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1. [bookmark: _Toc232154498]Introduction

Initial Teacher Education (ITE) holds a central position within international education systems, reflecting the view that teaching quality is a key driver of educational improvement (Thompson, 2017). Described as being under “unprecedented levels of scrutiny” (Cranston-Gingras et al., 2019, p.30), teacher education has attracted sustained policy attention, with policymakers increasingly seeking to strengthen the quality of teachers through reform (Ellis, Steadman, and Trippestad, 2019). 

For Wales, a small country of three million people, changes to ITE have taken place within a wider programme of educational reform. Significantly, after a number of reports found that the quality of the provision was of a sufficiently high standard (Mutton and Breeze, 2024), the Welsh Government commissioned Professor John Furlong in 2015 to review and reform the way in which teacher education was delivered (Welsh Government, 2015). The resultant model of ITE, founded on the principle of partnership between Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) and schools, mandated two distinctly separate institutions to align themselves with one another to deliver programmes that were both “rigorously practical and intellectually challenging at the same time” (Welsh Government, 2023a, p.9). Importantly, the partnership, rather than the individual institutions, would be held accountable for the programmes that they offered – thereby creating a national model which was unique in an international context (Cochran-Smith, 2020). 

Although this policy ambition is clearly set out in the Criteria for the accreditation of initial teacher education programmes in Wales (“Accreditation Criteria”, Welsh Government, 2023a), the implications for practice remain largely underexplored. Existing research has concerned itself with a range of challenges, including, tensions between institutional priorities and differing forms of expertise (Mutton et al., 2018; Waters-Davies and Livingston, 2023), but the lived experiences of those involved in the leadership of partnerships is a notable absence. Therefore, this small-scale research focusses on school and university leaders’ perceptions and experiences of enacting these expectations and seeks to identify tensions which may exist in practice. 

This study is situated within one of a small number of accredited ITE partnerships in Wales — comprising a university and a group of designated Lead Partner Schools — and specifically within the partnership in which I work.  As such, ethical considerations were of paramount importance, ensuring that participants were protected and that the research did not compromise existing professional relationships. Whilst the implications of my positionality are discussed in more detail in Chapter 4, my professional knowledge of the partnership was a key feature of the research, providing vital insights as part of my chosen methodological approach. This approach draws heavily on the work of Michel Foucault, whose scholarship on power, societal organisation and discourse underpins the theoretical framework explored in the following chapter.

2. [bookmark: _Toc232154499]Philosophical underpinnings

[bookmark: _Toc232154500]2.1 Overview

In this section, I set out my research paradigm – understood by Kuhn (2013) as a philosophical way of thinking – to demonstrate my beliefs and ways of interpreting the world (Lather, 1986). This provides transparency around the conceptual lens shaping the research design, from framing of research questions to analysing data. In educational research, this is often referred to as a researcher’s “worldview” (Mackenzie and Knipe, 2006), and it guides my study and the decisions I make throughout this process (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). This ensures that readers are able to understand the researcher’s position in order to construct meaning from the findings (Kivunja and Kuyini, 2017; Denzin and Lincoln, 2023).

What follows is an overview of the interpretivist paradigm in which this research is situated, as well as a discussion of the post-structuralist theoretical lens adopted for the study. 

[bookmark: _Toc232154501]2.2 Interpretivist paradigm

This study is situated within an interpretivist paradigm which assumes that reality is socially constructed through interactions and historical and cultural norms (Creswell, 2013). As such, it seeks to make sense of the multiple realities and subjective experiences of individuals (Willig, 2008). A qualitative approach is therefore well suited, as Mykhalovskiy et al. (2018) argue that it allows for scholarship which can move beyond “bare bone” descriptions by being grounded in the experiences of people. I consequently reject the positivist epistemological position which asserts that an objective reality is “out there” and is therefore discoverable (Newby, 2014, p.37). 

When qualitative studies are framed in this way, the role of a researcher is not to find knowledge, but rather, to help construct it (Merriam and Tisdell, 2016). Therefore, the theoretical orientation I have chosen for this study will have implications for every decision made in the research process (Mertens, 2005). 
[bookmark: _Toc232154502]2.3 Theoretical Framework

A theoretical framework acts as an underlying structure of concepts and theories upon which a study is built (Maxwell, 2013) and offers researchers a means of anticipating and interpreting events and to notice what might otherwise go undetected (Thornton, 1993).

I have adopted a post-structuralist frame as it contends that meaning is never fully fixed and that it is “always in flux, unstable and precarious” (Wetherell, 1998, p.393). It holds that there is no ultimate reality, but instead a series of subjective, contradictory and relative truths which are socially and discursively constructed (Agger, 1991). Central to this framework is the contention that what is considered knowledge or truth is historically situated within the context in which it is created and is therefore subject to change in unpredictable and uneven ways (Powers, 2007). This is of particular importance here, as the study seeks to explore how knowledge is produced and legitimised through the perceptions and practices of individuals. Furthermore, it provides the theoretical tools to dismantle monolithic views of power and structuralism through an examination of discursive formations (Arribas-Ayllon and Walkerdine, 2017).

Reflecting my post-structuralist frame, the work of Michel Foucault is particularly relevant as his work examined the relationship between discourse, knowledge, subjectivity and power (Foucault, 1978; 1979, 1984). 

[bookmark: _Toc232154503]2.4 Discourse

Discourse can be understood as a set of linguistic rules which structure and produce reality, rather than simply reflecting it (Foucault, 1981). Foucault (1972, p.43) describes it as what is 'already-said... never-said, and not-said' – positing that for everything that has been written or said, there is a silent discourse which has not been manifested. As a result, it privileges and legitimises one type of knowledge over another, consequently producing subject positions (Dahl, 2020). Subject positions are therefore not chosen freely, but are produced through discourse, shaping how individuals understand themselves, their relationships with others, and their obligations and responsibilities within institutional settings (Willig, 2008).
Understood in this way, discourse acts as both a regulatory and productive force – when it becomes so embedded in societal structures that it appears obvious and natural, it begins to dictate what ideas are permissible and whose voices are legitimate.

The analytical application of these theoretical concepts, and the justification for Foucauldian Discourse Analysis (FDA) as the chosen analytical approach, are discussed in Section 4.4.

[bookmark: _Toc232154504]2.5 Power

For the purposes of this research, I adopt Foucault's (1978, p.92) conceptualisation of power as “…the multiplicity of force relations”. Rather than being possessed by any individual or body, power is framed as a relation between forces, able to “permeate…and constitute the social body” (Foucault and Gordon, 1980, p.94), and operating as “an action upon an action, on existing actions, or on those which may arise in the present or in the future” (Foucault, Faubion and Hurley, 2020, p.340). I therefore understand power not as an attribute that can be possessed or exerted, but as an exercise embedded in the complex web of mechanisms in local contexts (Kendall and Wickham, 1999).

Prado's (2000) analogy of power as the relational force between agents is particularly helpful. Power is depicted as the force vectors between small magnets (agents) and iron filings (behavioural options) on a surface — the movement of a single magnet alters the conditions within its immediate sphere, just as any movement by that magnet is itself a product of forces acting upon it: an action upon an action. Power, in this sense, is not owned or held but constantly shifts between agents, with each action altering the wider relational landscape. This is illustrated in the figure below:

[image: ]

Figure I Power as Action on Actions – A Magnet Model. Adapted from Prado (2000).

[bookmark: _Toc232154505]2.6 Governmentality

Governmentality, a term used to describe the art of governing in post-absolutist monarchical societies, was developed by Foucault (1991) to describe the creation of a voluntary, self-regulating society which aligns itself with socially desirable norms. Defined as the “conduct of conduct”, the emphasis of governmentality is placed on the everyday, “meticulous, often minute techniques” (Foucault, 1977, p.139) that shape and regulate the behaviour of groups.  

[bookmark: _Toc231477710]The resulting creation of “docile bodies” - individuals and institutions that “…may be subjected, used, transformed and improved” resonates directly with the aims of this research, which seeks to uncover views and perceptions that may be subject to quietening forces (Foucault, 1977, p.136). Furthermore, I draw on this understanding to examine the structures inherent within jointly owned ITE partnerships in Wales and the relational nature of working between schools and universities. 

[bookmark: _Toc232154506]3. Literature Review

In this chapter, I present a review of existing literature relating to ITE in an international and Welsh context to provide an effective foundation for the study (Boote and Beile, 2005). Particular attention is paid to the ways in which ITE has come under the gaze of policymakers in order to report the substantive problems and ideas that this research seeks to address (Denscombe, 2021). 

[bookmark: _Toc231477712][bookmark: _Toc232154507]3.1 Initial Teacher Education – “A Policy Problem”

A country’s educational achievement is a key determinant of economic growth (Wiliam, 2011) and, as McKinsey and Company’s policy-facing report into international educational standards found, the quality of an education system cannot exceed the quality of its teachers (Barber and Mourshed, 2007). Consequently, ripples from improved teacher education programmes are felt in classrooms for learners, and in increased economic performance (Cochran-Smith, 2021; Hoult et al., 2024).

However, defining and measuring quality in ITE is a challenge internationally, with policymakers grappling with identifying measurable indicators (Kennedy, Carver and Adams, 2023). Frameworks tend to draw on pre-existing models rather than being designed with specific contexts in mind, which makes global comparison difficult (Kennedy, 2024). In the absence of direct measures of ITE quality, the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) — an evaluation of fifteen-year-olds' performance in mathematics, reading and science — has often been used instead as a proxy weathervane for countries' future economic competitiveness, and by extension, the quality of their teacher education systems (Morris, 2015). Combined with numerous internal national reviews globally, particularly in Anglophone countries, teacher education has come to be characterised as a system “at risk”, “in crisis” and “in need of improvement” (Vanassche, 2022, p.12). The consequence has been regular, if not constant, policy reform (Ellis, Steadman and Trippestad, 2019)

This has resulted in ITE being framed as a “policy problem” (Menter, 2019) – with international governments seeking to ensure that there is a sufficient supply of qualified teachers who are able to secure the learner outcomes required for economic growth. Policymakers’ focus on the structural and regulatory parameters of ITE is therefore unsurprising, with a desire to influence areas most within their control (Cochran-Smith, 2005). Cochran-Smith (Cochran-Smith, 2019, cited in Mutton and Burn, 2020, p.97) extended this analysis and identified three key dimensions of the policy problem: a problem of regulation, a problem of the apparent disconnect between theory and practice, and significantly for this study – a problem of accountability. 

[bookmark: _Toc231477713][bookmark: _Toc232154508]3.2 ITE in Wales – A Policy History 

To understand how ITE in Wales has come to look today, it is important to trace key policy developments that have shaped the system into its current form. Whilst an exhaustive account will not be offered (instead, see Mutton and Breeze, 2024; Furlong et al., 2021), this section will outline the key shifts in policy. This is particularly relevant given that the participants whose views are captured in this research will have developed professionally during this period and are likely to have been shaped, directly or indirectly, by the policies and events considered. 

Importantly, education policy was placed under the control of the devolved Welsh Government in 1999, although the differences between the approaches to ITE in England and Wales remained relatively minor until 2015 (Beauchamp et al., 2016). Whilst the provision for teacher education was considered good by Estyn in 2006 (Estyn, 2006, cited in Mutton and Burn, 2020), the years that followed saw a notable shift in discourse, with review by Professor Ralph Tabberer (Tabberer, 2013, p.14) into standards finding that quality was “adequate and no better” while Estyn argued for “more consistency in the quality of what is provided” (Estyn, 2013, p. 41). In 2013, the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) also undertook a review into the provision in Wales, and recommended reforms which included better leadership and stronger relationships between schools and universities (OECD, 2014). Such a change in discourse created the conditions in which reform became not only possible, but necessary (Foucault, 1981).

The resultant review undertaken by Professor John Furlong (2015), appointed as an advisor to Welsh Government on teacher education in 2014, set the tone for a distinctly Welsh approach to ITE (Mutton and Burn, 2020). 

[bookmark: _Toc231477714][bookmark: _Toc232154509]3.3 Divergence and Reform in Wales

Since 2015, education reform in Wales has been extensive, comprising an Additional Learning Needs Act; Cymraeg 2050, which seeks to develop one million Welsh speakers by 2050, and Curriculum for Wales (Welsh Government, 2018; 2017; 2023b). Significantly for ITE, Professor Graham Donaldson (2015, p.22), the architect of Curriculum for Wales, explained that the curriculum demanded “much more” from teachers than the implementation of a predetermined repertoire of methods, instead requiring them to understand the “why” and “how” of teaching as well as the “what”. Consequently, the increased expectation of teachers as curriculum designers and facilitators demanded a very different kind of ITE (Furlong, 2020). 

Importantly, Furlong's (2015) proposals ensured that HEIs remained central to the provision for ITE – an approach embedded in Scandinavian countries (Sahlberg, 2015) and Germany (Schriewer, 2017). However, in others, such as England (Ellis and Childs, 2023), the Netherlands (White, Timmermans and Dickerson, 2020), there was a notable shift towards school-based models of teacher education. This can be perceived as an example of Ball’s (1990) concept of the discourse of derision surrounding the value of university-based educational knowledge. Importantly, the discourse in Wales was markedly different, with Kirsty Williams (2017, p.1), then Minister for Education in Wales, announcing that Welsh Government committed itself to a system where “universities and schools work in robust partnership.”

[bookmark: _Toc231477715][bookmark: _Toc232154510]3.4 ITE in Wales – Reforming and Reimagining 

A number of Furlong’s (2015) recommendations were adopted by Welsh Government in the resulting Accreditation Criteria, with the first cohort of student teachers entering newly accredited partnerships in September 2019 (Welsh Government, 2018). These criteria were built on the concept of partnership working, where each partner made a distinct contribution — schools taking on a leadership role within programmes, whilst universities provided research-informed course content, with both elements carefully integrated to form a coherent whole (Furlong, 2015). To receive accreditation, all providers, comprising HEIs and a group of designated Lead Partner Schools as a “partnership”, were required to demonstrate that they could meet these criteria. Significantly, Welsh Government (2018, p.5) mandated that partners “contribute fully to the leadership and management of the programme”. This model, described by Welsh Government (2018) as one of “joint ownership”, represented a meaningful shift in the distribution of roles and responsibilities. Historically, schools had largely been responsible for hosting student-teachers for placements, with little integration of university and school-based knowledge (Furlong et al., 2021). 

The redistribution of responsibility was to have significant implications for both HEIs and schools – with universities required to surrender control of parts of the provision for which they had historically been responsible, and for schools who were required to become joint owners of ITE programmes. The consequent demands on school and university partners, who lived in “separate worlds” (Lillejord and Børte, 2016, p.557) required flexibility, collaboration and importantly, a “willingness to let go of previously held beliefs and practices” (Burroughs et al., 2019, p.8). 

[bookmark: _Toc231477716][bookmark: _Toc232154511]3.5 Discourse of ITE in Wales

Despite the reforms in Wales being undertaken in consultation with a range of relevant stakeholders – namely, Estyn, trade unions, schools and universities – ITE providers themselves had little influence (Mutton and Burn, 2020). Instead, policy direction was driven by a small number of influential individuals, most notably John Furlong and Graham Donaldson, in what Mutton and Burn (2020, p.96) describe as a “top-down” strategy. When viewed through a Foucauldian lens, however, the significance of this raises deeper questions about what is considered legitimate knowledge and practice. 

In light of Furlong’s extensive career within higher education, it is tempting to question whether his shaping of the Accreditation Criteria protected the role of universities in ITE, particularly when contrasted with a move toward school-led provision in England (Department for Education, 2019). However, as Mutton and Burn (2020) note, such a reading may be reductive given his extensive work with the BERA/RSA Inquiry into research and teacher education (2014), which positioned the university contribution as intellectually and professionally indispensable rather than institutionally self-serving. 

From a Foucauldian perspective, the more significant question is not one of intent, but of effect. As a central figure in setting the discourse of ITE in Wales, Furlong was instrumental in determining what counts as legitimate knowledge and practice within the partnership model. It is through the resulting Accreditation Criteria (Welsh Government, 2023a) that governmentality operates most clearly — functioning as a technology through which schools and university partners come to see, understand and regulate themselves, not through force, but through invited alignment with externally defined expectations (Foucault, 1991). Furlong's desire (2019, p.580) for an accreditation process owned by the “profession itself” is significant here, extending this further into Foucault's (2000) concept of techniques of the self — the ways in which individuals or groups come to see themselves as imperfect or in need of correction, believing they must seek remedy, whether independently or through the guidance of a competent other (Foucault, 1988). 

[bookmark: _Toc231477717][bookmark: _Toc232154512]3.6 Collaborative Partnership – Aspirations and Tensions

The collaborative partnership model implemented in Wales draws on earlier university-school partnership models in England, with which Furlong had direct working experience (Furlong et al., 1996). This experience was reflected in the nature of the Accreditation Criteria (Welsh Government, 2023b) that followed. Such a model, it was hoped, would address some of the challenges that arose in the delivery of ITE programmes internationally, namely the disconnect between school and university components of programmes – the “Achilles heel” of ITE – which impacted negatively on beginning teachers' learning (Darling-Hammond, 2009).

What made the Welsh model particularly distinct, unlike international contexts, was that it represented the first time that a country as a whole had adopted an approach that was “enshrined in legislation” (Furlong, 2020, pp. 38-39). Such a mandated approach generated tensions for those involved in creating and sustaining partnerships, whose differing institutional priorities did not always align with the requirements of the Accreditation Criteria (Waters-Davies and Livingston, 2023). Schools, for example, could prioritise developing school-ready student teachers who could deliver a curriculum relevant to their own context, rather than the profession-ready individuals envisaged by the model (Mutton et al., 2018). 

For university-based partners, the challenges were equally significant, with the lack of external funding from Welsh Government resulting in little incentive to invest in the time-consuming work of building partnerships (Andreasen, 2023; Cranston-Gingras et al., 2019). This led to university staff reporting feelings of “fighting their corner” (Barnett, 2008, p.193) and feeling like “misfits” (Hoult et al., 2024, p.8) within their university, where their roles were not fully understood in a typical higher education setting. 

The consequences of these structural tensions were perhaps most starkly illustrated by the closure of the Aberystwyth Partnership in 2023 (Welsh Government, 2024). Following an Estyn inspection in 2023 (Estyn, 2023), numerous concerns were raised regarding the quality of the provision. Consequently, the Partnership was not successful in becoming reaccredited to deliver ITE, with profound implications for the university and its staff, leading to the closure of the relevant university department. The fact that the consequences of this decision seemingly fell more significantly on the university raises important questions about the apparent unequal distribution of accountability within the partnership model. It is perhaps unsurprising, therefore, that sustaining a genuinely collaborative partnership presents significant challenges where such structural and cultural differences exist (Risan, 2022).  

[bookmark: _Toc231477718][bookmark: _Toc232154513]3.7 Joint Accountability

In Wales, accountability has become a powerful tool through which policymakers have sought to improve the quality of education (Cochran-Smith, 2021). Accountability, defined as the “answerability for performance” (Romzek, 2000, p.21) has been framed as neither good nor bad – but rather dependent on the larger political agendas to which it is attached (Cochran-Smith et al., 2018). The emergence of a number of accountability frameworks in Wales, namely the PSTL (Welsh Government 2017b) and the revised inspection framework (Estyn, 2022), reflected the broader international trend toward accountability as a primary policy tool for improving standards (Högberg and Lindgren, 2021). 

As partners, Lead Partner Schools and HEIs are required to play a full part in programmes’ improvement processes and accept accountability to their “students, Estyn, to the EWC and to the HEI that validates their programmes” (Welsh Government, 2023a, p.12). However, the reality of enacting this requirement presents significant challenges. As Mutton (2016) points out, ITE is often a secondary focus for schools, whose primary consideration remains the children in their care. A further concern raised by Mutton (2016) is that schools engaging with multiple partnerships may gravitate toward standardised approaches for efficacy rather than learning the intricacies of each model — risking the epistemological and pedagogical depth that makes genuine partnership working valuable. Furthermore, Estyn's (2025, p.7) most recent annual report noted that “...many partnerships struggle with joint leadership and joint accountability in practice, and many school-based partners were often not fully involved in leadership processes”. In addition, five of the seven partnerships in Wales received a recommendation to improve joint leadership between schools and universities (Estyn, 2025), suggesting that such challenges are not isolated to individual partnerships, but reflect a more widespread pattern across Wales. Sustaining school involvement in partnerships is also likely to be complicated by recent pressures on schools, namely funding shortages (Scott et al., 2024) and recruitment and retention crises (Egan et al., 2024).

Writing before the current model was introduced, Hudson and Lambert (1997) found that schools' joint or primary responsibility was largely confined to school experience – a pattern that, the Estyn (2025) evidence suggests, has yet to be fully resolved. Allen, Butler-Mader and Smith’s (2010, p.620) findings that teachers and university staff were “generally unaware” of the responsibilities of the other may go some way to explain this. Consequently, discourse around the model of partnership working between schools and universities continues to be one of unease – particularly if the partnership is asymmetrical in terms of power and influence (Hoult et al., 2024). A key consideration when exploring the imbalance in influence between school and university partners is the financial relationship between them. It is notable that HEIs typically pay Lead Partner Schools for their involvement in ITE — a financial arrangement that risks reproducing the hierarchical structures the jointly owned model sought to overcome, with schools positioned as recipients of a service-based arrangement rather than partners in the model. 

[bookmark: _Toc231477720][bookmark: _Toc232154514]3.8 A Gap in the Literature

In this section, I briefly reflect on the earlier discussed literature and outline where I feel this study contributes to the existing knowledge base (Denscombe, 2010). Having engaged with a wide range of literature on the topic of ITE, both from a historical and international perspective, it is evident that this has concerned itself with accountability measures in education more broadly, or the structural arrangements of different partnership models. Whilst this has shed light on the challenges of partnership working internationally, there has been insufficient research into the specific implications of the jointly owned, statutorily mandated model adopted in Wales. In order to establish a clearer picture of what this means for leaders in universities and schools, research that focuses on the perceptions and experiences of those leading these partnerships is timely. 

[bookmark: _Toc231477721][bookmark: _Toc232154515]3.9 Research Questions

With this in mind, the following research aims and questions have been developed to explore these dimensions of the Welsh ITE partnership model:

Research aim: To examine how university ITE programme leaders and headteachers of Lead Partner Schools construct and enact their roles and responsibilities, and how their understanding of joint accountability shapes partnership practices

RQ1: How do university ITE programme leaders and headteachers of Lead Partner Schools conceptualise their roles and responsibilities within an ITE partnership model?

RQ2: How do university ITE programme leaders and headteachers of Lead Partner Schools perceive joint accountability within an ITE partnership model?

RQ3: In what ways do their perceptions of joint accountability shape partnership practices?
[bookmark: _Toc231477281][bookmark: _Toc232154516]4. Research Design and Methodology 

In this chapter, I discuss the research design and methodology adopted in order to answer the aforementioned research questions. This aligns with the ontological position and theoretical framework outlined in Chapter 1 where I assert my belief that qualitative researchers seek to understand the socially constructed meanings of individuals' experiences (Khan and MacEachen, 2021). In doing so, I outline the sampling strategy, data collection methods and the analytical approach adopted and consider my own position as an insider researcher and explore the ethical considerations that arise from these choices. 

[bookmark: _Toc231477282][bookmark: _Toc232154517]4.1 Positionality

As qualitative research is shaped by the presence of the researcher's insights and experiences (Khan and MacEachen, 2021), it is incumbent upon me to consider my own positionality and to attempt to promote transparency about the effects of this in the research (Goundar, 2025). Central to this is an acknowledgement that research does not take place in a vacuum and that the insights it produces are shaped by the researcher's own values, assumptions and relational position within the field (Mertens and Hesse-Biber, 2013). Significantly, given my role as an insider researcher within the partnership under study, this acknowledgement carried particular weight as my personal investment in the partnership had the potential to shape the research in ways that required careful and ongoing reflection. Whilst Clarke (2005) likens positionality to an infection which can risk the figurative health of a research study, Bickman and Rog (2009) argue that it can add value by providing an insight into complex topics. In this sense, I was "unafraid" to draw on my own experience, as I reject the notion that there is an objective reality free of researcher influence which can be captured (Corbin and Strauss, 2008, p.13). 

As discourse analysis explores how language constructs rather than simply reflect social reality (Braun and Clarke, 2013), my role was necessarily interpretive. Tracy and Mirivel (2009) note that researcher positionality influences how data are divided, interpreted and reformed, meaning that analysis cannot be understood as a neutral process of discovery. Meaning, therefore, does not reside solely in the data but is shaped by the way it is interpreted.

My perception of partnership working has inevitably been shaped by my own professional experience of working in ITE in Wales. Having previously worked as a primary school teacher for over ten years, including working in other ITE partnerships as a school-based mentor and researcher, I am now employed by a Welsh university as a Strategic Lead for Partnership in ITE. I considered such experience a strength, as it afforded me a working knowledge of the opportunities and challenges inherent in the partnership model. Furthermore, my position not only facilitated access to participants due to existing relationships but also served to establish a level of trust between the researcher and participant that might not have been possible otherwise (Brown and Danaher, 2019). 

However, I was mindful that my insider status was not without its complications. Working closely with school and university leaders meant that participants may have been conscious of my role and position, potentially moderating their responses to present their practice favourably or sharing views they felt I wanted to hear (Koro-Ljungberg, 2012). 

Merriam and Tisdell (2016) also caution that research of this kind has the potential to change participants' consciousness about the very phenomenon being explored. Whilst these possibilities could not be eradicated entirely, I sought to mitigate them through careful attention to interview design, the use of open and non-leading questions, and by making explicit to participants that the research was not an evaluation of their practice but an exploration of their perceptions and experiences (for a full account of the identified risks and mitigations, please refer to the ethics form in Appendix I). Consequently, I maintained a reflexive approach throughout — understood here as the active acknowledgement of how my own perspectives shaped the research process (Braun and Clarke, 2013). Additionally, I adopted a sceptical stance toward my own emerging interpretations, remaining alert to the risk that they might reflect what I had anticipated rather than what the data produced (Richards, 2021). 

[bookmark: _Toc231477283][bookmark: _Toc232154518]4.2 Sampling Strategy

The process of sampling allows researchers to draw on the experiences of a carefully selected group of individuals in order to generate insights that speak to the broader phenomenon under investigation (Thomas, 2018). 

Purposive sampling, where the researcher deliberately selects participants perceived as most likely to yield the richest and most relevant data (Clark et al., 2021), was adopted as it was essential that participants possessed a working knowledge of ITE partnerships from either a Lead Partner School or HEI perspective. In this sense, the participants could be understood as “policy translators” — individuals who enacted policy whilst being simultaneously shaped by it (Ball et al., 2011, p.630). In Foucauldian terms, they were both producers and products of the discourse of ITE partnerships in Wales, making their perceptions and experiences particularly valuable for this study.

Four participants were identified and approached directly through my existing professional role. The choice to interview four participants was a deliberate one; reflecting the time constraints of this pilot study and the use of semi-structure interviews, which prioritises depth of engagement over breadth of the sample (Brinkmann, Kvale, Flick, 2019). Similarly, the focus on a single partnership also reflected the scope of this pilot study, as a comparative approach across multiple partnerships would have required considerable additional contextualisation that was not feasible within the available wordcount and timeframe. 

All four agreed to participate, comprising two headteachers of Lead Partner Schools and two ITE programme leaders within the university, drawn from a single ITE partnership in Wales. 

Participants were selected according to the following criteria:

· They held a leadership position within either a Lead Partner School or the ITE programme leader within the university, specifically as;
· Headteacher, deputy headteacher or member of the university's strategic leadership team for ITE
· They had been actively involved in the partnership's leadership and governance group
· They had worked within the partnership for a minimum of five years, ensuring lived experience of both the Estyn inspection process and the accreditation cycle

Whilst ethical considerations are discussed in more detail in Section 4.5, it is important to acknowledge that given the small number of ITE partnerships in Wales, careful steps were taken to anonymise participants and ensure confidentiality so that no identifiable information was presented in the findings. 

[bookmark: _Toc231477284][bookmark: _Toc232154519]4.3 Methods

Semi-structured interviews were selected as the primary method of data collection. As Patton (2015) notes, interviews are necessary when the researcher seeks to understand not just what people do, but what they think, feel and how they make sense of their experiences, which were central to the research questions. Unlike structured interviews which do not allow for deviation from a predetermined set of questions, semi-structured interviews offered a framework of topics to guide the conversation whilst allowing the freedom to pursue emerging themes as they arose (Thomas, 2018). 

In planning my interviews, I created a guide containing a list of issues and accompanying flexible questions and was mindful to use language that participants would be familiar with, avoiding terminology that might alienate or confuse (Thomas, 2018). Follow-up questions were designed to allow for “exploration” (Seidman, 2013, pp.83-84) rather than using “why” questions, which Patton (2015) argues are more likely to produce limited or closed answers that do not advance the conversation. Similarly, I was cognisant of the potential for limited disclosures due to my positionality as an insider researcher (Creswell and Miller, 2000) and therefore took care to ensure that questions were not framed in ways that might have felt evaluative or judgemental. Finally, I aimed to ensure that the interviews remained conversational, rather than resembling what Potter and Wetherell (1987, p.165) describe as a “spoken questionnaire”. For the full interview guide, including questions, prompts, associated research questions and Foucauldian theoretical links, see Appendix I.

[bookmark: _Toc231477285][bookmark: _Toc232154520]4.4 Foucauldian Discourse Analysis 

As established in Section 2.4, discourse is understood here as both a material and productive force that shapes what can be said, by whom, and with what authority (Foucault, 1981; Henriques, 1984). Consequently, the process of discourse analysis is based on the notion that data should not be taken at face value but, rather, deconstructed to reveal underlying meanings (Denscombe, 2010). This, Gill (2000) posits, enables researchers to identify a purpose for the way something is said, and in doing so, accepts that what is said, is also a way of not saying something else. 

Whilst Foucault did not offer an explicit methodological framework for his work (Ball, 2015), FDA has nonetheless developed as a distinctive analytical approach in qualitative research (Parker, 1992; Willig, 2008; Arribas-Ayllon and Walkerdine, 2017). Importantly, unlike other approaches to discourse analysis which focus solely on language, FDA has a top-down perspective which considers broader, ideological issues and how they relate to power and knowledge (Mayo, 2000). This proved particularly useful given the nature of ITE policy in Wales, where certain voices and forms of knowledge were privileged over others (Rogers et al., 2005). FDA also treats power not as something possessed but as something that shifts and circulates (Kaufmann, 2011), which sits comfortably within the theoretical framework established in Chapter 1.

Given that Foucault's body of work is more concerned with unsettling established knowledge than providing researchers with practical guidance (Martinez, 2018), the absence of a clear methodological framework has been described as a “striking constraint” for new researchers (Khan and MacEachen, 2021, p.5). In response, a number of models have been developed to analyse discourse using his philosophical principles.

In preparing for this study, I explored these models to identify the most appropriate framework for the research questions and theoretical stance adopted. Whilst I considered Willig's (2008) six-stage model and the “flexible guidelines” of Arribas-Ayllon and Walkerdine (2017, p.115), both lean toward the psychological and are concerned with how discourse shapes individual subjectivity and emotional identity than with how it operates within institutional and policy contexts. Additionally, Parker's (1992) twenty-step model, developed primarily for therapeutic and clinical settings, was considered too prescriptive to sit comfortably within the Foucauldian spirit of resisting rigid methodological frameworks (Ball, 2015). Instead, Kendall and Wickham's (1999) five-step framework offered a more direct engagement with the Foucauldian stance I have already established. As a result, an adapted version of Kendall and Wickham's (1999) five-step approach is presented below, with an additional column identifying the analytical focus in line with the research questions and aim:

	Stage
	Description
	Analytical focus

	1. The recognition of a discourse as a corpus of statements whose organisation is regular and systematic

	Identifying the dominant ways participants talk and think about a topic.
	What are the dominant ways in which participants talk and think about accountability within the structures of the partnership model?

	2. Identification of rules of the production of statements

	Identifying the social or institutional norms that dictate what can be said, by whom, and in which contexts

	How do institutional and policy norms shape what participants feel able to say about their roles and partnership working?

	3. The identification of rules that delimit the sayable 
	Identifies the limits of discourse - what is acceptable to say, what is left unsaid, and what is silenced in the interviews 
	What is left unsaid, avoided or silenced in participants' accounts of their roles and joint accountability within the partnership?

	4. The identification of rules that create spaces in which new statements can be made

	Noticing moments where new ideas or alternative perspectives appear, challenging dominant views.

	Where do participants challenge, resist or reframe dominant discourses about what joint ownership or accountability should look like?

	5. The identification of rules that ensure that practice is material and discursive at the same time

	Identifies how discursive practices are linked to material practices

	How do participants' understandings of their roles and joint accountability translate into practices?



Table I – adaptation of Kendall and Wickham’s five-stage FDA model

These stages, along with their analytical focus, provided a framework for approaching the data after the interviews. Importantly, rather than acting as a rigid checklist, this model acted as a guide which allowed me to follow the data rather than impose expectations upon it. 

Importantly, in accordance with my post-structuralist perspective, there is no single or fixed meaning to be extracted from these discursive constructions (Foucault, 1981) and they could be interpreted differently depending on the context and perspective of the reader (Khan and MacEachen, 2021). Consequently, the findings that follow in Chapter 5 should be read as one interpretation of a complex and contested landscape, shaped by the theoretical framework and analytical approach outlined here. 

[bookmark: _Toc231477286][bookmark: _Toc232154521]4.5 Ethical Considerations

The ethical implications of this research were carefully considered throughout all stages of the study. Importantly, the research was conducted in accordance with the British Educational Research Association (BERA, 2024) guidelines and ethical approval (see Appendix II) was granted by the University of Wales Trinity Saint David’s ethics committee prior to commencement of the research activity.

Significantly, given my position as an insider researcher, I was particularly mindful of my personal and professional relationships with participants and the potential for harm to relationships or reputations if the research was not handled with care and transparency (Denscombe, 2010). Central to this was the consideration of how participants would give consent to participate and be aware of their right to withdraw. I was also aware that, due to my role and existing relationships with prospective participants, individuals may have felt a sense of obligation to participate or may have been concerned that their disclosures could impact on the work of the partnership (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). Consequently, at the outset of the interviews, participants were reminded that their involvement was entirely voluntary and that their responses would have no bearing on our professional relationship.

Participant information sheets and consent forms outlined what participation involved, including the right to withdraw at any point without penalty. Due to the small number of ITE partnerships in Wales, I was especially mindful of anonymisation and reassuring participants that findings could identify individual participants or their institutions. Participants were also informed that data would be kept on password-protected university systems and that any quotes used in the findings would be anonymised and free of identifying details. Finally, participants were informed about the limits of confidentiality, making clear that anything suggesting malpractice or serious risk of harm would need to be passed on to the relevant bodies (BERA, 2024). Copies of these documents are included in Appendix III.


[bookmark: _Toc231728860][bookmark: _Toc232154522]5. Data Analysis and Discussion

[bookmark: _Toc231728861][bookmark: _Toc232154523]5.1 Introduction

Unlike quantitative research which seeks measurable outcomes, qualitative studies do not always seek a single storyline, but the analysis will usually achieve something other than mere description (Richards, 2021). Therefore, the findings presented here should be understood not as a definitive account, but as a theoretically informed reading of the data, shaped by the FDA framework and the analytical stance outlined in Chapter 1.

The findings are organised according to Kendall and Wickham's (1999) five analytical stages, with relevant participant quotes used to illustrate each stage. During the analysis process, I adopted what Richards (2021) describes as goading the data in order to question my interpretations rather than simply confirming them. 

It is important to note that in FDA, the boundary between analysis and discussion is necessarily blurred as the process of interpreting discourse requires the researcher to engage theoretically and contextually with the data as part of the analytical process itself (Arribas-Ayllon and Walkerdine, 2017). As a result, theoretical connections and links to the existing literature are woven throughout the analytical sections that follow, rather than being reserved for a separate discussion chapter.

[bookmark: _Toc231728862][bookmark: _Toc232154524]5.2 Participant Profiles
 
In this section, I introduce four participants, selected in accordance with the approach outlined in Section 4.2, whose perspectives inform the findings, alongside relevant details regarding the interviews conducted. All four interviews were conducted via Microsoft Teams and, with participants’ consent, were recorded and transcribed using transcription software prior to analysis. Interviews ranged in duration from 42 to 76 minutes. Each participant was assigned a label reflecting their role within the partnership ('HT' for headteachers and 'HEIPL' for programme leaders) both to aid clarity and to protect anonymity. 

	Label
	Role
	Years in Partnership
	Duration 
(rounded to nearest minute)

	HT1
	Headteacher
	8
	42

	HT2
	Headteacher
	8
	76

	HEIPL1
	ITE Programme Leader
	8
	54

	HEIPL2
	ITE Programme Leader
	9
	57



Table II – Participant Overview
[bookmark: _Toc231728863][bookmark: _Toc232154525]5.3 Data Preparation

Prior to analysis, the data were prepared using the following steps:

	Step 1
	Recordings and transcriptions downloaded and checked for accuracy against the original audio

	Step 2
	Each transcript read through the lens of each of Kendall and Wickham's (1999) five stages

	Step 3
	Relevant extracts identified and annotated within each transcript according to the relevant stage

	Step 4
	Relevant extracts from each transcript collated into five separate documents, one for each analytical stage

	Step 5
	Collated extracts sense-checked against the research questions and analytical framework prior to writing up



Table III – Data Preparation Steps



5.4 [bookmark: _Toc231728864][bookmark: _Toc232154526]Stage 1: Recognition of a discourse

In order to identify the dominant discourses operating across the four transcripts, a process of coding was undertaken. Defined as “deriving and developing concepts from the data” (Corbin and Strauss, 2008, p.65), the process involved dissecting and aggregating data into dominant discourses. It is important to note that this process is inherently interpretive and requires the researcher to make active judgements about what is significant as guided by the analytical focus in Table I (Saldaña, 2022). Such judgements were inevitably shaped by my own positionality, assumptions and theoretical framework which have been outlined in Chapter I. Whilst this required ongoing reflexive attention, my insider position also afforded a depth of contextual understanding that enriched the analytical process as I was able to recognise not just what participants said, but what they chose not to say (Brown and Danaher, 2019). An example of the coding process is shown in the figure below:

[image: ]
Figure II – Coded transcript

Three dominant discourses were identified across the four transcripts, each underpinned by a number of codes that supported their identification. Notably, whilst each discourse is presented separately for analytical clarity, they are causally connected, offering a coherent account of how joint accountability is constructed, constrained and sustained within the partnership. These have been listed in the table below before each is explored in turn:


	Joint accountability as aspiration rather than reality
	Structural asymmetry as the underlying condition
	Relationships as the response to structural asymmetry

	Performative accountability 

	Financial relationship

	Relationships over structures 


	Accountability language as site of resistance
	Differential stakes producing differential accountability 
	Vulnerability of relational model 


	Joint accountability as externally defined
	Gatekeeping reproduced through discourse
	Self-governance filling structural absence

	Contested equality within joint accountability
	Moral discourse as technology of self-governance

	

	
	Power depicted as located
	



Table IV – dominant discourses and codes from interview data

[bookmark: _Toc231728865][bookmark: _Toc232154527]5.4.1 Joint accountability as an aspiration rather than reality 

All participants used the language of joint accountability fluently, yet at various points, acknowledged that their understanding of it had largely been shaped by a definition they did not create, but had rather inherited. In this sense, the introduction of the new model of ITE had brought with it discursive performance rather than genuine practice: 

This joint accountability and who does what…was very much an “on paper” kind of exercise. We said we were jointly accountable and therefore if we say it, it must be so — [but] it wasn't so at all.
(Excerpt 1: HEIPL1)

This sense of directed accountability was evident across both institutional positions, with HT1 describing how a Memorandum of Agreement (MoA), the contractual agreement between school and university partners, had been produced without meaningful school involvement and had “landed on the desk…and said ‘can you read that and can you sign it?’”

The consequences of inheriting rather than negotiating this definition became apparent when HT1 acknowledged that thinking of anything other than “joint accountability” had become “really quite alien”, despite simultaneously questioning whether it was the right term at all: 
I'm so used to that term now...and maybe that's just because we've become, I don't mean brainwashed, I don't mean that at all, but just, I suppose we've just used that term, but…is the term the right one?
(Excerpt 2: HT1)

For HT2, when asked about their own views on joint accountability, the phrase “I think the term is right” was repeated twice in quick succession, reading more as self-reassurance than conviction. HT2 went on to acknowledge that “I’m pretty sure that how it feels for schools is different to how it feels for university staff” suggesting an awareness of experiential asymmetry that the language of joint accountability does not capture. From a Foucauldian (1977) perspective this process of internalisation connects to the concept of normalising judgements, whereby a norm comes to feel natural and inevitable. Whilst “brainwashed” was retracted, the fact that the word came to mind was significant as it highlighted that the discourse of joint accountability had become so internalised that alternatives had become unthinkable. This process of internalisation connects further to Foucault's (2000) concept of subjectivation – the ways in which individuals recognise and act upon moral obligations. For these participants, the discourse of joint accountability has become something they have not simply been told to enact but rather something that they have come to feel they must.

For HEIPL1, who positioned themselves as having to justify the constraints of the model to university leadership, Foucault’s (1977) depiction of “docile bodies” - those who had been regulated to be accepting of socially desirable norms – is particularly significant: 

…you either accept the reality, or you don't. I never start a conversation without saying this is an accredited initial teacher education programme…you either suck it up or you don’t.
(Excerpt 3: HEIPL1)

Despite the participants’ acceptance of the term as a feature of their working lives in ITE, significant tensions emerged when they reflected on what joint accountability actually looked like in practice. For example, whilst discussing quality assurance visits to schools, HEIPL2 stated that the balance of accountability was “not fair” and that there was not an opportunity for school partners to pass similar judgments on university-based practitioners’ practice. Furthermore, HT2 spoke of wishing to be free of such scrutiny, stating that once student-teachers were in school “leave us to sort them out”. Whilst the distinctive academic and practical contributions of HEI and school partners are acknowledged in the Accreditation Criteria (Welsh Government, 2023a), these statements suggested that there was an imbalance between the discourse of joint ownership and the reality of how it operated in practice. 

Significantly, all four participants questioned the disconnect between discourse and the lived reality of joint accountability. This suggests a gap between aspiration and reality not being a matter of individual experience, but rather the structural conditions of the partnership model. It is to these structural conditions that the following sections turns.

[bookmark: _Toc231728866][bookmark: _Toc232154528]5.4.2 Structural asymmetry as the underlying condition

The structural conditions of the partnership model constituted a dominant and recurring discourse across all four transcripts. Notably, financial, institutional and regulatory asymmetries constituted the primary contradictions within this discourse. From a university perspective, HEIPL1 frequently returned to the financial relationship between partners and questioned the apparent imbalance that this brought to the model: 

…is requiring joint accountability given this balance of power between the payer and the receivers of the money, is this a doable proposition? 
(Excerpt 4: HEIPL1)

Additionally, the financial tension was not limited to the relationship between university and schools. HEIPL1 also described the vulnerability of ITE within the university itself, where the financial contribution it made “always looks very, very low” and “potentially not worth it”. Under such circumstances, this made genuine joint accountability harder to realise, with structural pressures on both sides inevitably pulling university staff toward protecting their own interests rather than sharing them. 

HEIPL2 extended this point, questioning the university's role in ITE if schools could fulfil it equally well — 'what is our role then if schools can do what we can do?' The answer, HEIPL2 suggested, lay in the university's control of access to the partnership itself:

[I]t's like those bins you get in like flat complexes, like a lock on it...if the university isn't there with a key to let somebody in, then how on earth are they going to access the bins? 
(Excerpt 5: HEIPL2)

Significantly, HEIPL2 immediately questioned whether this gatekeeping was deliberate or unintentional: “are we inadvertently putting barriers there?” – furthering the notion that despite the discourse of joint accountability, power operates not through force or deliberate design but through the conditions that determine who can participate and on whose terms. 

The asymmetry of risk within the partnership was most starkly articulated by HT1, who, after a notable hesitation, acknowledged a comfort within the partnership model that university staff could not share: 

Gosh, this might be, it's going to sound maybe a little bit, I don't know what it's going to sound like, but maybe I sit a little bit easier within the partnership, knowing that ultimately my school will be all right if we're not in it.
(Excerpt 6: HT1)

The hesitation before this admission is itself analytically significant and highlights that HT1 knew this was difficult to say within the discourse of joint accountability. In the same interview, HT1 went further, naming the consequences for university staff with notable directness – “…jobs lost…careers gone” – whilst stating that “we carry on, we’re still a school”. This disproportionality was not lost on HEIPL1, who framed it in terms of institutional jeopardy, noting that despite the language of partnership - external accountability measures such as Estyn inspections or EWC accreditation processes positioned the university as the sole bearer of formal risk. This structural condition, they argued, made requiring joint accountability a “very, very big ask”. Consequently, the discourse of joint accountability is required to do significant work in concealing the conditions that make it difficult to achieve. 

[bookmark: _Toc231728867][bookmark: _Toc232154529]5.4.3 Relationships as the response to structural asymmetry

Structural asymmetry, as the previous discourse has shown, created conditions that are fundamentally at odds with the rhetoric of the partnership model. However, all four participants described a model that, despite its contradictions, had developed and matured over time was sustained through relational work, trust, and personal commitment. Indeed, the partnership was described by HEIPL1 as “entirely an effort of desire and will” and “not because the system supports [it]”. Similarly, HEIPL2 noted that “…it's all people. It's all to do with people and relationships”. These relationships, HEIPL1 stressed, were the key mechanism through which the structural imbalance could be overcome: 

You can only build joint accountability in a model that is out of balance like that if the relationships are strong enough for people to want to make it work. 
(Excerpt 7: HEIPL1)

Whilst both university participants spoke enthusiastically about the partnership, they acknowledged that its dependence on personal relationships rather than structural arrangements created significant vulnerability — a concern that resonates with sustainability challenges identified in similar international studies (Andreasen, 2023). HEIPL1 was explicit about this fragility, noting that “because this is so dependent on relationships, personnel changes...that's a very vulnerable point”, suggesting that the relational foundations of the partnership, whilst currently strong, were inherently precarious. HEIPL2 echoed this, acknowledging that “there's lots of different factors can impact those relationships” — a recognition that the desire and will which sustain the partnership in the absence of structural support is itself subject to disruption.

This apparent reliance on relational and personal experiences was also evident in interviews with headteachers, with HT2 noting that their own knowledge and understanding of the partnership came from their “unique position” as a school that “were part of writing the programmes back before the partnership was even created”. Taken in this way, joint accountability of the programmes is not uniformly experienced and is historically accumulated rather than structurally guaranteed. Similarly, HT1, drawing on their experience in a previous role, noted that their understanding of the responsibilities of a headteacher within the partnership “comes from the experience I've had previously...I don't know whether that would necessarily be the same for other headteachers who haven't had that experience.” This is a significant observation as it suggests that experiential knowledge required to navigate the partnership is not structurally embedded, but personally accumulated and therefore renders the model vulnerable to the personnel changes that HEIPL1 identified as a threat to its sustainability.

[bookmark: _Toc231728868][bookmark: _Toc232154530]5.5 Stage 2: Identification of rules of the production of statements

The conditions that produced these discourses are explored below, with three governing norms identified across the transcripts — the Accreditation Criteria, institutional position and partnership governance structures.

[bookmark: _Toc231728869][bookmark: _Toc232154531]5.5.1 The Accreditation Criteria as a governing norm

Throughout the process of analysis, the Accreditation Criteria are characterised as an unrealistic representation of partnership working. For example, for HEIPL1, who frames the criteria as providing “false comfort” that partnerships in Wales are consistent in their approach to ITE, they consider it “from another age”. Importantly, they note, “…we’re pretending that…we’re all being held to account for the same things.” This is primarily due to the “wholly different cultural environment” that education is now in and therefore, “…talking about it as if it was still 2017 is probably not as illuminating as it might be”. 

For HEIPL2, who acknowledged the value of a formal framework underpinning ITE as a “scaffold” or a “starting point”, the Accreditation Criteria had nonetheless become limiting and something that “prevents creativity”. Whilst the criteria were considerably less prescriptive than equivalent frameworks in England (Mutton, Burn and Molway, 2024), this more subtle form of regulation connects to what Du Gay (1996) describes as controlled de-control — the appearance of freedom within a tightly governed framework. From a Foucauldian (1977) perspective, the shaping of conduct, not through force, but through the internalisation of norms can be viewed as governmentality in action. 

For HT1, who acknowledged limited engagement with the criteria outside of specific accountability events such accreditation or inspection, engagement with the criteria was primarily reactive and event driven. Furthermore, they spoke of their own understanding of partnership working informing their practice, rather than the criteria:

"…does it shape everything that I do in school and the role as a headteacher within the partnership? No, I don't think it does."
(Excerpt 8: HT1)

Whilst HT2 stated that they did not regularly review the criteria, they valued the clarity and consistency that it brought – commenting that “it’s not rigid, it’s watertight” and “everybody knows what to do if things aren’t going right”. In this sense, it provided a highly valued procedural safety net and a form of certainty to the relationship between school and university partners.  

[bookmark: _Toc231728870][bookmark: _Toc232154532]5.5.2 Institutional position as a governing norm

Perhaps unsurprisingly, institutional position operated as a significant rule of production in constructing and limiting what participants felt able to say. Participants had a clear understanding of their contribution to the partnership from an institutional level, with HT1 noting that the “essence” of partnership was “utilising each other's strengths where they can be used...it doesn't actually matter where that is”. HT2, when reflecting on their perspective within the partnership, momentarily described it as “selfish” before immediately retracting the word – “I'm always talking from the point of view of a school and selfishly, not selfishly”. This self-correction reveals an awareness that prioritising school interests sits uneasily within the discourse of joint ownership, with this fleeting moment of self-censorship illustrating how institutional position governs what can and cannot be said. They continued to state that their institutional position informed judgements that they made regarding student-teacher progress, noting that "I won't pass them if I didn't want them to work here". This insight pointed to a tension within the partnership model, highlighting that qualification was contingent on the institutional judgements of partners. Indeed, HT2 went further, stating that “the school should have the final decision” which represents a direct challenge to university authority. 

The governing power of institutional position was perhaps most explicitly named by HEIPL2, who drew a clear distinction between the total professional commitment expected of university staff - “it should be a non-negotiable...that is our role. We are teacher educators” - and the position of school partners, for whom partnership working sat alongside “a long list of other priorities." HEIPL2 also emphasised the importance of university staff recognising this identity and ensuring that they were “toeing the party line” as “if somebody isn’t aligned to that from the university side…that could be quite influencing” on school partners.  Taken together, these accounts suggest that institutional position operated as one of the most powerful rules of production across the transcripts, determining not just what participants said, but what they felt entitled to say and do, and what they recognised as too difficult or sensitive to articulate.

[bookmark: _Toc231728871][bookmark: _Toc232154533]5.5.3 Governance structures as a governing norm

The governance structures of the partnership also operated as a significant rule of production, and they determined not just how decisions were made but who was entitled to be part of making them. Notably, both headteachers independently used the word “brave” to describe the university's decision to involve schools in the governance of the partnership. Whilst a compliment, the “brave” discourse reproduces university authority even in statements that appear to celebrate school involvement. HT2 also spoke of being “fortunate enough” to be involved at a governance level and therefore, school participation was framed as something granted rather than inherent, and university leadership as something that requires courage because it involves relinquishing control. Despite this, HT2 suggested that the involvement of school partners in the governance of the partnership gave “ownership” and “accountability” to members of the governance group. HT1 echoed these sentiments, stating that it was not possible to be “…accountable for something if you don't have a sense of ownership of it." 

However, this experience of governance as inclusive was not universally shared. Drawing on the account of a former colleague, HEIPL2 described the strategic decision-making processes of the university as accessible only to “a very select few” and as a door “pretty much firmly shut” with “not even a gap” for others to understand the direction of travel – which is in stark contrast to HT2’s experience of governance as participatory. This is consistent with a Foucauldian (1980) understanding of how power operates within structures, whereby some are privileged in decision-making processes whilst others are rendered peripheral, and inclusion is distributed unevenly rather than uniformly. This is most clearly brought to life by the previously discussed MoA, which HT1 acknowledged had been produced with minimal school input, arriving on headteachers' desks ready to be signed rather than having been jointly authored.

[bookmark: _Toc231728872][bookmark: _Toc232154534]5.6 Stage 3: Identification of rules that delimit the sayable

Whilst Stages 1 and 2 attended to what participants said and the conditions that shaped it, Stage 3 turns to what was not said – the silences and hesitations that reveal the boundaries of what was sayable within the discourses of joint accountability. In doing so, Kendall and Wickham (1999) note of Foucault's approach, attention toward the conditions that make certain statements possible necessarily directs us also toward the boundaries that make others impossible. Across the four transcripts, the boundaries of the sayable were most clearly visible in the moments where participants hesitated, retracted or qualified statements that seemingly came naturally but felt difficult to say. These moments were most frequent in HT1's account, where several observations about the partnership appeared to approach the limits of what could comfortably be articulated within the discourse of joint ownership. 

This was evident when HT1 acknowledged that their school would survive without the partnership, starting the observation with “…gosh, this might be, it's going to sound maybe a little bit, I don't know what it's going to sound like…”. This extended hesitation signalled an awareness that this admission sits uncomfortably within the jointly owned discourse. This pattern of self-censorship extended to HT1's engagement with the Accreditation Criteria where they acknowledged limited engagement with the document before stating “I shouldn't probably be saying this.” 

A different kind of silence was also evident in those moments where participants began to say something and instinctively reached for words that they immediately felt unable to stand by. This was most strikingly illustrated by HEIPL2, who, when reflecting on the distribution of power within the partnership, began a sentence that was never completed: “…there's a perception that it lies with schools, but actually...”. Read alongside HEIPL2's bins metaphor, their observation about inadvertent gatekeeping and their question about what the university's role would be if schools could do everything universities do, a coherent but partially suppressed understanding of power began to emerge - one in which the university's dominance is recognised but cannot be fully articulated within the discourse of joint accountability. 

A further silence became evident when participants were asked what they would change in the current partnership model. Whilst this question demanded participants to envision structural reform to a model that they had spent years building, and was therefore, no small ask, the structural conditions of the partnership are accepted and actively reproduced through the refusal to imagine alternatives. HT1, when asked what a partnership designed from scratch might look like, acknowledged that it would probably “…not look much different to what we've got”. Additionally, HEIPL2, despite offering the most critical account of the model's structural conditions, nonetheless asserted “…I firmly believe that it is possible.” As Foucault (1981) suggests, discourse does not merely reflect reality but produces it, and in producing the discourse of joint accountability as the only viable framework for ITE partnership in Wales, participants simultaneously close the possibility of imagining something different. For the participants, the jointly owned model has become the taken-for-granted condition within which all thinking about ITE partnership in Wales takes place. 
 
[bookmark: _Toc231728873][bookmark: _Toc232154535]5.7 Stage 4: Identification of rules that create spaces in which statements can be made

In this stage, the “inventiveness of discourses” (Kendall and Wickham, 1999, p.45) are explored, namely the ways in which new ideas are brought forward, not as the operations of individual thought, but as a consequence of dominant discourses. Markedly, all four transcripts contained moments where participants offered, to varying degrees, a reimagining of what joint accountability could look like if the structural conditions of the model were addressed rather than accepted. 

For HT1, there was a notable desire to question the separation of HEI and Lead School Partner contributions, outside what is defined in the Accreditation Criteria (Welsh Government, 2023a). They spoke of feeling they could contribute more to programme design processes from which schools had historically been excluded, stating “…I certainly feel that head teachers and schools have a part to play in that.” HT1 went further, suggesting that the “essence” of any partnership should be to “…utilise each other's strengths where they can be used...it doesn't actually matter where that is.” This sat in direct tension with HEIPL2's metaphor of accessing bin storage — where HEIPL2 acknowledged that university staff may “inadvertently” put barriers in place to prevent greater school involvement. HEIPL2 proceeded to suggest that schools “want to know, they want to be part of it…but then is there something?” This question was left deliberately unfinished, with its conclusion hovering at the boundary of what could be said within the discourse of joint ownership and accountability. Significantly, this aligns with the findings of Waters-Davies and Livingston (2023), who identified a similar dynamic in their exploration of the uneasy professional identity of university staff in ITE partnerships. In this sense, the discourse of joint ownership and accountability in partnership produces another – one in which university partners are uncomfortable with increased school involvement that might serve to threaten the role of the HEI in ITE. 

HEIPL1 also offered alternative views for ways of working for the partnership as it had “gone beyond” what the Accreditation Criteria had originally mandated, suggesting that it was appropriate to “upend the whole thing”. This, they argued, was possible if the vision ITE, as outlined in the Accreditation Criteria (Welsh Government, 2023a), remained as the fundamental principle for partnerships. They went on to state that this would negate the need for the prescriptive detail of the current criteria. Central to this discourse was that the criteria did not take account of the maturation of the partnership since the first round of accreditation, and that “…not accurate nor just to think that partnerships have just responded to those Accreditation Criteria and that's it.” As a result, the Accreditation Criteria (Welsh Government, 2023a) were framed as a constraining force on partnerships and positioning it as a mechanism of controlled de-control (Du Gay, 1996).

Significantly for the aims of this study, HEIPL1 proposed a fundamental reimagining of the relationship between schools and ITE in Wales. Questioning whether there would be “…merit in looking at making ITE something that is core to the schools everywhere”, HEIPL1 described a model in which Welsh Government mandated that schools in Wales were involved in teacher education to some extent. This suggestion was due to a concern that some schools had “dropped off the radar” since the partnership model was first introduced, due to the additional demands of the current model. As a result, they argued, many schools did not see teacher education as a part of their professional identity. Therefore, HEIPL1 argued that a vision in which teacher education was understood not as the responsibility of a select group of accredited partners but as something that “…resides in every school” was key. In doing so, the binary between those schools that are in and those that are out would dissolve – with the profession as a whole held to account rather than a select group of accredited partners. 

[bookmark: _Toc231728874][bookmark: _Toc232154536]5.8 Stage 5: Identification of rules that ensure practice is material and discursive 

The final stage attends to how these discourses were materialised in the everyday practices of the partnership. As identified in Stage 1, the financial arrangements governing partnership working operated as a material rule that reproduced discursive asymmetry. In practice, the moral response from HT1 and HT2 can be perceived as an example of Foucauldian (1982, p.221) understanding of power as productive rather than simply repressive, operating not by dictating a single response but by creating a field of possibilities in which “…several ways of behaving, several reactions and diverse comportments may be realized.” 

Discussing the financial relationship between the university and Lead Partner Schools, HEIPL1 commented that the amount paid by the university had remained fixed since 2019, something that they recognised “doesn't go that far anymore.” For HT1, this had led to a gap between the financial allocation and the realities of work required in the name of the partnership, with their school’s contribution “way over” the allocated amount. However, rather than challenging this condition, their reaction was to draw on the discourse of moral responsibility to fill it, noting that “…but I sit easy with that because I feel it's our responsibility.” Similarly, for HT2, the partnership was also a significant part of their professional identity, commenting that it was “really central…to what we do, what we believe in”. The Accreditation Criteria state that “no school should be regarded simply as a venue for "teaching practice"' (Welsh Government, 2023a, p.17), yet these statements suggest that partnership practice had gone far beyond this expectation, rooted instead in a sense of professional identity and moral responsibility. This moral and relational response to financial tension exemplifies Foucault's (1977) concept of governmentality, with Lead Partner Schools functioning as self-governing, morally committed subjects within the discourse of joint accountability.

The conditional nature of school involvement in the partnership was a further site where discourse and material practice intersected. Whilst the Accreditation Criteria (Welsh Government, 2023a) position Lead Partner Schools as jointly accountable partners, the material reality of school membership told a more complex story. HEIPL1 noted that deselection had been driven by “outside considerations” such as Estyn inspection outcomes which placed schools in categories of “special measures” or requiring “significant improvement” (Estyn, 2024). The consequences of such a judgement were the triggering of the deselection criteria, as outlined by the MoA. Whilst HEIPL2 described a subject position for schools in which placement dependency appeared to concentrate power relations in their favour - "…the power has always sat with the schools because if they can't offer placements...you can't place students”. At first, this suggests that schools hold a position of strength. However, this framing sits in tension with Foucault's (1980) understanding of power as something that circulates between agents, rather than being held or owned by any one party. What HEIPL2 went on to describe suggests that, in practice, this perceived school power could be easily overridden. Framing Lead Partner Schools as readily replaceable, HEIPL2 noted that “…if one [Lead Partner] school goes...you'll just get another”. Therefore, schools' involvement in the partnership appeared uncertain rather than guaranteed, with HEIPL2 hesitating before describing schools as, to an extent, “expendable”, a word that stands in direct opposition to the discourse of collaborative working in the Accreditation Criteria (Welsh Government, 2023a). 

The materialisation of university authority was also evident in the everyday tools of partnership working. HT2 noted that the assessment frameworks used by schools to evaluate student teachers were generally university-produced — a material condition that sits in tension with HT1's observation that “I don't think you can be accountable for something if you don't have a sense of ownership of it.” That the tools through which schools enact their accountability are produced by the university reveals a further dimension of the structural asymmetry identified in Stage 1 insofar as joint accountability is not only financially and institutionally asymmetric but is reproduced materially in the very instruments through which it is practised.

[bookmark: _Toc232154537]5.9 Analytical Summary

Every discourse is located within a web of practices, with each practice being both discursive and material in nature (Kendall and Wickam, 1999). Taken together, what the five stages of analysis reveal, is a discourse of joint accountability that operates in the ways Foucault (1977) would recognise as not imposed from above but internalised from within, producing subjects who understand its demands as their own professional and moral obligations. This analysis has shown that the power that sustains the partnership is not held by any one institution but circulates through the relationships, practices and silences that the discourse of joint accountability produces (Foucault, 1980).

Perhaps unsurprisingly, participants' distinct professional identities meant that they conceptualised their roles primarily through institutional position. These governing norms shaped not only their sense of contribution to the partnership, but what they felt entitled to say about it. Joint accountability itself was something participants valued and performed fluently in language, yet this frequently exceeded what the structural conditions of the partnership could actually support — a gap filled through relational commitment rather than structural guarantee. These findings lend granular, participant-level weight to Estyn's (2025) broader observation that many Welsh ITE partnerships struggle to achieve genuine joint leadership and accountability in practice, and to Mutton's (2016) concern that schools' engagement with partnership working remains secondary to their core responsibilities. Therefore, this illustrates not simply that this gap exists, but how it is produced, sustained and occasionally resisted within the discourse of a single partnership. Crucially, these perceptions were not confined to language alone but were also shaped by the material conditions of the partnership: financial arrangements, assessment tools, governance structures and selection processes that simultaneously enacted and constrained the jointly owned model in practice.

[bookmark: _Toc232154538]6. Conclusions and Recommendations


This study set out to explore how headteachers and university programme leaders within a single Welsh ITE partnership conceptualise their roles, perceive joint accountability, and enact these perceptions in practice. Using Kendall and Wickham's (1999) five-stage framework for FDA, the findings present a partnership in which joint accountability is genuinely valued by school and university partners. Importantly, participants from Lead Partner Schools also demonstrated a level of commitment that consistently exceeded what the structural and financial arrangements of the model required of them and drew on their own moral principles to justify their contribution. Viewed through a Foucauldian lens, this reflects the operation of governmentality, whereby participants came to govern themselves according to the norms and expectations embedded within the discourse of joint accountability, rather than through external coercion alone. Therefore, what sustained the partnership in practice, was not the structures of the model mandated in the Accreditation Criteria (Welsh Government, 2023a) but rather the sense of responsibility and relationships between those working within it – an observation that raises questions about the resilience of the partnership. 

The financial relationship between Lead Partner Schools and the university risked positioning schools as recipients of a service-based arrangement rather than partners in a jointly owned model. A further vulnerability is the university's disproportionate exposure to formal risk and accountability when compared to that of schools, which appears, at times, to produce a reluctance to extend genuine ownership to school partners. Together, these tensions suggest that the asymmetric distribution of risk and resource may itself be the underlying barrier to the genuinely shared ownership and accountability that the model aspires to. 

[bookmark: _Toc232154539]6.1 Limitations of study


As a small-scale pilot study involving four participants from a single Welsh ITE partnership, this study is subject to several limitations, which are acknowledged here in the interests of credibility (Merriam and Tisdell, 2016). Most significantly, the findings cannot be generalised to other partnerships, each of which will have its own histories, relationships and structural arrangements. 

As the participants were known to me, there was a risk that existing professional relationships might influence the findings of the study. While steps were taken to mitigate this risk (see Chapter 4), the honesty and openness of the participants' responses suggest that this familiarity was, in fact, a strength. It enabled a collaborative exploration of the topic and contributed to a deeper understanding of the issues under investigation.

In line with my theoretical position, I acknowledge that my own interpretation of this data is rooted in my own positionality and experience (Tracy and Mirivel, 2009). This aligns with Willig's (2008) assertion that multiple readings are always possible, and that objects and subjects are not represented by, but rather constructed through, language. This analysis is, therefore, itself a discursive production and has shaped by my position within the partnership, my theoretical commitments, and the analytical framework selected. 

[bookmark: _Toc232154540]6.2 Recommendations

The following recommendations respond to the key tensions identified in this study, namely financial asymmetry, the scope of school involvement in ITE, and the material practices through which accountability is enacted


1. Recommendation 1 – addressing financial asymmetry  


Welsh Government should review the source and adequacy of funding for Lead Partner Schools. Direct funding from Welsh Government, rather than via HEIs, would reduce the supplier dynamic identified in this study, whilst an uplift to reflect the real costs of partnership working — unchanged since 2019 — would better recognise the contribution schools make beyond what current arrangements require of them. 

2. Recommendation 2 – ITE as a profession-wide responsibility 

A national expectation could be introduced for all schools to support beginner teachers — whether through more substantial contributions such as offering student-teacher placements or shaping programme design, or through smaller-scale involvement such as providing observation opportunities or contributing to quality assurance processes.

3. Recommendation 3 – Review of Accreditation Criteria 

The Accreditation Criteria (Welsh Government, 2023a) should be reviewed to recognise the maturity of partnerships that have operated under the jointly owned model since 2018. Rather than detailing the specific contributions of each partner, a less prescriptive framework — focused on shared vision and principles — would allow mature partnerships the flexibility to organise themselves according to local strengths and relationships, whilst retaining the accountability mechanisms that ensure quality.



4. Recommendation 4 – Further Research

Further longitudinal research could explore what can be learnt from other professional learning sectors, such as medicine, where models of joint accountability and ownership between placement providers and academic institutions are established. Such research could inform stronger integration between placement-based and taught components of ITE programmes. 
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[bookmark: _Toc232154543]8.1 Appendix I - Semi-Structured Interview Guide: Questions, Prompts, Associated Research Questions and Foucauldian Theoretical Links

	Interview Question
	Associated Research Question
	Links to Foucauldian Theory

	1. How would you describe your role within the ITE partnership?

· Can you describe some of your key activities?
· Do you feel you have autonomy over this role?

	RQ1: How do university ITE programme leaders, and headteachers of Lead Partner Schools, conceptualise their roles within ITE partnerships?

	Subjectivation and technologies of self

	2. How would you describe a Lead Partner School’s / HEI’s role in the partnership? 

· Do you feel that boundaries are clear between?
	RQ1: How do university ITE programme leaders, and headteachers of Lead Partner Schools, conceptualise their roles within ITE partnerships?

	Discourse and legitimacy 

	3. Can you describe where you see the boundary between the Lead Partner Schools’ and HEIs’ contributions to the partnership?

· How clear that is in practice?

	RQ1: How do university ITE programme leaders, and headteachers of Lead Partner Schools, conceptualise their roles within ITE partnerships?

	Power / legitimacy of knowledge 

	4. As a headteacher/ Programme Lead, how do you define “accountability”? 

	RQ2: In what ways do headteachers of Lead Partnership Schools and university ITE programme leaders perceive joint accountability within an ITE partnership model?

	Discourse

	5. In your experience, how do the HEIs and Lead Partner Schools share accountability of ITE programmes?

· Is this always the case?


	RQ2: In what ways do headteachers of Lead Partnership Schools and university ITE programme leaders perceive joint accountability within an ITE partnership model?

	Governmentality

	6. Who holds you, in your role in the partnership, to account?

· Are there instances where you don’t feel you are held to account? What are they?

	RQ2: In what ways do headteachers of Lead Partnership Schools and university ITE programme leaders perceive joint accountability within an ITE partnership model?

	Governmentality

	7. How would you describe power in the partnership?

· What would it look like in practice?
	RQ2: In what ways do headteachers of Lead Partnership Schools and university ITE programme leaders perceive joint accountability within an ITE partnership model?

	Power relations

	8. You described joint accountability as XXXX, earlier… how has this affected what you do in school / university on a day-to-day basis?

	RQ3: How do their perceptions of joint accountability shape the partnership practices of headteachers and university ITE programme leaders?

	Conduct of conduct

	9. When something goes wrong in the partnership, how does accountability tend to play out in practice? 

· For example, standards of mentoring or quality of teaching on the programme.

	RQ3: How do their perceptions of joint accountability shape the partnership practices of headteachers and university ITE programme leaders?

	Discourse; power 

	10. Has there ever been a moment where it wasn't clear who was accountable for something — and how was that resolved? 

	RQ3: How do their perceptions of joint accountability shape the partnership practices of headteachers and university ITE programme leaders?

	Power / knowledge

	11. If you could tweak one thing about how joint accountability works in the partnership model, what would it be?

	RQ3: How do their perceptions of joint accountability shape the partnership practices of headteachers and university ITE programme leaders?

	Subjectivation 
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APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL


	RESEARCH STUDENTS
This form is to be completed by the student within SIX months for full-time students and TWELVE months for part time students, after the commencement of the research degree or following progression to Part Two of your course. 

Once complete, submit this form via the MyTSD Doctoral College Portal at (https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk).

This document is also available in Welsh.


	RESEARCH STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.


	STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.




In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.

The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.

The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.

Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.

Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.

This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please see Checklist for details of process for different categories of application.  

SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)
	1
	Full Name:
	Laurence Thomas

	2
	Tick all boxes that apply:
	Member of staff:
	☐
	Honorary research fellow:
	☐

	
	Undergraduate Student
	☐
	Taught Postgraduate Student
	☒
	Postgraduate Research Student
	☐



	3
	Institute/Academic Discipline/Centre:
	
Institute of Education and Humanities

	4
	Campus:
	Swansea


	5
	E-mail address:
	Laurence.thomas@uwtsd.ac.uk


	6
	Contact Telephone Number:
	
07704231148

	
	For students:

	7
	Student Number:
	0202197

	8
	Programme of Study:
	Doctorate in Education

	9
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Dr. Catherine Morgan





SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity
	1
	Has the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)
	YES
	☒
	NO
	☐

	
	
	Date

	2
	If Yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known): Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval
	Research Degrees Committee
	☐
	

	
	
	Institute Research Committee
	☐
	

	
	
	Other (write in)
Catherine Morgan
	☒
	15/10/25



SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials
	
	Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, location-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines. You may add rows to this table if needed.

	1
	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice
	☒

	2
	UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	☒

	3
	BERA (2024) Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research, fifth edition. 
	☒



SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity
If there are external collaborators then you should gain consent from the contact persons to share their personal data with the university. If there are no external collaborators then leave this section blank and continue to section E.
	1
	Institution
	


	2
	Contact person name
	


	3
	Contact person e-mail address

	

	4
	Is your research externally funded?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	5
	Are you in receipt of a KESS scholarship?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	6
	Are you specifically employed to undertake this research in either a paid or voluntary capacity?
	Voluntary
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	7
	
	Employed
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	8
	Is the research being undertaken within an existing UWTSD Athrofa Professional Learning Partnership (APLP)?
	If YES then the permission question below does not need to be answered.
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	9
	Has permission to undertake the research has been provided by the partner organisation?
	(If YES attach copy)
If NO the application cannot continue
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐




Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation
	10
	Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	
	
If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation (this may be a copy of an email if appropriate).




SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	1
	Indicative title:
	Joint Accountability in Initial Teacher Education: Perspectives from Lead Partner Schools in Wales

	2
	Proposed start date:
	01/11/25
	Proposed end date:
	01/07/26

	
	Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words per section)
Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the points below:
· 
· Purpose of Research Activity 
· Proposed Research Question
· Aims of Research Activity 
· Objectives of Research Activity
 Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain 
· What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge 
· How it addresses an area of importance.

	3
	Purpose of Research Activity

The purpose of this research is to examine the growing expectation in Wales for Lead Partner Schools and Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) to share joint responsibility in the design, delivery, and evaluation of Initial Teacher Education (ITE) programmes. Following a period of educational reform in Wales (Furlong, 2015), the Education Workforce Council (EWC) in Wales, responsible for overseeing accreditation, established the Criteria for the Accreditation of Initial Teacher Education Programmes in Wales (Welsh Government, 2023). These criteria mandate a specific collaborative relationship between Lead Partner Schools and HEIs. Lead Partner Schools are typically selected for their commitment to high-quality teacher training, playing a pivotal role in mentoring and supporting ITE trainees in the practical aspects of teaching. Furthermore, they are entrusted with taking “joint responsibility for the programme as a whole” (Welsh Government, 2023, p.12). This study aims to explore how senior leaders and mentors in one Lead Partner Schools , working with one HEI, perceive their roles and responsibilities with respect to joint accountability within these partnerships. Additionally, the research seeks to deepen understanding of the dynamics of collaboration within ITE partnerships, particularly how joint accountability is understood and enacted in practice. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Research Question

Following an exploration of the literature and drawing on my own professional experience, the following research question has been developed: 

How is joint accountability for ITE programmes conceptualised and enacted by those in leadership and mentoring roles within a Lead Partner School? 

(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	Aims of Research Activity

This study explores how senior leaders and mentors in Lead Partner Schools perceive their roles in sharing joint accountability with HEIs for the design, delivery, and evaluation of ITE programmes in Wales. The research aims to uncover the factors influencing these perceptions to provide a deeper understanding of how joint accountability is interpreted and enacted within ITE partnerships.

(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Objectives of Research Activity

· To investigate how senior leaders and mentors in Lead Partner Schools perceive their responsibilities within ITE partnerships through semi structured interviews
· To identify similarities and differences in how joint accountability is understood and enacted by senior leaders and mentors through semi structured interviews
· To contribute to a deeper understanding of how joint accountability is being operationalised at school level within the Welsh ITE landscape through contributing to the research and literature in this area


(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed. You do not need to justify the methods here, but should instead describe how you intend to collect the data necessary for you to complete your project.

	7
	Semi-Structured Interviews - Senior Leaders and Mentors
Semi-structured interviews are used to generate detailed, context-rich data that reflect participants’ own interpretations and language. This method provides consistency across interviews while remaining flexible enough to explore individual experiences in depth (Bryman, 2016). Open-ended questions will invite participants to describe their experiences of joint accountability, allowing for rich linguistic data suitable for discourse analysis (Brinkmann, 2020)

Foucauldian Discourse Analysis – Analysis of semi structured interview data from interviews with senior leaders and mentors in Lead Partner Schools

Foucauldian Discourse Analysis (FDA) is based on Michel Foucault’s ideas about how knowledge, power, and identity are connected. Foucault believed that language does not just describe the world - it helps shape how we understand and experience it (Foucault, 1972). FDA looks at how people are influenced by powerful ways of thinking and speaking, how knowledge is used to control or guide behaviour, and how certain ideas come to be accepted as “truth” over time (Khan and MacEachen, 2021).

Kendall and Wickham’s (1999) five-step framework for conducting FDA will provide a framework for this study and the analysis of data obtained in the semi structured interviews:

1. Identify discourses: The analysis will begin by identifying dominant discourses surrounding accountability and partnership in ITE. This includes exploring how terms like “joint responsibility,” “professionalism,” or “quality” are used.
2. Locate the rules: Examine what can be said and by whom within these discourses — for example, what assumptions underlie participants’ statements about HEI-school collaboration.
3. The identification of rules that delimit the sayable: Identifies the limits of discourse - what is acceptable to say, what is left unsaid, and what is silenced in the interviews. For example, are references to ITE inspection or accreditation discussed or shied away from?
4. The identification of rules that create spaces in which new statements can be made: Recognising moments when new ideas, perspectives, or alternatives are voiced, especially those that challenge the dominant discourse. For example, do participants question existing practices or express discomfort with the current structures in ITE in Wales? 
5. The identification of rules that ensure that practice is material and discursive at the same time: Identifies how discursive practices are linked to material practices and considers how institutional discourse shapes what Senior Leaders and Mentors enact in their daily roles – for example, the extent to which “rules” shape the actions of school-based staff. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	8
	
Swansea – SA1 Campus , Teams (online)
(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants. If you live in the country where you will do the research then please state this.

	9
	N/A


(this box should expand as you type)



	10
	Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available? 

	NO
	☒

	
	
	YES
	☐

	11
	If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with the current data protection law of the country in question and that of England and Wales.



(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Does your research relate to one or more of the seven aims of the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015?
	
YES
	
NO

	12
	A prosperous Wales
	☒
	☐

	13
	A resilient Wales
	☐
	☒

	14
	A healthier Wales
	☐
	☒

	15
	A more equal Wales
	☒
	☐

	16
	A Wales of cohesive communities
	☐
	☐

	17
	A Wales of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language
	☒
	☐

	18
	A globally responsible Wales
	☐
	☐

	19
	If YES to any of the above, please give details:

	
	This study intends to contribute to improving the quality of teacher education and educational outcomes, which are foundational for economic prosperity and social equity. Additionally, fostering stronger collaboration between schools and HEIs supports a more sustainable and inclusive education system, aligning with the Act’s focus on long-term thinking and systemic improvement.


(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity
	
	Will the research activity include:
	YES
	NO

	1
	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☐
	☒

	2
	Use of interviews?
	☒
	☐

	3
	Use of focus groups?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Use of participant diaries? 
	☐
	☒

	5
	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Use of computer-generated log files?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	10
	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	11
	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	12
	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	13
	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	14
	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.
	☐
	☒

	
	Details of any other primary data collection method:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 

SECTION G: Intended Participants
If there are no participants then do not complete this section, but go directly to section H.

	
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	1
	Students or staff at the University?
	☐
	☒

	2
	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☒
	☐

	3
	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☒

	5
	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	8
	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Others. Please indicate the participants below, and specifically any group who may be unable to give consent.

	☐
	☒

	
	Details of any other participant groups:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



	
	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	10
	How many participants are expected?

	Approximately three Senior Leaders (headteacher, deputy headteacher, network lead) and three Mentors. Foucauldian discourse analysis prioritises depth over statistical representativeness, making smaller, purposefully selected samples appropriate. Six participants allows for the opportunity to identify patterns and tensions in how joint accountability is constructed while remaining manageable for thorough analysis. This reflects the distinct roles and responsibilities of headteachers, deputy headteachers, network leads and mentors, each with different management duties and areas of responsibility.
(this box should expand as you type)

	11
	Who will the participants be?

	Senior Leaders from Lead Partner Schools (primary and secondary), including those involved in both undergraduate and postgraduate programmes, and those who have participated in ITE and school inspections in the past five years. This criterion ensures participants have current, lived understanding of external accountability processes and standards, which is central to exploring perceptions of accountability within ITE partnerships

(this box should expand as you type)

	12
	How will you identify the participants?
	Purposive sampling will be used to enable me to “home in” on school staff who are directly involved in partnership work (Denscombe, 2010, p.35). Furthermore, I will need to ensure that they are school-based teacher educators who work in Lead Partner Schools. I will request participation by advertising through the partnership newsletter, which reaches senior leaders and mentors in Lead Partner Schools across the partnership.

This study adopts Maximum Variation Sampling (MVS), which aims to explore a topic from a variety of perspectives (Etikan, Musa, and Alkassim, 2016). This approach is essential for Foucauldian discourse analysis, as it allows for the opportunity to identify competing discourses and examine how power relations shape what "joint accountability" means across different institutional roles.

I will ensure that the senior leaders and the mentors are from the same schools in order to understand their views fully.

(this box should expand as you type)




	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	13
	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	14
	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	15
	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	16
	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	17
	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	18
	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	19
	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	20
	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	21
	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	22
	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	
	
I will not be utilising observation or questionnaires as methods for this research.

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	24
	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	25
	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	26
	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	27
	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	28
	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION H: Anticipated Risks

	
	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	1
	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 
	Yes 
	☐

	
	
	No
	☒

	2
	Risks to participants
For example: sector-specific health & safety, emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	
	Risk to participants:
1. Participants may have concerns about the ethical aspects, namely the confidentiality and anonymity of the research, and may feel reluctant to participate or withdraw at any stage without facing any repercussions.














2. Participants may feel uncomfortable being interviewed by me because of our existing personal and professional relationships










3. Participants' participation in the project could potentially affect their work within the schools.








4. Ensuring the confidentiality of colleagues' information and anonymising any identifiable data.





5. Participants may feel pressure to provide responses that align with what they believe are expected of them, particularly given my role within the APLP partnership, rather than offering genuine or honest answers. Headteachers might also tailor their responses to meet the expectations set out in the accreditation criteria, rather than reflecting their true beliefs. 












6. Mentors may feel obliged to give answers which they think their headteachers or I would expect. 


(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to participants:
1. The study will follow the ethical guidelines set out by BERA, (2024). To ensure transparency, the purpose and scope of the research will be clearly explained so participants fully understand what the project involves. All participants must give written informed consent before any interviews are conducted. The chair of the APLP leadership group will be appointed as a named contact and will be available to facilitate withdrawals, should participants prefer to withdraw via a proxy. Participants will have the right to withdraw from the study at any time and without providing a reason. All data collected will be anonymised, and any identifying information will be removed from the final analysis. 
2. As purposive sampling will be used, there is a possibility that school colleagues may feel pressure to take part in the interviews due to our existing personal and professional relationships. To address this, I will make it clear that participation is entirely voluntary and that choosing not to be involved will have no consequences. Participants will also be reminded that they are free to withdraw from the study at any time, and doing so will not affect our working relationship in any way.
3. All participants will be offered a variety of times for interviews to take place so that their work in school is not compromised as a result of participating in the study. School staff will also be asked to make their headteacher aware of their involvement in the study and they will have an oppurtunity to veto this participation.

4. All recordings of interviews will be stored safely using encrypted devices. Transcripts will be anonymised to prevent identification. All school names will be anonymised in the study along with any identifiable data.

5. Emphasise that participation is voluntary, and participants have the right to withdraw at any point without consequence. I would ensure the use of neutral, non-leading questions to avoid influencing responses (Thomas, 2018). I would create an environment that encourages honesty, clarifying that the aim of the interview is to understand their perspectives rather than to judge them in a professional capacity. After the interview, I would offer participants the opportunity to provide feedback or amend any comments if they feel they have been misunderstood or misrepresented. I would also reaffirm that all data collected will be kept confidential, anonymised in the final analysis, and that pseudonyms will be used where necessary

6. I would foster an atmosphere of openness by encouraging participants to share their genuine perspectives, reassuring them that the aim is not to pass judgment. I would remind them that their responses are confidential and would ensure that all data used in the final write-up would be anonymised, with no identifiable information included. Additionally, I would offer participants the opportunity to review their responses after the interview, allowing them to clarify or adjust any comments if they feel they have been misunderstood or misinterpreted

(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	
	
N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Risks to the investigator
For example: personal health & safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	
	Risk to the investigator:

1. During the interviews, I may encounter views or opinions that differ from my own professional beliefs, which could subconsciously affect my attitudes towards participants in a work setting



2. I may encounter some views / beliefs about quality assurance strategies I have implemented that I take personally










3. There is a risk of reputational harm if the research is conducted unethically




4. Risks of allegations by participants (for example, misappropriation)



(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the investigator:

1. To mitigate this risk, I will remain mindful of my own biases and ensure that I maintain a professional and neutral stance throughout the interviews. I will also reflect on my responses and ensure that my personal views do not influence the way I interact with participants or interpret their responses

2. I will approach the interviews with an open mindset, focusing on the objective of understanding participants’ perspectives rather than personalising their feedback. I will remind myself that their opinions are valuable insights into the effectiveness of strategies, and I will aim to maintain professionalism and emotional detachment when interpreting their responses


3. The risks will be mitigated by adhering to the BERA (2024) guidelines and ensuring that informed consent, anonymity, and the right to withdraw are features of the research design.

4. Provide written information (participant information sheet) beforehand and be explicit about the research purpose and how data will be used. Maintain professional language and demeanour throughout and ensure that data is stored securely.

(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	
	Risk to the University:

1. If data is sensitive, particularly with regard to EWC and Estyn









2. Loss of accredited status







3. Reputational risk if research is carried out unethically 

(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the University:

1. Due to the findings potentially being critical of elements of partnership working, I shall ensure that all identifiable information regarding the name of the schools and the partnership is stored safely on encrypted devices and anonymised. I will ensure that no schools in the partnership are identified as part of the writing.
  
2. It is not envisaged that the findings of the research will have any impact of the university’s status as an accredited ITE provider. However, should this become apparent the research project would cease.


3. I will ensure that I carry out research in line with BERA (2024) guidelines and I will comply professional frameworks, obligations and standards as required by the Education Workforce Council (the statutory body for teachers) and the University’s Research Integrity and Ethics Code of Practice.

(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Environmental risks
For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems

	
	Risk to the environment:

1. Use of paper

(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to environment:

1. I shall ensure that paper use is kept to a minimum and that transcriptions are carried out electronically. 

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Disclosure and Barring Service

	
	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	7
	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	8
	If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.
	



SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality

	1
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	
	
After completing the interviews, participants will be provided with information outlining the scale, scope, and purpose of the study. At this stage, they will also be reminded of their right to withdraw from the research, in which case no data will be retained. My contact details will be shared should participants wish to follow up or raise any concerns, and the contact information for the IEH Assistant Dean for Partnership will also be provided for those who would prefer to speak with someone not directly involved in the project.

Participants will be invited to review the transcription to ensure they accurately reflect their views and contributions. This will also serve as a further opportunity to remind them of their ongoing right to withdraw without any negative consequences. Upon completion of the study, a summary of findings will be made available to all participants. Those who wish to receive a copy can contact me directly via the email address provided in the participant information sheet. Additionally, key findings may be shared at APLP meetings to disseminate results more broadly across the partnership, where network leads can share findings within their respective school contexts with senior leaders and mentors.

(this box should expand as you type)

	2
	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	
	
Potential participants will be fully informed about the nature of the research before being asked to provide consent. They will be given an information sheet that clearly outlines the purpose, scope, and scale of the study, what participation involves, how their data will be used, and their rights, including the right to withdraw up until the point of data anonymisation and analysis without penalty. This information will be shared in advance of any interviews taking place, allowing participants time to read and consider it before making a decision.

Written informed consent will be obtained from all participants before data collection begins. A consent form will be provided alongside the information sheet, which participants will be required to sign to confirm that they understand the study and agree to take part. Consent forms will specifically confirm that participation is voluntary, that withdrawal is permitted at any point without needing to provide a reason, and that all data will be anonymised and handled in line with GDPR and relevant data protection legislation


(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	
	
Anonymity and confidentiality will be prioritised throughout the research process and in all outputs. Participants’ names and any other identifiable information will be removed from the data at the earliest opportunity. Pseudonyms will be used when referring to individuals or schools in any written outputs, ensuring that participants cannot be directly or indirectly identified. 

Recordings and transcripts will be securely stored on password-protected devices, and only the researcher will have access to the raw data. In reporting findings, care will be taken to avoid including any specific details that could inadvertently reveal a participant’s identity, such as the name of their school or partnership role.

Participants will be made fully aware of the steps being taken to protect their confidentiality and anonymity before giving their consent. Full confidentiality will be maintained unless there is a disclosure that suggests a safeguarding risk or legal obligation to breach confidentiality, in which case participants will be informed of the necessary action. 


(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage

	
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	1
	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants is considered to be personal data.
	
	☐

	
	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	2
	Audio and video recordings of interviews with Senior Leaders and Mentors will be collected. This data is necessary to capture how participants discuss and construct joint accountability within ITE partnerships. Recording ensures accuracy and allows for detailed analysis of the language and discourse used.


(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	3
	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	☐
	

	
	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	4
	


(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
Will data from the research activity (collected data, drafts of the thesis, or materials for publication) be stored in any of the following ways?
	YES
	NO

	5
	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☐
	☒

	6
	University computers?
	☒
	☐

	7
	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Home or other personal computers?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☒
	☐

	10
	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☒
	☐

	11
	Other – specify:

	☐
	☐

	12
	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of backup procedures, password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	
	All interview recordings and transcriptions will be stored electronically on password-protected, dual-authenticated university devices using UWTSD systems (Microsoft Teams/OneDrive). Consent forms will be stored separately from interview data in a password-protected folder on the same secure university system to maintain confidentiality. All participants will be given a pseudonym and will be anonymised in transcriptions. Cloud-based backup through UWTSD's secure Microsoft OneDrive will ensure data protection, with access restricted through password protection and dual authentication. All data will be securely deleted following completion of the project in accordance with UWTSD data retention policies.

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Data Protection

	
	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	13
	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☒
	☐

	14
	Sharing of data with others at the University outside of the immediate research team?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Export of data outside the UK or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	18
	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	19
	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	20
	Data archiving?
	☐
	☒

	21
	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and Data Protection Act (2018) (and any international equivalents, where appropriate):

	
	
Recordings of interviews will be securely stored on encrypted cloud storage. This will be password protected and encrypted in line with the Research Data Management policy at the university (2022).

(this box should expand as you type)

	22
	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
	
Laurence Thomas (researcher)
Catherine Morgan (module lead)

(this box should expand as you type)

	23
	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	
	
Laurence Thomas (researcher)

(this box should expand as you type)

	24
	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	
	Data will be stored on a UWTSD university laptop on Cloud (password protected with additional two factor authentication which is only verified by my own personal mobile device). It will be stored for the duration of the research project and destroyed as shortly after completion as possible.

(this box should expand as you type)

	25
	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	
	
N/A
(this box should expand as you type)

	26
	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)
	YES
	☒

	27
	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	YES
	☒





SECTION K: Declaration
	
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 

	1
	Signature of applicant:
	Laurence Thomas
	Date:
17/10/25



For STUDENT Submissions:
	2
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	
	Date:

	3
	Signature:
	

	



For STAFF Submissions:
	4
	Academic Director/ Assistant Dean:
	
	Date:

	5
	Signature:
	

	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☒
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☒
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Academic Director.



	RESEARCH STUDENTS ONLY
Once complete, submit this form via the MyTSD Doctoral College Portal at (https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk).


	RESEARCH STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.


	STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.







[bookmark: _Toc232154545]Appendix III – Participant Information Sheet and Consent Form


Research on Joint Accountability in Initial Teacher Education Partnerships: in-depth interviews 

Dear [insert name],
  
I am writing to invite you to participate in a pilot research project being undertaken as part of my Doctorate of Education studies at University of Wales Trinity Saint David.
This study explores how university Initial Teacher Education (ITE) programme leaders and headteachers of Lead Partner Schools construct and negotiate their roles and responsibilities within ITE partnerships in Wales, and how their understanding of joint accountability shapes partnership practices.

Your insights and experiences as a [university ITE programme leader/headteacher of a Lead Partner School] are invaluable to this research. I am very keen to work with you to gain a deeper understanding of how joint accountability is conceptualised, perceived, and enacted within these partnerships.

The research addresses the following questions:
· How do university ITE programme leaders and headteachers of Lead Partner Schools conceptualise their roles within ITE partnerships?
· In what ways do headteachers of Lead Partnership Schools and university ITE programme leaders perceive joint accountability within an ITE partnership model?
· How does their perception of joint accountability shape partnership practices?
I have attached additional information about the study and what participation involves, below:

Why have I been chosen? 

Due to your role, you are considered best placed to answer the research questions because you have a strategical overview of programmes, projects, plans and evaluations related to or affecting ITE practices in Wales.   

Do I have to take part? 
Taking part is voluntary. If you do not want to take part in the research, you need not do anything. You have the right to withdraw from the research at any time without giving a reason and any information collected will not be used and instead destroyed. Please keep this information for reference. 

If you consent to take part in the research, please confirm by emailing the consent form to 0202197@student.uwtsd.ac.uk  


What will I be asked to do? 

Taking part in the research means that you will give an anonymous response to questions in an interview on issues relating to ITE practices within your setting.  It is anticipated that these online interviews will last approximately one hour.

Will my answers be confidential? 

Anonymity, confidentiality and safeguarding will be assured at all times. If you share information suggestive of malpractice or that anyone is at serious risk of harm, the researcher will be required to share the information with relevant statutory bodies. 

What if there is a problem?  

If you have any concerns about this research, you may contact Laurence Thomas, E-mail address: 0202197@student.uwtsd.ac.uk  

What will happen to the information provided?  

The information you provide will be stored securely on password-protected computers at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David. It will be analysed by the researcher and included in an assignment submitted to the University of Wales Trinity Saint David as part of the requirements for the Doctor of Education (EdD) programme. 

Who has approved the study?  

Approval for this research has been given by University of Wales Trinity Saint David’s Research Ethics Committee. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration.  
 


Laurence Thomas


[bookmark: _Toc222218259][bookmark: _Toc232154546]Consent Form

Please check the appropriate box 

1. I confirm that I have read and understood the information sheet for the above study, I have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask questions and if appropriate, have had these answered satisfactorily.          

[bookmark: Check1]|_|			|_|

Yes			No

2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time without giving any reason.      

|_|			|_|

Yes			No

3. I agree to take part in an audio and or video recorded interview.     

|_|			|_|

Yes			No
4. I agree to allow quotes from the transcript of the interview to be used anonymously in future assignment submissions or publications.


|_|			|_|

Yes			No


5. I would like a summary of the results of the evaluation when it is completed. 

|_|			|_|

Yes			No

 







Please complete all fields below
  SECTION 1 — PARTICIPANT

	Full Name of Participant
  Rachel Bendall
Please print clearly
	
	Date
  23.04.26
DD / MM / YYYY



	Signature of Participant

By signing above, you confirm you have read and understood the participant information sheet and agree to take part in this study.



  SECTION 2 — RESEARCHER TAKING CONSENT

	Full Name of Researcher
  
Please print clearly
	
	Date
  
DD / MM / YYYY



	Signature of Researcher
  
By signing above, the researcher confirms that the participant was given the opportunity to ask questions and that consent was given freely.
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