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SESSION 2 

 

[0:00:00] 

Chair: Can I encourage you to find your seats?   

[Pause] 

 

Chair: So in the second session we’re going to explore stakeholder perspectives.  Schools, employers, 

researchers, we’re going to consider the question of the relationship, the place of politics and the 

way in which the views and influences of different stakeholder groups are mediated.  You’ll have 

noticed that I do not have Rosamund McMullen sitting next to me.  I’m very sorry that Ros has 

had to pull out, pretty much at the last moment, and I’m very grateful to Chris McShane for 

stepping in.  I am keenly aware that – 

 

(Music) 

 

Chair: Sorry about that.   

 

(Laughter) 

 

Chair: That’s yet another complaint about the fact that the panels are somewhat male dominated.  

We’re keenly aware of the fact that there is an imbalance and that’s been picked up by some of 

you observing this on Twitter, but nonetheless personally I’m very grateful to Chris, head teacher 

at the Quilley School, for stepping in to give us a perspective from school leadership.  Thank you. 

 

Chris McS: Good morning everybody.  I seem to the sole voice from the teaching profession, which puts a 

little bit of a responsibility on me this morning.  I should have said that what I’m about to say is 

non-political in any way, it really is about a view of education for young people from the centre, 

and it’s been quite an interesting debate already this morning and it reminds me of the Irish joke 

about the German tourist who turned up in Galway looking to get to Scoberone(?) and asked a 

local how they would get there.  The local thought for a minute and he said, “Well if you want to 

get there I wouldn’t start from here”.  And that kind of is the education debate.  Is there a role for 

politics in education?  Of course there is.  That’s not even a point of discussion. If you look at the 

role, government should set the strategy.  Government have the accountability.  And they must 

fulfil that role.  But it does lead to the question, what are the rights of the Secretary of State within 

that?  And in education we talk about “rights” in line with respect and responsibility and I’d like to 

come back to that.  But should education run the risk of being democratised?  Should it be at the 

whim of an individual?  Should it be now, Tim mentioned earlier, in the past about education 

being run by a small number of people.  Is there a danger with the schools commissioner 

process that that will be the case again?  And should we be looking at unelected figures being 

able to significantly influence close up to the Secretary of State, education policy?   

 

 The, for me, there is a real danger to us in that respect, and I think we have to recognise it.  As 

we’ve seen, there’s a danger of the public services being used to enhance career politicians.  

And therefore the politicians coming in feeling that they need to make significant change, and I 
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just made a little list, and it’s by no means an exhaustive list, of some of the things throughout my 

headship career that we have been involved in.  We have had floor targets, national strategies, 

national challenge, 14-19, diplomas, eBac, primary curriculum redesign, early years resign, 

secondary curriculum revision, three full Ofsted revisions, innumerate revisions to those, 

changes to teacher recruitment, academisation, free schools, pupil premiums, connections in, 

connections out, GCSE revision, Woolf report, changes to vocational education, phonics, new 

GCSEs gradings, British values, prevent, citizenship, community cohesion, shift away from the 

criteria referencing GCSE to non-reference, Progress 8.  Just some of the things that have been 

part of policy in education in a little longer, over seven years.   

 

 It’s no wonder then that the profession is a little bit confused.  Some of the pronouncements 

leading to anger.  And in respect of that we’ve also got to the point of fear.  Fear in the system.  

Ofsted, an overly aggressive Ofsted, an Ofsted that isn’t working to the same framework in every 

school on every occasion down to the interpretation of lead inspectors, and an examination 

system that is coming under more and more pressure about being fit for purpose.  And as a 

result of those examination systems, as a result of Ofsted, the impending fear for school 

leadership and for teachers.  So, it would seem to me that we have a significant impact from 

school leadership, to school teaching staff, to children.  And that is not always a positive move.  

What we’ve got, and what we’re seeing, is a narrowing of the curriculum.  In order to ensure that 

eBac targets are met, there are subjects that are getting reduced time and there subjects that are 

being removed from school completely.  There is a reason for a balanced curriculum.  And we 

must not lose, for example, the arts from schools.  They’re incredibly important.  So, we, as a 

profession, need to safeguard those changes.   

 

[0:07:08] 

 

 I think there’s also a problem for parents.  Because parents are confused.  They don’t know what 

subjects their children are studying.  They don’t know the changes that are happening.  They 

don’t feel informed and they don’t feel part of that.  And it’s leading to something that I call PEN.  

Parental Education Neuroticism.  Because they are not sure what to do for the best for their 

children.  I’m a parent.  I don’t want a Korean style education for my child.  I want a British 

education for my child.  And I think that this is the point where politics is beginning to interfere 

with what we want to achieve.  For me we’re at a point now where we have created an image 

problem for the profession which in turn has created a recruitment problem, and in turn that is 

creating a problem for young people in the classroom, for our major stakeholder.   

 

 We’re facing a financial problem.  And again, whilst the argument is the core budgets are being 

protected, the reality is that they’re not.   

 

 So, where are we?  Has political interference become the norm rather than political support?   

 

 My view is that we’re very much in danger of that and the answer to that question being, “Yes”.   

 

 The OECD have said that school leadership in Britain is amongst the very best in the world.  But 

if that’s the case, why are we not making the progress we want to make as quickly as we want to 

make it?  Where is the blocker in that, and I think I’ve already outlined some of that.   

 

 OECD also talk about self-improvement systems.  If I take one example from the area where I 

work, life without levels.  The richness of the debate that’s going on between primary and 

secondary around how we measure progress is phenomenal.  Nobody’s got a concise answer.  

But the richness of the debate, I think one young lady on the floor earlier on said we need more 

questions, not necessarily rushing to answer.  And it’s absolutely true.  We need to take time to 

consider, to develop where we are, what we’re doing, what we want to achieve.  And this where I 

think we’re ready to step off into something different.  There’s been an awful lot of talk here today 
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about what a system should look like, and I don’t think that many of us in the room disagree 

fundamentally about where we want to get to and what we want to achieve.  I do think that 

because of the haphazard way that policy is being pronounced we are in danger of a fragmented 

system, we are in danger of getting to where we want to be.  That lofty ambition that we all have 

is very much at risk of not being achieved and is having a lost generation.  And this is any little 

example.  GCSE results this year.  In my school the Year 11 group, that when they started their 

GCSE course two years ago to when they completed, they needed significantly more marks to 

get a Grade C. Significantly more.  Those students knew more maths and achieved a Grade D 

than their peers two years previously who got a Grade C.  And why’s that a problem?  What 

created the problem?  The norm referencing.  The normal distribution.  Because we had so many 

students resitting post-16 who, incidentally, were not allowed to do it pre-16 because that’s 

gaming the system.  They skewed the normal distribution.  There’s a political knock-on that to.  

Next year there will be more students doing resits post-16 in English and maths.  And that’s the 

problem with political decisions being implemented on the ground.  I don’t gain as a head 

teacher.  Somebody tells me we’re going to create passport population, passport qualifications.  I 

want to find a way too ensure as many kids get those passport qualifications as I possibly can.  I 

make no apology for that.  But all the time, all the time, I am working in a system, particularly in a 

school intake, mine’s is, where I’m judged as not being good enough, my staff are being judged 

as not being good enough, and they work so hard.  The impact of the political decisions are like a 

ripple effect.  Only they don’t get weaker as they go.  They get stronger, the impact of them is 

much, much stronger.  And as a practitioner on the ground, I would make a plea to everybody 

here today to consider how we do this properly.  I am significantly in favour of a national 

discourse on what we want our young people to learn.  I then think it’s up to government, and not 

short-term government, not five years, Malaysia have done a document 2015 to 2025 to start to 

build their education system and move it forward.  We need something similar.  We need a 

system whereby we are creating a move forward, we’re creating a system that allows us to move 

forward in a measured way for the benefit of our children.  We then need to design a curriculum 

that allows us to use that for the correction of the travel that has been decided.  We then, only 

then, do we assess.  And assessment may need to change.  Then, then we hold schools 

accountable. Nobody in school leadership’s against any of that.  I haven’t come across anybody 

anywhere who will say, “That is not the right way to do things”.  That we shouldn’t be 

accountable, that we shouldn’t have an assessment framework, that we shouldn’t have a 

curriculum.  We need to all agree the direction of travel.  We do that, we work together.  Politics 

is really, really powerful when it works in tandem with a system it wants to achieve.  The wealth 

of the nation is our young people.  The measure of us as a nation is what we do to help fulfil their 

potential.  Thank you.   

 

[0:15:52] 

 

Chair: Thank you. 

 

 (Applause) 

 

Chair: Thank you very much, Chris.  So we move from perspective of schools to a perspective looking 

at parents and children, and particularly from a point of view of parents and children with special 

needs.  I’m delighted to invite Brian Lamb to speak to us.  Brian’s currently Chair of Achievement 

for All, he’s had a career long commitment to children with special educational needs and 

disability.  Brian. 

 

Brian Lamb: Thank you.  Good morning.  Okay, in about 15 minutes I’m going to try and address some of the 

issues that have come up this morning and of the theme of this conference by hanging some of 

those themes on what’s happened in reform of SEN and disability and I actually want to start with 

a quote from Sir Keith Joseph that I don’t often quote, but it just seemed very personal, I was 

reminded of it this morning in terms of, he said when he became Secretary of State for Education 
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that he’d spent 30 years trying to get his hands on the levers of powers and having got his hands 

on them he realised they weren’t connected to anything, so I think it does... 

 

 (Laughter) 

 

 ... he would find now I think if he came back that they actually were far more connected to 

various levers, they just weren’t the ones that people always thought they were.  So, very briefly I 

want to set the context of the last ten years of reform in SENs to illustrate some of the points 

around politics and how to deliver consensus and have a national debate about something.  To 

do that just very briefly and you’re just going to take my word for the context was, if you go back 

to about 2005, that I think some of these things would be recognisable still to parents and some 

of the organisations representing them now, that parental confidence in the system was low, but 

there was a power SEN lobby with support on both sides of the House.  And actually in that 

whole theme of what’s the state’s role and how much should it intervene, and I’ll come to some 

more detail, I do think without state intervention we would still very much be in that position, that 

we have poor outcomes for children with SEN, not just a problem for them but a problem for the 

whole school system. Whether you believe it’s still around 20%, 15%, if you count looked after 

children, crossover between children on pupil premium and SEN, we’re looking at a very long tail 

in the school system, so when we come to PISA, when we come to all those other international 

measures, we come to the fact that without being able to address this very long tail of 

underachievement for children with SEN, you’re never, as a nation, going to address some of 

those issues around PISA and international comparisons, and a poor alignment between 

resources and need, a confusion between what’s really SEN and what’s poor teaching and poor 

progress around teaching, and a complexity of the system which doesn’t deal well both within its 

own kind of ecology, but also doesn’t deal well with health and social care.   

 

 2005.  What happens around all of that?  I summarise that in my inquiry, which I’ll come to in a 

minute, is that we know that the educational achievement for children with SEN is too low, the 

gap with their peers too wide, and this I think was a whole hangover from a system in society 

which did not place enough value on achieving good outcomes for disabled children, children 

with SEN.  Despite the heroic efforts of some educators, despite the heroic efforts of some 

schools.   

 

[0:19:38] 

 

 And what you actually got is this, you probably can’t see it, oh you can see it well actually.  It’s 

come up quite big.  You know, don’t worry about all the detail, but the key point is that’s a system 

we still have.  And it’s not because the system ironically hasn’t done better.  If you look at the top 

black line, that’s all pupils.  And so the system’s actually done really well, over ten percentage 

points, in getting all pupils up, this is Level 4, reading, writing and maths, Key Stage 2 by SEN 

type.  You then go down to the other ones and in descending order it’s children with greater 

levels of SEN essentially.  The system for all those children has actually delivered better results 

as well, partly I would argue, and the government now argues, because of the focus on the 

reform process since 2010, has actually focused schools more on doing any of this even before 

some of the measures actually came in in 2014.  But what you see is the gap hasn’t actually 

narrowed.  We are still in 2014 with a very massive gap between children with SEN and the rest 

of the school system.  Not all of that will ever be closed because we know that some children will 

never make it to some of those kind of floor standards, but we do know, and we do have the 

evidence, that with the right support you can get levels of progression for SEN children that is the 

same or better than for children without SEN and I’ll come back to that, that’s part of what my 

charity does.   

 

 Very briefly in terms of thinking about the process of how we went about reform, and I think this 

is interesting about both Secretary of States who were crucially involved in all of this, my inquiry 
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took place under the government before last, the one that essentially Ed Balls, and Ed Balls was 

actually very interested, whatever else you think about him, in evidence based kind of process 

and reform, and so we had the Select Committee come out and Warnock come out and 

challenge all of this, he commissioned no less than four government enquiries so we had Mr 

Speaker Bercow as he now is but then bank bench MP as he then was, on speech and 

language, we had Sir Jim Rose on dyslexia, we had Margaret Port on parental confidence, and 

we, and he also asked Ofsted to look it.  Ofsted’s report actually bridged the two parliaments and 

came out afterwards.  So actually we had a lot of really evidence based, enquiry based, 

provoked by government inquiries into SEN and what was wrong.  What we also had was 

massive resonance for the issue, not just coming from consistent and very long-term lobbying by 

a whole number of parents’ groups, a whole number of national organisations involved in this, 

but actually personal interest from the Prime Minister coming down the other way. But in terms of 

what actually triggered that, and that was actually from 2010 when the government announced 

some of their conclusions around all of this, but what we had was a ten year process for those of 

you that are worried about the way educational policies come and go.  I think one of the reasons 

that SEN policy’s been, not altogether unconscientious at various points, but successful at the 

delivering is the way in which the amount of time that’s been taken to keep delivering consensus 

as we’ve gone through those reforms.   

 

 In terms of the pathway to this, interestingly enough, the thing that really, I mean lobby groups 

have been banging on about the failures in the system for years, but it was Baroness Warnock 

who’d been the architect of the original SEN system in the 70s and that’s why I talk about this 

wouldn’t have shifted without government intervention, it was Warnock’s government-led inquiry 

and then a government bill that actually made children with SEN educatable and until the 70s 

within the system they weren’t even considered as being educatable, it was the government that 

came and did that.  It was the introduction of the National Curriculum and the requirement that 

you would actually have to teach all children with SEN the National Curriculum, that also 

transformed a lot of education around SEN.  But Warnock recanted in 2005, said it had all been 

a big mistake, government had totally failed to implement what she’d seen as being the 

necessary drivers for the whole system.  That led to two Select Committee inquiries, 2006, 2007.  

Ed Balls said basically, “My God, what are we going to do about this?  I’ve got the Select 

Committee on my back, I’ve got Warnock on back”.  Four, five inquiries, an Ofsted review.  Every 

think-tank from the very left-leaning to the very right-leaning felt they had to have a report on it, 

so the whole political system in terms of all those influencing different policy formers all had a 

view on that which then over five years led to the government green paper supporting aspiration.  

The government also had a stage of pre-legislative scrutiny before we got the Children and 

Families Bill in 2013, implemented in 2014.  From 2011 on the government funded what they call 

pathfinder pilot programmes that introduced reforms in the whole SEN system and the Act itself 

has got a three year timetable for introduction.  And I think that speaks to some of the things that 

were coming up on the floor this morning about the importance of open-ended questions, of 

actually having a big conversation.  The sector didn’t like everything the government finally got 

to, but actually there’s an enormous amount of agreement across the whole area.   

 

[0:25:16]  

 

 I want to just hang a couple of other points on once you get into legislation what does it look like.  

And why I like this in terms of ceasing to inspire respect of the portions how we know they’ve 

been made is it goes back to the whole point about, there’s just the kind of front of the outfit, it 

goes back to the whole point about what you actually do when you’re trying to make the 

legislation and how much of this is policy evidence driven versus how much of this is actually 

driven by, if you like, the politics in what people often perceive as the negative sense.  Or at least 

the interest of the groups involved, so how much is actually driven by parental perception of 

what’s wrong with the system rather than the evidence, how much a government decision’s 

driven by the evidence of what really works in that system, how much is not.  And how much do 
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you change a system by just creating a whole new set of rules and regulations and laws, and 

how much do you change it by the culture of the system?  So the new Act when it was introduced 

abolished the special educational needs code of practice which is on your left, and introduced 

the special educational needs and disability code of practice.  I’m sure the head teachers in the 

room go to sleep with this document under their pillow every night.  It’s only 297 pages long and 

somehow, in doing all that reform, we expect the school system to stop applying one old set of 

rules and regulations that they used to apply and start applying another.  Institute of Ed when it 

was the Institute Ed did some very interesting research on newly trained teachers and asked 

them how many of them knew or recognised or were following the old code of practice three 

years after qualification.  I think only about a third could even name that it existed.  And yet we 

seem to think that by passing legislation in one place that somehow the whole school system 

immediately works very different in another place.  So how do you really get change in that 

system, and my inquiry got completely panned by some people at the time, so I had 51 

recommendations about what was wrong with the legislation, I only came up with three 

recommendations about changing the legislation.  I thought they were important ones, and they 

have all happened, but the other 48 were about changing the culture or about changing the 

culture of the school system and I think it’s one of the things we really get wrong in terms of 

expectations on legislation versus what’s happened and it’s a bit like the two mad professors I’ve 

got at the blackboard here, you have all these kind of formulas and if we just get evidence 

together with teaching practice and expertise, alright, we will write a new rulebook and then 

everybody will follow the new rulebook and everything will be fine.  And it doesn’t really work like 

that and one of my biggest conclusions was we’ve been writing the rulebook for 30 years.  The 

issue was to change the culture in schools that they would actually have the aspirations to 

actually improve those outcomes that we were looking at and that gap in terms of those 

outcomes, and if we didn’t do that, and the two great things the legislation does do, it produces a 

requirement on schools to produce the best possible outcomes for children with SEN and 

disability working with their parents and working with young people to do that and it produces a 

requirement, legally, that you have to work with those parents in doing it.  Both of those 

requirements are there to change to culture of the whole system on the assumption that actually 

most folk aren’t going to read that 297 page rulebook of how to get there, but if you can get the 

aspirations right within the system, if you can get the relationship with parents right within the 

system, and we do have the evidence to show that that actually increases outcomes, then you 

will increase outcomes in doing that.   

 

 One of the key points about how we make these shifts.  I spent a lot of time managing research, I 

still work in a research institution, I’m not against research and policy formed evidence around 

research.  The trouble is the research culture is one where scientific thinking and methodology 

look for a proven empirical fact.  It’ll be theoretically and potentially abstract, it often has caveats 

and is nuanced in terms of what research does and will often be conducted over long time 

periods.  As a lobbyist my problem in using all of that with government has been that policy 

makers and people advising politicians have short to medium-term timeframes, often, we have to 

get something done, we have to get it done now, 500 free schools, we want that by the end of a 

term, I’m sure there is lots of thought that’s gone behind that, but necessarily you’ve got to drive 

a short-term agenda.  In 2005, if we said, “Oh, we’re going to take ten years doing this,” we 

wouldn’t have got any political traction, it may have taken ten years, but we didn’t say that at the 

start. It’s how, what do we need to implement this policy?  We need to know what the media’s 

saying, am I going to be eviscerated when I go out with this?  What does my minister actually 

want?  Ed Balls had visions of what he wanted.  Michael Gove had visions about what he wanted 

out of the system.  I’m sure the current minister does as well.  What’s the clear message I can go 

and tell the country about these reforms and what I’m going to be doing about them?  What’s my 

narrative, and does it feel right and reasonable?  So the research questions and the political 

reform question often don’t always match and so you need to try and find a way that you can 

bring the two together.  A trap around this is just to assume that as soon as you’ve got the 

evidence, look at Finland and the presentation about Finland, it’s fascinating, there was a 
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narrative around Finland that didn’t actually match with the evidence at the time.  When won, the 

narrative or the evidence?  Actually the narrative won.  It’s still winning.  I know Finland’s not like 

that because Steven Ford does work in Finland on their SEN children, because they’re falling 

behind with those as well, but what one was the narrative? If you don’t understand what the key 

narrative is around the debates you’re using and actually capture people around the narrative, so 

what was wrong?  Outcomes.  What are we going to do?  We’re going to improve them.  There 

was evidence behind that, but we also had to capture politicians on what that narrative was and if 

the facts don’t fit with the dominant frame within government, actually it’s not the dominant frame 

that changes, the facts simply get ignored.  Those facts that actually fit with that narrative and 

that frame, and I think the lady that was asking the question before the break about we’ve come 

together, we all have the same conversation, yet everybody goes away and has understood 

completely different things about it.  It’s exactly this issue of framing the question.  If you don’t all 

agree with the same framing and get that right, the facts actually don’t have any traction.  So, to 

try and pull this into some conclusions about how did we as a sector manage to create enough 

consensus around this to get it through and get it moving, is actually all that work meant it was 

actually less political, absolutely political, but it’s never become party political, so it started with 

Ed Balls, it was carried on by Michael Gove, the junior minister was a Lib Dem one, the minister 

now is a Conservative one, the policy thread has gone through all three.  When my report was 

published it was called the Ed Balls Report.  I went to the new coalition government when they 

came in and said, “Well, I expect you're not very happy with a lot of this,” and they went, “No, 

dear boy, we’re absolutely delighted with the report, rubbishing it before the election was just 

politics”.  And I think that’s the difference, we don’t want the politics that’s simply the political 

advantage partisan politics, but actually, underneath, they bought the consensus.  Framing the 

issues is important as the actual research and evidence policy you’ve got.  You need to be very 

clear on the what the legislative changes, far too much education change has been complete 

changes in the rulebook rather than change in the culture.  I think we need to look across the 

whole of education reform more about how you change the culture than the rulebook, and if you 

can look at those deeper issues of culture and what you’re trying to achieve, I think you can go 

towards political consensus.  The government innovated, my charity was brought into existence 

because we piloted it as part of my inquiry, the government put the money on the table after the 

election, it is very evidence based, we have all the evidence to show that actually where you get 

this right you can produce progression for children with SEN that’s better than for the rest of 

children in the school system without SEN, come and see me afterwards if you want to know 

more.  And ensuring we keep the stakeholders engaged through the process.  Why it took so 

long was the government went really slowly, very deliberately, to keep parental groups on board, 

to keep lobby groups on board, to actually keep a political consensus across all the parties.  

Before the last election all three parties said they would implement the SEN reforms after the 

election.  So actually all of them were working together.  So, where possible I think we need to 

give reform more time, and the biggest problem we’ve actually had is the system overload of this 

being implemented at the same time as levels, at the same of funding being reduced at the local 

authority level, at the same time of all the other changes that are going on in schools.  And when 

I go and talk to schools individuals, our biggest problem about this isn’t consensus about now 

we’ve got to have better outcomes, now we’ve got to have parents more involved, which are two 

of the major solutions to the legislation, it’s how we actually find the time to do it with everything 

else we’ve got to do.  So hopefully that was useful as a kind of key principles for reform if you 

want to get this right.  Thank you very much.   

 

[0:34:53] 

 

Chair: Thank you very much, Brian, that was – 

 

[0:34:55]  

 (Applause) 
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Chair: On all sorts of levels absolutely fascinating, thank you very much.  I’m going introduce, if I may, 

Neil Carberry.  Neil is Director for Employment Skills and Public Services at the CBI. 

 

Neil Carberry: Thank you, Chris.  Good morning everyone.  The title in the programme for my 15 minute piece, 

I’ve going to try and do it in ten, if I can. 

 

Chair: And I’m going to try and make you do it ten. 

 

Neil Carberry: Good.  I always think it’s good to keep Chris happy, is, does the education system serve 

business and industry, and it’s such a weary title.  I’m going to talk about something, hopefully, 

that’s a bit more consensual.  How do we build a system that gives young people a great path 

into a great adult life?  Because, actually, the corollary of that is that our members at the CBI’s 

needs are met, because they’re finding, these young people are finding places doing great jobs 

in many of the companies that are our members.  And that’s why education matters to the CBI.  

When I first took over the education brief at the CBI back in 2012, before we launched our 

current campaign, the only price I named to the Director General at the time was we will no 

longer engage in any form of guilt free whinge about the system.  By definition, as businesses, 

we should be engaged with the education system, not taking some sort of client-esque view of a 

system that exists to meet our needs and then whinging without recompense when it doesn’t 

deliver, or indeed failing to acknowledge when it does.  

 

 So, for this morning, I thought I might point to two myths that I’d like to scotch about business 

views on schools, and then maybe look at three challenges for us together to face up to in this 

kind of edu-political world we live in.  

 

 The first is businesses do not have a dim view of young people.  All of our surveys show that 

young people are the most impressive employees that our members have, actually, if you look in 

detail at CBI’s Employment and Skills survey, that’s what it says.  But young people today face a 

significantly more complex world once they have left education than any of us did.  In all sorts of 

ways.  My members are smaller today than ever they were.  The number of jobs available in 

different, on different sites in different skills are much wider, and technology cycles will continue 

to speed up.  We’re preparing young people for a more challenging world.  And it would do us 

well to acknowledge that they’re challenges are different and perhaps more demanding than 

ours.   

 

 The second, and this is perhaps why I rejected the title of the talk is we do not want automatons 

in the business community.  We never have wanted automatons.  It’s a political term that’s 

thrown against business whenever we dare to speak or speak our views on education.  By 

definition there is no reason that we would want automatons.  We would not, we do not want, to 

paraphrase Wilson, people who are fit for the factory and little else.  We want people who have 

skills that look like what we’ve heard, Ed talked about already this morning, when we talked to 

600 chief execs and finance directors as part of the CBI Schools Campaign, they were very clear 

that attitudes, aptitudes, behaviour, depth of understanding, all of this is as important as the kind 

of rigorous grounding in the academic subjects that we often talk of.  We’re looking for people 

who are good citizens of the United Kingdom, because actually, if they’re good citizens of the 

United Kingdom they’ll be good workers as well.  We’re looking for artists as well as scientists.  

There are, there is a much broader and deeper appreciation of what young people should be in 

the business community than some of the political debate allows for.  And perhaps that’s 

because that side of the debate encourages a view that you either do education for work or 

education for development.  I’ve never seen those as two opposite poles.  Surely the two go 

hand in hand.   

 

 So with those two myths hopefully dealt with, I want to turn to three things that I think we might 

achieve together in terms of the political approach, and we’ll dub them roughly, something about 
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the long-term, something about the strategic, and something about building a system that will be 

valuable to all young people.   

 

[0:40:16] 

 

 So let’s start with the long-term.  You’ve heard this already from other speakers, but let’s be 

clear, you can’t take politics out of education, nor would you want to.  We are a democracy.  

Having said that, what we can aspire to is greater long-termism in political thinking about 

education, about the system that we want to build.  I think what we’ve just heard about narrative 

is absolutely true.  In another part of my job I spend a lot of time wrestling with the Home Office 

telling me why letting people who earn six figure salaries into the United Kingdom and pay a lot 

of tax is a bad thing.  That’s another case where the narrative overpowers the facts and it’s 

certainly true in education.  Perhaps the most depressing thing that’s happened since May is 

parties swinging away to their ideological teddy bears, whether that’s grammars in one part of the 

governing party, or whether it’s local authority control on the other side of the House, instead of 

building on some of the things that we have started to do that before the election enjoyed broad 

support.  We know it’s important that head teachers are the primary movers in running their 

schools.  We know we have to invest in leadership and teaching.  We know we need an 

accountability system that doesn’t instil fear in schools, but instead instils confidence.  You know 

when you visit a good school that that head teacher will explain what they do to Ofsted, they will 

not justify what they do to Ofsted.  And that is an important change of approach that we need to 

aim for. 

 

 We need quality vocational education and I truly welcome the commitment on both sides of the 

House to delivering that.  And we also need careers to matter more.  And I particularly welcome 

the fact that the government has started to take action, and I say “started” because the careers 

and enterprise company is at the moment still quite a small commitment.  Having said that, it’s 

worth remembering that when we talk about good quality careers, we need to find a way of 

delivering it.  What we’ve had previously in the United Kingdom is not particularly effective and 

certainly as our survey that we did with Whitbread showed last week, there’s a big requirement 

for businesses to step up to do more in this phase.   

 

 Now, none of that is to say that those things where consensus is starting to develop were perfect. 

There’s a long way to go. But, collectively, we do need to find a way to encourage the answers 

that we find to be solutions to the problems that we have, and not to be solutions that have been 

hanging around for decades which are looking for problems of today so that they can become 

the solutions again.   

 

 My second point is about being strategic.  Helping politicians to grasp the right levers – 

leadership, teaching quality, curriculum, accountability.  And then accrediting, rather than 

reforming exams or, even worse, looking to reform school structure, to drive change by a tactical 

means rather than strategic means.  For us in the business community that means we make sure 

that what we do thinks about every young person and not just moving an average that sounds 

good in your party conference speech.  It means that we walk the path that many in the CBI’s 

membership walked in simpler places, 10 or 20 years ago, about understanding why quality 

assurance beats quality inspection every time.  When you’ve staff on the quality, that’s when 

quality is delivered, not when someone’s standing at the end of the line telling people whether 

they’re right or wrong does. 

 

 And finally, I think, there’s a necessity of making sure that what Ofsted measures, and there’s 

some positive steps have been taken in this regard over the last couple of years, what Ofsted 

measured is, it measures is genuinely rounded around what a school delivers.   

 



 

- 33 - 
 

 Now, if you do those two things you can do the third thing, which is deliver a system that delivers 

valuable routes for every young person.  A system where schools can approach individualised 

learning plans for every young person at secondary level with confidence rather than fear.  That 

means businesses stepping up, doing more with schools.  There’s been a real sea change in that 

over the last five years, I think.  It mean investing in a self-improving system. I have to say, as a 

vice chair of governors at a primary academy, one of the ones incidentally that isn’t supposed to 

work because we’re completely freestanding, we have found the support that we get from our 

peer primary schools around us five to ten times better than anything we ever got from the local 

authority.  And the professional links that that is building is really helping us engage in our local 

community.  And we should talk about the community, about parents, about the third sector, 

about businesses. Schools that are successful must be community hubs.  They’re not places we 

send our young people to to do education.  They’re places we send our young people to to 

prepare them for what lies ahead.  And teachers have a critical role to play in that, but we can’t 

expect them to do everything, they’re not careers advisors, they can’t deliver everything that we 

want a school to deliver.  More robust partnerships are essential.  With that in place you can then 

deliver choices for young people.  Now, we as an organisation have been very clear of what our 

view of GCSEs are, ie that we think they should be binned over the medium-term in favour of 

more robust assessment of a mix of topics at 18. Having said that whether or not you reform 

GCSEs, you need to give people, young people, a choice of rigorous routes to, a number of 

routes to heaven, as it were, so that every young person has a learning plan with the right mix of 

options, careers advice, work experience, neither of those two like the careers and work 

experiences that we had ten years ago or 20 years ago, fundamentally different and reliant on a 

greater business engagement, and with more cooperation between institutions.  It remains the 

case that it is too difficult to do the kinds of courses where you might want one thing from the 

college and another thing from a sixth form.  That needs to change in the same ways it needs to 

change to support different forms of schooling, legitimately different, studio schools, UTCs, and 

there is a case over time, I think, to look at how we fund schools to encourage that kind of 

collaboration to happen.  But those things will only happen within a framework where the 

government is strategic about its interactions rather than tactical, does not produce the long list 

that we’ve just heard, and that is the business focus for this parliament, and our work in schools, 

and I’m glad to say we have a new Director General coming in two weeks’ time, and the first 

thing on her list is this.  So you can expect the CBI to continue to be noisy on these issues into 

the future.   

 

[0:47:59] 

 

 Thank you. 

 

Chair: Thank you very much, Neil. 

 

 (Applause) 

 

Chair: The final speaker in this part of the summit is my college, Professor Andrew Pollard.  Who’s 

controlling this?  So it’s been controlled from somewhere, something will happen Andrew. 

 

Andrew Pollard: Oh lovely.  Do I control it here?   

 

Chair: Yes. 

 

Andrew Pollard: Okay.  

 

Chair: You can control it there. 

 

Andrew Pollard: That's fine.  And okay.  Oh.  Let me take control.   
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Chair: Researching from the education system.   

 

 (Pause)  

 

Andrew Pollard: Okay. 

 

Chair: Do you want a full screen? 

 

Andrew Pollard: If they just let me be.  Right.  Hold on.  Can you leave it alone?  Thank you.  Sorry about that.  

Yet another bloke.   

 

Chair: No, you’ve got my job, Andrew. That’s great.   

 

Andrew Pollard: So I have.   

 

 (Laughter)  

[0:49:02] 

 

Andrew Pollard: Well, you’re moving out of it! 

 

 (Laughter) 

 

Andrew Pollard: Oh dear!  Okay. Yeah... 

 

Chris McS: Just the chairperson, even more... 

 

 (Laughter) 

 

Chris McS: The chair’s not even warm. 

 

 (Laughter) 

 

Chris McS: Chair’s not even cold. 

 

Andrew Pollard: Have you, some of you will have seen the suffragette film recently, I thought those of you with 

nimble fingers might be able to use the programme to make some water bombs and have a go at 

the all-male panel here.  I want to share with you some thoughts about researchers as 

stakeholders, and in particular how they can make a contribution to the education system and the 

use of evidence within it.  I’m drawing on a bit of history here, it begins I suppose with something 

called the National Education Research Forum which was set up in the very late 1990s.  David 

Blunkett was the key sponsor.  It lasted for a little while, people trying to improve the quality of 

educational research, trying to organise it as an effective system, and looking at priorities, 

looking at capacity, looking at the quality, and then it kind of faded away.  At the same time the 

OECD was promoting country surveys to look at the effectiveness of their systems in relation to 

knowledge management.  They looked at Denmark, they looked at England, they looked at a 

variety of other countries, and I actually served on one of their expert panels going to Switzerland 

and I was one of the number of people who wandered around Switzerland looking at the various 

elements they had.  When I came back from that I realised that it really would be very effective 

for us in the UK to try to improve the whole kind of system that we have and make it more 

systematic, if you like, and I was able to get funding from the ESRC, from the government 

department in England, DCSF as it was at the time, from a charity, CFBT, and from the British 

Educational Research Association, BERA, which was the driving force behind this initiative, and 

our aspiration, and this may come up, you never know, was to look at the whole kind of system 
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as a knowledge management entity. How effectively did the different elements of the research 

process deliver a product?  And, if you like, this is a kind of classic enlightenment project.  It’s 

about the enlightenment was always about the application of reason for the public good.  And we 

have been generating knowledge in the UK and round the world for many, many years, that’s 

relevant to education, and of course it’s rather badly organised.  And the question really was, 

could be pull it together in a more effective way so it could be fed back to policy makers and 

practitioners and thus enable them to use it much more effectively.   One model that was 

influential in this, which came from Ben Leven(?), was published by the European Commission in 

2007.  It’s this one.  You can look it up.  But you can see, basically, the idea is to look at the 

enterprise in a holistic way, not in a fragmented way, so you look at knowledge creation and its 

various different forms of research, you look at knowledge mediation, those who fit in-between 

the generation of research and its actual application.  And you try to see how the whole thing 

kind of fits together.   

 

 Now in doing this, we had these aims, as you can see, to analyse the UK system and the 

subsystems in Wales, Northern Ireland, Scotland and England, to get some networking going, 

and to make recommendations.  And we drew together civil servants, practitioners in schools, in 

FE, and elsewhere in the system, in industry as well, we drew together researchers, and we had 

about 140 people who attended a serious of meetings looking at a variety of different issues as 

we progressed through our agenda.  They produced various reports over that period.  The 

principles underlying this were first to recognise that there are different sorts of evidence and 

there are different legitimate forms of social scientific knowledge.  You will hear a lot about what 

works and randomised control trials and various methods that purport to produce clear facts.  

This enterprise was a rather more modest one. It was rather humble in its approach, and rather it 

recognised diversity more.  I suppose really in a sense the people behind this reckoned that 

social science could not produce categoric facts.  It could produce insights.  It could produce all 

sorts of forms of understanding.  And indeed it could produce forms of knowledge which one 

would expect should be taken seriously.  And different forms of research would produce 

evidence which you’d take seriously to different degrees and in different ways, but it recognises 

the complexity of teaching, learning and the social world generally.  And it is relatively modest 

about the claims it makes, and that’s why it uses the term “evidence informed” rather than 

evidence based, because it recognises that the role of research is to produce knowledge which 

can be considered by practitioners and policy makers.  You wouldn’t base it just on, you wouldn’t 

base a decision just on research knowledge, because it has to be mediated and put into the 

context that one really understands some of that stuff, so whether you’re a practitioner or a policy 

maker you have to recognise the dilemmas, weigh up the evidence, understand the 

circumstances and your particular goals and then make a decision.  So this is a sort of rather 

modest, but I think appropriate way of approaching this topic.  And that’s a little bit on the 

representation as you can see from across the way and different roles, and just a little bit from 

Northern Ireland, this was from Ruth Leech, who’s an academic, with a colleague from the 

Department for Education in Northern Ireland, and this is one of their slides I’ve just up and which 

there just gives you a sense of some of the things that they were worried out.  I’ll just pick out the 

bullet point that says, “No discernible and coordinated strategy between policy, research and 

practice”.  All a bit haphazard.  And nothing very unusual about that.  Here is something from 

Scotland.  This is Lorna Hamilton, again an academic, and she did work with colleagues from 

SEED, which is the Scottish Education Department, and this is one of their slides, and again, I 

pick up the one, “Need to move away from opportunistic approach resulting in patchy areas”.   

 

[0:55:43] 

 

 What the kind of overall position that people arrived at when they were sharing their experiences, 

and people from different sectors and countries and roles, was that the whole thing was really 

much too haphazard.  There wasn’t a coherent approach, that bits and pieces of knowledge was 

coming from different directions, very often it was getting lost, very often something that was 
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understood in one sector was never passed on and making sure that the other sector, something 

that was understood in one country was never getting beyond the boundaries, and so you had a 

kind of system that appeared to be underperforming, not because there wasn’t a huge amount of 

goodwill, not because there wasn’t a huge amount of expertise, but because there was a 

complete lack of overall coordination to add value and share all that effort.  And so we eventually 

published a report which looks like that, which is available on the web even now and I’ll show you 

the thing in the last slide.  But the main outcome of that was a conceptualisation really, a model 

which looked at what we believed to be the elements that any national system for knowledge 

mobilisation should have, and here are the six set out in a list.   

 

 Origination and planning, creation and production, assessment and validation of the quality, 

collection and interpretation of the knowledge, mediation and brokerage, and then the use of 

impact, and I want to talk a little bit about each of those.  We did represent them in a more 

attractive way showing that there are cycles, showing that there’s something that never ends, 

showing that there are interconnections between all of them.  And I’ve just picked out a single 

bullet point in relation to the findings for each of those six.  So here we have origination and 

planning which is all about the conditions for enabling research to actually take place and the key 

bullet point on knowledge, development and mobilisation is that research is carried out in a very 

wide variety of ways across the UK but there’s very little strategic thought behind it.  It’s all a big 

haphazard.  So people aren’t saying, “Well, what are the enduring issues in education that we 

need to face, what are the big questions for the next few years that need to be tackled?” because 

you have to look ahead.  And so, the key recommendation was to look at more effective ways of 

getting funders and other stakeholders to think about priorities and to try to look ahead.   

 

 In relation to knowledge creation and production, this is, the first point really is, is one about the 

complementary nature of different sorts of research.  There are many, many sorts of research, 

from the very pure social scientific, the quantitative and qualitative of that type, right through to 

different forms of practice and evaluation and so forth.  Now, developmental work and 

practitionary enquiry are absolutely vital for the improvement of particular contexts etc, and they 

cannot be replaced by other forms of research. Similarly, there are some sorts of research, 

randomised controls you might say, which have a unique quality for answering particular sorts of 

questions.  And so we have a wide repertoire of different research approaches which have 

different strengths and weaknesses, and the argument that we advanced is that you need all of 

them because they have these different strengths and you use them for different purposes.  And 

a wise government would consider whether it has adequate provision across its system, in each 

of its sectors, to nurture and support research of all these different types.  That really doesn’t 

exist, I’m afraid at the moment.  And you can see that’s the recommendation that government 

should think about provision, doing a little audit and see what enables and constrains the 

development of these different types of research.  The third one’s about assessment and 

validation.  This is essentially concerned with the quality of work, and it picks out the classic 

academic problem that there’s been a lot of push to make research relevant and for academics 

to engage with users and stakeholders, but on the other hand, academics also are somewhat 

addicted to the kind of more esoteric journals and abstract theory and the academic twaddle as I 

routinely call it.  Because, of course, there are lots of drivers in the academic world that push in 

that direction.  Now, our recommendation was that something to align those two sets of pressure 

should be arrived at and, of course, we have had some progress there with the way in which 

research in universities is now funded because there’s something called the Research 

Excellence Framework which does that and a very important part of it now is to do with impact 

and universities are now prioritising having close links with stakeholders and user organisations 

and working very hard to ensure that their work does have stronger impact.  I would say there is 

still a long way to go, but that is a very important move in the right direction to get better 

alignment.   

 

[1:01:29] 
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 Having done all this work, and a lot is being produced, what happens to it?  And it does have to 

be collected together, that is a role in itself.  At the moment is it very distributed all around the 

place, and the other problem there is, of course, very often the knowledge that’s produced is 

behind paywalls because of publication problems, so there’s a lot is known about education, all 

round the world, very little of it is pulled together and given back in a way which is accessible.  

Two minutes?  So that’s a key point and the key recommendation therefore was to set up a 

system, UK Education Research Information Service, which is a bit like a knowledge centre to 

provide some support in that.   

 

 And then of course you need mediators, you need brokers, you need people who can reach 

between the research and communicate it effectively to others.  So, I’m just going to jump then 

back to use and impact.  Again it’s vital that it is used effectively.  Now maybe I’ll just say a 

couple of things about this in relation to the political side.  I do see major problems in the 

influence of politics in the application of research.  My account of some of the things that happen, 

for instance, around the recent reform of the National Curriculum, is different than Tim Oates has 

offered you.  I, as Tim said, was a member of the expert panel and he didn’t mention that two of 

that panel, two of the four, actually resigned in the middle of it, and why did they do that?  Well, 

the reason was that the evidence which we had been accumulating, and gathering from a 

consultation process, the procession of subject experts and practitioner who’d come from the 

department, was in our view being ignored.  And in relation to the primary education, which is my 

particular field, I would still say that the evidence is perfectly clear, that a broad curriculum is 

associated with better results, and we are left with a narrow curriculum, all the drivers are forcing 

it to be narrow, and in terms of children’s learning, you need to have flexibility to respond to their 

needs and we have a very linear curriculum.  So these were issues, and you can read all about it 

on the BERA website, there you see the resignation letters, but there were quite clear issues 

where the evidence was not being followed in any open-minded way.  Brian talked about frames 

trumping facts, and I would say that Michael Gove did have quite clear views about how the 

curriculum end up, supported by Nick Gibb, and was not really open to the evidence about 

learning or about curriculum design.   

 

 And so from that extent I think Laura was a little bit wrong with her account, was a bit generous.  

It doesn’t sort of square with my understanding, anyway.  The person who was rather good on 

this, of course, was David Willets, and he was much more open-minded in relation to evidence.   

 

 Anyway, that’s the model, and I’ll leave it there. 

 

Chair: Andrew, thank you very much indeed.  Thank you. 

 

[1:04:37]  

 (Applause) 

 

Chair: And we’re also now going to be joined, and it will interesting to see whether that gets picked up, 

by Sam Freedman, who is sort of currently Director of Research and Evaluation at Teach First, 

but who from 2010 to 2013 was Special Advisor to Michael Gove as Secretary of State.  So what 

I’d like to do now is to open up this to questions.  I’m going to be quite selective in the questions 

that I take given that we have by default and not by design because of Ros’s illness, involved an 

all-male panel and I would like to ensure that we get some balance in our voices in this part of 

the summit.  So open to questions and thoughts.  Who’s going to help me?  Yes!  At the front.  

Thank you.  Say who you are, one sentence, and a crisp question. 

 

Lucy Crehan: Lucy Crehan.  I wonder whether there is any leverage in the idea of separating out goals 

fromehow we get there.  To me it seems that the politicians obviously should have a role to play 

in education in terms of establishing the goals of what we should be aiming for, but then possibly 
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they should take a step back and that should be left to experts and practitioners, so that’s just an 

idea.  I wonder what the panel thinks about it. 

 

Chair: Thank you.  And over there?  And then I’ll come to you, sir. 

 

Ann Finlayson: Ann Finlayson from SEED. Really interesting, both sessions, and I’m sort of coming to a question 

and I think I’ve heard this one before, but it’s coming more strongly now.  I’m wondering if this is 

all a matter of trust because we’re talking about teachers, we’re talking about the difference in 

diversity, a complex system, but then thinking about the research agenda, and also some of 

those myths that you’ve been dispelling, the research agenda, if, how do we get to the point 

where teachers trust the system and can actually be researchers themselves?  Is that a way 

forward? 

 

Chair: Okay, thank you.  And sort of straight in front of me, three-quarters of the way back?  Yeah?   

 

Rachel Gouch: Thank you... 

 

Chair: Can you just say who are? 

 

Rachel Gouch: Yeah, Rachel Gouch, I’m a school governor.  It’s been said many times over the last five years 

and I’ve said it quite often myself, that children only get one chance at education and that every 

day a child spends in a failing education system or a failing school is one day too many.  And I’m 

wondering how we reconcile that urgency with the powerful call for a longer term and more 

consensual approach to policy development and implementation? 

 

Chair: Okay, thank you very much. I’m going to come to you first, Sam, I’ve got goals, I’ve got trust, I’ve 

got urgency.  Do you want to pick up those themes and anything else from the presentations? 

 

Sam F: Just a small task then, thanks.  

 

Chair: It’s tiny. 

 

Sam F: So, I think, I mean on the first question around goals and then the how, and I describe it as being 

strategy versus operational, and actually that is absolutely the way that we should think about not 

just education but how government in general should engage with the sectors that departments 

work with.  And you can think about it any context that in the military the government is clearly 

responsible for making decisions about if we go to war and how many aircraft carriers we have 

and so on, but in an actual operational situation on the ground, ministers don’t play any kind of 

role and if they try to it would be a scandal.  The problem with that framing is that’s quite hard to 

delignate when strategy becomes operational, especially round things like curriculum where you 

can get, I would argue that a curriculum more broadly, the aims of a curriculum is clearly 

strategic, for a system, but then once you start getting into the nitty gritty of curriculum design, 

you can drive operational decision making quite strongly in one or the other.  The same is true of 

accountability.  Again I think it’s absolutely reasonable for governments to measure the output of 

a system to check that the goals that they’ve set are being met, but the ways that you measure a 

system can drive operational behaviour as well, so it’s those blurred lines at the edges where you 

have all of the problem, I think, in this debate, because I don’t think anyone seriously denies 

government should have a significant role around strategy.   

 

[1:09:23] 

 

 And I’ll take the point about urgency as well.  I have a real problem with word “consensus” which 

I’ve heard quite, I’ve only been here for the second session, but I’ve heard it a few times already.  

I really don’t like, consensus is not actually a particularly good thing if it’s total because it means 



 

- 39 - 
 

you don’t have challenge.  I was in Ontario quite recently, which is often held up as being a great 

education system that we should be trying to copy, and one the great things that people say 

about Ontario is that it is very consensual, it is very aligned is the word that’s often used about it.  

But I have to say, when I was there, it felt very group thinky to me that you had people who 

designed a system, there’s not that much political debate, because the same party’s been in 

power for quite a long time now in Ontario.  The people who designed the system, 10, 15 years 

ago, are still in charge of it, they’re in charge of evaluating it, all the head teachers are very much 

dependent on those people for their careers. It felt that it would be sort of very difficult in that 

context to challenge the prevailing wisdom and to innovate and I think, and in fact, I’m certainly 

not a pedagogical expert, but from what I saw, it felt very much like what I was seeing in 

classrooms was what was happening in this county 10, 15 years ago.  It was very outdated 

because there wasn’t there challenge, so I’m quite happy with urgency overriding consensus, as 

long as you bring enough people with you to make something work, which is an important 

caveat, you do need to bring enough of the system along but I don’t think you have to get 

complete agreement on this because you’ll never get anywhere if you try and do that.  In fact, it’s 

probably quite a bad thing.  I’ll let others come in at that point.  

 

Chair: Thank you very much.  Neil? 

 

Neil Carberry: Yeah, I tend to agree with Sam actually, I might come closer to home than Ontario and suggest 

that there’s a bit of group thinkiness about some of education thinking in Scotland when I look at 

it in particular.  I think the critical thing is, what you do not want is a one best way approach, but 

equally you don’t want a system that schools and heads and teachers find hard to navigate.  It’s 

probably about how you build up confidence and some, almost some guiderails from the 

governmental level for the system to operate within, and then that does create opportunity to 

innovate a bit because I think it’s certainly true, I accept Sam’s challenge, that a system where 

there is a one best way is a system that will gently be going backwards.   

 

Chair: Brian? 

 

Brian Lamb: Very quickly to try and align Sam’s point one of the questions, I think where you do need at least 

a critical mass of consensus is over the principles of the change you’re trying to bring about.  And 

if you don’t get that you often get really botched implementation.  I would then totally agree with 

Sam.  In terms of tactically what that looks like on the ground, you know, a thousand flowers 

blooming can be really good as long as they’re all generally pushing towards those goals.  To 

take my example, we wanted to get better outcomes for children with SEN.  We knew we had the 

evidence.  One of the ways was greater parental involvement and all that, also some other 

things.  The how within the system, we were created to bring some challenge into the system in 

one way as Achievement for All.  It’s not the only thing that’s going on, it’s not the only way to get 

there, but I think if you don’t have consensus over where you’re trying to drive the system, at 

least to some level a critical mass, that’s when you get one innovation, then another, then 

another and it just rolls on as soon as somebody has the upper hand in the debate and you don’t 

get change that sticks or lasts, and that’s where you get all the complaints in the system about, 

well, there’s too much politics.   

 

Chair: Andrew, did you want to come or...? 

 

Andrew Pollard: Well, just to, you know, endorse what you’ve just been saying, I think.  I think it’s critical to have 

some principle approaches to all sorts of things really, but you’ve got to have some aims which 

are broadly subscribed within our society, and I think it’s a huge mistake, really, to have pressed 

on with the recent curriculum changes without really having had a big debate about purposes.  

And that was discussed in the department.  I discussed it myself with Michael Gove on a number 

of occasions and I thought he would have been a brilliant person for getting and engendering 

such a debate, but in the end he didn’t want to do that and I don’t know why.  But I think it is 
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important and sometime it will have to happen, I think, but the other area where principles are 

very, very important, is in relation to teaching and learning processes because it doesn’t matter 

what politicians say, people do learn in particular ways, and teachers therefore need to teach 

them in particular ways, and teachers know much of this because on the day to day processes 

one is working with children and you see it in their faces and you see it and you adapt your 

learning, your approaches and so forth, so there are some fundamental things about people, 

about humans, about learning, that have an knock-on effect for teaching, and thus have a knock-

on effect for the way we organise schools, and thus we’re not going to fail at the way we organise 

systems.  And one needs to understand that in a principled way and configure the system and 

the requirements we impose on the system in terms of curriculum or anything else, they must be 

consistent with what we know about learning.  Now my problem with the present arrangements is 

that that is not the case in an appropriate way.  And therefore we’re asking kids to do all sorts of 

things, we’re asking teachers to do all sorts of things, which are not as coherent with what we 

understand about learning.  And that will mean that our system will be less effective than it 

should be.  And until we can really get back to that in a basic kind of principled, structured way, 

and approach this thing logically and build it up, as opposed to thinking, “Well, wouldn’t it nice if,” 

and just imposing it down, then we will not be getting the best out of system.   

 

[1:15:14] 

 

Chair: Thank you Andrew.  I’m going to bring Chris McShane in and I’m going to do a quick round of 

three more questions before lunch, so I’ve got two of them sorted. Chris?   

 

Chris McS: I’ll just, I’ll try and be very quick, I’ll take the first question and the third question together.  In 

terms of separating out the goals and what we have to do, I think it’s really important that the 

government sets a framework, a strategy, that we’re working within, but actually allow the 

flexibility for us to move forward, and in relation to the fact that we have a, whilst we work out 

where we want to go and we have put that strategy in place through national debate and so on, 

that we do need to have the diversion whilst we’re building the road to ensure that no child is in a 

school that is failing, that a system has to be there, everybody has to recognise that that is a 

temporary measure to get us to where we need to be.  But we really do, we really do need to 

work on that.  And the final bit about teachers and the research and so on, I would really like to 

see some form of vocational masters developed in that area to allow people to do the day job 

and to continue to research and build their knowledge to support our young people. 

 

Chair: I shall do a plug for that masters in teaching at the ALE in a moment.  Wendy, I think, you were 

next, then Hugh again and anyone else.  And Laura.  Right.  So at the back, sorry, Heidi, at the 

back. 

 

Wendy Elliott: Thank you, yes. 

 

Chair: Very brief questions please. 

 

Wendy Elliott: Yes.  It’s Wendy from Safe Child Movement.   I kind of wanted to bring it back to the child, and 

kind of where the rights of the child sits in all of this because the danger is when we start talking 

about education we actually lose sense that we’re actually talking about the shaping of society 

and the kind of world want for children.  So, aligned with that, the question would be, how do we 

ensure that we’re measuring what matters and we join up the dots between achievement and 

child wellbeing, so that we don’t just have children who have fantastic exam results but they’ve 

been on antidepressants for three years because the statistics are horrendous.  How do we 

ensure that happens? 

 

Chair: Okay.  Thank you.  And then Hugh again from just in the middle here.   
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Hugh: I want to ask a question following on from Andrew’s summary, which is superb, about the 

balance of research support.  Driven by the academic value system it is as he said tremendously 

insight focused.  It’s, to use a medical analogy, it’s all about diagnosis and not about the 

development of robust treatments.  The result is that the government is in a position where it is 

certainly licensed to shoot from the hip the detailed design and engineering of initiatives is not on 

the agenda at all.  And you can, many of them have doom written all over them before they start.  

So it’s a question about the balance of research support between, if you like, diagnosis and the 

engineering of robust treatments. 

 

[1:18:30] 

 

Chair: Thank you, and next to you, Laura McInenny.   

 

Laura Mc: In terms of the question being about how does education system serve stakeholders, parents all 

want their children to achieve very highly, but the business community and universities who are 

also an employer and sort of part of the business community, will complain quite heavily and 

have done in the past if everybody is achieving very highly, so what that particular stakeholder 

group wants is a sifting mechanism by which is select out sort of the brightest or sharpest, so 

how do you balance those two things when one group wants everyone to achieve and one group 

wants a very small group to be selected out?   

 

Chair: Okay.  Thank you very much.  And so I’m going to give the panel, maybe ask you for crisp 

answers to those questions which I’ve got down as wellbeing, diagnosis and social and academic 

sifting.  Who’s going to go first?  Chris and we’ll go along the panel in that direction ending with 

Sam. 

 

Chris Mc: I’m going take the lady down here’s statement earlier on, Laura, and say that actually rather than 

giving the answer it’s a really good question that we have to find a solution to, but I don’t think it’s 

an easy one.  And it’s something that would be part, it should be part of, and at the core of, the 

debate in that sense.  And in terms of the rights of the child, I really do genuinely believe we’re 

losing the focus on the child in education at the moment and we need to return to that and the 

more we move into high stakes testing, the more we’re actually losing the balance in what a real 

education actually is and I think that we need to return to the attitudes and the skills and the 

development of the child and the experiences they get in school in order to ensure that that is 

enriched right the way through.   

 

Brian Lamb: I think there’s a whole issue here about how much can we afford to research and diagnose some 

of things.  We were really lucky when I was doing the inquiry, so I was able to go to the Secretary 

of State and get £30 million to do a two year 450 schools academically verified study into what 

was really going to make a difference for children with SEN and disabilities outcomes and that’s 

what the whole charity’s still based on and that was the evidence base that we then still sell into 

everybody else.  I just can’t imagine that either the government or any other level in system now, 

we’ve got the kind of amount of money to invest in that kind of way, so I think what we have to 

look at is how you can do that differently in terms of evidence based practice and the idea of, you 

know, MEds into practice where we actually get practitioners within schools doing much more 

research in their own practice is probably about the only way to go on a lot of this because I don’t 

think we’re going to get the very big amounts of money and projects to do on that.  In terms of 

the question on rights, I totally agree.  My whole experience of 25 years of lobbying is it’s very 

difficult to cash in those rights in terms of, and I was one of the people that was involved in, and I 

was the disability rights fund education, parents still tell me it’s very difficult to actually cash those 

in at the school level which is why I now bang on so much about, you know, my side about then 

the miracle occurs.  I think miracle bit is the rights might be underpinning in terms of agreeing 

which way we want the system to go, cashing them in is all about changing the culture at the 

level of schools rather than thinking you go in with your cashable in rights.  I’m much more 
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interested in how we can change culture in schools with that as the underpinning than think, you 

know, every child goes in with that cashable right and think that’s going to work as a way of 

running the system.   

 

Neil Carberry: So in the nicest possibly way, Laura, I reject the premise of your question which is, I think, my 

members want as many pathways to higher skills and better outcomes for young people as 

possible in as much as we sit here in a country which has pursued the aim of sending 50% of 

young people to university as though that’s the only definition of success, when hundreds, nay 

thousands, of members have loads and loads of very well skilled above Level 4, 5, 6 jobs in their 

businesses that they cannot fill at the moment because we do not have the vocational pathways 

that get young people who are capable of them to them, so there’s a long way to go before I 

think that question becomes a problem.  And just briefly on Wendy’s question, it’s interesting if 

you look at what businesses are thinking about at the moment, they’re all thinking about the next 

frontier, and health and safety being workplace health.  It’s pretty clear it’s huge and we should 

be thinking about it in education as well.   

 

[1:23:14] 

 

Chair: Just to say, I’m going to slot in, I was told last week, I haven’t been able to verify this, that North 

Korea has now moved to a 90% higher education participation rate.  So, in terms of routes to 

higher skill there’s some interesting issues.  Andrew. 

 

Andrew Pollard: Well, on the wellbeing one, I’m very much in favour of it.  I think the arts, music, all these other 

things are tremendously important.  I gather we’re now about to have testing of a rather 

hardnosed sort of coming very young which will produce data which I suspect will have very 

dubious validity and be another waste of time which will undermine the wellbeing of children.  

However, research diagnosis and treatment prescription, I agree.  There is an imbalance there, 

but I think it has to be handled through kind of dialogue, through funding, coordination, etc.  But 

it’s an important point and it, again, if you have a slightly better coordination across your system 

for knowledge management, then it’s something you can attend to.  This is about sifting.  Well, 

this is a classic one between social differentiation as an aim and entitlement as an aim and, of 

course, the education system has classically been about differentiation, about distributing life 

chances in society. It has an economic basis, of course, because it’s allocating people to jobs 

and so forth, but in a contemporary society where rights exist for everybody, then the entitlement 

half has become important.  Entitlement is not part of, you know, it’s kind of associated with, 

there’s two issues, of course, it becomes quite political at this point because I think one of the 

reasons why education can never be really removed from politics is because it is about the 

future, it is about life chances, and so it does relate to opportunity, and that’s why people are 

prepared to pay for educational opportunity, and the interesting thing, of course, is if they do that, 

they’re able to get a broader, more balanced curriculum in the private sector which looks after the 

wellbeing of the young people very effectively, and in the state sector, where there is more 

constraint around the curriculum, there is a narrower experience with a far more pressured 

environment and I think it will have, I hope it’s an unintended consequence, but it will have the 

consequence, nonetheless, of producing a more impoverished education.   

 

Chair: And Sam, you were looking to say, the urgent signs I’m getting from the back of the room, so 

brisk, crisp. 

 

Sam F: I’ll be quick, I’ll be quick. 

 

Chair: Summing up. 

 

Sam F: I just want to have the opportunity to also reject the premise of Laura’s question, but from a 

different perspective which is, I think that parents don’t, whilst parents do want their children to 
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do as well as possible, they also want to know where their kids rank, even if they won’t admit it all 

the time.  So, I think the only way to create a qualification system that does both, when you do 

need to do both, is to build in minimum standards which are passports to the next stage of 

education of some kind whilst also having differentiation at the top end to allow for sifting to 

particular elite institutions. And actually I think the new GCSE design does that much better than 

the existing GCSE design because it has much more differentiation at the top end, whilst being 

very clear what that minimum standard is that everyone should be able to achieve as well.  On 

the wellbeing one, which is just the other one I wanted to tackle, I have to admit that I don’t find 

wellbeing a particularly useful term because it can relate from, well, it’s something that relate 

from anything from sort of clinical, medical health issues, mental health issues, and physical 

health right the way through to whether people have enough time to do art and music.  It’s not a 

useful term because it’s not specific enough about the problem that we need to solve, so I’d like 

to know what exactly the problems are that we want to resolve in the system, and then there’s 

probably, it’ll be lots of different things that we’d need to do to resolve them.  One where I think 

there definitely is a problem is at the harder end, around mental health, but I don’t think we 

should be thinking about that in terms of schools necessarily.  I don’t think that, I think the 

problem there is the massive underfunding of children’s mental health services which the 

coalition government promised to invest in, I don’t know whether the current government is 

intending to, but that's a clear issue.  At the other end of the softer end of the spectrum of what 

wellbeing sums up, I’m less convinced that there’s an urgent need to do things differently. 

 

[1:27:45] 

 

Chair: Thank you very much.  So thanks to the panel.  I think some really interesting insights in that 

panel into the process of change and some sharp challenges.  We’re running, as has been put, 

slightly late.  We were scheduled to break for lunch at 12.30pm.  Can I suggest we get back here 

to start the afternoon at 1.25pm instead of 1.20pm, so squash the lunchbreak a little bit, but you 

will join me in thanking the panel.  Thank you. 

 

 (Applause) 

 

END OF SESSION 2 – BREAK FOR LUNCH 

 


