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Abstract

Australian schools are now under constant pressure to improve their schools for
students to have increased achievement and wellbeing outcomes, particularly for Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander learners. This thesis has investigated the professional relationships of
Indigenous Education Workers/Community Education Counsellors (IEWs/CECs) and principals
and how they can lead together to improve their schools for Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander students. Until now, their professional relationship has not been well understood or
documented. This thesis captures the research that has sought to examine, interpret and
transform the ambiguity of the professional relationship between IEW/CEC and principal. On
another level, the study has aimed to highlight effective practice, inform future improvements
for Indigenous education within the schools studied and for those in the greater region, and
finally, provide a call for change of policy and practice within the wider school system of

Queensland.

Informed by a plurality of paradigms, that of transformation and pragmatism and a
tripartite of theory—critical theory, Indigenous standpoint theory and relationship leadership
theory—this investigation was conducted across a large state educational region in Queensland.
Using a mixed methods approach, quantitative and qualitative data were concurrently and
sequentially collected over two phases in a four-year process. Each phase provided a collection
of data that contributed to the separate and integrated, consecutive analysis of the core research
questions. In Phase 1, 41 principals and 35 IEWs/CECs were surveyed for the broad analysis of
the region’s schools and contributed answers to the first core research question. In Phase 2, an
instrumental case study was then undertaken in four schools with five exemplar IEW/CEC and
principal pairs within the same region. The predominant methodological orientation for the case
study was participatory and an adaption of critical participatory action research (CPAR) was
conducted in three cycles over three years. Case study data were collected from a partnership
assessment questionnaire, nine hours of responsive interviews, school documents and
descriptive field notes from 13 site visits. This provided data for a holistic and detailed analysis
of the IEW/CEC and principal professional relationship to answer all of the core research
questions. Overall three rounds of data analysis occurred, multiple logics were employed
together, with abduction, deduction and induction of descriptive statistics and thematic analysis

of documentation.



Results of this study indicate while similar conditions were experienced by most
schools across the region, the IEW/CEC and principal relationship was variable and fragmented
for many and the role of IEW/CEC was underestimated and underutilised. The case study pairs
presented differently and of the six relational dynamics evident between every pair, the most
highly enacted was that of trusting interpersonal communication. Their strong relationships
were created through certain personal predispositions and deliberate practices, but these
occurred more by chance and less by systemic design. Strong relationships between IEW/CEC
and principals showed they could mitigate detrimental contextual features like racism, perceived
or actual uncertainty of funding and insufficiency of system support, while they ameliorated
school members’ capacity so leader agency, student success, parent engagement and staff
cultural competency growth could occur. This study revealed that the IEW/CEC and principal
relationship was not only microcosmic to school-community partnerships, but was also that of

the greater project of national reconciliation.

This thesis provides implications that call for a change of policy and practice within the
wider school system in the state of Queensland. It concludes that if educational outcomes for
Indigenous students and engagement their families are to be maximised, professional
relationships between IEWs/CECs and their principals need to exist and then expand beyond the
pair through deliberate and greater systemic support. The position of IEW/CEC needs to be
guaranteed in schools, training for Indigenist perspectives must be promulgated and systemic
provision of resources for [IEWs/CECs and principals in schools to grow their professional
relationship must occur. A strong IEW/CEC and principal relationship can lead to less a
transactional and different type of leader collaboration, one that creates a ‘vorticity’ of influence
that enrols others into taking on the responsibility of supporting every Aboriginal and Torres

Strait Islander student succeed, something that is more than the power of two.
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1 Introduction

1.0 Introduction

There is emerging research in Australia that investigates and promotes Indigenous and
non-Indigenous educational leadership practices including school-community partnerships that
can lead to improvement of educational outcomes for Indigenous students (see, for example,
D’ Arbon, Fasoli, Frawley, & Ober, 2010; Douglas, 2009; Fliickiger, Diamond, & Jones, 2012,
p. ii; Frawley & Fasoli, 2012; Kamara, 2009). However, this work has either focused on
leadership practices of educational leaders, especially principals, or that of the collaborative
relationships more generally between school staff and parents in remote community schools.
There is no known scholarship that specifically focuses on the professional relationship between
Indigenous education workers and their non-Indigenous principals, particularly in more rural
and urban schools with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students. My study has set out to
examine, interpret and transform this ambiguity of the professional relationship between
Indigenous workers and principals as they work together to improve their schools for all
students and especially Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students. On another level, the
study purpose has been to highlight effective practice, inform future improvements for
Indigenous education within the schools studied and for those in the greater region, and finally,
provide a call for change of policy and practice within the wider school system of Queensland.
This thesis documents what was learnt about this professional relationship as an important

consideration for school improvement.

Chapter 1 contextualises the study, makes a case for the significance of the investigation
and provides an overview of the thesis. It begins with a background to the study focus including
some of the shifts in educational leadership thinking and school improvement trends, especially
for Indigenous education. Included are explanations and definitions of the Indigenous education
worker roles and terminology that will be used in this thesis. Next, the rationale for the study
focus is discussed including my positionality as the researcher and an overview of the study’s
methodology. This is followed by a reiteration of the study’s purpose and aims where I present
the core research questions. Finally, I discuss the significance of the study after which an

overview of the thesis structure is described.
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1.1  Background to the study focus

‘Improving schools to reduce disadvantage and raise achievement’ or ‘closing the gap’
are the much used current phrases within the field of school education in countries with diverse
student populations. In a working paper prepared for an Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) report on this very matter, Faubert (2012) acknowledges
the policy shift from fixing the student to improving the school. Consequently achieving equity
and excellence for disadvantaged students and making schools better equipped to do this have
since instigated many reforms to school policy and practice across the world’s educational
jurisdictions (Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development, 2012, 2015, 2017).
Within Australia, this is no less true, “improving education outcomes is critical to future
economic and social opportunity” (Commonwealth of Australia, 2018, p. 2). In particular,
school systems and schools are under increasing pressure to provide equal educational
opportunity and improved outcomes for Indigenous students who are perpetually considered the
most disadvantaged group in the nation (Langton & Ma Rhea, 2009). Dreise and Thomson
(2014) state in their precis of Australian student results from an international assessment
program, “Unless educational outcomes for Indigenous young people vastly improve, then the
downstream impact and cost in terms of social wellbeing, welfare, health, employment and

economic sufficiency will be heavy” (2014, p. 1).

A body of international and Australian investigative, theoretical literature and reports
from this past decade including Auerbach (2009, 2011), Schleicher (2018), G. Anderson and
Bernabei Middleton (2014); Gomendio (2017), Berryman and Woller (2013); Education Review
Office (2016), Baxter and Meyers (2016); Davies and Halsey (2019), Sarra, Spillman, Jackson,
Davis, and Bray (2018) all include educational leadership and the relationships schools have
with their communities as integral to school improvement for all students and especially
Indigenous students. The section to follow provides a synopsis of these particular ‘promising
practices’ (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2017), which also

provide some background for the study focus.

1.1.1 Leading for school improvement

Educational leadership through the principal can have profound effects on school
improvement (Khalifa, Gooden, & Davis, 2016). At the same time, over the past decade in the
field of education, there has been a move away from understandings of educational leadership
as a single act of individuals (‘leader’) or a model to that of a more complex and relational

process and of practice, influenced by many within a school (‘leadership’ and ‘leading’), for the
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purposes of improving student learning outcomes (Hargreaves & Shirley, 2012; Leithwood &
Sun, 2012; Robertson & Timperley, 2011). Increasingly it is reported that “Leaders...are often
not just the few individuals in a school holding formal administrative or leadership positions.
Leadership is often widely shared or distributed with teachers, parents and students also

assuming such a role from time to time” (Leithwood, Sun, & Pollock, 2017, p. 2).

This thesis, while acknowledging the role of principal, also focuses on another set of
important staff, the ‘many within a school’ who can make a leadership contribution, these are
non-teaching staff known as teacher aides, instructional aides or teaching assistants. Some
major studies have been conducted in Europe, United States and New Zealand expressly about
the teacher aide’s contribution to student learning outcomes (see Cable, 2004; Farrell, Alborz,
Howes, & Pearson, 2010; Gerber, Finn, Achilles, & Boyd-Zaharias, 2001; Rutherford, 2011;
Webster et al., 2011). Yet within Australia, there is a paucity of empirical studies focusing in
this area. In particular, there are too few expressly about non-teaching staff who are Indigenous
being specifically employed to support the participation and achievement of Indigenous
Australian students and engagement with their families (see, for example Pat Buckskin, Davis,
& Hignett, 1994; Cahill & Collard, 2003; Funnell, 2012; Gower et al., 2011; Grace & Trudgett,
2012; MacGill, 2009; Pearce, 2011; Warren, Cooper, & Baturo, 2004).

Statistics reflect that teacher aides as compared to teachers and principals, represent the
largest employment group of Indigenous peoples in Australian schools. Results from the 2011
Australian census show that just over 4,000 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders are registered
across the country as working in these roles, representing almost six percent of the teacher-aide
workforce (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011b). Different jurisdictions have different titles
for these Indigenous teacher aide roles. Within Queensland, the site of my study, until recently,
a position within state schools was known as ‘Teacher Aide (Identified)’. Originally introduced
into a Queensland community school, Cherbourg School in 1972 as Aboriginal aides’
(Queensland Department of Education, 1983), only Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people
could apply. This specific position continued until it was absorbed into the teacher aid award
after an enterprise bargaining agreement process in 2015. There is no longer a specific
Indigenous teacher aide position or role description listed for state schools, however for the
purposes on this thesis, the teacher aide role is termed as the Indigenous Education Worker
(IEW).

Some Queensland state schools, mostly state secondary schools, also utilise a
specialised Indigenous student support role known as a Community Education Counsellor

(CEC). Growing out of a Department of Education research project in 1975 when “the first
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Aboriginal counsellors. .. were trained to work with a Guidance officer... to develop
counselling to services for Aboriginal families” (Queensland Education Department, 1984, p.
15), the CEC position was formalised in state schools in 1980. From 2015, the Queensland
Government undertook modernisation of public servant awards' and as a result, the CEC
position is currently recognised within the award for teachers in state schools. At the present
time (September, 2019) their award is being reviewed due to a new round of enterprise
bargaining but the outcomes are not yet in the public domain. Their current award provides
unique conditions for CECs including: recognition of prior learning; professional development
and training; cultural leave; overtime; transfer, travel and work away from usual place of work
considerations; and, various other monetary and time allowances. The Department of Education
has also determined that there are two types of CEC position, one is ‘Generic’ and one is
‘Identified’. The ‘Identified’ role description reads as, “is a genuine occupational requirement
that it be filled by an Aboriginal person or a Torres Strait Islander person as set out in Section 7
of the Anti-Discrimination Act 1991 for the purposes contained in Section 25 of that Act”
(Queensland Government, 2019b, p. 2).

It is important to note at this point, that while the IEW role and the CEC role are indeed
different with different remunerations and awards, for the ease of writing, unless specified
separately, the term used to describe roles of the non-teaching support staff in schools who are
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander, are referred to throughout this thesis as [EWs/CECs.
Please also note, the terms, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples, First Nations peoples
and Indigenous are also used interchangeably in this thesis, depending on the specificity of the
context and all refer to the Indigenous status of the First Peoples of Australia. Generally, I have
used the term Indigenous to be inclusive of all Indigenous peoples, worldwide. The terms other
Australians and non-Indigenous refer to those Australians who are not Aboriginal and or Torres
Strait Islander. Quotations are given as they appear in the original, excepting where changes to

initial capitalisation are required for reasons of style.

Leadership for good school-community relationships and enabling parental involvement
in schools are not new ideas (e.g. Franklin, 1956; Locke, 1948; J. Martin, Tett, & Kay, 1999;
Road, 1979). Now, more recently in Australia, a nationally recognised school improvement
evaluative instrument used in different jurisdictions, including within Queensland state schools,

features ‘school-community partnerships’ as one of the important contributing factors to student

! Source derived from the intranet (not publicly available) of the Department of Education, Queensland.
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learning and well-being success (Australian Council for Educational Research, 2012; Seifert,
Hartnell-Young, & Australian Council for Educational Research, 2015). Within the field of
Indigenous education, scholars like Bishop, Ladwig, and Berryman (2014), Masumoto and
Brown-Welty (2009) and Styres (2008) have written about the importance of school-home
relationships for their respective country’s First Nations’ families. Research from decades past
and present in Australia also similarly confirms that improving engagement, connections and
partnerships between schools and their Indigenous community enables Indigenous student
learning and well-being success. One of the means by which this has been recommended to be
achieved is through the employment of Indigenous people within schools (e.g. see Johnston,
1991b; Ministerial Council for Education Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs and
Education Services Affairs, 2010; Productivity Commission, 2016; Watts, 1982).

The contributory role played by IEWs/CECs is reflected in the emerging research
regarding leadership practices and their interconnection with community engagement in remote
schools cited earlier at the beginning of this chapter. IEWs/CECs, usually come directly from
the local community or are accepted by and identify with them and “are frequently the longest
serving members of the school staff, making them essential not only for continuity but for
inducting new staff and mediating the cultural distance between the non-Indigenous teachers
and the local students" (Northern Territory Department of Education, 1999, p. 90). Dr Chris
Sarra, who is now Director General of the Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Partnerships (DATSIP), emphasised their role when he worked as a principal at Cherbourg State
School. In “acknowledging and embracing Aboriginal leadership”” (Sarra, 2012b, p. 62 and
p.64), Sarra described the role played by ‘Mum Rae’, a long serving teacher aide in the school,
who on his arrival, became his ‘right hand man on school and community matters” (2012b, p.
65). Very recently, Davies and Halsey examined “principals' professional practices associated
with their leadership of Indigenous education in rural, regional and remote (RRR) schools”
(2019, p. 101) and they describe Indigenous workers as ‘significant assets’ to the work of
supporting students to connect with school as well as their own culture as one of their key

findings:

Employment of Indigenous people was commonplace in RRR schools and
was perceived as an indicator of schools' commitment to improving learning
outcomes for Indigenous students. Indigenous employees were commonly
described as being caring, committed, supportive and significant assets for
the schools. Extending Indigenous workers' roles to assist students to further
develop their understanding about their cultural identity, including
facilitating time for students to work with a variety of Elders and those from
the community who have Indigenous knowledge was identified as worthy
practice. (2019, p. 103)
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1.2 Locating the research

Here lies the focus of my research - at the nexus of knowledge about educational
leadership and relationships. Having strong working relationships between IEWs/CECs and
principals may not only be advantageous for better educational leadership but also for school
improvement. Furthermore, Indigenous students are increasingly present in rural and urban
schools (Productivity Commission, 2016) and many employ Indigenous non-teaching support
staff who do and could work alongside their principal in a professional relationship. Currently,
there is little documented empirical research that focuses specifically on this social phenomenon
in less remote school sites. My professional field experience with my emerging knowledge of
the literature have caused me to wonder about the transformational opportunities of a strong

IEW/CEC and professional relationship.

This curiosity about understanding the IEW/CEC and principal professional relationship
grew exponentially after my direct involvement for 18 months during 2011-2012 in one of the
few recent studies within Australia that features school leadership and relationships with their
Indigenous community. The Principals as Literacy Leaders with Indigenous Communities
(PALLIC) (G Johnson, Dempster, & McKenzie, 2013; G. Johnson et al., 2014), was a
Commonwealth Government funded project, implemented under the auspices of the Australian
Primary Principals Association (APPA) involving mostly non-Indigenous principals and
Indigenous staff working directly together as partners on a school improvement project in 46
pilot schools in a variety of contexts across Australia. These schools were supported by six

leader mentors, who were experienced principals seconded from their schools.

I was chosen as one of the leader mentors and worked for the duration of the PALLIC
project with nine non-remote (thus, rural and urban) state schools in an educational region in
Queensland. Through observation and participant feedback it became apparent to me that the
local Indigenous person, usually a teacher-aide who was co-opted to participate in PALLIC, had
not previously experienced what it was like to work in an equal leadership-partnership-
relationship with their non-Indigenous principal and vice versa. In particular, it appeared to me
that the PALLIC researchers may have assumed that the IEW/CEC and their principal would be
able to comfortably adjust to this new power relationship shift, move easily into this space and
just start working together. Instead it was new ground for both and, at times, difficult to
navigate. Here my curiosity continued to grow about understanding the IEW/CEC and principal
professional relationship, as over the course of my mentorship I noticed some relationships did

begin to gel and, some strong partnerships did emerge between the pairs - and others did not.
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Co-incidentally at the time of the roll out of PALLIC was the implementation of two
major educational policy initiatives into Queensland state schools, namely the state driven,
‘Embedding Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Perspectives in Schools’ (EATSIPS) program
(Department of Education, 2011) and the Queensland interpretation of the new Australian
Curriculum — Curriculum to the Classroom (C2C) (Department of Education, 2019c). Both
policy initiatives explicitly called for schools to apply developed knowledge and understanding
of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander histories, cultures and perspectives to improve
Indigenous student outcomes. While undertaking my PALLIC work, I also saw firsthand how
these initiatives combined to put further demands on principals who were being asked to
provide leadership and by the nature of the Indigenous context, so were IEWs/CECs. Yet I still
noticed an uncertainty or ambiguity to the IEW/CEC and principal professional relationship,
even with what implementing PALLIC, EATSIPS and the Australian Curriculum were trying to
achieve. Such complex contextual issues, systemic requirements and increasing pressure for
school improvement caused me to wonder, what is the nature of their relationship? What could
be done to strengthen this? I wanted to know what actually occurred within the [IEW/CEC and
principal professional relationship in non-remote settings. What effective school leadership
partnerships could happen in these schools? What happens when there are strong working
relationships? What does this mean for future school improvement? I became very curious to

know more.

1.3  Locating the researcher

My involvement with Indigenous education actually began much earlier than the
PALLIC project, despite an upbringing that was devoid of learning about or knowing
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people beyond some faint black and white images in a
social science text book or the occasional media coverage of a high profile sports person. Born
a non-Indigenous person, the eldest of three from a mother who immigrated to Australia from
post-war Netherlands and father of second generation Anglo Saxon/Scandinavian origins, I
started my own schooling in the mid 1960’s in a one-teacher primary school in rural Northern
NSW, going on to the local state high school and then a College of Advanced Education in
Sydney, New South Wales where I graduated as a secondary art teacher in 1982. Throughout
those years, I do not ever recall fellow students or staff who were Aboriginal or Torres Strait
Islander, have Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander studies as part of any curriculum or have
any direct involvement with Indigenous matters. I did not personally know any Indigenous
people until I started teaching in 1983 in a south east Queensland state secondary school where

one of my classes included one Aboriginal student who I never really got to know and then, in
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less than 12 months, I was transferred to a central Queensland state secondary school. There
were more Indigenous students who were primarily supported by an Indigenous education
worker, but again I did not interact with these students or worker beyond polite congenialities.
Outside of my work, I continued to have limited personal interactions with any Indigenous
peoples. After six years, [ was promoted to a state secondary school in a large regional centre in
North Queensland as a Senior Mistress, after which I became a Deputy Principal. There I met
and began to work closely for the first time with the school’s CEC, a gentle but powerful
woman, much respected in her local community, amongst students, staff and others in
professional organisations who knew her. There were a lot of Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander students at the school, and with her support I began to get to know these students and
their families in a less superficial way. This CEC and I become firm friends, and I learnt much
from her about her life and family, her work, her view of the world and how to authentically
support Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students and their families. She passed away in

2008, but her mentorship is an influence for me to this day.

In 1995, I was appointed as a Deputy Principal to another state secondary school in the
same locale. It was one of the largest secondary schools in Queensland at the time and had a
large and growing enrolment of Indigenous students. That school also had a CEC and I was able
to employ some additional Indigenous workers to further support students. Taking on what I had
learnt from my previous school, I worked closely with these staff and the school’s Aboriginal
Student Support and Parent Awareness (ASSPA) committee to help Indigenous students
succeed at the school. I formed good relationships with many of the Indigenous parents and
students. It was in this role, after experiencing first-hand some of the effects of situations
surrounding Indigenous students and their families and at the same time, unprecedented
increases in their enrolment, retention and achievement, that I saw the need to understand more

through formal studies.

Subsequently, I returned to university in 2001 and undertook a part-time Masters in
Indigenous Australian Studies by research. This made me realise just how limited my
knowledge of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander cultures and histories and contemporary
issues had remained. Studying alongside some outstanding Indigenous scholars who shared
their life worlds with me, I completed my thesis in 2005 with an increased understanding and
deeper appreciation of the broader socio-political context of Indigenous Australia. In the same
year | became a principal of a nearby state primary school. There I employed a number of
Indigenous teacher aides, many of whom were parents who had already been volunteering in

classrooms. One of these aides showed great interest in further study, and I supported her to do
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it. In 2010, after gaining a Diploma of Counselling, in recognition of her leadership capacity
and the ever-growing enrolment of Indigenous students, this former volunteer and teacher aide
became one of only two CEC’s in Queensland to be employed in a state primary school. This
CEC and I have remained at the same school, and we continue to work closely together as
colleagues and confidants. It wasn’t until I stepped out of and then came back into my school
from the PALLIC project, that I realised what was going on in my school and the way I worked
with the school’s CEC wasn’t necessarily always happening in every other school. I had learnt
from my professional field experience just how crucial and significant [IEWs/CECs could be to
support the principal’s role. I thought there was more to be found out about the IEW/CEC and
principal relationship through the experiences of other pairs were known to work well together
and in 2012, while remaining in employment as a full-time principal, I commenced the study
reported on in this thesis. My study proper was part-time and ran from start to finish over eight

years (2012-2019).

1.3.1 Overview of methodology

In terms of my particular researcher stance, the theoretical framework informing my
study, the approach and design I used and details about participants and setting are explained in
Chapter 3. This is reiterated in Chapters 4 and 5. However, it is suffice to say here, that the
nature of my study and positionality as a practitioner-researcher have been informed by a
tripartite of theoretical paradigms—critical theory, Indigenous standpoint theory to explain the
Cultural Interface, and relationship leadership theory—with the dual philosophical paradigms of
transformation and pragmatism. These have underpinned the data collection and analysis
methods undertaken over a four-year period (2013-2016). My research was conducted in a large
state educational region in Queensland with an equivalent land mass to that of the country of
Finland. For the purposes of maintaining anonymity for participants, it will be referred to
throughout this thesis as ‘The Region’. During this period, I conducted a survey of The Region
for IEWs/CECs and principals and a case study of IEW/CEC and principal pairs in four state
schools from different sectors and areas across the same region. Along with my two study
supervisors, [ was also supported by three Indigenous colleagues, two who generously served as

my cultural mentors and another as an academic advisor.

To better understand the social phenomenon of the [EW/CEC and principal professional
relationship I drew on the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative approaches
(Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005). I used a mixed method approach to provide data for a broad
analysis of the region’s schools in addition to a smaller scale, detailed case study that ran for

three years in four exemplar schools within the same region. This gave me what Onwuegbuzie
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and Leech (2005) suggest is a ‘bi-focal lens’. I gained insight from the macro and micro levels
of their situation - an expansive view from the region and then a more specific view by
interacting with several sets of IEW/CEC and principal pairs. With the support of cultural
mentors, we agreed that starting from a position of strength (a strong relationship) was likely to
yield more for the study purposes. Consequently, the particular pairs who were chosen to be
studied were those who already enjoyed an efficacious relationship. This increased the
likelihood of noticing positive contextual features and outcomes to provide constructive

implications for future policy and practice.

But I also wanted to achieve more from my practitioner-researcher experience. I chose
to work alongside the exemplary IEW/CEC and principal pairs in their projects of school
improvement for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students. My case study used an adaption
of Critical Participatory Action Research (CPAR). CPAR is about what Kemmis, McTaggart,
and Nixon (2014) describe as, “practice-changing practice” (pp. 26-28). The CPAR approach

ran in three cycles over the duration of the case study.

Importantly, this study draws on the conception of social justice explained by Fraser
(2007) as centring “on the principle parity of participation. According to this principle, justice
requires social arrangements that permit all (adult) members of society to interact with one
another as peers” (p. 27). Further, Fraser suggests for participatory parity to be achieved, “at
least two conditions must be satisfied” (2007, p. 27). These are firstly, participant ‘voice’ and
secondly, equal respect for all people and equal opportunity to have distinctiveness appreciated,
“The result is a two-dimensional conception of justice that encompasses both redistribution and
recognition, without reducing either one to the other” (Fraser, 2007, p. 28). In this thesis
consequently, I recognise injustices as the inequalities of educational outcomes for Indigenous
students and the undervaluing and limited recognition of Indigenous staff in schools as power

imbalances.

My study has as much been about what was researched, as was sow it was researched. It
has been about relationships on many levels with a propinquity of research purpose, questions,
assumptions, approach and design. I worked with the case study IEW/CEC and principal pairs
as a colleague in a professional relationship participating in a cyclical process over time, of
reflection, then planning, then action followed by reflection, to improve our educational
leadership knowledge and practice. All the while observing with care, the six values of the
guidelines for research with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples, namely reciprocity,
respect, equity, responsibility, cultural continuity, spirit and integrity (National Health and

Medical Research Council, 2003, 2018b). The ongoing support from my two cultural mentors
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who themselves worked within The Region as Indigenous education officers and an academic
cultural mentor from James Cook University has been invaluable to help me achieve the study
purpose. I have done my utmost to respectfully consider, the values and beliefs of all
participants when conducting the inquiry and the multiple routes to knowing and practical
knowings from co-created findings (Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba, 2011). At no time throughout
the study, or in this thesis, do I profess to be speaking for or on behalf of Aboriginal or Torres
Strait Islander peoples who work in non-remote school contexts. Rather, I have wanted to best
represent the IEW/CEC and principal professional relationship phenomena through the eyes of a
non-Indigenous principal who also wants to contribute to the quest of school improvement for

state schools, especially those in non-remote locales.

1.4  Study purpose, aims and research questions

As stated in the opening of this chapter, the purpose of this study has been to examine,
interpret and transform the ambiguity of the [IEW/CEC and principal professional relationship.
On another level, their relationship, knowledge of contextual features that can strengthen the
relationship and resulting outcomes of a strong relationship were studied to highlight effective
practice, inform future improvements for Indigenous education within the schools studied and
for those in the greater region, and, finally, provide a call to advance policy and practice within

the wider school system in the state of Queensland.

The core research questions were therefore designed to enable action, facilitate
investigative processes, gain understandings and also provide evidence that can be used to bring
about policy and practice improvements at a school and potentially, system level. The four

questions that have driven the phases of this research are confirmatory and exploratory:

e  What is the current IEW/CEC - principal relationship?

e How can this relationship be strengthened and what are the contextual features
that influence this?

e What are the outcomes of this strengthened relationship?

e What are the implications for practice and policy in schools?

Figure 1.1 captures a diagrammatic explanation of the research purpose and questions as they

unfolded during the phases of the research.
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Examine, interpret and transform

What is the current IEW/CEC — principal relationship?

How can this relationship
the contextual fea

What are the outcomes of th gthened relationship?

What are the implications for practice and policy in schools?

Figure 1.1 Research purpose and core research questions

1.5 Significance of the study

The situation of limited research being available from rural and urban contexts in
Indigenous education stated in my introduction was noted in a recent publication that features
seven systematic literature reviews in the field of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander school
education (Guenther, Harrison, & Burgess, 2019). The editors comment about this paucity in

their introduction:

Not surprisingly given the diversity of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
communities across Australia, the role of context emerged as a strong theme
across the reviews, highlighting the complexity of meeting the needs of
specific communities while identifying effective strategies that can be
applied more broadly. It also illuminated the paucity of research in urban
locations, thus foregrounding the invisibility of urban students, their
families, communities and the specific issues that affect their education.
(Guenther et al., 2019, p. 209)

Similarly, Kamara’s (2009) important study about Indigenous principal leadership in
remote communities reinforces my contention that context does matter for research into
Indigenous education. Her point is that the much of the literature about school community
partnerships may not necessarily apply to remote Indigenous contexts, “The context in the

Northern Territory Indigenous remote community schools needs a closer examination in order

to avoid the pitfalls of generalising discourses relating to school community partnerships”
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(2009, p. 3). On the other hand, my study provides knowledge that is not necessarily able to be
realised through generalising research from more remote contexts. Instead, my research offers
an in-depth investigation of rural and urban school contexts and in particular where success has
been achieved. Of note is a recent recommendation from Biddle and Edwards that states, “Much
additional work is required to understand the characteristics of the schools that Indigenous
students attend that support growth and success” (2017, p. 15). The schools featured in my case

study were such schools.

This thesis also does more than represent a study of Indigenous education in schools
from rural and urban locations, more importantly, it redresses the limited research about the
phenomenon of the professional relationship between IEWs/CECs and principals. They each
have a unique role to play in the educational leadership and partnerships necessary to achieve
better learning and well-being outcomes for Indigenous students. What they do when they do
work together is least understood. It is ambiguous. This thesis paints a definitive picture of their
professional relationship, including what are the contextual features that can influence the
creation of a strong professional relationship, what are the outcomes of this strong relationship

and what are the implications for practice and policy in schools.

To understand this relationship, I reviewed it from a number of perspectives as will be
illustrated in Chapter 2. Beginning with the socio-political historical context, I looked at the
relationship between Australia and its First Peoples. It is notable there are many Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander academics, educators, activists and community leaders who have made
calls to redress Australia’s colonial past and the resultant inequalities for Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander peoples. A term commonly evident in the literature to describe this was,
“unfinished business’ (Arabena, 2010; P. Dodson, 1996; Yu, 2018). The very roles of IEWs and
CECs in schools are themselves products of early attempts by government to do redress
‘unfinished business’ and to improve school-community relationships. This redress strongly
links to the push for national reconciliation between Australia’s First Peoples and other
Australians (Reconciliation Australia, 2018; Schultz & Phillips, 2018). A summation of the
history and progress of the national reconciliation movement and the part played by education
was presented. It is apparent from a macro level, that material and interpersonal relationships
between Indigenous Australians and non-Indigenous Australians has not been and is not yet

strong (M. Dodson, 2009).

Next the educational context was considered especially the literature in the field of
education and school improvement for equity and excellence. Examined were considerations of

the attempts of current Indigenous Australian education policy to address disadvantage. Moving
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closer to the local level, research about leadership as a process and beyond that of the principal
was reviewed. Next, the role of [IEWs/CECs and the part they play in schools was surveyed and
while there is recurring mention as to how vital they are to support Indigenous student success,
this not matched by any quantity of specific empirical research in Australia. For instance, the
only national review into the IEW/CEC role in schools was over 20 years ago, the Ara

Kuwaritjakutu Project (C. Davis, Woodberry, & Buckskin, 1995).

Before then and since, no known research could be found that focuses specifically on
the IEW/CEC-principal relationship in Australian schools. Even the PALLIC study while it
emphasised the importance of home-school partnerships and acknowledged the ‘pivotal’ role
played by the principal and “critical leadership roles of Indigenous Leadership Partners (ILPs)”
(T. Riley & Webster, 2016, p. 137), its focus was about leadership and action for the specific
task of improving Indigenous student literacy in Standard Australian English and the
effectiveness of their ‘PALLIC framework’ in this (T. Riley & Webster, 2016). PALLIC has
been instructive research, but instead, my study captures what is and what is not existing within
the IEW/CEC and principal professional relationship and in particular uses exemplary pairs to
illustrate what it is like when they work together to improve their school for Aboriginal and

Torres Strait Islander students.

1.6 Structure of the thesis

This thesis consists of seven chapters. This chapter, Chapter 1, articulates the research
focus and my motivations for undertaking it. Presented is a background to the study, an
overview of the methodology, the study’s purpose, aims and core research questions followed
by an explanation of the study’s significance and explanation of the thesis structure. In Chapter
2, the literature is reviewed. Examined are sources past and present, pertaining to the socio-
political, historical, educational and research contexts with a focus on Indigenous education.
Chapter 3 is the methodology chapter. Theories and paradigms that underlay the research
approach and conceptual framework are discussed along with an explanation of the strategy of
inquiry, ethical considerations, validity and limitations of the research. The conceptual
framework of the study is introduced. Then follow two findings chapters. Chapter 4 re-presents
the conceptual framework of the IEW/CEC and principal relationship to underpin the first set of
findings from the first and second phases of the research. A broad picture of The Region and the
beginning of a more detailed view from the case study are followed by a coetaneous view
comparing and contrasting the findings. All contribute to answering the first core research
question. Information is presented in a chronology to reflect the findings as they occurred over

the enactment of the phases of the study. At the end of the chapter a diagrammatic summary of
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the IEW/CEC and principal professional relationship provides findings and the actions
undertaken by the case study pairs for the course of the research. In Chapter 5, the conceptual
framework of the IEW/CEC and principal relationship is again re-presented and the second set
of findings emanating from the case study respond to the next two core research questions.
Another diagrammatic summary concludes this chapter, capturing a summation of all findings
from both chapters. Chapter 6 interprets and synthesises these findings in light of the study’s
theoretical foundations and literature review using the study’s conceptual framework to answer
the first three core research questions. It includes a revised diagrammatical representation of the
conceptual model of the thesis set against the responses to the first three core research questions
that structure the chapter. Emphasised is the extrapolation that the IEW/CEC and principal
relationship can be likened to the national project of reconciliation. The phrase, ‘more than the
power of two’ is examined and diagrammatically presented to describe the most significant
transformation found as a result of the strong IEW/CEC and principal relationship. Chapter 7,
the conclusion chapter, initially provides a summary of the study and major findings and
conclusions. Next, in response to the fourth and final research question, implications for
practice and policy in schools are presented. This is followed by a discussion of future
developments that give a cause for hope and then, the thesis’ contributions to research and

suggestions for further research. Final reflections conclude the chapter, and, the thesis
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2  Literature Review

2.0 Introduction

At the core of this study is relationships, and in particular, the little known social
phenomenon of the professional relationship between two key roles in a school, the Indigenous
Education Worker/Community Education Counsellor (IEW/CEC) and principal. I have sought
to examine, interpret and transform the ambiguity surrounding their relationship. On another
level, the project purpose has been to highlight effective practice, inform future school
improvement and provide a call for a change of policy and practice within the wider school
system of Queensland. To inform these purposes, this chapter contains a critical review of the
literature surrounding ideas of relationship along the ‘Indigenous-Western divide’ (Nakata,

Nakata, Keech, & Bolt, 2012, p. 132).

Firstly the ‘big picture’ of the relationship, between Australia and its First Peoples, from
the past 100 years through to the present situation is considered. This relationship is analysed by
comparing and contrasting a selection of aspects of Australia’s socio-economic, historical
context to understand what has been a project of recognition and reconciliation in this country.
Next, an examination of the constructs and discourse dominating research about Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander issues, especially in the field of education is followed by looking at more
recent literature that reframes the relationship question between Indigenous peoples and non-

Indigenous people into more informed discussions.

The second part of the chapter draws on the international and national policy trends on
improving schools for equity and excellence before examining the most recent iterations of
Indigenous education policy in Australia. Some of the literature about new thinking in
educational leadership are discussed as is the part played by those beyond the principal role.
Finally, a close up of the IEW/CEC and principal relationship research context is viewed
through the small corpus of literature about Indigenous school staff in Australia and the specific
empirical studies conducted about them is reviewed. This chapter formulates my conceptual

framework which is presented within the following methodology chapter, Chapter 3.

2.1 Australia’s current relationship with its First Peoples

To view the wider socio-political context in order to understand the current IEW/CEC

and principal relationship is a challenging one because the history of race relations in Australia
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is complex with a shifting and contested ongoing public and academic discourse (Veracini,
2003). Clendinnen (cited in Veracini, 2003, p. 233) suggests viewing this history of Australia in
“a crabwise approach, eyes swivelling sideways, backwards, forwards, with equal intensity,
because while the past is the past, it is not dead”. For that reason, presented is a broad cross-
section of the past 100 years and present day Australian socio-political context, usually, but not
always in chronology. This is done through a selection of literature including primary sources
and responses from scholars to illustrate the multifaceted situation surrounding the nation’s

current relationship with its First Peoples.

2.1.1 “Unfinished business’

The term, ‘unfinished business’ tends to be the one most frequently used by many
political, community, academic and intellectual Indigenous leaders who advocate to redress the
legacy of events from Australia’s past with its First Peoples (as in Arabena, 2010; M. Davis,
2007; P. Dodson, 1996, 2004; Langton, Palmer, Tehan, & Shain, 2004; Middleton, 2017;
Pearson, 2005). At the 2018 annual Australian National University (ANU) Reconciliation
Lecture in Canberra, Peter Yu spoke directly to the “failure of successive national governments
and parliaments to forge pathways to recognise Indigenous peoples in the nation's constitution is
a failure of Australia's body politic” and lamented that “without a Reconciled Australia we will

be destined to remain trapped in its colonial heritage of unfinished business” (2018, p. 6).

Yu’s commentary about ‘failure’ of successive governments is no exaggeration. Eighty
years prior to his lecture are the first publicly recorded urgings to this unfinished business when
a deputation of twenty, representing the Australian Aboriginal Progressive Society, approached
the Commonwealth on behalf of Aboriginal people on 31% January 1938 (Tripcony, 2000, as
cited in Quin, 2002). Published in the newspaper, ‘The Abo Call’, in April of the same year, a
member of the Society wrote about how their group had met for two hours with Prime Minister
Lyons, his wife and the Minister for the Interior to consider their ‘Urgent Interim Policy’ and a
‘Long Range Policy for Aborigines’ consisting of ten points ("Our 10 Points," 1938). Their
requests reflected the state of basic needs including improving housing and that many
Aboriginal people, “were being starved to death” (1938, p.1). Called for was the formation of a
Department of Aboriginal Affairs, with its aim, “to raise all Aborigines throughout the
Commonwealth to full Citizen Status and civil equality with the whites in Australia. In
particular, and without delay, all Aborigines should be entitled: (a) To receive the same

educational opportunities as white people” (1938, p.1, point 4).
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Twenty years later the Federal Council for Aboriginal Advancement (FCAA) was
formed from members of organisations around Australia (Federal Council for the Advancement
of Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders, 2009). In 1962, after much campaigning, ongoing
protests and petitions to the government, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples were
given the right to vote in federal elections. In 1964 FCAA included Torres Strait Islanders in its
title and became FCAATSI who, within their demands for equal rights and improved living
conditions for Indigenous peoples, campaigned relentlessly for constitutional change (Federal
Council for the Advancement of Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders, 2009). In 1967,
Australians voted overwhelmingly in a national referendum to remove two discriminatory
references against Aboriginal people in the Australian Constitution (National Archives of
Australia, 2019a). The referendum in essence, firstly, redirected greater authority of the
management of Aboriginal affairs from states and territories to the Commonwealth. “The Prime
Minister outlined to the Cabinet a proposal for a Council of Aboriginal Affairs, perhaps to be
established by statute, to advise the Government in the formulation of policies in relation to
aboriginal citizens” (Secretary to Cabinet, 1967, para. 1). Secondly, the referendum result
enabled Aboriginal people to be counted in future national census collections (National
Archives of Australia, 2019a). The Council for Aboriginal Affairs was established before the
end of 1967 and acted as an advisory body to the government of the day, however, because it
never became a statutory body, any proposals from the Council had to be made through the

Minister for Aboriginal Affairs (National Museum of Australia, 2014).

Five years after the referendum decision, further significant changes to the management
of Aboriginal affairs occurred in 1972. Commenting on the plethora of administrative
arrangements for Indigenous affairs that occurred after the referendum, Sanders (2018)
pinpoints the changes made by the Whitlam government of the 1970’s as the “dawn of the
second era of Commonwealth Indigenous Affairs organisation after 1967” (p. 126). A
Department of Aboriginal Affairs (DAA) was established and adopted “‘self-determination’ as
the central term of Aboriginal policy” (Altman & Sanders, 1994, p. 212). The Department
provided policy direction and some funding to State Government agencies, such as education,
who were then expected to additionally supplement this with their own financial resources,
although it is noted, that state departments were less inclined to do this (Altman & Sanders,
1994). In 1977, Indigenous agency in education was strengthened and the National Aboriginal
Education Committee (NAEC) was established after “a recommendation to the Government by
the Department of Education, the Department of Aboriginal Affairs and the Schools
Commission, after consultation with the Commission's Aboriginal Consultative Group”

(National Aboriginal Education Committee, 1977, p. 3). This Committee worked to produce a
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number of important national reports of significant influence that directly contributed to the
formulation in 1989 of the first National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Education Policy
endorsed by the governments of the Commonwealth and every state (Department of

Employment Education and Training, 1989).

It was also during this period Burridge (2006) notes that Prime Minister Hawke’s
government consulted with Aboriginal people to determine the feasibility of a formalised
agreement, a “makarrata” with them. This however, “the political realities of 1980’s state

politics squashed any real possibility of a treaty for the bicentenary” (p. 68) in 1988.

The DAA continued to operate under various changes of government until 1990.
Sanders (2018) argues that “DAA’s demise... was part of a critique that self-determination
policy in Australia indigenous affairs had not gone far enough... and the third era of national
Commonwealth Indigenous affairs organisation after 1967 (p.128) began when Aboriginal
affairs was again reorganised to include a new independent statutory body of elected Indigenous
representatives known as the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission (ATSIC) in
1990. ATSIC was charged with the “primary role of policy making and advocacy for
Indigenous people” (M. Davis, 2007, Section 2, para. 1) and overseeing the delivery of

commonwealth funded services to states and territories.

It was not until 1991, after the release of a report by the Royal Commission into
Aboriginal Deaths in Custody (RCIADIC), that the government took actually further action with
reconciliation. RCIADIC took five years and produced of huge volumes of records and an
extensive report with 339 recommendations (National Archives of Australia, 2019b). The Royal
Commission was conducted in response to the “disproportionate rates of imprisonment and
deaths in custody of Indigenous peoples” (P. Dodson, 2016, p. 16) and to provide advice to
governments about policy and practice to address this alarming situation. This report declared
its ‘principal thesis’ as making the history surrounding Indigenous and non-Indigenous
Australians become more known to non-Aboriginal people (Johnston, 1991c). The last of the

recommendations in the final report stated:

That all political leaders and their parties recognize that reconciliation
between the Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal communities in Australia must
be achieved if community division, discord and injustice to Aboriginal
people are to be avoided. To this end the Commission recommends that
political leaders use their best endeavours to ensure bipartisan public support
for the process of reconciliation and that the urgency and necessity of the
process be acknowledged. (Johnston, 1991c¢, p. 67)
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Subsequently, the Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation (CAR) was established
through an act of federal legislation towards the end of 1991. Patrick Dodson, who had been
previously appointed to assist with the Royal Commission in 1989 (Commonwealth of
Australia, 2002), became the first chairperson of CAR. The rationale for CAR’s establishment
as stated in the preamble to the Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation Act 1991 No.127 (Cth),
succinctly reaffirmed the many findings and important implications expressed in the Royal

Commission report, including:

(c) to date, there has been no formal process of reconciliation between
Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders and other Australians; and (d) by the
year 2001, the centenary of Federation, it is most desirable that there be such
a reconciliation. (p.1)

The Council operated until 2001 and was superseded by an independent, not-for-profit
organisation, Reconciliation Australia, established as “the national expert body on reconciliation
in Australia” (Reconciliation Australia, 2017a) with the founding co-chairs being Mick Dodson
and Fred Chaney. Currently the co-chairs are Professor Tom Calma AO and Melinda Cilento

(Reconciliation Australia, 2017a).

Seventeen years after the Royal Commission report, in 2008, Reconciliation Australia
set up a unique longitudinal study, an Australian Reconciliation Barometer (ARB) with the
objective, “to develop a tool to measure the progress of reconciliation between Indigenous and
non-Indigenous Australians” (Reconciliation Australia, 2013a, p. 5). The ARB “delves into the
heart of our nation to identify the attitudes Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians hold
about each other, and about reconciliation in this country” (Reconciliation Australia, 2019b, p.
4) and its significance is emphasised because “no similar dataset exists in Australia”
(Reconciliation Australia, 2018, p. 20). The development of the ARB was inspired by the work
of the South African Institute of Justice and Reconciliation’s own South African Reconciliation
Barometer (Reconciliation Australia, 2014). Held bi-annually since 2008, there have been five
ARB surveys to capture a snapshot of a wide representation of Australian peoples’ attitudes, and

their underlying values and perceptions (Reconciliation Australia, 2013b).

In 2014, after research that reviewed how other countries were dealing with the
aftermath of “ethno-racial conflict and are now building peace” (Reconciliation Australia, 2018,
p. 83) and a meta-analysis of definitions of reconciliation from the nations of Cyprus, Rwanda,
Canada and South Africa, Reconciliation Australia developed their Reconciliation Outcomes
Framework (Reconciliation Australia, 2018). This framework incorporated five dimensions of

reconciliation and have served to provide a more holistic and comprehensive way to measure
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progress towards reconciliation. These dimensions are: race relations; equality and equity;
institutional integrity; unity; and, historical acceptance. Reconciliation Australia now

determines the concept of reconciliation as multifaceted and one,

that encompasses rights, as well as so-called symbolic and practical

actions....our national identity and the place of Aboriginal and Torres Strait

Islander histories, cultures and rights in our nation’s history. Reconciliation

can no longer be seen as a single issue or agenda and the contemporary

definition must weave all of these threads together. (Reconciliation

Australia, 2018, p. 3)

Subsequent to 2014, Reconciliation Australia more closely aligned their Australian

Reconciliation Barometer (ARB) with their Reconciliation Outcomes Framework and have used
the five dimensions of the Framework form the basis of RA’s current strategic direction

including plans, annual reviews, reports and research.

This discussion now returns to the specific actions of government to progress
constitutional change for recognition of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples. That
reconciliation as proposed in 1991 would happen within ten years in Australia was not achieved.
Instead, during that decade, came a raft of other significant developments in relation to
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples. In 1992 there was the Mabo decision by the high
court of Australia to overturn the rule of ‘terra nullius’, that is ‘land belonging to no one’, that
had been invoked by the British “in the year 1770 to claim the territory [of Australia] as it was
considered to exist without a state exercising sovereignty over it” (McMillan & Rigney, 2018, p.
762). This decision meant Australia had indeed been colonised and it “was now a matter that
should be construed in conflictual terms” (Little & McMillan, 2017, p. 525). Further, in 1993,
the Native Title Act 1993 (Cth) (NTA) was passed in parliament which attempted to resolve and
clarify the rights of Ingenious peoples’ connection to their lands (Langton et al., 2004). Another
important report, handed down in 1997 to the government, Bringing them Home, by the Human
Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission of Australia while contributing to the impetus of
reconciliation, also did not hasten the progress of achieving it. The report contained a detailed
review of the effects of past government assimilation policies that separated Aboriginal children
from their families and provided 54 recommendations that were, “directed to healing and
reconciliation for the benefit of all Australians” (Commonwealth of Australia, 1997, p. ii). The
Australian government responded with funding and some legislation directed at policy and
programs to address the recommendations for the ‘Stolen Generations’, however it took a
further 10 years for the government in 2007 to deliver a formal apology to Australia’s First

Peoples to acknowledge this part of Australia’s history.
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In this period and the decades since, have come more changes of national government,
even more changes of prime ministers and multiple Indigenous policy implementations. If their
focus was on progressing the formalisation of recognition of Australia’s First Peoples, their
progress has been slow or stalled and no one parliament, politician or policy has yet met the
success expected by so many for so long. For example, the Australian Government abolished
ATSIC and the associated agency, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Services (ASIS) fifteen
years after their inception. At the time, this was noted by policy administrators as, “a bold
experiment in the administration of Indigenous affairs... seems certain to be drawing to a close”
(Pratt & Bennett, 2004, Section 1, para. 1), yet M. Davis (2007), a human rights lawyer and
Aboriginal activist observed, that, “ATSIC provided a convenient scapegoat for state and
federal governments’ failures on Indigenous policy. ATSIC was abolished by the federal
Coalition government in 2005 without any consultation with Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander communities” (Section 2, para. 1). The responsibility for ATSIC-ATSIS programs and

services such as Indigenous health and housing were transferred to other federal government

departments in a process described as ‘mainstreaming’ (Pratt & Bennett, 2004).

Another example of the pace of progress comes from the Department of Education
Science and Training (DEST), as was the nomenclature of the Australian Government’s
education department during the mid 2000’s. It retained prime responsibility for the funding of
Indigenous educational programs whether it was directly through specific activities or indirectly
through State education systems. In the present day, this same department is known as the
Department of Education and operates a similar funding structure for Indigenous education,
from early childhood to the tertiary education sector. The last known policy for reforms in
Indigenous education was agreed to in 2015 by all state and territory Ministers of Education of
the Education Council and is known as, the National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Education Strategy 2015 (Department of Education, 2015). It states that “This strategy will be
reviewed in 2018, which is a significant year in measuring progress against COAG’s Closing
the gap targets. An evaluation will consider the effectiveness of the strategy as a framework”
(Education Council, 2015). As at the time of writing in September 2019, it is known many of
the targets set have not been achieved and as yet, there is no new strategy. Yet 30 years prior to
this Strategy, the National Aboriginal Education Policy, which became known as the National
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Education Policy (NATSIEP), was developed and in the
following year, 1990, was endorsed by governments across Australia. It was considered “a
watershed in Indigenous education for it was the first policy developed in Australia to
specifically address the needs of Indigenous education” (Herbert, 2012a, p. 98). When

NATSIEP was reviewed in 1995, it was found “that equity and reconciliation had emerged as
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the two major themes in the evidence presented to the Review” (Herbert, 2012a, p. 99), but the

equitable outcomes as expected were not achieved.

The next significant government response to the situation of Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander peoples came in 2008 when Prime Minister Rudd “pioneered a co-ordinated
intergovernmental agreement between the Commonwealth states and territories aimed at
‘closing the gap’ on Indigenous disadvantage” (M. Davis, 2018, p. 16). The National
Indigenous Reform Agreement, ‘Closing the Gap’, had six specific targets “to close the gap and
improve outcomes in education, health, life expectancy, economic participation, healthy homes,
safe communities, governance and leadership” (M. Davis, 2018, p. 16). In 2014 a seventh target
was added that focused on school attendance (Commonwealth of Australia. Department of the
Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2019). In 2016 a Closing the Gap ‘refresh’ process commenced
“ahead of the tenth anniversary of the agreement and four of the seven targets expiring in 2018
(Commonwealth of Australia. Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2019). It is also

noted on the Australian Government’s website explaining Closing the Gap that:

In 2018, a Special Gathering of prominent Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Australians presented COAG with a statement setting out priorities
for a new Closing the Gap agenda. The statement called for the next phase
of Closing the Gap to be guided by the principles of empowerment and self-
determination and deliver a community-led, strengths-based strategy that
enables Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples to move beyond
surviving to thriving... Significantly, on 12 December 2018, COAG
committed to forming a genuine formal partnership with Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander people to finalise the Closing the Gap Refresh (by
mid-2019) and provide a forum for ongoing engagement throughout
implementation of the new agenda. (2019)

Of those making submissions as part of the ‘refresh’ consultation process, several have
expressed concern that unless three key areas are addressed there is a risk that instead of closing
the gap, “the current ‘refresh’ will simply ‘paper over the gaps’” (Markham et al., 2018, p. 1).
They argue structural reforms must occur, the relationship between government and First
Peoples must be addressed as does the issue of measurement focus and approach of reform
outcomes (Markham et al., 2018). Without these, “business as usual will continue lead to poor
outcomes” (Markham et al., 2018, p. 1). As at early August, 2019, the ‘refresh’ has yet to be

finalised and released into the public domain.

Returning again to the discussion about progress of recognition for Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander peoples, in 2010, an ‘Expert Panel’ was formed by the government to
conduct “a broad national consultation and community engagement program to seek the views

of a wide spectrum of the community” (M. Davis, 2018, p. 18). In 2012, at the end of its tenure,
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the Panel provided its report to the government which significantly influenced the drafting of
legislation. Early in the following year, during a sitting of Federal Parliament in the House of
Representatives, both the then Prime Minister Gillard and Opposition Leader Abbott spoke in
support of a bill, ("Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples Recognition Bill 2012 (Cth)

(Austl.)."). Abbott said, borrowing from a previous Australian Prime Minister,

Our climate, our land, our people, our institutions rightly make us the envy

of the earth, except for one thing—we have never fully made peace with the

First Australians. This is the stain on our soul that Prime Minister Keating so

movingly evoked at Redfern 21 years ago. We have to acknowledge that

pre-1788 this land was as Aboriginal then as it is Australian now. Until we

have acknowledged that we will be an incomplete nation and a torn people.

We only have to look across the Tasman to see how it could have been done

so much better. Thanks to the Treaty of Waitangi in New Zealand two

peoples became one nation. (Commonwealth of Australia. House of

Representatives, February 13, 2013, p.1124)

The purpose of the Bill gave formal legislative recognition to Aboriginal and Torres

Strait Islanders as the original inhabitants of Australia and “is part of the process necessary to
set up a referendum that aims to amend the Australian Constitution to recognise Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander peoples” ("Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples Recognition Bill
2012 (Cth) (Austl.).", , para. 2). In 2013 the government set up a tax payer funded public
campaign ‘Recognise’ that ran until 2017. Appleby and McKinnon (2017), observe that this

campaign,

was largely distrusted by Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people
because of its vocal support for a reform purportedly on their behalf, the
content of which had not yet been determined, and on which they had never
been asked their opinion. (p. 36)

In 2014, another panel, a ‘Review Panel’ was set up to report on the progress of the
government. In 2015, this Act was amended to extend a further three years, until 28 March 2018
because the intended progress had not been achieved, as Senator Payne noted, “The final report
makes clear that we have not yet reached a point where we can proceed immediately to a
referendum. But by taking certain concrete steps, we can get there” ("The Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander Peoples Recognition Act 2013 (Cth) No.18. Retrieved from
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2013A00018," 2015). While this statement may
espouse the political will to make change, the reality of 44 referendums conducted in Australia
since 1906 with only eight successfully carried, including the 1967 referendum (Australian
Electoral Commission, 2012), is not lost. The decisions and actions of the Australian
government during period of 2013-2015 were consequently and accurately described by M.

Davis (2018) as “one of the worst eras of Commonwealth policy on Indigenous Affairs” (p. 22).
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Dismantling of strategies, more reviews and recentralisation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Affairs to the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, all signalled “the
relentless attack on the last vestiges of self-determination and control by Aboriginal

organisations depleted the moral of people living in communities” (M. Davis, 2018, p. 22).

Even at the start of this particular period, Patrick Dodson expressed grave concern about
the raft of government policy changes that had serious and negative impacts on Indigenous
people and lack of real progress for reconciliation in his 10" anniversary ANU Reconciliation

Lecture, Canberra:

Over the past decade, we saw the dismantling of ATSIC, the mainstreaming
of Indigenous Affairs and the staging of the Northern Territory Intervention.
All have been disempowering in their effect, and assimilationist in their
intent. Rather than partnership and dialogue we have ended up with a
‘coercive reconciliation’, framed not by consultation and respect for the
dignity of Aboriginal people, but by punitive paternalism. (2013, p. 6)

In 2015 and 77 years after members of the Australian Aboriginal Progressive Society
met with Prime Minister Lyons, 39 key Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander representatives
met with Prime Minister Abbot and Opposition Leader Shorten at Kirribilli House to discuss
their frustrations and rising concerns about constitutional recognition. The representatives
presented a statement, known as the ‘Kirribilli Statement’. It acknowledged “the work to date
by the Expert Panel (2012), Joint Select Committees on Constitutional Recognition of
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples (2013-15) and, prior to these, the Council for
Aboriginal Reconciliation (1991-2000) in identifying options for recognition” (Referendum
Council, 2017, p. 88). Out of this meeting the government formed a new body, the Referendum
Council, to conduct twelve Regional Dialogues and an information session expressly with
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples from around Australia (M. Davis, 2018). Citing an
excerpt from the final report by the Referendum Council that explains the scope of the
consultation process, Megan Davis noted the significance of these Dialogues as, “an
unprecedented process in Australian history as Indigenous people were excluded entirely from
the 1980s process that led to the Australian Constitution” (2018, p. 43). The Dialogues were

conducted during 2016 and 2017 and as explained in the Referendum Council’s final report:

We were required to consult specifically with Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander peoples on their views of meaningful recognition. The 12 First
Nations Regional Dialogues, which culminated in the national Constitutional
Convention at Uluru in May 2017, empowered First Peoples from across the
country to form a consensus position on the form constitutional recognition
should take. (Referendum Council, 2017, p. iv)
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What emerged from the convention at Uluru was a significant document known as the
‘Uluru Statement from the Heart” (Appendix A). This important declaration, while included in
the front pages of the Referendum Council’s final report, was specifically written to the
Australian people. It was published in every major newspaper in the country and did receive a
wide range of media coverage. That it called for a ‘Makarrata’, the term mentioned earlier in
this chapter, is not lost. This was the same calling to a previous government almost 40 years
prior. Makarrata is a complex word in the Yolngu language of Arnhem Land, Australia. It is
used to describe a process of conflict resolution, peacemaking and justice (L. Pearson, 2017). In
the Uluru Statement, Makarrata is “the culmination of our agenda: two parties coming together
after a struggle. It captures our aspirations for a fair and truthful relationship with the people of
Australia and a better future for our children based on justice and self-determination” (National
Constitutional Convention, 2017, May 26). The Uluru Statement from the Heart and the
Referendum Council’s final report contained recommendations “that the country embark on a
process of truth-telling and agreement making, and that First Nations people be given a Voice to
Parliament so they can respectfully and meaningfully engage to achieve better destinies and
outcomes” (P. Dodson, 2018, p. 59). Similarly, legal advisors who were present at the Regional
Dialogues and Convention at Uluru note, “The statement calls for voice, treaty and truth and,
more specifically, a singular constitutional reform: a constitutionally entrenched “First Nations

Voice” (Appleby & McKinnon, 2017, p. 38).

The Referendum Council submitted their final report to the government in June 2017. In
October of the same year, Prime Minister Turnbull “unilaterally rejected the First Nations
people’s call for a Voice to Parliament” (P. Dodson, 2018, p. 59). Another high profile
Indigenous Australian leader, Noel Pearson, made his frustration known in a national newspaper
the day after the announcement by the Prime Minister, “Turnbull’s rejection was described by
Senator Patrick Dodson as a ‘kick in the guts for the Referendum Council and its proponents’.
Indeed: this is a kick in the guts for our people and our fellow Australians” (2017). In 2018,
after The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples Recognition Bill 2012 had lapsed, the
government established another committee with Senator Patrick Dodson and Mr Julian Leeser
MP as the co-chairs (Joint Select Committee on Constitutional Recognition relating to
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples, 2018). The irony of yet another committee to

progress recognition for First Nations peoples was not lost on Patrick Dodson who said:

In thirty years, the closest we have come to constitutional recognition or a
treaty in this country is another joint select committee. This will be the fifth
parliamentary committee on constitutional recognition — the only issue that
our parliament has seen fit to dedicate five committees to addressing, with
no progress on the ground. (2018, p. 60)
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The Committee presented a final report to the parliament on 29 November 2018. In the
foreword of the report, the co-chairs make clear the Committee achieved consensus on
achieving a ‘Voice’ for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples, “The key point of this
report is that The Voice should become a reality, that it will be co-designed with government by
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people’s
right across the nation” (Joint Select Committee on Constitutional Recognition relating to
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples, 2018, p. viii). While there was no express
mention of treaty in this section, it is eluded to in this statement, “after the design process is
complete the legal form of The Voice can then be worked out” (Joint Select Committee on
Constitutional Recognition relating to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples, 2018, p.
viii). An entire chapter was assigned to presentation of proposals associated with the
terminologies of ‘Makarrata’, ‘formal or informal institutions’ and the use of ‘treaty’ or
agreement making’ as well as descriptions of processes that have already or are being explored
in different states and territories across Australia in agreement-making and treaty with
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples as part of the mechanism of Voice. The terms,

“Voice’ and ‘truth-telling’ do explicitly feature in the foreword:

The commitment to a Voice, and the commitment to co-design of that Voice
are significant steps for the Parliament to discuss and consider. They are
significant steps towards a bipartisan and agreed approach to advancing the
cause of constitutional recognition.

Finally, since the interim report the Committee has heard significant
evidence about truth-telling, a matter raised in the Statement from the Heart.

We believe there is a strong desire among all Australians to know more
about the history, traditions and culture of Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander peoples and their contact with other Australians both good and bad.
A fuller understanding of our history including the relationship between
Black and White Australia will lead to a more reconciled nation. We have
made some recommendations about how this might be achieved. {Joint
Select Committee on Constitutional Recognition relating to Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander Peoples. (Joint Select Committee on Constitutional
Recognition relating to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples, 2018,

p. vii)

The report made four key recommendations, two of which are in relation to Voice
design and the options to formally establish it, the third supports a ‘truth-telling’ process and the
fourth is linked to truth telling, “the establishment, in Canberra, of a National Resting Place, for
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander remains which could be a place of commemoration,
healing and reflection” (Joint Select Committee on Constitutional Recognition relating to

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples, 2018, p. xviii).
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In May, at the 2019 Reconciliation Week Lecture in the Parliamentary Library,
Canberra, Professor Tom Calma offered his observations about these recent developments and

the latest release of the Closing the Gap Report:

Mr Morrison is the fifth Australian leader to report on Closing the Gap but

apparently, it is only now after the many years of advocacy by our leaders

has the government acknowledged that a greater voice for Aboriginal and

Torres Strait Islander people might be a perquisite for success. (Calma,

2019)

Also, in May 2019, sworn in as the Prime Minister to the 46™ parliament of Australia,
Scott Morrison appointed Ken Wyatt to his Cabinet as, ‘Minister for Indigenous Australians’ to
oversee to a new portfolio within the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet. Wyatt is the

first Indigenous person to hold such a portfolio. In July 2019, a National Indigenous Australians

Agency (NIAA) was established to undertake a number of functions:

e to lead and coordinate Commonwealth policy development, program
design and implementation and service delivery for Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander peoples;

e to provide advice to the Prime Minister and the Minister for
Indigenous Australians on whole-of-government priorities for
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples;

e to lead and coordinate the development and implementation of
Australia’s Closing the Gap targets in partnership with Indigenous
Australians;

e to lead Commonwealth activities to promote reconciliation. (National
Indigenous Australians Agency, 2019)

As yet, it is too early to say where the latest developments in the Australian project for
reconciliation will actually lead to, but the statement about reconciliation made by
Commissioner Johnston 81 years ago as a “process of improving community relations — a
process which may proceed rather slowly unless nurtured” (1991a, Section 38.4) has proven to
be indeed prophetic. It is understandable then, that some scholars are currently arguing that
reconciliation in Australia is seen more as a stage in the furthering of the colonial project and
“has been conducted on ‘white’ terms” (McMillan & Rigney, 2018, p. 769) and say that, “As a
policy of the Australian government, “reconciliation” is forward looking, does not adequately
acknowledge the harms of the state, and does not allow the capacity for Indigenous peoples to
seek justice through reconciliation post conflict” (McMillan & Rigney, 2018, p. 769). Little and
McMillan (2017) posit a ‘contemporary narrative of conflict’ is needed to so there can be a
move beyond a “purely historical understanding of transgressions” (p. 530) to challenge the

“invisibility of non-Indigenous people [as part of the conflict], and by ensuring governing

arrangements are understood as requiring ongoing conflict management” (p. 531). They caution
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that having a constitutional amendment to advance equality for Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander peoples achieved through a referendum, a contentious topic in present day public

debate, might not achieve its intention and rather,

could be viewed as the end of process that resolves the issue, rather than
another moment in the recognition of an ongoing conflict over
Indigenous/non-Indigenous relations in Australia. ... This requires us to
understand reconciliation as a long, enduring (potentially endless) process
rather than an atemporal one; something to be captured in a single political
or legal act such as a constitutional amendment. (p. 534)

It is clear that redressing the ‘unfinished business’ of Australia continues to endure and

Mick Dodson’s conceptualisation of reconciliation, made 20 years ago, that there is ‘material’

and ‘interpersonal’ reconciliation, maintains its currency in the present day:

Where there remain great material inequalities of life experience and a gross
differential in life expectancy—it will naturally take a substantial time to
reconcile those inequalities. ... They form, if you like, the skeletal structure
of reconciliation. Building the soft tissue of reconciliation - reshaping the
inter-personal relationship between Indigenous and non-Indigenous
Australians—is just as critical: but it is a less tangible, more amorphous
endeavour. (2009, p. 2)

In the following examination, a selection of literature shows how this ‘amorphous
endeavour’ and ‘unfinished business’ has been accompanied and potentially boosted by ill-
informed constructs and deficit discourses, particularly in the field of education. Although in

recent times, there is emerging research that reframes Indigenous and non-Indigenous

relationships within education in more erudite and strength-based ways.

2.2.2 Ill-informed constructs

Almost a decade before Peter Yu’s speech, Sherwood (2009, 2010) argued colonisation
and subsequent government policy positioned Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples to

be the ‘Indigenous problem’. ‘Problematizing’ was defined as something that pertained to:

The construction of Aboriginal peoples as problematic by their colonisers.
With terra nullius as its founding ideology, the very existence of Indigenous
peoples has been a problem for white Australia. This founding tension has
fuelled the relentless constructions and misrepresentations of Aboriginal
people as problematic on almost every dimension and has become a tradition
informed by the writings of experts and through the development of policy
that has continued in Australia unabated. It is a product of a colonial mindset
and hence has become a way of knowing Indigenous Australians. (2010, p.
19)
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The competing ideologies of ‘discovery’ and ‘invasion’ of Australia are therefore
contentious and enduring in discourse about this country. Moreover, not only has the hegemonic
view of ‘discovery’, the promulgated belief system of peaceful settlement of Australia, been ill-
informed, it has been perpetuated in most non-Indigenous Australian’s educational experiences

as “a discourse of denial and amnesia” (Sherwood, 2009, p. 25).

Rose (2012) reinforces this standpoint and contends the deprivation of knowledge about
First Peoples by non-Indigenous Australians has been the country’s ‘silent apartheid’ in the
classroom. Education in Australian schools has until recently, “overtly suppressed and devalued
all aspects of Indigenous knowledge” (p. 68) and this has created generations of non-Indigenous
Australians who have little understanding of Indigenous perspectives, histories and culture.

Rose stridently contends the lack of these perspectives in school curricula has led to an,

abyss that is ‘silent apartheid’...a gaping hole in the nation’s narrative, that,
in the absence of reality — by which is meant authentic Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander knowledge—is filled with half-truths and conceptual
concoctions that distort and maim our national identity. (2012, pp. 67-70)

That a new Australian Curriculum was only introduced in 2012 with some content
related to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander histories and cultures means it is early days into
redressing what has never previously been the norm taught in schools. The state of Queensland
was the only state at the time to wholly adopt the Australian Curriculum in that year.
Implementation timelines and interpretation of the full Australian Curriculum have varied from
state to state and territories, however, by 2015 all educational jurisdictions agreed to adopt it.
The Australian Curriculum “is an online resource” (Australian Curriculum Assessment and
Reporting Authority, 2017a) with now eight Learning Areas for Foundation Year to Year 10.
These are: English, Mathematics, Science and Humanities and Social Sciences, the Arts,
Technologies, Health and Physical Education and Languages. In the senior secondary
curriculum, published are English, Mathematics, Science and Humanities and Social Sciences
(Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2017b). Across the Learning
Areas sit two other dimensions called ‘General Capabilities’ of which there are seven and
‘Cross-Curriculum Priorities’ of which there are three. One of the General Capabilities is
‘Intercultural Understanding’. One of the Cross-Curriculum Priorities is ‘Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander histories and cultures’, and this has been “embedded in the content descriptions
and elaborations of each learning area as appropriate” (Australian Curriculum Assessment and

Reporting Authority, 2017¢ para. 4).
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In Queensland where this study is situated, in this present day there would be a cohort
of students, now in Year 7, who may have had some ongoing exposure in some subjects to some
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander content since the beginning of their schooling. They would
have been taught and are being taught by teachers who are mostly non-Indigenous and,
themselves, would similarly be only newly exposed to the Australian Curriculum and
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples’ histories and cultures. Every year level prior to
this cohort has had some content and some concepts about Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
peoples taught to them since the beginning of their first year of schooling. These are early days

indeed.

It is no co-incidence then, that in the same year (2012), many jurisdictions adopted the
Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (APSTs) and the National Professional Standard
for Principals (Ma Rhea, Anderson, & Atkinson, 2012). These included some mention of the
importance of the knowing and understanding Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students
and their histories and cultures and promoting reconciliation (See Standards 1.4 & 2.4,
Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership, 2018). Significantly, a major research
project was conducted into the provision of professional development of the Standards in 2012.
In particular, it focused on the learning necessary for teachers to include Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander education perspectives that were incorporated in particular Focus Areas of the

APSTs. The researchers found that at the local (school) level:

The approach to formal teacher professional development is patchy, ad hoc
and lacking in cohesiveness

There has been a noticeable drop-off in demand for formal PD over the past
12 months for topics associated with an Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander pedagogy focus but not in Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
cultural awareness and cultural competency programs, and

Teachers have fear and resistance about these particular Focus Areas. (Ma
Rhea et al., 2012, p. 6)

A number of Indigenous academics have understandably expressed their reservations
about the Australian Curriculum and how the capability and priority dimensions are likely
translated in practical terms into teaching and learning practice (Lowe & Yunkaporta, 2018;
Nakata, 2011; Rose, 2012). At the time of the first iterations of the Australian Curriculum, Rose
(2012) and Nakata (2011) both had concerns about how the mostly non-Indigenous teaching
workforce would undertake this new work. Importantly Nakata wondered how, “the more
detailed guidance teachers and schools might require and no certainty about what sort of

assistance the intermediate documentation will provide” (2011, p. 1). Nakata (2011) called for
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‘critical re-orientations’ as to how Indigenous students themselves would be taught this
curriculum, especially when so many were English as an additional language or dialect (EALD)
speakers and promoted considerations of his work in understanding the ‘Cultural Interface’ as a
means to do this. Similarly Rose (2012) asked “how well equipped will teachers be, given that
they themselves are likely to have been deprived of valid Indigenous perspectives during their

studies in compulsory and tertiary years?” (p. 67).

Six years into the implementation of the Australian Curriculum, Lowe and Yunkaporta
(2018) conducted a cultural analysis of the specific content relating to Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander histories and cultures. They used two Indigenous frameworks to gain ‘breadth
and integrity’ and ‘depth’ of Aboriginal perspectives and declared they had ‘serious questions’
about the intentions and capacity of the authority charged with providing the Australian
Curriculum, namely the Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA).
Lowe and Yunkaporta summarise their argument as, “the current inclusion of Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander content as weak, often tokenistic and overwhelmingly unresponsive to
historical and contemporary realities” (2018, p. 28). Further, several key recommendations are
made including the postponement of finalisation of the curriculum documents until Indigenous
academics could further appraise and suggest ‘substantial improvements’ and that state
jurisdictions were supported to “develop teaching and assessment policies for embedding
meaningful Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander content across the curriculum” (Lowe &

Yunkaporta, 2018, p. 29).

Nationally, and within Queensland, there are new attempts to go some way towards
achieving the teaching of meaningful content called for. A new framework called the National
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Curricula Project is being developed with key Indigenous
academics including Professor Marcia Langton. The first phase of it, ‘fire, water and
astronomy’ involving the learning area of Science has been released online into the public
domain (Commonwealth of Australia, 2019). This work shows promise and may well be able to
contribute to a reduction of the tokenism of the past. In Queensland state schools there is a
resource designed and revised by teachers as a resource for teachers to implement the Australian
Curriculum. It is called ‘Curriculum to the Classroom’. In it, for example, is one of the texts that
are recommended to use to teach reading comprehension in the Learning Area of English for
Year 3, is ‘Stolen Girl” (Saffioti, 2011), a picture book that is a fictionalised account of the
reality of the Stolen Generations. There is a public domain website established by a national
not-for-profit company to assist teachers in this book’s authentic delivery in the classroom (see

Education Services Australia, 2013). These developments are examples that offer some hope.
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Yet the situation remains that present knowledge and understanding of Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander perspectives, histories and cultures by the wider community is generally
limited. This is politely but firmly acknowledged in the Kirribilli Statement of 2017, referred to
earlier in this chapter. It suggests the differences in perspective must be considered and

understood if real progress is to be achieved:

The words ‘settlement’ and ‘invasion’ are highly charged for both sides of
this historic encounter, but there is no use denying these two perspectives. It
is understandable why some Australians speak of settlement, and why some
speak of invasion. The maturation of Australia will be marked by our ability
to understand both perspectives. (Referendum Council, 2017, p. 1)
The ‘principal thrust’ set out by RCIADIC in 1991 remains stalled and 30 years later,

Australia has yet to reach ‘maturation’.

In the following section and extending on the notion of ‘the Indigenous problem,’ is an
examination of a selection of literature that reflects previously dominant discourse in the field of

education and the more recent counters to it, for schooling of Indigenous Australian students.

2.2.3 Deficit discourses and reframing the relationship

Profound educational disadvantage was ‘discovered’ in the late 1960s “in the high rates
of educational failure among the generation of Indigenous students to attend state schools, after
generations of government policies aimed variously at their segregation and marginalisation”
(Gray & Beresford, 2008, p. 197). The problematizing of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
peoples by non-Indigenous Australians (Sherwood, 2009), mentioned earlier in this chapter has
also influenced past research focusing on achievement and engagement of Indigenous students
in education. Instead, suggested is a consideration of decolonization to gain “a balance of
histories, informing our current political and social context, critical reflexive practice and open

communication with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples” (Sherwood, 2009, p. 24).

Early manifestations of the differing ensuing responses and interpretations of the
‘settlement’ vs. ‘invasion’ perspectives were represented in studies during the 1980’s by two
academics, Watts (1981, 1982) and Sykes (1986). Watts authored two significant reports of the
time, Aboriginal Futures: Review of research and developments and related policies in the
education of Aborigines, and looked at the period from 1945 to 1967. These provided advice to
the government of the day and no doubt were influential in policy formulation. Watts
determined the contexts that she believes are, “of central relevance in considering the education

of Aborigines” (1982, p. 2). These were:
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e Past policies and practices

e Government policies for Aborigines

e The Aboriginal peoples of Contemporary Australia
e The Complex Determinants of School Success, and

e Some recent trends in Australian education. (1982, pp. 2-16)

Watts categorised Aboriginal people (the name under which also included Torres Strait
Islanders) as ‘tradition-orientated’ or ‘non-tradition orientated’ and it acknowledged that, “the
tradition-orientated communities have been variously affected by the dominant society, its
institutions and its representatives” (1982, p. 89). Watts did use the phrase ‘the history of
contact’, and the 1981 report recurrently cited C.D Rowley and his 1970 study on Aboriginal
policy and practice, The Destruction of Aboriginal Society.

However, in a counter to the standpoint of Watts and her review of the studies, Sykes
argued that Watts failed to convey a “Black reiteration of pre-British occupation as the standard
against which they view their contemporary lives” (1986, p. 15) and instead promulgated a
more limited notion that ““...only past inequalities of opportunity and educational neglect are of
any real concern” (1986, p. 15). Sykes argued this had the effect of projecting, “blacks only in a
passive role ...and there is no discussion of the struggle against, nor the impact of, colonialism
as a factor in which educational policy is developed or in which education occurs” (1986, p. 16).
She also notes it set the scene to view Aboriginal Australians “as mere victims of inequality and
neglect. ‘Education’ can be perceived, projected and analysed as part of the ‘welfare’ packet”
(1986, p. 16). Despite the argued limitations of the standpoint of the Watts review, its “critical
issues’ influenced ensuing government policy. Disappointingly it appears not much has changed
as many issues echo within Indigenous Education strategic documents of more recent times as

will be shown in later discussion within this chapter.

Overlapping the work of Watts was Schwab’s (1995) review of twenty years of policy
recommendations for Indigenous education for the period 1975 to 1995 charted the
development of Australia’s national Indigenous education policy, analysed three major national
reviews and provided future directions for research. This was a more critical analysis that noted
from the overall sample of national reviews of Indigenous education, there were over 1,000
recommendations (Schwab, 1995). In particular, reviewed were the 1975 Education for
Aborigines: Report to the Schools Commission, the 1988 Report of the Aboriginal Education
Policy Task Force, and the 1975 National Review of Education for Aboriginal and Torres Strait

Islander Peoples. These reports held a total of 140 recommendations which clustered into 27
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themes across five broad topic areas: “consultation, responsibility and decision making;
curriculum; support structures and instruction approaches; educational staffing; and future
research” (1995, p. 9). While the period showed focus and concern of access to and
participation in education programs, Schwab (1995) found the third major theme of equity was

not addressed to the same level.

Perhaps Queensland Aboriginal elder and academic, Penny Tripcony who made the
same point at around the same time, made it more stridently in her 1994 address entitled,
Valuing our histories in schooling and beyond at an education conference in Brisbane. She
spoke about the need for schools to present more than a one-sided Australian history and instead
give “a balance of viewpoints about events that have occurred in this country” (p. 25) and she
unpacked a range of significant policies and reports that had emerged at the time: the National
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Education Policy (1989; the Common and Agreed
National Goals of Schooling (1989); the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody
(1991); and, the National Collaborative Curriculum Project (1990). These formalized the
acknowledgement of Aboriginal histories, culture and started the work on including their

perspectives into curriculum to redress the injustices of the past. Tripcony noted:

It seems that only one-sided representations of events of the last two
hundred or so years are acceptable to the majority of politicians and the
media... By their non-acceptance of Indigenous viewpoints, objectors have
devalued the stories of our elders and maintained the status quo in terms of
Western dominance and beliefs of Indigenous cultural/social inferiority.
(1994, pp. 28-29)

During the same period of Tripcony’s commentary and reflective of the situation for
Indigenous peoples across the world, a significant document was drawn up in Coolangatta,
Queensland in 1993. A task force of Australian and international Indigenous representatives was
commissioned on behalf of the 1993 World Indigenous Peoples’ Conference on Education, with
the intention to serve “as a stimulus document towards the eventual preparation of an
International instrument on Indigenous Peoples’ rights in education” ("Coolangatta Statement

on Indigenous Rights in Education," 1999, p. 53). Called the Coolangatta Statement, it was

ratified at the World Indigenous Peoples’ Conference on Education in Hilo, Hawaii, 1999:

1.3.1 Historically, Indigenous peoples have insisted upon the right of access
to education. Invariably the nature, and consequently the outcome, of this
education has been constructed through and measured by non-Indigenous
standards, values and philosophies. Ultimately the purpose of this education
has been to assimilate Indigenous peoples into non-Indigenous cultures and
societies.
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Volumes of studies, research and reports dealing with Indigenous peoples in
non-Indigenous educational systems paint a familiar picture of failure and
despair. When measured in non-Indigenous terms, the educational outcomes
of Indigenous peoples are still far below that of non-Indigenous

peoples. This fact exists not because Indigenous peoples are less intelligent,
but because educational theories and practices are developed and controlled
by non-Indigenous peoples. Thus, in more recent times, due to the
involvement of Indigenous peoples, research shows that failure is indeed
present, but that this failure is that of the system, not of Indigenous peoples.

In this context, the so-called “dropout rates and failures” of Indigenous
peoples within non-Indigenous educational systems must be viewed for what
they really are - rejection rates. ("Coolangatta Statement on Indigenous
Rights in Education," 1999, pp. 56-57)

Also written during the decade of the 1990’s, Herbert, Anderson, Price and Stehbens,
found much of the literature they reviewed in their Study of the Factors Affecting the
Attendance, Suspension and Exclusion of Aboriginal Students in Secondary Schools, was,
“located within deficit discourses of Aboriginal students their families and Aboriginal culture”
(1999, p. 2). Herbert (2012b) later developed this argument in her discussion about what she
considers vital for preparing teachers to deliver quality education for Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander students. Herbert suggested that when there are collaborations between teachers

and Indigenous communities, then teachers can begin to reframe their perceptions about their

students and,

develop real insights into how Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples
perceive they have been positioned for ‘failure’ within the Western
knowledge system that underpins Australian education services ...the
acquisition of such understanding is critical in enabling teachers of
Indigenous students to recognise the essentially assimilationist nature of
what passes for education in this country. ...and the importance of changing
their own discourse around Indigenous education from one of failure to one
of success. (2012b, pp. 40-41)

Likewise, Peter Buckskin’s considered reflection of conference proceedings from the
Indigenous Education Strategic Initiative Program (IESIP) National Conference, held in
Sydney, Australia during November 2000, makes clear the position of Indigenous peoples. He

outlined the ‘achievements and challenges’ for Indigenous education in Australia at the time,

but opened by saying:

Let me say at the outset, that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
communities are in hot pursuit of better educational outcomes for their
children and future generations. We see a sense of urgency in this because
we need to be well positioned to determine our own future and to participate
fully in the Australian society. (2001, p. 5)
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Moving forward into 2007, another review of policy research was published at the
Centre for Aboriginal Economic Policy Research, Australian National University (CAEPR) into
Indigenous training and education this time from 1990-2007. Fordham and Schwab (2007),
aligned their review to the five domains of the key Indigenous education national strategy of the
day, Australian Directions in Indigenous Education 2005-2008. Their report, Education,
Training and Indigenous Futures, seems somewhat ironic given that its title and suggested
focus bears some resemblance to that of Watts’ 1981 work cited earlier. But the resemblance
stops there. Different was a much stronger recognition of the divergent world views of
contemporary Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples and the need to understand the
diversity of their population. It provided substantial contextual information on the
demographics, cultural, community and family life, and health of Indigenous Australians and
seeks to emphasise getting “the balance right between social capital and human capital

development” (Fordham & Schwab, 2007, p. 36).

One year after Fordham and Schwab’s work came another review on Australian
Directions, but this was commissioned by the government. What makes this type of review
significantly different from the many others that have gone before is that while the research
team were eminent educators and consultants, importantly they were also all Indigenous
Australians. Peter Buckskin et al. (2009) made ten recommendations across the original
domains as well as four additional recommendations on what were identified as priorities for
“future collaborative work to be undertaken by education authorities in the government” (p. 18).
These were in relation to teacher education and the need for an updated national action plan
spanning five, ten and twenty-five years. The review found that out of the five domains from
Australian Directions, ‘early childhood education’ had made the most progress, and Buckskin et
al., note, “as an area it is ready for collaboration across the sectors” (2009, p. 41). The three
domains of ‘school and community educational partnerships’, ‘school leadership’ and ‘quality
teaching’ were all found to have not enough representation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander people in strategic positions to advise and influence these programs. Within the last
domain, ‘pathways to training, employment and higher education’ Peter Buckskin et al., also
clearly acknowledged that “the interconnection between poverty, health and education as social
determinants of success must be dealt with” (2009, p. 44), as did the need for “culturally
responsive schooling....namely cultural security, cultural integrity and cultural competence
must be integrated” (2009, p. 44) into government policy and action (These terms are further
defined and explained in Chapter 6). This review also declared its total endorsement of the
‘Stronger Smarter’ philosophy articulated by Dr Chris Sarra (one of the review authors) and

argued that this philosophy, “should influence all the domain areas and provides a useful
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strategic framework with which to contemplate future directions in Indigenous education”
(Peter Buckskin et al., 2009, p. 46). It is at the beginning of the review, when Peter Buckskin
writes to the chair of Ministerial Council for Education, Early Childhood Development and

Youth Affairs (MCEECDY A), that the mainstay of their investigations is succinctly made:

The findings of the Review Team indicate that over time there have been a
myriad of schemes introduced to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
education. However, their application and success are uneven and spasmodic
with funding limited to short-term solutions. In a complex area like
Indigenous Education such factors are problematic. All indicators from our
review confirm that success would be achieved if longevity in program
funding and monitoring of implementation occurs. In absence of these
strategies it is almost impossible to know what works and to put in place
long term programs. (2009, p. 3)

From the mid 2000’s an increasing range of Australian scholars and researchers
continued to add to greater recognition of the complex and troubled history between Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islander peoples and other Australians. Their work acknowledged the
standpoints that have led to the problematizing of Indigenous educational issues. As such, Gray
and Beresford’s (2008) discuss why contemporary Indigenous Australians face the issues they
do today and argue it is as a result of the intergenerational impacts of ‘colonialism’. They say
that, ‘dispossession, segregation and assimilation have created intergenerational disadvantage
and trauma that impede educational progress among most Indigenous students” (p.205). They
also put forward that ongoing socio-economic disadvantage, lack of sustainability of school
reform and embedded racism all contribute to a deficit discourse. Then in his essay about the
ethics of literacy ‘intervention’ for Indigenous students in Australia, Kostogriz (2011), argued
that the current trends of reform in schools and the way they are dealing with non-English

speaking students, “misrecognises their identities, cultural practices and knowledges” (p.25) and

were therefore counterproductive to the intentions of providing an empowering education.

Research about teaching Indigenous Australian Studies in universities by Mackinlay
and Barney (2012), explored how the problemitization of Indigeneity as a result of Australia’s
colonial past can be transformed by reframing and improving pedagogical practice to more
authentically include and embed Indigenous perspectives. They shifted the notion of ‘problem-
based learning’ to one that was more strengths orientated: place-based, experiential, anti-

colonial, relational and for life-long learning expressed as the acronym ‘PEARL’ (2012).

Importantly, the scholarship of Nakata (i.e. 2002; 2007a, 2010; 2012) and his
application of understanding the Cultural Interface, Indigenous standpoint theory, provides a

significant contribution to how interrelations between Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander and
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non-Indigenous Australians within the field of education might be reinterpreted and
reconstructed. Nakata challenges scholars to move from the binary, ‘decoloniality’ and closed-
minded thinking about the relationships between Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians. In
joint work about questioning pedagogical approaches and decolonial priorities in higher
education Indigenous Studies, Nakata et.al. also argues that by focusing on the Indigenous
theories in relation to those Western and then reconstructing the Indigenous, students will
develop an “appreciation of just how intricate and open to interpretation the dance around world
view, knowledge and practice is as a result” (2012, p. 113). Advocated for is Indigenous and
non-Indigenous students to be taught alongside each other to assist in the “revealing the politics

of knowledge production in Indigenous studies” (2012, p. 136).

Influenced by Nakata’s work, Yunkaporta and McGinty (2009) discussed an action
research-based project in a remote school in western New South Wales, Australia. The
facilitator of the project sought to understand how to “operate at the interface between Western
curriculum knowledge and Indigenous knowledge” (p. 56) and found ‘negative perceptions and
discomforts were the greatest barrier to implementing an interface approach” (p. 64). They
noticed that, “cultural discomfort in teachers and perceived deficits in students were used not
only to justify avoidance of Aboriginal perspectives in curriculum, but also to lower

expectations and curriculum standards” (p. 64).

Adding to more informed understandings of relationships between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous peoples in the field of education, is an increasing number of current researchers and
practitioners, Indigenous and non-Indigenous, in contemporary Australia and around the world,
who see the source of the problem as the solution. Building authentic person-to-person, group to
group relationships with schools and the students and families they serve is critical to improving
schools for Indigenous students (see, for example Berryman, 2018; Berryman & Woller, 2013;
Bishop et al., 2014; J. Davis, 2018; Dube & Jita, 2018; Hall, 2014; Lewthwaite et al., 2015;
Lewthwaite, Owen, Doiron, Renaud, & McMillan, 2014; Sarra, 2016; Tunison, 2013). Their
work is designed through a better knowing of “the colonial/power dimensions of the
political/epistemological relationship between the Indigenous cosmos and the western world”
(Kincheloe & Steinberg, 2008, p. 136) and offers strong examples of research, scholarship and
practical solutions that can be achieved in education when deficit discourse is replaced with a
reframed understanding of Indigenous and non-Indigenous relationships and Cultural Interface,
“the ways that individuals position themselves, and are positioned by others, impact on the ways
they experience and navigate different knowledge systems in their everyday lives and

relationships” (Kearney, Mclntosh, Perry, Dockett, & Clayton, 2014, p. 340).
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Examination of relationships between Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples and
other Australians from another angle, is exemplified in the work of Ma Rhea (2012, 2015a).
One of her studies examined the application of educational policy in three remote communities
through the politic of “partnership’ for schooling with colonised peoples. Found was, “it
becomes apparent that Indigenous people are waiting for non-Indigenous people to engage in
partnerships that are interactive, mutually relational, that allow for trust to be built and
established between the parties” (Ma Rhea, 2012, p. 58). Yet within these communities what
they actually received was ““a business transaction [that] does not attempt any cross-cultural
negotiating...gone are the relational behaviours, and instead the space is opened up for
impersonal, transactive behaviours” (Ma Rhea, 2012, p. 61). In later work, Ma Rhea argues for

a different arrangement of partnership to be one of authentic collaboration and mutuality:

The foundation for the advancement of Indigenous people’s education needs
to be in the hands of Indigenous people. Without their ownership, leadership
and engagement with schooling, there will be little that the school can
achieve. Without being able to see that the institution of schooling has
changed in its approach and attitudes to Indigenous people, there is little
basis for Indigenous people to want to take ownership, lead or engage with
it. Changes need to occur in parallel, with sufficient opportunity for mutual
action to develop. (2015a, p. 99)

Ma Rhea’s notion of relationship versus business (2012) strikes at the very nub of issues
of reconciliation in Australia. The sooner those in power begin to truly understand what is the
ideal kind of partnership required between Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples and

other Australians, the better our country will be for everyone.

2.2.4 Section summary

When an understanding of the IEW/CEC and principal relationship and by extension,
the provision of education past and present for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students, is
viewed through the above discussion, the extent of complexity and conflict becomes clearer
when seeking answers to ‘why is it so’? The main contention here is that past inequalities for
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples caused by Australia’s colonial past, lack of
acknowledgement of this and the resulting deficit discourse of those in power have all
contributed to the present-day situation. The resulting nature of interpersonal relationships with
and between non-Indigenous Australians and the First Peoples has contributed to distorting the
development and implementation of educational policy and practices. Reframing worldviews,
working together with recognition of difference has to be a way forward. There is a need for

deeper knowledge and understanding, of the Cultural Interface and how reconciliation, at an
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interpersonal level may be achieved. The next part of this discussion looks at equality of
educational outcomes, especially for Indigenous students. It starts with a summary view of
school improvement and effectiveness research trends, considers recent key policy and research
influences internationally and within Australia before examining the corpus of research on

Indigenous school staff and the specific empirical studies that have been conducted about them.

2.2 Improving schools for equity and excellence

The present-day emphasis that has redirected the gaze from blaming the student for not
achieving at school to focus on what schools are/are not doing to ensure students achieve, was
born out of studies which first emerged in the 1980’s in the United States and the United
Kingdom. With differing methodological and theoretical approaches, movements known as
‘school effectiveness’ and ‘school improvement’ took hold in academia (Chapman et al., 2012,
p. 234). Using quantitative methods, Rutter, Maughan, Mortimer, Ouston, and Smith (1979)
showed how some secondary schools in London were achieving better results than others with
similar students and Edmonds (1981) famously acknowledged “pupil performance is highly
correlated with family background,” (p. 270) but at the same time declared, “that it is not the
family background that determines pupil performance. It is the school response to family
background that determines pupil performance” (p. 270). Within initial school improvement
studies, early investigations included that of David Hargreaves in 1967 and Kurt Lewin in 1946

(Chapman et al., 2012).

These movements served as a platform for the burgeoning investigations into what
effects schools make, what effective schools look like and how they change and can be
improved for student learning. Many were premised on the promotion of ideals like equality of
educational opportunity, equity and social justice and looking at how to achieve both equity and
excellence in education, that is, “’high excellence’ (when all students maximize their potential
to learn) and ‘high equity’ (when environmental circumstances do not detract from any child

maximizing their potential)” (Townsend, 2007, para. 90).

Over the recent decade, research with this focus has fed into public and political
commentary and debate, institutional reports, government policy and budgets, and in turn, this
pressure for school improvement has impacted on the operations of schools across the globe
(e.g., Council of Australian Governments Reform Council, 2012; Faubert, 2012; Joseph, 2019;
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2008, 2012, 2015; Purdie, Reid,
Frigo, Stone, & Kleinhenz, 2011).
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Sitting amongst the proliferation of international studies on improving schools to these
ends, is the work of three world organisations who have conducted large-scale research into
school effectiveness and improvement at a system level. Formed out of the post-World War 11
reconstruction period, the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD),
the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) and the
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) have human
rights agendas that include a focus on improvement of the quality of education for all people
across every nation. They have conducted research and produced regular reports on and make
recommendations about the state of education from early childhood, youth to adult levels,
throughout the world. Member countries to these organisations pay a lot of attention to and use
this work to inform improvements for their own education systems and Braun (2008) argues
that the OECD and IEA comparative studies have “achieved substantial, if indirect, influence on

education policy in many nations” (p.317).

In 2012 the OECD commissioned a series of papers that formed the background
material for their comparative report, Equity and Quality in Education: Supporting
Disadvantaged Schools and Students (OECD, 2012). One of them was a review to assess the
literature on empirically supported successful policies and practices that were shown to
overcome school failure. Significantly, it showed a return to that which Edmonds (1981) had

proposed over thirty years earlier about ‘failure’:

The idea that students fail because of their own personal shortcomings

(academic or otherwise) is being superseded by the idea of school failure.

The cause of — and the responsibility for — students’ failure is now seen as

deficient or inadequate provision of education by schools, and by extension,

school systems. More specifically, it is the failure of schools to provide

education appropriate to different needs that leads students to fail. In this

way school failure is, therefore, also an issue of equity. (Faubert, 2012, p. 3)

In particular, Faubert’s work fed into the five policy recommendations of the OECD

report’s Chapter 3: Improving low performing disadvantaged schools (2012, p. 103). These
“support low performing disadvantaged schools in improving equity in education and reducing

school “ (2012, p. 104). The recommendations are:

o Strengthen and support school leadership
e Stimulate a supportive school climate and environment for learning
e Recruit, develop, support and retain high quality teachers

o Ensure effective classroom learning strategies
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e Prioritise linking schools with parents and communities. (2012, pp. 142-
146)

The research of another influential organisation, a global management consulting firm
known as McKinsey and Company, has also attracted much international attention, with praise
from some (Caldwell & Harris, 2008; Fullan, 2008, 2011; Ng, 2011) and criticism from others
(Braun, 2008; Coffield, 2011; Fleisch, 2011; Schratz, 2008). ). Their report, released at the end
of 2010, How the world’s most improved school systems keep getting better is the follow-up to
their 2007 publication, How the world’s best performing school systems come out on top where
they examined the common attributes of high-performing school systems. While Coffield
(2011) notes both were more widely read upon their release than many other reports in the field,
and believes this report was an improvement on the first, he argues these reports “have quickly
hardened into new articles of faith for politicians, policy-makers, educational agencies and

many researchers and practitioners, both in this country and abroad” (p. 131).

There are others who also subscribe to a rejection of the simplistic idea that if schools
are ‘fixed’ then the problem will be solved. They do acknowledge the shift of focus has moved
away from that of students ‘failing’ in school to schools ‘failing’ students, yet this is still just a
shift of blame. Darling-Hammond argues, “the achievement gap is in many respects nothing
more than an educational manifestation of social inequality” (as cited in Noguera, 2009, p. 64).
Noguera also argues, “Any serious attempt to reform public education must be based upon a
clear understanding of how the policies enacted should interact with other efforts to further
equity (e.g., housing, wages, and health care), to create a social safety net for children, and to
expand access to opportunity and mobility” (2009, p. 64). Therefore, schools alone cannot
redress the effects of poverty (Gray & Beresford, 2008; Ladson-Billings, 2006, 2011; Noguera,
2001; Wrigley, 2006). These internationally shared views — of the effects of ‘fixing schools’
and recognising the need to address the effects of poverty, unemployment and poor health
remains the challenge for Indigenous Australian education policy where there is an increasing

convergence of both effects.

The same ideas of rights and equality are evident in other international research
documenting progress for Indigenous peoples across the world. In 2017, the Department of
Economic and Social Affairs of the United Nations (UN-DESA) released the third volume on
the State of the World’s Indigenous Peoples: Education. The first volume was presented in 2009
and the second in 2014 (UN-DESA, 2017). This report came ten years after the United Nations
passed the Declaration of Rights of Indigenous Peoples, which it should be noted, Australia did
not agree to until 2009 (Langton et al., 2004). In her discussion about the state of Indigenous

63



peoples and education in the Pacific region, of Australia, Linda Tuhiwai-Smith (2017) says,
“The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders remain subject to extreme ostracisation; and the
wide education-related gap between them and the rest of the Australian population is the

product of their marginalisation” (p. 167).

These ideas have yet to be truly accommodated into the national direction for schooling
in Australia. A long-term shared education agreement among the states and territories and the
Australian government, comes in the form of the ‘Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals
for Young Australians’. Devised in 2008 by the then Ministerial Council on Education,

Employment, Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA), its two main goals were:

1. the promotion of equity and excellence in Australian schools
2. that all young Australians become successful learners, confident and creative
individuals and active and informed citizens. (Ministerial Council on Education

Employment Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA), 2008, p. 7)

This agreement was meant to drive the commitment of all governments to improve
education in Australia as had its preceding iteration, ‘The Adelaide Declaration on National
Goals for Schooling in the Twenty-First Century’ established in 1999 and before that, the
founding agreement in 1989, ‘The Hobart Declaration on Schooling’ (Education Council,
2014b). MCEETY A was set up in 1993 within what is known as the Council of Australian
Governments (COAG). In 2009, MCEETY A became the Ministerial Council for Education,
Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs (MCEECDYA) and in 2013 was streamlined
to become known as the Education Council. Their consensus decisions have endorsed and
funded educational policies and programs that are expected to be enacted in schools across the

country. Their purpose is articulated as:

The COAG Education Council provides a forum through which strategic
policy on school education, early childhood and higher education can be
coordinated at the national level and through which information can be
shared, and resources used collaboratively, to address issues of national
significance. (Education Council, 2019a)

This Council has also been responsible for many of the policy reforms for Indigenous
education, including the most recent iteration, National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Education Strategy 2015. As noted earlier, this strategic policy is under review and yet to be
updated. The intentions of the Education Council are noble indeed, yet it has been said the road

to hell is paved with good intentions. Their national goals and strategies remain elusive,

especially for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students.
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Like the National Strategy, the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young
Australians in Australia is currently under review. The COAG Education Council has just
completed a round of public submissions and consultation events in two major cities are
scheduled for later in 2019. The Education Council reports, of the 158 submissions received, 25
were anonymous (Education Council, 2019b). A website in the public domain has been set up
for viewing the many submissions from national and state professional educational associations,
peak bodies, universities and individual submissions. It is unclear how representative the
submissions are of the full range of Australians, although it is reported, “around 92% considered

the goals of the Melbourne Declaration are still relevant” (Education Council, 2019b) .

2.2.1 Current Indigenous education policy

The marginalisation described above is clearly represented in Partington’s description
of the three phases of Indigenous education policy (cited in Biddle & Edwards, 2017, pp. 1-2)
from post-1788 and establishment of schooling in Australia until 1960’s. These are the: Mission
Era; Protection Era; and, Assimilation Era. Biddle and Edwards (2017) consider policy since the
1960’s as part of the ‘Contemporary Era’ and contend that “historically, there has been a
considerable level of policy deliberation relating to the schools that Indigenous students attend.
At various times, this is likely to have had the effect of either separating or integrating
Indigenous and non-Indigenous students” (pp. 3-4). Many scholars would argue, as did Smith
(2017) cited above and Biddle (2010), that even when Indigenous students are separated or
integrated, many are still marginalised. What is considered next is a cross-section of literature
concerning the two most recent national policy ‘deliberations’ for Indigenous education in

Australia.

The immediate past national policy in Australia was the Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Education Action Plan 2010-2014 (Education Council, 2014a). In this period, all
educational jurisdictions received significant additional funding for the provision of education
for Indigenous students in Australian schools. Over a three-year period, annual reports were
commissioned with a final evaluation on the Action Plan occurring in 2014 (ACIL Allen
Consulting, PhillipsKPA, & Rose, 2014). It should be noted while the former two parties
compiling this report are private business entities, Professor Mark Rose, academic and
Aboriginal man, was the latter contributing party. The report provided an in-depth view of what
was and was not achieved by this ambitious plan for school improvement. Acknowledged was
the key roles played by the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Education Working Group
(ATSIEWG) and the Indigenous Consultative Bodies (IECBs) from each jurisdiction, although
as Hogarth (2018) points out the naming of the ATSIEWG “is discursive trickery. It gives the
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illusion that the members of the group are Indigenous” (p. 375). Most members were non-
Indigenous, although when invited to attend in 2012, those from the IECBs were able to provide
some increased representation of Indigenous peoples. Significantly this report observes, an
‘implementation lag effect’ occurred because of the differing times of introduction of the Action
Plan into jurisdictions and there were ‘variable influences’ in schools making judgements of the

specific impact of the Action Plan difficult. Equally noteworthy was that:

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander teachers and support staff were
identified as critical for many focus schools to establish relationships with
students and their families. They were also important for the broader
education of non-Indigenous school staff, many of whom sought more
information about Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander cultures, identities
and perspectives. (ACIL Allen Consulting et al., 2014, p. ii)

Also observed was a range of other ‘influences’ of the Action Plan: that sharing of
practice across and within educational sectors was limited; sustainability of school-wide change
was ‘uncertain’; gaps between non-Indigenous and Indigenous student achievement remained
‘persistent’; significant contextual differences occurred across remote, provincial and

metropolitan schools; and, there were shortfalls in the intentions of the Action Plan.

Future needs to sustain the momentum of the Action Plan were identified, including
more ‘nationally co-ordinated activity’ within what was recognised as the changes to funding
arrangements for Australian schools, centralisation program responsibilities to the Department
of Prime Minister and Cabinet, new priority areas of school attendance, consideration of remote
schools and post-secondary school transitions. While not called recommendations, the report
offered nine ‘principles’ to guide future plans and advice from the range of national, systemic
and IECB stakeholders. In its summary of findings, the report acknowledged the Action Plan
“influenced educational practices at the national, systemic and school levels to support
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students” (ACIL Allen Consulting et al., 2014, p. 116)
with several examples of its influence at those levels, including adding a greater ‘legitimacy’,
‘momentum’ and ‘authority’ to take action and providing consistent policy direction at all
levels. What the evaluation also exposed was what happens when there is greater alignment of
policy and expectation from the system to the schools, which is “actions were more likely to be
pursued at the local level” (ACIL Allen Consulting et al., 2014, p. 116). In the final paragraph
of the findings summary the report recognises, ‘“There therefore remains more to do to continue
activity started at many focus schools and to engage those schools with Aboriginal and Islander
students that had little involvement in the rollout of the Action Plan” (ACIL Allen Consulting et
al., 2014, p. 117).
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Immediately following the Action Plan was the National Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Education Strategy 2015. As such, it currently remains as the guiding influence for all
educational jurisdictions. Released as a ‘new’ strategy, the Education Council chair wrote in her
introduction, “Ministers are keen for the strategy to build on the actions underway in pursuing
COAG’s Closing the Gap targets and the evaluation of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Education Action Plan 2010-2014” (Education Council, 2015, p. 1).

No commissioned reviews or reports specifically for the Strategy are as yet in the public
domain, however there have been some Australian parliamentary committees that have
conducted inquiries and reports on education. One has been an inquiry conducted within the
current period of current Indigenous education policy by the House of Representatives Standing
Committee on Indigenous Affairs. Their final report tabled to parliament in December 2017 is
titled, The power of education: From surviving to thriving Educational opportunities for
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students (House of Representatives Standing Committee
on Indigenous Affairs, 2017). Interestingly there is no mention of the Strategy within the final
report document, although the Closing the Gap targets and associated reports were mentioned
frequently. The aspects of educational opportunities and outcomes reported on were taken from
pre-schooling, boarding school education, different school models for Indigenous students,
remote areas, family and community educational service models, ‘best practice’ models and
school transitions to further learning or employment (House of Representatives Standing

Committee on Indigenous Affairs, 2017).

At the outset, the Standing Committee recognised “the education system is not meeting
the needs of Indigenous students” (2017, p. vxi). The Standing Committee made a range of
findings that included: that data about attendance and educational achievement were
‘fragmented at best’; that family and community wellbeing was being affected by poor housing,
health and financial situations; that cultural safety was an ‘essential foundation’ but still not
embedded within education and support programs; that successful engagement programs had
strong school-community and services relationships; lack of gender equity with greater funding
allocated to boys rather than girls; that teachers continue to grapple with cultural understandings
and knowledge of local Indigenous communities; and, that there are inconsistencies with
application of effective and efficient pedagogies and implementation of the Australian

Curriculum (2017, pp. Xv-XxX).

The Standing Committee also made findings about a pedagogical approach used in
some remote schools called “Direct Instruction”, about the practice of sending students from

remote communities to “Boarding in schools” and “Funding” including that of ABSTUDY and
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private organisations providing scholarship programs to attend independent boarding schools to
receive particular improvement recommendations (2017, pp. xviii-xx). Most findings
contributed towards the 20 recommendations that the Standing Committee believed would
improve educational opportunities and outcomes for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
students. The committee mounted the case that while schools certainly need the funds to do
things better, schools have to do things differently. This is a key point made by another major
review Through Growth to Achievement into Australian school education led by David Gonski
in 2017 said, “While shifting to needs-based funding is levelling the playing field on which
schools operate, the choices made about the way funding is used are also critically important to

lifting outcomes” (Commonwealth of Australia, 2018, p. 6).

A contemporary scholarly and very different view about the shape of the policy agenda
for education in Australia is Hogarth’s (2018) important thesis that critically analyses the
National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Education Strategy 2015 using the Coolangatta
Statement on Indigenous People’s Rights in Education. Hogarth presents a clear argument to
make known “how policy discourses influence, maintain and/or challenge institutional and
societal constructs” (2018, p. iii). Hogarth used Indigenous Critical Discourse Analysis as a
methodological framework to analyse this Australian education policy document. Challenged
are the denial of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples’ agency and rights and the bias
against marginalised peoples. Her extensive investigation reveals the power position of the
government over Indigenous peoples and how deficit discourse still dominates, “the potential
futures and educational attainment of Indigenous students in primary and secondary schooling”
(2018, p. 363). Hogarth made several major findings and contrary to what other scholars may
have argued, Hogarth importantly found that acknowledging binary constructs could “that
enable Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples to speak back and assume a position of
power and knowing to counter the hegemonic position of the coloniser (2018, p. 371). It is
argued self-determination, agency and rights of Indigenous peoples are not enabled by the
Strategy (Hogarth, 2018). Hogarth makes several recommendations with the primary
recommendation being, “The voice of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students, parents
and communities must be privileged in the production, implementation, recontextualisation and
evaluation of Indigenous education policy” (2018, p. 381). This view adds to the idea that
schools have to do things differently, and, in doing this, a different but improved relationship

must happen between non-Indigenous and Indigenous peoples.

Hogarth’s study also represents an important culmination of what thousands of others

from any number of research studies, reviews and from practitioners themselves have said over
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time. One wonders with the evidence and successes that have been yielded from their work,
how many more convincing arguments will be enough to create the tipping point to convince
government leaders and policy decision makers to actually take action that considers and acts on
the wishes of Australia’s First Peoples? How many more recommendations have to be made
before the respective material and interpersonal divides between Australia’s First Peoples and
other Australians are equalised and reconciled to the extent that both can walk side by side and
forward together? The next section draws down more specifically into the school context and
begins to focus in on the actual actors who feature in this study; that is, principals and more

specifically, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander workers.

2.2.2 Many within a school

School leadership is seen as playing a key role in improving schools, but building
leadership capacity beyond the principal has come into greater focus and attracted a new
generation of research. As explained in Chapter 1, understandings of leadership as a single act
of individuals as a model have instead moved to considerations of processes and practices.
Leadership is no longer the dominion of just the principal but rather influenced by many within
a school (Dinham, et. al. 2011; Hattie, 2009; Leithwood et al., 2017). Leithwood and Seashore-
Louis (2012), provide meaning to the term ‘leadership’ by describing it in terms of what leaders
do, as, “two core functions: providing direction and exercising influence” (p. 4). They then posit
that, “Leadership is about direction and influence. Stability is the goal of what is often called
management. Improvement is the goal of leadership” (p. 4). Then in another article, Leithwood
and Sun, urge, “more attention by researchers, practitioners, and researchers needs to be devoted

to the impact of specific leadership practices and less to leadership models” (2012, p. 387).

Moving into the Australian research context, Blakesley (cited in White, Ober, Frawley,
& Bat, 2009) points out, “there is an ‘absence of an Indigenous cultural lens through which to
examine educational leadership’” (p. 85). White et al. (2009) themselves also acknowledge “In
the Australian context, educational leadership must take into account the perspectives and
aspirations of its Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people” (p. 85). In their discussion about
“interculturalism and Indigenous education” (2009), White et al. suggest the “Ganma metaphor”
(p- 93) as one of the most appropriate representations of “exploring education and curriculum
from an intercultural perspective” (p. 93), which in turn, led to a ‘both ways’ philosophy
adopted by the Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education (BIITE; formerly Batchelor
College) in the Northern Territory. Sitting within this work is a body of literature and research
around culturally responsive schooling with implications for leadership, especially within

Indigenous student contexts (Blakesley, 2008; Castagno & Brayboy, 2008; Pursoe, 2012) and
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within that, there are emerging studies about leadership practices that can make the greatest
difference with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students in Australian schools (J. Davis,

2018; Dempster, Lovett, & Fluckiger, 2016; Frawley & Fasoli, 2012; Sarra, 2011).

2.2.3 Indigenous education workers in schools

While there is a significant quantity of research about the role played by principals and
teachers on improving schools for student learning and wellbeing, what of the non-teaching
support staff, especially those who are Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander? They have a part
to play in leadership by ‘many within a school’. Already mentioned in Chapter 1 was a selection
of literature about studies conducted internationally on the employment of non-teaching staff in
schools to support improved student learning outcomes. Within Australia, however, there
appears to be a shortage of empirical studies on this aspect of school leadership, let alone
studies which focus specifically on the role played by Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander non-

teaching support staff in schools.

The purpose of this section, is to therefore further unpack the current day information
and review the literature concerning teacher aides who are Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
employed in Australian schools. As a reminder, for the purposes of this thesis, unless specified

separately, the term used to describe these roles, are referred to throughout as IEWs/CECs.

Currently all educational jurisdictions across Australia employ Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander staff in schools. Very few are teachers or principals (Santoro & Reid, 2006), but a
slightly greater number are employed as teacher aides. As mentioned in Chapter 1, nearly 6% of
the teacher-aide workforce are Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander (Australian Bureau of
Statistics, 2011a). These workers usually come directly from the local community or are
accepted by and identify with the local community. They are in an ideal position to offer two-
fold assistance to the school, “first, to develop an awareness of Indigenous culture within the
classroom; and, second to act as a link between the school and Indigenous community”
(Armour, Warren, & Miller, 2014, p. 1). In the only known national investigation into this role,

their important role is noted in the introductory pages of the report,

they provide a role model, a bridge between family, community and
schooling. They often play a 24 hour role for this is not a job that ends at 4
o’clock. Hey speak the community’s language whether that be Aboriginal
English, an Aboriginal language or Standard Australian English. (Pat
Buckskin et al., 1994, p. 1)
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As the setting for this study was located within the state government school jurisdiction,
a brief review of the IEW/CEC role descriptions in the present day in each state was undertaken
to observe how they and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander education were positioned within
the public domain, namely through their jurisdiction’s website. This information is summarised
in a table in Appendix B. What can be seen is that most have had the [IEW/CEC roles described
by different names across the different states and territories. What can also be seen is that every
home page does not have an upfront tab or direct link to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
education. Only the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) Department of Education and New
South Wales (NSW) Department of Education home pages had easily accessible drop-down
links after running the cursor over the main tab headings. ACT Department of Education had
theirs listed as one of the drop-down headings under the main tab heading of ‘Support for
Students’, with its dynamic link being called ‘Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Education’.
NSW Department of Education had theirs listed as one of the drop-down headings under the
‘Teaching and learning’ tab. Running the cursor over this revealed a link called, ‘Aboriginal
education and communities’. In all other government jurisdiction websites, the search function
had to be used to navigate a way around the site to try to locate if the jurisdiction had Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islander education strategic plans or policies or both. Some were very
confusing and challenging to navigate through. Despite numerous searches, no strategic plan or
policy about Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander education was easily visible on the
Queensland (QLD) Department of Education web site. It is known to me from my professional
field experience that as at this time (September, 2019) there are no published specific plans or
policies pertaining to Indigenous education for state education in QLD, other than a mention in
name only “Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander” (twice to be exact) on the main schools
strategy document, Every Student Succeeding State Schools Strategy 2019-2023 (Department of
Education. Queensland, 2019c). The South Australian, Victorian and the Northern Territory
Departments of Education web sites had clearly ‘in-date’ Indigenous education plans or policies
and the NSW Department of Education website had an Aboriginal Education Policy, dated from
2008 with an annotation it had been updated in April 2018 (Department of Education. New
South Wales, 2019b). This information was correct as at the final search conducted 8 September

2019.

Seeking information about the actual role of Indigenous non-teaching staff was equally
problematic across all home pages except the ACT Department of Education home page, where,
once the ‘Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Education’ link had been opened, all relevant
information was listed and clearly displayed on that page. Even though I am relatively

experienced in navigating government web pages, only the ACT Department of Education home
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page seemed the most accessible for seeking Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander information.
This small review in many ways is analogous with what has been shown by the earlier review of
the literature in this chapter surrounding progress in policy and plans for Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander education. The various jurisdictions’ Department of Education web pages can be
seen as manifestations of what is and is not happening at the national level for Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander education and with the exception of one jurisdiction, [IEWs/CECs are not
visibly well represented either. It could be argued the ‘marginalisation’ of Indigenous peoples
noted by Gray and Beresford (2008) and Smith (2017), is currently also being lived out on the

Department of Education home pages across Australia.

2.2.4 What the empirical research says

Literature searches undertaken at the commencement of the study, using the subject
Aboriginal and Islander Education Workers (AIEW) and variations of it, yielded over 400
items, but as some of the literature extended into the health and medical fields, many had to be
excluded. The literature was therefore culled to 93 items which specifically referenced non-
teaching staff in schools. Nine were international studies about teacher aides or teaching
assistants from other countries, 41 items featured AIEWs as part of the greater discussion about
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander education issues in Australia and the remaining 43 were
directly focused on the AIEW as the central topic. Within these 43 items about AIEWSs, 25 were
journal articles written by mostly AIEW and some teacher practitioners as reflections and
recounts of their work in the field and none were written after 2006. Of the remaining 18, four
were educational reports on programs running in schools (from 1976 to 1980); one was an on-
line information/training programme for AIEWSs; one was an online resource produced through
workshops in 2007, five were peer reviewed articles and seven were empirical studies that could
report some findings. Out of those, only seven were empirical studies in the Australian context
and by 2019, when I refreshed the literature, I found four more Australian studies. Of these
eleven studies: one was the previously mentioned only national study undertaken in 1994; one
was a state level study completed in 2011; seven were smaller research projects undertaken
from 2003 to 2016 and two were theses, one dissertation completed in 2009 and the other a

Masters’ thesis completed in 2011. Appendix C provides a table summary of these studies.

Several recurrent themes emerged from an analysis of this small corpus of literature.
The findings of IEW/CECs from Pat Buckskin et al.’s (1994) study, resonated with those in the
later studies like that of MacGill’s (2009) and Funnell’s (2012) studies. The first theme was
amorphousness of roles. [IEWs/CECs experienced challenging working conditions and received

variable remuneration, no matter when or where the studies had been conducted. Secondly,
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many studies showed IEWs/CECs were ‘invisible’ and under recognised and under utilised in
some settings. In other settings they were over utilised and performed tasks they were not
trained or paid to do or both. In other settings they may have been one of the few Indigenous
people on staff. Thirdly, IEWs/CECs had a definite centricity to the home-school divide, they
were the cultural ‘bridges’ between home and school. Fourthly, IEWs/CECs experienced lack of
culturally safe work places and misunderstanding by their non-Indigenous colleagues. More
training for the non-Indigenous staff was recommended to assist with this. When IEWs/CECs
were recognised by other staff, they were seen as assisting them grow their cultural
responsiveness and when IEWs/CECs and non-Indigenous staff worked together, their
appreciation of each other grew, barriers were reduced and reconciliation was enacted. Finally,
IEWs/CECs were crucial to the participation and achievement of Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander students. They knew their students well, usually spoke the home language and could
provide the well-being support needed to boost Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander access to

learning opportunities in school.

Methodologically, it is noticeable, all studies involved mostly qualitative research that
included case studies, action research and participant interviews. Several of the larger studies
included mixed method approaches. Most were located within remote contexts, although the

larger studies included participants from across a variety of locales.

What also emerged from these few empirical studies is that there was a scarcity of
anything written or researched in relation to the relationships between the IEW/CEC and their
supervisor, who is usually the principal. The focus of existing studies has been about the role of
IEWs/CEC:s, their working conditions or about a particular policy, curriculum or technological
initiative implementation and the part [IEWs/CECs played in that. This gap in the research

provides an opportunity for further exploration and enquiry.

2.2.5 Section summary

Shown in this section was the emerging trend in the field of education that schools and
systems are what need to change rather than placing responsibility or blame with the student.
That said, an agenda of equity and excellence is problematic without a holistic consideration of
the situation of all factors that cause disadvantage for students. There are challenges for
government to listen to the right people to find the right approaches that can, like a tide, lift all
boats. Research reflects how education systems are beginning to recognise how past practices
and policies have marginalised and under recognised Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander

peoples, and the key is to allow greater alignment from the system to schools. Schools also need
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continued resourcing and support in how to best use these resources. The literature also showed
that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples, to whom educational policies are directed,
need to be better represented in the development and implementation of these policies. This
section then presented research that explored the contribution of leadership to school
improvement and that this can be done by many in a school, beyond the principal. School
support staff, such as IEWs/CECs, can be considered as part of this important work, although
the research shows many are still under-recognised or well-utilised and experience limited
opportunities for career pathways. Importantly, of the few empirical studies available,
IEWs/CECs were found to be integral to the success in Indigenous students in schools but there
are gaps in the literature about what is known when IEWs/CECs and principals do work

together as leaders alongside each other.

2.3  Chapter summary

This chapter has traced the socio-political complexities of race relations in Australia to
begin to understand the past and current state of affairs between Australia and its First Peoples.
The concept of unfinished business was explored through examinations of successive attempts
to achieve recognition and enable processes of reconciliation, as were the impacts of ill-
informed constructs and deficit discourses on relationships and the part education policy has
played in this. Then more recent research was identified that reframed understandings about
differences of western and Indigenous perspectives to bring about the level of interpersonal

reconciliation needed to move beyond the present situation.

Also considered were international research trends on improving schools for equity and
excellence and their impact on Australia’s national education policy development. Current
Indigenous education policy in Australia was examined by reviewing several commissioned
reports and a scholarly critical analysis response. Then, moving closer into the local level of
school, changing views about educational leadership were identified. It was shown that the work
of leadership in schools is now about lead-ing rather than the lead-er and the part played by the
many beyond the principal and teachers in schools, namely Indigenous support staff.
Information about the existing Indigenous education policy and situation for these workers in
educational jurisdictions of the present day as represented in jurisdictional web sites was
reviewed before the small body of empirical literature, on the past and present work of
Indigenous staff in schools was analysed to show very little is known about the IEW/CEC and
principal relationship. Each role has an important part to play in educational leadership for
school improvement. Knowing what happens when IEWs/CECs and principals work together

on school improvement will add to an evidence-base that can likely be used to bring Indigenous
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students closer to achieving their right to better learning and well-being outcomes. The
conceptual framework that represents my thinking for this study is presented in the following
chapter, Chapter 3. Chapter 3 provides a detailed explanation of the methodology informing this

study.
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3 Methodology

3.0 Introduction

This chapter explains the methodology I used to understand the IEW/CEC and
principal relationship. It begins by articulating the research theories informing this project
followed by the underpinning paradigms and definitions of my researcher-self. Next is a
rationale for the research approach, followed by a description of the research design, setting and
participants, phases of the research including participant recruitment and data collection. Data
analysis throughout the phases of the research are then outlined and this chapter concludes with

a discussion of ethical considerations, validity and trustworthiness.

3.1 A tripartite of theory

Three key sources of theoretical orientation—critical theory, Indigenous standpoint
theory in Cultural Interface and relational leadership theory—inform my research. They
coalesce to form a tripartite of theory, a ‘bricolage’ for my choice of theoretical framework,
something described as the “conceptual template with which to compare and contrast results,
not seen as establishing a priori categories for data collection and analysis” (Mertens, 2015, p.

116).

Importantly and foregrounding the explanation of the framework underpinning my
research is critical theory. Defined at its simplest, it is one that challenges inequality and
injustice (Freire, 1973) and believes “human nature operates in a world that is based on a
struggle for power” (Lincoln et al., 2011, p. 102). This research theory seeks to reflectively
assess, change the status quo and advocate for resistance, struggle and emancipation at the
local level — the seat of social justice. An ‘ever-evolving criticality’ is recognised with this
theory as growing numbers of contemporary critical researchers informed by the “post-
discourses’ of the Academy, “understand that individuals’ views of themselves and the world
were even more influential by social and historical forces than previously believed” (Kincheloe
etal., 2011, p. 163). With a lens of criticality overlooking all elements of this research, I have
recognised injustices as those that are inequalities between the educational outcomes of
Indigenous and non-Indigenous students and the lack of recognition of the value of Indigenous
workers in schools. By examining the professional relationship between IEWs/CECs and

principals, the relationship’s contextual features and resulting outcomes, emancipatory
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knowledge has been created to inform and transform practice of participants, including my
own as researcher and practitioner, as well as provide evidence for change in policy and

practice in Queensland schools for Indigenous students.

At a theoretical level, the methodology of this study also aligns closely with what
Denzin and Lincoln (2008) have said of more recent critical research, “We seek a productive
dialogue between Indigenous and critical scholars. This involves a re-visioning of critical
pedagogy, a re-grounding of Paulo Freire’s pedagogy of the oppressed in local, Indigenous
contexts. We call this merger of Indigenous and critical methodologies critical Indigenous

pedagogy (CIP)” (p. 2). They then define CIP by ‘multiple criteria’ as:

Ethical, performative, healing, transformative, decolonizing and

participatory. It must be committed to dialogue, community, self-

determination, and cultural autonomy. It must meet people’s perceived

needs...resist efforts to confine enquiry to a single paradigm or interpretive

strategy. It must be unruly, disruptive critical and dedicated to the goals of

justice and equity. (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008, p. 2)

In turn, an understanding of Nakata’s (2007a) Indigenous standpoint theory

and concept of cultural interface contribute to and have informed this research
project. Nakata describes this interface as “the intersection of the Western and

Indigenous domains” (2002, p. 282). He sees it as,

the place where we live and learn, the place that conditions our lives...and
more to the point the place where we are active agents in our own lives —
where we make decisions — our lifeworld. For Indigenous peoples our
context, remote or urban, is already circumscribed by the discursive space of
the Cultural Interface... This does not mean we passively accept the
constraints of this space—to the contrary— ...the gamut of human response
is evident in Indigenous histories since European contact. It is a place of
tension that requires constant negotiation. (2002, p. 285)

Nakata suggests Indigenous standpoint theory has three principles that allow him, as an
Indigenous person and other Indigenous people to “make better arguments in relation to my
position within knowledge, and in relation to other communities of ‘knowers’” (2007d, p. 216).
The three principles summarised are firstly, “accounts of communities of Indigenous people in
contested knowledge spaces”; secondly, “affords agency to people”; and thirdly, “acknowledges
the everyday tensions, complexities and ambiguities as the very conditions that produce the
possibilities in the spaces between Indigenous and non-Indigenous positions” (Nakata, 2007d, p.
217). linterpret the term ‘ambiguities’, used by Nakata in his exposition of Indigenous

standpoint theory, as that of the myriad of personal experiences and observations made by

Indigenous peoples within their day to day lives that are reminders of their perceptions of their
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positionality within the Western and then their Indigenous life worlds. Nakata describes this as a
feeling of ‘tension’ and ‘tug-of-war’ (Nakata, 2007d). While I endeavour to apply an
understanding of Indigenous standpoint theory, the ‘ambiguity’ I seek to make clear relates to
the uncertainty and unknown phenomenon of the IEW/CEC and principal professional
relationship. Until now, little has been documented about what actually occurs between them
when they are engaged in co-work to improve their schools for Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander students and when they are drawn together into a space of authentic collaboration.
What they think about each other, what is said to each other and how they learn and work
together has not yet received much scrutiny or attention. If mention has been made in research,
then it is usually from the perspective of one in relation to the other when the other is not
present. Up until now, it appears this has been a subordinate concern to researchers who are
focussed on different aspects or issues within Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander education. |
found Lowe’s research on school and community relationships and engagement, useful to help

me further understand Indigenous standpoint theory. Lowe interprets Nakata’s theory as a,

contextually positioned perspective that is the result of these experiences of
oppression. The concept of criticality is a key to understanding Nakata’s
particular concept of standpoint which he argues sees Aboriginal people’s
exercise of their agentic capacity within these everyday experiences with
governments and their agencies. (2017, p. 40)

Then, in an earlier discussion paper, McGloin, a non-Indigenous academic, interprets

Nakata’s theory as,

a set of parameters whereby analysis of various Indigenous research
positions can be tested and where existing knowledge and power relations
can be challenged, but importantly, for the purposes of this discussion,
Indigenous standpoint theory offers a way of thinking about how to embed
Indigenous knowledge into academic disciplines, curricula, into the teaching
and learning praxis of universities more generally, and by extension, into
public discourse. (2009, p. 40)

Importantly for my study, I have endeavoured to use Nakata’s ideas to challenge
the orthodoxy - of power positions and structural authority - so as to move from the
binary, the ‘decoloniality’ and closed-minded thinking about relationships between

Indigenous and other Australians. Nakata et al. (2012), argue that in Indigenous studies,

by both non-Indigenous and Indigenous students,

learning to focus on the conditions of the Indigenous arguments, in relation
to the conditions of Western theorising, ... [they] can be led to develop
awareness of the limits of various positions, the persistent pervasiveness of
‘all knowing’, ‘taken-for-granted” Western frames, an awareness of the
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reproduction of those frames in Indigenous analysis, and an appreciation of
just how intricate and open to interpretation the dance around worldview,
knowledge and practice is as a result. (p. 133)

Further, Yunkaporta describes this trend of suspended thinking as a ‘guiding principle’
by arguing, “the deeper the knowledge, the more common ground is found across cultures, or
conversely, the shallower the knowledge, the more difference is found between cultures” (2009,
p. 60). Developing my own understanding of Nakata’s ideas offers a way forward for me to be
reflexive about my “own systems of thought” (Nakata, 2002, p. 288) as I navigate a best way
through this study. Particularly as I grapple with the potential structural authority imbalance that
may be perceived with me as a non-Indigenous researcher and principal working with
Indigenous staff who are participants in this study and all the while seeking to understand the

IEW/CEC and principal professional relationship from multiple perspectives.

While the third theory considered for this research does not have its origins from an
intercultural influence, a consideration of relational leadership theory (Uhl-Bien, 2006; Uhl-
Bien & Ospina, 2012b), does offer another perspective by which to view the phenomenon of the
IEW/CEC and principal relationship. Interwoven in this study with the above theoretical and
conceptual frameworks, relational leadership theory adds interpretations of relationality in
leadership to allow “viewing of the visible threads that connect actors engaged in leadership
processes and relationships as part of the reality to be studied" (Uhl-Bien & Ospina, 2012b, p.
182). In 2006, Mary Uhl-Bien proposes:

Relational Leadership Theory is offered as an overarching framework for
the study of the relational dynamics that are involved in the generation and
functioning of leadership. Contrary to other studies of leadership, which
have focussed primarily on the study of leadership effectiveness, Relational
Leadership Theory focuses on the relational processes by which leadership
is produced and enabled....Moreover, Relational Leadership Theory as I
present it here is not a theory in the traditional sense of the word. It is an
overarching framework for a variety of methods, approaches, and even
ontologies that explore the relational dynamics of leadership and organizing.
(Uhl-Bien, 2006, pp. 667-668)

In 2012, Mary Uhl-Bien and Sonia Ospina more simply expressed their view of
relational leadership as “a view that sees leadership as emerging from social processes and
relationships among people” (2012a, p. 12466). Acknowledged is that “studies of relational
leadership today fall somewhere between two radically different perspectives, each of which
speaks its own language and draws from dissimilar logics of inquiry” (Uhl-Bien & Ospina,
2012b, p. 236). The first is an “entity perspective ...[which] considers traits, behaviours and

actions of individuals as they engage in interpersonal relationships to influence one another”
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(Ospina & Uhl-Bien, 2012b, p. 236). The second is “a constructionist” (Ospina & Uhl-Bien,
2012b, p. 236), or as explained in earlier work by Uhl-Bien, the “relational, (multiple realities)
perspective...[that] changes the focus from the individual to the collective dynamic (e.g., to
combinations of interacting relations and contexts)” (2006, pp. 661-662). Uhl-Bien suggests that
relational leadership theory can be used to “gain a measure of integration across numerous
methodologies” (2006, p. 666) because she argues “leadership is relational, and cannot be
captured by examination of individual attributes alone” (2006, p. 671). In this study,
“Leadership is thus about the way actors engage, interact, and negotiate with each other to
influence organisational understandings and produce outcomes” (Uhl-Bien & Ospina, 2012a, p.
12508). Similarly Alvesson and Sveningsson (2012) suggest, “Leadership always not a person
doing something in splendid social isolation but people acting together ...it is within
relationships that leadership is created” (p. 5201). Relational leadership theory is therefore
useful to assist in understanding the IEW/CEC and principal relationship.

Importantly, Uhl-Bien and Ospina conclude “Relational leadership acknowledges that
leadership processes involve both individual and collective elements” (2012a, p. 12195). Uhl-
Bien and Ospina also suggest there are “diverse views and research methods that can
complement one another and lead to new insights and creative thinking” (Uhl-Bien & Ospina,
2012b, p. 11757) suggesting ‘paradigm interplay’ used by Romani, Primecz and Topcu (2011)
in their paper about cross-cultural management research. Paradigm interplay has benefits and
enables researchers to “identify the areas of connects, disconnects, tensions and new insights
(Uhl-Bien & Ospina, 2012a, p. 11799)” into leadership study. Consequently, this study has
endeavoured to use the converging ideas of relational leadership theory, that “relational
leadership acknowledges that leadership processes involve both individual and collective
elements” (Uhl-Bien & Ospina, 2012a, p. 12200). Featured in this thesis are joint examinations
of the IEW/CEC and principal relationship as a process with a consideration of the part played
by each of the individual actors within the relationship. What I have undertaken is neatly

explained by Crosby and Bryson (2012) whose research has led them to suggest:

Leadership aimed at tackling complex public challenges is necessarily a
shared and collective phenomenon. At the same time, we have found that the
characteristics, strengths, and weaknesses of particular individuals who act
as formal and informal leaders significantly affect the outcome of this
leadership work. (p. 6976)

Uhl-Bien suggests participatory methods are an appropriate way to conduct relational
leadership research, including “action science” (2006, p. 671). It is no accident, therefore, that I

have adopted a methodology reflecting “a mixed methods way of thinking” (Greene, cited in
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Patton, 2015, p. 317). My choice of a plurality of paradigms and tripartite of theory does make
for a complex methodology, however, as already argued above, multi paradigms augur
relational happenings, transformation, convergence, where there is overlap and interaction.
These all contribute to understand the intricacies and complexities of the IEW/CEC and
principal relationship. Brought together are the individual traits of the actors with their
“’leadership practices’. These collectively created purposive bundles of activities” (Ospina et
al., 2012, p. 6059), or ‘relational dynamics’ (Uhl-Bien, 2006) that occur between the [IEW/CEC
and principal. Scholars in contemporary organisational and cultural discourse call this, the
‘space between’, ‘inter-places’ or ‘powerful places of liminality’ (H. Bhabha, 1994, 2012;
Bradbury & Lichtenstein, 2000; Kiipers, 2011; Tempest & Starkey, 2004). In particular, Homi
Bhabha’s idea of a “Third Cultural Space’ (2004) complements the multiplicity of thinking and
methodological choices for this investigation. Notably, Bhabha’s work is acknowledged within
a non-mandatory systemic policy implemented in Queensland state schools from 2012 - 2015,
called Embedding Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Perspectives in Schools (EATSIPS)
(Department of Education Training and Employment, 2011a). Of further interest is that
implementation of this policy formed some of the co-work of IEWs/CECs and principals of
schools featured in my research. Of note, there is specific mention of ‘Third Cultural Space’ in
one of the EATSIPS policy documents designed for use by school communities where the
authors explain that in adapting this way of thinking to the Australian schooling context it is one

that,

recognises that Indigenous communities have distinct and deep cultural and
world views — views that differ from those found in most Western
education systems. When Western and Indigenous systems are
acknowledged and valued equally, the overlapping or merging of views
represents a new way of educating. (Department of Education and Training,
2011, p.9)

3.2 A plurality of paradigms and defining my researcher self

The philosophical methodology paradigms of transformation and pragmatism underpin
the nature of this study and the stance of my researcher-self. Originally labelled as the
emancipatory paradigm, in agreement with Lather’s 1992 discussion of paradigms, Mertens
(2015) has labelled the transformative paradigm as the “third paradigm of research” (2015, p.
117). This was so named “to emphasise that the agency for change rests in the persons of the
community working side by side with the researcher towards the goal of social transformation”
(Mertens, 2015, p. 9). Mertens defines it, as “a framework for examining assumptions that

explicitly address power issues, social justice, and cultural complexity throughout the research
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process” (2007, pp. 213-214). As mentioned earlier in this thesis in Chapter 1 during the
overview of methodology in Section 1.3.1 and above in my use of a tripartite of theories, I have
grappled with ensuring my presence and practices as a practitioner-researcher do not hinder the

intentions of this research and instead enable and enhance the very transformation [ am seeking.

Also underpinning my researcher-self is an interpretation of pragmatism (Greene &
Hall, 2010; Mertens, 2015; Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005; Patton, 2015). Pragmatism is not just
about ‘what works’ (Denzin, Hall and Greene cited in Mertens, 2015), but rather is a stance that
“advances mixing multiple sources of evidence to attain and modify knowledge, which in turn is
used to inform potential solutions or varying lines of action and to consider their consequences”
(Greene & Hall, 2010, p. 24). Further, Patton (2015) positively describes how this interpretation

of pragmatism can inform research:

First is inquiring into practical questions in search of useful and actionable
answers. Second is making pragmatic decisions while conducting the
inquiry based on real-world constraints of limited time and resources. This
means making methods decisions based on the situation and opportunities
that emerge rather than adherence to a pure paradigm, theoretical inquiry
tradition, or fixed design. (p. 153)

This stance has been shaped by my lived experience as a teacher, deputy principal and
then a principal, working alongside IEWs/CECs in several state schools in Queensland over the
past 29 years with high proportions of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students from low-
socio-economic and disadvantaged backgrounds. Together we have advocated for and taken
action with these students to enable their equitable and inclusive access to learning opportunities
(Gardner & Toope, 2011). For the purposes of this study, my professional colleagues, that is,
other IEWs/CECs and principals, have been my informants. It is through them that [ have
sought to definitively understand the IEW/CEC and principal relationship as they, too, took
action for better support of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students in schools. On a basic
level, I also had to consider the management my part-time researcher responsibilities with those

of working as a full-time principal in a state primary school.

The basic belief systems (Lincoln et al., 2011) from this plurality of paradigms that
describe the position of my researcher-self are provided through the qualitative approaches

described in the following subsections.
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3.2.1 A democratic transformative axiology

Axiology is the qualitative approach to research that rests on “the role of values in the
process of knowledge production” (Leavy, 2014, p. 82). Further, Lincoln et al., cited in Leavy
(2014) advise that “axiology is concerned with how values and assumptions of the researcher
influence the scientific process, as well as what actions the researcher takes with the research
produced” (p. 83). I therefore approached this research from a covenantal ethic; one that is
defined by Brydon-Miller as, “an ethical stance enacted through relationship and commitment to
working for the good of others” (2009, p. 244). In other words, I undertook my work with the
key participants based on well-established relationships, trust and a mutual obligation of respect
and desire to make a difference in our schools. They volunteered their time to work with me
because of a common set of beliefs that our actions would lead to school improvement for
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander student success. I quickly gained credibility and trust with
the key participants at the commencement of the study through long standing prior professional
relationships. I made the research process transparent to all participants (i.e. case study member
checking of transcripts), used reciprocity (i.e. mutual sharing of useful resources) and used
democratic practices that respected participant knowledge about their context and their
interpretation of their data (i.e. participants frequently led our discussions). I was very aware of
always acting in the best interests of participants and our common belief above my self-interest
(Hilsen, 2014). I was also mindful of the effects of my own position as researcher and colleague
in the research process (Grant, Nelson, & Mitchell, 2008). The challenges, strategies and skills
that were required by me are presented later are the details of the specific ethical considerations

for this research.

3.2.2 A materialist realist ontology (way of being)

This philosophical belief system is one where, ‘the real world makes a material
difference in terms of race, class and gender” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 14), and “reality is
not ‘out there’ as an amalgam of external phenomena waiting to be uncovered as ‘facts’, but a
construct in which people understand reality in different ways” (Morrison, 2012, p. 20). As a
practitioner- researcher with this worldview I have been analytically aware of my actions
because I know these are shaped by my values that have in turn been shaped by my perceptions
of reality (Grogan & Cleaver Simmons, 2012). With this awareness of multiple realities
(Bassey, 1999; Ivankova, 2015; Mertens, 2015; Stake, 1995), I recognised my perceptions and
those of the participants in the same site at the same time could be very different while sharing
“an intensity of the experience with the phenomenon” (Patton, 2015, p. 119). I have

acknowledged and valued this subjectivity (Leavy 2014).
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To this end, when making sense of the data collected I considered where it sat within
understandings of the broader social, historical, educational and research contexts (Morrison,
2012; Patton, 2015; Stake, 1995). As mentioned in Chapter 1, I do not profess to be speaking for
or on behalf of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander peoples. If I am to be considered as a

representative of any group, it would be that of the non-Indigenous principal.

3.2.3 A critical transactional or subjectivist epistemology (way of knowing)

I acknowledge I cannot separate myself from knowledge gained from my professional
field experience and my learning from this research as I interacted with participants prior to,
during and well after the process. What can be known is inextricably tied to all experiences and

all experiences have inevitably influenced this inquiry.

In this research, I also rejected polarised thinking, there is not an ‘either-or’, but instead
there was, is and can be a ‘diverse both’. Furthermore an adaption of a lens of critical standpoint
epistemology called “Critical Multilogicality” (Kincheloe & Steinberg, 2008, pp. 135-156) was
attempted in this research. This recognises the “the more we understand about the world, more
complex it appears to be. In this recognition of complexity, we begin to see multiple causations
and the possibility of differing vantage points from which to view a phenomenon” (Kincheloe &
Steinberg, 2008, p. 138). I endeavoured to consider that Indigeneity and Indigenous knowledges
“always takes into account the colonial/power dimensions of the political epistemological
relationship between the Indigenous cosmos and the Western world” (Kincheloe & Steinberg,

2008, p. 136) and their capacity to inform and assist in transforming an unjust world.

When conducting the inquiry, the values and beliefs of all parties were respected, and I
recognised there were multiple routes to knowing. These would be practical knowings from co-
created findings (Lincoln et al., 2011). I carefully listened to, and where possible, acted on the
thoughts and suggestions of the Indigenous participants as well as the non-Indigenous
participants. Over the course of the research, we enjoyed a reciprocity of exchange of ideas,
unlearned and learned from and with each other. This also translated into my methodical

choices and described later in this chapter is my rationale for a mixed methods approach.

3.2.4 A participatory methodology (way of doing)

The pre-established base of trusting relationships with key participants who I worked
alongside as colleague-to-colleague in this study, enabled authentic dialogue, an exchange of

ideas and where possible, opportunities for each of us to take action for the benefit of
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Indigenous students — “an ‘exchange relationship’ or reciprocity” (Patton, 2015, p. 396). 1
acknowledged and valued every participant as an agent of change through the process of the
research. This way is also consistent with critical and Indigenous theories, which are
dialogic/dialectical and committed to action in the world (Lincoln et al., 2011). As outlined in
Chapter 1, I was an ‘insider’, a practitioner conducting research and while I retained my
personal agenda, (to complete this dissertation), the main aim was very much about research
with to learn from others (Morrison, 2012; Reason & Bradbury, 2008). Together through a
cyclical process over time of reflection, then planning, then action followed by reflection, I
worked with the IEW/CEC and principal pairs on improving our leadership practice for better

learning outcomes for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students.

3.3 Rationale for mixed methods

As outlined in Chapters 1 and 2, the central focus of this study, the relationship between
the IEW/CEC and principal, until now has not been well understood or researched. With the
plural philosophical paradigms of transformation and pragmatism and decision to utilise three
related theoretical positions, I find myself positioned within what has been called “mixed-
multiple emergent-methods discourse” (Denzin, 2010, p. 420). Acknowledging several scholars
practising this approach, Denzin asks, “Who can quarrel with an emergent multimethod
sequential or simultaneous triangulation design that works out of an empowerment, critical
theory paradigm?” (2010, p. 420). My project intention has not only been to examine, interpret
and transform this situation, I also wanted to use the results to bring about change for
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander student success in schools. To do this, I sought to best
understand relationships, a social phenomenon, by drawing on the strengths of both quantitative
and qualitative approaches (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005). I also sought to understand the
IEW/CEC and principal relationship from macro and micro levels. [ wanted to gain an initial
expansive view of the IEW/CEC and principal relationship across schools in a large educational
region and then a more specific view—an in-depth understanding of the relationship by
studying several sets of IEW/CEC and principal pairs known to have established working
relationships. Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2005) call this a ‘bi-focal lens’ (p. 383). However, as
already suggested in my research assumptions, [ also wanted more than views, [ wanted
experiential learning that working alongside IEWs/CECs and principals would bring, as we
participated together in projects of school improvement for Aboriginal and Torres Strait

Islander students.

In support of the use of multiparadigm studies to maximise understandings (Romani et

al., 2011) and, if “form follows function, design follows purpose” (Patton, 2015, p. 37), the
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research purpose and resulting questions led to a research orientation situated within the ‘mixed
methods’ frame. That of use of both quantitative and qualitative approaches (Creswell, 2011;
Greene & Hall, 2010; Mertens, Bledsoe, Sullivan, & Wilson, 2010; Patton, 2015; Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2011). I wanted to “utilise the strengths of both techniques in order to understand
better social phenomena” (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005, p. 377).

Further, this approach could be defined as a ‘mixed methods social inquiry’, one that,
“actively invites us to participate in dialogue about multiple ways of seeing and hearing, making
sense of the social world, and multiple standpoints on what is important and to be valued and
cherished” (Greene, cited in Greene & Hall, 2010, p. 124). Ivankova (2015) considers the broad
application of mixing research approaches as one that generates “knowledge that is socially and
mutually constructed within diverse contexts and that has practical value to everyone who is
directly and indirectly involved in the process of inquiry” (p. 5). Mixed methods are also
considered as very useful to achieve social justice outcomes because, “the use of a single
method to determine the need for social change (as in focusing a research study) can yield

misleading results (Mertens, 2007, p. 214).

Central to this study then, were the core research questions. Teddlie and Tashakkori
(2009) point out that, “for pragmatically orientated researchers...everything flows through and
from the research questions” (p. 129) and go onto suggest that research questions in themselves
“have interconnected QUAL and QUAN features (e.g., questions including what and how and
what and why)” (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, p. 133). Further, it is described in more detail in
Chapter 5, but noted here is that there was a modification to part of the second core research
question and this led to a consequent research strategy approach. This is in keeping with what
Teddlie and Tashakkori say of the generation of research questions in mixed methods study,
“you should allow for a dynamic process in which the component questions are re-examined
and reframed as your MM study progresses” (2009, p. 133). Figure 3.1 depicts the research

focus and the four core research questions.
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To examine, interpret and transform

S

IEW/CEC | renaﬁo-fimp) Principal

1. What is the IEW/CEC and principal relationship?

2. How can this relationship be strengthened and
what are the contextual features that influence this?

3. What are the outcomes of this strengthened
relationship?

4. What are the implications for practice and policy in
schools?

Figure 3.1 Diagrammatic view of research focus and core research questions
3.4 Research design

A number of typologies of mixed methods research were therefore considered and what
transpired in this study most closely resembles that of a Transformative Design (Creswell, 2014;
Mertens et al., 2010). The basic design that “provided the cornerstone for the transformative
design” (Creswell, 2014, p. 576) was convergent or conversion (Creswell, 2014; Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2009). That is, quantitative and qualitative data was simultaneously collected,
merged and used to understand the research problem. But all are within an overarching

transformative framework which is one that,

provides an orientating lens — it informs the overall purpose of the study, the
core research questions, the data collection and the outcome of the study.
The intent of the framework is to address a social issue for a marginalised or
underrepresented population and engage in research that brings about
change. (Creswell, 2014, p. 576)

In this research, the priority and weight of the types of data depended on the data
collection phase, data method and technique to address the incremental core research questions.
In the early phases of the study, both quantitative and qualitative data were collected
concurrently and sequentially. Each collection of data contributed to analysis that answered the
first research question: What is the current IEW/CEC and principal relationship? In the latter
phases, qualitative data was given priority and greater weight than the quantitative data. These

strands were also collected concurrently and sequentially and analysed separately before
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findings were integrated to provide answers to the next two core research questions: How can
this relationship be strengthened and what are the contextual features that influence this? What
are the outcomes of this strengthened relationship? Answers to the final research question:
What are the implications for practice and policy in schools were informed by an integration of
all findings. When within the quantitative frame, [ worked with numerical data, organising and
analysing it (Wetcher-Hendricks, 2011) and when within the qualitative frame, I was the main
instrument of inquiry in the field providing rich descriptions of people, their context and their
conversations (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). I consider this design approach as ‘methodological
appropriateness’, one where “different methods are appropriate for different situations.
Situational responsiveness means designing a study that is appropriate for a specific inquiry
situation or interest” (Patton, 2015, p. 92). Further, the transformative nature of this research
dictates that I use “any research method that produces results that promote greater social
justice” (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, p. 87). An adapted diagram from Morse (cited in
Creswell, 2014, p. 568) shown in Figure 3.2 provides a graphic illustration of the notation
system of data priority or weighting and seriate arrangement of the mixed method design for
this research. “Shorthand labels for quantitative (quan) and qualitative (qual) simplify the
terms” (Creswell, 2014, p. 568).

Transformative Framework

=+ indicates the concurrent collection of quantitative and qualitative data
> Shows the sequential collection of qualitative and quantitative data
UPPERCASE letters indicate a priority or increased weight for either type of data

Lowercase letters indicate a lower priority or decreased weight for either type of data

Figure 3.2 Notation system for this study's mixed methods

By providing “both the ‘numbers’ and the ‘stories’ about an issue” (Creswell, 2014, p.
565), the approach to my research allowed for a better understanding of a range of views of the
current CEC/IEW and principal relationship, how it might be strengthened, the outcomes of a

strong relationship and implications for change to practice and policy to be attained. How the
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various forms of data were organised and analysed are provided in further detail in the sections

below.

Another feature is that this research has set out to integrate mixed methods (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2009). Ivankova (2015) notes a term used to describe integration in mixed methods
was introduced in 2009 by researchers Janice Morse and Linda Niehaus. Their term caught my
attention because of its correlation to my study. It is ‘point of interface’ where the methods can

come together,

at the analytic stage when the quantitative and qualitative data are analysed

together...or at the results interpretation stage when the findings from the

quantitative and qualitative study strands are discussed together in a

complimentary manner. Thus, the point of interface, or how and when the

two methods are integrated, shapes a mixed methods study design and the

relationship between the two strands. (Ivankova, 2015, p. 153)

In this study, the ‘point of interface’ has happened in both stages or what Teddlie and

Tashakkori (2009) call at the experiential (Ivankova’s analytical) and inferential (Ivankova’s
interpretation) stages within their research design model, “Conceptualisation stage, Experiential

stage, Methodological stage, Analytical stage, Inferential stage” (p. 146).

The point of interface can also produce quality meta-inferences (Johnson and Turner cited in
Ivankova, 2015). ‘Meta-inference’ is defined as “a conclusion generated by integrating the
inferences obtained from the QUAL and QUAN strands of a Mixed Methods study” (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2009, p. 338). Figure 3.3 is a graphic illustration of this study’s integrated design

featuring the ‘points of interface’.
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Figure 3.3 Graphic illustration of the integration of research design including 'points of

interface'

Also deemed suitable within the choices of research method, was use of case study to
provide a holistic description of the IEW/CEC and principal relationship. A case study is
defined as one that “has evolved as an approach to research which can capture rich data giving
an in-depth picture of a bounded unit or an aspect of that unit” (Hamilton & Corbett-Whittier,
2013, p. 10). Stake (1995, 2005) categorises an aspect of a unit as ‘instrumental’, because there
is, “a need for general understanding ...this use of case study is to understand something else”
(1995, p. 3), and, “The case is of secondary interest, it plays a supportive role, and it facilitates

our understanding of something else. The case is still looked at in depth... but all because this
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helps us pursue the external interest” (2005, p. 445). In this research, the case study contained

the greater share of findings to answering each of the core research questions.

Further, to deepen the understanding of the IEW/CEC and principal relationship and to
add confidence to findings (Miles, Huberman, & Saldana, 2014), I conducted the case study on
multiple sites with multiple IEW/CEC and principal pairs across different locales. How the
participants were selected is addressed in Section 3.6, but noted here is that each pair shared, “a
common characteristic or condition ...are somehow categorically bound together ... a
‘quintain®. ...we study what is similar and different about the cases in order to understand the
quintain better” (Stake, 2006, p. 6). The ‘something else’, the unit of analysis, the ‘quintain’,
was the efficacious nature of these particular pairs’ IEW/CEC and principal relationship.
Starting from a position of strength (a strong relationship) was likely to yield more positive
contextual features and outcomes to provide constructive implications for future policy and
practice. At the same time, I also recognised the complexity of managing the study of the
general with that of the particular, something Stake terms as the “case-quintain dilemma” (2006,
pp. 7-12). To counter this, I adopted a multiplicity of consideration, paying attention to each
IEW/CEC and principal pair, as well as the case study as a whole. In other words, the
individual pairs explain the CEC/IEW and principal relationship within each school and each set
of pairs offered the commonalities and differences of the CEC/IEW and principal relationship

across all four schools in the case study.

The selection of these specific pairs is described as “purposeful sampling: selecting
information-rich cases to study, cases by their nature and substance will illuminate the inquiry
question being investigated” (Patton, 2015, p. 264). Patton delineates further by categorising the
type of purposeful samples so they strategically align “with the inquiry’s purpose, primary
questions and data being collected” (2015, p. 264). The purposeful sampling strategy employed
for the case study were supported by use of Stake’s (2006) three main criteria for selecting
cases: “Is the case relevant to the quintain? Do the cases provide diversity across contexts? Do
the cases provide good opportunities to learn about complexity and contexts?”” (p. 23). These
criteria were applied when choosing case study participants, details of which are discussed in

the next section.

2 “A quintain (pronounced ‘kwin—ton’) is an object or phenomenon or condition to be studied — a target,
but not a bull’s eye. In a multi-case study it is the target collection” (Stake, 2006, p. 6).
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Additionally, within this case study, the predominant methodological orientation to
inquiry was participatory. To achieve the purpose of the research and to stay true to the tenets of
social justice, | enacted a form of participatory action research, critical participatory action
research (CPAR). The general term ‘participatory action research’ is defined as “not merely a
set of techniques or methods, but rather a commitment to collaboration and partnership
throughout the problem-posing, knowledge creation, and action-taking cycles of a project”
(Brydon-Miller & Maguire, 2009, p. 88). Further, the significant contributors to the study of
participatory action research, Stephen Kemmis and Robin McTaggart have incorporated the
dominant feature of action research which was a spiral of cycles of self-reflection (plan, act &
observe, reflect, replan, act & reflect, etc.) with seven other key features that are aligned to the
work of critical theorist Jiirgen Habermas and his ‘Theory of Communicative Action’ (1981).
They conceptualised this in collective terms and posit, “if practices are constituted in social
interaction between people, changing practices is a social process” (Kemmis & McTaggart,

2005, p. 563).

An updated and comprehensive view of CPAR research is provided by Kemmis,
McTaggart and Nixon who have re-articulated a new overall view of CPAR as “practice-
changing practice” (2014, pp. 26-28). They acknowledge a continued use of the applications of
the Habermasian concepts of ’communicative action’, ‘communicative space’ and the ‘public
sphere’ described in their earlier work, has “helped to define a new generation of critical

participatory action research and the conditions to support it” (2014, p. 34).

My study adapts this evolved CPAR approach to interact with and work alongside key
participant IEWs/CECs and principals as colleague-to-colleague. I joined with the IEW/CEC
and principal pairs in their planning to assist them on determining a shared focus for future
actions. For logistical reasons, I could only feasibly insert myself into the process during the
‘reflect’ stage of each pair’s action plans (see Figure 3.5 in Section 3.7, Phases of the Study). It
was during this time that [ held discussions with each pair to facilitate “genuine, open dialogue
or (better) conversation” (Kemmis et al., 2014, p. 35) (‘communicative action’). Together, we
made conscious and deliberate efforts to understand each other’s points of view to reach a
consensus about what action/s (of school improvement) would be undertaken “with the aim of
acting for the best for everyone involved and affected” (Kemmis et al., 2014, p. 36)
(‘communicative space’). [ met on their school site with each pair, usually together as well as
sometimes individually (‘public sphere’) to voluntarily discuss a particular situation—their
professional relationship and how they worked together in their plans of action to improve

support for their Indigenous students. I negotiated to meet with the pairs at mutually agreed
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times. Our discussions ranged freely from topics of success to when things were not so good.
All participants had equal voice and could freely communicate. They could seek agreement
whether that was consensus of decision or an agreement to disagree respectfully (Kemmis et al.,
2014). The very act of ‘doing’ this adaption of CPAR assisted in the explanatory and
transformative nature of the investigation. This was a collaborative approach within itself, based
on effective relationships. Employing such an approach in this study, enabled me to set up
authentic dialogue with fellow practitioners, co-participants to, “get together and talk about their
work and their lives. They explore whether things are going the way they hope, or whether
things would be better if they acted otherwise” (Kemmis et al., 2014, p. 33). The IEWs/CECs
and principals I worked with were then able to further exchange ideas and take action in school
improvement for the benefit of their Indigenous students. It is no co-incidence that what was
being researched, the IEW/CEC and principal relationship, is interdependent with zow it was
researched. This research has attempted “to invite multiple mental models into the same inquiry
space for purposes of respectful conversation, dialogue and learning one from the other, toward
a collective generation of better understanding of the phenomena being studied” (Greene, cited

in Patton, 2015, p. 317).

Table 1 provides an overview of the relationship between the core research questions,
the information used to provide findings to answer them and from where this information was
sourced. This is followed by a diagrammatic view in Figure 3.4 that summarises the alignment
and interrelatedness of the research paradigms, assumptions, approach and design, all of which
have been detailed in the preceding sections. Presented next are the particulars of the research

setting and details about the participants within it.
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Table 1 Relationship between research data and core research questions

Data sources — method and phase

Data provided

Research questions

Regional Survey -
IEW/CEC and principal surveys in Phase 1 and
2

Case Study -
Questionnaire and interviews
from Phase 2 CPAR cycle 1

Demographic trends and work contexts for regional IEWs/CECs and
principals. Regional participant’s perceptions of their co-work — the
‘what” and the ‘how’ of this.

Description of the case study - participants and context.
Case study pairs questionnaire responses and resulting conversations.
Descriptions of the case study pairs Action Plans for CPAR.

What is the current
principal-IEW
relationship?

Case Study —

Interviews and assorted other data sources from
the case study from Phase 2 CPAR cycles 1, 2
and 3

Descriptions of the state of the case study pairs’ existing relationship.
Descriptions of activities participants engaged in within their
relationship. Descriptions of happenings in the school environment.
Descriptions of the influencing contextual features and determinations
of whether they were positive or detrimental.

How can this be
strengthened and what
are the contextual
features that influence
this?

Case Study — Descriptions of what happened for the case study participants over a What are the outcomes
Interviews and assorted other data sources from  twelve-month period: their reflections of happenings for school staff and  of this strengthened
the case study from Phase 2 CPAR cycles 2 and  the school environment, student achievement and in school-community relationship?
3 and where appropriate from cycle 1 engagement.
Regional Survey — Descriptions of what participants said about their future work together.
Questionnaires in Phase 1 and 2 What they said helped and hindered their work. What they said about
practice and policy that needed to change, continue or stop.
Case Study-
Interviews and assorted other data sources from
the case study from Phase 2 CPAR cycles 2 and
3 and where appropriate, from cycle 1
Analysis from all of the above including key A synthesis of current and any new literature of the field with that of my  What are the

themes from the literature

answers to the core research questions. This assisted in positioning the
major conclusions within what was already known in the field as well as
confirming plausibility of the research.

implications for practice
and policy in schools?
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The IEW/CEC and principal relationship

/This study is about research with — not for and to others \
Axiology Democratlc
Transformative paradigm

Critical Theory

Cultural Interface

Relational Leadership

ey Participatory

and transformative  Action/Research

Figure 3.4 Summary of research assumptions, approach and design

After synthesising the literature and given the study purposes, the research assumptions,

approach and design, I devised a visually simple but theoretically and methodologically
complex conceptual framework that would guide me throughout conducting my research and
writing the thesis (see Figure 3.5). In this research, I attempted to locate myself alongside
IEWSs/CECs and principals, to get a holistic view of how they are operating at the Cultural
Interface in schools (A. Price, Jackson-Barrett, Gower, & Herrington, 2017). This was an

“inquiry from the inside” (Ospina & Uhl-Bien, 2012a, p. 1411).

To examine, interpret and transform

'EW/ CEC rélatlonshlp \) Prmmp al )

Figure 3.5 Conceptual framework of IEW/CEC and principal relationship
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3.5 Research setting

As mentioned in Chapter 1, the participant samples for this research were drawn from
state schools within a geographically large educational region in Queensland, Australia. It is one
of seven state school regions within the Department of Education in Queensland and all regions
have a different configuration to that established by government electoral boundaries. The
Region has just over 100 state schools (primary and secondary) located throughout a wide range
of geographical locations including urban, rural and remote areas. During the period of my
research, The Region had a total enrolment of approximately 33,000 students (Department of
Education, 2019b) of which 7,000-8,000 were Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students
(Department of Education, 2019a). It should be noted that state schools across Queensland have
the greatest number of enrolments of Indigenous students than any other sector (Non-State

Schools Accreditation Board, 2017).

The IEW/CECs and principals who contributed to the regional survey were from state
schools across all areas of The Region. The five IEW/CEC and principal pairs selected for the
case study were from four state schools in three larger towns/cities in varying locales of the
same region. During the period of my research, their schools had enrolments from just over 200
to almost 950 students with between 5%, 10% or more Indigenous students. Greater detail of the
four schools’ and participants’ characteristics are provided in Chapter 4, Section 4.3 and in

Section 3.6.

3.5.1 Context of The Region

The Region is overseen by a Regional Director with various additional regional support
staff who are based in a large regional office. Regional Directors report to the offices of the
Director General and Deputy Director General, State Schooling located in Brisbane. Regional
Directors lead a number of Assistant Regional Directors who are the direct supervisors of
principals within each region. In some regions, Regional Community Education Counsellors are
employed to directly support CECs and to a lesser and more informal extent, assist IEWSs in
their region. IEWs/CECs are usually directly supervised by a classified officer within their own
school. During the period of my research and in the present day, in The Region studied, there
are over 10 CECs each of whom have been in their position for at least 10 years, including the
incumbent Regional Community Education Counsellor for The Region. Since 2013, The Region
has had five different people in the role of Regional Director with some longer serving

principals having up to five different Assistant Regional Directors as their supervisors in this
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period. It is also known to me through my professional field experience, that there are also
many more comparatively inexperienced than experienced principals in The Region (English,
2013), whereas most CECs in The Region have remained in the same position in the same

school for many years.

In the period 2009-2013, state schools in Queensland experienced a relatively stable
period of direction and leadership from central office. The then Director General, Julie
Grantham, the first female teacher to become a Director General, had in 2011, set the future
direction for the state under its new improvement agenda for state schools, “United in Our
Pursuit of Excellence”’(Department of Education Training and Employment, 2011b). As a result,
schools were expected to set annual targets for NAPLAN results, Year 12 outcomes, Indigenous

Education and Attendance and Retention:

I encourage you and your school community to have high expectations for
every student’s learning and achieving within a safe, supportive, inclusive
and disciplined learning environment and consider this when setting your
targets in 2013 and beyond (Deputy Director General, internal email
communication to all principals, 6 February, 2013).

Julie Grantham retired in 2013, and shortly afterwards Dr Jim Watterston was appointed
as the new Director General for the Department of Education and Training; a position he
remained in until October 2017°. In 2013, Watterston brought forward a new improvement
agenda called, Every Student Succeeding — State Schools Strategy 2014-2018 acknowledging it
was built on the previous work of Grantham. This strategy has withstood the test of time,
although it has been renewed and updated in several iterations. In its current form it exists as,
Every Student Succeeding — State Schools Strategy 2019-2023 and continues to described on the
Department’s internal website as, “Queensland’s plan to lift the performance of each state
school student, teacher and principal”. All state schools in Queensland are expected to ensure
alignment with this plan in their strategic and numerous annual plenary documents while also

including annual and quadrennial ‘performance measures’.

3 On Jim Watterson’s departure, Deputy Director General Patrea Walton acted in the position until the
new Director General, Tony Cook was appointed to what is now called the Department of Education in
April 2018. He remains in the position as at September 2019.
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While the above describes the relative continuity of direction that was the state level
context in the past decade, at the school level, significant change was experienced when it came
to implementation of new policy imperatives. Following is a selection of relevant policy that
state schools were required to respond to just prior to and over the time of the period of the

study. They are explored in a chronology of their implementation.

As previously mentioned in Chapter 1, in 2011-2012 there was the introduction of two
major educational policy initiatives into Queensland state schools, namely the state driven,
‘Embedding Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Perspectives in Schools’ (EATSIPS) program
(Department of Education Training and Employment, 2011a) and the Queensland interpretation
of the new Australian Curriculum, Curriculum to the Classroom (Department of Education,
2019¢). Both explicitly called for schools to learn about and then apply developed knowledge
and understanding of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander histories, cultures and perspectives
in their practices, policies and pedagogies. As researcher-practitioner I saw and experienced
firsthand how these initiatives placed even further demands on the leadership roles and

expectations of [IEWs/CECs and principals in The Region.

Indigenous education in the state received an elevated status when in 2010 a new
directorate was created for the first time, called the Division of Indigenous Education and
Training. Headed by an Assistant Director General, it operated within the Department of
Education, Training and Employment until its demise at the end of 2012 when a change of
government led to subsequent restructuring of a number of government departments including
education. In the interim, in 2013 a new action plan for Indigenous Education in Queensland
was released called Solid Partners-Solid Futures. It was an, “ambitious new approach to closing
the gap... to improve outcomes for the state’s Indigenous Students (Department of Education
Training and Employment, 2013Db, p. i) and was included within the Department of Education’s
improvement agenda. Solid Partners had been born out of a white discussion paper (Department
of Education Training and Employment, 2013a), and was the third such action plan of its type
with the second being, Indigenous Education Strategic Directions 2008-2011 and prior to that,
the first ever Indigenous action plan and policy framework created for state schools in
Queensland called, Partners for Success Action Plan 2003-2005. This inaugural plan had
outlined the priority areas for action in: attendance, retention and completion, literacy
attainment against national benchmarks, workforce and leadership in Indigenous culture. For the
first time, the system had mandated targets for Indigenous students. It is noteworthy that as far
back as 1978, the then newly formed Queensland Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander

Consultative Committee (QATSICC) made recommendations to the Director General of
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Education at the time for the introduction of target levels and mandatory reporting for schools
on Indigenous outcomes. QATSICC ran as an advisory body to the Department of Education
until 1990 and after a ten-year lapse, was reprised as the Queensland Indigenous Education
Consultative Body (QIECB). In 2016, it become known as the Queensland Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander Education and Training Advisory Committee (QATSIETAC). This body

is still in operation in the present day.

Midway through 2014, an organisational restructure for state education was created and
a new section, Indigenous Education was led by Assistant Director-General (ADG), Selwyn
Button, the first Indigenous person appointed to such a position in the Department of Education.
Button left for another job at the end of 2018, and, currently, there is an acting ADG, David
Hartley, another Indigenous appointee. Since 2014 there has been no new specific policy or
action plan to guide Indigenous Education in state schools’ development other than those
previously mentioned or those statements sitting within the Department of Education’s current
improvement agenda and strategic plan documentation. The guiding policy at the national level
as was described in Chapter 2, remains The National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander

Education Strategy 2015.

To support school improvement nationally, there has been an increase of and more
direct allocation of funding for schools. In 2014, the Australian Government released to all
states of a four year school funding initiative called, Students First. In 2014-2015 Queensland
schools received a new additional discretionary funding to their school grant, called ‘Great
Results Guarantee’ (GRG) and then in 2016-2017, it was renamed as ’Investing for Success’
(I4S). In 2018-2019, this discretionary funding has continued in Queensland schools and with
it, are caveats for principals about how the plan is written and published in the public domain

and importantly, accountabilities for its implementation for school improvement.

3.6 Research participants

Groups of participants from The Region were recruited at different stages of the
research using two sampling methods. Overall, 41 principals and 35 IEWs/CECs contributed to
the initial general aspect of the study with five IEW/CEC and principal pairs contributing to the
case study, the specific area of the study. Details of the various approvals I obtained to conduct
research in schools and with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people are outlined in the

Ethics section, Section 3.10, later in this chapter.
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Firstly, I used a convenience sampling method (Creswell, 2014). In 2013, all principals
and all IEWs/CECs from The Region’s state schools, who attended their respective annual
regional meetings in that year, were issued a self-administered paper survey that included a
recruitment section. The actual paper surveys were titled, “Principal Questionnaire” and
“IEW/CEC Questionnaire” (see Appendix D for the IEW/CEC questionnaire and Appendix E
for the principal questionnaire). For the purposes of this study and differentiating these
questionnaires from the one issued later during the course of the case study, the regional data
gathered from The Region’s IEW/CEC and principal questionnaires are referred to as the
regional survey and their individual paperwork as the survey or surveys. The case study

questionnaire is referred to as the questionnaire.

Gaining approval from the senior regional staff convening the respective meetings, |
made each group aware of my research intentions through a short presentation that was included
as part of the meeting agenda. I then issued and afterwards collected the paper surveys from
each group (35 IEWs/CECs and 41 principals respectively returned signed consents and
surveys). The final questions within the surveys asked participants if they would, “be willing to
participate further in this research project?” The majority of respondents indicated they were
willing to participate further, either after more information or if their school’s IEW/CEC or
Principal also agreed. Of the [IEWs/CECs and Principals from the same eight schools who
completed the regional survey, three pairs agreed to further participation. This information
contributed to the selection of participants for the next stage of the research. A detailed
description of the regional surveys’ are provided in the Phase 1 data collection in Section 3.7.2.
In 2015, an opportunity arose to conduct a second sweep of the regional survey. 16 IEWs/CECs
consented to and completed the survey. No principals were surveyed. An explanation is
provided in the Phase 2 data collection in Section 3.7.3. As the second phase of the research had
already commenced, and participants were enlisted there was no need to insert a recruitment
question. Table 4.1 in Chapter 4 captures the demographic profile of the [IEWs/CECs and

principals who returned their questionnaires in all sweeps for the regional survey.

Secondly, as stated earlier in this chapter, the case study participants of this study were
purposefully selected using criterion based on Stake’s questions about “relevance” [to the
central focus of the study], “diversity” [a variety of school type and geographical contexts] and
“good opportunities to learn” [for future practice and policy in Indigenous Education] (2006, p.
23). This could also be considered a homogenous sampling method (Patton, 2015). Importantly,
I also used a ‘proper way’ (Bulman & Hayes cited in J. Davis, 2018, p. 186), as after reviewing

the regional survey responses, I consulted with one of my cultural mentors, a long-serving state
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school senior Indigenous officer from The Region who was familiar with the purposes of my
research and had good knowledge of its schools, most principals and many of their Indigenous
staff, especially CECs. We agreed that participants to be selected should be pairs of IEWs/CECs
and principals who were known to work well together and who appeared actively engaged on
improving their schools with better learning outcomes for their Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander students. We also agreed there would be nothing achieved by working with less
efficacious participant pairs. Starting from a place of strength and with the endorsement of my
cultural mentor who saw their relationship from an Indigenous perspective, would likely prove

more fruitful and be “a good source of lessons learned” Patton (2015, p. 16).

We shared our thoughts on who exactly might be the appropriate pairs and as a result,
four [IEW/CEC and principal pairs from four schools were identified for the case study. I next
approached every pair directly to give a detailed explanation of my research. I did know all
chosen participants, some for over 20 years. | telephoned each of the selected pairs, calling the
IEW/CEC first and then their school’s principal. For those who had not completed the survey,
(only two of the chosen pairs had been unavailable at the time to respond to the survey), |
explained why they had been identified, what was entailed (the purpose of the study, research
design, time it would take and data collection methods) and asked would they consider being a
participant. All four case study IEW/CEC and principal pairs agreed, and I was able to proceed

by setting up a first meeting date with each pair.

Also mentioned earlier, the participating case study pairs came from a range of school
sizes and locales. Two of the pairs worked together in state secondary schools and two case
study pairs worked together in state primary schools. One pair was located in a school of over
250 students in a regional city, another pair was from a school of over 560 students in a coastal
town and two pairs were from schools with enrolments of over 520 and 940 students,
respectively in another regional city. Although only one principal was the direct supervisor of
their school’s IEW/CEC, all IEW/CEC and Principal pairs did have experience of working
directly together over varying lengths of time - from long term (eight years) to only short term
(eight weeks at the first interview). Chapter 4 provides an in-depth description of the case study
context and Table 4.5 within the case study section captures the specific demographic profile of

every case study IEW/CEC and principal pair.
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3.7 Phases of the study

In its entirety, the study ran over eight years from 2012 in multiple phases. While this
length of time was primarily due to the part-time nature of my doctorate, I also took advantage
of this as an opportunity to extend the data collection over time to add depth and validity to the
results. Prior to the commencement of data collection in 2013, an initial literature review was
undertaken during 2012 - 2013, with a purpose to, “establish a historical perspective on the
intended research, provide[s] a vision of the need of the additional research and enable[s] the
researcher to develop a conceptual framework for the research” (Mertens, 2015, p. 119). It
should also be noted, I did continue to update the literature regularly throughout the research

until the present time.

In the early phase of my research, after determining the core research questions and
what information to be collected, I planned in advance how best to collect the data. Time played

a big part, particularly in my data collection and considerations included:

e Dbalancing what I knew to be the time demands for the participating case study
pairs whose work in schools was their core business alongside mine as a part-
time practitioner researcher and full-time principal

e timing and availability of access to regional conferences

e logistics of travel to each of the four sites in the case study that were in very
different geographic locations within The Region

e professional field knowledge of the length and timing of school terms and

school holidays.

A few months after my confirmation seminar, in 2013, I commenced the collection of
data by conducting the first sweep of a regional survey which was followed by a second sweep
in 2015. Analysis of the data from both sweeps to produce findings was done within a few
weeks of each of their return. Following the first sweep of the regional survey, beginning in
2014, I conducted three cycles of the CPAR approach with each school. I originally predicted
each cycle would take at least 6 months to unfold. As it transpired, for the very reasons
described in the considerations above, in reality, the three cycles took three years to enact (from
2014 to 2016). Figure 3.6 provides a diagrammatic summary of when, within the cycles of the
CPAR approach, I conducted the interviews and/or site visits with the IEW/CEC and principal

pairs from the case study schools.
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Figure 3.6 Summary of CAPR approach cycles and staging of interviews

In every cycle, aside from occasional contacts like emails or phone calls, regular site
visits were undertaken with each case study school. At each visit, a face-to-face interview was
held with every pair. All pairs had a minimum of three interviews together and each was audio
recorded. Kept throughout the research were descriptive and reflective field notes capturing site
visit observations and reflections, records of observations about and discussions held with
participants, along with summaries of supervisor meetings and other thoughts in relation to the
research. Some school documents were also collected during site visits and school enumeration
data were collected during the third cycle from their websites and through email requests.
Figure 3.7 provides the diagrammatic detail of all research procedures and phases of the

research.

Data from the first cycle of the CPAR approach was analysed for findings shortly after
its completion and this was integrated with both sets of survey findings which are presented in
Chapter 4. Next, data from the second and third cycles was analysed for findings at the
completion of each cycle and the two sets of findings were integrated for presentation in
Chapter 5. Synthesis of all findings was undertaken to form meta-inferences and this is

presented in Chapter 6.
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Figure 3.7 Detailed view of the phases and procedures of this research
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3.7.1 Purposes and focus of methods and actions

Each data collection method within the phases of the research had a specific purpose.
The purpose of the regional survey in Phase 1 was to provide data for a broad analysis of The
Region’s schools to contribute answers to the first core research question, whereas the main
purpose of the case study in Phase 2 was to provide data for a more detailed analysis to answer
all of the core research questions. Then within the CPAR approach, there was a specific focus
for each cycle of action which was analogous to stages of field work: Entry, Routinization and
Closure (Patton, 2015). The first cycle (Entry) assessed the state of each pair’s current
IEW/CEC and principal relationship using a partnership assessment questionnaire and then
facilitated their articulation of specific future action plans of school improvement for their
Indigenous students. The second cycle (Routinization) reviewed each school’s action plan
progress to date and discuss the next round of future actions for the following year. The third
cycle (Closure) appraised the overall progress of each school’s actions over the three years as
well as reflecting on what enabled, what blocked their working relationship and what advice did
they had for future policy and practice. The following subsections provide greater detail of the
enactment of these methods and participatory actions as they were integrated over the phases of

the study.

3.7.2 Phase 1 data collection

3.7.2.1 Regional survey—first sweep

A self-administered survey was distributed to all [IEWs/CECs and principals in The
Region who attended their respective regional conferences in 2013. Due to the large number of
participants involved, I wanted the survey to be an efficient and non-obtrusive data-gathering
tool. Such a method of data collection ensured, “a high response rate, accurate sampling and a
minimum of interviewer bias, while permitting interviewer assessments, providing necessary
explanations (but not the interpretation of questions) and giving the benefit of a degree of

personal contact” (Oppenheim, 1992, p. 103).

The survey of 2013 existed in two forms (Appendix D and Appendix E); principals
completed theirs in August and the IEWs/CECs completed theirs in November. Both had a
similar format, although each asked some different questions aimed at determining what each
role knew about the other role. In four sections, the survey was designed to provide a
representative overview of the situation with IEWs/CECs and principals in The Region. Most of

the questions on the survey were closed questions providing the option to select only one or
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sometimes multiple responses to pre-coded answer categories. Two questions specifically
required multiple responses and two were open-ended questions that allowed opportunity for
respondents to provide their perceptions about their work and what work IEWs/CECs and

principals did together.

The front and second pages contained the informed consent form and information about
my research including purpose and confidentiality undertakings. To this was stapled the actual
three-page back-to-back survey with a first section about demographic information. The second
section pertained to management and operational procedures and duties of the IEW/CEC. The
third section gathered information about what school activities the IEW/CEC and principal
perceived they worked on together. The final section sought recruitment of IEW/CEC and
principal respondents in the next stage of the main body of research as case study schools in
participatory action research. The very last question asked if respondents would like a copy of

the survey findings, they could email me to receive one.

The content and structure of the survey were informed by several sources: my
professional field experience of working as a principal, the PALLIC project experience
mentioned in Chapter 1 and The Department’s position descriptions for IEWs/CECs available at
the time of the commencement of the research (Queensland Government. Department of
Education Training and Employment, 2013). The survey was piloted in early 2013, with copies
sent to several principal colleagues from outside The Region, to The Region’s senior
Indigenous officer and my own school’s IEW/CEC, who acted as cultural mentors for me. All
provided feedback about time taken to complete and effectiveness of the survey questions.
Nominal changes were required. After reviewing the responses on the principal survey, I did
further modify the IEW/CEC survey by converting the same question into multiple choice
responses rather than free text to reduce completion time and make the question more explicit

(see Appendix D, question 13 and Appendix E, question 17).

One hundred and twelve surveys were distributed to principals. Forty three were
returned with 41 consenting to and completing their survey. Forty five surveys were distributed
to [IEWs/CECs and 38 were returned with 35 consenting to and completing their survey. This
represented a completion rate of approximately 37% (n=41) of all state school principals and
70% (n=35) of all IEWs/CECs from The Region. The spread of geographic locale of
respondents (see Appendix F) and the percentage of return made the respondents a reasonable
representation of the population of IEWs/CECs and principals from across The Region. At the

time of the initial dispersal of the regional survey, one of my supervisors suggested a future
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check for continuity over time and if an opportunity presented itself, a second sweep may prove

useful.

3.7.3 Phase 2 data collection

3.7.3.1 Regional survey—second sweep

An opportunity did arise with IEWs/CECs at an annual regional conference in 2015,
two years after the initial issuing of their survey and I was able to redistribute a second sweep of
the survey. Unfortunately, there was no equivalent regional principal event in the same year or
at any other time within the time frame of data collection and although the 2015 IEW/CEC
conference was smaller, the second sweep of the survey offered potential to provide an
additional information about IEWs/CECs and the principal relationship. After I gave a short
verbal report at the 2015 IEW/CEC conference about the findings of my research to date, |
personally distributed paper surveys to all participants and 16 IEWs/CECs from a variety of
schools located across The Region signed consent forms and returned responses. The second
sweep survey format was identical to the first, except on the final page, it omitted the
recruitment section and instead included two new questions about the IEW/CEC role and
activities of work together with their principal (see Appendix G, questions 16 and 17). Further

discussion about the second sweep is provided in the research issues and limitations section.

3.7.3.1.1 Partnership assessment questionnaire.

Questionnaires are considered “a very efficient data collection strategy” (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2009, p. 232). In August — September 2014, the first cycle of the CPAR approach
commenced with every case study school. A questionnaire was administered within interviews
held in the first cycle and this combination allowed “for the strengths of each strategy to be
combined in a complementary manner with the strengths of the other (Teddlie & Tashakkori,
2009, p. 240)”. The purpose of the questionnaire was to provide the pair with an immediate
result on the level of agreement they believed they shared about their roles and their work
together. I adapted the questionnaire from a pre-existing one with permission from the original
authors of an online questionnaire from the Partnership Assessment tool kit developed during
the Same Kids Same Goals (SKSG) project known as a ‘Building Leaders, Building
Communities’ (Dare to Lead and the Dusseldorp Skills Forum, 2007b; O'Beirne, 2007). This
online toolkit was developed after a series of 11 workshops held with focus groups of
IEWs/CECs and principals around Australia in 2006, something I had myself participated in
with the [EW/CEC from my own school. I thought the partnership assessment questionnaire
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was an excellent starting point for my case study work because of its origins. Who helped
design it, how it was developed and what it was already seeking to determine all had great
interconnectedness with my own research purpose. I also chose it for pragmatic reasons, it was
easily assessable and immediately useable (see Appendix H for the first two pages as a sample

of the original questionnaire).

After sharing and seeking feedback about my adaptions with one of the original
creators, a professional colleague of mine, I piloted the adapted questionnaire format with the
very first pair (see Appendix I for the adapted partnership assessment questionnaire). The
partnership assessment questionnaire consisted of 44 action statements grouped under ten
descriptive headings with each statement requiring a response relating to frequency of
occurrence. To make the questionnaire more accessible and to allow for efficient copying and
retaining of material, I rewrote the online partnership assessment questionnaire as a paper copy.
I asked the first pair to give me feedback about its usefulness and clarity. From their discussion
and questions about how they might answer the opinion statements, I was prompted to make
only a few changes for use with the remaining pairs. We agreed that it was easier to complete if
the frequency terms on the Likert Scale of ‘Always’, ‘Usually’, ‘Sometimes’, ‘Seldom’ were
changed to that of four levels of attitude (agreement with the action statements) - Strongly
Agree, Mostly Agree, Disagree and Strongly Disagree. We agreed there should be no fifth
choice so that participants could not opt for a neutral response. This type of scale was congruent
with frequently used types of QUAN questionnaires (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). I then
issued the slightly modified questionnaire to the other remaining pairs in the same manner as
the first pair (see Appendix J for the final version of the partnership assessment questionnaire).
That is, each participant was given the option as to how they wished to complete the
questionnaire. All pairs opted to complete the questionnaire independently, first, as they sat
with me around a table (usually in the principal’s office). Afterwards, each pair and I discussed
and reflected on their answers to the questionnaire and their work in the school. This discussion
was very useful in providing extra information about each person’s choice of questionnaire
response as well as likely helping to further solidify the existing relationship of each case study
IEW/CEC and principal. Of note is that no participant selected the ‘Strongly Disagree’ rating
for any response nor was every action statement necessarily discussed at interview, as it was
each pair’s choice whether they sought to discuss an action statement response or not. On
completion of the questionnaire with every pair, I arranged for their school office on site to
make an immediate paper copy for me and the participants retained the original for their own

records.
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3.7.3.2 Interviews

The interview is considered an important part of any case study (Mills & Gay, 2016). It
is useful as a method ‘to gather descriptive data in the subjects’ own words so that the
researcher can develop insights on how subjects interpret some piece of the world” (Bogdan &

Biklen, 2007). Equally, Miller and Glassner suggest that,

qualitative interviewing produces accounts that offer researchers a means of
examining intertwined sets of findings: evidence of the nature of the
phenomenon under investigation, including the contexts and situations in
which it emerges as well as insights into the cultural frames people use to
make sense of these experiences. (2011, p. 145)

The meetings I held with the case study IEW/CECs and principals were more akin to
what Rubin and Rubin (2012) term as responsive interviewing. That is, “a specific variety of
qualitative interviewing. It emphasises flexibility of design and expects the interviewer to
change questions in response to what he or she is learning. Responsive interviewing accepts and
adjusts to the personalities of both conversational partners” (Rubin & Rubin, 2012, p. 7). I
chose this more conversational approach because I was a participant observer in reflective
discussions about school improvement. Every pair always knew the purpose of each meeting,
which was pre-arranged so they could come prepared to participate in reflection and then plan
for next actions. I listened more than I spoke to leave space for the [IEW/CEC and principal to
have increased levels of discussion together. This also allowed the pairs “to say what they think
and do so with greater richness and spontaneity” (Oppenheim, 1992, p. 81). Details of

questions asked and what happened at each interview cycle, are presented below.

As described earlier, these interactions were audio-recorded. I later transcribed the set
of interviews verbatim in handwritten form on paper at the end of each cycle. I did this because
I could write faster that I could type while listening to the audio recording. Doing the
transcribing myself protected the confidentiality of participants and made me reconnect with the
content of each interview. Each interview usually ran from 20 to 60 minutes and each pair
participated in at least three interviews over the duration of the data collection period. The goal
of having multiple interviews, apart from being part of the CPAR approach, was that they
increased the accuracy of results (Mertens, 2015). Not all interviews went according to plan and
there were some exceptions. It took three site visits in cycle 1 with one of the pairs to complete
their interview and partnership assessment questionnaire; with another pair, the intended

interview was unexpectedly cut short; and, with yet another pair, a change of principal added a
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different dynamic to the purpose of the second cycle interview. How I managed these issues is

discussed in Section 3.12.

Because there was always travel involved in the case study school visits (sometimes up

to 2 hours), I was usually able to replay the interviews immediately after I departed to reflect on

what had been said and listen for key moments that I would look for again when later

transcribing the interview. I transcribed every interview from each cycle as a set of four within

a month after the last interview from that cycle. Transcribing the set of four interviews at a

time, while slow work, allowed me time to reflect on what was said by the different pairs at

each particular cycle of CPAR. Table 2 shows the total number and timing of every interview

conducted with every IEW/CEC and principal pair in the case study. Almost nine hours of

interviews were recorded. Observational notes were written about what happened before, during

and after interviews and this also contributed to the data gathered at each site visit. More

mention of this is in Section 3.7.3.4 about field notes.

Table 2 Summary of timing and duration of all case study interviews

Interview and purpose School A School B School C School D

#1 Discuss partnership 28/08/2014  01/09/2014  11/09/2014  21/08/214

assessment questionnaire and 38 mins 31 mins 60 mins observation

determine future action plans notes only
11/09/218 37
mins
26/11/2014
33 mins

#2 Review previous interview. 17/06/2015  10/06/2015  05/11/2015  06/11/2015

Discuss and reflect on action 23 mins 19mins 60 mins 60 mins

plan progress to date

#3 Review previous interview. 06/05/2016  12/05/2016  19/05/2016  05/05/2016

Discuss past three years of 32 mins 60 mins 60 mins 38 min

actions, what enables, what

blocks work together and

suggestions for future systemic

consideration

3.7.3.2.1 Interview 1

Explained earlier, my initial contact with each pair had explained the research and the time

commitment, however at the start of the very first interview, the purpose and scope of the

research was re-explained using a one page handout called, ‘Proposed PAR plan for ‘The Power
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of Two’ study’ (see Appendix K). I then showed each pair the four core research questions and
explained the purpose of the partnership assessment questionnaire and that our meeting was to
determine the nature of their relationship. After this, each pair was asked to read the
information page and then sign the informed consent form for the case study (see Appendix L).
Each pair did this without any queries. Next, they were asked to complete the questionnaire in
one of two ways — either together or individually. This process was negotiated between the pair.
I sat with the IEW/CEC and principal as they completed the questionnaire to respond to any
questions or comments they had as they went along. I audio recorded this whole process.
Afterwards, we held a discussion, led by the pairs where they shared and compared their
responses to the questionnaire and clarified why they had given the answers they had given.
Towards the end of their interview, I led the discussion about their future action plans they had
proposed for their school in the following year/s. The findings from these interviews and their

resulting Action Plans are incorporated into Chapter 4 accordingly.

3.7.3.2.2 Interview 2

The second cycle interviews were semi-structured (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). They were
pre-arranged with each pair at a mutually convenient time with the purpose to briefly discuss
and review the previous interview and then review progress to date on their action plan. Open —
ended questions were used to elicit each pair’s opinions on what they thought they had achieved
and what they planned to do next. The findings from these interviews were combined with those
of the third cycle interview and are provided in Chapter 5 to answer the second and third core

research questions.

3.7.3.2.3 Interview 3

While the strategy for interviewing with each pair had been use of responsive
interviewing, the final interviews were more structured. Four evaluative open-ended questions
were pre-prepared on one page and emailed to each participant a day prior to the meeting (see
Appendix M). While still conducted in a relaxed and responsive way, I deliberately led the
facilitation of the interview to achieve the fourfold purpose of review. The questions asked each
pair to reflect on (i) what had been achieved over the span of time we had been working
together and what they thought were their next steps together; (ii) what enabled them to work
together; (iii) what blocked their work together; and, (iv) what changes to systemic policy and
practice would they like to see in the future. The findings from these interviews, while
contributing to those presented in Chapter 5, also contributed to the answering of the final core

research question addressed in Chapter 7.
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3.7.3.3 School documents.

Patton notes, “Records documents, artefacts, and archives, what has traditionally been
called ‘material culture’ in anthropology, constitute a particularly rich source of information

about many organisations and programs” (2015, p. 376).

Some school documents were provided to me by participants through the course of the
interviews and most were collected from each school upon my request to the principal either
directly when visiting or via email after I had left the site. One principal offered me a copy of
her school’s leadership team roles and responsibilities document to show how she had included
the school’s IEW/CEC within the leadership team. As a principal myself, I knew what other
school documents may be useful to look at to look for evidence of school activity in Indigenous
education. The same documents collected directly from each school included: School Data
Profile; Annual Implementation Plans; School Strategic Plan and ‘Investing for Success’ Plan.
In the spirit of reciprocity, every document I asked for from each case study school, I provided
a copy of the equivalent document from my school. Due to right to information legislation, only
those documents that appeared on the school’s website (i.e. in the public domain) could be cited
in this research. Every school in Australia is required to publish an Annual Report that should
only be ‘on click’ away from the front page of the school’s website. | therefore chose to use
each school’s 2016 Annual Report which contained some useful quantitative and some

qualitative data that I could incorporate into findings for Chapter 5.

3.7.3.4 Reflective and descriptive field notes.

Ortlipp (2008), provides a detailed explanation of how she used a reflexive journal in
her doctoral study. She referred to two types, one was a ‘pre-research journal’ and then one she
used once her study commenced. I undertook something similar through the phases of my own
study. I also had two journals. They contained handwritten records of reflective and descriptive

field notes about, what Teddlie and Tashakkori term as, stages of a study:

Conceptualization stage—the sphere of concepts (abstract operations),
which includes the formulation of research purposes, questions, and so
forth; Experiential (methodological/analytical) stage—the experiential
sphere (concrete observations and operations), which includes
methodological operations, data generation, analysis, and so on; Inferential
stage—the sphere of inferences (abstract explanations and understandings),
which includes emerging theories, explanations, inferences, and so on.
(2009, p. 145)
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The first journal contained two years of notes from the period of 2011-2012, the
Conceptualisation stage: The many conversations I had with my various supervisors and
advisors; a number of mandatory university training workshops and other professional
development; and, my reflections while I was working in the field during my work as a
PALLIC coach as described in Chapter 1. It recorded my thinking and actions at preliminary
stage of the research. The second journal contained the Experiential and Inferential stage notes
spanning the remainder of the period from 2012-2018. It captured notes from supervisor
meetings, observational notes from site visits, scheduling and logistic records and general
reflective jottings. The reflections in both journals assisted in determining my research
approach and design. These journals have contributed to the content of this chapter and where
applicable, I have included my reflections and observations as evidentiary data for some of the

findings presented in Chapter 4 and 5.

3.8 Summary of research strands, data method instruments and types

Table 3 provides a summary of the research strands, the specific data instruments and
types discussed in the preceding sections. See also Figure 3.8, which provides an image of the
paper documents amassed in the study. At the time of taking the photo (29 October, 2016) and
after having laid out all of the documents on my lounge room floor to ‘stocktake’ what I had,

did I realise I still had one interview transcript to finish. I completed this shortly afterwards.

Table 3 Summary of this study's data methods and types

Quantitative Qualitative
Data Method Data types Data Method Data Types
Instruments Instruments
Regional Survey, Numeric Regional Survey, Text data from
close-ended scores open-ended transcribed survey
(multiple choice) (narrative) responses
questions questions
Case Study, Numeric Case Study, Text data transcribed
Questionnaire— scores questionnaire— from questionnaire
Likert Scale some free text notes
Case Study, Annual Numeric Case Study, Text data from
Report (from scores responsive transcribed interviews
school website) interviews
Case Study, Field notes (text) from
open-ended researcher’s journal
observations
Case Study, Text data from school
school documents documents
Case Study, Image data from
visual materials photographs
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Figure 3.8 All transcripts and documents laid out for checking
3.9 Data analysis

Described earlier in the phases of the study, the core research questions were answered
sequentially, informed by simultaneous and sequential quantitative and qualitative data
collection. Data analysis processes therefore needed to complement and support this procedure.
As noted in the circumstances of a mixed methods study, how to analyse the data collected from
quantitative and qualitative research is very challenging (Creswell, 2014). Greene (cited in

Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009), contends there are,

phases of analysis and analysis strategies that correspond with those phases.
Green’s four phases are: Data transformation; Data correlation and
comparison; Analysis for inquiry conclusions and inferences; and, using
aspects of the analytic framework of one methodological tradition within the
analysis of data from another tradition (this is referred to as a ‘broad idea’).
(pp. 263-264)

The analytic framework was consequently multifaceted; possibly resembling what
Teddlie and Tashakkori describe as “part or fully integrated mixed data analysis” (2009, p.
280). None the less, at certain stages of data collection I utilised a convergent (Creswell, 2014)

or conversion (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009) design analysis strategy, one that “seems to

converge or compare in some way quantitative data (e.g. scores) and qualitative data (e.g. text)”
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(Creswell, 2014, p. 580). In other stages, I employed parallel mixed data analysis which is one
that,

involves two separate processes: QUAN analysis of data, using
descriptive/inferential statistics for the appropriate variables, and QUAL
analysis of data, using thematic analysis related to the relevant narrative
data. Although the two sets of analyses are independent, each provides an
understanding of the phenomenon under investigation. These
understandings are linked, combined or integrated into meta-inferences.
(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, p. 266)

The chosen strategies aimed to achieve meta-inferences. To this end multiple logics
were employed together - abduction, deduction and induction within descriptive statistics and
thematic analysis to draw “inference to the best explanation” (Harman cited in Walton, 2005, p.
4). Ho, (cited in Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009) explores the use of these three logic processes

espoused by philosopher Charles Pierce. Ho posits:

For Peirce, a reasoner should apply abduction, deduction and induction
altogether in order to achieve a comprehensive inquiry. Abduction and
deduction are the conceptual understanding of a phenomena, and induction
is the quantitative verification. At the stage of abduction, the goal is to
explore the data, find out a pattern, and suggest a plausible hypothesis with
the use of proper categories; deduction is to build a logical and testable
hypothesis based upon other plausible premises; and induction is the
approximation towards the truth in order to fix our beliefs for further
inquiry. In short, abduction creates, deduction explicates, and induction
verifies. (Ho, April, 1994)

Overall, three rounds of data analysis occurred. Two data analysis rounds occurred
during the Experiential stage — Round 1, during the data collection period, soon after
administration of each set of data collection instruments to capture initial information, and then
Round 2 after the data collection period ended to further reduce and collate data sets and write
the results chapters. Round 3 occurred at the Inferential stage using ‘meta-inference’ to write
the discussion chapter. Figure 3.3 provides a graphic illustration of these rounds. I chose do
most of the analysis ‘by hand’ and not use a software program like NVivo because of the small
data base and because I wanted to be as Creswell says, “close to the data and have a hands-on
feel for it without the intrusion of a machine” (2014, p. 264). I did utilise electronic mind maps
during Round 2 of the data analysis of the CPAR approach interviews to assist in making the
data literally physically smaller and easier to handle as well as to reduce it to assist deeper
analysis. This section provides a detailed description of the rounds of data analysis and how

these rounds influenced the structure of the findings’ chapters. In Round 3, I used the data

before me to write the discussion and conclusion chapters.
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3.9.1.1 Round 1 data analysis.
3.9.1.1.1 Regional survey

The regional survey, as described above, generated both quantitative and qualitative
data that was analysed in 2014. Mostly closed-answer questions generated numeric scores
within pre-determined categories built into the structure of the survey. These were analysed
using the SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) software to produce descriptive
statistics to provide “summary displays of variables and their frequency (or proportion) of
occurrence, which may involve one variable or more than one variable at a time” (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2009, p. 259). The regional survey re-issued in 2015 had such a small sample of
respondents that I collated the numeric results manually. Both sweeps of the survey allowed me
to provide summary displays of general demographic and work context information about

IEWs/CECs and principals in The Region.

There were two opportunities for short answer responses on the survey. They
supplemented answers to two questions that had multiple-choice options. Respondents who did
take up the free text option wrote with brevity. These were literally only a few words in length
(e.g. “Case management of students”). I printed off the partner assessment questionnaire sheet
and wrote in every free text response for the two questions. There were very few responses for
one of the questions; however, the question about possible co-work actions between an
IEW/CEC and principal had a quantity of responses to warrant some simple coding. For
instance, I manually coded each set with highlighter pens using Descriptive Coding (Miles et
al., 2014). Short answers featuring mention of parents or community like, “Interviewing
parents”; “ Parent Liaison”; “Community relations” were highlighted pink to represent a
description of ‘Parent, community liaison’. I next used these same descriptions to categorise the
listed statements. This led to the creation of eight categories that described the types of short
answers and listed statements for this question. All responses were collated into these
categories. (i.e.: Do not work with the principal; Student engagement and achievement; Staff
capacity building; Curriculum; Cultural Activities; Educational Policy; Parent/community
liaison; and, Other). The quantity of all response types within each category were then tallied
for that category. These numeric values converted into percentage frequencies to provide
tabulated information to show the range of response types; the most to least popular choices of
categories of co-work undertaken; and, any changes over time of perception of IEWs/CECs
about co-work between an IEW/CEC and principal. See for example, Table 9 in the Co-work

section in Chapter 4. This table provides an illustration of conversion mixed data analysis
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(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009) where qualitative data were (partly) transformed into numerical
data.

3.9.1.1.2 Questionnaire

A preliminary analysis of the partnership assessment questionnaire happened shortly
after the last pair completed it in 2014 and prior to commencing the analysis of the first cycle
interviews in 2015. Each pairs’ responses on the Likert Scale were tabulated for every action
statement. Highlighted were numeric totals of agreements, disagreements and preliminary notes
on emerging patterns of commonalities and differences of responses to the action statements.
This provided me with initial findings sufficient to write conference papers and provide reports
to my supervisors and case study participants at the stage of the study. The next round of
analysis for this questionnaire occurred at the end of the data collection period and after I had
completed the analysis of the first cycle CPAR approach interviews. That process is described

in Round 2 data analysis, Section 3.9.1.2.

3.9.1.1.3 First cycle CPAR approach interviews

Following the preliminary review of the questionnaire, I moved to the first cycle CPAR
approach interview transcripts, reading and rereading over each interview with each pair,
paying particular attention to the dialogue that occurred between the pair when they discussed
their responses to a certain action statement. As noted above, every transcription was
handwritten, and I did not convert them into electronic documents. I placed mini sticky notes
with the action statement number in the margin beside the text to make a tab to signify the
location for a discussion of that action statement. Sometimes [ wrote other annotations on the
same sticky note using In Vivo coding — verbatim words of phrases spoken by the participant
(Miles et al., 2014) to capture a key point made about that action statement’s discussion. See

Figure 3.9 as an illustration of this process.
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Figure 3.9 Detailed view of a transcript with sticky note labels of action statements

At this point, I left further analysis of the first cycle interview until after all cycles of
the data collection period had concluded. The next round of analysis is described in the Round 2

analysis section.

3.9.1.1.4 Second and third cycle CPAR approach interviews

The second cycle CPAR approach interviews were all conducted in 2015 and it took the
duration of 2016 to transcribe them. This was because, in that same year, I was also conducting
the third cycle of CPAR approach interviews, which in turn added to the number of transcripts
to write up. In late 2016, at the end of the data collection period, I completed all transcriptions
and [ was ready to commence reviewing all interview transcripts from the second and third
cycles of the CPAR approach. I used thematic analysis, something Teddlie and Tashakkori
(2009) define as “the analysis of narrative data using a variety of different inductive and
iterative techniques, including categorical strategies and contextualising (holistic) strategies” (p.
6).

I commenced a first round of analytic process with the second and third cycle CPAR
approach interviews using codes and coding (Miles et al., 2014; Saldana, 2016). I read and re-
read each interview transcript in chronological sequence of their occurrence within each cycle
of the CPAR approach. On the third read, using an inductive logic, one that discovers “patterns,
themes and categories in one’s data” (Patton, 2015, p. 542), I looked for sayings in the text that
seemed “essential, striking, odd, interesting” (Rapley, 2011, p. 277). I used a coding method
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called Eclectic Coding, one that “employs a select and compatible combination of two or more
first cycle coding methods” (Saldana, 2016, p. 12). In the first instance I employed two
elemental methods of first cycle coding: In Vivo coding to “keep the data rooted in the
participant’s own language” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 74) and descriptive coding, “assigning labels
to data to summarise a word or short phrase — most often a noun” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 74). 1
highlighted the word and phrases of interest on the transcript followed by writing the same
word or short phrase on a yellow sticky note and stuck it in the margin close to the text site.
This sticky note also became a physical tab for future quick access. Figure 3.10 pictures one of
my transcripts with some of the yellow sticky notes I refer to.
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Figure 3.10 Yellow sticky notes used to highlight words and phrases of interest from interviews

I then reread each transcript again in the same order, this time using an effective method
of first cycle coding deductively - values coding, which is one that reflects “a participant’s
values, attitudes, and beliefs” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 75) — in this study, values about the
IEW/CEC and principal relationship and their work in schools. I considered understandings
from my professional field experience and knowledge of the literature (the general) whether the
text [ was reading (the specific) could contribute to answering the core research questions.
When I saw text that reflected these criteria, i.e. “it always comes back to the funding”; I wrote
the number of the related core research question (i.e. “4” meant Question 4) alongside this
phrase on a blue sticky note. These too, formed physical tabs for quick future reference. Figure
3.11 shows an example of applying Round 1 data analysis on a case study interview paper

transcript.

119



\‘jt"\ \NOM'J 3 LK;‘):P @LIY (}M#, o WLCL

‘anoe Becd to g (\,Lq\d,( rﬁﬁ, (07773 ‘Uﬂ.b lernaw l_/‘/
Ue fo buy cang Hatr - 5 300l gninennt e Ll Loendc
"L cCo4NCa U > Gy, \‘f)

.\e.u(j o Y oy a~of

ety

~ w

! { QAN WA

o Lenay

Figure 3.11 Image of a Round 1 analysed case study interview transcript

Once I had completed this process for every interview, | revisited the transcripts, using
the sticky notes as the reference point for me to copy the particular text listed on them onto
index cards. I copied onto the cards the In Vivo codes, descriptive codes and values codes along
with accompanying quotable quotes. On top right hand corner of every card, I wrote the code
name for the case study school, date of interview and page number of transcript so I could
easily later reference the actual transcript if need be. Figure 3.12 is an example an actual index
card taken from the transcript featured in the image in Figure 3.11. It is an example of a values
code card with text that was useful to answer core research Question 4 (to assist sorting, I also
colour coded each research question. i.e. Question 4 was highlighted as pink). These annotation
processes served to re-familiarise me with the content of each interview and prepared me for the

process of data reduction in the next round of data analysis. I made a total of 411 index cards.
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Figure 3.12 Sample of an index card with

first cycle coding
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3.9.1.2 Round 2 data analysis

3.9.1.2.1 Questionnaire and first cycle interviews

As stated earlier, after Round 1 data analysis of the SKSG questionnaire and first cycle
CPAR interviews, I conducted a Round 2 analysis. This was in preparation for the write up of
findings for Chapter 4 to answer the first core research question, what is the IEW/CEC and
principal relationship? The Round 1 analysis of these two data sets had refocused the data
somewhat, but because I wanted to utilise both with that of the quantitative data from the
regional survey, [ sought to further refine and thematically analyse them using categorical
strategies for presenting contiguous information (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). I started with

the questionnaire.

I reread both sets of data separately and then again together, to refresh my knowledge
and understanding of them. I looked at every written response from the SKSG questionnaire
combined with the associated discussion by the pair at interview. After reviewing both sets of
responses together for each pair and then for all pairs, I chose to rearrange the order they were
originally set out on in the SKSG questionnaire so they could be better clustered together into
categories of distinctive relationship dynamics common to all five IEW/CEC and principal
pairs. Additionally, there was no weighting placed on any relationship dynamic with one not
being more important than another. This was for several reasons - to honour the Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander workers and principal participants, the processes they went through, and,
the design of the original partnership assessment questionnaire which had no intended
hierarchy. Another was that responses by each pair at interview convinced me that they valued
and appreciated each action statement in the questionnaire even if they determined they were
not yet undertaking the action described. Several made comment about this, “These are really
wonderful questions” (IEW/CEC C, Interview 1, p.2); “But they are good questions”
(IEW/CEC D1, Interview 2, p.16); and, “But really when you go through this [referring to the
partnership assessment questionnaire], there’s so much for us to do together” (Principal D2,
Interview 2, p.24). Again, I drew on the conceptual framework of the study, my professional
field experience, my knowledge of the theory and research from the literature to regroup them
into new and more closely aligned clusters of relational concepts. I literally cut up every one of
the 44 statements, re-arranged them into different clusters of like themes and reduced the
original headings from ten to six. Figure 3.13 shows a photograph of the cut and pasted

statements glued onto sheets of paper and formed into the six new relational dynamic categories
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and Figure 3.14 is a close up view of one of the sheets of paper. This took several iterations

until I was satisfied that each statement was best fit to its new category.

Figure 3.13 Images of cut and pasted documents capturing the six new

relational dynamic categories

I then reanalysed the numeric data scores to check the numbers and totals before
converting the numbers to percentages so I could quantify the qualitative categories in terms of
greatest agreement to least agreement. In Chapter 4 the findings of data gathered during Phase
1, the regional survey, are presented first followed by those of the early stages of Phase 2,
showing the questionnaire and first cycle CAPR approach results side by side. In the final

section of Chapter 4 aspects of the case study are compared with those of the regional survey.
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Figure 3.14 Image of a close up of one of the cut and pasted relational dynamic sheets

Such an amalgamation of mixed methods augmented definitive answers to the research question
(Creswell, 2014) in Chapter 4 and provided the opportunity for an expansion of the original

conceptual framework of the research which is presented at the conclusion of that chapter.

3.9.2 Second and third cycle CPAR approach interviews

Analysis of data from Phase 2 of data collection used the second and third cycle CPAR
approach interviews to form the bulk the findings for Chapter 5. They were in response to the
second and third core research questions, -ow can this relationship be strengthened and what
are the contextual features that influence this? What are the outcomes of this strengthened

relationship? To this end, further work was required to transform the data into findings.

As a transition from what had been derived from Round 1 data analysis using first cycle
coding (Saldana, 2016), I sorted the second and third cycle CPAR approach interview index
cards into two types—those that had direct quotes (In Vivo codes) or descriptions (descriptive
codes)—and those that directly answered (values codes) the research question. Starting with the

In Vivo and descriptive index cards from the second CPAR cycle interviews, I resorted them
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into in case study school groups. I then laid them out on my lounge room floor and began a
process of sorting all cards for each case study school interview into what appeared to be related
groups—something not dissimilar to playing the card game “Happy Families”! (Museums

Victoria Collections, 2018). Figure 3.14 is an example of what this process looked like.

Figure 3.15 Example of index cards sorted into related groups

1 did this to cycle back to my first coding efforts so I could “strategically cycle forward
to additional coding and qualitative data methods” (Saldana, 2016, p. 211). I looked for
meaning from the text while all the while asking myself a question suggest by Saldana (2016)
like, “What do I see going on here?” (p. 22). I reviewed the codes that I had used and coded
them further “into one lump code ...this technique lends itself to rising to more abstract and
conceptual levels of analysis” (Saldana, 2016, p. 229). I used what other researchers might call
analytic coding, but what Saldana instead describes as concept coding, “a word or a short
phrase that symbolically represents a suggested meaning that a single item or action—a “bigger
picture” beyond the tangible and apparent. A concept suggests an idea rather than object or an
observable behaviour” (2016, p. 119), I put sticky notes with descriptive words or phrases to

99, <

summarise the ideas reflected in the text on the card i.e. “mutual trust”; “willingness to try

different strategies”; “value of relationship”. An example of this process is illustrated in Figure

3.16.
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Figure 3.16 Example of sticky note with descriptive annotations

In the next step, I drew on the conceptual framework of this research (see Figure 3.5) to
guide the transformation of my codes to themes using pattern coding. Pattern codes “are
explanatory or inferential codes, ones that identify an emergent theme, configuration or
explanation. They pull together a lot of material from first cycle coding into more meaningful
and parsimonious units of analysis. They are sort of a meta code” (Saldana, 2016, p. 236). 1
clustered the relabelled index cards into happenings for the IEW/CEC; happenings for the
principal; and then, what I thought were happenings within their relationship. With them
clumped together in this way I determined what categories might best describe them. Slightly
differing categories formed from the interviews from each case study pair. Figure 3.16 shows

each of the case study schools’ cards assembled into categories.

SCHOOL A SCHOOL B SCHOOL C SCHOOL D

Figure 3.17 Index cards arranged into categories for every case study

While what I had done up until this point was from data within each case study pair,
because the IEW/CEC and principal relationship was the focus of the study, and not that of the
individual pairs, per se, I reconfigured the organising categories into broader levels of

abstraction (Creswell, 2014). These proved to be a better fit for an understanding the IEW/CEC
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and principal relationship as a whole. All card clusters were distributed under six overarching
categories: IEW/CEC capabilities/qualities; principal qualities; how they work together;
ongoing projects; issues; and, next steps. Again, my lounge room floor was used for this
process. Once satisfied with the distribution of the cards, I stuck them together on large sheets
of butcher’s paper that [ adorned on the walls of my study for the next 18 months. Figure 3.17

provides images of the stages of arranging the index cards.

DISPLAYED

Figure 3.18 Arrangement from floor to display sheets of index cards of findings from second

cycle of CPAR approach

An identical Round 2 analytic process of coding was used for the third cycle of CPAR
approach interviews. The recoded index cards merged into eight overarching categorised
groups. These were: Issues facing IEW/CECs and why they stay; IEW/CEC enablers and
blockers; principal actions that enable; what they do together that is enabling; external blockers
to success; internal blockers to success; success in real terms; and, really good ideas and what
schools are grappling with. Figure 3.19 provides images of the grouped index cards from this

analytic process.
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Issues facing IEW/CECs and why they stay Principals actions that enable
IEW/CEC enablers and blockers What they do together that is enabling

External Blockers to success Success in real terms

Internal blockers to success Really good ideas and what schools
- -——— .
are grappling with

Figure 3.19 Display of all index cards from Round 2 analytic coding

I used a different analytic process with the second set of index cards containing values
codes. I spread them out on the lounge room floor and firstly sorted them into answer groups to
the core research questions within their case study school groups. Figure 3.20 shows images of

each case study school’s index cards that are grouped into responses to the core research
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questions. This also assisted me to check on the balance and depth of data sources from across

the schools.

SCHOOL A SCHOOL B SCHOOL C SCHOOL D

Figure 3.20 All index cards of answers to core research questions from each case study school

Then I rearranged the cards into one whole group of clusters of answers to the core
research questions. Again, I did this to see the depth of evidence I had to feed into answering
each question. The scarcity of text relating to the first research question, was no surprise as the
bulk of the evidence for that emanated from the first cycle CPAR interviews. At this point, |
made some analytic memos about what I saw in the cards. Figure 3.20 shows the overall view
of all cards contributing to all questions and note the six analytic memos at the bottom right of

the index cards.

Figure 3.21 All index cards for all core research questions. Six analytical memos visible on

bottom right of image
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Next, I split the cards up into their occurrence within the cycles of the CPAR approach.
i.e. Question 2 had responses from cycle 2 of the CPAR approach and then again in cycle 3 of
the CPAR approach. Within the questions from the cycles, I clumped them into like groups of
related concepts to answer the question. I stuck these onto large sheets of butcher’s paper and
made further summary annotations beside them to capture the main concepts from the text. See
Figures 3.22 and 3.23 for images of this clumping of cards and summary of concepts for each
core research question from the two cycles of the CPAR approach, respectively. I placed this

information around my study walls for ease of access and reference.

Question 1 Queston 2 Question 3 Question 4

3

Figure 3.22 All index cards from second cycle CPAR approach

Question 1 | Question 2 Question 3 Question 4

Answers to
this
question
came from
observation
of the
interviews

Figure 3.23 All index cards from third cycle of CPAR approach
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After amassing a study full of displays of summarised data, I wanted a more portable
version and I copied these into mind or ‘mental’ maps (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009) using
electronic software, CMap (Institute for Human & Machine Cognition (IHMC), 2018) (see
Appendix N for a screen snip view of an example of the mind maps I constructed). I copied the
key themes, sub themes from the data displays, and combined the two cycles of interviews into
one view. The process of doing this enabled me to then further categorise by subsuming “minor
themes within major themes and major themes within broader themes....upward toward broader
and broader levels of abstraction” (Creswell, 2014, p. 275). 1 moved from the particular to the
general inductively to arrive at the broad themes that could provide the structure for the findings
chapters. In final preparation to write Chapter 5, a findings chapter that would respond to core
research questions 2 and 3, I once again drew directly on the conceptual framework of this
research. I conducted one further transformation of the data—I printed off the mind maps, cut
them up, and recombined them into mega maps that conceptually resembled the framework. I
pulled the butcher’s paper sheets off the wall and cut them up, merged and re-arranged their
contents to mirror the structure of the mega maps. All of this material went onto my lounge
room floor, along with the actual interview transcripts, which I directly referred to in the course
of my write up of findings for Chapter 5. Figures 3.24, 3.25 and 3.26 show photographs of the
cut up mind maps, their corresponding re-arranged butcher’s paper/cards and the state of my

lounge room.

Mind map Mind map (section circled) represented in the coded data

Figure 3.24 IEW/CEC mind map cut and pasted and then the translation of the map into the

coded index cards
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Mind map Mind map (section circled) represented in the coded data

Figure 3.25 Principal mind map cut and pasted and then the translation of the map into the

coded index cards

My lounge room — ready to write the findings chapters.

Figure 3.26 View of all coded cards arranged into displays on my lounge room floor

The resulting structure of Chapter 5 created from this information for findings to
answers of the second and third core research questions. The process of analysis also enabled
the original conceptual framework of the research to be further expanded and presented at the

end of each findings chapter.
3.9.2.1 Round 3 data analysis

The final round of analysis occurred at the inferential stage of the study after I had
written each of the findings chapters and was ready to write the discussion and conclusion
chapters. While I had before me all of the information required to populate each of the chapters,

I still engaged in iterative processes of going back and forth “between data collection and data
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analysis” (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). I also ensured the voice of the participants in the case
study be deliberately and clearly heard throughout the chapters to elucidate the findings. In
Section 3.10.2, I explain how I undertook member checking to enable participants to respond to

the data collected.

In writing Chapter 6, the discussion chapter, I sought further analytic categories so as to
synthesise the various findings of the research with that of literature in the field. At the forefront
of my writing were the research purposes and research questions (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).
Drawing inferences for this stage of the research required an integration of current and any new
literature of the field with that of my answers to the core research questions. This assisted in
positioning the major conclusions within what was already known within the field as well as
confirming plausibility of the research. I also re-examined the multiple sources of evidence, my
findings and preliminary interpretations to substantiate the rationale for use of a mixed methods
design - which was to gain a fuller understanding of the little researched IEW/CEC and
principal relationship. Foreshadowed in Chapter 6 and confirmed in Chapter 7, I further
expanded the conceptual framework that had advanced over the course of presenting the
findings to one that reflected the meta-inferences made from the integration of the different
strands of the research design. Chapter 7, the conclusion chapter re-examined and integrated
key findings and the previous discussion to provide conclusions that addressed all research
questions and in particular, Research Question 4: What are the implications for practice and

policy in schools?

This thesis in itself is representational not only of the major conclusions of the study,
but also the assumptions, approach, design and procedures of the research. My thesis has
attempted to convey a model within a model. The *what’, the purpose of the study, is also
reflected within the ‘how’, its methodology, and in particular from a perspective of the values
that underpin the guidelines for research with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples

(National Health and Medical Research Council, 2018b).

3.10 Ethical considerations

Ethical considerations in this research were, “guided by the classic principle of humane
conduct: First, do no harm” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 56). This research received ethics approval
from the Human Research Ethics Committee at James Cook University (approval number
H4703 and permission was obtained to conduct research in schools from the Department of
Education, which was known at the time of application as the Department of Education,

Training and Employment, Queensland (TRIM reference number 13/279488). Presented in this
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section are the procedures I undertook to ensure: informed consent, associated confidentiality,
anonymity, and ethical behaviour when conducting research with Aboriginal and Torres Strait

Islander participants.

3.10.1 Informed consent

All participants were adults working in schools and informed consent was freely
obtained from them at every level of this research. As described earlier in Section 3.6, in the
first instance, | approached prospective regional participants through presentations at regional
professional conferences for principals and then IEWs/CECs. Explained at these events was an
overview of the purpose of the research; what would be required of them if they chose to
participate; explanations of confidentiality; potentiality of risk; and, what would happen with
the results from the data gathered. I emphasised that their participation was voluntary, and they
could withdraw at any time. Also provided was information about the approval processes
undertaken prior to approaching participants. Then I personally distributed the information

statement and consent forms along with the regional survey.

For the case study participants, I also personally approached them, initially by
telephone and then face-to-face, where I explained at length the purposes of the research, what
would be required of them if they chose to participate and what would happen with the data I
gathered from them. They too, were issued information statements, both from the university and
the Department of Education along with the informed consent form. Note that the forms
provided to the case study participants were different to those completing the survey because of

the differing levels of commitment required.

3.10.2 Confidentiality and anonymity

Participant’s rights to confidentiality and anonymity (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009)
were addressed in several ways. Explained to all participants at the outset was that, while all
care would be taken, confidentiality could not be guaranteed if participants worked with others.
This was clearly stated on the informed consent form, “if I am working with others in groups,
total confidentiality cannot be guaranteed outside the group” and I verbally explained this when
recruiting case study participants. That said, within this thesis and in other documents produced
by this research, every effort was made to respect the confidentiality and anonymity of all
participants. For example, within the case study through use of codes instead of names of
persons or schools and reference to places have been made as generic as possible to reduce

“likely recognition by national and international audiences” (Wilson, 2015). Any case study
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school student data utilised in this study, was de-identified and only sourced from that which

was already freely available in the public domain.

3.10.3 Research with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples

Many of the participants identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander peoples
and at the time my research was conducted it was designed to reflect the six values in the
conception, design and conduct of the research based on those articulated in the Values and
Ethics in Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Health Research (National Health and Medical
Research Council, 2003). The values were reciprocity, respect, equality, responsibility, survival
and protection, spirit and integrity. These guidelines were very useful in helping me shape my

research and I did my utmost to apply them.

One of the actions not described earlier in this chapter but very relevant here, is that in
the Conceptualisation Stage of this research, with the support of one of my cultural mentors, a
senior officer for state schools in The Region, I attended a regional IEW/CEC workshop to
present my research proposal in 2012. Afterwards I asked the attending IEWs/CEC:s if they
would be willing to consider volunteering to be in the research, either as a participant or as an
advisor. I provided a letter of support to that effect which numerous people signed. Another
action I took after due consideration was to change the wording of my purpose statement. At
my confirmation seminar, the study purposes were stated as: To explore, interpret and
transform the ambiguity of the IEW/CEC and principal relationship as they respond to and
address implementation issues of ‘Closing the Gap’ in their schools. On another level the study
purpose was to highlight effective practice, inform future improvements for Indigenous
education within the schools studied and for those in the greater region, and finally, provide a
call for change of policy and practice within the wider school system in the state of Queensland.
Before I commenced the data collection phase, I sought feedback from my cultural mentors and
read more literature. It became apparent that the term, ‘closing the gap’, the terminology for a
major Australian government policy initiative was not appropriate. My mentors reminded me
that for them this had negative connotations on many levels, including that for some, ‘gap’
actually has a sexual slang connotation and it was not polite to use. I read comments from
Indigenous leaders and scholars who expressed scepticism about the term because of its
tendency to perpetuate notions of disadvantage, deficit and the ‘problem’ agenda in Indigenous
education (J. Davis, 2018; Langton & Ma Rhea, 2009; K. Martin, 2017; Pearson, 2009). At a
Senate Occasional Lecture in Parliament House, Canberra, Australia, Dr Chris Sarra made this
point to the audience of politicians, “the policy rhetoric if you like, often does more to entrench

a sense of hopelessness and despair rather than nurture a sense of hope and optimism” (2016, p.
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91). Consequently, I dropped the phrase from my purpose statement for conference papers,
presentations and this thesis. I replaced it with as they work together to improve education
outcomes for Indigenous students in their schools, which more explicitly focuses on the
phenomenon of the relationship and its links to school improvement which in turn implicates
the leading responsible entity is first the school and not the students. My study purposes

statement then remained unchanged throughout the conduct of my research and thesis.

I know that over the time of my study the guidelines for research with Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander peoples were updated “to ensure the guidelines are up to date,
contemporary and relevant” (National Health and Medical Research Council, 2018a). While the
only guidelines available to me at the time were those from of health research, it is pleasing to
note, “the revised guidelines now apply to all research. The six values concept remains the
same, with updates to two values names” (National Health and Medical Research Council,
2018a). The two changes are ‘cultural continuity’ replaces ‘survival and protection’ and
‘equity’ replaces ‘equality’. The other values remain the same. I am satisfied that with the
supports I built in to conduct my research, I have maintained the expectations for ethical
conduct with all people and in particular, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples. Iam
very grateful to have been supported by my cultural mentors. Their timely advice and counsel
served me well in this research. [ have also been able to provide ongoing updates about my
research by invitation to attend annual regional IEW/CEC meetings, which I have done every

year since 2012.

3.11 Validity and trustworthiness

3.11.1 Triangulation

In this research, triangulation, “the process of corroborating evidence from different
individuals ...or methods of data collection in descriptions and themes” (Creswell, 2014, p. 13)
occurred throughout this study. To gain “confirmation, to increase credence in the
interpretation, to demonstrate commonality of assertions” (Stake, 1995, p. 112), the research
design utilised several protocols: data source and type, researcher (analyst), theory and

methodological triangulation (Miles et al., 2014; Patton, 2015; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).

3.11.1.1 Data source and type triangulation

Checking for representativeness (Miles et al., 2014) was achieved through acquiring

data from several levels of the data source. There was a wide range of [EW/CEC and principal
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participants from across geographical areas and state school sectors in the regional survey and
the five pairs of [IEW/CEC and principal participants in the case study equally represented the
geographical and demographical spectrum of those in The Region. The case study participants
were also purposefully selected because they shared particular common characteristics unique
to the case. This range of sources of data from the same types of participants provided a depth
of data source which recognised “the importance of different kinds of measurements, which
provides repeated verification” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 299). Within the case study for instance,
interviewing the IEWs/CECs and principals as a pair is an example of providing for
opportunities for multiple perspectives while simultaneously facilitating shared clarification of
meaning. Additionally, by reporting from across all five pairs with evidence from each to
support findings and analysis also added to confirmability of assertions made. The decision to
utilise different types of data collection methods from different sources is in itself a form of

inbuilt triangulation (Flick, 2014; Miles et al., 2014).

Quantitative and qualitative types have different strengths offering complementarity as
well as to present opportunities for conflicting findings. Miles et al. argue inconsistencies or
conflicts can be seen as “a blessing because the different data collection methods used gather
different facets of data, and their combined effects build on each other to compose a more three-
dimensional perspective of the phenomenon” (2014, p. 300). Within this research, while the
qualitative strand had greater weighting in terms of data contribution to the findings, this did not
mean that the quantitative data method had less value. Flick comments on this, “Whether or not
the methods are used at the same time or one after the other is less relevant compared to the fact
that they are seen as equal in their role in the project” (2014, p. 30). In summary, the multiple
sources and types of evidence where converged to clarify meaning, identify the different ways
the core research issue was being addressed and to provide validation of answers to the research

questions. Table 4 summarizes this process.
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Table 4 Data sources feeding into core research questions

Core Research Questions Interviews Journal School Regional Questionnaire
(QUAL) (QUAL) Report survey (quan + qual)
(QUAL (QUAL +
+ quan) quan)

What is the current

principal-IEW relationship? X X X X

How can this be
strengthened and what are
the contextual features that
influence this?

What are the outcomes of
this strengthened X X X X X
relationship?

What are the implications
for practice and policy in X X X X X
education?

3.11.1.2 Researcher triangulation.

Although I was the lone researcher, I was never far from the advice and support of my
supervisors and cultural advisors. I regularly consulted with my supervisors, particularly at
important junctures of the research, including at the mid-candidature review. There,
methodological decisions and changes I made or proposed were discussed, confirmed or
amended. They provided written as well as verbal feedback and provocations on all phases of
the research, especially on my application of methods and resulting findings. My cultural
mentors and academic advisors gave freely of their time, meeting with me where I could show
them some of the data collection instruments I was using to give me feedback on
appropriateness from an Indigenous perspective. I consulted with academic peers who were also
undertaking or had just concluded their doctoral studies. They were particularly helpful in
offering advice and skilful suggestions as to ensure trustworthiness of findings. Further, I was
able to present reports on my progress through various stages of this research formally at local,
national and international conferences and informally with professional work colleagues. In
particular, I provided a short update, sought feedback and answered questions each year over
the duration of my research with The Region’s IEWs/CECs at their annual regional conference
and importantly I gave updated reports to and sought feedback from the IEWs/CECs and

principals who participated in case study. At each level I received feedback and advice from
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these key people to keep me on track and honest with the process of inquiry. Member checking

as another input for triangulation of my researcher decisions and is discussed separately below.

3.11.1.3 Theory triangulation.

Theory triangulation is defined as “the use of multiple perspectives to interpret a single
set of data” (Patton cited in Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, p. 75). Earlier in this chapter, I
presented a ‘plurality of paradigms’ in defining my researcher-self and offered a ‘tripartite of
theory’ because of the “complexity of the fieldwork situation” (Patton, 2015, p. 153). Patton
(2015) suggests when a researcher does this they are being “creative, practical and adaptive ...
[to draw] on varied inquiry traditions and use of diverse techniques” (p. 153). Additionally, an
oft cited term, ‘bricolage’ would describe my research as, “a pieced together set of
representations that is fitted to the specifics of a complex situation” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, p.
4). The integration of paradigms, theories, approaches and design derived for the primary
reason of achievement of the purpose of this research have also contributed to a multiplicity of

perspective. Miles, Huberman and Saldana also advise that,

if-then tests are the workhorse of qualitative analysis...the use of the
conditional future tense in the ‘then’ statements helps remind us that we
have to look to see whether the ‘then’ has happened. Therefore, if-then
statements are a way to formalise propositions for testing. The method of
generation predictions involves linking together a large number of ‘ifs’ to a
single major ‘then’. If-then statements are just a step away from
constructing theories. (2014, pp. 304-305)

In my research analysis, | made several ‘if-then’ statements, I suggested if IEWs/CECs
are considered crucial to school-community linkages and principals to educational leadership,
then understanding how these two key roles do and can work together is important to
understanding school improvement for Indigenous education. Similarly, considered was if the
workings a professional relationship between IEWs/CECs and their principal can be understood
then it this may lead to a better understanding of what are the shared leadership practices for
Indigenous student learning and well-being. In addition, if this professional working
relationship is strong between IEWs/CECs and their principal then this can be scaled up to a
relationship that can exist within and between the school and the community. Put simply, if the
IEW/CEC and principal can work better together, then it is possible for the school and the
community to do the same. The single major tken in this research has been about transforming
the IEW/CEC and principal professional relationship as well as highlighting the valuable

contribution to leadership from Indigenous workers in schools, and in turn, gather evidence to

make change in policy and practice in the field. Methodological triangulation.
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Already cited in this chapter is Patton’s maxim that “form follows function, design
follows purpose” (2015, p. 37) and that the research purpose and resulting core research
questions determined a mixed methods approach. Much has been written in the literature about
mixed methods and triangulation (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Triangulation within this
research occurred when collecting and analysing the data and positively affected the inference
quality and transferability of conclusions (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). The discussion in sub-
section 3.9.1.2.2 about Round 3 data analysis is an example to this aspect of research validly

and trustworthiness.

3.11.2 Member checking

Member checking, “is a process in which the researcher asks one or more participants
in the study to check the accuracy of the account” (Creswell, 2014, p. 283). Having participated
as a participant in research myself over the course of my professional field experience, |
appreciated how important member checking was. For the case study participants, in particular,
I formally and informally consulted with them throughout the period of the research. The
longitudinal nature of the research meant that I had time to ask each pair to give me feedback,
debrief with me and verify my representations of events, behaviours and phenomena associated
with them (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). For instance, some examples of the member checking
procedures I employed included, prior to commencing their interviews I would always give
each pair an update on what I had determined about their situation and would summarise our
previous conversation. When I had written a transcript, [ brought it along to show them what it
looked like and gave them opportunities to read over it and respond for feedback. I also
provided each pair with a hard and electronic copy of every conference paper I produced and

asked them for feedback and ask questions, recommend changes, etc. before I submitted.

3.11.3 Checking for researcher effects

I was very aware of researcher effects, or, as Miles et al. (2014) say about two sources
of bias in this situation, “the effects of the researcher on the case and the effects of the case on
the researcher” (p. 296). Coming to this research as a practitioner was advantageous because I
had easy access to the field, was well known by all participants and I was supported and
enabled by my employer to undertake this research. At the same time, this positionality and
associated power relations had the potential to be detrimental — something of which I was
acutely aware. The inbuilt accountability and responsibility to other colleagues I already had as
a practitioner kept me honest as a researcher. I knew that when I left the field as a researcher, |

would still be there as a practitioner. I continue to this day to have frequent contact with many
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participants from the research and specifically the participants of the case study through
professional meetings and conferences. I have been able to maintain and sustain respect, them
for me and me for them. The credibility and relationship established prior to my research work
has seen me in good stead post my research work and this has been what has guided much of

my researcher/practitioner thoughts and actions.

The greatest bias I faced over the course of this research was from my practitioner self.
To be able to see the forest from the trees, I deliberately chose to “keep thinking conceptually;
translate sentimental or interpersonal thoughts into more theoretical ones” (Miles et al., 2014, p.
298). Triangulation as described above also contributed to reducing any tendency to over
zealously pursue being the expert for participants and possibly skew or dominate their
discussions. Instead I tapped into my coaching skills to assist participants ask reflective
questions that would allow them to seek solutions for themselves. The other issues of time
management and dealing with competing priorities that may have tempted me to cut corners
with my research, was countered by regular contact with my research supervisors. Table 5

provides a summary of the interrelationships between key aspects of the research methodology.
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Table 5 Interrelationships of the research methodology

Core
Research Questions

Data sources

Validity, reliability

Analysis

Synthesis

Ethical considerations

What is the current
principal - [EW
relationship?

How can this
relationship be
strengthened and what
are the  contextual
features that influence
this?

What are the outcomes
of this strengthened
relationship?

What are the
implications for
practice and policy in
schools?

Regional Survey
Questionnaire

Semi-structured
and open ended
Interviews

School
Documents

Reflective journal
and field notes

Other enumeration
data

Use of triangulation

Explanation of
transferability to
other similar contexts

Round 1: Raw data.
Look for emerging
themes for coding
within each data source

Round 2: Look for
common themes,
clustering across data

Round 3: Review
Round 2, reduce and
link with the themes
from literature

Combining the
individual units
of analysis into
an integrated
whole and
incorporate with
the literature

Re-identifiable data (identifiers
removed and replaced by a code —
possible to re-identify by linking
of code/data sets)

Audio recorded interviews.
Recording consent included on
informed consent form

Included statement that
confidentiality cannot be
guaranteed in focus groups on
consent form

The voluntary nature of
participation or withdrawal at any
time explained verbally and in
writing at various junctures
throughout the study period,
starting with the consent form.
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3.12 Research issues and limitations

A comprehensive description of triangulation processes that served as a major strategy
to address limitations in my chosen methodology was provided earlier, however discussed here

are some other limitations and issues that I want to acknowledge.

I know that context is an important consideration for school improvement within
Australia for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students (Guenther et al., 2019) and this
contributed to my argument to conduct the study in more non-remote locales. That my research
was within more urbanised schools may equally make generalisability of findings limited for
remote schools. However until more contemporary research in Indigenous education is
conducted in regional and metropolitan settings context, this research can be at least used as a

foundation for future research opportunities and when generalisability may be better addressed.

I do acknowledge that my capacity as a part-time researcher and ambitious scope of
study also had impacts on how it was conducted. The first was the size of the case study. As
noted throughout this thesis, to increase the confidence and reliability of results, I worked with
five IEW/CEC and principal pairs across in four state schools in different geographical
locations. Surveying IEWs/CECs and principals across The Region did serve to provide a
broader view to inform the research. With this design, while I was able to obtain some rich
sources of data, [ acknowledge my research may have been enhanced by greater numbers of
participants from the region and possibly within the case study. I also recognise if the
opportunity had presented itself, for the second sweep of the regional survey from across the
region having a larger number of IEWs/CECs and being able to re-issue the survey to principals

would have offered better comparative data.

The second issue is related to the first. Because I elected to have four diverse schools
across a number of geographic locations and remain working full time as a principal myself, my
capacity to fully participate within the CPAR process had to be adjusted. My personal
participation was kept to the ‘reflect’ and ‘plan’ phases over the three years of the case study.
Consequently I termed the application of CPAR as an ‘approach’ in my study rather than the
processes captured in the study involving long term collaborations for Indigenous education
with universities such as the Yirrkala Ganma education project described in Kemmis et al.
(2014). That said, the beauty of CPAR is it is inclusive and responsive to the situation at the site
of investigation and participants are autonomous to enact phases of the CPAR process. “Critical
participatory action research aims at changing three things: practitioners’ practices their

understandings of their practices, and the conditions in which they practice” p. 63 (Kemmis et
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al., 2014). Within the case study, the findings chapters reveal how practices and understandings

of practices were changed and conditions that enabled or constrained practice were changed.

As no doubt experienced by many researchers, I also faced some other issues where my
best laid plans did not eventuate. Fortunately my professional field experience as a principal
prepared me to be quickly adaptive. For instance it took three visits with one particular case
study pair to complete the reflect phase of the first cycle of the CPAR approach. The initial
meeting in August 2014 involved preliminary discussions only, I had to return two weeks later
for the pair to complete a questionnaire interview and due to their and my time constraints, I
could not interview them until several months later about their action plan for the next year. In
another case study school, a new principal was appointed at the time of the second site visit and
I had to quickly readjust my research design to re-establish new relationships and maximise
what data I could still collect. With another school, I was unable to do a final face-to-face

meeting as planned and instead held a recorded phone interview.

3.13 Chapter summary

This chapter has endeavoured to explain the methodology of this research