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[bookmark: _Toc126942683]Developing an Australian Framework for Measuring Quality in Initial Teacher Education 
This paper presents an Australian framework developed for measuring quality in initial teacher education (ITE). The purpose of the proposed quality measure is discussed first. This is followed by the definition of the quality measure; the principles that informed the design; and a rationale for the quality measure and identified performance indicators. The paper concludes with an overview of the applied function of the framework and the proposed reporting method.


Entry to a profession typically requires successful completion of a professionally accredited program assessed against defined standards and stated evidence requirements. In ITE in Australia, programs are reviewed against the requirements of ‘Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programs in Australia: Standards and Procedures’ (‘Standards and Procedures’; AITSL, 2022), and the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (APSTs; AITSL, 2011; revised 2018). These official requirements provide the foundation for the accreditation process and for determining that ITE students meet the APSTs at the graduate career stage. Accreditation is conducted by state-based regulatory authorities to provide formal recognition that an ITE program has met the Standards and Procedures.
Currently there is no consistent or transparent public reporting of evidence from accreditation outcomes to improve public confidence in the quality of teacher preparation. While accreditation provides a regulatory framework for assessing ITE programs against stated standards, it does not include the following:
An externally defined threshold (benchmark) for assessing course quality across ITE higher education providers (HEPs) 
A national approach to recognise HEPs that consistently demonstrate excellent performance in ITE
An established external reference point (performance indicators) for HEPs to track progress and demonstrate improvement in course quality
Nationally consistent data on course quality to inform the public and students about HEP performance. 
The only nationally consistent data in use in ITE is that associated with national data collections through Quality Indicators of Learning and Teaching (QILT) and the Australian Teacher Workforce Data (ATWD). The Quality Initial Teacher Education (QITE) Review (Australian Government, 2022a) identified limitations in the effectiveness of the Performance-Based Funding scheme and established a warrant for assessing the quality of ITE courses (see Recommendation 15, p. x). 
[bookmark: _Toc126942684]What is the purpose of a quality measure?
The purpose of the quality measure is to recognise high quality courses and identify areas for targeted improvement. It seeks to define and measure the quality of ITE and promote transparency and national consistency in reporting. It achieves this by providing an explicitly stated reference that specifies evidence expectations and applies across HEPs. 
The quality measure will: 
Offer a nationally consistent and transparent measure of outputs and longer-term outcomes applied across HEPs
Inform where ITE courses can improve and where they are performing well on stated outcomes, to drive continuous improvement in course quality
Develop a quality measure that enables performance-based assessments of ITE courses and assists in student choice
Reward HEPs that score highly on the measure 
Increase transparency by making publicly available information on how each HEP scores on the quality measure (see Recommendation 15 of the QITE Review: Australian Government, 2022a, p. x).
[bookmark: _Toc126942685][bookmark: _Toc67061716][bookmark: _Toc115858266][bookmark: _Hlk109632499][bookmark: _Hlk105672402][bookmark: _Toc109631577]Defining the quality measure
The quality measure includes two components: (1) categories for assessing quality, and (2) performance indicators for each category. The indicators will measure the performance of HEPs within the categories. 
The four categories are: 
1. Selection: This category focuses on entry and participation of diverse groups in ITE (e.g., First Nations, regional and remote locations, and low socio-economic backgrounds). 
1. [bookmark: _Hlk126932490]Retention: This category focuses on the proportion of students who leave their course in the first year and those who separate within six years.
1. Classroom readiness: This category focuses on students’ perceived preparedness for entering the teaching profession and their satisfaction with the quality of their course.
1. Transition: This category focuses on the employment outcomes of recent graduates and early career teachers.
The selection of categories and indicators used in the measure was informed by a review of international literature. They provide a framework for assessing how well ITE programs perform across four key elements of preparation from selection into an ITE course, through preparation, and transition into the teaching workforce. The categories align to the structure of ITE accreditation and related frameworks for assessing quality. The QITE Review (Australian Government, 2022a) assessed ITE programs across similar domains. Data for the quality measure will be available in the ATWD to assess HEP performance. 
[bookmark: _Toc126942686]Principles
The quality measure and indicators should:
Be relevant to the Australian context
Be cost effective, drawing on available, relevant and accurate data
Provide a common set of indicators for reporting course quality
Be applicable across courses, contexts and cohorts
Exclude requirements that would be more appropriate in accreditation.
[bookmark: _Toc126942687]Quality measure and performance indicators
[bookmark: _Hlk126757328]Category 1: Selection
Selection refers to the basis of admission for selecting who is given entry to teacher education. This category measures the participation of diverse cohorts in ITE. Both in Australia and internationally, a key focus of selection has been to increase participation of students from diverse backgrounds that have been historically disadvantaged and underrepresented in ITE and higher education more broadly. For example, the importance of ensuring equity of participation in selection is outlined in the Australian Higher Education Standards Framework (‘HES Framework’, 2021), which stipulates that HEPs are required to give “specific consideration… to the recruitment and admission” of recognised equity cohorts (HES Framework, 2021, Part A, S.2.2).
Performance Indicators
The proposed performance indicators for this category are:
Participation of First Nations Students: The proportion of First Nations students enrolled in initial teacher education
Participation of regional and remote students: The proportion of regional and remote students enrolled in initial teacher education
Participation of low socio-economic status students: The proportion of low socio-economic status students enrolled in initial teacher education
These performance indicators measure the extent to which higher education providers are enrolling diverse cohorts, including First Nations, low socio-economic status and regional and remote students. This aligns with the focus of selection criteria and strategies in Australian and other countries to improve equity of participation for these cohorts. 
Why is this important? 
Measuring the participation of diverse groups in ITE recognises that these students have been underrepresented in ITE and the teacher workforce. The QITE Review reported stakeholders emphasised the importance of attracting diverse cohorts to the profession to better reflect school student populations. For example, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students make up six per cent of the school student population but only one per cent of graduate teachers (QITE Review: Australian Government, 2022a). 
Research highlights the importance of a diverse workforce, where a diverse teaching workforce facilitates positive outcomes for all students and especially diverse students (Gershenson et al., 2022). This is because a diverse workforce can better support and engage a diverse student population, ensuring that learning includes local, regional and cultural knowledge, and experience of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people. Broadly speaking, teachers from diverse backgrounds, including rural, regional, and remote areas, provide valuable role models for post-school transition and pathways, and work in partnership with local communities (Gershenson et al., 2022; Ingersoll et al., 2019). For example, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander teachers and paraprofessionals can help meet student and community needs and provide culturally responsive educational experiences that “authentically connect schools with local indigenous communities to promote educational opportunity and respect for cultural ways of knowing, being and doing” (Gruppetta et al., 2018, p. 3).  
These performance indicators recognise the success of policies and efforts of higher education providers to improve participation of diverse cohorts. This could include policies to:
increase representation through access opportunities (e.g., foundation and short courses) and a range of pathways into ITE to diversify the future teaching workforce (O’Sullivan et al., 2019; QITE Recommendation 11: Australian Government, 2022a).
use “transparent selection for entry to teaching” to increase equity of participation (QITE Recommendation 2: Australian Government, 2022a, p. xii)
[bookmark: _Hlk126766018]Category 2: Retention
Retention refers to retaining students over the duration of the course from entry to graduation. This indicator focuses on retention at the first and sixth year and includes all students. This category measures the extent to which enrolled ITE students graduate from their course. In the Australian higher education policy landscape, the HES Framework (2021) stipulates that HEPs are required to regularly review “analyses of progression rates, attrition rates, completion times” of ITE candidates (HES Framework, 2021, Part A, 5.3.4).
Performance indicators
The proposed performance indicators for this category are:
First-year attrition rate: the proportion of students leaving initial teacher education in their first year
Six-year dropout rate: the proportion of commencing students leaving within six years
These performance indicators measure the extent to which students leave their ITE course shortly after commencement and the proportion of students who dropout from ITE. First-year attrition reflects the initial outcome of a student’s transition into their ITE course. The six-year dropout rate captures the proportion of commencing students who have separated from their course within six years, while also accounting for part-time students who may still be enrolled in their course after six years. These reflect the outcome of a student’s pathway through their course.
Why is this important? 
Measuring the proportion of retained students recognises the high proportion of students who commence but do not graduate as a teacher. Six-year ITE completion rates of students commencing an undergraduate ITE course declined by eight percentage points between 2010 and 2015 (from 56 per cent to 48 per cent respectively, rounded estimates). Similarly, six-year ITE completion rates of students commencing a postgraduate ITE course declined by five percentage points over the same period (from 79 per cent to 74 per cent, rounded estimates; see Australian Government, 2022b). 
The first year of preparation is widely recognised to be a time when candidates assess their suitability for teaching (AITSL, 2019, 2022b) and is the “the most common indicator of high risk to students” (TEQSA, 2017, p. 7). A focus on six-year dropout rates provides for an extended period of candidature and indicates the extent to which students are being supported throughout their course (AITSL, 2019). Higher education providers play an important role in the retention of students through the design and quality of their courses and supports available to students (Darling-Hammond, 2006; Darling-Hammond et al., 2019). For example, an analysis of student progression through ITE shows the timing of performance assessments affects the likelihood of graduating (Wyatt-Smith et al., 2021). Similarly, other higher education characteristics increase the likelihood of dropout including external enrolments, a lower proportion of senior academic staff employed, and lower percentage of full-time employed staff (TEQSA, 2017).
These performance indicators recognise the success of policies and efforts of higher education providers to retain students from course entry to course completion. This could include policies to:
identify barriers to success and design targeted improvements for diverse student groups (Dunst, 2019; Wyatt-Smith et al., 2022)
make evidence-informed decisions about known risks of separation (Ng et al., 2018).
monitor progression through key assessment milestones, especially at the first and sixth year timepoints and including practicum placements (Hobson et al., 2009).
Category 3: Classroom readiness
[bookmark: _Hlk126933085]Classroom readiness refers to the preparedness of teachers to begin employment in a school or learning centre on completion of the ITE course. This includes the academic and professional practice (school-based) components. This category measures student satisfaction with the ITE course and their perceived preparedness for entering the teaching profession. In Australia, a key focus of classroom readiness has been for higher education providers to prepare confident, effective graduates assessed against the Australian Professional Standards for Teaching (Program Standard 1.4: AITSL, 2022). 
Performance indicators 
The proposed performance indicators for this category are:  
Student satisfaction with the quality of their course (evidence from Student Satisfaction question – QILT survey data) 
Graduate preparedness for employment (Graduate Outcomes Survey: Preparedness to teach question). 
These performance indicators align with an international focus on the assessment of graduate perceptions of program quality, through graduate or exit surveys (Bastian et al., 2017), and assessment of graduate competence in leading classroom learning. This survey data  captures direct ratings of course quality.
Why is this important?
Classroom readiness reflects international research findings that teachers are the biggest in-school influence on student learning (Burroughs et al., 2019; Hattie, 2008, 2012). The knowledge and skills taught in initial teacher education are vital to ensuring all school students have a well-prepared teacher from a teacher’s first day in the classroom. Teachers who are well prepared for the classroom are more confident and effective in their teaching (Cochran-Smith et al., 2021; Mayer et al. 2017). 
The design and quality of ITE programs has an important influence on graduates’ preparedness to teach. Equipping students with the required skills and knowledge for effective teaching supports classroom readiness, including supporting students to use evidence-based practices. The QITE Review (Australian Government, 2022a) noted that many stakeholders, including employers, higher education providers, professional associations and ITE graduates themselves have reported that graduate teachers are considered under prepared in a number of key areas. These areas included the teaching of reading, cultural competency, supporting diverse learners and students with disability, classroom management, family/carer engagement and rural and remote educational contexts. 
These performance indicators recognise the success of policies and efforts of higher education providers to develop classroom ready teachers. This could include policies to:
Co-design ITE courses with school-based teacher educators (Hudson & Hudson, 2013; Young, 2020)
Promote co-teaching by school-based teacher educators and HEP-based teacher educators in the interpretation and use of classroom evidence of learning (Burn & Mutton, 2015; FTTS, n.d.; Sahlberg, 2012)
Strengthen mentoring approaches that are shown to be effective in promoting classroom readiness (Hudson & Hudson, 2013; Young, 2020)
Category 4: Transition
Transition refers to entry into teaching employment, at the graduate level and in a school context. It includes: casual/relief teachers, part-time, full-time, and ongoing/permanent arrangements. The category measures employment outcomes of recent graduates and early career teachers. In Australia and internationally, a key focus of transition has been to assess the proportion of beginning teachers who are retained in the teaching workforce. 
Performance indicators 
The proposed performance indicators for this category are: 
Graduate employment outcomes: Proportion of teaching graduates employed upon graduation
Longer-term employment outcomes: Proportion of graduates registered and employed at the end of the second year post graduation
Employment in areas of workforce need: Proportion of graduates employed in areas of workforce need, such as science and maths teachers 
These performance indicators measure the proportion of ITE graduates who transition successfully into classroom teaching and are in areas of workforce need. Data long-term employment outcomes will become available as the Australian Teacher Workforce Data collection matures and could be made more robust with the inclusion of administrative employment data. Data on areas of workforce need will be available from 2024 under the National Teacher Workforce Action Plan. These performance indicators align with international approaches to support beginning teachers in the classroom (Carroll et al., 2018; McLennan et al., 2017).by assessing and monitoring transitions into the workforce. For example, the United Kingdom tracks graduate employment outcomes through a Graduate Outcomes Survey 15 months after graduation (Higher Education Statistics Agency, n.d.a, n.d.b).
Why is this important?
Transition is an important indicator of course quality in that it reflects the success of preparation provided by HEPs. It represents a critical juncture in the move from being a student to being a teacher responsible for leading classroom learning. The QITE Review (Australian Government, 2022a) reported that stakeholders would welcome greater involvement by higher education providers in providing supportive transitions from ITE to employment.  It also recognised that ITE plays a critical role in meeting the demand requirements of Australia’s schooling systems, through supplying teachers across geographical locations and subject specialisations. It  reported a sense among some employers that the current system encourages higher education providers to ensure they are able to meet their obligations to students (to maximise their potential enrolment), more than ensuring an appropriate and adequate supply of graduates with the right specialisations. 
A focus on ITE as a long-term partnership with employers is well-recognised in several countries (e.g., United Kingdom, New Zealand, and the United States). A critical feature of the partnerships between universities, employers, schools, and communities, is that it extends beyond ITE to support early career teachers in schools (Allen, 2013; Gordon, 2020; Ronfeldt & McQueen, 2017). ITE providers that gather and use data to evaluate their own courses and develop partnerships to sustain early career learning can ease transition and improve teacher retention (White et al., 2020).  
These performance indicators recognise the success of policies and efforts of higher education providers to support the successful transition of ITE students into the workforce. This could include policies to:
enable governments, universities, schools and other employing authorities to work collaboratively to enhance supports for successful transition of beginning teachers into the classroom and through the early years of practice (e.g., induction and mentoring; Australian Government, 2022b). 
increase partnerships between HEPs and employers to enhance graduate readiness through explicit connections between the theory and practice (Ovenden-Hope et al., 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc126942688]Reporting 
Reporting and assessing higher education performance using the quality measure should identify: 
1. Improvement of HEPs’ performance on the quality indicators over time 
1. Consistent high performance (where further improvement is unlikely to occur)
Consideration needs to be given to accommodate the different contexts of HEPs such as the characteristics of student cohorts and course delivery. Alternative options should be available to report on the performance of HEPs with small student cohorts where quantitative measures should not be reported.
Methodology consideration for threshold setting
Two approaches for reporting and analysis of the quality performance indicators were considered: (1) relative performance approach, and (2) improvement approach. 
1. Relative performance approach 
This approach compares HEP performance against predicted HEP performance, factoring in student and course characteristics known to influence performance on these quality indicators using regression techniques. Variables may include age, gender, basis of admission, mode of delivery, type of enrolment (full-time, part-time), and degree type. This approach is recognised to be statistically robust, though its use in higher education performance frameworks has been criticised due to its complexity and opaque nature (Wheelahan, 2007). For example, the Australian Learning and Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF; 2005 to 2009) sought to reward institutions “that best demonstrate excellence in learning and teaching” (Nelson, 2003, p. 29) and initially used regression analysis of quantitative measures to measure university performance. However, in the final year of the LTPF, funding was allocated based on whether institutions had improved on their metrics from the previous year (Coaldrake & Stedman, 2016). The ‘relative performance approach’ is not recommended for the reporting and analysis of the quality measure. 
Improvement approach
This approach includes benchmarking HEP performance against previous long-term performance[footnoteRef:2] at the individual institution level, to examine improvement over time, taking account of individual HEP’s context. For example, HEPs offering postgraduate courses only, may perform more strongly on certain indicators compared to those offering a mixture of under- and post-graduate ITE courses. With this approach, the individual HEP’s contextual information is directly accounted for, as the HEP performance is compared only to itself, resulting in an accurate and unbiased evidence base for improvement.  [2:  Measured as the average performance of the previous four years based on available data , noting that comparisons to averages of previous five years are more commonly applied (https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/health/causes-death/provisional-mortality-statistics/jan-2020-dec-2021, https://www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/a69ee08a-857f-412b-b617-a29acb66a475/aihw-phe-287.pdf.aspx?inline=true)] 

Small improvements in performance should be considered appropriate with the acknowledgment that the quality measure is an annual assessment of performance, where small incremental annual improvements lead to significant long-term change. 
Limitations of this approach relate to:
Showing further improvement of already high-performing HEPs 
Demonstrating improvement for HEPs with a small sample size. 
To overcome these limitations:
A threshold at or above the national average should be set for each indicator to recognise HEPs with consistently high performance, and hence, little room for further improvements. Setting the threshold to the national average would encourage continuous improvement, as improved performance of individual providers would also lift the national average.  
Providers should have the option to provide a qualitative submission, as seen in the performance funding models in other countries (e.g., United Kingdom: UK Department for Education, 2019a; United States: State of Louisiana Board of Regents, 2019a) and in previous Australian funding schemes (e.g., the Commonwealth Government’s LTPF). The submission allows HEPs to include relevant contextual details, including student characteristics, strategies, and efforts to improve performance on quality indicators and comments on sample size (specifically for HEPs with small cohorts). 
The following section describes performance for each indicator on the preferred reporting method. Results presented are indicative only and based on data available at the time. In the case of the proportion of Indigenous students enrolled in ITE, half a percentage point is considered an improvement given the small proportion of Indigenous students enrolled in ITE. For the other non-survey-based performance indicators, one percentage point is considered an improvement. For the survey-based measures, a statistically significant increase is considered an improvement.


Category 1: Selection
Performance indicator: Proportion of Indigenous students enrolled in ITE
The proportion of Indigenous students enrolled in ITE courses was two per cent in 2020. This proportion varies between a low of zero and a high of nine per cent across higher education providers. 
30 higher education providers had Indigenous student enrolments below the average. Of these, however, four improved their proportion of Indigenous enrolments relative to their long-term average by at least half a percentage point.
Figure 1. Proportion of Indigenous enrolments in ITE in 2020 relative to their pooled prior (2016 to 2019) proportion of Indigenous enrolments (2016-2019), by higher education provider (HEP).
[image: ]
Source: Higher Education Statistics Collection, Department of Education, 2016 to 2020, www.education.gov.au 
Notes:
1. Dark grey shaded bars indicate higher education providers with one of these data limitations: had less than 26 domestic ITE students enrolled and/or had insufficient data to construct a long-term average across four years (between 2016 to 2019). 
2. Blue bars represent at least half a percentage point improvement against the long-term average. Yellow bars represent at least half a percentage point deterioration against the long-term average.


Performance indicator: Proportion of regional and remote students enrolled in ITE
The proportion of regional and remote students enrolled in ITE courses was 25 per cent in 2020. This proportion varies between a low of one per cent and a high of 98 per cent across higher education providers. 
33 higher education providers had regional and remote student enrolments below the average. Of these, however, one improved their proportion of regional and remote enrolments relative to their long-term average by at least one percentage point. 
Figure 2. Proportion of regional and remote enrolments in ITE in 2020 relative to their pooled prior (2016 to 2019) proportion of regional and remote enrolments (2016-2019), by higher education provider (HEP).
[image: ]
Source: Higher Education Statistics Collection, Department of Education, 2016 to 2020, www.education.gov.au 
Notes:
1. Dark grey shaded bars indicate higher education providers with one of these data limitations: had less than 26 domestic ITE students enrolled and/or had insufficient data to construct a long-term average across four years (between 2016 to 2019).
2. Regional and remote classification is based on the location of the student’s first home address in the Higher Education Statistics Collection, which is a student’s address before commencing study. A student's first home postcode is mapped to a Remoteness Area classification under the Australian Bureau of Statistics' 2016 Australian Statistical Geography Standard (ASGS) classification of regions. 
3. Blue bars represent at least a one percentage point improvement against the long-term average. Yellow bars represent at least a one percentage point deterioration against the long-term average.


Performance indicator: Proportion of low socio-economic status students enrolled in ITE
The proportion of low socio-economic status students enrolled in an ITE course was 20 per cent in 2020. This proportion varies between a low of six per cent and a high of 42 per cent across higher education providers. 
24 higher education providers had low socio-economic status student enrolments below the average. Of these, however, one improved their proportion of low socio-economic status enrolments relative to their long-term average by at least one percentage point. 
Figure 3. Proportion of low socio-economic status (SES) student enrolments in ITE in 2020 relative to their pooled prior (2016 to 2019) proportion of low socio-economic status students enrolments (2016-2019), by higher education provider (HEP).
[image: ]
Source: Higher Education Statistics Collection, Department of Education, 2016 to 2020, www.education.gov.au 
Notes:
1. Dark grey shaded bars indicate higher education providers with one of these data limitations: had less than 26 domestic ITE students enrolled and/or had insufficient data to construct a long-term average across four years (between 2016 to 2019).
2. The SES classification is based on the location of a student’s first home address in the Higher Education Statistics Collection, which is a student’s address before commencing study. SES status was determined using the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) 2016 – The Index of Education and Occupation; students are considered low SES if they live in a SA1 (Statistical Area) in the bottom 25 per cent of the SEIFA for 15–64-year-olds.
3. Blue bars represent at least a one percentage point improvement against the long-term average. Yellow bars represent at least a one percentage point deterioration against the long-term average.


Category 2: Retention
Performance Indicator: First-year attrition
The average first-year attrition rate of ITE students commencing in 2019 was 22 per cent. This varies between a low of ten per cent and a high of 59 per cent across higher education providers (excluding one higher education provider with a small number of observations). 
21 higher education providers had an attrition rate above the average. Of these, however, two improved their attrition rate relative to their long-term average by at least one percentage point. 
Figure 4. First-year attrition rate of ITE students commencing in 2019 compared with their pooled prior attrition rate (2015 to 2018), by higher education provider (HEP).
[image: ]
Source: Higher Education Statistics Collection, Department of Education, 2015 to 2019, www.education.gov.au 
Notes:
1. The attrition rate for 2019 is the proportion of students who commenced an ITE course in 2019 who neither complete an ITE course in 2019 or 2020 nor return to an ITE course 2020.
2. Dark grey shaded bars indicate higher education providers with one of these data limitations: had less than 26 domestic ITE students enrolled and/or had insufficient data to construct a long-term average across four years (between 2015 to 2018).
3. Blue bars represent at least a one percentage point improvement against the long-term average. Yellow bars represent at least a one percentage point deterioration against the long-term average.


Performance indicator: Six-year dropout rates
The average six-year dropout rate of ITE students commencing in 2015 was 38 per cent. This varies between a low of 14 per cent and a high of 51 per cent across higher education providers. 
21 higher education providers had a dropout rate above the average. Of these, however, four improved their dropout rate relative to their long-term average by at least one percentage point. 
Figure 5. Six-year dropout rates of ITE students commencing in 2015 compared with their pooled prior six-year dropout rates (2011 to 2014), by higher education provider (HEP).
[image: ]
Source: Student Data (2011 - 2020), Higher Education Statistics Collection, www.education.gov.au
Notes: 
1. The six-year dropout rate indicates the proportion of students who had dropped out of their ITE course one to six years after commencement. This measure is an indication of the proportion of students who are not expected to complete their course.  
2. Dark grey shaded bars indicate higher education providers with one of these data limitations: had less than 26 domestic ITE students enrolled and/or had insufficient data to construct a long-term average across four years (between 2011 to 2014).
3. Blue bars represent at least a one percentage point improvement against the long-term average. Yellow bars represent at least a one percentage point deterioration against the long-term average.
4. HEP3 only had ITE courses from 2015 onwards and therefore a pooled dropout rate for 2011 to 2014 commencing students cannot be calculated.


Category 3: Classroom readiness
Performance indicator: Student satisfaction with the quality of teaching
On average, 78 per cent of ITE students in 2021 were satisfied with the quality of teaching in their course. This rating varies between a low of 57 per cent and a high of 95 per cent across higher education providers (excluding one higher education provider with a small number of observations). 
17 higher education providers had a quality of teaching satisfaction rating significantly below the average. Of these, however, one statistically significantly improved their quality of teaching rating relative to their long-term average. 
Figure 6. The proportion of students satisfied with the quality of teaching in 2021 compared with their pooled prior satisfaction rating for the quality of teaching (2017 to 2020), by higher education provider (HEP).
[image: ]
Source: Student Experience Survey (qilt.edu.au), Department of Education, 2017 – 2021
Note: 
1. Dark grey shaded bars indicate higher education providers with one of these data limitations: had less than 26 domestic ITE students enrolled and/or had insufficient data to construct a long-term average across four years (between 2017 to 2020).
2. Confidence intervals are calculated using the Agresti-Coull method with finite population corrections.
3. HEP28 has not been included as not enough data was available to calculate a result for 2021.
4. Blue bars represent a statistically significant improvement against the long-term average. Yellow bars represent a statistically significant deterioration against the long-term average.



[bookmark: _Hlk126329640]Performance indicator: Graduate preparedness for employment
This measure assesses the proportion of graduates who felt that their qualification prepared them well for their teaching role. The proportion of Education students answering that they were prepared well for employment in 2021 was 81 per cent. This varies between a low of 61 per cent and a high of 93 per cent across higher education providers (excluding four higher education provider with small observation numbers). 
Six higher education providers had a graduate preparedness for employment rating significantly below the average. Of these, however, one statistically significantly improved their graduate preparedness for employment rating relative to their long-term average. 
Figure 7. The proportion of Education students who perceived that their university qualification prepared them for teaching in 2021 compared with their pooled prior results (2017 to 2020), by higher education provider (HEP).
[image: ]
Source: Graduate Outcomes Survey (qilt.edu.au), Department of Education, 2017 - 2021
Note: 
1. Dark grey shaded bars indicate higher education providers with one of these data limitations: had less than 26 domestic Education students enrolled and/or had insufficient data to construct a long-term average across four years (between 2017 to 2020).
2. Confidence intervals are calculated using the Agresti-Coull method with finite population corrections.
3. Blue bars represent a statistically significant improvement against the long-term average. Yellow bars represent a statistically significant deterioration against the long-term average.




Category 4: Transition
Performance indicator: Graduate employment outcomes
The proportion of Education students employed as teachers four months after graduation in 2020 was 92 per cent. This varies between a low of 83 per cent and a high of 100 per cent across higher education providers. 
Nine higher education providers had a graduate employment outcome proportion significantly below the average. Of these providers, none statistically significantly improved their graduate employment outcome relative to their long-term average. 
Figure 8. Graduate employment outcomes (proportion of Education students employed as teachers four months after graduation) in 2020 compared to their pooled prior graduate employment outcomes (2016 to 2019), by higher education provider (HEP).
[image: ]
Source: Graduate Outcomes Survey (qilt.edu.au), Department of Education, 2016 - 2020
Note: 
1. Dark grey shaded bars indicate higher education providers with one of these data limitations: had less than 26 domestic Education students enrolled and/or had insufficient data to construct a long-term average across four years (between 2017 to 2020).
2. Confidence intervals are calculated using the Agresti-Coull method with finite population corrections.
3. Blue bars represent a statistically significant improvement against the long-term average. Yellow bars represent a statistically significant deterioration against the long-term average.
1. 
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