” through maximising experience in the real of schools is not 

new in teacher education debates. School-University Partnerships in initial teacher 

education are frequently operating with the assumption that more time in schools in 

inherently good as if this is a new or common-sense idea. Professional experience 

placement is a valued element of initial teacher education (Mayer et al, 2017) but it is not 

unproblematic, nor is more necessarily better (Reid, 2011; Reynolds et al, 2015).  

9.1.3 The regime of truth in initial teacher education leads to a lack of critique 

The third of my main claims is that the way in which School-University Partnerships 

are circulating as a “regime of truth” (Foucault, 1977/1980b, p. 131) in initial teacher 

education leads to a lack of critique of partnerships. Critique is also made difficult by the 

broader discourses of partnership outlined in section 9.1.1, where School-University 

Partnerships are produced as everything and nothing. In initial teacher education, School 

University Partnerships are seen as difficult to argue with and generally positive and I 

present evidence in Chapter 7 of how the regime of truth limits the possibility for critique of 

partnerships. I also show that participants saw School-University Partnerships in initial 

teacher education as inevitable and found it difficult to identify alternatives. School-

University Partnerships continue to be associated with positive notions such as 

collaboration (Chan, 2016) and mutual benefit (Kruger et al, 2009; Trent & Lim, 2010; Vick, 

2006b). Partnerships also continue to be popular as a solution to any and all of the problems 

of teacher education, particularly the preparation of “classroom ready” teachers (Teacher 

Education Ministerial Advisory Group, 2014, p. 12) in initial teacher education and yet they 

often involve practices that have been part of teacher education in the past. Across 

Chapters 6 and 7 I show that rather than being evidence of “revolution or reform” (Furlong 

et al, 1996, p. 39), the discourses of School-University Partnerships in initial teacher 

education rely on assumptions about learning to teach that have been questioned, 

contested and debated since the beginning of mass schooling in Australia (Vick, 2006).   

I have shown in Chapter 5 and 6 that School-University Partnerships in Australian 

teacher education continue to function as an “empty signifier” and have become a regime 
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of truth in initial teacher education. In order to create a productive future for partnerships, 

they need greater scrutiny in terms of their purpose and practice. School-University 

Partnerships need to be subject to critique because:  

To do criticism is to make harder those acts which are now too easy. Understood in 

these terms, criticism is utterly indispensable for any transformation. As soon as 

people begin to have trouble thinking things the way they have been thought, 

transformation becomes at the same time very urgent, very difficult, and entirely 

possible. (Foucault, 1981 in Koopman, 2013, p. 16) 

In Chapter 6 of this thesis, I have shown how School-University Partnerships are 

circulating as a regime of truth and that this has limited space for critique. I have also shown 

in Chapter 8 that the discourses of partnership in initial teacher education are valorising 

time in schools and this too is not highly scrutinised.  

This limited critique of partnerships is also evident in the scholarly literature, where 

despite some scrutiny a utopian vision continues to dominate. A growth area for research 

on School-University Partnerships in initial teacher education has been the use of the 

concept of “third space” in relation to initial teacher education (Beck, 2020; Day et al, 2021; 

Daza et al, 2021; Forgasz et al, 2018; Green et al, 2020; Martin et al, 2011; Zeichner, 2010). 

This approach has “permeated research on ITE over the last decade” and has been used to 

promote the establishment of “less hierarchical spaces” (Daza et al, 2021, p. 2). This 

research shows that Bullough’s (1999) description of School-University Partnerships as 

“paradise unrealized” continues to be apt. While “third space” approaches offer some scope 

for thinking about partnerships, they tend to rely on the kind of notions popular in the 

partnership literature such as “mutuality” and “trust” (Kruger et al, 2009; Jones et al, 2016). 

I argue that what is needed is greater critique and not unrealistic goals of levelling or 

eradicating hierarchies. A Foucauldian conception of power offers scope for reframing 

understandings of power in partnerships as “everywhere”.  

9.1.4 School-University Partnerships are not having a unifying effect on schools 
and universities 

The fourth of my key findings is that School-University Partnerships in initial teacher 

education are not having a unifying effect on teachers and teacher educators. The main 

contributor to this is what I outlined in 9.1.2, that School-University Partnerships are 

circulating as a regime of truth. This means that partnerships are prominent to the point of 



187 | P a g e  
 

excluding other options. I show in Chapter 8 the way the subjectification effects of the 

discourses of partnership limit the likelihood of bringing teachers and teacher educators 

together. The perpetuation and valorisation of discourses of experience and the real within 

partnerships, contributes to a discourse of derision towards teacher education. Teachers are 

subjectified as operating within the real with access to the “truth” of experience while the 

knowledge and skills of teacher educators are defined by a lack of these. Teacher education 

is discursively constructed as that which happens in the university. This limits the 

possibilities for collaborative working by continuing to position schools and teachers as 

“helping” teacher education which occurs somewhere else, as a way to counter the deficits 

of teacher education identified in the discourse of derision.  In Chapter 8 I show evidence of 

the continuing prevalence of the idea that professional experience placements provide 

access to the real and experience which is where pre-service teachers “really” learn to 

teach. In the discourses of School-University Partnerships, learning to teach is constructed 

as spending time in schools without an agreed or explicit articulation of what is involved in 

learning to teach beyond simply time in schools, framed as experience. I show in Chapter 5 

that in policy, School-University Partnerships have shifted from recommended to 

compulsory (Australian Institute of Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL), 2011b; AITSL, 

2015). In this shift the focus has moved to partnerships that are “formal, agreed in writing”, 

defining partnerships as the compulsory requirement that Universities ensure that their pre-

service teachers spend “time in schools”.  This is despite there already being a government 

requirement for a minimum number of days of professional experience placement for 

course accreditation and for registration as a teacher (AITSL, 2015).  

The discourses of partnership evident in this research framed partnerships as an 

opportunity to address deficits in teacher education, which was identified as related to what 

happens in universities. The problem with assuming that what happens in universities as 

part of teacher education is lacking and that the involvement of schools will fix the problem 

is that it involves implicit assumptions about how teachers best learn. These implicit 

assumptions, that teaching is a “craft” best learnt “on the job” (Ellis, 2010), underlie the 

discourses of the real and experience, and have been explored at length in the scholarly 

literature and are central to the complexities of teacher education (White & Forgasz, 2016). 

Knowledge of the history of teacher education shows us that teacher preparation has relied 

more or less on exposure to the real and experience over time and that “time in schools” is 
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not a simple solution for teacher education. Almost 30 years ago, Hatton (1994) critiqued 

the notion that time in schools “practice teaching” seemed to be considered “inevitably 

good” and that “if we fiddle with how it is done and how much of it is done, this 

unquestioned good can inevitably be made better” (p. 30). The discourses of partnership 

explored in Chapter 8 provide evidence that these ideas have endured. School-University 

Partnerships haven’t been a simple solution to the problems of teacher education and they 

won’t be if mere “time in schools” remains a central premise of such partnerships in initial 

teacher education.  

9.1.5 The dangers of School-University Partnerships 
This history of the present, drawing on Foucault’s genealogical framework, has found 

that School-University Partnerships are prolific as a practice of teacher education, 

particularly in initial teacher education. In other areas of teacher education, such as 

professional learning and research, School-University Partnerships are discursively produced 

as an option or one possible way of doing things, whilst in initial teacher education, 

partnerships are circulating as a regime of truth. The reasons for the persistence in the 

pursuit of partnerships and their prominence in the present can be at least partly explained 

by four key elements: in initial teacher education they are compulsory for professional 

experience and are broadly accepted as central (Jones et al, 2016); partnerships are linked 

to other positive notions such as collaboration (Chan, 2016); there is an assumed 

collaborative advantage connected to partnerships (Huxham & Vangen, 2000); and there 

are more obvious targets for critique (e.g. standardised testing, marketization of schools) 

leaving partnerships to be considered relatively benign (Cardini, 2006). Yet their danger lies 

in the way they draw heavily on limited resources and allow for the proliferation of 

discourses of the real and experience in teacher education and the way they circulate as a 

regime of truth, limiting the possibilities for alternative ways of doing and thinking about 

teacher education. Despite past valiant attempts to create a usable framework (Jones et al, 

2016) or model (Peel, Peel & Baker, 2002) or to lay out a working definition for School-

University Partnerships (Goodlad, 1991), more recent scholarship accepts the vagaries of 

the empty signifier and relies on a “broader definition” where “any work being carried out 

by members of a university and a school” (Heffernan et al, 2021, p. 683) is accepted. While 

this study does not seek to define the work of School-University Partnerships, within the 
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context of practice or research on School-University Partnerships the lack of an agreed 

definition or central unifying characteristics needs to be acknowledged. Given the prolific 

nature of partnerships identified in this thesis, further scrutiny through critical research is 

important for the field of teacher education.  

Partnerships have been identified by participants in this research as resource-

intensive but generally worthwhile and in many cases central to their work. Given the 

identification of partnerships as a resource-intensive method of initial teacher education 

(see 6.2.2), without clear benefits caution is needed if pursuing partnerships. This research 

shows that partnerships can be professionally rewarding and a way to enhance the 

experiences of teachers, pre-service teachers, school staff and academics, yet they can also 

be nothing more than a label to describe administrative work associated with professional 

experience placement. Given their compulsory nature in initial teacher education (AITSL, 

2015), finding ways to work productively in partnership, or creatively resist the partnership 

imperative are critical for the field of teacher education. I argue that it is critique of 

partnerships, drawing on a Foucauldian analytic of power that will help create space for this 

work.  

9.2 Contribution to knowledge in education 
This thesis makes a contribution to knowledge in teacher education in a number of 

ways. In my main claims above I show how the discourses of partnership constitute them as 

everything and nothing. This knowledge is important to the field of teacher education in the 

future pursuit of partnerships or alternative ways and forms of teacher education. The 

ambiguity of partnerships has been identified in the past in scholarly literature (Burgos, 

2003; Cardini, 2006; Mockler, 2013) and this thesis shows that this ambiguity continues to 

be a feature of School-University Partnerships in teacher education in Australia. While this 

ambiguity could be productive for the field and create “spaces of freedom” (Foucault, 

1982/1988, p.11), this thesis shows that it functions to reduce the capacity of partnerships 

to contribute to teacher education partly by provoking cynicism from school-based 

participants about yet another partnership (See 7.2.2). The ambiguity of partnerships also 

leads to a lack of clarity of purpose in partnerships which limits what can be achieved. 

Participants in this study expressed both cynicism and hope about a partnership agenda, yet 
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the lack of limits or agreed unifying characteristics of what constitutes a School-University 

Partnership makes it hard to map out a future for such partnerships.  

This thesis also shows that there is a general acceptance that partnerships are 

positive and a view that they are an important part of the future of teacher education. This 

is despite participants reporting negative experiences and limitations of partnership. The 

acceptance of partnerships as largely positive is “dangerous” (Foucault, 1984, p. 343). The 

danger lies in the way it makes them difficult to resist and creates an environment where it 

is hard to raise questions. This thesis makes a contribution to knowledge in teacher 

education by demonstrating empirically the difficulty with resisting a partnerships agenda 

and shows there is an urgent need for further critical work in this area.  

This thesis also makes a contribution to knowledge on School-University 

Partnerships in teacher education through the way it brings a rich, theoretically informed 

reading of partnerships. As has been identified in the literature review in Chapter 2, many 

studies of School-University Partnerships are both small-scale individual case studies and 

without an articulated background theory. This research shows how engagement with 

theory can help make sense of School-University Partnerships and help to show that as with 

a “what works” approach to education in general (Biesta, 2007), an approach to 

partnerships with a focus on “what works” won’t work. This thesis has used Foucault’s 

genealogical approach to show that the dominance of School-University Partnerships is 

historically contingent and the result of the circulation of power. This helps to highlight that 

there are other possibilities in teacher education.  

Another contribution of this thesis to knowledge is that it shows how in initial 

teacher education the discourses of partnership function as a regime of truth and therefore 

sideline alternative ways of being and doing in teacher education. The way School-

University Partnerships circulate as a regime of truth in initial teacher education 

perpetuates this general acceptance. This identification of the status of partnerships as a 

regime of truth helps create space for questioning their dominance. This is critical for 

creating “spaces of freedom” (Foucault, 1982/1988, p. 11) in teacher education. 

Finally, this thesis shows that School-University Partnerships are not new or 

generally innovations. They include a wide range of practices that have been part of teacher 

education for a long time, often in varying guises since the beginning of widespread formal 

schooling. These instances of “tinkering with the fine tuning” (Vick, 2006, p. 182) of 
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longstanding practices of teacher education are unlikely to address the problems of the 

field, particularly if the participants in the partnerships are not cognisant of the history of 

teacher education or the contest of ideas at play in important questions about how to learn 

to teach. This thesis shows that School-University Partnerships are likely to continue to 

perpetuate the problems of teaching teachers, where the teachers we have are never the 

ones we want (Carlgren, 1988), unless they articulate the framework for teacher learning 

that they are operating under. The “complex and contradictory process” (Williams, 2014a, p. 

228-229) of partnerships must be first acknowledged if it is to be addressed. This thesis 

provides evidence that further work is needed to make the implicit explicit in the policy and 

practice of School-University Partnerships.  

9.3 What are the implications of this thesis? 

The implications of this thesis are that greater caution and clarity are needed around 

engagement in School-University Partnerships. While there is evidence that School-

University Partnerships are supported and can be part of a positive contribution to teacher 

education, they are not a simple solution to the longstanding and complex challenges of 

learning to teach. The discourses evident in initial teacher education, particularly the 

identified discourse of derision, points to the need for caution from teacher education 

academics in their engagement in and with partnerships.  

This thesis has shown that School-University Partnerships are a place where long-

held ideas about learning to teach, such as the value of access to the real and experience, 

continue to circulate without significant critique. If School-University Partnerships are to 

make a future contribution to initial teacher education there needs to be an 

acknowledgement and critique of these ideas.  

In initial teacher education partnerships are compulsory as part of professional 

experience placements. Participants to these partnerships should not assume a shared 

agenda and there is a need for clarity around the purpose of such partnerships. Jones et al 

(2016) argued as part of their framework that clear communication around expectations 

should form part of the planning for partnerships. Explicit articulation of the rationale for 

partnerships is critical if they are to make a positive contribution to the future of teacher 

education. This thesis has shown that School-University Partnerships continue to be 

discursively constructed in ways that are “excessively broad” (Clifford & Millar, 2008, p. 11). 
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This combined with the dominance of partnerships as a regime of truth in initial teacher 

education means that there is a clear need for an agreed working definition in partnership 

work. Not that all School-University Partnerships need be the same but that clarity around 

what a partnership is and what its goals are is critical for individual partnerships to work 

productively together.  

9.4 Directions for future research 
This research shows that there is widespread acceptance of School University 

Partnerships as positive. While there are many instances reported in the literature of 

“successful partnerships” (Jones et al, 2016), further critical analysis of School-University 

Partnerships is needed. Theoretically rich study of partnerships that draws further on 

Foucauldian notions of power and subjectivity would provide an opportunity to engage 

critically with School-University Partnerships in order understand their potential role in the 

present and future of teacher education. This research has drawn on a range of participants 

who have been involved in many different partnerships spanning from the 1970s to the 

present. This rich history of partnerships would benefit from comparative analysis. 

Mockler’s (2013) research engaged in this kind of comparison in a way that highlighted a 

need to question the purpose of partnerships. Further comparative analysis of this kind 

would provide evidence of historical patterns in partnership.  

Another important future direction is further research that moves beyond individual, 

small scale case studies of partnerships in teacher education. Small scale studies that 

identify strengths and weaknesses in individual School-University Partnerships make a 

limited contribution to the field without engagement with theory and placing the study in 

the context of the long history of partnerships. A stronger framework of critique is needed 

and cross-institutional research that builds the capacity for comparative analysis would also 

be beneficial.  

This research attempts to challenge the regime of truth that is School-University 

Partnerships and to raise it as a concern for the field. The example of reforms to teacher 

education in England is a cautionary tale for how a partnerships agenda can be a path to 

sidelining or excluding higher education from involvement in the preparation of teachers 

(Furlong et al, 1996; Mutton et al, 2021). Teacher education as a field needs to make a 
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stronger case for specialised knowledge around learning to teach. Future research on 

partnerships that has a focus on this knowledge would be beneficial.  

In the scholarly literature on partnerships, issues of power are absent or 

underexplored (Zeichner, 2021) and while any exploration of power goes some way to filling 

the gap in critiquing partnerships (Breault, 2014; Davies et al, 2007), I argue that a critical 

analysis of partnerships drawing on a Foucauldian conception of power offers a potential way 

forward. A Foucauldian exploration of power would offer space to consider partnerships 

beyond hierarchies of knowledge and expertise and instead consider the ways in which power 

circulates in partnership. A forthcoming publication by Gerrard and Holloway (2023) explores 

the way that teacher expertise is linked to the production of truth and knowledge. Research 

investigating the production of expertise in School-University Partnerships in teacher 

education would be an opportunity to focus on knowledge questions rather than 

conceptualising partnerships as bureaucratic arrangements for fulfilling policy requirements.  

Foucault’s power/knowledge could provide a useful analytic tool. An examination of 

the circulation of power in partnerships would enable a clearer understanding of the effects 

of partnerships and enable those investing their personal and professional energy in them 

to better achieve their goals. The conceptual tools afforded by a Foucauldian inspired 

analytic of power provide an opportunity to think partnerships differently as well as to 

imagine alternatives.  

I argue that a conceptualisation of power as “everywhere” will make a future for 

partnerships or other modes of teacher education possible. This offers an alternative to 

unsuccessful attempts to ignore power or understand power as hierarchical and to try to 

shift the balance of power. Traditional notions of power as held by particular people or 

institutions are not able to account for the complex interconnecting relationships across 

institutions and roles that occur in initial teacher education. Foucault’s conceptualisation of 

power as circulating and ever present provides greater scope for analysis of partnerships.  

9.5 Reflections on the research  
In this study I attempted to fill a gap in the research on School-University 

Partnerships by using Foucault’s distinctive historical approach. I wanted to understand how 

the field of teacher education had ended up in the present position where School-University 

Partnerships are dominant as a solution to the perceived persistent problems. I could see 
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that School-University Partnerships had existed for a long time and yet seemed in many 

cases to be identified as new or innovative. I could also see that many studies of School-

University Partnership were conducted by participants in the partnership, with a vested 

interest in highlighting the positives, and focused on single case studies. In attempting to 

capture the bigger picture in this research I also struggled at times to delineate the 

boundaries of the study. I wanted to capture the amorphous nature of partnerships, and to 

show empirically that the “empty signifier” status of partnerships argued by Burgos (2003) 

continued to be the case in Australian teacher education.  

I have tried to capture the breadth of practices and views on School-University 

Partnerships by interviewing participants with a range of professional backgrounds, 

particularly long-running careers in the field. This enabled me to gain a historical perspective 

on School-University Partnerships. Whilst I was able to show the complexity of School-

University Partnerships in Australian teacher education, finding a coherent line of argument 

through the data was a challenge. In keeping with the Foucauldian tradition which informs 

this research, the findings are but one interpretation, a partial telling. In my findings 

chapters I have laid out my argument that the discourses of partnership are varied and that 

partnerships are at the same time everything and nothing. In the end my inability to neatly 

describe partnerships based on my empirical data was a central finding of the study. School-

University Partnerships in policy and practice in Australian teacher education cannot be 

neatly described; this would be imposing boundaries where they do not clearly exist.  

It has been my intention to try to capture the richness of School-University 

Partnerships beyond just initial teacher education and yet both the policy and the interview 

data continued to point towards initial teacher education. Whilst there are points of 

research interest in School-University Partnerships outside of initial teacher education, it is 

in this highly contested space of teacher preparation where the most important stories to 

tell seemed to lie. I had a desire to show that whilst partnerships had a broad and rich 

history there was a tendency, in the present, for the discourses of partnership to centre on 

initial teacher education. Both the policy findings and the findings presented in Chapter 6, 7 

and 8 provide evidence for this but it was difficult to analyse together. A focus on 

partnerships in initial teacher education in the interviews may have led to a clearer picture 

and provided the scope for richer analysis in this important area. Yet by looking at 
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partnerships beyond initial teacher education I was able to show the breadth of School-

University Partnerships.  

I have identified further analysis of partnerships drawing on Foucauldian notions of 

power as a future direction for research. While I have drawn on these ideas in my analysis, 

my research design placed some limits on my capacity to explore power in partnerships. My 

efforts to capture the breadth of School-University Partnerships meant that I kept my 

interview questions general and relatively open-ended. This did provide me with data on 

partnerships occurring in a whole range of contexts and for varying purposes but it meant 

that my questions didn’t provide me with the data I needed for a deep analysis of power.  

I also acknowledge that my interview participants were all residents of the state of 

Victoria at the time of the research. Some of the participants had worked in a number of 

other states in the past.  Given that higher education is controlled by the Federal 

Government and the policies explored were national it is appropriate to frame this as a 

national study but I acknowledge that there are some state specific particularities relating to 

partnerships and some other aspects of teacher education, the nuances of which I was not 

able to capture in the scope of this study. As this research was interested in exploring how 

partnerships have become so prevalent it was appropriate to look nationally, especially 

given the role of the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership in teacher 

education.  

An important strength of this research is that it takes a neutral stance with regard to 

School-University Partnerships. Much of the research into partnerships accepts them as a 

taken-for-granted aspect, particularly of initial teacher education whereas this study starts 

without assuming partnerships are good or bad or attempting to evaluate them but rather 

to try to understand how we arrived at this present situation where partnerships are 

widespread. The strengths of this research also include bringing together a range of 

participants with experience across a breadth of partnerships. Much of the Australian and 

International research on partnerships is on single case studies or a small number of case 

studies and often focus on partnerships in one context. This research draws on important 

history in teacher education to elucidate the position of teacher education in the present. 

This history of partnerships in teacher education is critical to the field as so often 

“innovations” that emerge in policy and practice are very similar to past practices (Vick, 

2006).  
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The use of Foucauldian genealogy as a framework for this study ensured a critical 

approach to partnerships that is needed. The existing literature in Australia has a strong 

focus on highlighting the strengths of partnerships and looking for ways to improve them. 

Critical questions about why partnerships exist and whether they are necessarily central to 

the future of teacher education are needed and this thesis makes a contribution in this area.  

9.6 Reflections on my learning as a researcher 

My experiences as a teacher and a teacher education academic and as a participant 

in School-University Partnerships gave me a multi-layered “insider” researcher status which 

aligns well with Foucault’s work. His own work was in areas he had a vested interest in. This 

research has shown that within School-University Partnerships there is some strong 

professional and institutional demarcation as evidenced by the discourse of derision 

towards teacher education. This meant that my own position as teacher and/or teacher 

education academic involved a kind of divided loyalty. My experiences in teacher education 

make it hard not to view the field from the perspective of a teacher education academic 

even though at the final stage of completion I am working in a school.  

My formation as a subject, as a researcher as well as a teacher and teacher 

education academic have been part of this PhD project. While at times the theory can seem 

like an inconvenient obstacle to the concrete world of practice, I know that the false 

simplicity of an apparently “theory free” worldview leads to repeating the problems of the 

past. Research into School-University Partnerships has, for the most part, continued to focus 

at the surface on who does what and what is done. This leaves larger questions about the 

underlying purpose of partnerships and questions around what it means to learn and what it 

means to teach unanswered. Foucault offers a breadth of tools, utilised in a wide range of 

educational research, to help explore, critique, analyse and look for new ideas around 

School-University Partnerships.  
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Appendix A. Participant Information Letter 
 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION LETTER 
 

PROJECT TITLE: School-University Partnerships in Australian Teacher Education 
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATORS: Professor Joce Nuttall and Dr. Amy McPherson 
STUDENT RESEARCHER: Sarah Nailer 
STUDENT’S DEGREE: Doctor of Philosophy 

 
Dear Participant, 

 
You are invited to participate in the research project described below. 

 
What is the project about? 
The research project investigates the place and purpose of School-University 
Partnerships in Australian teacher education. While School-University Partnerships 
have been a feature of teacher education for some time, they have become more 
dominant with teacher education courses requiring evidence of ‘formal partnerships’ 
as part of their accreditation (AITSL, 2015). This project seeks to understand how and 
why School-University Partnerships have become such a central feature of teacher 
education in Australia. The project also seeks to understand the effects of this 
emphasis on partnerships on the working lives of those involved including teachers, 
teacher educators and policy makers. Given the significant time, money and energy 
being invested in School-University Partnerships this research is designed to think 
critically about these partnerships in order to better understand them and to ensure 
that Australian teacher education achieves its potential.  

 
Who is undertaking the project? 
This project is being conducted by Sarah Nailer and will form the basis for the degree 
of Doctor of Philosophy at Australian Catholic University under the supervision of 
Professor Joce Nuttall. 

 
Are there any risks associated with participating in this project? 
While the risk is minor, reflection and discussion of participant experiences of 
partnerships may elicit memories of negative experiences participants have had. 
Participants can terminate the interview at any time or decline to comment on any 
questions.  

 
What will I be asked to do? 

• Participants will be involved in a semi-structured interview of up to one hour in 
length. These interviews will be recorded using a digital recording device. 

• The questions will relate to the participants’ involvement in School-University 
Partnerships including their perception of the role played by School-University 
Partnerships in the broader teacher education landscape. Questions will also 
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relate to participants’ past or current experiences working in School-University 
Partnerships.  
• The interviews will be conducted at a mutually convenient location such 

as the participants place of employment or at Australian Catholic University. If it is 
not possible to arrange a face-to-face interview, a phone interview may be arranged.  

• Participants will be given an opportunity to check the transcript of their 
interview for accuracy prior to the data analysis phase of the research 

 
What are the benefits of the research project? 
This research project will give you the opportunity to contribute to the field in 
developing an understanding of the place and purpose of School-University 
Partnerships.  

 
Can I withdraw from the study? 
Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You are not under any obligation 
to participate. If you agree to participate, you can withdraw from the study until the 
end of the data collection phase without adverse consequences. At your request, any 
data collected from you will be destroyed and not included in the data analysis for the 
project.  

 
Will anyone else know the results of the project? 
The results of this project will be included in the thesis to be submitted for a degree in 
a form that does not identify participants in any way. In addition the research will be 
submitted to refereed journals and for book chapters as well as presented at relevant 
seminars and conferences on education and related fields in a form that does not 
identify participants in any way. All data will be stored in electronic files on the 
password protected computer of the researcher.  

 
Will I be able to find out the results of the project? 
A summary of the results of the research will be emailed to participants at the 
conclusion of the study.  

 
Who do I contact if I have questions about the project? 
If you have any questions please contact:  
Sarah Nailer, sarah.nailer@acu.edu.au or my supervisors: 
Professor Joce Nuttall, joce.nuttall@acu.edu.au  
Dr. Amy McPherson, amy.mcpherson@acu.edu.au  

 
What if I have a complaint or any concerns? 
The study has been reviewed by the Human Research Ethics Committee at Australian 
Catholic University (2017-229E). If you have any complaints or concerns about the 
conduct of the project, you may write to the Manager of the Human Research Ethics 
Committee care of the Office of the Deputy Vice Chancellor (Research). 
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Appendix C. Interview Questions 
 

Interview questions for participants 
 

1. Tell me about your experiences with School-University Partnerships in teacher 
education. 
- Who were you working with? 
- What do you think were the aims of this/these partnership/s? 
- Based on these experiences, what do you feel were the benefits and 

limitations? 
- What do you think the other partners would say about their experiences? 
 
1. Describe the way in which the School-University Partnerships you have been 

involved in have been established.  
- Who or what initiated the partnership? 
- How were the various partners involved?   
- If there were differences, what do you think is the impact of this? 
 
2. How has your partnership work fitted in with other aspects of your roles? 
- Has it complemented your other work? 
- Has it changed the way you go about your job in significant ways? 
 
3. Why do you think School-University Partnerships have become so prominent 

in teacher education?  
- Do you feel all partners value them? 
- Are there alternatives? 
-  
4. How can School-University Partnerships contribute to teacher education? 
- Do you think this vision is being realised? 
- What barriers might exist?  
 
5. What do you see as the role of schools in teacher education? 
- Is this what is happening currently? If not, what are the barriers? 
 
6. Do you see School-University Partnerships as central to the future of teacher 

education? 
-Why/Why not? Please elaborate  
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Appendix D: Ethics Application Approval 
 

2017-229E Ethics application approved 
 

Dear Applicant, 
 
Principal Investigator: Prof Jocelyn Nuttall, Dr Amy McPherson   
Student Researcher: Ms Sarah Nailer (HDR Student) 
Ethics Register Number: 2017-229E 
Project Title:  School-University Partnerships in Australian Teacher Education: A 
Genealogical Study  
Date Approved: 24/10/2017  
Ethics Clearance End Date: 31/12/2018 
 
This is to certify that the above application has been reviewed by the Australian Catholic 
University Human Research Ethics Committee (ACU HREC).  The application has been 
approved for the period given above. 
 
Researchers are responsible for ensuring that all conditions of approval are adhered to, that 
they seek prior approval for any modifications and that they notify the HREC of any 
incidents or unexpected issues impacting on participants that arise in the course of their 
research.  Researchers are also responsible for ensuring that they adhere to the 
requirements of the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research, the 
Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research and the University’s Code of 
Conduct. 
 
Any queries relating to this application should be directed to the Ethics Secretariat 
(res.ethics@acu.edu.au).  It is helpful if you quote your ethics approval number in all 
communications with us. 
 
If you require a formal approval certificate in addition to this email, please respond via reply 
email and one will be issued. 
 
We wish you every success with your research. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
Kylie Pashley 
on behalf of ACU HREC Chair, Dr Nadia Crittenden 
 
Senior Research Ethics Officer | Research Services Office of the Deputy Vice Chancellor 
(Research) Australian Catholic University  
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Appendix E: Email Script for Participants 
 

Email script for Participants 
Dear Participant, 
As part of my doctoral study, School-University Partnerships in Australian Teacher Education, 
I am recruiting participants to be involved in individual interviews. Given the current 
expectation that universities are involved in “formal partnerships” (Australian Institute of 
Teaching and School Leadership, 2015) with schools as part of their accreditation, this 
research seeks to generate knowledge about School-University Partnerships and their 
impact on the working lives of participants.  
I am seeking participants who have been and/or are currently involved in School-University 
Partnerships from a range of institutions and roles including but not limited to: principals, 
supervising teachers, school-based pre-service teacher coordinators, teacher educators, 
professional experience administration staff, faculty of education leaders such as heads of 
schools or deans of education, policy makers or bureaucrats in education departments or 
teacher accreditation bodies.  
If you are interested in contributing to the research project, further information is contained 
in the Participant Information Letter attached. If you would like to participate, please sign 
the consent form attached and return it to sarah.nailer@acu.edu.au at your earliest 
convenience.  
Kind regards,  

 
Sarah Nailer (PhD Candidate) 
Professor Joce Nuttall (Principal Supervisor) and Dr. Amy McPherson (Co-Supervisor) 

 
 
 


