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Introduction: Commercialisation in Public Schooling (CIPS) 

1. Background 

There has been considerable academic research and literature on the privatisation of schooling 

(e.g. Ball, 2012, Burch, 2009, Rizvi and Lingard, 2010, Ravitch, 2012, 2014, Picciano and 

Spring, 2012, Au and Ferrare, 2015), set against the effects of globalization following the end of 

the Cold War. Research has moved to now focus on commercialisation in schooling (Ball and 

Youdell, 2008) as an element of transition to a new phase of neo-liberalism reflective of new 

state structures and relationships between the public and private spheres. The literature 

documents how commercialisation in schooling systems and schools in the Global South works 

largely in respect of low fee for profit private schools (see Junemann and Ball, 2015), while in 

the Global North, commercialisation and increased involvement of large private corporations 

(e.g. Pearson, News Corp, CTB McGraw-Hill) has worked largely in relation to what Sahlberg 

(2011) has called the Global Education Reform Movement (GERM). This has seen the 

introduction of top-down, test-based accountability, the introduction of market competition 

between schools, the use of private sector managerial practices, and an increasingly standardised 

curriculum that focuses on literacy and numeracy. We might speak more accurately of GERMs, 

as this largely Anglo-American derived educational reform movement has been taken up in 

vernacular ways in different societies. GERMs, with their focus on tests and related 

accountability infrastructures, have opened up the space for edu-businesses to offer a vast array 

of new products and services at all levels of education.   

At the same time we are experiencing the datafication of the social world, which has been 

facilitated by enhanced computational capacities and new capacities to translate various aspects 

of everyday life into quantitative data. Data infrastructures have become more important in the 

structuring and governance of schooling systems and enabled the growing involvement of private 

commercial interests (Ozga, 2009, Lawn, 2013, Anagnostopoulos et al., 2013, Sellar, 2015). The 

move to big data in the work of schools and schooling systems will also open up opportunities 

for edu-businesses, particularly in terms of computer-based assessments and adaptive learning 

technologies (Mayer-Schönberger and Cukier, 2013).  

The increased role of private companies and edu-businesses in respect of these various changes 

has resulted, to some extent, from the down-sizing and restructuring of the state bureaucracy, 

first under new public management (Hood, 2009) and more recently through network 

governance (Eggers, 2008, Ball and Junemann, 2012). The reduced capacity of the state has 

opened up spaces and opportunities for edu-businesses to expand their role in schools and 

schooling systems, largely on a for-profit basis. Private corporations have also sought an 

enhanced role in all stages of the policy cycle in education (from agenda setting, research for 

policy, policy text production, policy implementation and evaluation, provision of related 

professional development and resources) in what has been referred to as the óprivatisation of the 
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education policy communityô (Mahony, Hextall and Menter, 2004). We have written about this 

in respect of Pearson (Hogan, 2015, Hogan et al. 2015, 2016) and News Corps (Hogan, 2015).  

The CIPS project explores the extent and character of commercialisation of Australian public 

schooling. The study also documents the structural conditions, as well as political values, which 

enable this commercialisation. The project comprises a review of the literature, a survey of AEU 

members, a case study of data infrastructures at work in Australian education systems, and a case 

of study of political strategies in response to commercialisation of schooling in New York State. 

 

2. The aims of the CIPS Project were:  

1. To understand the extent and nature of commercialisation in Australian public schooling. 

2. To understand the enablers of commercialisation in Australian public schooling. 

3. To consider the implications of commercialisation in Australian schooling. 

4. To document existing political strategies in relation to commercialisation and 

privatisation of and in schooling. 

 

3. This Report 

This Report consists of four component parts.  

1. An account of the literature examining what is happening in education systems in 

relation to commercialisation in schooling.  

2. A national survey of AEU members that: 

a. asks their perceptions of the commercialisation of public education in Australia; 

b. gathers evidence of the types of activities that corporate interests are undertaking 

in Australian public schools; 

c. gathers evidence regarding the concerns that education professionals affiliated 

with the AEU have with the increased role of commercial interests in public 

education; and 

d. suggestions for further research. 

3. A case study of the National Schools Interoperability Program. 

4. A case study documenting the political strategies in relation to the commercialisation 

of public schooling in of New York. 

 

Each section can be read in its own right; however, the Report also sits as a coherent whole 

giving insights into the scale, complexity and activities of commercial providers in public 

education.  
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4. Research Team 

Professor Bob Lingard 

Dr Bob Lingard  is a Professorial Research Fellow in the School of Education at The University 

of Queensland. He is a Fellow of the Academy of Social Sciences in Australia and also a Fellow 

of the Academy of Social Sciences in the UK. Bob has researched and published extensively in 

the domains of sociology of education and education policy, having published 24 books and 

more than 150 journal articles and book chapters. His latest co-authored book is Globalizing 

educational accountabilities (Routledge, 2016). His selected works were published by Routledge 

in 2014, Politics, Policies and Pedagogies in Education. He has directed large Research Council 

funded projects in Australia, the UK and in Europe, as well as directing large government 

commissioned research.  Bob is Editor of the journal, Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics 

of Education. He has worked with various governments and teacher unions over his career. He 

was the inaugural chair of the Queensland Studies Authority.  

 

Dr Sam Sellar 

Dr Sam Sellar is Reader in Education Studies at Manchester Metropolitan University. He is 

currently researching large-scale assessments (national and international), educational 

accountability, commercialisation and data infrastructure in schooling. He has published widely 

on these topics and he has worked closely with school systems, teachersô unions and local 

communities in relation to these issues, including the Alberta Teachersô Association in Canada. 

Sam is Associate Editor of Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education. He is co-

author of Globalizing educational accountabilities (Routledge 2016) and co-editor of National 

testing in schools: An Australian assessment (Routledge 2016). In 2017 he co-authored The 

Global Education Race: Taking the Measure of PISA and International Testing.  

 

Dr Anna Hogan 

Dr Anna Hogan is a lecturer in pedagogy, curriculum and assessment in the School of Human 

Movement and Nutrition Sciences at The University of Queensland. Anna is interested in the 

commercialisation and privatisation of education and has been researching the emerging role of 

edu-business and its impact on global education policy and practice. She has recently published a 

number of papers in this research area in The Australian Educational Researcher, Journal of 

Education Policy, Critical Studies in Education and the International Journal of Qualitative 

Studies in Education.  She is currently involved in projects investigating the external provision of 

school curriculum, the impacts of óoutsourcingô on teachersô work and, more broadly, young 

peopleôs health and wellbeing, and the future of schooling. She is Associate Editor of Critical 

Studies in Education. 
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Associate Professor Greg Thompson 

Dr Greg Thompson is Associate Professor of Education Research at Queensland University of 

Technology (QUT). Prior to becoming an academic, he worked as a high school teacher in 

Western Australia for 13 years. He graduated with a PhD from Murdoch University in 2009. 

From 2010-2015 he worked in the School of Education at Murdoch, before taking up his position 

at QUT in July 2015. Thompsonôs research focuses on educational theory, education policy, and 

the philosophy/sociology of education assessment and measurement with a particular emphasis 

on large-scale testing. Recent research projects include reconceptualising test validity, 

Instructional Rounds as Professional Learning, education policy and teachersô perceptions of 

time and the impending impact of learning analytics/Big Data on schools. He is the Australasian 

Editor of The Journal of Education Policy and Associate Editor of Discourse: Studies in the 

Cultural Politics of Education. He is also editor of two book series, Local/Global Issues in 

Education (Routledge) and Deleuze and Education Research (Edinburgh University Press). In 

2017 he co-authored The Global Education Race: Taking the Measure of PISA and International 

Testing.  
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Literature Review 

Introduction  

Since the turn of the 21
st
 century and the rise of neoliberal governance, governments have 

become increasingly committed to marketised solutions to education problems because there is 

an underpinning logic that privatisation is best for increasing efficiency and effectiveness of 

public service delivery (Burch, 2009). This had led to a shift from top-down, hierarchical 

government to a more networked governance structure (Ball & Junemann, 2012). In this 

environment, Wanna (2009) suggests, governments are redefining themselves as facilitators, 

whose key responsibility is managing contracts between the state and the various private sector 

organisations that now play a key role in steering education policy, developing curriculum and 

assessment, and even running schools. As Ball (2012, p.112) summarises:  

In effect, to different extents in different countries, the private sector now 

occupies a range of roles and responsibilities with the stateé as sponsors and 

benefactors, as well as working as contractors, consultants, advisers, researchers, 

service providers and so oné selling policy solutions and services to the state, 

sometimes in related ways. 

The amount of commercial services now required by the modern state, has meant there are 

multiple profit opportunities in education; hence, the emergence of the Global Education 

Industry (GEI), worth $4.3 trillion annually (see Verger, Lubienski & Steiner-Khamsi, 2016).  

The expansion of the GEI has been underpinned by various global trends. Verger et al. (2016, 

pp.6-11) identify six significant factors here, including: economic globalization, the 

commodification of schooling as a positional good for families, the financialization of the 

education sector, changes in the governance of education, the emergence of an evidence-based 

policy paradigm, and the intensification of the technology to learning relationship. Essentially, 

the expansion of the GEI is based on the idea that education is the key means to national 

economic competitiveness and individual success. This means national governments, systems, 

schools, teachers, parents and individuals are more willing to invest their money in education, 

and education related products and services targeted at improved student outcomes (Burch, 

2009). What has worked particularly well for private sector organisations operating within the 

GEI is that policy has become globalized. Think here of the ways that policymakers look to other 

countries and systems for evidence of best practice, and how we have seen a proliferation of 

standardised testing and accountability infrastructures as a common way to drive national 

educational reform (Sellar & Lingard, 2013). Setting global policy reforms and common 

standards has enabled private sector organisations to sell curriculum materials to a global market, 

where for instance, a product developed for American students will have equal validity for 

students in the UK, Australia, Italy, France, South Africa, Brazil and so on. Thus, in the GEI we 

have networks of private actors offering an infinite amount of educational goods and services. 



10 
 

Indeed, Burch (2009) points out that particular segments of the education market in the Global 

North are being reinvented around testing and accountability policies where schools and 

governments are now purchasing products and services from the private sector that are tied to 

test development and preparation, data analysis and management, and remedial services. She 

identifies that this is an industry worth $48 billion per year in the US alone, and is in fact far 

more when teacher professional development, digital capabilities and various education 

consultancy services are included (Au & Ferrare, 2015; Verger et al., 2016). Education 

commercialisation is not constrained to the Global North and has also infiltrated countries of the 

Global South, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa, Brazil, India and parts of Asia. In these 

countries, services tend to focus on the provision of English language schools, curriculum and 

courseware, school management services and the provision of low-fee private schools and online 

universities (Junemann & Ball, 2015; Edwards et al., 2015; Riep, 2015).  

Thus, while public education has historically been conceived as a ócommon goodô and necessary 

in securing a nationôs future civic order and economic prosperity, it is now increasingly seen as a 

source of private economic gain. This explains why private sector organisations are beginning to 

diversify, restructure and rebrand their businesses to take advantage of the rapidly growing and 

increasingly lucrative education market. Indeed, the most recent sales figures from the likes of 

Pearson, the worldôs largest edu-business, indicate that the company made over $5 billion in 

sales during 2015 and had an adjusted operating profit of over $1 billion (Pearson, 2016).  

Pearson, in particular, is indicative of the ways in which business interests now interrelate with 

education, and more specifically, education policy and politics. As Pearsonôs Chief Executive 

Officer, John Fallon, comments: 

Governments spend trillions of dollars per year on education and training; and, 

each year, the still rapidly growing middle class invests more of their increasing 

wealth in the education of themselves and their children. And yet, the world fails 

to meet the learning needs of far too many of our fellow citizens... Pearson has a 

unique set of advantages with which to help meet this global demand for better 

education and skills... And, by being better able to meet some of the biggest 

challenges in global education, we can build a stronger, more profitable and faster 

growing company. (Pearson, 2013, p.9). 

Here, Fallon makes the point that the world is changing and has now become more globalised. In 

this interconnected space, education is no longer conceived as a purely national agenda but is 

instead a global one. The increasing flows of knowledge, ideas, people and policy (Appadurai, 

1996; Urry, 2007) mean that both developed countries, and emerging markets and economies, all 

recognise the transformational value of education. In this new environment, governments are 

also changing. Increasingly, they are looking to the private sector for ósolutionsô to national 

policy óproblemsô of raising standards and achieving educational improvement (Ball, 2012). On 

this point, the contemporary regulatory mechanisms of a nation state now work to privilege and 
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enable increasing privatisations in education, which involve the legitimisation and naturalisation 

of the processes of marketisation, commodification and commercialisation. In this new 

governance structure, as Ball (2012) has identified, there is now an increasing mix of public and 

private agents at work in education policy today. 

With this shift towards a market-oriented culture, edu-businesses like Pearson are not only 

positioning themselves as uniquely placed to meet the global demands of education, but are also 

working to constitute and influence global education policy. As Pearson claims, it has an active 

role óin helping shape and inform the global debate around education and learning policyô 

(Pearson, 2013, p. 49). This claim constitutes a significant concern associated with the increasing 

proliferation of edu-businesses. As Fallon advocates in the excerpt above, Pearson is óbetter able 

to meet some of the biggest challenges in global educationô, yet, this aspiration is fundamentally 

underpinned by the desire to óbuild a stronger, more profitable and faster growing companyô. 

This constitutes a blurring around the traditional ideology of education as a public and social 

good, and begins to reimagine it as a private commodity that can be bought and sold for 

commercial advantage.  

In many ways these collective developments, and the literature to follow, reflect two emergent 

realities of education policymaking globally: (1) it is no longer the sole purview of national 

governments, involving instead a diverse, and ever-changing, array of actors and organisations 

from the public, private, intergovernmental and voluntary sectors, including edu- businesses; and 

(2) the policy cycle is no longer confined within the traditional territorial boundaries of the 

nation-state. The work of edu-businesses like Pearson, might therefore be an exemplar of non-

State, and increasingly global, actors offering private educational ósolutionsô, addressing a social 

domain that has been construed, at least traditionally, as inherently public and national in 

orientation. 

 

A neoliberal imaginary and the changing role of the state 

Private sector involvement in public education must be set against, and understood as part of, 

broader societal shifts that have occurred through processes of globalisation. As Harvey (2007) 

observes, since the end of the Cold War a pervasive neo-liberal ideology now characterises the 

world. Neo-liberalism is understood as a ótheory of political economic practices proposing that 

human well-being can best be advanced by the maximisation of entrepreneurial freedoms within 

an institutional framework characterized by private property rights, individual liberty, 

unencumbered markets, and free tradeô (Harvey, 2007, p. 22). Here, the role of the state is to 

ensure that this institutional framework is preserved. This has transformed the stateôs historical 

role; in the past the development of a strong public realm was one of the defining characteristics 

of Western capitalist democracies (Clarke, 2004). However, in the post-Keynesian state, 

conceptions of the ópublicô have been progressively challenged, broken down and reconfigured 

in ways that promote a new form of governance (e.g. Thatcherôs much publicised view on 
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society). Indeed, there has been a gradual shift in the form and functioning of the state over 

recent years from traditional modes of hierarchical government to more contemporary modes of 

heterarchical governance (Jessop, 2002; Ball & Junemann, 2012). 

In this movement from government to governance, Rhodes (1997) observes that central 

government is no longer solely responsible for public policy decisions. Instead, the relationship 

between the state and civil society is one of (inter)dependencies. Held and colleagues (1999) 

argue, óeffective power is shared, bartered and struggled over by diverse forces and agencies at 

national, regional and global levelsô (p. 447). Castells (2010) defines this context of power-

sharing and negotiated decision making as a complex web of network interactions. It is through 

this network or web of actors that public services are being delivered by an increasingly diverse 

mix of strategic alliances, joint working arrangements, partnerships and many other forms of 

collaboration across sectoral and organisational boundaries (Williams, 2002). This shift in the 

loci of political power, from central government to a multiplicity of independent actors who 

operate from within and beyond government, is framed by the principles of NPM. Here, the neo-

liberal ideals of corporatisation, commodification and privatisation are promoted as necessary 

policy configurations for national success within the competitive global marketplace of the 

twenty-first century. 

These developments have led to the prevalence of what some have described as a óneoliberal 

imaginaryô (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010), in which social domains and practices are increasingly 

viewed through an economistic framework, leading to the óeconomisationô of social life (Ball, 

2012). In short, more market and less state; more individual responsibility and less welfare 

provision; and more focus on the individual and less on the common good. Shamir (2008) 

suggests these neoliberal epistemologies largely elide any distinction between society and the 

market, producing in turn a óneo-socialô (Rose, 1999), where corporate rationalities and logics 

are increasingly deployed to inform conduct beyond the market itself, in social relations and at 

the level of the individual. 

This shift to new modes of governance and the associated adoption of market-oriented 

management has been key means to reform the public sector. To this end, Harvey (2005) argues 

domains previously regarded off-limits to the calculus of profitability have been opened to 

capital accumulation, and public utilities of various kinds have now been privatised to some 

degree throughout the advanced capitalist world. The argument for the privatisation of public 

services derives from market theory, which Burch (2009, p. 3) explains in the following terms: 

óthe higher the competition across suppliers, the higher the quality product and the lower the 

production costô. From this perspective, the outsourcing of public services previously performed 

by the state creates a competitive market for public services, hopefully increasing the quality of 

those services and reducing costs for taxpayers (Burch, 2009). 
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Privatisation of education 

Privatisation, then, is seen as a legitimate and potentially lucrative means of increasing the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the state. The adoption of this approach has challenged the 

ideology of traditional, state-centred, public provision of schooling, opening it instead to market-

based processes of reform (Plank & Sykes, 2003). In this context, we are witnessing increasing 

trends in schooling towards processes of devolution, accountability, competition and choice, and, 

subsequently, various degrees of privatisation (Ball, 2008). 

Ball and Youdell (2008) suggest that privatisation in education can be understood as being either 

óendogenousô, in which ideas, techniques and practices are imported from the private sector in 

order to make the public sector more business-like; or óexogenousô, in which public services are 

opened to private sector participation and the private sector is used to design, manage or deliver 

aspects of public education (p. 9). The first form of privatisation is when the public sector 

behaves more like the private sector and it is widespread and well established. Already in 

Australia we have performance management systems, accountability infrastructures and 

extensive debate about performance-based pay schemes. The second form, however, is when the 

private sector moves into public education, and this is a newer, emerging practice. This includes 

public-private partnerships such as ACARA contracting Pearson and ACER to develop 

NAPLAN tests (see Hogan, 2016), as well as the private provision of educational products and 

services and different forms of capital production and philanthropic giving. As Ball and Youdell 

(2008) observe, these forms of privatisation are not mutually exclusive and are often interrelated 

given that exogenous privatisation is regularly made possible by prior endogenous forms. 

Regardless, the privatisation of education is a ópolicy toolô that works to óreflect, respond to and 

reinforce changes in the forms and modalities of the modern stateô (p. 68), and includes a shift 

ófrom the government of a unitary state to governance through goal-setting and monitoring and 

the use of diverse participants and providers to drive policy and deliver programmes and 

servicesô (p. 112). Ball and Youdell (2008) refer to this process as ócontrolled decontrolô, in 

which contracts, targets and performance monitoring can be used to steer policy systems from a 

distance. In fact, many of the different forms of privatisation being introduced to school systems 

around the world are the result of deliberate policy under the umbrella of óeducational reformô. 

Yet, as Ball and Youdell (2008) point out, the impact of these policies can be far reaching for the 

education of students, equity and the wellbeing of teachers.  

It is worth noting that the private sector can, and does, make some valuable contributions to 

public education (e.g. the production of textbooks). These contributions are considered valuable 

if they are democratic, non-discriminatory and equitable in their approach to education. 

However, a great deal of research to date suggests that many of the business interests in public 

education are óhiddenô, with civil society having very little idea of what is happening behind 

closed doors between politicians and businesses, philanthropies and/or entrepreneurs (Reckhow, 

2013). Indeed, there is a general consensus that we need greater transparency and a better 
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understanding of the extent to which our public schools are being privatised. This information is 

necessary to engage all stakeholders about the future of public education. The next two sections 

of this literature review attempt to summarise the various influences that are causing schools to 

become both more business-like and more amenable to business interests.  

 

Schools being business like  

School choice 

The key device of privatisation in education is the proliferation of market forms, most notable in 

the Australian context as óschool choiceô. Currently, over 35% of Australiaôs school children are 

educated in non-government schools, where 21% are enrolled in Catholic schools and 14% are 

enrolled in the Independent school sector (ABS, 2014). These figures have continued to climb 

since the 1970s and are part of a broader trend of people choosing to pay for services that they 

value regardless of whether these are also publicly provided. School choice is facilitated by the 

weakening or removal of bureaucratic regulations over school enrolment, school funding tied to 

this enrolment and encouragement for choice and movement around the school system (Ball & 

Youdell, 2008). As Prime Minister, Kevin Rudd, suggested in the announcement of the 

Education Revolution in 2007, if parents are not happy with their local school performance they 

should óvote with their feetô and move their children to a better one.  

The rationale underpinning the support for choice tends to be one linked to competition, where 

competition between schools will assumedly work to raise standards across the system. Indeed, 

the publication of NAPLAN scores on My School is intended as a resource for parentsô to make 

óinformed decisionsô about their childôs education. Despite this intention, empirical evidence 

reveals that parental choice actually works to increase inequity between schools by ability, 

socioeconomic status and ethnic background, where some schools get to hand pick their students 

and simultaneously force out disadvantaged and low performing ones (see Mussetôs (2012) 

review of School Choice and Equity). Globally there is a proliferation of research investigating 

Charter schools, Academies, Free Schools, Voucher Schools, Low-fee schools, and so on. The 

support for these types of schools is inconsistent and contentious. Regardless, the point here is 

that there are many alternatives to public schooling, and increasingly, public schools and their 

ómanagementô must ócompeteô for óclienteleô in the ever-growing schooling ómarketô. 

 

Principal as ómanagerô 

Nowadays the school principal holds a complex and at times, contradictory role (Rousmaniere, 

2013). As Rousmaniere (2013, pp.3-6) explains, the principal is óboth an advocate for school 

change and the protector of bureaucratic stabilityô. They are óauthorized to be employer, 

supervisor, professional figurehead, and inspirational leaderô and must act óon a daily basis as the 
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connecting link between a large bureaucratic system and the individual daily experiences of a 

large number of children and adultsô. Indeed, the modern principal is conceived as a middle 

manager that works to translate education policy from the central office to the classroom, and in 

doing so has multiple responsibilities. Goldring and Schuermann (2009) summarise these 

multiple responsibilities as including: responding to accountability demands; focusing on 

instructional improvement to improve student achievement; planning, allocating resources and 

making decisions based on data; and, ensuring they engage and function effectively within a 

market-oriented and competitive environment. Thus, it is not hard to understand why NAPLAN 

success has become ubiquitous with what it means to be a successful school principal, and why 

principals (and teachers) feel pressure to improve their studentsô NAPLAN performance (see 

Hardy, 2013; Thompson, 2013). Indeed, Lingard and Sellar (2013) argue that NAPLAN has 

become high stakes for systems through reputational damage caused by the perception of poor 

performance, and the nervousness felt in response to NAPLAN outcomes is motivated by 

concerns to improve or maintain the reputation of schools, rather than the intended objective of 

improving literacy and numeracy outcomes. Bloxham, Ehrich and Radha (2015) have made the 

point that this high-stakes accountability environment has forced principals to adopt a corporate, 

managerialist approach to leading education. 

In many respects, the characteristics of good school leadership are now described as akin to 

management practices, rather than inclusive, educative and participatory forms of decision-

making (Smyth, 2001). This is consistent with findings from other studies that leadership has 

shifted to emphasise efficiency, effectiveness and accountability at the expense of a more 

pedagogical orientation to the role (Dempster, Freakly & Parry, 2001; McInery, 2010). These 

studies highlight the impact of economic rationalist values on the work of principals and their 

sense of disillusionment at the degradation of their educational role in their school communities.  

Some research argues that principals have adapted to this approach and are finding opportunities 

to implement innovative thinking and vision for their schools while also meeting state 

regulations for accountability of outcomes (see Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008; Heffernan, 2016). This 

involves taking risks and becoming óresource investigatorsô that foster new initiatives and find 

new support and the funding required for school development and improvement by establishing 

commercial and entrepreneurial connections with diverse external agencies (Yemini, Addi-

Raccah & Katarivas, 2014). Indeed, Yemini and colleagues argue that decentralization has 

challenged institutional assumptions of school stability, compliance and isomorphism, and 

introduced space for school leaders' agency and entrepreneurship, where the expectations of and 

opportunities available to principals are becoming similar to those of managers in the corporate 

sector. This means that principals must now act within complex networks and engage in 

boundary-spanning tasks as they are pressed to seek new partnerships with various agencies and 

stakeholders in the broader community (Cheng, 2002; Leithwood, Harris & Hopkins, 2008). In 

fact, Yemini et al. (2014) make the point that principals could now be regarded as institutional 

entrepreneurs required not only to comply with institutional demands and regulations, but also 
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that they take a proactive role in advancing initiatives that reflect their own interests and the 

needs of their school. 

Performance management and performance-based pay 

Performance management mechanisms have also been imported into schools from the business 

sector and are intended to ensure increased accountability and transparency in the work of 

schools and teachers. However, as Ball and Youdell (2008) contend these can actually work to 

reorient the work of schools and teachers and change the values and priorities of classroom 

activities. A plethora of global research has accounted for these effects, and there are very few 

studies that support the use of high-stakes testing to drive up student performance. For example, 

a comprehensive review of high-stakes testing in the USA by Amrein and Berliner (2002), found 

that student performance remains at the same level it was before high-stakes testing policies were 

introduced, or in some cases, actually decreases. They also reported that the unintended 

consequences associated with these testing policies were concerning, and included increased 

student dropout rate, teaching to the test, sanctioned cheating on tests, and teachersô defection 

from the profession. These effects are usually exacerbated when student test scores are linked to 

teachersô pay.  

According to the OECD (2012), teachers in Austria, Chile, the Czech Republic, Denmark, 

England, Estonia, Hungary, the Netherlands, Poland, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Turkey and 

the USA are rewarded with supplemental pay for óoutstanding teaching performanceô. However, 

this same report highlights that óthe overall picture reveals no relationship between average 

student performance in a country and the use of performance-based pay schemes. In other words, 

some high-performing education systems use performance-based pay while others donôtô (p.2). 

As the OECD summarises, pay levels can only ever be part of the work environment, and 

countries that have succeeded in making teaching an attractive profession have tended to do so 

through raising the status of the profession, offering significant career prospects and giving 

teachers responsibility as professionals and leaders of reform.  

Thus, while performance-based pay is a viable policy option, it cannot be implemented as a 

ósimple-fixô to improve teacher standards and thus, raise student achievement (see Hursh, 2016). 

As Ball and Youdell (2008) warn such an uncritical adoption leads to the breakdown of working 

conditions agreements, the demise of collective bargaining and the rise of individual 

differentiated employment contracts.  

 

Businesses being in schools  

Outsourcing phenomenon 

Outsourcing is defined by Mol (2007) as the state or process of procuring goods and services 

from external suppliers. It involves a multitude of practices that vary in complexity on the basis 
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of: the range of goods and services outsourced; the amount of control exercised between an 

outsourcer over a supplier; the embeddedness of the social relationship between outsourcer and 

supplier; and, the level of formality governing the outsourcing agreement (Davis-Blake & 

Broschak, 2009). Thus outsourcing in schools involves the procurement of privately provided 

teaching and learning materials, professional learning, school administration packages, ICTs, as 

well as private providers delivering curriculum areas, or indeed, running schools. The effects of 

outsourcing are relatively unknown, with much research focusing on the ways that commercial 

players affect education policy and practice on global and national scales without necessarily 

drilling down to what is happening at the local level in schools. 

Teaching and learning materials 

In the global education industry there is no shortage of private companies offering commercial 

products to help schools, teachers and even parents improve student outcomes. For example, in 

Australia, the Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER) offers a suite of assessment 

and reporting tools that schools can purchase to gather further standardised data on their 

students. Its Progressive Achievement Tests in Mathematics, Reading and Science can be 

purchased for $7 per student and are currently sat by 2.5 million students each year (see Hogan, 

2015). ACER is also one of the formative companies moving towards online writing assessments 

for students, already offering eWrite to schools for students in years 5-8, where students interact 

directly with the online system that automatically marks the studentsô work, producing a detailed 

report ópinpointing individual studentsô writing strengths and weaknessesô (see 

https://www.acer.edu.au/ewrite). Other providers like Pearson offer textbooks developed 

specifically for the Australian Curriculum, but also global learning platforms such as MyLab 

which is óthe worldôs leading online homework, tutorial, and assessment systemô that has input 

from more than 11 million students annually (see 

https://www.pearsonmylabandmastering.com/au/). Pearson is also leading the charge in adaptive 

learning technologies, recently releasing REVEL, a fully digital learning experience that 

óreplaces the textbookô and óseamlessly blends authorsô narrative, media, and assessment, 

enabling students to read, practice and study in one continuous experienceô. This system 

integrates quizzes and assessment and as Pearson claims, it has created a digital learning 

technology uniquely suited to our increasingly digital worldô (see 

https://www.pearsonhighered.com/revel/). Essentially, any teacher, teaching any subject can find 

countless resources to assist them with their unit planning, lesson delivery or assessment tasks.  

Curriculum delivery 

There is burgeoning research particularly within the curriculum area of Health and Physical 

Education (HPE) that external providers are not only delivering curriculum support resources, 

but are actually delivering the subject in its entirety. Williams, Hay and Macdonald (2011) found 

that over 85% of Queensland primary schools were outsourcing their delivery of HPE to external 

providers. As Whipp et al. (2012) suggest, this trend might be explained by the reliance on 

https://www.acer.edu.au/ewrite
https://www.pearsonmylabandmastering.com/au/
https://www.pearsonhighered.com/revel/
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generalist classroom teachers to teach HPE, and with a combination of factors, including lack of 

time, knowledge, energy, training, confidence, and expertise there is a need to engage external 

óspecialistsô to provide HPE classes. Powell (2015) argues that HPE outsourcing appears to 

ósolveô the óproblemô of inexpert classroom teachers teaching HPE, but in effect, repurposes 

what HPE should look like, and who the HPE expert should be. For example, Hogan and 

Stylianou (2016) have highlighted that the pedagogical expertise of the generalist teacher is 

being replaced by the coaching expertise of the external provider, which stands in contrast to the 

HPE Australian Curriculum that does not advocate for children to engage in organised sport, but 

rather movement in the broadest sense, and thus, the educative value of HPE is being easily 

displaced by organisations eager to get into schools on a for-profit basis and moreover, works to 

help them recruit new players for after-school, weekend and holiday sports programs.  

ICTs 

Increasingly, ICTs are seen as the panacea to quality teaching and learning, and many schools in 

Australia have a 1:1 or Bring Your Own Device (BYOD) policy. BYOD is popular given most 

do not have the financial capacity to provide every student with state-of-the-art technology. This 

follows the failed Digital Education Revolution policy that was meant to provide a laptop for 

every student from Year 9 upwards in Australia. Thus, BYOD puts the onus on parents to 

provide students with a device they can use at school. Obviously, these schemes are likely to 

disadvantage students from low-income families and even work to increase the ódigital divideô. 

But perhaps most concerning is the way that some schools dictate what device parents must buy 

for their students. For example, Ashgrove Primary School in Queensland received considerable 

media attention surrounding the parental backlash to having to buy prep students an $800 iPad to 

participate in classroom activities. Ashgrove is recognised by Apple as a ódistinguished program 

for innovation, leadership and excellenceô, and details about how to buy Apple products are 

listed on the schoolôs website.  

Beyond the hardware choices schools make, there is also considerable investment made in 

various software packages. Research tends to focus on the effectiveness of these services and the 

improvements they might make to teacher and student learning, and range from digital 

textbooks, online learning programs, apps, integrated learning systems, game play, cloud storage 

and so on. Little research has attempted to understand the extent to which public schools buy in 

these various capabilities.  

Professional learning 

The research literature focusing on teacher professional learning is comprehensive and represents 

a clear consensus that effective professional development is linked to improvements in teacher 

and student learning (Mayer & Loyd, 2011). All Australian teachers are required to complete a 

number of hours of professional learning each year, and there seem to be very few regulations 

about what this learning might be, or moreover, who it might be delivered by. This has opened a 
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significant space to be populated by private providers offering workshops, seminars and 

conferences to teachers. For example the Pearson Academy in Australia offer an extensive range 

of courses, workshops and conferences and also offer private óspecifically designedô training 

programs to meet a schoolsô needs (see http://www.pearsonacademy.com.au). Next to no 

research has been undertaken on the commercial provision of professional learning in terms of 

the extent to which private providers are being used to deliver programs in Australia or the 

effectiveness of these programs for teacher and student learning. 

School administration 

Software packages have been developed by private providers to assist with school finance, 

timetabling, personnel, reporting and so on. In fact, Barta, Telem and Yev (1995, p.17) note that 

in Australia, the UK, USA and the Netherlands óa considerable number of applications have been 

developedô. They also highlight that very little research has been undertaken to understand what 

these programs are, or indeed, the positive and negative effects of their use. However, their 

research illustrated that school administrators see benefit in the use of these programs and 

applications, generally citing improvements in pupil and staff administration, efficiency of 

school administration, the availability of information on pupil achievement, as well as improved 

absentee systems and timetable construction. Butler and Visscher (2014), make an interestingly 

point tracking the history of the school administrative use of computers since the 1990s, 

summarising that ógovernmental departments proved to be the least likely to be successful in the 

evolution of computerized administrationô and óas a consequence huge wastes of energy, time 

and finances resultsô and as such, it is ófar more efficient to let the market decide what works 

bestô (p.201). 

School delivery 

While private delivery of schools is increasing exponentially around the world, it is perhaps 

worth noting the mixed-model of delivery in which schools are run by a mix of government and 

non-governmental organisations. As Destler and Page (2016) note, this mixed delivery model 

expands options for service recipients by increasing competition, effectiveness and efficiency in 

the service delivery; allow government to tap the expertise and flexibility of the private and non-

profit sectors; and retain knowledge and understanding of service requirements within the public 

sector. Their research of 10 cities using this model of delivery found significant differences and 

that activities fell along a continuum from more successful cities that employed tactics like 

creating markets with regulations, to less successful ones that tended to just manage the markets 

that emerged. They point to the need for research to now investigate the success or otherwise of 

teacher and student outcomes in these schools.  

Summary 

This brief review of literature reflects the growing commodification, and commercialisation, of 

schooling, and simultaneously points to the paucity of research that focuses on the various types 
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of privatisations that are happening today in public schools. While some areas are researched 

more than others, most of this research is uncritical in its nature and adopts the assumption that 

these products and services are necessary, without delving into who provides these and with 

what effects.  
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Introduction  
 

This report presents research into the teacher and school leader perceptions and experiences 

of commercialisation. This survey was part of a larger project titled Commercialisation in 

Public Schooling (CIPS). All participants were Australian Education Union (AEU) members 

working as teachers and school leaders in public schools across Australia. The research team 

included Professor Bob Lingard (UQ), Associate Professor Greg Thompson (QUT), Dr Sam 

Sellar (UQ) and Dr Anna Hogan (UQ). The New South Wales Teachers Federation (NSWTF) 

commissioned the research on behalf of the AEU. Associate Professor Paul Shield (QUT) 

made a significant contribution to the survey design and analysis.  

The project team would like to thank all of the AEU members who participated in the 

research project. As well, we would like to acknowledge the support of each of the affiliated 

AEU state organisations and the AEU executive.  

The aims of the survey were as follows: 

1. To survey education professionals affiliated with the AEU across Australia regarding 

their perceptions of the privatisation of public education in Australia; 

2. To gather evidence of the types of activities that corporate interests are undertaking in 

Australian public schools; 

3. To gather evidence regarding the concerns that education professionals affiliated with 

the AEU have with the increased role of corporate interests in public education; and 

4. To use the survey data to suggest subsequent research. 

 

Structure of the Report  
After the Introduction, the Report lists the Key Findings from the survey. Following these 

Key Findings is information regarding survey design. The Report then provides analysis of 

the various sections of the survey. These results have been summarised in the Key Findings.  

Limitations  
There is a very significant note of caution that must be recognized from the outset. While 

significant attempts were made to promote this as a national survey of AEU members, the 

returns from some states were very low, such that we would be reluctant to support the claim 

that these findings were of a national nature. As the participant demographics show, 82% of 

the respondents came from either NSW or Queensland. States/Territories with large 

populations like Victoria and Western Australia, or small populations like Tasmania, the 

ACT and NT were underrepresented in these findings. For example, Tasmania (n=7) 

contributed so little data to the survey that we could not support a claim that anything 

meaningful can be concluded about perceptions of commercial activity in public education in 

that state. Further, given the self-selection bias evident in a volunteer sample, we would also 

caution against generalising about perceptions of influence and concerns to the wider 

population. That said, as an exploratory study this survey presents many findings of interest 

that should be the focus of more research to enable more generalisable insights
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Key Findings  

Key Finding 1: Evidence of significant commercial activity in public schools 

As an exploratory study, the participants who responded to the survey reported significant 

commercial activity in their schools. However, participant responses suggest that while there 

was significant commercial activity in many schools, schools remained more likely to utilise 

products, services and support provided by the central Department administering public 

education in each state. So while there was significant commercial activity, participants were 

more likely to have accessed central support than commercial support. This evidence was 

gathered using a ópaired questionô technique in Q 12 and Q 13 and in a series of 10 questions 

where participants reported use of commercial resources in the last 12 months. 

Qs 12 and 13 were designed to match responses about Department and commercial support in 

the areas of curriculum, assessment, instruction, behaviour management, professional 

learning for accreditation and data analysis. These six areas were chosen because we argue 

they best represent the range of services that schools access and encapsulate the key ómessage 

systemsô of schooling in our current times. As the responses to Qs 12 and 13 demonstrate, in 

the areas of curriculum, assessment, instruction, behaviour management, professional 

learning for accreditation and data analysis, respondents reported accessing more support 

from their respective Departments than commercial providers (and this was statistically 

significant, however all effect sizes were small. See Table below). However, while frequency 

of use of commercial provision in the last 12 months was lower, there was still considerable 

commercial activity in these areas.  

Table 1: Department/Commercial Comparison 

Area Department/ 
Commercial 

Mean SD Significance Effect Size 

Curriculum Department 4.02 1.88 p < .001 r = .24 (small) 

Commercial 3.07 1.94 

Assessment Department 3.67 1.88 p < .001 r = .24 (small) 

Commercial 2.75 1.86 

Instruction 
 

Department 3.34 1.81 p < .001 r = .1  
(very small) 

Commercial 2.95 1.86 

Behaviour 
management 

Department 3.14 1.79 p < .001 r = .18 (small) 

Commercial 2.51 1.72 

Professional 
learning  

Department 3.75 1.86 p < .001 r = .19 (small) 

Commercial 3.02 1.92 

Data analysis 
 

Department 3.73 1.90 p < .001 r = .33 
(medium) 

Commercial 2.45 1.74 

 

The plotting of aggregated means to Qs 12 and 13 (aggregated because we added the 

responses to Department provision of curriculum assessment, instruction, behaviour 

management, professional learning to accreditation and data analyses means as on pp.38-45 

before doing the same to Commercial Provision) shows that while there was greater support 



29 
 

from the Department, there was also evidence of significant commercial activity in these 

areas. However, it is not surprising that in public education systems we see that Departments 

offer support to schools in many of these areas, it is after all one reason for their existence. 

We do note that these responses were not uniform, for example there appeared to be more 

commercial involvement in professional learning for accreditation than in curriculum 

services. The key finding is that commercial support is close to matching the support that 

Departments offer in these areas. This would support the premise that commercial provision 

is widespread in the areas of curriculum, assessment, instruction, behaviour management, 

professional learning for accreditation and data analyses.  

The subsequent section in the survey that asked participants to report on the range of 

activities of commercial provision (pp.46-55) further supports this thesis. Participants 

reported that that the commercial provision of lesson plans (x=4.16), being contacted at work 

via email by commercial providers offering products and services (x=3.37) and the personal 

cost of professional learning for accreditation (x=3.67) were the most frequent in their 

experience. However, participants reported that they were less likely to have used 

commercially sourced assessment support activities for NAPLAN and/or Year 12 

examinations (x=2.30), software packages that recorded student data (x=2.53) and phonics 

packages (x=2.67). This still supports the argument that there is commercial activity in these 

areas. Using a high/low argument based on the 7-point Likert scale used in the survey, the 

following tables shows the extent of these activities: 

Table 2: Commercial Activities High/Low analysis 

Commercial Activities High/Low analysis 
Question High/Significant use in 

last 12 months 

Low/Non-significant use 

in last 12 months 

Q1 Lesson Plans 28% 23% 

Q2 Curriculum materials  8% 59% 

Q3 Online learning programs 17% 48% 

Q4 Commercial PD 10% 47% 

Q5 Commercial reading programs 14% 61% 

Q6 Commercial standardised tests 15% 60% 

Q7 Student data packages 14% 65% 

Q8 Email or phone óspruikingô 22% 45% 

Q9 NAPLAN/Exam preparation 

materials 

8% 68% 

Q10 Personally paying for mandated 

PD 

23% 37% 

 

As Table 3 shows, participants employed in administrative or management roles (e.g. 

principals, assistant principals, Heads of Learning areas) reported relatively low commercial 

involvement in data analysis services, and curriculum support services. However, in the last 

12 months there was a much higher likelihood that a) they had accessed commercial support 

and b) accessed it more frequently in the areas of behaviour and attendance tracking software 

sourced from commercial providers, software support and services for generating student 

reports and purchasing assessment and diagnostic packages from commercial providers. Once 

again, even though some of these figures look small, the fact that 6% of school leaders report 
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paying for curriculum areas, or portions of those curriculum areas, to be conducted by 

commercial providers remains significant. 

Table 3: School Administration Commercial Activities 

Admin Commercial Activities High/Low analysis 
Question High/Significant use in 

last 12 months 

Low/Non-significant use 

in last 12 months 

Q1 Data analysis 12% 65% 

Q2 Curriculum provision  6% 67% 

Q3 Commercial behaviour/attendance 

programs 

51% 38% 

Q4 Reporting software 44% 44% 

Q5 Assessment packages 12% 51% 

Q6 PD 12% 41% 

 

Key Finding 2: Participants are concerned about commercial activity in 

public schools  
The members who completed the survey do evidence concern about the commercialisation of 

public education in Australia. This is not a universal concern, but focused on specific issues 

and areas of commercialisation. Analysis of questions in the Concerns Inventory (pp.62-85) 

using high/low analysis based on the 7 point Likert scale reveals the following: 
 

Table 4: Commercial Concerns Inventory 

Question High/Significant Concern Low Concern 

Q1 Businesses dictating ed policy 45% 15% 

Q2 Teacher activities being outsourced 36% 25% 

Q3 Lack of support from Dept 57% 7% 

Q4 Concerns around ethics of student 

data in commercial hands 

74% 7% 

Q5 Concern re privatisation of public 

education 

68% 7% 

Q6 Paying for services Depts should 

provide 

60% 8% 

Q7 Concerns re cost of technology 61% 10% 

Q8 Concern re private tutoring 20% 38% 

Q9 Concern re public schools running 

as businesses 

72% 6% 

Q10 Concerns re the quality of 

commercial products 

16% 18% 

 

This indicates that the participants, broadly speaking, have significant concerns about the 

impact that commercial activity is having in public education, both within schools and in 

regards to policy direction in general. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to build 

a model that indicated which items in particular tended to be linked in the responses (and by 

extension the perceptions) of the participants. 

Key Finding 3: The relationship between commercial and state provision of 

services is different than expected  
There is a relationship between commercial provision and Department provision (Q12 and 

Q13), but it is not what we expected. Our hypothesis was that commercial provision ófills the 

voidô left by the rollback of bureaucratic services and support. Instead, we found that the 
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commercial providers were augmenting the interventions and directions that Departments 

were setting and/or signalling as vitally important to schools and school leaders. This would 

seem to indicate that commercial provision is responsive to the ways that State and National 

Education Departments set agendas and try to augment, rather than replace, what is already 

out there. This is an interesting finding, particularly given the tendency in much of the 

sociology literature to see systems as losing their coordinating role as they promote autonomy 

and choice agendas in the interests of fiscal prudence. It seems that the relationship between 

commercial providers and Departments is more complex than is often given credit. 

Key Finding 4: Participan ts have very similar views on the purpose/role of 

public education with the exception of a few key questions  
On the questions that asked members about their beliefs or values regarding public education, 

the majority of participants indicated broad consensus in many areas. While we may not be 

surprised given that choosing to join a union most likely indicates a particular orientation to 

many of these questions, and if we place in parentheses the problems of the sample discussed 

above, out of the 24 questions that were asked, response patterns indicate a broad consensus. 

These questions elicited responses with very little divergence in opinion. These included 

questions regarding the role of public education for democracy, the need for strong 

centralised public education systems and the importance of multi-cultural education. Overall, 

the majority of questions (15/24) were in this category.  

However, there were some questions where more diverse responses were evident. These 

questions elicited a range of responses, showing that the membership have different opinions 

regarding these issues and their relationship to the ideal of public education. Overall 9/24 

questions were in this category. Examples include questions that addressed whether or not 

school autonomy was a good thing, whether or not innate ability explained student 

achievement, whether failing students should be required to repeat the school year and 

whether behaviour problems in schools were caused by not having tougher policies. It is 

these questions are interesting because they perhaps indicate different experiences among the 

membership of the AEU. However, generally we would say that on most issues the 

participants tended towards agreement with the public position of the AEU leadership. 

Key Finding 5:  No significant difference based on demographics (note 

caution about the sample expressed above)  
There was no significant difference to responses based on demographic indicators. This 

demonstrates that commercial provision is system wide and fairly homogeneous, regardless 

of whether a school is rural or remote, or whether it is a primary school or a senior campus. 

While statistical analyses indicate that there were some significant differences based on 

demographics, in nearly all cases the effect sizes were small which seems to indicate that 

physical location and structural conditions were not particularly important in explaining the 

type, frequency and concerns about commercial provision. 

Key Finding 6: Extended Response 
The open-ended question asked members for their opinions about the role of education 

businesses, consultants and corporations in public schools. The responses revealed a diverse 
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range of concerns about commercialisation in schooling. Almost 60% of responses expressed 

concern about increasing commercialisation in schools and how this was working to de-

professionalise teachers by narrowing curriculum and shifting the focus of teaching and 

learning to assessment, data and prescriptive student outcomes. Similarly, many responses 

argued their school had adopted the logics of business management. For example, principals 

discussed having to adopt an entrepreneurial or enterprising mindset to ensure their schools 

remained ócompetitiveô and appealing to prospective óclienteleô. 

Almost 40% of responses argued that there are some benefits to commercialisation. This was 

especially evident when talking about resources that support teaching and learning because of 

the pressure faced by teachers due to an overcrowded curriculum, limited planning time and 

the absence or inability to access central support. Interestingly, the need for high-quality ICT 

hardware and software was commonly cited as an example of why commercial products and 

services are better than Department alternatives.  

It is worth noting that a majority of the responses that argued for some level of 

commercialisation in public schools tended to offer a caveat that commercial providers 

should not be able to influence school, state or national decisions about curriculum, pedagogy 

or assessment. Respondents agreed that this level of influence would continue to de-

professionalise teaching. A high percentage of responses wanted governments and 

Departments to learn from the failed models of commercialised and privatised schooling in 

the US and UK, and even the recent reforms made to the TAFE sector in Australia, so stricter 

regulations could be implemented in relation to commercial provision in public schooling. 

Key Finding 7: National and sub -national system compariso ns 
There is much to be gained from comparing national and sub-national systems (see 

Appendices 2 and 3). The various relationships between commercial products/ providers and 

public education are not limited to Australia, therefore there is much to be learnt about the 

Australian experience through these comparisons. In this instance, comparisons of school 

leader perceptions in Canada and Australia have been generated. More specific comparisons 

of the sub-samples of Alberta and New South Wales were also generated. 

The concerns inventory shows that Australian school administrators report much more 

concern than their Canadian counterparts in regards to commercial interests in public 

education. However, in some of the questions (3, 7, 9, 10) the effect sizes were small so we 

should be cautious about over-interpreting the Canadian/Australian differences. However, the 

questions that generated medium effect sizes are worthy of comment. These are represented 

in Table 5 below. 
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Table 5: Canada/Australia Admin Effect Size Comparison 

Number Concern Significance Effect Size 

1 Business dictating education policy p < .001 r = .4 

2 Outsourcing common activities p < .001 r = .39 

4 Student data p < .001 r = .39 

5 Privatisation of public education p < .001 r = 49 

6 Paying for services traditionally provided by Education 
Departments 

p < .001 r = .47 

 

Further, NSW school administrators report much more concern than their Albertan 

counterparts regarding commercial interests in public education. However, in questions 7 and 

8 the effect sizes were small so we should be cautious about over-interpreting these 

differences. Question 10 which asked about the quality of commercial products did not return 

a statistically significant difference. However, the questions that generated medium and large 

effect sizes are worthy of comment. These are represented in the Table below. 

Table 6: NSW/Alberta Comparison Medium Effect Sizes 

Number Concern Significance Effect Size 

1 Business dictating education policy p < .001 r = .44 

2 Outsourcing common activities p < .001 r = .38 

3 Little Dept. support for schools and teachers p < .001 r = .36 

4 Student data p < .001 r = .46 

9 Public schools being run as businesses p < .001 r = .48 

 

Table 7: NSW/Alberta Comparison Large Effect Sizes 

Number Concern Significance Effect Size 

5 Privatisation of public education p < .001 r = .55 

6 Paying for services traditionally provided by Education 
Departments 

p < .001 r = .52 

 

As this is an exploratory study, the explanation as to why these responses are so different 

must remain speculative. Given the similarities between the Canadian and Australian 

education systems, both structurally and historically, it would appear to be worthwhile to 

conduct further research to ascertain why this difference emerges. However, a reasonable 

argument could be made that these perceptions reflect, at some level, the various policies and 

systems in place in Alberta and NSW. If the creation of a national schooling system through 

data, as has occurred in Australia, is having an impact, it may be that this is of significant 

concern in NSW. Equally, given that Albertan school administrators express less concern in 

regard to commercialisation, it would be important to understand what some of these 

protective factors appear to be. This is particularly important for questions 5 and 6 that 

generated statistically significant differences with a large effect size. Why is it that NSW 

teachers are far more concerned about the privatisation of public education and their schools 

must pay for services once delivered freely by their Department? Answering these questions 

is outside the scope of this research design, but worthy of further research.  
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Suggestions for further research  
As an exploratory survey, the methodology utilised is appropriate for uncovering perceived 

issues and concerns. However, it is not appropriate to draw firm conclusions as to why people 

feel as they do, the significant factors and players and/or the impact that this 

commercialisation is having on educational issues in Australia (such as equity and student 

achievement), due to the limitations of an exploratory study. 

With that in mind, we consider that the following areas are worthy of further research: 

1. Establish the relationship, if any, between the decentralisation occurring in Education 

Departments and the work that principals, teachers and parents are required to do in 

the absence of Department provision. 

2. Establish the reasons why some forms of commercial activity appear to be more 

appealing to public schools and education professionals than others. 

3. Explain the relationship between activity and concern in regards to 

commercialisation.  

4. Explore why members respond to these educational issues in the ways that they do, as 

this could have implications for the policy work of the AEU. Despite patterns of 

responses that indicate broad consensus amongst AEU members on a range of 

education issues, there are a number of items that indicate diverse opinions among the 

AEU members. These include attitudes towards school autonomy, teacher 

accountability, student behaviour, questions of student success and ability, and 

celebrating the history of the British Empire in the Australian curriculum.. 

5. Repeat elements of this survey (particularly those questions focused on activity and 

concern) at regular intervals (perhaps every 2-3 years) to enable an exploration of 

changes over time. One limitation of the survey is that it has only measured 

perceptions at one point in time.  

6. Consider adding international comparisons over time. For example, there appears to 

be a strong case that comparing perceptions across relatively similar countries (such 

as Australia and Canada in this instance) provides valuable insight into what is 

happening in each country. 
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About the survey  
 

This survey was commissioned by the NSWTF on behalf of the AEU. The increased role of 

private companies and edu-businesses in public education has been a cause of some concern 

for advocates of public education. Against this backdrop, the CIPS project is an initial 

exploration of the extent and character of commercialisation in Australian public schooling. 

The study explores the structural conditions, as well as political values and circumstances, 

which enable this commercialisation at federal and State/Territory levels of government in 

Australia. Additionally, the research suggests some implications of commercialisation for 

public schooling in both policy and practice terms and in relation to the social justice and 

democratic imperatives that have historically underpinned it. The project comprises a multi-

faceted case study of the different modes of commercialisation of Australian schooling. This 

report focuses on the survey component of the larger project. 

Aims 

The aims of the survey were as follows: 

1. To survey education professionals affiliated with the AEU across Australia regarding 

their perceptions of the privatisation of public education in Australia; 

2. To gather evidence of the types of activities that corporate interests are undertaking in 

Australian public schools; 

3. To gather evidence regarding the concerns that education professionals affiliated with 

the AEU have with the increased role of corporate interests in public education; and 

4. To use the survey data to suggest subsequent research. 

The survey consisted of 7 sections. The sections were designed to enable both qualitative and 

quantitative analysis to determine similarities and differences across responses. 

1. Demographic section asking where the participants work, the demographics of their 

school (perceived SES etc), as well as their personal characteristics, including age, 

gender, years of experience and role within the school (this is where the branch 

question is located) (8 questions).  

2. A section comparing commercial provision to Department provision of 

products/services in the areas of curriculum, assessment, instruction, behaviour 

management, professional learning and data analysis. 

3. A section on values/worldviews in regards to public education (24 questions). 

4. A section asking participants questions about their use of commercial products over 

the last 12 months in their schools (12 questions).  

5. A section on principals/admin work asking participants about the types of commercial 

activity their school has recently undertaken or is undertaking (6 questions).  

6. A teacher or principal/admin concerns inventory, which asks participants to discuss 

their major concerns about commercialisation and why (10 questions).  

7. An extended answer question asking opinions and concerns regarding 

commercialisation in public schools (1 question). 
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Scale 

Throughout the survey (excluding the demographic section, the comparison question and 

extended answer section) a 7-point Likert scale was used anchored at each end. While there 

has been a longstanding tradition of using a 5 point scale, most commonly with the choices 

óStrongly Agreeô, óAgreeô, óNeither Agree nor Disagreeô, óDisagreeô, óStrongly Disagreeô, 

these scales have been shown to have shortcomings when mapping attitudes. Scales that 

provide a 7 ï 9 response point scale are considered to be more insightful as they allow 

respondents greater freedom in their responses. Items were generated that mapped the level of 

the attitude or construct across a 7-point Likert like scale. While it is recognised that the 

Likert scale is technically an ordinal scale, in this context it is treated as being of interval 

level of measurement, which is in line with common practice in educational research 

(Lehman, 1991). Therefore, a 7 point, unidirectional scale was chosen to maximise sensitivity 

and to bolster the claim for interval level of measurement (Binder, 1984; Zumbo & 

Zimmerman, 1993; Cummins & Gullone, 2000). Only anchor points were labelled to better 

reflect the interval nature of the underlying attitude or construct (Cummins & Gullone, 2000). 

Cognitive Piloting  

The survey was designed by members of the research team. After design, cognitive piloting 

was used on members of the AEU in order to check that the questions were understood as 

intended. Cognitive piloting proceeded via four focus groups of five AEU members. These 

were conducted at the NSWTF Headquarters in Sydney. As a result of this piloting, some 

questions were removed or reworded to avoid confusion.  
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Sample Demographics  
There were 2193 participants who completed the survey. All participants were members of 

the Australian Education Union. 51.2% of the participants came from NSW, while a further 

30.8% came from Queensland. Only 1.1% of the participants came from the ACT with the 

least participants (0.3%) coming from Tasmania. The conduct of the survey depended upon 

the state-based organisations that make up the AEU contacting their members and recruiting 

them to the survey. The uneven participation across these state-based organisations reflect the 

realities of working with a federated organisation. For whatever reason, it appears that some 

state-based organisations were more successful in recruiting participants than others, most 

likely a reflection of strategies employed, overall interest and competing surveys being 

conducted within individual organisations. It must be stressed that this is a limitation of this 

survey. While significant attempts were made to promote this as a national survey of AEU 

members, the returns from many states were very low, such that we would be reluctant to 

support the claim that these findings were of a national nature. As the participant 

demographics show, 82% of the respondents came from either NSW or Queensland. 

States/Territories with large populations like Victoria and Western Australia, and small 

populations like Tasmania, the ACT and NT were underrepresented in these findings. For 

example, Tasmania (n=7) contributed so little data to the survey that inferences drawn are 

weak and it is better to claim that we know nothing about perceptions of commercial activity 

in public education in that state. Further, given the self-selection bias evident in a volunteer 

sample, we would also caution against causal generalising about perceptions of influence and 

concerns to the wider population. That said, as an exploratory study this survey presents 

many findings of interest that should be the focus of further research. 

On other indicators, we are more confident that the sample represents a diverse range of 

respondents. On demographic indicators such as school SES, type of school, type of school 

enrolment, years teaching, gender and school role the sample of respondents indicates that the 

survey attracted views from education professionals working in a range of schools and school 

contexts. This diversity of respondents is important for understanding whether or not 

commercialisation is experienced unevenly across the sector.  
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Participant Demographics Frequency Tables  

State/Territory location  
Table 8: Participant State/Territory  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid ACT 24 1.1 1.1 1.1 

New South Wales 1122 51.2 51.2 52.3 

Northern Territory 81 3.7 3.7 56.0 

Queensland 676 30.8 30.8 86.8 

South Australia 55 2.5 2.5 89.3 

Tasmania 7 .3 .3 89.6 

Victoria 116 5.3 5.3 94.9 

Western Australia 112 5.1 5.1 100.0 

Total 2193 100.0 100.0  

 

The socioeconomic context of participant school  
Table 9: Participant School SES Context 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Average 758 34.6 34.6 34.6 

Disadvantaged 736 33.6 33.6 68.1 

Advantaged 336 15.3 15.3 83.4 

Very Disadvantaged 276 12.6 12.6 96.0 

Very Advantaged 87 4.0 4.0 100.0 

Total 2193 100.0 100.0  

 

Gender of participants  
Table 10: Participant Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Female 1539 70.2 70.2 70.2 

Male 650 29.6 29.6 99.8 

Neither male or female 4 .2 .2 100.0 

Total 2193 100.0 100.0  
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Type of school where participants were employed  
Table 11: Participant School Type 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Primary School K-6 (or R-7 in 

SA) 
1006 45.9 45.9 45.9 

High School 7-12 (or 8-12 in 

SA) 
843 38.4 38.4 84.3 

Other 173 7.9 7.9 92.2 

K-12 School 127 5.8 5.8 98.0 

High School K-10 (such as 

District High Schools) 
42 1.9 1.9 99.9 

Early Learning School (K-2) 2 .1 .1 100.0 

Total 2193 100.0 100.0  

 

Enrolment policy at participant school  
Table 12: Type of Enrolment at Participantôs School 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Comprehensive 2004 91.4 91.4 91.4 

Specialist 102 4.7 4.7 96.0 

Selective 87 4.0 4.0 100.0 

Total 2193 100.0 100.0  

 

Participant role at their school  
Table 13: Participant Role in School  

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Classroom/Subject Teacher 1317 60.1 60.1 60.1 

Head of Learning Area 195 8.9 8.9 68.9 

Principal 177 8.1 8.1 77.0 

Deputy/Assistant Principal 170 7.8 7.8 84.8 

Other 102 4.7 4.7 89.4 

Student Support Teacher 99 4.5 4.5 93.9 

Teacher-Librarian 70 3.2 3.2 97.1 

Primary School Subject 

Specialist/Coordinator 
63 2.9 2.9 100.0 

Total 2193 100.0 100.0  
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Commercial/Department Comparison  
Question 12, which was answered immediately after the demographic section, asked the 

respondents to report their perceptions of support in the last 12 months from their 

State/Territory Education Department in the areas of curriculum, assessment, instruction, 

behaviour, professional learning and data analysis services. Question 13 asked respondents to 

report their perceptions of support in the last 12 months from a commercial provider in the 

areas of curriculum, assessment, instruction, behaviour, professional learning and data 

analysis services. These six areas represent the most common types of involvement in the 

day-to-day operations of a school that all members of a school staff (from the classroom 

teacher up to the school principal) would have insight into. It is argued that these six areas are 

where individual schools and teachers place much emphasis and traditionally have attracted 

support from Education Departments. It follows that these would be likely areas for 

commercial providers to offer products and services to teachers and principals.  

The hypothesis was that as Department support decreases commercial provision would 

become more likely. This hypothesis is informed by sociological explanations of what 

happens when education bureaucracies devolve their previous responsibilities, and create a 

vacuum that commercial providers fill (Robinson, 2015; Smyth et al., 2014). This logic 

argues that as State (in this context, Education Departments) becomes increasingly 

decentralised and engages in outsourcing work previously being done within its bureaucratic 

structure, commercial providers step in to fill the void. This would imply that an inverse 

relationship between the level of Department involvement and Commercial involvement 

across the 6 areas. However, analysis showed that while there was a statistically significant 

difference in the relationship between Department Involvement and Commercial 

Involvement, the effect size overall was small (0.26) indicating a weak positive correlation 

between perceived Department Involvement and perceived Commercial Involvement.  
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Department support  
 

 
Figure 1: Mean Department Support 

 
Figure 2: Mean Commercial Support 

 

Table 14: Department/Commercial Support Descriptives  

 

mean dept 

support 

mean com 

support 

N Valid 1997 1971 

Missing 196 222 

Mean 3.5942 2.7694 

Median 3.5000 2.5000 

Std. Deviation 1.55738 1.49191 
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A Mann-Whitney test indicated that schools accessed more support with respect to provision 

of resources across the 6 categories (curriculum, assessment, instruction, behaviour, 

professional learning and data analysis services) from the Department (Mdn = 3.5) than from 

commercial providers (Mdn = 2.5). The difference was statistically significant, p < .001 but 

the effect size was small r = .26 
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Individual Items  

How often in the last 12 months have you or your school received or accessed 

support from your state Education Department or Commercial Providers in the 

area of Curriculum?  

 
Figure 3: Curriculum  

 

 

 
A Mann-Whitney test indicated that schools accessed more support with respect to provision 

of curriculum resources from the Department (Mdn = 4.00) than from commercial providers 

(Mdn = 3.00 ). The difference was statistically significant, p < .001 but the effect size was 

small r = .24 
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How often in the last 12 months have you or your school received or accessed 

support from your state Education Department or Commercial Providers in the 

area of Assessment? 

 
Figure 4: Assessment 

 

 
A Mann-Whitney test indicated that schools accessed more support with respect to provision 

of assessment resources from the Department (Mdn = 4.00) than from commercial providers 

(Mdn = 2.00). The difference was statistically significant, p < .001 but the effect size was 

small r = .24 
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How often in the last 12 months have you or your school received or accessed 

support from your state Education Department or Commercial Providers in the 

area of Instruction?  

 

 
Figure 5: Instruction  

 
A Mann-Whitney test indicated that schools accessed more support with respect to provision 

of instructional resources from the Department (Mdn =3.00) than from commercial providers 

(Mdn =3.00 ). The difference was statistically significant, p < .001 but the effect size was 

very small r = .1. 
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How often in the last 12 months have you or your school received or accessed 

support from your state Education Department or Commercial Providers in the 

area of Behaviour Management? 

 

 
Figure 6: Behaviour Management 

 

 

 
 

A Mann-Whitney test indicated that schools accessed more support with respect to provision 

of behaviour management resources from the Department (Mdn = 3.00) than from 

commercial providers (Mdn = 2.00). The difference was statistically significant, p < .001 but 

the effect size was small r = .18 
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How often in the last 12 months have you or your school received or accessed 

support from your state Education Department or Commercial Providers in the 

area of Professional Learning to maintain accreditation?  

 

 
Figure 7: Professional Learning 

 

 
A Mann-Whitney test indicated that schools accessed more support with respect to provision 

of professional learning to maintain accreditation from the Department (Mdn = 4.00) than 

from commercial providers (Mdn = 3.00). The difference was statistically significant, p < 

.001 but the effect size was small r = .19
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How often in the last 12 months have you or your school received or accessed 

support from your state Education Department or Commercial Providers in the 

area of Data Analysis? 

 

 
Figure 8: Data Analysis 

 
 

A Mann-Whitney test indicated that schools accessed more support with respect to provision 

of data analysis from the Department (Mdn = 4.00) than from commercial providers (Mdn = 
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2.00). The difference was statistically significant, p < .001 and the effect size was medium r = 

.33. 

Summary 

The comparison of responses is represented in the Table below. This shows that while there 

were statistically significant differences, the effects were either small or very small. The one 

exception was data analysis, which had a medium effect size. This may indicate that 

Departments are currently paying extra attention to supporting schools with data analysis, 

which is perhaps not surprising given the importance placed on NAPLAN and Year 12 

examinations, so that schools feel less need to utilise commercial support for data analysis. 

Table 15: Department vs Commercial Support Statistics 

Area Department/ 
Commercial 

Mean SD Significance Effect Size 

Curriculum Department 4.02 1.88 p < .001 r = .24 (small) 

Commercial 3.07 1.94 

Assessment Department 3.67 1.88 p < .001 r = .24 (small) 

Commercial 2.75 1.86 

Instruction 
 

Department 3.34 1.81 p < .001 r = .1  
(very small) 

Commercial 2.95 1.86 

Behaviour 
management 

Department 3.14 1.79 p < .001 r = .18 (small) 

Commercial 2.51 1.72 

Professional 
learning  

Department 3.75 1.86 p < .001 r = .19 (small) 

Commercial 3.02 1.92 

Data analysis 
 

Department 3.73 1.90 p < .001 r = .33 
(medium) 

Commercial 2.45 1.74 

 

The responses indicate that participants remain more likely to access support from 

Departments than Commercial providers in the areas of curriculum, assessment, instruction, 

behaviour, professional learning and data analysis services. While it also appears that there 

are a large number of teachers who report almost no support from either Department or 

Commercial providers, this was higher for Commercial providers than Departments. Qs 12 

and 13 were designed to match responses about Department and Commercial support in the 

areas of curriculum, assessment, instruction, behaviour management, professional learning 

for accreditation and data analysis. These 6 areas were chosen because we would argue that 

they best represent the range of services that schools access and encapsulate the key ómessage 

systemsô of schooling in our current times. As the responses to Qs 12 and 13 demonstrate, in 

the areas of curriculum, assessment, instruction, behaviour management, professional 

learning for accreditation and data analysis, respondents perceive that they have accessed 

more support from their respective Departments than Commercial providers (and this was 

statistically significant).  

However, while frequency of use of commercial provision in the last 12 months was lower, 

there was still considerable commercial activity in these areas. The plotting of aggregated 

means to Qs 12 and 13 (aggregated because we added the responses to Department provision 

of curriculum assessment, instruction, behaviour management, professional learning to 
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accreditation and data analyses means as on pp.38-45 before doing the same to Commercial 

Provision) shows that while there was greater support from the Department, commercial 

provision was not far behind. However, this should not be surprising, as we would expect that 

Departments would offer support to schools in these areas, it is after all their reason for 

existing. This would support the premise that commercial provision is widespread in the areas 

of curriculum assessment, instruction, behaviour management, professional learning for 

accreditation and data analyses. We do note that these responses were not uniform, for 

example there appeared to be more commercial involvement in professional learning for 

accreditation than in curriculum services. 

One possibility that deserves further scrutiny is that commercial providers conduct their 

business in response to the aims and policy objectives that Departments are focusing their 

attention on, but perhaps do not have the expertise or workforce to adequately support. Thus, 

the relationship is not one of replacement but of support, commercial products and services 

are designed to complement strategic policy directions that education systems have already 

implemented. The logical antecedent to this is textbook publishers responding to curriculum 

change and trying to get ahead of the game by producing textbooks for curriculum in 

advance. As policy in Australia has turned to national curriculum, standardised assessments 

and ódatafiedô accountability, it is little wonder that commercial products have been 

developed to support schools and Departments in their delivery. This explains the positive 

relationship between Commercial and Department provision.  
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Worldviews  
The section following demographics included a series of questions designed to explore the 

worldviews, or values orientations, of participants. The focus of these questions was 

education issues that tend to generate much debate, such as orientations to curriculum, school 

funding and school accountability. The worldview schedule consisted of 24 questions that 

were grouped into constructs identified in previous research by Doherty, Patton and Shield 

(2015). The hypothesis being tested here was that members of teachers unions are likely to 

share similar views about many of these issues. However, while there may be much 

consensus in responses to the questions on worldview and/or values, another interest was 

when consensus did not materialise in relation to some issues. This is an important point 

because it can provide teacher unions with valuable information regarding the beliefs/values 

of their members.  
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Social Democratic Worldview Inventory  
The following questions were used to map the level of social democratic Worldview 

(SDWV) teachers hold with respect to specific policy, teaching and operational issues. The 

level of SDWV is plumbed via a seven point Likert like scale where 1 represents ñnot at allò 

and 7 represents ñto a great extentò. 

A score of 6 or 7 is interpreted as that respondent having significant levels of SDWV with 

respect to the topic and a score of 1 or 2 indicating none or little SDWV. A score of 4 is taken 

to indicate moderate SDWV. The median value is the 50
th
 percentile and is interpreted as 

50% of respondents registering at or above this value and 50% registering at or below this 

value. 

SDWV1: To what extent do you think a public school system contributes positively to 

the public good? 

 
Table 16: SDWV1 ï descriptives  

Public _Good  

N Valid 2045 

Missing 0 

Mean 6.46 

Median 7.00 

Std. Deviation 1.107 

 

 

 
 
Figure 9: SDWV1 - % responses 

Approximately 86% of respondents registered significant levels of SDWV1 and 1.5% 

registered low levels. 
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SDWV2: To what extent do you believe the prime purpose of education is to 

strengthen democracy? 
 

Table 17: SDWV2 ï descriptives 

Democracy  

N Valid 2045 

Missing 0 

Mean 5.29 

Median 6.00 

Std. Deviation 1.698 

 

 
 
Figure 10: SDWV2 - % response 

Approximately 52% of respondents registered significant levels of SDWV2 and 9% 

registered low levels. 
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SDWV3: To what extent do you think student -centered pedagogies are beneficial for 

students? 
 

Table 18: SDWV3 - descriptives 

 

Student_centred_pedagogy  

N Valid 2045 

Missing 0 

Mean 5.73 

Median 6.00 

Std. Deviation 1.403 

 

 
 
Figure 11: SDWV3 - % response 

Approximately 64% of respondents registered significant levels of SDWV3 and 3% 

registered low levels. 
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SDWV4: To what extent do you think public schools should remain part of a 

centralised government system? 

 
Table 19: SDWV4- descriptives 

Central_System  

N Valid 2045 

Missing 0 

Mean 6.34 

Median 7.00 

Std. Deviation 1.150 

 
Figure 12: SDWV4 - % response  

Approximately 82% of respondents registered significant levels of SDWV4 and 1.5% 

registered low levels. 
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SDWV5: To what extent should student results be used to measure teacher 

proficiency? 
 

Table 20: SDWV5 - descriptives 

Teacher_Proficiency  

N Valid 2045 

Missing 0 

Mean 2.34 

Median 2.00 

Std. Deviation 1.373 

 

 
Figure 13: SDWV5 - % response 

Approximately 2% of respondents registered significant levels of SDWV5 and 64% 

registered low levels. 
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SDWV6: To what extent do you think schools from low socioeconomic areas should 

be funded to a higher level than schools in higher socioeconomic areas? 

 
Table 21: SDWV6 - descriptives 

SES_Funding  

N Valid 2045 

Missing 0 

Mean 6.15 

Median 7.00 

Std. Deviation 1.255 

 

 
Figure 14: SDWV6 - % responses 

Approximately 76% of respondents registered significant levels of SDWV6 and 2% 

registered low levels. 

  



58 
 

SDWV7: To what extent do you think that the social development of students is more 

important than their academic achievement?  
 

Table 22: SDWV7 - descriptives 

Social_Dev  

N Valid 2045 

Missing 0 

Mean 5.13 

Median 5.00 

Std. Deviation 1.289 

 
 
Figure 15: SDWV7 - % response 

Approximately 39% of respondents registered significant levels of SDWV7 and 2% 

registered low levels. 
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SDWV8: To what extent do you think it is essential that students are exposed to a 

diverse range of cultures in their school?  

 

Table 23: SDWV8 - descriptives 

Diverse_Cultures  

N Valid 2045 

Missing 0 

Mean 6.01 

Median 6.00 

Std. Deviation 1.245 

 
Figure 16: SDWV8 - % responses 

Approximately 72% of respondents registered significant levels of SDWV8 and 2% 

registered low levels. 
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Factor structure SDWV 

Given the high level of response skewness in many of the SDWV items and the small to very 

small inter-item correlations (only 2 above the minimum requirement of 0.4), it was deemed 

inappropriate to attempt to fit a factor structure across the SDWV items.  

Table 24: Correlations SDWV 

 SDWV1 SDWV2 SDWV3 SDWV4 SDWV5 SDWV6 SDWV7 SDWV8 

SDWV1 1        

SDWV2 .410
**
 1       

SDWV3 .344
**
 .341

**
 1      

SDWV4 .442
**
 .312

**
 .248

**
 1     

SDWV5 .042 .106
**
 .153

**
 .049

*
 1    

SDWV6 .220
**
 .169

**
 .134

**
 .284

**
 .023 1   

SDWV7 .058
**
 .090

**
 .164

**
 .047

*
 -.059

**
 .165

**
 1 

**
 

SDWV8 .246
**
 .286

**
 .273

**
 .218

**
 .014 .278

**
 .284

**
 1 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Summary 

The lack of a factor for the SDWV is because there is too much skewness, or not enough 

range in the responses, indicating that there is a widespread consensus amongst participants 

in relation to the questions. This tentatively suggests that the AEU participants tend to view 

current education issues in similar ways. This is perhaps to be expected in most forms of 

unionism where the commitment to the general ideal of unionism translates to common 

beliefs about specific problems/issues.   
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Neoliberal Wo rldview Inventory  
The following questions attempt to map the level of neoliberal worldview (NLWV) that 

participants hold with respect to specific policy, teaching and operational issues. The level of 

NLWV is plumbed via a seven point Likert like scale where 1 represents ñnot at allò and 7 

represents ñto a great extentò. 

A score of 6 or 7 is interpreted as that respondent having significant levels of NLWV with 

respect to the topic and a score of 1 or 2 indicating none or little NLWV. A score of 4 is taken 

to indicate moderate NLWV. The median value is the 50
th
 percentile and is interpreted as 

50% of respondents registering at or above this value and 50% registering at or below this 

value. 

NLWV1: To what extent do you think that competition between schools imp roves 

quality?  
 

Table 25: NLWV1 - descriptives 

Competition  

N Valid 2036 

Missing 0 

Mean 2.08 

Median 2.00 

Std. Deviation 1.355 

 

 
Figure 17: NLWV1 - % responses 

Approximately 3% of respondents registered significant levels of NLWV1 and 72% 

registered low levels. 
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NLWV2: To what extent do you think that public schools should have complete 

autonomy in their day -to-day operations? 

 

Table 16: NLWV2 ï descriptives 

Autonomy  

N Valid 2036 

Missing 0 

Mean 3.80 

Median 4.00 

Std. Deviation 1.693 

 

 

 
 
Figure 18: NLWV2 - % response 

Approximately 17% of respondents registered significant levels of NLWV2 and 25% 

registered low levels. 
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NLWV3: To what extent do you think that schools performing well on measures such 

as NAPLAN and Year 12 exams should be rewarded with more funding from the 

government? 

 

 

Table 27: NLWV3 - descriptives 

Performance  

N Valid 2036 

Missing 0 

Mean 1.62 

Median 1.00 

Std. Deviation 1.053 

 

 

 
Figure 19: NLWV3 - % response 

Approximately 83% of respondents registered significant levels of NLWV3 and 3% 

registered low levels. 
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NLWV4: To what extent do you think that placing teachers on performance -based 

contracts will improve student achievement?  

 
Table 28: NLWV4- descriptives 

Tchr_Contracts  

N Valid 2036 

Missing 0 

Mean 1.57 

Median 1.00 

Std. Deviation 1.125 

 

 
 
Figure 20: NLWV4 - % response  

Approximately 2% of respondents registered significant levels of NLWV4 and 87% 

registered low levels. 
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NLWV5: To what extent do you think that schools are sufficiently accountable for 

student results? 

 

Table 29: NLWV5 - descriptives 

Accountability  

N Valid 2036 

Missing 0 

Mean 4.63 

Median 5.00 

Std. Deviation 1.631 

 

 
Figure 21: NLWV5 - % response 

Approximately 33% of respondents registered significant levels of NLWV5 and 11% 

registered low levels. 
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NLWV6: To what extent do you think that schools should use commercial providers 

for teaching and learning support?  

 
Table 30: NLWV6 - descriptives 

Comm_Prov  

N Valid 2036 

Missing 0 

Mean 2.32 

Median 2.00 

Std. Deviation 1.356 

 

 
 
Figure 22: NLWV6 - % responses 

Approximately 2% of respondents registered significant levels of NLWV6 and 65% 

registered low levels. 
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NLWV7: To what extent do you think that corporations should be allowed to run 

schools for-profit in Australia?  

 

Table 31: NLWV7 ï descriptives 

For_Profit  

N Valid 2036 

Missing 0 

Mean 1.32 

Median 1.00 

Std. Deviation .865 

 

 
 
Figure 23: NLWV7 - % response 

Approximately 1% of respondents registered significant levels of NLWV7 and 93% 

registered low levels. 
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NLWV8: To what extent do you think that business and industry groups should be 

able to determine what is taught in schools? 

 

Table 32: NLWV8 ï descriptives 

Business_Influence  

N Valid 2036 

Missing 0 

Mean 1.78 

Median 1.00 

Std. Deviation 1.133 

 

 
Figure 24: NLWV8 - % responses 

Approximately 1% of respondents registered significant levels of NLWV8 and 80% 

registered low levels. 
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Factor structure NLWV 

Given the high level of response skewness in many of the NLWV items and the small to very 

small inter-item correlations (none above the minimum requirement of 0.4), it was deemed 

inappropriate to attempt to fit a factor structure across the NLWV items.  

Table 33: Correlations NLWV  

 NLWV1 NLWV2 NLWV3 NLWV4 NLWV5 NLWV6 NLWV7 NLWV8 

NLWV1 1        

NLWV2 .152 1       

NLWV3 .361 .120 1      

NLWV4 .292 .115 .391 1     

NLWV5 -.093 .029 -.053 -.071 1    

NLWV6 .231 .149 .201 .243 .006 1   

NLWV7 .312 .121 .204 .240 -.094 .353 1  

NLWV8 .275 .118 .196 .227 -.035 .326 .371 1 

 

Summary 

The NLWV similarly failed to generate a construct due to the skewness of the responses. The 

NLWV tended to focus on issues of funding, markets and accountability in education, key 

concerns for teacher unions and their members. Once again, this seems to confirm the 

hypothesis that there is a general consensus around these debates. However, unlike the 

SDWV, there were two questions where this consensus was not apparent, namely óTo what 

extent do you think that schools are sufficiently accountable for student results?ô and óTo 

what extent do you think that public schools should have complete autonomy in their day-to-

day operations?ô This is interesting. As notions of autonomy and accountability have become 

central to policy agendas, these remain poorly defined terms that are used in different 

contexts in different ways. Given these responses, it would be very useful for teacher unions 

to understand how their members understand autonomy and accountability, and use this to 

promote a nuanced understanding of these concepts amongst the membership. Clearly, the 

AEU participants see accountability and autonomy in more nuanced ways than the policy 

debates often seem to indicate.  
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Conservative Worldview Inventory  
The following questions attempt to map the level of conservative worldview (CWV) teachers 

hold with respect to specific policy, teaching and operational issues. The level of CWV is 

plumbed via a seven point Likert like scale where 1 represents ñnot at allò and 7 represents 

ñto a great extentò. 

A score of 6 or 7 is interpreted as that respondent having significant levels of CWV with 

respect to the topic and a score of 1 or 2 indicates none or little CWV. A score of 4 is taken to 

indicate moderate CWV. The median value is the 50
th
 percentile and is interpreted as 50% of 

respondents registering at or above this value and 50% registering at or below this value. 

CWV1: To what extent do you think that Australian public schools should celebrate 

in their curriculum the history of the British Empire?  
 

Table 34: CWV1 - descriptives 

Brit_Emp  

N Valid 2164 

Missing 29 

Mean 3.55 

Median 4.00 

Std. Deviation 1.500 

 

 
 

 

 
Figure 25: CWV1 - % responses 

Approximately 10% of respondents registered significant levels of CWV1 and 28% 

registered low levels. 
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CWV2: To what extent do you think that multiculturalism should be an important 

focus of our national curriculum?  

 

Table 35: CWV2 ï descriptives 

Multicult  

N Valid 2160 

Missing 33 

Mean 5.42 

Median 6.00 

Std. Deviation 1.443 

 

 

 
 
Figure 26: CWV2 - % response 

Approximately 52% of respondents registered significant levels of CWV2 and 4% registered 

low levels. 
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CWV3: To what extent do you think that the most effective pedagogy is commercial, 

scripted instruction?  
 

Table 36: CWV3 - descriptives 

Script_Instr  

N Valid 2165 

Missing 28 

Mean 1.91 

Median 1.00 

Std. Deviation 1.216 

 

 

 
Figure 27: CWV3 - % response 

Approximately 2% of respondents registered significant levels of CWV3 and 77% registered 

low levels. 
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CWV4: To what extent do you think that a good education should focus on 

developing skills for future employment?  

 
Table 37: CWV4- descriptives 

Empl_Skills  

N Valid 2184 

Missing 9 

Mean 5.36 

Median 5.00 

Std. Deviation 1.326 

 

 
 
Figure 28: CWV4 - % response  

Approximately 48% of respondents registered significant levels of CWV4 and 3% registered 

low levels. 
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CWV5: To what extent do you think behaviour problems in schools are the result of 

not being tough enough on students? 

 

Table 38: CWV5 - descriptives 

Behav  

N Valid 2186 

Missing 7 

Mean 3.61 

Median 3.00 

Std. Deviation 1.871 

 
Figure 29: CWV5 - % response 

Approximately 18% of respondents registered significant levels of CWV5 and 35% 

registered low levels. 
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CWV6: To what extent do you think that 'failing' students should be required to 

repeat that year of schooling?  
 

Table 39: CWV6 - descriptives 

Repeat_Grade  

N Valid 2179 

Missing 14 

Mean 3.29 

Median 3.00 

Std. Deviation 1.919 

 
 
Figure 30: CWV6 - % responses 

Approximately 16% of respondents registered significant levels of CWV6 and 44% 

registered low levels. 
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CWV7: To what extent do you think that student success in schools is determined by 

their innate ability?  

 

Table 40: CWV7 ï descriptives 

Innate_Ability  

N Valid 2174 

Missing 19 

Mean 3.73 

Median 4.00 

Std. Deviation 1.437 

 

 

 
 

 
Figure 31: CWV7 - % response 

Approximately 10% of respondents registered significant levels of CWV7 and 23% 

registered low levels.  
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CWV8: To what extent do you think that all students have the same opportunity for 

academic success in Australian public schools?  

 

Table 41: CWV8 ï descriptives 

Success  

N Valid 2181 

Missing 12 

Mean 3.39 

Median 3.00 

Std. Deviation 1.929 

 

 
 
Figure 32: CWV8 - % responses 

Approximately 19% of respondents registered significant levels of CWV8 and 4% registered 

low levels. 
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Factor structure CWV 

Given the high level of response skewness in many of the CWV items and the small to very 

small inter-item correlations (one above the minimum requirement of 0.4) it was deemed 

inappropriate to attempt to fit a factor structure across the CWV items.  

Table 42: Correlations CWV 

 CWV1 CWV2 CWV3 CWV4 CWV5 CWV6 CWV7 CWV8 

 CWV1 1.000        

CWV2 -.090 1.000       

CWV3 .159 -.135 1.000      

CWV4 .127 .048 .165 1.000     

CWV5 .240 -.204 .255 .172 1.000    

CWV6 .145 -.153 .164 .137 .482 1.000   

CWV7 .132 -.109 .169 .130 .313 .241 1.000  

CWV8 .108 -.039 .115 .143 .162 .118 .163 1.000 

 

Summary 

Perhaps the most interesting pattern of responses in regards to participant beliefs about public 

education is found in the óConservative Worldviewô. Unlike the SDWV and the NLWV the 8 

Qs in the CWV median responses between 3.00-4.00 indicate that many of the respondents 

were either not sure or they agreed with the proposition to a small extent. This is particularly 

true for Qs 5-8 that asked participants about behaviour, innate ability, opportunity for success 

and whether or not students should repeat grades based on their levels of achievement. While 

these did not produce a factor (in other words responses to individual items could not be 

explained by how participants responded to other items) there may be a case that the answers 

to these questions are also worth further exploration to understand why it is that participants 

believe as they do, and what they base these beliefs on.  
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Activities Inventory  
The following questions attempt to map the frequency or level of activity (ACT) teachers 

report with respect to commercially supplied resources. The level of ACT is plumbed via a 

seven point Likert like scale where 1 represents ñneverò and 7 represents ñvery oftenò. 

A score of 6 or 7 is interpreted as that respondent being significant users of ACT with respect 

to the topic and a score of 1 or 2 indicating none or little use. A score of 4 is taken to indicate 

moderate use. The median value is the 50
th
 percentile and is interpreted as 50% of 

respondents registering at or above this value and 50% registering at or below this value. 

ACT1: In the last 12 months, how often have you used lesson materials (i.e. 

textbooks, worksheets, resources) purchased from  commercial providers?  
 

Table 43: ACT1 - descriptives 

Lesson  

N Valid 1646 

Missing 547 

Mean 4.16 

Median 4.00 

Std. Deviation 1.865 

 

 
 
Figure 33: ACT1 - % responses 

Approximately 28% of respondents reported significant use while 23% registered no or little 

use. 
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ACT2: In the last 12 months, how often have you used curriculum materials (ie unit 

plans, assessment rubrics) purchased from commercial providers?  

 

Table 44: ACT2 ï descriptives 

Curric  

N Valid 1632 

Missing 561 

Mean 2.66 

Median 2.00 

Std. Deviation 1.735 

 

 
 
Figure 34: ACT2 - % response 

Approximately 8% of respondents registered significant levels of ACT2 while 59% registered 

low levels.  
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ACT3: In the last 12 months, how often have asked your students to log on to a 

learning program conducted online which is run by a commercial provider?  
 

 

Table 45: ACT3 - descriptives 

Online_Prog  

N Valid 1633 

Missing 560 

Mean 3.18 

Median 3.00 

Std. Deviation 2.030 

 

 
 
Figure 35: ACT3 - % response 

Approximately 17% of respondents registered significant levels of ACT3 while 48% 

registered low levels. 
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ACT4: In the last 12 months, how often have you attended teacher professional 

development programs offered by commercial providers or consultants?  
 

Table 46: ACT4- descriptives 

Tchr_PD  

N Valid 1635 

Missing 558 

Mean 3.06 

Median 3.00 

Std. Deviation 1.753 

 

 

 
Figure 36: ACT4 - % response  

Approximately 10% of respondents registered significant levels of ACT4 while 47% 

registered low levels. 
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ACT5: In the last 12 months, how often have you used learning to read packages (ie 

MULTILIT, Jolly Phonics) purchased from commercial providers? 
 

Table 47: ACT5 ï descriptives 

Read_Prog  

N Valid 1614 

Missing 579 

Mean 2.67 

Median 2.00 

Std. Deviation 2.063 

 

 

 
 
Figure 37: ACT5 - % response 

Approximately 14% of respondents registered significant levels of ACT5 while 61% 

registered low levels. 
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ACT6: In the last 12 months, how often have you used standardised assessment 

instruments (ie PAT -R, PAT-M) purchased from commercial providers or 

companies? 
 

Table 48: ACT6 ï descriptives 

Stand_Test  

N Valid 1609 

Missing 584 

Mean 2.68 

Median 2.00 

Std. Deviation 2.051 

 

 

 
Figure 38: ACT6 - % responses 

Approximately 15% of respondents registered significant levels of ACT6 and 60% registered 

low levels. 
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ACT7: In the last 12 months, how often have you used software packages that 

collate and record student data ( i.e. assessment dashboards, LMS) purchased from 

commercial providers or companies?  

 

Table 49: ACT7 ï descriptives 

Student_Data  

N Valid 1604 

Missing 589 

Mean 2.53 

Median 1.00 

Std. Deviation 2.049 

 

 

 

 
Figure 39: ACT7 - % response 

Approximately 14% of respondents registered significant levels of ACT7 and 65% registered 

low levels. 
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ACT8: In the last 12 months, how often have commercial providers emailed or 

phoned you at work to offer products and services? 
 

Table 50: ACT8 ï descriptives 

Advert  

N Valid 1616 

Missing 577 

Mean 3.37 

Median 3.00 

Std. Deviation 2.181 

 

 

 
 
Figure 40: ACT8 - % responses 

Approximately 22% of respondents registered significant levels of ACT8 while 45% 

registered low levels. 
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ACT9: In the last 12 months, how often have you used NAPLAN or Year 12 

Examination preparation materials purchased from commercial providers or 

companies? 
 

Table 51: ACT9 ï descriptives 

Summ_Assess  

N Valid 1611 

Missing 582 

Mean 2.30 

Median 1.00 

Std. Deviation 1.740 

 

 

 
Figure 41: ACT9 - % responses 

Approximately 8% of respondents registered significant levels of ACT9 and 68% registered 

low levels. 
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ACT10: Over your career, how often have you had to personally pay for professional 

learning?  
 

Table 52: ACT10 ï descriptives 

PL  

N Valid 1648 

Missing 545 

Mean 3.67 

Median 4.00 

Std. Deviation 2.042 

 

 

 
Figure 42: ACT10 - % responses 

Approximately 23% of respondents registered significant levels of ACT10 and 37% 

registered low levels. 

Summary 

The responses to these items suggest that some participants perceived low levels of 

commercial activity. Generally, the modal response was either 7 or 6 indicating that many 

teachers had not accessed commercial support in the last 12 months. This was true for all 

questions except for ACT1: In the last 12 months, how often have you used lesson materials 

(i.e. textbooks, worksheets, resources) purchased from commercial providers?ô It appears that 

participants were much more likely to have purchased lesson materials in the last 12 months 

than they were to have accessed other commercial products and services.  

Of course, a question remains regarding what percentage of commercial goods and services 

teachers judged as being acceptable, or if, indeed, teachers should be trusted to make those 
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decisions themselves. As the table below indicates, the percentages of teachers who reported 

low levels, medium levels and high levels of use was fairly consistent across the questions.  

Table 53: Commercial Activities High/Low analysis 

 Commercial Activities High/Low analysis 
Question High/Significant use in 

last 12 months 

Moderate use in 

last 12 months 

Low/Non-significant 

use in last 12 months 

Q1 Lesson Plans 28% 49% 23% 

Q2 Curriculum materials  8% 33% 59% 

Q3 Online learning programs 17% 35% 48% 

Q4 Commercial PD 10% 43% 47% 

Q5 Commercial reading 

programs 

14% 25% 61% 

Q6 Commercial standardised 

tests 

15% 25% 60% 

Q7 Student data packages 14% 21% 65% 

Q8 Email or phone óspruikingô 22% 33% 45% 

Q9 NAPLAN/Exam preparation 

materials 

8% 23% 68% 

Q10 Personally paying for 

mandated PD 

23% 40% 37% 

 

With the exceptions of Q1 (lesson plans) and Q10 (paying for mandated PD), roughly 50-

60% recorded low use while 40-50% reported moderate to high use in the last 12 months. 

Interestingly, Q9 which asked teachers about commercial preparation materials for 

NAPLAN, had the highest óLow/Non-significant use in last 12 monthsô (68%) of all the 

questions.  

Overall, this section suggests that there is significant use of a variety of commercial goods 

and services reported by the participants over the last 12 months. However, while moderate to 

high use accounted for 40-50% of the responses, low use was still the more likely position for 

respondents to report. 
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Administration Activities  Inventory  
The following questions attempt to map the frequency or level of activity (AdminACT) that 

school administrators report with respect to commercially supplied resources in use in their 

school. For the purposes of this survey, Administrators were defined as participants who 

identified as Principals, Deputy Principals, Assistant Principals or Heads of Department. The 

level of AdminACT is plumbed via a seven point Likert like scale where 1 represents ñneverò 

and 7 represents ñvery oftenò. 

A score of 6 or 7 is interpreted as that respondent being significant users of AdminACT with 

respect to the topic and a score of 1 or 2 indicates none or little use. A score of 3-5 is taken to 

indicate moderate use. The median value is the 50
th
 percentile and is interpreted as 50% of 

respondents registering at or above this value and 50% registering at or below this value. 

AdminACT1: How often has your school used data analysis programs purchased 

from commercial providers or consultants? 

 

Table 54: AdminACT1 - descriptives 

Admin_Data  

N Valid 534 

Mean 2.51 

Median 2.00 

Std. Deviation 1.874 

 

 
 
Figure 43: AdminACT1 - % responses 

Approximately 12% of respondents reported significant use while 65% registered no or little 

use. 
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AdminACT2: How often has your school used commercial providers to deliver 

curriculum areas or sections of curriculum areas?  

 

Table 55: AdminACT2 ï descriptives 

Admin_Curric  

N Valid 540 

Mean 2.40 

Median 2.00 

Std. Deviation 1.554 

 

 
Figure 44: AdminACT2 - % response 

Approximately 6% of respondents registered significant levels of AdminACT2 while 67% 

registered low levels. 
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AdminACT3: How often do staff at your school use student attendance, lateness and 

behaviour recording technology systems purchased from commercial providers?  
 

Table 56: AdminACT3 - descriptives 

Admin_Behav  

N Valid 539 

Mean 4.39 

Median 6.00 

Std. Deviation 2.732 

 

 

 
Figure 45: AdminACT3 - % response 

Approximately 51% of respondents registered significant levels of AdminACT3 while 38% 

registered low levels. 
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AdminACT4: How often does your school use software programs purchased from 

commercial providers to generate student reports (academic reports, behaviour 

reports, attendance reports)?  

 

Table 57: AdminACT4- descriptives 

Admin_Reports  

N Valid 539 

Mean 4.06 

Median 4.00 

Std. Deviation 2.695 

 

 

 
Figure 46: AdminACT4 - % response  

Approximately 44% of respondents registered significant levels of AdminACT4 and 44% 

registered low levels. 
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AdminACT5: How often do students in your school undertake assessments 

purchased from commercial providers?  
 

Table 58: AdminACT5 ï descriptives 

Admin_Assess  

N Valid 537 

Mean 2.99 

Median 2.00 

Std. Deviation 1.828 

 

 

 
Figure 47: AdminACT5 - % response 

Approximately 12% of respondents registered significant levels of AdminACT5 and 51% 

registered low levels. 
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AdminACT6: How often is professional development in your school outsourced to 

commercial providers or consultants?  
 

Table 59: AdminACT6 ï descriptives 

Admin_PD  

N Valid 541 

Mean 3.25 

Median 3.00 

Std. Deviation 1.652 

 
 
Figure 48: AdminACT6 - % responses 

Approximately 12% of respondents registered significant levels of AdminACT6 and 41% 

registering low levels. 

Comparison between Administrators and Classroom teachers  

The questions for administrators were designed to compare those who are more likely to 

make school-wide decisions, such as principals, with classroom teachers. The hypothesis was 

that administrators would be more likely to know about commercial provision in their schools 

that individual teachers. This is because much purchasing and contracting that occurs in 

schools happens at the executive rather than classroom level. Five of the AdminAct questions 

are compared with like questions in the commercial activity scales: 
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Table 60: Comparison between Administrators and Teachers 

Act Question Admin Question 

7 In the last 12 months, how often have you used 
software packages that collate and record student 
data (ie assessment dashboards, LMS) purchased 
from commercial providers or companies? 

1 How often has your school used data analysis 
programs purchased from commercial providers 
or consultants? 

2 In the last 12 months, how often have you used 
curriculum materials (ie unit plans, assessment 
rubrics) purchased from commercial providers? 

2 How often has your school used commercial 
providers to deliver curriculum areas or sections 
of curriculum areas? 

7 In the last 12 months, how often have you used 
software packages that collate and record student 
data (ie 
assessment dashboards, LMS) purchased from 
commercial providers or companies? 

4 How often does your school use software 
programs purchased from commercial providers 
to generate student reports (academic reports, 
behaviour reports, attendance reports)? 

6 In the last 12 months, how often have you used 
standardised assessment instruments (ie PAT-R, 
PAT-M) 
purchased from commercial providers or 
companies? 

5 How often do students in your school 
undertake assessments purchased from 
commercial providers? 

4 In the last 12 months, how often have you attended 
teacher professional development programs offered 
by commercial providers or consultants? 

6 How often is professional development in your 
school outsourced to commercial providers or 
consultants? 

 

Independent samples t-tests showed that there was no statistically significant relationship 

between administrators and non-administrators in regards to their responses to these items.  

Summary 

The purpose of this section was to see if there were differences between School Leader 

perceptions of commercial activity and that of classroom teachers. As the analysis showed, 

there was no statistically significant difference between leader responses and teacher 

responses.  

Table 61: Admin Commercial Activities analysis 

 Admin Commercial Activities analysis 
Question High/Significant use in 

last 12 months 

Moderate use in 

last 12 months 

Low/Non-significant 

use in last 12 months 

Q1 Data analysis 12% 23% 65% 

Q2 Curriculum provision  6% 27% 67% 

Q3 Commercial 

behaviour/attendance programs 

51% 11% 38% 

Q4 Reporting software 44% 12% 44% 

Q5 Assessment packages 12% 37% 51% 

Q6 PD 12% 47% 41% 

 

In regards to the specific items, óLow/Non-significant use in last 12 monthsô was the modal 

response for school leaders for the questions on data analysis (Q1), curriculum provision (Q2) 

and assessment packages (Q5). This was particularly true for Q1 (65%) and Q2 (67%). 

Leaders reported óHigh/Significant use in last 12 monthsô for Q3 on Commercial/behaviour 

attendance programs (51%). They reported Moderate to High use on Q4 Reporting software 

(56%) and Q6 School PD (59%).  
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It would appear that the school leaders surveyed reported moderate to significant impact in a 

number of areas. Like the overall inventory, there is evidence here of commercial activity, 

although it seems restricted to specific areas. There are a number of hypotheses that could be 

advanced here, and these deserve further attention. Despite the decentralization of services, 

the various State and Federal authorities offer support in a number of targeted areas, such as 

curriculum and school data analysis, indicating that there is no need for commercial services 

in these areas. However, technical products such as reporting and behaviour packages seem 

to be where most commercial activity occurs from the perspectives of school leaders. It 

remains to be seen whether or not these commercial relationships are encouraged, accepted or 

not known/of concern in the bureaucracies.  
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Concerns Inventory  
The following questions attempt to map the level of concern teachers and school 

administrators hold with respect to specific policy, teaching and operational issues. The level 

of concern is plumbed via a seven point Likert like scale where 1 represents ñnot at allò and 7 

represents ñto a great extentò. 

A score of 6 or 7 is interpreted as that respondent having significant levels of concern with 

respect to the topic and a score of 1 or 2 indicating none or little concern. A score of 4 is 

taken to indicate moderate concern. The median value is the 50
th
 percentile and is interpreted 

as 50% of respondents registering at or above this value and 50% registering at or below this 

value. 

Comparative analysis of concern inventory  

Q.1 Does the mean level vary for each of the concerns across school location and school 

type.  

School location is categorised as Urban, Regional centre, Rural and Remote. School type was 

dichotomized into two categories High School (7-12) and Primary School (K-6) or the State 

equivalents. 

There was a significant effect of school location on levels of Concern 8 (private tutoring) F 

(3,2171) = 35.67, p< .001. 

Post hoc comparisons revealed urban respondents were more concerned than Regional 

colleagues (MD .541), Rural colleagues (MD .854) and Remote colleagues (MD 1.720). All 

differences were significant at the 0.05 level.  

On average, respondents experienced greater level of concern with respect to Concern 1 

(Education policy) if they were in a high school as compared to a primary school. The mean 

difference was 0.855. This difference was significant t (877) = 2.592, p = .013. This 

represents a small effect size r = .01). 

All other comparisons were non-significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 62: Concern items 

Item name Variable label Description 

Concern1 
Concerns ed policy To what extent are you concerned that 

businesses are dictating education policy in 
Australia? 

Concern2 

Concerns Outsourcing  To what extent are you concerned that common 
activities usually done by teachers (i.e. curriculum 
planning, assessment, reporting) are being 
outsourced to commercial entities? 

Concern3 
Concerns Central support  To what extent are you concerned that there is 

very little support for schools and teachers from 
your state Education Department? 

Concern4 
Concerns Student data ethics  To what extent are you concerned about the 

ethics of passing on student data collected at 
schools to private companies? 

Concern5 
Concerns Privatisation of public ed To what extent are you concerned that public 

education is becoming privatised? 

Concern6 

Concerns Department To what extent are you concerned that public 
schools are paying commercial providers for 
products and services traditionally supplied by 
State Education Departments? 

Concern7 
Concerns Technology  To what extent are you concerned that schools 

spending too much of their budget purchasing and 
maintaining technology? 

Concern8 
Concerns Private tutoring To what extent are you concerned at the amount 

of time students in your school spend in private 
tutoring outside school hours? 

Concern9 
Concerns Business model To what extent are you concerned that public 

schools are now required to run as businesses? 

Concern10 
Concerns Quality  To what extent do you think that commercial 

products and services purchased in your school 
are of a high quality? 
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Concern1: To what extent are you concerned that businesses are dictating 

education policy in Australia?  

 
Table 63: Concern1 - descriptives 

N Valid 2175 

Missing 18 

Mean 4.92 

Median 5.00 

Std. Deviation 1.862 

 

 
Figure 49: Concern1 - % responses 

Approximately 45% of respondents registered significant concerns and 15% registered little 

concern. 
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Concern2: To what extent are you concerned that common activities usually done by 

teachers (i.e. curriculum planning, assessment, reporting) are being outsourced to 

commercial entities?  

 

Table 64: Concern2 - descriptives 

N Valid 2167 

Missing 26 

Mean 4.38 

Median 5.00 

Std. Deviation 2.032 

 
 

 

Figure 50: Concern2 - % response  

Approximately 36% of respondents registered significant concerns while 25% registered little 

concern. 
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Concern3: To what extent are you concerned that there is very little support for 

schools and teachers from your state Education Department?  

 
Table 65: Concern3 - descriptives 

N Valid 2174 

Missing 19 

Mean 5.41 

Median 6.00 

Std. Deviation 1.721 

 

 
Figure 51: Concern2 - % response 

Approximately 57% of respondents registered significant concerns and 9% registered little 

concern. 
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Concern4: To what extent are you concerned about the ethics of passing on student 

data collected at schools to private companies? 

 

 
Table 66: Concern4 - descriptives 

N Valid 2172 

Missing 21 

Mean 5.92 

Median 7.00 

Std. Deviation 1.649 

 

 

 
Figure 52: Concern4 - % response  

Approximately 74% of respondents registered significant concerns and 7% registered little 

concern. 
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Concern5: To what extent are you concerned that public education is becoming 

privatised?  

 
Table 67: Concern5 - descriptives 

N Valid 2162 

Missing 31 

Mean 5.79 

Median 7.00 

Std. Deviation 1.649 

 

 

 
Figure 53: Concern5 - % response 

Approximately 68% of respondents registered significant concerns and 7% registered little 

concern. 

  
























































































































































































































































































