
 

 

 
 

The Politics in Education Summit took place on Monday 2nd November 2015 at the Royal Society in London and 

brought together delegates and speakers from across the British education and policy spectrum. Chaired by Chris 

Husbands, this Summit explored the responsibility, impacts and controls on education policy from a balanced and 

neutral perspective. This transcript pack is intended as an in depth resource on current concerns and ideas about 

the future of British education for use by media, policymakers and policy influencers.  For ease of access it is 

divided into sections as follows: 

 

1. Event Overview: Key points raised in each session and panel debate 

2. Calls to Action: Single page summary of the event and next steps 

3. Full transcript from SESSION 1: Government’s Role and Responsibility 

4. Full transcript from SESSION 2: Stakeholder Roles and Perspectives 

5. Full transcript from SESSION 3: Controls, Safeguards and Balance 

6. Full transcript from SESSION 4: How might Politics in Education Evolve? 

7. Appendix 1: Short summaries of each presentation and open floor 

 

This Summit was organised by Smooth Events, an event management company known for high level, policy-based 

conferences across education, science and health sectors.  This prose and event summaries contained in this pack 

are written by Leah K Stewart (Beyond the Box Education) and my personal hope is that this work will inspire a 

wider public conversation on these worthy themes. Feel free to contact me via my website and to quote, adapt or 

expand on anything contained here. The hash-tag #PoliticsInEducation will help us find each other. 

 

So, what happens next? This is up to us, the stakeholders in state education. Smooth Events are facilitators of 

dialogue and debate, bringing people together to hear evidence based perspectives and question the status quo, 

but they can only reflect what’s going on in any sector.  If you want this to continue, please contact me from 

LeahKStewart.com.   

 

 

 

 

 

 



Politics in Education Summit 

-EVENT OVERVIEW- 

 

SESSION 1: Government’s Role and Responsibility  

 

 Tim Oates CBE (Cambridge Assessment) shattered Finland’s progressive narrative; inspectors in every 

classroom, national testing of every grade, state approved text books led to their PISA rise –page 6 

 Government is discussing a new bill which, if passed, will force the Secretary of State for Education to take 

over failing Church Schools, warns Laura McInerney (Schools Week) –page 8 

 Professor Bill Lucas (Real World Learning) calls for an independent education body so schools are no longer 

vulnerable to the short-term whims of party politics –page 11 

 

 

SESSION 2: Stakeholder Roles and Perspectives 

 

 Representing school leaders, Chris McShane hopes the profession will safeguard a balanced curriculum in 

spite of the new EBacc targets –page 25 

 To change policy we need to know what ministers want, what the media says, have a clear narrative and 

not say it’ll take longer than one term, counsels Brian Lamb OBE (Achievement for All) –page 29 

 Neil Carberry (Confederation of British Industry) wants more businesses engaging with state education and 

supports an end to any guilt free whinge about the system –page 30 

 We have an underperforming school system because we lack systems of knowledge mobilisation, argues 

Professor Andrew Pollard (University College London) –page 35 

 

 

SESSION 3: Controls, Safeguards and Balance 

 

 With Ofsted we lost professional voice in Government. A new Chief Education Officer position parallel to 

the Chief Medical Officer can rectify this, says Sir John Dunford (Whole Education) –page 43 

 Professor Angela McFarlane (College of Teachers) agrees, from a personal perspective, on the need for an 

Education Evidence Centre as a valuable sister organisation to the College of Teaching –page 45 

 Embedded reform will not happen without a systematic approach to teacher policy and engagement from 

teacher unions, advices John Bangs (Education International) –page 51 

 Management within education is lagging behind other sectors. The message from Emma Knights (National 

Government Association) is that it’s not all about sticks, but carrots too –page 54 

 

SESSION 4: How might Politics in Education Evolve? 

 

 Deregulation while valuing test data from the oldest Students and basing inspections on suspect data, 

leads to system withering, cautions Professor Mick Waters –page 66 

 Jonathan Simons (Policy Exchange) invites us to see disillusionment with Government as a symptom of its 

success; the only thing worse than politics in education is politics not in education –page 69 

 Labour Shadow Minister for Schools, Nic Dakin MP, praises schools for their ability to deliver what they are 

asked, though there’s risk and tension when things that matter aren’t measured –page 72 

 

  



PANEL DEBATES SESSION 3 HIGHLIGHT: What bad idea would you abandon?   

 

Allan Foulds (ASCL):  I’d get rid of plans for Key Stage 2 re-tests in Year 7. 

Mary Bousted (ATL):  The pace and scale of qualification reform puts huge pressure on schools. The way 

specifications are coming through show Ofqual lack understanding of schools. 

John Dunford: Decoupling AS from A Level will be very, very damaging, particularly to disadvantaged kids. 

The EBacc is also a lousy idea.  I would put in place something close to the Tomlinson 14-

19 recommendations. 

Angela McFarlane: Speaking personally, nothing to do with the College, I think it's a very bad idea that there 

isn’t a required and recognised entry qualification for teaching. 

John Bangs:   I’d get rid of Ofsted because it’s a bad system according to the OECD. 

Emma Knights:  The current Education Bill needs a serious rethink because it’s yet another layer of 

accountability which is going to be very, very crude. 

– question from Steven Cox (Sirus Educational) page 61 

 

 

PANEL DEBATES SESSION 4 HIGHLIGHT: What’s the biggest specific positive change you’d like to see in education 

over the next 15 years? 

 

Mark Anderson (Pearson): A period of stability, predictability and absence of change. 

Henry Stewart (LSN): It’s about learning, not teaching and finding talent, strength and ability in every student to 

have a culture of joy and enthusiasm.  

Mick Waters: We could turn Ofsted into an organisation that just looks at whether a school is good 

enough or not. That’s it. 

Jonathan Simons: My very unthinktanky suggestion is to celebrate stability, meaning we can talk about small 

changes instead of big ones.   

Nic Dakin: Over the last ten years the biggest drivers of change have been technology and young 

people themselves.  Looking forward I hope for more interaction with the workplace, 

which I think has been lost. 

Laura McInerney: We know from economic experiments that when people have to sit in the same room and 

account for their decisions with the people who are affected by them, they make better 

and fairer decisions. More transparency.  

– question from Leah K Stewart (Beyond the Box Education) page 81 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Politics in Education Summit 

-CALLS TO ACTION- 

 

To ask what education is for is to ask what society is for. This became the powerful, perceptive message of the 
Politics in Education Summit. Among repeated calls to lift education out of political cycles were carefully 
constructed proposals for the best role the UK government could play and what we could do, as citizens and 
influencers, to contribute in partnership towards current and future developments of our state education system; 
the cornerstone of any hopeful, purposeful society. 
 

The importance of stability was a recurring theme in the presentations and panel debates. The creation of a Chief 
Education Officer, in line with other Government positions such as the Chief Medical Officer, was discussed as a 
fair way to bring back a professional voice to the Department of Education, lost in 1992 with the creation of 
Ofsted. The role of Ofsted was discussed little, except to acknowledge how contested its existence currently is and 
to suggest it becomes an organisation to confirm a school’s base standard as acceptable or not, rather than 
continuing as connoisseurs of education. 
 

We explored the moral responsibility of any democratic government, as the only body answerable to every person 
in the state, to uphold the right of all citizens to access the concepts and subjects they are entitled to. Our 
Government, across several parties, stepped up to this role by developing the provision of Special Education (SEN) 
beginning with the 1978 Warnock Report to the recently founded ‘Achievement for All’ charity. This work was 
presented as a case study of the thinking and strategy required to bring about cross party, embedded reform. 
 

Technological advances have exposed our lack of structures for mobilising existing research knowledge. This was 
called out as, arguably, our most significant limiter to informed system improvement right now. The Education 
Endowment Foundation and grass-roots movements such as ResearchED were held up as good models on which to 
develop an Education Evidence Centre, independent of both Government and the teaching profession. In contrast, 
the College of Teaching will be dependent on the teaching profession and aims to introduce a new standard, 
normal across hundreds of other professions; the Chartered status. 
 

Alongside thoughtful debates, this Summit revealed an uncomfortable truth about the wider state of state 
education. Deep questions of worthiness, frustrations around representation, fear to speak and apathy for all the 
good it might do are running through our system. What are the consequences to this debate, so central to society, 
when people feel their background or way of expression excludes them, rather than simply signalling hope for an 
invitation, some patience and empathy in conversation, to partake and learn what’s necessary to become part of 
this important national discourse? 
 

State education is personal, affecting our lives and the lives of those we love. How imaginative can we be in 
helping each other develop the courage for true expression, to inspire moral dialogue, leading to intellectual 
reasoning and thoughtful action? Speakers stressed the importance of understanding perspectives of key 
stakeholders, including the Government and media in order for us to move forward with any coherent vision on 
education. Interestingly, this recasts our Government as a lever we can learn to understand and use effectively, 
rather than the provider of a service we critique. 
 

Teacher retention and recruitment remains an urgent problem already affecting students. Given the big picture 
context and space provided by the Politics in Education Summit, this urgent problem was diagnosed as a symptom 
of underlying problems we’ve neglected, while short-term policies swept the system. Longer term thinking, longer 
term goals and longer term policies are the recommended treatment now. 
 

Leah K Stewart 

#PoliticsInEducation  
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START OF TRANSCRIPT 
Please note:  there may be transcribing errors for which Smooth Events cannot be held accountable 

SESSION 1 

[0:00:00] 

Chair: Well, good morning, ladies and gentlemen. Welcome to the Royal Society and welcome to this 

Politics in Education summit. My name‟s Chris Husbands. I‟m director of the Institute of 

Education. This is almost my last gig as director of the Institute of Education before I start a new 

job in January. I‟m delighted to welcome you all and to chair the sessions this morning and the 

first session this afternoon. A couple of announcements before I get into the introduction. The 

first is that I‟m extremely sorry to be the messenger, to pass on the news that John Nash, the 

undersecretary for education, is unable to join us this morning. And as is the way with these 

things, we have been shuffling the programme for the first session to accommodate the fact that, 

by virtue of debates in the Lords on the Education and Adoption Bill, John can‟t be with us. I‟m 

also sorry to say that Ros McMullen, from David Young Community Academy, is unable to join 

us, but I‟m delighted to say that Chris McShane from the Quilley School has agreed to stand in 

on behalf of Ros in the second session. 

 

 So welcome. The title of today‟s summit is Politics in Education. I‟m a little bit too far away from 

you to make this point with quite the wit and force that I hoped it would have been made, but I 

carefully chose my tie this morning to ensure that all possible colours of the political spectrum are 

registered in it, and you won‟t detect anything. You see, there‟s even a bit of UKIP purple as well 

as everything else. What we‟re going to try and do over the course of the discussions, the inputs 

that we‟re going to listen to, the panel discussions, is to unpack the relationship between politics 

and education as it is in this country, what we might learn from the way it is in other jurisdictions, 

and how it is likely, how it might develop as changes that we‟re all experiencing go forward. The 

subtitle of the summit, those three words, Responsibility, Impact and Control. As well as you, all 

of you expert in your own way, we have, and they will parade before you in the course of the 

morning and afternoon, a series of observers, participants and commentators. Some of them will 

attempt to throw oil on the troubled waters of the relationship between politics and education. 

Others will no doubt try to throw flaming sticks onto the oil that other people have thrown. Some 

of the oil will be highly refined. Some of it will be snake oil. And such is the expertise – this 

metaphor will collapse quite soon. Such is the expertise of those in front of us that you won‟t 

always be able to tell the difference between the snake oil and the refined oil. My role is to 

compeer, but far more important than that, it is to keep everybody almost to time. And at various 

points today I shall be telling people who are continuing to speak that they should draw things to 

a close, and I will do that with a combination of politeness and rudeness as appropriate to the 

time and session. 

 

 So we will begin, and my timekeeping is going to be somewhat complicated by the fact that it 

seems to be perpetually 10.40am over there, so when the phone appears it will simply be to keep 

an eye on the time. So without further ado, I should like to invite our first speaker to talk to us. 

Tim‟s going to speak for slightly longer than the 15 minutes that he was originally allotted. Tim 

Oates is group director of assessment research and development for Cambridge Assessments, 

but more than that, one of the most well informed and astute observers of the operation of 

education systems around the world. And Tim‟s going to speak to us about, will the best always 

naturally percolate to the surface. He‟s going to look at the role of the state in international 

education systems. Tim. 

 

Tim Oates: Thank you very much indeed, Chris, and good morning everyone. Yeah, this issue of will the best 

always naturally percolate to the surface is quite interesting because it‟s implicit in a whole series 

of change strategies present in nations around the world, and particularly prevalent in some of 

the thinking in England at the moment. And I‟m going to look at whether this is advised, bearing 

in mind the historical record and bearing in mind transnational comparisons. 
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 I‟m quite fortunate because, being a group director in Cambridge Assessment, we work in over 

170 countries. We‟re active now in over 170 countries. So we have the privilege of being able to 

look at different education systems, at individual schools, and if I can, I do this as an observation 

to get beneath the skin of some of the pedagogy. Some of this is informed by that kind of 

empirical work. But I‟m going to draw particularly on structural analysis, really, to try and think 

about where we are and how we position the role of the state in our own setting. And I‟m going to 

refer principally to England in terms of drawing out some lessons. 

 

[0:06:43] 

 

 Hands up, who‟s read Duncan Graham‟s Lessons for Us All? I have. Yeah, okay. It‟s worthwhile 

buying it. Inadvertently I bought a copy for Michael Gove when we started the National 

curriculum review in 2010, and when I opened it – it had been purchased by my information 

officer from eBay and it had Michael Foot‟s signature in the front, because he‟d just died and his 

library was being dispersed, which was quite irony. The irony didn‟t escape either him or I. It‟s an 

interesting book. If you read a Lesson for Us All, Duncan Graham and David Tytler, you get the 

view of the education policy being simply the product of individuals, at that time mainly men 

actually, involved in dashing around the country to very short meetings. There‟s a very famous 

passage where he describes getting a visit from Ken Baker. “As the helicopter landed,” he said, “I 

had all the concern of a football manager about to be told that he had every confidence of the 

chairman.” It‟s kind of a world historical view, purely through the actions of individuals, and very, 

very inadequate because it doesn‟t look at deeper structures. It doesn‟t look at the nature of the 

policy construction process. But if you pick up Salter and Tapper‟s work, Education, Politics and 

the State, you have very Marxian analysis of the playing out of objective forces. If you read David 

Wray‟s excellent work on the role of home internationals on understanding education systems, 

you get a deep insight into the factors which are in play in different jurisdictions. And I‟ll come 

back to this issue of factors in a moment. If you read Robin Alexander‟s work, Culture and 

Pedagogy, of course, a very large, very influential tome, you do get a sense of the way in which 

culture plays out in influencing schooling, the views of parents, the views of pupils interacting in 

the classroom and so on.  

 

 Lucy Crehan in the front here has taught in many systems, and we were just saying, the point is 

it‟s very complicated. You know, do you (inaudible 0:08:48) culture in understanding, the way in 

which things play out in classrooms. Or do you think about the way in which economic factors 

affect education systems? Well, the answer is yes to all of those. It is extremely challenging to 

actually understand how things have played out historically and how they‟re playing out now. So 

you have to have some theoretical perspectives in trying to get a handle on this, otherwise it‟s all 

just overwhelming. And certainly to ministers it must appear overwhelming to get a new brief, and 

to know that there‟s something wrong and have an inkling that there are problems with the 

system that you‟ve inherited the management of, and you want to act. So who do you talk to? 

What evidence do you appeal to? What values should drive your action and what theories should 

be deployed in terms of understanding what‟s happening and in terms of what constitutes 

something that you might do that would have some good? Now we look particularly at Bill 

Schmidt and Richard Proud‟s work because of its power in explaining different systems. And he 

looked at Tim‟s data from one of the big transnational surveys, which is much – in fact a much 

better longer pedigree than Peter. And instead of trying to find things, he just said, what are the 

major jurisdictions that are performing well, what do they have in common. And what emerged 

from that analysis was that they had curriculum coherence. The different aspects of the system 

do not conflict teachers. Accountability does not pull them in a different direction to a set of 

national standards or curriculum materials. This almost sounds like a trivial truism, but in fact the 

moment you begin to look at any system, including the English one, through that perspective, 

you can see contradictions. The drive to superficial learning as primary schools approach the 

Key Stage 2 tests in order to optimise scores, that‟s antithetical to the notion of deep learning 

that‟s always been implicit in the aims of the National curriculum. It‟s a profound contradiction 

and it affects greatly what is done with children and what they achieve and what they learn. To 
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achieve curriculum coherence – and he meant it in two senses. One, that all the various factors 

in the system and the things playing out are supportive and mutually supportive rather than 

contradictory. But he also emphasised curriculum coherence in the sense of the right content 

stipulated in an appropriate age related sequence. And to affect that coherence you need 

curriculum control. Now Robin Alexander, when we used this analysis in driving some aspects of 

the 2010 national curriculum review, objected very strongly to the notion of control, and 

misunderstood the original intention of Bill Schmidt in proposing it. By control we do not mean 

exclusively top down control. It can be self discipline of a system to ensure alignment. And I‟ll 

come onto that with the international comparisons in just a moment. But the trouble is the word 

control implies top down, you know, control by somebody, by an institution or institutions from the 

top. I‟m going to look at Singapore, Finland, Alberta, Germany and England very briefly. 

 

 So it‟s quite clear that having a national curriculum, for example, which was, you know, a very 

new innovation for us – and at the time that we had a new national curriculum, the first national 

curriculum in 1988, very few countries actually had them. Now most countries have them but 

they‟re wise enough not to call them national curricula in all cases. Many of them have quite 

prudently called them frameworks of national standards, because they are simply things to be 

attained. Although of course they do condition pedagogy to a degree, they are principally lists of 

standards. But there were real assets of having a national curriculum in this country. If you read 

Duncan Graham‟s very insightful book – and for all of its idiosyncrasies ands, dare I say, 

egocentralism, he has – there‟s a startling insight in it. He said, basically the DES circulars of the 

time were driving the system towards curriculum coherence to a point where possibly a national 

curriculum was not actually necessary. That‟s quite interesting because that makes us think 

about the different instruments that he used by different national systems to affect curriculum 

control. So there are real – the evidence on benefits – and there‟s piles and piles of it. It was a 

good thing to have a national curriculum in this country. There were some ills, and actually 

interestingly the evidence on the ills is considerably of less bulk, but nonetheless crucial. I mean, 

acute overload, that was resolved largely by Ron Dearing‟s excellent work in 1995, and then in 

the ‟99 revision. All groups clamouring to ensure that subject content reflects their interests are 

included. That‟s still with us. Whenever there‟s a national curriculum, everybody wants in, 

because they think of it as being the legislative game in town. If it gets in the national curriculum 

then it is law. And therefore one has to think about the nature of governance and the social 

discourse within a national setting, which ensures that something is in and ensures that 

something is out. On what basis and what processes is that kind of triage undertaken in a 

particular national setting? And of course thirdly, very, very serious issue, the issue of the extent 

to which assessment drives curriculum thinking and curriculum practice in schools. Fewer in 

number than the benefits but nonetheless very, very critical and need constant attention.  

 

[0:14:13] 

  

 Now forgive me for all of those who‟ve seen this comparison before but it is an important one, 

that the 1995 curriculum was important. It was a thinning of the 1988 overload. It was a 

reconciliation of the levels. Only eight levels rather than ten and only up to 14 and then 

essentially GCSE being used as a principal instrument for conditioning the curriculum. I‟m going 

to mention textbooks and other instruments because they are important. And of course we 

published from Cambridge a large research report a year ago in November, Textbooks Count, 

not because we‟re just obsessed by textbooks, because they‟re an instrument for curriculum 

control. And it‟s really crucial, and I‟ll come back to that. 

 

So this was the content of the national curriculum in ‟95. It was refined again in ‟99, but it‟s full of 

rich conceptual content that when chemical reactions take place, mass is conserved. Very 

difficult (inaudible 0:15:10) 11 year olds, according to Sharon Adey‟s evidence. And critically, if 

you don‟t understand that, if you haven‟t got a rich concept around conservation of mass, you will 

falter in later STEM activity in schooling and that will cause you to not have access to a wide 

range of professions, so it is important, and it‟s entitlement. When the curriculum was refined and 



 

- 4 - 
 

reviewed in 2007, it did become much more general. Now many people said that that was fine, it 

was much more permissive. It allowed autonomy of schools, something I‟ll return to in a second. 

And they also pointed to other countries which had national curriculum which were also similarly 

generic. But that particular last argument misses the fact that in many of these other jurisdictions, 

where the top line standards are more generic, they have other instruments to affect curriculum 

control, including state approved textbooks, which are not necessarily too restrictive. You can 

have choice of a textbook if you‟re a school or a teacher, and in other jurisdictions those kind of 

freedoms are very important. But nonetheless, without any other form of legal requirement, if the 

law is changed just to this and this is the only legal specification of what needs to be done in 

schools, you lose the entitlement to key concepts and subjects. This is really important, rich 

discipline knowledge, which we know empirically, from the longitudinal studies, ‟58, 1970, BCS, 

NCSD and the Millennium studies, possessing or not an understanding of these concepts is 

highly determining of your life trajectory and your life outcomes, and indeed your earnings. So 

knowing these things really counts and we know that empirically from John Bynner and the 

Centre for Longitudinal Studies‟ work. So it really did matter, this. So it was a question of getting 

it back onto the track of rich conceptual content, and at the time that was a minority view. I mean, 

a dramatically minority view. So to assert subject discipline knowledge, and the uniqueness of 

knowledge in individual disciplines, was an extremely unfashionable view in 2009 and 2010. So 

how did it become part of the principles which drove the 2010 national review? And this is very 

important in terms of governance again. How did that control – how was that control affected? So 

Bill and Richard, in terms of curriculum coherence and curriculum control, didn‟t posit the specific 

factors which were in play in different systems, so we‟ve done further analysis out of Cambridge 

across systems to identify the control factors. Now these are control factors. Again, don‟t over 

read the word control as top down. These are the things that you can do something about if you 

actually address policy. They‟re things that are amenable to policy change, governance, 

accountability, inspection, national framework, qualifications, curriculum content and so on. And if 

you think you‟re going to achieve everything you want to in terms of equity and attainment simply 

through a national curriculum, you‟ve got to recognise you‟re only dealing with a small part of 

factor one. So if you put all of your efforts into merely changing the national curriculum, you are 

unlikely to get the kind of gain and improvement, both in terms of equity and attainment, that you 

will want to see in the education system, because you‟re only attending to a small part of one of 

the factors, which – the set of factors which has to be simultaneously beneficially managed in 

order that they are aligned. There are then other factors which explain the performance of 

education systems, and many of these, family, culture and national social culture, for example, 

are much more difficult to affect. General attitude to innovation in the system, much more difficult 

to affect and so on. They are amenable to policy but they‟re tricky. A further set, I mean, are even 

more difficult, and they‟re acts of God. I mean, it‟s really tricky if a volcano blows up in your 

backyard, as it did in Iceland. There are things that happen which are very difficult to do anything 

about, which nonetheless affect the education system quite dramatically. And zeitgeist and 

ideology are fundamental. But all the time what you have to be thinking about, if you think about 

cultural perspectives or you think about institutional perspectives, curriculum assessment, 

inspection, interactions. They all interact. And one of the things I was talking about again over 

coffee just beforehand is that we‟ve made flying safe by managing the workload of pilots so they 

don‟t suffer from cognitive overload when they‟re doing things. It‟s really important. It‟s been very 

important all of our lives. Cognitive overload in the management of education systems is alive 

and well. They are unbelievably complex. They require complex consideration and complex 

management. I‟m stating something obvious but nonetheless time after time we see breakdowns 

in system because of the failure to attend to key factors and not attending to curriculum 

coherence.  

 

[0:20:15] 

 

One of the problematic things, of course, is just we‟re big, and we joked – I‟m afraid – not 

maliciously but it‟s not a great joke, if you want to manage the education system in this country 

effectively, just reduce the population to about five million, because if you look at the high 
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performing jurisdictions, they tend to be small. That does tell you something, actually. We‟ll come 

onto South Korea in a moment. But it does tell you something, because the form of social 

discourse leading to the processes of control that allow coherence to be managed across the 

control factors is different. David Wray put it brilliantly when he talked about Scotland. He said, 

“Look, if there‟s poor performance in the FE colleges in Scotland, the Secretary of State gets 

them all into one room and tells them off.” Okay, so if you‟re a large system you have to think 

about other instruments, more sophisticated means of affecting that coherence. South Korea is 

interesting because they benefited from a post conflict reconstruction, which emphasised very 

strongly the importance of educational outcomes at the level of the family. So it is true that the 

police have to go around in Korea, breaking up illegal homework clubs at ten o‟clock, formed by 

parents and students themselves. If you talk to Korean youngster about why they bother to work 

hard at school, they say, “Because I will have no future if I do not work hard, and the future of 

South Korea rests on my shoulders.” Now that is a very almost universally held by young people, 

and you hear it time and time again. So you can benefit from a zeitgeist and a culture, which 

immediately affects motivation in the classroom.  

 

Now I won‟t go into this in great detail, but it‟s fascinating. The nature of the discourse is enabled 

or disabled by size and characteristics of your demography. Finland is fascinating, and I‟ll come 

onto it, and I‟ll probably finish on Finland. So transnational analysis gives us all sorts of deep 

insights into this, but it doesn‟t supply a judgement free solution. Okay, let‟s look at a country 

which is like us. Okay, Korea, it‟s the same size, or West Germany. West Germany was the 

same size as us before the unification. Let‟s go and look at them, see what they do and then do it 

here. Almost all instances of policy borrowing of that naïve form have failed in this country. 

Understanding the way that the control factors interact in other settings, and the explanatory 

factors interact, and how they are managed through instruments, such as curriculum materials, 

institutions and through processes, will enable us to reflect on how we do it here. Now 

understanding patterns of incentives and how they play out in the classroom are vital, as I 

explained, in terms of the incentives from accountability operating on that learning period leading 

to the Key Stage 2 tests. You have to understand how these drivers and incentives play out on a 

day to day basis in the classroom because they affect behaviour. And if they‟re not moderated by 

very, very good ideas about education then you will have instrumental pursuit of targets by 

teachers, because it makes sense. And if it‟s not moderated by any deeper views, which prevent 

what we might call bad behaviour, then you‟ll have a system which is not being managed 

appropriately. I‟ve talked about the partial role in the national curriculum, but I think by and large 

you need a good national curriculum. A bad national curriculum will hold you back, undoubtedly. 

And a national curriculum is essential and has benefits. But by and large we have overestimated 

what it can do as a single instrument. And this understanding or distinction between the national 

curriculum and the school curriculum, the national curriculum in a relatively parsimonious state of 

key content and the school curriculum rich and expansive presentation of that content to 

individual so that they‟re motivated to acquire it, that distinction again was difficult to reassert, 

and hopefully we‟ve asserted it since the 2010 national curriculum. 

 

[0:24:33] 

 

So it was interesting that people talked – and when Graham Stuart was chair of the education 

and skills select committee, he accused publically, perhaps rightly, Michael Gove of being 

hyperactive and pursuing things on too many fronts. But actually, if you think the system is not 

performing well and that you need a step change in attainment and equity and enjoyment in 

schools, then you are going to have to attend to an awful lot of the control factors and probably 

do it simultaneously. And even with a five year fixed term, probably do it pretty damn quickly. So 

hence all those key elements of revision. But again prudent policy, using transnational 

comparisons to affect change in your own system, involves relaxing some factors and tightening 

others. Some factors can‟t be tightened in other national settings. Some factors can‟t be 

tightened here, and particularly if the money‟s gone. You have to do other things. But if you relax 

one thing it‟s almost certain you‟re going to have to do something somewhere else, because if 
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you relax one factor dramatically you will probably lose a grip on the institutions and processes, 

bottom up and top down, which affect curriculum coherence. But again I want to emphasise that 

control is a system characteristic, not a top down mechanism, and patterns of governance are 

vital.  

 

So I‟ll just finish now on autonomy and – that‟s not a pun, finish. I will talk about some 

characteristics of Finland. So it‟s interesting how the autonomy argument is played out, isn‟t it? 

Because for a while we just thought – this is again percolating to the top. We were told autonomy 

is good. Schools need to be autonomous and they need to be autonomous because of course 

schools in Finland are autonomous and they do brilliantly, don‟t they? Because we got off the 

plane and we asked them whether they were autonomous. They said yes, and we got back on 

the plane (laughter). Big mistake. So in 2000 (inaudible 0:26:35) said, “Autonomy is allied to high 

performance.” So everybody said, “Right, good, we need autonomous schools.” We pointed out, 

when we did empirical analysis, that this wasn‟t true, actually, in terms of all schools and all 

systems. Okay, so it became autonomy and a means of collaborating, fine. So it‟s not good if you 

just have autonomy in schools because they have all the autonomy to fail, and it‟s therefore 

important that they collaborate in order that best practice is shared. And the problem is, what‟s 

best practice? So will it percolate to the top? I mean, I‟ve been in many schools where indeed 

lesson observation and process of peer review have improved the system, but only in a context 

where it was clear that the criteria were being developed and were being promulgated and were 

being used and deployed during that peer review. Criteria, hmm. So we have to have theory. We 

have to have evidence. We have to say what is best practice. So that‟s not just autonomy for its 

own sake. And James Cross recently published, out of CMRE, Centre for (inaudible 0:27:43) and 

Education, a brilliant paper which said, “Collaboration by itself is bankrupt, because unless there 

are sound ideas underpinning the practice then it will not raise performance significantly.” So we 

have to think about what constitutes an appropriate form of autonomy and a balance between 

the state and a balance between institution and autonomy, and we have to define high quality 

practice and sound educational theory. Unless we do that it‟ll be collaboration for no purpose. 

 

Now this is interesting. I won‟t talk about this graph – I could talk about this graph till the cows 

come home, but I‟ll spend two minutes on it, Chair. Because everybody got off the plane in 

Finland after they‟d done well in 2000, and because it was a cross-sectional study everybody 

said, “Oh well, Finland‟s doing brilliantly. They‟re improving. They‟re the best in the world.” They 

were wrong about the improving bit. It was a cross-sectional study. It wasn‟t longitudinal in terms 

of the culture. In fact they were beginning their decline. Everybody asked, when they got off the 

plane, “What are your schools like?” Wrong question. The question should have been, “What 

were your schools like during the period of intense improvement?” And the key point here is that 

from moribund performance during the 1960s and 1970s, there was wide social discourse in a 

small country with an homogenous population about the idea of improvement and about what 

system they should all elect to adopt and pursue - despite potential social differences that might 

arise, that they should all adopt and pursue in order to raise attainment, improve equity and 

improve enjoyment in schooling. And they adopted – they decided to go for a fully 

comprehensive education system. This was enforced from the period 1980 to about the late 

1990s, through what some of the Fins call the iron fist in the iron glove. Inspectors in every 

classroom. National testing of every grade. State approved text books. Is this a picture of Finland 

that you‟ve heard about? That you‟ve read about? It surely ain‟t. Now I‟m not saying that that‟s 

the way forward, but unless we understand the true historical record of how curriculum 

coherence has been obtained in particular jurisdictions, we‟ll be fooling ourselves by going for 

sloganistic top line generalised statements, like autonomy is good, collaboration will do it all, the 

good will always percolate to the top. 

 

[0:30:18] 

 

In Shanghai the percolation is different. That‟s the sequence of things in Finland. Two more 

minutes, Chris, and then I‟ll finish. That is the true history of Finland. And state approved 
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textbooks and materials played a key role in that. And the textbooks were also looked at by very 

young pupils, by seven year old pupils, because it‟s Finland and they asked them, “What kind of 

textbooks do you want to see?” Great. See, you know, curriculum control but through bottom up 

processes. And in Shanghai, yes, very often the teachers are all on the same chapter of the 

maths textbook in different classrooms on the same day, but the content of those textbooks have 

been refined over, a, thousands of years, if you read (Sun‟s 0:31:05) analysis, very, very 

interesting, that Debbie Morgan‟s brought to your attention. But also there are teacher research 

groups in the schools. The ten best lessons and best learning activities identified by those 

teachers go into competitions, and from those competitions they are selected and included in the 

next round of state approved textbooks. So yes, it‟s top down but only through bottom up 

extraction using criteria, and then it‟s an instrument for affecting control. A very similar pattern is 

true of Singapore, the commitment to equity and attainment. And Fay Chen‟s work on the maths 

textbooks there follow exactly the same kind of pattern. Alberta, the commitments to equity and 

attainment there, the middle tier is very active but very tiny. It‟s not like some of our bloated 

middle tier in our own system. This circle of bottom up extraction and top down prescription is 

very important in places like Shanghai and Japan. The 2007 national curriculum, I think, was a 

real departure and was poorly theorised, and we‟ve returned the national curriculum back to the 

original theory implicit in the ‟95 and ‟99 versions, of entitlement with a fully articulated legal 

instrument. There are things about natural growth and core curriculum if you read ED Hirsh‟s 

work, very interesting, really an attack on the idea of the natural growth of the child. I think there 

is a role of the state in actually positing curriculum entitlement, because when does the 

preference of a child, the preference of a child to avoid something that they don‟t want to do, 

actually become something which will grossly inhibit their future development. That‟s a really 

hard moral and technical question, and we fail to confront it if we just lapse into a natural growth 

argument. And this is a difficult balance between individualisation and entitlement, and I think 

we‟ve got it wrong at certain times and overemphasised individualisation and underemphasised 

entitlement. But it‟s a difficult balancing act that requires discourse and evaluation.  

 

So I‟ll end on this, when does co-construction become hopeless compromise and barren 

eclecticism? In other words, everybody wanting in. Will you get an overloaded national 

curriculum, for a start, and then it becomes unworkable? When does it become problematic, that 

you get the wrong things in? What does wrong mean? We have to have an empirical trail of 

evidence, and we‟ll hear later from Andrew Pollard talking about the nature of evidence and 

evidence driven policy processes. I think we need to take education out of the political cycle, but 

you can‟t take education out of politics because education is about knowledge. And the 

apportionment of knowledge in society is about power and authority, and that is politics. I think 

we do need to use transnational comparisons and natural experiments, looking back at when 

systems improved, like Finland, and find out what they did at the time. So the legal status of the 

national curriculum needs to be understood. It was hilarious during the 2010 national curriculum. 

People said, “The Secretary of State treats this national curriculum as if it‟s his.” It is. That‟s what 

the law says. But he has to consult, or she has to consult, in its construction. The late phase 

development in the 2000 national curriculum was rather problematic because of a desperate 

need to co-construct in the last phases, and the fact that, I will say publically, there have been 

slow activity by parts of the public administration, not ministers but public administration, in 

getting the early drafts out. It was interesting that ministers wanted a fight. Nick Gibb said, “I want 

this early draft out because I want a fight on the front page of the newspapers.” He wanted the 

kind of discourse which occurred in Finland. But the civil servants were nervous about it, and so 

it didn‟t go out until very late and therefore the process of co-construction in the final few months 

of the 2010 national curriculum review were very problematic. And there‟s an issue. If it‟s minority 

thinking, if the theory is not the thinking of the majority, for example in terms of discipline 

knowledge, how do ministers actually promote a grossly minority view? Who do they trust if it‟s 

only ten percent of the evidence rather than 90 percent, and what kind of governance do you put 

in place? I like – and I will end, this is the last slide, Chris, on this quote. When Nick Gibb said 

this in 2010 it caused an outrage amongst civil servants and educationalists, and I thought it was 

one of the most finely balanced quotes from a minister of many decades. “Apart from the Key 



 

- 8 - 
 

Stage 2 test results and GCSE outcomes, I have no interest in the assessment carried out by 

schools.” And there was a sharp intake of breath by the civil servants and the teachers, and they 

said, “That‟s appalling.” But of course this comes from many teachers who were actually very 

concerned about the extent to which the state was reaching down too deeply into classrooms. 

This was a very careful balancing statement between the interests of the state in entitlement and 

the importance of schools in determining rich, engaging and motivating learning which occurs in 

the context of the classroom. The balance between the national curriculum and the school 

curriculum. Thank you very much indeed. 

 

(Applause) 

[0:36:47] 

  

C Husbands: Well, as ever, an extraordinary combination of self analysis and deep challenge, Tim. Thank you 

very much. Now we will discuss Tim‟s presentation a little later. I‟m going to invite our second 

speaker, Laura McInerney, editor of Schools Week, to join us, and Laura is going to talk about 

just how much control does the Secretary of State have over education. Laura. 

 

L McInerney: Thank you. Just hearing that statement there about Nick Gibb and the fight in the newspapers is 

a perfect introduction to this next section, which is somewhat about the secretaries of state, but 

in 15 minutes I think giving an entire history of their visions in the past – it depends where you 

think the secretaries of state begin, to be honest, but in the past at least 60 years, it might be a 

little bit ambitious. So instead what I‟m going to think about is this question of politics in 

education. To what extent do politicians have the right to interfere, and how has it changed over 

time with different politicians. And that comment really got to me as I was sat in the audience. 

And for those who are involved in education every day, it‟s this exact dividing line between 

politicians, the media, which I now count myself in, and the classroom, which I have once been 

in, that‟s so difficult. Because you hear that and you think, who has the right to decide to have a 

fight in a national newspaper over my job. Tomorrow I have to get up and go into the classroom 

while everybody fights about what I‟m doing above my head and publically, and it can actual ly be 

incredibly difficult and quite dismissive, and it can be really disruptive. On the other hand, I 

recently interviewed Nick Gibb and I sat opposite him and we had a long conversation for an 

hour, in which I said I was very happy between 2010 and 2012, being in a classroom while he 

was in minister, and he outlined why this debate was so important, why the discussion matters, 

how he feels that everybody should be a stakeholder in what‟s happening, and that we only get 

to better solutions by having discussion and debate. And it suddenly felt absolutely fine. I could 

see where he was coming from. But it doesn‟t mean that when I hear that comment I don‟t still go 

back to this feeling of, blimey, who is this guy who thinks it‟s alright to just have a whack at 

people in the national newspaper for the sake of a debate? So is it okay? Should politicians 

interfere? And how much has that changed? That‟s what I‟m going to do in the next 12 minutes 

or so. 

 

[0:39:30] 

 

 First of all, it‟s not new. Back in 1833, Parliament first decided to send inspectors into school. We 

are one of the only countries, if not the only country, in the world that had OFSTED, if you like, or 

an inspection regime, about 100 years before we had a minister in charge of education. 

Parliament seemed to think for a very long time that empire was far more important than worrying 

about the small children. So what we did in 1833, Parliament said, “We‟re giving all of this money 

to schools. We‟re giving them grants. We need to make sure that it‟s being looked after properly. 

So we‟re going to send inspectors in to check that the money is being used properly.” That was 

really one of the first acts which gets involved in sending the state in. We now have an 

extraordinary situation, just under 200 years later, where we have an education bill going through 

Parliament right now, which, if it passes as it stands, will mandate the Secretary of State no 

discretion, that if a church school is inadequate, the government will have to go in and take the 

school over. Think about that. The government is mandating itself to go into the church and take 
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over something that the church owns. Now I don‟t know a lot about history, I make this quite 

clear, but I do know that whenever the government has decided to run in and try and steal land 

from the church, things typically end quite badly. So we‟ve gone from, yes, 200 years ago, 

already getting involved, to the point where the Secretary of State might literally go and start 

stealing land from the church. Now I suspect there will be lots of things that will make sure that 

this doesn‟t happen, but it proves how the Secretary of State‟s power has increased. In fact Tim 

Brighouse is famed for saying that when he was born the Secretary of State only had three 

powers, one of which was removing air shelters, and now there are over 2,000. I haven‟t actually 

counted the 2,000, and I‟m not convinced that Tim has either, but because it‟s Tim I‟m going to 

believe him.  

 

 Now does this matter? That‟s the big key question. Well, it does if there‟s going to be big 

philosophical debate about who owns things, but it can also matter because it can starve schools 

or it can make schools‟ lives very difficult. For example, if you‟re a Secretary of State and one of 

the levers that you have is capital funding, well then, you can make life very, very difficult for 

schools. So one of the ways that church schools were brought over back around 1945 was to do 

with capital funding. You can hold onto the money and you can say, “We‟re going to let you 

starve, or we‟re going to let your buildings fall apart, unless you do certain things.” This is also 

how grammar schools, of course, until recently have been in a tricky situation where they couldn‟t 

get capital funding to expand. So even if you say you‟re allowed to exist, those schools might 

really struggle day by day if they can‟t access funding or if they can‟t access buildings. There‟s 

also the case that laws will be written which people will have to abide by. So that‟s the situation 

we‟re currently in with the education bill. So leaders, for example, in the past few years, have 

said, “We don‟t agree with what OFSTED is doing. We think that actually there are better ways of 

going about this, and as long as we‟re dealing with our parents in our community, if we have to 

suffer at the hands of OFSTED then so be it.” But of course if the Secretary of State can write a 

law which effectively sacks you if your school gets an OFSTED inadequate or even potentially a 

requires improvement, then it means that schools can‟t just make their own decisions. Even if 

they‟re being told they have lots and lots of freedom and autonomy, ultimately the government 

can still write a set of laws and this means that they have to do essentially what they‟re told. Now 

if we didn‟t have that situation where the Secretary of State or government, or however we want 

to talk about it, says we can do these laws, the question is who else would be in charge. If it‟s not 

the politicians, who would be there instead? And there tend to be three answers, of which one is 

party politics, that‟s who can be in charge of schools. Or we can have local politics be in charge 

of schools. Or we‟re going to end up with soft power groups be in charge of schools. And this is 

the argument that some people will make, it should be teachers. In fact, interestingly, you‟ll 

currently hear the party politician, Nicky Morgan, argue that who should be in schools is 

teachers. And as I once said to Nick Gibb in that interview, “Is that teachers should be in charge 

as long as they‟re doing what you think is correct?” And Nick Gibb basically said yes. So we still 

have this issue of party politicians in charge, local politicians in charge or should we have 

teachers? Should it be unions? Should it be a college of teachers? Someone is going to be 

making decisions, and how this gets shared out is what‟s important. Now what‟s odd about this is 

you can rotate and move very, very quickly who is in charge. Another of Tim‟s great questions 

was, who do politicians listen to when they‟re in power? So actually you can - even though the 

Secretary of State is in charge theoretically, you can have other people be very, very powerful by 

dint of the fact that they are the ones being listened to. And this changes very rapidly over time, 

and it changes very rapidly depending on the Secretary of State. So to give a good example, if 

you take Michael Gove, who is often considered as a person who really pushed politics into 

education - you know, people get very angry, “Who are you to interfere?” “Why are you, a 

politician, getting involved in telling us what to do?” But actually, if you look at who Michael Gove 

was really being influenced by, it was much less his party than many other politicians. Actually 

Michael Gove wasn‟t really a typical Conservative politician in terms of education. A lot of his 

ideas really jarred with the party. So to argue that he was bringing party politics into education is 

actually a little bit difficult. And so when people say, “You shouldn‟t be bringing politics into 

education,” to Michael Gove, what they‟re typically saying is, “I don‟t like what you‟re doing. 
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Please stop.” Who he actually listened to was much more around soft power, but instead of the 

unions, who‟d often had a good ear of government, Michael Gove really listened to a series of 

expertise, a group of people that he‟d cultivated over time, and actually the universities were 

brought in quite strongly. If you contrast that perhaps with David Blunkett, who himself had gone 

through local government and been in charge of a council for a very long time, interviewing him, 

it was really noticeable how much local government influenced his background. So although the 

Labour Party was very, very involved in education, and we could argue that many things that 

David Blunkett did were driven by the Labour Party, they were his ideas, developed in opposition 

and really developed off the back of a very strong understanding of local education authorities 

and government. And then let‟s flip it again. Nicky Morgan, who is in charge right now. We had to 

do a front page the other week in which we had to say that David Cameron and Nicky Morgan 

agreed on some things, because we had pretty good evidence to believe that they didn‟t really 

agree on grammar schools or on free school meals for the infants, universal infant free school 

meals. But in fact they‟re now coming out and presenting a very unified view. Absolutely 

everything that‟s currently being pushed through was written in that manifesto. It‟s about the 

Conservatives looking like they absolutely are delivering on their manifesto pledges.  

 

[0:47:32] 

 

So we‟ve got a situation right now where party politics and central government is in the driving 

line. Does it matter which one of these three is in the go? Well, it does a little bit, yes. If it‟s the 

party involved then the implications and any negative consequences become very unimportant. 

And the simplest example of this was given to me by David Blunkett, who talked about the 500 

free schools headline. And he said, “David Cameron‟s going to find that really difficult because 

he‟s pulled a number out of the air. He‟s stuck it out there and he‟s said, “We want 500 free 

schools.”” There‟s no justification for the number whatsoever. A much more sensible policy would 

have been to say, “We would like a free school in every town with low GCSEs, too many 

children, something or other, because you have a reason for it. Once you stick 500 out there and 

central government, the party politics, is the thing that‟s driving it, the fact that those 500 schools 

might be a problem is going to have to be batted down. Everybody who says this is a problem is 

going to have to be hidden away, not listened to. If the implications are bad, you have to just 

pretend it‟s not true. So that‟s the problem when you have central government or party politics 

driving things. If you have local politics driving things, you end up with inconsistency. And this is 

the big problem with local education authorities, I guess, being allowed to do whatever they want, 

and it‟s one of the reasons why central government keeps trying to bring power in. You end up 

with a very, very patchy set of provision. If you allow a local education authority to not do very 

well while the one next door does brilliantly, everybody is looking to you as the Secretary of State 

to do something about this fact. So central government has the problem of batting people down. 

If you focus on local politicians, you end up with the problem of inconsistency. But if you allow 

soft power to take over, you have the problem of lack of accountability. So if we hand over to a 

college of teachers or if we let the universities reform things and things go problematic, then how 

do you account for that? When the A level reforms go horribly wrong in 2017 – and I‟m going to 

put it out there, I think it‟s going to go horribly wrong - it will be really interesting to see who it‟s 

nailed on, because ultimately these reforms were allegedly done in the name of the universities. 

Are the universities going to be the ones dragged into the inquiries in 2017? It will be interesting 

to find out. 

 

So we end up in this weird situation as we go throughout the day when we‟re talking about 

politics and education, where we have to think about, if it‟s not one of these groups, who else is 

it? Do we come up with some kind of middle quango where there might be a middle way? What 

does that mean for accountability? What does that mean for inconsistency? And what does that 

mean for implementation and any negative issues? And only once we know who it will be and 

what the consequences are do you actually solve this problem of politics in education. But 

ultimately you‟re never going to get around the fact that when you take people‟s taxes and when 
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you take people‟s children, you‟re going to have to answer to somebody. Someone has to be in 

charge. It‟s simply going to be a case of who. Thank you. 

 

(Applause) 

[0:50:49] 

 

C Husbands: Thank you very much, Laura. Our third keynote is from Bill Lucas, Professor of Learning from the 

University of Winchester, and Bill‟s going to offer the title of a Critical Look at Government 

Involvement in Education. Bill 

 

Bill Lucas: Thank you very much. The kind organiser has said I may take five minutes of the missing Lord 

Nash‟s time.  

 

C Husbands: We‟ve used that twice already but don‟t worry, it seems so interesting. 

 

Bill Lucas: I‟ve noticed, I‟ve noticed, but I‟ll try and do that too. Thank you very much. Thanks, Tim, for your 

typically thoughtful overview. I really like your unpacking of so many of the complex things here, 

not least of which your history of autonomy and the clear recognition that there‟s something of 

cognitive overload, I think, in the gene pool out there at the moment. I‟d like to come back to 

something in your title, which was the word best, because I think we can‟t really have a 

conversation about education unless we have a bigger conversation about what best might look 

like. Thanks too Laura. I really like your trenchant line, and I think you offered us three possible 

alternatives for politicians. I think there‟s a fourth, and I‟m going to suggest what that might be. 

And the minute you used the word quango, of course, I get an allergic reaction myself, so I 

understand why you were using that, but I wonder if there isn‟t, dare I say it, a fourth way that we 

might have a go at there.  

 

 So I want to do three, or possibly three and a half, things this morning. I want to argue that 

education needs to be separated from politics. Just like the new infrastructure group that Lord 

Adonis is potentially chairing. If we can get our heads round it for public infrastructure, why can‟t 

we get our heads round it for education? And in understanding that, I think we need to 

distinguish between education and schools and all the other bodies and informal players out 

there. Education is surely a vision of what our children will need in terms of the knowledge, the 

skills, the attitudes, the characteristics, the capabilities, the languages, it‟s messy, in a world 

which we can only predict. We can‟t say it will be that. We can just do our best job, as opposed to 

school, which is our particular system that we come up with to do the school age bit, and there 

are colleges doing the college age bit and there are universities doing the university bit. And of 

course they‟re all leaching in together, as Chris will doubtless discover, not that he needs to 

discover, in his new role, because most universities are also running schools. They‟re also 

running colleges and all of the rest. Now let‟s not forget parents in that mix too.  

 

 The second thing I want to argue is that, if we were to have such an independent body, then it 

should cast its eyes over the education issue. It‟s quite difficult for it to control, for the 

accountability reasons that Laura was arguing, the school bit of it, but it becomes easier for 

schools to be less vulnerable to the whims of short term decision making, such as, for example, I 

think, an unreal focus on outcomes at 16 and some unrealistic, possibly about to unravel, views 

of testing at Key Stage 1 and possibly 2.  

 

The third thing I think we need to have is a nationally agreed, and you may hear this from Neil 

Carberry later on, stable set of wider outcomes that as a country we should be going for, and that 

won‟t be just about the curriculum. It‟ll be broader than that, and it will need to be assessed and 

all the complexities that that brings, but not necessarily assessed in the heavy way that some 

assessment, as Tim was describing, has been. 
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The fourth thing I want to do is introduce you to Ruby. Ruby is the latest creation of my 

colleague, Guy Claxton, and I, and she‟s Rita‟s granddaughter. Some of you will remember, 

Educating Rita. Rita took the HE world by storm. Ruby‟s in a school near you now, and 

sometimes she‟s happy and sometimes she‟s less happy, and I want to see if we can understand 

why that might be.  

 

[0:55:31] 

 

I think the problem with politics in education is not just the pun on the tragedy of the comments 

there, but the fact that we get into blame and gap analysis rather than proactive supports and 

appreciative enquiry, which is probably my definition of autonomy. It‟s the kind of thing that‟s 

working quite well in some of the areas of the world that Michael Fullen‟s supporting. I think it‟s 

unhelpful, and it takes us into a land of false opposites, where we either see that subject 

orthodoxy is king or queen, or capabilities and character are the thing that we‟re aiming for. Let 

me start, because we‟ve been quite serious, with a quick card trick on you. Would you choose, 

just to humour me, one of those cards to the exclusion of the other four, and quickly tell your 

mind which one you‟ve chosen but keep it to yourself. All got one? Splendid. I‟m getting into my 

in ear special earpiece the news, shocking, that you‟ve all chosen the same card. Is this true? I 

was reliably told we‟d assembled the finest minds in the political and educational hemispheres, 

so of course it can‟t be indeed - the more sceptical, long lived of you have jumped ship, haven‟t 

you, and chosen another card, on the very reasonable assumption that I can‟t possibly do it. So 

look away and humour me. It‟s gone. Has it? It‟s gone. It really has gone. Or has it? This is a trick 

by Andy Clark, wonderful Scottish educational philosopher and thinker, that reminds us how 

easily the human brain is fooled. It‟s a bit like the teacher who says, “We‟ve been undertaking a 

wonderful and subtle and complex exploration of the Tudors, but for the end of module test I‟d 

like you to focus on this.” The mind immediately shortens down from five to one. Those of us with 

longer memories may also think that it‟s quite a good model for government consultation, but let‟s 

not go there (laughter).  

 

Politics is hugely emotively latent, isn‟t it? From the moment that you walk in as Secretary of 

State for education or something else, what you call your building is part of that. My dad was an 

inspector when it was the DES and science was a word in there. He was the first in our family to 

stay on at school after 14 and then 15, then 16 and 19, so it became pretty important as a route 

out of poverty for the Lucas family. It‟s Department for Education now. The fault line is around 

relationship with work and skill, and relationship with home and community. I think we have to 

have both of those in the heavenly trio that has to be a country‟s education department. David 

Bell recently, and he‟s not the first, has made the kind of call that I‟m making now, that we need 

some kind of body which at least limits the medalling. Richard Pring argued similarly in his 

Nuffield work, and others and others and others, if you look back over the history of this, have 

had a go, but normally in a period of uncomfortable disaster, like in health when things go wrong 

and we need a national commission. I‟d like this to be during a period of relative effective 

performance, which I see the system as being. It‟s not perfect at all but that‟s the moment to 

choose something a little more independent. We did it recently with Lord Adonis‟ appointment. 

He‟d be quite a good candidate, actually, but he‟s not available. 

 

So the reason that Guy and I felt it necessary to take to the non fiction airwaves was that we felt 

that we needed to appeal directly to parents and ask them, as the imagined parents, not 

grandparents, of Ruby, what kind of schools they wanted and why. What were the kind of things 

that they wanted their children to learn and why? And our expansive education network is the 

answer to Tim‟s question about autonomy, and it‟s about disciplined inquiry led by individual 

teachers and collaborations of teachers and whole academy networks and across phase and 

across sectors. The other reason that we felt moved to pen Ruby was the, I think quite horrific 

levels of stress, acknowledged by Nicky Morgan and others at the moment, that exists not just 

over kitchen tables and in classrooms, but also amongst parents. Levels of response, sometimes 

vicariously, to testing in this case that I just raise some questions marks over. The third reason is 
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that we just get set, don‟t we, on that tiny bit of the educational debate which is easier to 

organise, and that isn‟t good enough.  

 

The two questions I want to use as models to try and unravel some of the complexities that my 

two previous colleagues have been exploring are, what is it that we value? In other words, what 

is it we mean when we say someone is intelligent? And a bigger question, what kind of people do 

we want our children to be? In other words, what‟s the point of school and schooling, and of 

course in education in its bigger sense? Governments tend to focus on certain things, like five 

A*s or A grade at GCSE, like progress eights, like renumbering the GCSE system, like three 

million apprenticeships. What schools might like to teach – notice the italics, might, and what 

OFSTED might like to measure, because of course schools have apparently autonomy, but with 

attainment eight and progress eight, that‟ll be very interesting to see, and I‟ll give you some 

examples of that. And OFSTED is, of course, an independent body, accountable to Parliament, 

but it kind of isn‟t, really. That‟s the question. The Secretary of State writes to it regularly and so 

forth. So that‟s the kind of thing governments mostly focus on, and I think governments really 

need to focus on the two questions I want to argue. One is, which I‟m further focusing, academic 

or practical/vocational, what really counts. And the other is the bigger purposes of education.  

 

[1:01:56] 

 

So as I say, we‟ll have three million apprentices, and that will give an unmistakable signal, won‟t 

it, that we‟re really serious about workplace skill, that we‟re really serious about the young people 

in the education system who don‟t get enough of what they need in the general education route. 

We‟ll do more than that. We‟ll actually think about legislating to make it more equivalent to a 

degree. I like the idea of – well, it‟s curious that people should have moments in the sun, but 

never mind. Here‟s where the argument unravels for me. This is my favourite quotation from BIS, 

another department we need to think about. There are several others. DWP we need to think 

about. They all have things to say in this debate. “The idea that learners will rise up and demand 

better pedagogy is wonderful to someone whose study is all about that subject, but it‟s 

unbelievable.” And that brings me back to a really important point, I think. The clue here is that 

government finds it difficult to understand the things it needs to really understand to understand 

more about how we can improve outcomes. And the answer to improving apprenticeships is not 

just the respecification of apprenticeship frameworks with employers, much as I welcome the 

greater involvement of employers. It‟s really understanding in a down and dirty and confusing 

and complex and interesting and worthwhile and intricate way, how young people and older 

people learn when they‟re learning across two worlds, the world of work and the world of some 

educational institution. This is not new, colleagues. It started in the 1850s. Laura was talking 

about the birth of the quasi inspectorate. Well, the fourth R was wroughting, as in making, 

fashioning, wheelwright, shipwright, and it got dropped in the era of the grammar schools. And 

you can see that we‟ve always had – politicians have always had an uneasy relationship 

between the intelligence of the hand and the intelligence of the mind. They‟ve also been, I think, 

fairly unhelpfully unguided by good evidence out there in terms of policymaking in this particular 

area. Here‟s just an example of something we‟ve been working on recently that tries to look in a 

more granular way at what this might be.  

 

At the general school level, there‟s a new idea on the street. It‟s the idea of a core academic 

subject. I think this is one of the most linguistically and politically and semantically toxic concepts 

I‟ve come across, personally. The idea that there is a core academic subject is silly. It really is, 

especially if you don‟t have any of the arts currently mentioned there. By the way, that little 

EBacc tick was the petition that thought it had persuaded Mr Gove not to do this and then 

discovered that it hadn‟t. If I were Ruby in the education system, I would recommend that 

intelligence is that. I don‟t think that‟s good enough, do you? I prefer a more academic 

psychological definition of intelligence, which is, unsurprisingly for someone who leads a centre 

called the Centre for Real World Learning, more about that. Now this is not a polarisation 

between those things that happen in subject areas and those things that might be about 
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character aspects or capability aspects. We need both. You cannot learn them in a vacuum. This 

is where some of the progressive movement went bonkers, I think, in the last decade of the last 

century and indeed into the noughties. It has to be embedded in rigorously taught subject areas. 

You can‟t persevere in the abstract. You can‟t collaborate in the abstract. Here‟s a very 

thoughtful post by Tom Sherrington and it forces us to ask the question that he‟s asking at 

Highbury Grove, about what an EBacc says to someone about even the level of subject 

knowledge they might choose to value or not value. 

 

Broader than what it is to be smart, or what it is society values, is the notion of what else schools 

are about, and I‟d like to argue that they‟re at least as much about capability and character as 

they are about curriculum. Curriculum is clearly essential. We can‟t operate without 

understanding knowledge systems. I hope that my children are taught by passionate individuals, 

deeply skilled and versed in understanding of whichever subject disciplines they count as their 

expertise. But I also want capabilities counting equally and characteristics too. This is not new 

too. We hear the phrase performance character mooted a lot at the moment, from the character 

education movement in the States and latterly from the Jubilee Centre at Birmingham. By the 

way, I‟m not sure what princely manhood is down the bottom there, but never mind. Let‟s not go 

there. So this is not new, colleagues, and indeed Nicky Morgan has said some hugely helpful 

words on this subject. There‟s a problem and that problem is that the discourse analysis that Tim 

performed on Nick Gibb‟s output was selective, because some of the other things that Nick Gibb 

says provide such a freighted baggage against this argument that in the school where you‟re a 

head it‟s very tricky to hold to this view as well as the other views. We‟ve had a go, Guy Claxton 

and I, over the years at trying to further disentangle what these things might be, these things 

called character and these things called – well, we‟ve called them epistemic, but performance 

character I guess they would be. Things that are probably good for learning, and there‟s good 

evidence for all of those, and probably good for measured outcomes in the kind of way that we 

need to have them. CBI has done similarly. Two and a half years ago it called for exactly the 

thing I‟m calling for, a stable set of agreed outcomes, which will need to be measured. And I think 

that‟s really important. They also talked about the 16 age group as being an unhelpful 

overinvestment of public money, and I agree with that personally. When politicians come 

together, they talk good sense. Here‟s an all party political group looking at the kind of things we 

need to do to lift more young people out of poverty. It‟s not rocket science, is it?  

 

[1:08:48] 

 

So there‟s an embryonic proof of concept of how that can work. We know from the literature the 

kind of things that we‟re talking about here. Mick Waters, who will speak later on, had his eyes on 

these in many of the personal learning and thinking skills that were then part of the national 

curriculum. I‟m nearly done now. We know too also last a more granular level how we can do this 

and what the impact is, and what it looks like in a classroom near you in either primary or 

secondary school. So I want to leave you with a set of possible capabilities and a set of 

questions, because I think this is hugely complex and I hope we‟ll enjoy its complexity and not 

shrink to simple answers. 

 

Should - a blog on the OECD website asks, should engineering become a standard part of the 

curriculum? Should trigonometry be replaced by more statistics? Is long division by hand still 

necessary? Should personal finance, journalism, robotics and other new disciplines be taught to 

everyone? What is significant and relevant in history? Should entrepreneurship be mandatory? 

Should ethics be revalued? What‟s the role of the arts and can they be used to foster creativity in 

all disciplines? The lack of a balanced conversation, I think, leads to precisely the boat with the 

hole at the wrong end, or the other person‟s end, that I started with. Knowledge or skills. Science, 

technology, engineering, maths, STEM, or humanities and the arts. Didactic or constructivist. 

Formal or informal. All technology or no technology. Character developed at school or at home. 

We‟ve got to get rid, I believe, of the or. It has to be an and. And one of the means of doing this, I 

think, is unambiguously to take education, with a capital E, out of the realm of party politics and 
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certainly out of the realm of a certain kind of party politics, of which we‟ve seen a fair amount in 

the past. Thank you. 

 

(Applause) 

 

C Husbands: So thank you very much, Bill. I‟d just like to make one observation about the relationship between 

education and politics, which is that when the politicians are not available, the system 

overcompensates for their absence. And we are slightly behind schedule but we‟re not going to 

let that bother us. There are two conferences, or two summits, going on. One is the one that‟s 

enacted physically. The second is a summit, thanks to social media, on Twitter, and one member 

of the audience has tweeted that the panel are being compiled on the desk like some sort of 

super rock group. So I‟m going to ask him to come and join us. John David Blake is currently 

history consultant in Harris Federation, an experienced classroom teacher and blogger, and I‟m 

also going to invite Jonathan Simons, who I have not caught yet, from Policy Exchange, to join 

us. We‟re not going to ask them to offer their keynote thoughts but I do have ways of ensuring 

that their views feed into the discussion. And now it is, I think, over to you, so I‟m going to ask 

you just – what we normally do is just to spend about – we‟re going to do the same on the panel 

– about a minute talking with people on your table about issues that struck you from the 

presentations, that you‟d like to raise, and then I‟ll be inviting questions from the floor.  

 

(Conference delegates talk amongst themselves) 

 

C Husbands: So, ladies and gentlemen, I am going to invite you to put questions – and I‟m going to ask for 

very brief questions. And if the question becomes a statement I shall simply cut it out. Fergal. 

And just say one sentence, who you are. 

 

[1:14:41] 

 

Fergal Roche: Fergal Roche from the Key. We haven‟t mentioned universities at all and the extent to which they 

condition what‟s going on in education. Would you agree with the statement that they act as a 

block in the link between schools, as the powerhouse of the economy, and the economy itself, 

because they occupy a separate universe? Chris, I‟m sure you‟ll be sympathetic, not, with that 

question. 

 

C Husbands: (Laughs) Right, okay. Let‟s just take a couple of questions just to seed this. Ann. 

 

Ann Finlayson: A while ago I was the education commissioner on the Sustainable Development Commission, 

and one of the things that staggered me, and I‟m not sure I‟m hearing it this morning yet, was 

that you can have a conversation with politicians and actually anyone else, including parents and 

whoever, and you sound as though you‟re talking about the same thing but there are – I don‟t 

know whether you‟ve noticed this, and that‟s what I‟m really curious about. It seems to me that 

people have either one view or another, which is children are deficit, so the deficit model – 

 

C Husbands: Do you have a question? I‟ll hurry you to a question. 

 

Ann Finlayson: The question is, I couldn‟t hear that in the analysis that I was getting this morning. So deficit 

versus competencies. 

 

C Husbands: Thank you. And one more. Right at the back, can‟t quite see who you are. 

 

Henry Stuart: Henry Stuart from Local Schools Network. Question is to Tim. You pointed out that the most 

effective school systems have small populations. Is that therefore an argument for giving more 

power to local authorities? I mean, one of the examples was Alberta. Of course, that isn‟t a 

country. It‟s simply in a country with a delegated schools system.  
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C Husbands: Thank you very much. And to get us into that, I‟m going to start at the far end. Jonathan, do you 

want to come in, pick up – we‟ve got universities. We‟ve got deficits and capabilities. We‟ve got 

the local government. 

 

J Simons: Yeah, okay. So do universities act as a block between schools and work? Not particularly, I don‟t 

think. I might be missing something but I can‟t quite see why that‟s the case. You have the 

discussion always within university about the extent to which they‟re teaching, you know, pure 

academic knowledge versus the work skills that are needed, but that‟s essentially the same false 

dichotomy as you get in the school system, that essentially you need a mastery of knowledge to 

demonstrate you‟re capable of going into the labour force. I don‟t particularly see there‟s a 

discussion there, unless I‟ve missed something in the question. On Ann‟s question, deficit versus 

competencies, again, yes, politicians sort of – everyone says the same thing but they mean 

different things by it occasionally, that‟s true. You never find a politician saying they don‟t want 

the best for all children. And you‟d never get anyone saying that what parents want is not a good 

local school. But I don‟t think that people have a fundamentally different view as to kind of what 

young people do. I don‟t think that‟s the case. I think they just differ over what they do about it, 

and I think that‟s an often missed point. Often people in politics think that people on the other 

side of the aisle are fundamentally evil or misguided or don‟t want the same thing as them. That‟s 

just not true. We just differ over, you know, how we achieve that shared goal. And then Henry 

marvellously manages to shoehorn in a question about local authorities. Who‟d have thought it 

from the Local Schools Network? (Laughter) No, I don‟t. You‟ll be equally unsurprised to hear 

that that‟s my answer. I have a very long reason why, but it is essentially to do with – there is a 

difference between democratic accountability and running or controlling or maintaining schools, 

and I think you can do one but not the other. 

 

JD Blake: I think on the question of the relationship between universities and schools - my job now involves 

trying to assist and support all of the history teachers in the Harris Federation, and one of the 

things we‟ve very keen on is building that idea of history as a discipline and disciplinary 

knowledge, and I think there is a need for greater links between school teachers conceptualising 

themselves as part of discipline, and their academic colleagues in universities. I think one of the 

most fruitful things that we‟ve managed to do as part of our Schools Direct training is bring 

academics in and start that conversation about when children need to know certain things, what 

kind of concepts they need to know and how we can share and involve them in that process. But 

I think it also requires academics to accept that teachers are a legitimate part of their discipline 

as well, and in fact their expertise – whilst certainly in history academic expertise is in great depth 

and narrow field, whereas for teachers it‟s the other way around. On deficit versus competency, 

and I think this is a massively lengthy conversation, I think ultimately though children need to go 

to school to learn the things that they don‟t already know. If they were only going to school to 

learn the things they already knew, they wouldn‟t need to go to school. It just becomes a massive 

babysitting operation, which I think is entirely pointless. On local authorities, I think bureaucracies 

of any stripe can fail. I think that‟s no particular reason to validate local authorities over any other 

form of organisation. It‟s just finding the organisation that is most successfully running schools in 

the way that you want.  

 

[1:19:44] 

 

C Husbands: Thank you very much. Just keep coming along the panel. Bill. 

 

Bill Lucas: Thanks. I won‟t do the local authorities one because I don‟t know. It‟s a good question and I don‟t 

know the answer. Running universities, I did mention universities and I think we struggle actually 

at being quick enough and receptive enough and responsible enough, and I think we need to do 

better as universities. I think we absolutely need to embrace the opportunity of the apprenticeship 

degree and some of the more vocational pathways through university, but I‟m sure we can do 

better. In terms of deficit versus competencies, I think it‟s a mindset issue rather than an 

instrumental issue. At the instrumental level, clearly kids don‟t know as much as the bigger kids, 
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called the adults, although they‟re not only learning things. I think they‟re learning other things 

and – sorry, I think they‟re learning character and they‟re learning capability, and I think that isn‟t 

quite available to the same argument. So I prefer a more appreciative enquiry and strengths 

based view. It doesn‟t stop you noticing what you‟ve still got to do better at. 

 

L McInerney: I will tackle the question on local authorities, and Henry, you may not want me to answer it, but 

I‟m going to. The issue is not every small country has a great education system, so it‟s not as 

straightforward as saying that by – even if all the great ones are small, being small doesn‟t 

necessarily make you great. And this goes back to – the local authority issue goes back to the 

issue of – if there are inconsistencies and if someone is failing, what will happen is people turn to 

the next biggest person. Now if you‟re a small country and you‟re failing in your education 

system, there isn‟t anyone for anyone else to go to and it just kind of carries on. If however you 

are the Secretary of State, who is over all of the schools in England, including those in failing 

authorities, you are now expected to do something about it. And for a very long time the problem 

with local authorities was, if there was an issue and if that authority wasn‟t doing well and its 

schools weren‟t doing well, there was nowhere else to go. We had some examples, like Hackney 

Learning Trust, where what you do is you outsource the local authority. I‟m not convinced, to be 

honest, that‟s any better or any different than essentially moving the school to a charitable trust, if 

you move the local authority bit out. So the whole system of academies and the whole system of 

moving away from local authorities was so that if there was a sense of failure or there was an 

issue, you have an ability to move schools around and put them with a provider who is doing 

better. That comes with some consequences, but ultimately that‟s what it‟s about. So because 

countries that are small do well, I don‟t think that necessarily means that we should go back to a 

system where local authorities that were small and failing didn‟t really have anywhere else to go. 

 

C Husbands: Tim. 

 

Tim Oates: Thanks Chris. A couple of things. Firstly, absolutely in terms of Laura‟s answer about small 

countries. We have very peculiar circumstances in England. In looking internationally, we are a 

very, very peculiar country, with forms of diversity across our system which are uncharacteristic 

of virtually any other jurisdiction in the world of whatever size, actually. When Andrew Pollard, 

Mary James, (inaudible 1:23:07) and myself did a lot of our work on the national curriculum 

review, what came to the surface was diversity in almost every dimension you could possibly 

consider, in terms of selection, non selection, size of schools, organisation of schools, but 

fundamentally down to the level of education ideas about setting and streaming, about ability and 

so on. And that diversity has not been tackled, I think, by appropriate discourse, whether it‟s at 

the level of regions, localities or at the level of the state. And I think that discourse about 

education improvement that was held in Finland is very enlightening, actually. It assumed the 

status of a fight at certain times, but throughout the history of those two decades of discussion, it 

was considered vital to reach a consensus about well evidenced principles, which would then be 

built into the education system. So often, when I look at other education systems, you have 

laudable aims coming down from the top, but with inevitable confusion and contradiction 

between the various strategies. And that doesn‟t play out well in schools if the teachers 

themselves do not have a clear set of aims and principles to reconcile things for the better. And I 

think that‟s a real problem in our system. Just to finish on a couple of very quick points. One is 

the emergence of that diversity – I really would recommend to you Andy Green‟s second edition 

of Education and State Formation, because it explains very much how we‟ve got to where we are 

in terms of the role of the state in determining aspects of our education system, and that‟s been 

recently published. It‟s a very, very good text. Final point is this. When we look around the world 

at high performing systems, whether they are selective or comprehensive or not, all of them have 

a very, very well established vocational route from 16, which assumes a different form. And for 

example, in Singapore, they deliberately constructed a revised polytechnic system, which has 

been a fantastic success, particularly for women. And so I think that thinking about routes and 

not being doctrinaire about them, and certainly not giving yourself unmanageable targets, which 
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you then pursue irrespective of how you‟re actually achieving them, is absolutely vital. And that 

obviously appeals to you, Chris. I think that‟s absolutely critical. 

 

[1:25:43] 

 

C Husbands: So thank you. I am just going, if I may, to abuse my position as chair by also responding to 

Fergal‟s challenge about universities. It‟s worth remembering that the vast majority, the vast 

majority, of higher education in this country is vocational. It‟s about training engineers, nurses, 

doctors, lawyers, architects, teachers, paramedics, businessmen, businesswomen, scientists, 

pharmacists and so on and so on. Theology was originally a vocational degree. The history 

degree I did was developed by Sir John Sealey in the 19
th
 century to train members of the 

Imperial Civil Service. So I do get slightly - you know, it‟s worth remembering, universities are 

absolutely glued into the process of high skill formation and medium level skill formation. On 

which note I shall do another circuit of three questions and then we‟ll work through the panel. 

Gentleman with silver hair, if you don‟t mind me saying. 

 

H Burkhardt: Oh no, I‟ve earned it (laughs). Hugh Burkhardt, Shell Centre, University of Nottingham. We‟re a 

tool design shop. Just a fact. There have been seven commissions since the Second World War 

about – government commissions about education. All of them have recommended a broader 

curriculum to age 18, and in each case it has been shot down by the universities, particularly the 

scientists, my background, on the grounds that they would need a four year course. And so – 

 

C Husbands: Indeed. That point is taken, yes. Thank you. And it wasn‟t quite a question. 

 

H Burkhardt: Can I add a question? 

 

C Husbands: Add a question. 

 

H Burkhardt: Right. I think almost everything that‟s been suggested this morning comes into the category of 

peace, motherhood and apple pie, you know. It‟s all great. We would all like it. So it‟s a matter of 

what we throw out, not what we have in because time is limited. And my particular concern, how 

do you get it to happen? Most government initiatives just don‟t happen the way intended. I was 

with Duncan Graham and our aims were as good as you‟ve set out, but the engineering and the 

implementation was lousy. What do you want to do about that?  

 

C Husbands: Okay, thank you. And just in front of you. 

 

Matt: Hi, I‟m Matt. I‟m an assistant head teacher at a school in Morecambe. So the discourse seems to 

go a little bit like this. We‟ve got this great idea, political or otherwise, but we don‟t want 

politicians, quangos and anybody else telling us what to do about it, therefore leave it to schools. 

The big challenge is, I don‟t have a clue how to teach character education. Nobody‟s told me. 

Nobody shows me, actually what I should do in my classroom day to day. So we don‟t know. 

Schools don‟t know. So who tells us?  

 

[1:28:42] 

 

C Husbands: Thank you. Nice crisp question. And thirdly, over there. 

 

John: Hi, I‟m John, and like Matt, I‟m an assistant principal at a school in West Sussex, and we‟re part 

of the United Learning chain. My question is really to the panel, can we trust academy chains to 

take the lead? We don‟t have to follow the national curriculum, and can we trust Kendal, United 

Learning, whoever it might be, to do what they‟re doing and leading me as a school leader in an 

academy?  

 

C Husbands: Okay, thank you very much. Come to Laura first, then I‟ll go to Jonathan, then Tim. 
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L McInerney: Can we trust academy chains? Well, I mean, the government doesn‟t. They say they do, but 

every academy chain within the Department of Education somewhere has a grade. It‟s a lettered 

grade, I believe, runs from A down to – I‟m not entirely sure what. And one of the head teachers, 

who is on the new head teacher boards that advise the regional schools commissioners about 

which academy chain should take over, you know, any schools that need to be taken over, was 

handed the grade to his own academy chain. And he said, “Oh blimey, we‟re a B. What‟s this 

based on?” And the civil servant told him that he couldn‟t be told. So (laughs) he is having to 

make decisions about academy chains to take over other schools on the basis of a grade that is 

held somewhere, because of monitoring and information that‟s being monitored, but the academy 

chain can‟t know it. So not only do the government not just trust academy chains blindly, they are 

monitoring them and grading them and making decisions about who is better than others, but the 

academy chains themselves are not trusted to know on what basis they are being graded. Can 

we as the public trust academy chains given that all of this is on the go and that there is 

monitoring and there is inspection of academy chains, whatever anybody says? Then yes, 

probably the public can trust that the system is working, but our government trusting in it, no, not 

necessarily. Matt, on character education, I did the masters in positive psychology back in 2008, 

when this was the very cool and sexy thing in America, and did the one degree that was on this 

issue in England at the time. And after two years studying it, I came to the conclusion that no one 

can tell you how to study character education because actually there aren‟t very many good 

ways of doing it. It‟s mostly about modelling and behaviour. And most people who tell you that 

there are specific activities or specific lesson plans are typically trying to sell their own curriculum 

materials. Now that‟s quite a controversial statement, but it is based on quite a lot of research 

and evidence so far. And I would say that if you don‟t know how to do it and you don‟t believe the 

people who are telling you, then perhaps just carry on doing what you‟re doing already. 

 

C Husbands: Jonathan?  

 

J Simons: I want to pick up on two really smart points that I thought Hugh made. The first is about, you 

know, governing is about choices and it‟s about throwing out stuff, and that‟s really, really 

important. Government is besieged all the time by interest groups and lobby groups, and when I 

was in government we were besieged by groups asking us to put x, y and z on the curriculum, or 

x, y and z in teacher training, or x, y and z in the OFSTED framework, and government rightly 

bats most of those back, but every so often one of them gets through and it almost always is a 

bad thing, and then it‟s stripped out later in the name of simplification and then the whole merry-

go-round begins again. So yes, you are absolutely right. There‟s a real question about - you 

know, governing is to choose, as somebody once said, and that is the job of government. And 

without pre-empting what other people, including me, are going to say later, I think that‟s one of 

the most important things that government does do. The other thing that‟s really important is how 

you do this, you know. The lost art of statecraft is really, really important. Good intentions are not 

enough. If you look at very successful ministers – and it‟s not always secretaries of state, it‟s 

junior ministers as well. Sometimes the most effective ministers at getting stuff done, they are the 

people that understand the fairly unglamorous world of getting stuff through Whitehall, getting 

stuff legislated, but getting it implemented within the system in which they have quite loose 

levers. Now when Michael Barber was in government, he was fated for what is now called 

deliverology, and essentially he had a very top down structured model of field forces and national 

standards and national strategies and three part lesson plans and four part lesson plans, and 

that is all now completely out of vogue. But nevertheless it was at the time a highly successful - if 

you use the metric of standards at 11 and 16, it was a highly successful method of implementing 

change within a diverse system, in which central government has loose levers. And in fact some 

of the evidence coming out now about why London schools are doing so well ascribe that to the 

benefits of the primaries that took place under national strategies. And certainly Michael, 

unsurprisingly, is claiming credit for that. So I‟m not saying that deliverology is the way to do it. I 

think there are a lot of weaknesses within it and it‟s certainly disenchanted the profession, but I 
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think the broad point of – it‟s not just enough to assert warm fuzzy things but actually know how 

you want to do it, is a critically important part of governing.  

 

[1:33:32] 

 

C Husbands: Tim. 

 

Tim Oates: Yeah, I couldn‟t – I mean, Jonathan and I are very much on the same line in that analysis, 

absolutely, and we‟ve discussed it on many occasions. And some of the lessons actually from 

the last two decades are actually quite unpalatable to certain analysts and to those particularly 

that occupy silver service tiers. But I think we have to draw quite critically from them. A couple of 

things. In Germany there‟s been a very different response to PISA as to many nations. So it was 

an established institution, but DIP was given responsibility for – rather than the country just 

saying, “Okay, fine, OECD says this, let‟s do it,” for using PISA as a source of raw material for 

domestic policy formation, and then commissioning domestic resource to examine appropriate 

ways forward. It‟s led to very radical – in the German setting, very radical recommendations. For 

example, that children should go to school in the afternoon during primary schooling. And that 

was interesting because that was in the context of a fiscal system which was deliberately 

designed to keep women at home. So looking at all the control and explanatory factors, very, 

very interesting and radical policy for the country. But bringing together all the strands of Bill and 

so on, should you have institutions that are responsible and that should they be responsible for in 

terms of formulating advice, DIP‟s responsibility is to furnish the government with information and 

data. It‟s not always taken but it‟s this notion of kind of triage of high quality. But what is clear, I 

think, from the discussion this morning, and clear from the policy exchange and other analysis, 

and analysis that we do in Cambridge, is that middle tier responsibilities are just floating around 

the system at the moment. The department has realised that they can‟t manage individual 

schools directly out of the centre, hence David Blunkett‟s proposition for commissioners and so 

on and so on. But it‟s quite clear that people don‟t know quite what to do at the moment. Ian 

Craig – and Chris and I were discussing this. Ian Craig did some fascinating transnational 

analysis on the way in which middle tier is executed in different jurisdictions, and there are some 

fascinating models from around the world, such as in Canada when, in a couple of provinces, 

you have extremely small middle tier, which is very agile, which just occupies free space within 

schools, which changes and they move location. But there‟s a very good negotiation between the 

provincial administration at the top level and schools at the bottom, that the middle tier will 

support certain functions. And it‟s an agreed and stable set of relationships. That instability in 

these middle tier responsibilities, where are they, are they down, are they up, are they here, are 

they there, well, that‟s where are at the moment. We‟ve got to make a decision and stick with it, 

in my view. 

 

C Husbands: So I‟m going to take – just about saying that Canada was the only LECD country which is 

constitutionally forbidden from having administrative education. It‟s out of national politics all 

together. It‟s all at provincial level. I‟ll take John and then Bill. Then I‟ll do another round of 

questions and I‟m going to borrow a political ruse in order to do that, I‟m warning you. I‟m taking 

a women‟s only round of questions, a list. John. 

 

JD Blake: Given the job and who I work for, yes, you can trust academy chains entirely and completely 

(laughter). Yes, and on history I‟m awesome, so you can trust me. But of course the whole point 

is that you shouldn‟t just trust me because I say I am, and I think this links into the answer that 

Matt gives. A lot of my work is about trying to work out what the new curriculum will look like, how 

we will assess it, how we will deal with it, how we will assist and facilitate schools doing that 

work. So my job is to help school leaders and heads of history manage and tackle those 

problems, and of course therefore the validity of my work is in the extent to which it helps them 

do the job that they want to do. And I think that feeds into Matt‟s point. If somebody can‟t tell you 

what it is they want you to do to achieve the outcome they‟ve told you they want to achieve, just 

don‟t do it. If they don‟t know what you‟re supposed to do, I think it‟s a bit bizarre that you are 
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supposed to come up with it. I think that‟s – and character education feeds very strongly into that. 

I think on Hugh‟s point, you know, yes, Jonathan‟s made very clear the point about who chooses 

the government. I think one of the problems in English education is that there is actually 

significant level of resistance within the system to the idea that government is entitled to choose 

and that therefore they get to be the determinants of what happens next. I think one of the major 

reasons that Gove faced so much opposition was precisely because he was absolutely clear 

what he wanted to do. He had a more or less coherent strategy for doing it, and he wasn‟t hugely 

interested in building consensus for it until it was done. So the constant demands to build 

consensus are, I think, incredibly stultifying, because actually they tend to be offered by people 

who are perfectly happy with the current status quo and what they mean by consensus is that 

more people should agree with them. And I actually think that‟s why I was so pleased to hear 

what Nick Gibb had said about debate. I think it‟s absolutely that it needs to be out there. You 

can‟t, as the Labour Party is discovering in a slightly different context, build consensus on 

massive levels of disagreement without some form of public debate, falling out and probably, 

again, as Labour is discovering, quite a lot of blood on the carpet. 

 

[1:39:04] 

 

Bill Lucas: Thanks. I‟m just going to start with the academy trusts. I think a good academy trust, like good 

authorities, have great resources within them, commitment to research, commitment to 

pedagogy, commitment to all sorts of good things. So good ones of a certain scale – I don‟t know 

what research says about the size that might lead you to have that. I suspect there are some 

differences there in size, but I‟m sure the Harris Academy Trust is brilliant. In terms of Hugh‟s 

point about what goes and crowding, this is a real issue, isn‟t it? And I think my answer to the 

second question about character education is going to hopefully be part of that, and that is that 

you can‟t simply add stuff in. You have to either put stuff out or embed it within what is already 

there, the architecture that‟s already there. I agree with Laura that character education is largely 

about role modelling, but it is about some other things and we do know what these are, or at 

least some of them. The first is that of course any of us whoever taught have been teaching 

character education all our lives. It‟s not new, as I was trying to demonstrate. But it does divide 

into different kinds of – and I think this is where the misunderstandings creep. There are those 

things that are about, if you like, moral values. Schools have always done that and will always do 

that and always have to do that. And there are those things which more recently have been 

described as performance character. I‟d call them simply, as the OECD might, good well 

documented cognitive strategies for helping people become both better learners and do better in 

whatever knowledge or skill domain they‟re operating. It‟s not an either/or. It‟s an and. And we 

know that reward systems can help here. If you reward certain things then behaviour will change. 

And we know above all that the way you choose to teach things will give you inklings about what 

character attributes are valued and what are valued less. So for example, you can teach history 

in a way that invites appropriate scepticism, especially knowledge claims by the victors and quite 

often by men, or empathy, or both, or all of those. I just think we have to have a much more 

transparent discussion about what the desired broader character attributes of an education 

system are and then understand how it‟s being done well. But I don‟t think we need a strategy for 

it. I don‟t think we need to get fretted about it. I think teachers are doing it anyway. But I‟m 

absolutely sure, and the work that the Birmingham Jubilee Centre is doing is showing, that we 

need to get more rigorous about this. 

 

C Husbands: Let‟s have, as I say, a round of questions. At the front, yes. 

 

LeahKStewart: Hi, Leah Stewart. The thing that struck me with Tim‟s talk – and first of all, thanks for all your 

speeches. I‟ve learned so much being here. And one of the things I picked up from Tim‟s talk 

was about how in Finland there was a wide public discourse, and in Shanghai the textbooks 

weren‟t just from companies but actually teachers and classrooms were involved in bringing that 

about. I‟m just wondering out loud if it‟s important that we kind of let go of the answers for a little 

while and try and encourage this public discourse, because a year ago I‟d have put myself into 
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the camp of, my voice doesn‟t matter, it doesn‟t matter what I think. And I know there are so 

many teachers and students and people in the public who feel that way about education. So is 

that maybe a step to consider? 

 

[1:42:46] 

 

C Husbands: Okay, public discourse. And at the back, yes? Back on my left, and then I‟m going to go over 

there. 

 

C O‟Connell: Thank you. Catherine O‟Connell from Liverpool Hope University. We heard about the problems 

of arbitrary numbers linked to policy targets, such as free schools, and we‟ve heard about the 

problematic in some ways of deliverology. Do panel members have any experience of more sort 

of co-created and nuanced policy targets, and if so how do we best achieve that?  

 

C Husband: Thank you, and over there, blue scarf. 

 

H Berkeley: Hello, Harriet Berkeley from Teaching Leaders. Just a question. It sort of ties into the lady over 

there‟s question, about the teacher influence. So Laura talked about national, local and teacher 

influence. And does the panel have any consensus about the best way that teachers can 

influence? The College of Teaching was mentioned. Are there any other structures or networks 

they would want to mention? 

 

C Husband: Thank you. So this is moving us towards teachers, policy nuance, and I will start with Bill and 

then I‟ll go across the panel and end with Tim. And be brief, please. 

 

Bill Lucas: Good to talk about nuance. Need more questions and fewer answers. I think professional 

networks of inquiry, like the expansive education network I mentioned, but there are a number of 

others, are one way of doing this in a rigorous sort of way. 

  

C Husbands: Thank you. Jonathan? 

 

J Simons: Well, first of all, we don‟t have arbitrary targets. They are not arbitrary targets. We don‟t always 

just share the working of how they‟re got to. So to take a really concrete example, 500 free 

schools is not a number plucked out of the air. It‟s a number that more or less, on the rate that 

they‟ve opened over the past five years, we‟ll get to by the end of the Parliament. There‟s a 

reason why it wasn‟t 100. There‟s a reason why it wasn‟t 1,000. And 500 is a broadly defensible 

number and makes a lot of sense media wise, which, although people scoff, is really, really 

important. Because if government was to do an announcement that said, “We need a free school 

in every town that has a GCSE result below the following x and has a population projected to 

rise,” you wouldn‟t get anywhere. 500 free schools is very understandable and, as I say, based 

on a number that actually works. Public discourse, really, really important, but it has been easier 

to influence government now than it ever has been. Again, when I was in government there was 

only about six people that ever saw the Secretary of State, other than his or her civil servants, 

and they were broadly the general secretaries of the teaching unions and various other kind of 

worthies and great and good, and the TES was the only publication in which anyone ever got a 

say other than that. Now it is possible, as a classroom teacher of about six weeks‟ standing, to 

write a blog, to put your voice out there, to have it read by the Secretary of State and for it to 

influence policy, and that does actually in real world happen. 

 

C Husbands: Thank you. John? 

 

JD Blake: Yeah, I mean, I agree with that. I think actually the wide public discourse is happening and 

getting wider every day. I think part of the issue though is people accepting that simply because 

they‟ve said something and then the government chooses not to do it doesn‟t mean they‟ve been 

ignored. It just means that they don‟t agree with them. I think in general on what teachers can do, 
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I think one of the great shames over the past five years has been the level of negativity that‟s 

been driven by majorities within the major classroom unions that has just created an endless 

parade of oppositional politics and discussion. I think actually leading groups of teachings being 

much more positive about how they can influence and shape change in deriving their own work I 

think is really important. One of my other roles is a member of the advisory committee of NAHT 

Edge, which is the middle leaders section of NAHT, which I will now plug here, there you go. It‟s 

very good. But also I think one of the most interesting things that NAHT did was develop 

alternatives to OFSTED, which allowed them to identify, monitor and improve the schools which 

their heads were in, which I think influenced the way in which OFSTED was behaving but also 

influenced the way in which teachers were behaving. I think that kind of – that‟s a much more 

powerful model for driving change and also I think of being listened to in government, because if 

you turn up with an answer rather than with a problem, I imagine you get a lot further.  

 

[1:46:42] 

 

C Husbands: Laura? 

 

L McInerney: So on the 500 free schools, to pick up on that, I think it‟s a really interesting way that‟s just been 

described. So the 500 number has been picked because that‟s the number that‟s feasible on the 

basis of what‟s gone before. And it‟s funny because that‟s specifically what David Blunkett, when 

we were having the conversation, said. When he was looking at Sure Start centres, Gordon 

Brown did exactly the same thing. He said, “I think, I think it was 300, is a feasible number on the 

basis of what we can do.” And David Blunkett pushed back on him and said, “But again, even if 

it‟s feasible, that doesn‟t make it a reason to do it.” And as you‟ve just said, if we did a formula, 

you wouldn‟t get anywhere. Well, you would. You would get the ones that solved the particular 

formula. And I understand that this is a contradiction against what you can do as a politician or 

what the point of the headline is, but I think it is still a really important thing to notice, that when 

you are central government or you put it out there as a headline or you do it because it‟s feasible, 

that has different implications than doing it because it‟s actually solving a problem. On the issue 

of bloggers and who‟s influencing, you know, it‟d be ridiculous for me to sit here, as someone 

who started as blogging, getting asked to go into government, influencing it and now writing a 

newspaper who does get quite a lot of help from central government, to say that that‟s incorrect. 

Clearly things have opened up in the last however many years. On the other hand, there was a 

real feeling in the last five years that grown ups, so people who gave solutions, who spoke in a 

very sensible, very eloquent manner, were allowed in and allowed to give their opinions and 

those opinions were sometimes listened to. If, however, you were perhaps seen as a little bit 

emotional or in fact, you know, different in the way that you articulated things, you were cut out. 

And I think that‟s become part of the problem. Some people feel like one group is being listened 

to because they have certain characteristics and the others aren‟t. And it doesn‟t have to be that 

separated. The University of East London library used to have these wonderful posters that they 

put up every year, and they used to say on them, “In our consultation this year, you said x so we 

did y. You said there weren‟t enough litter bins around so you will see 10 red bins around the 

college,” or whatever, and it was great. It made me think, a, I should join in with that consultation 

next year, because if there‟s things I actually want, I‟m seeing the outcome. B, I could see that 

the library people were actually listening and doing stuff. We‟re not seeing that with the 

consultations that are happening at the moment. In fact the government‟s consultation 

documents that come out quite often say the opposite. So they‟ll say, 75 percent of people said 

they disagreed with something, but we‟re going to go ahead with it anyway. So I do think there‟s 

been an opening up but there could be a much more transparent simple way of showing people 

that they‟re actually being listened to. 

 

C Husbands: And Tim. 

 

Tim Oates: Thanks Chris. So we have a lot more evidence, in fact, that we can draw now in terms of equity, 

attainment and enjoyment. We can measure it much more effectively than we ever have done. 
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So we can measure the outcomes of what we do and the effect of what we do with precision. We 

need to get beyond naïve paradigm wars amongst policy advisers and researchers, because we 

can pull out from the evidence base much more succinctly a set of principles and things which 

will work and things which are just wrong. I mean, you know, things like brain gym, for example, 

just don‟t accord with what we know about brain physiology. That kind of stuff is really important. 

We can measure stuff. We can actually pull from the evidence base as to what can have 

potential in relationship to what we do, and that does lead, I think, to much more nuanced 

targets. In Singapore you wouldn‟t believe the amount of innovation they undertake. It is just 

vibrant with innovation. And the administration has absolutely no problem in saying, “That was 

really well designed. The evidence looked as though that would work, and we tried it and it 

didn‟t.” And they stopped doing it. And as a result, actually, they have a dramatically impressive 

rate of improvement within their education system and incredibly impressive equity outcomes. I 

think we‟ve got to get much more real about that process of extraction, triage, development and 

non politicised judgement of the effectiveness of things. 

 

[1:50:55] 

 

C Husbands: Well, thank you very much. So we‟ve been taken off to a phenomenally interesting start. We‟ve 

looked in detail at the influences on system performance, on the interrelationships between 

government, profession and others. We‟ve considered a range of perspectives. Can I thank the 

panel? Can I thank you? We‟ll now break for coffee and we will reassemble to look in more detail 

at stakeholder roles and perspectives. My phone has just died on me, but I think it‟s 10.55am, so 

I‟m going to suggest that we reassemble here at 11.15am. Thank you very much. 

 

END OF SESSION 1 

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 
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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 

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.   
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 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 

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. 
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 (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 

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 
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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 

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.   
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[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 

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 
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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 

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 
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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) 

 

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 



 

- 32 - 
 

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 

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 
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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.   

 

 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. 
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Andrew Pollard: Okay.  

 

Chair: You can control it there. 

 

Andrew Pollard: That's fine.  And okay.  Oh.  Let me take control.   

 

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 
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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 

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] 
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 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 

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

alignment.   

 

[1:01:29] 

 

 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. 
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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 

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] 
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 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 

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 
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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 

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 

do as well as possible, they also want to know where their kids rank, even if they won‟t admit it all 
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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 

SESSION 3 

 

[1:28:29] 

 

John Dunford: ... national examples of evidence use, what other government, other UK government 

departments do, what the DFE itself has done in relation to evidence use, and then finally what 

an evidence centre, if we were to have one, might look like.  Now I want to take you first of all 

back to 1992 and the creation of Ofsted as an independent, quasi-independent inspectorate 

outside the Department of Education.   

 

 What had happened before that, up to 1992, is that the inspectorate had been based within the 

Department of Education.  Professional independent, but within the Department.  So that the 

senior chief inspector was a Grade 2 civil servant, just below the Permanent Secretary, but who 

had independent access to the Secretary of State whenever the Chief Inspector, when the 

Senior Chief Inspector wanted it.  And critically whenever there were any policy discussions 

taking place in the Department of Education, the DES as it then was, the Chief Inspectors would 

be engaged in the senior level of policy making, staff inspectors would be engaged with the 

middle civil servants in policy making now.  So there was the professional voice, but just of 

individual head teachers, but the professional voice of the inspectorate based on the evidence 

that they had found in their surveys right across the country was being fed into the policy making 

process at the time that policy was being devised in the Department.  And I think that the most 

significant negative about the creation of Ofsted in 1992 was the loss of that professional voice 

within policy making in the DFE.  And I‟ve written a history of HMI and that was the kind of 

conclusion, and the conclusion chapter and when Stuart McClure wrote a similar book two years 
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later, he came to exactly the same conclusion, that that was the greatest loss, and it seemed to 

me that that could be replaced, and I still believe this, with a Chief Educational Officer in the 

Department who is parallel say the Chief Medical Officer, Chief Veterinary Officer and so on in 

other departments.   

 

 There are a lot of international examples of evidence centres which are instructive.  In the 

Netherlands each ministry has a knowledge chamber.  In Singapore, it‟s interesting, teacher 

researchers move into the department, work as researchers in the department, and then move 

back into teaching.  Switzerland, Denmark, New Zealand, the best evidence synthesis 

programmes, a very good example of this, and then you‟ve got examples in Australia‟s 

Productivity Commission, Germany, United States, Belgium and so on, and if you read the EPI 

project about evidence informed policy, Professor David Gough's led on that project, you can see 

how there‟s a lot of these evidence centres of all sorts and different kinds but with some 

fundamental lessons for us to learn right across Europe.  And these bodies tend to be 

professionally independent, sometimes situated within government, sometimes outside 

government, but always able to influence the policy making process.   

 

 Within other government departments in this country you have this kind of thing.  The 

Department of Health, for example, there are several different kinds of Chief Officers, there‟s a 

Chief Nursing Officer, a Chief Dental Officer and so on, within, as well the Chief Medical Officer, 

in the Department of Health, and then of course they‟ve got NICE as well.  And interestingly, the 

government is legally, statutory obliged, to have regard to NICE recommendations, which I think 

is again a real step that we could take in education.   

 

[1:32:45] 

 

 And I reflect on this when I, when, for example, I‟m watching the television news and there‟s a flu 

epidemic on in this country.  Who comes on the television, on the news to reassure the country 

about the effect of a flu epidemic?  It‟s not the Secretary of State for Health.  It‟s the Chief 

Medical Officer. Who came on the television to reassure the country during the foot and mouth 

epidemic?  It was the Chief Veterinary Office from Defra, not the Secretary of State from Defra.  

When there‟s a big issue around in education, who comes on the television?  The Secretary of 

State.  Because we don‟t have an equivalent high status professional within the Department who 

speak, who because they speak independently, because they have such a strong professional 

background, can be a real voice, a really powerful voice within the education debate within and 

outside the profession in education.  The Treasury has its office for budget responsibility, and this 

was brought together in a Cabinet Officer report in 2013 on what works.  Centres.  But there was, 

it seemed it me, two weaknesses in that report.  First of all the education report on the what 

works centres was not very deep at all.  It looked at the splendid Education Endowment 

Foundation which does great work and I personally have worked very closely with them in them 

in the last couple of years.  But they didn‟t look at anything else in education.  And secondly, the 

idea of what works centres, the links were not really strong enough in those what works centres 

to into the policy making process and also into the professions that they were meant to inform.   

 

 Now the DFE does use evidence. I‟ve been involved in a number of NCTL, National College for 

School Leadership research projects recently.  They‟ve got Ofsted reports.  Although 

interestingly I think the days have gone, unfortunately, when, and I was interviewing Eric Bolton, 

the Senior Chief Inspector for the book that I was writing about the history of HMI.  I remember 

him saying that they would sit down, the Chief Inspectors would sit down, they would look 

forward to what to was happening in education over the next year or two, and then go and do a 

survey that would then be ready in time to inform the policy making.  I think policy making in 

education has become so inchoate that it‟s really very, very difficult for them to do that, for them 

to do that now.  I know we‟ve had David Hopkins, we‟ve had Sue Hackman as chief advisors, I 

think they were called, for school standards within the Department and we‟ve got Tim Leunig now 

as the Chief Scientific Officer, I think, in the Department. But it seems to me a much stronger 
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model is needed.  And the Education Endowment Foundation, funded with an endowment, 

situated within the independent Sutton Trust, is indeed a good model, and the toolkit they‟ve 

produced and the other materials that they produced, have been absolutely invaluable to 

schools, and then the new kid on the block is Research Ed and what they are doing in terms of 

professional generated research.  Very interesting report in 2014 from NFER about evidence use 

in schools.  And you see, the more autonomous you have a school system, and there aren‟t 

many school systems that are as autonomous as they are in England, the more autonomous the 

school system, the more important it is to have really strong evidence being fed out to the 

profession so that those autonomous schools can recognise that evidence and draw up their 

polices.   

 

 And the NFER report made these four points in its conclusions.  Evidence needs to be 

transformed for use in practice.  It can‟t simply be summarised.  Secondly, to make the point that 

there is no current system, at all, to support that kind of evidence transformation if we, in schools, 

are going to have the benefit of the research that is taking place and which is frankly pretty badly 

disseminated at the moment.  The importance, the third point, the importance of the development 

of an infrastructure supporting knowledge mobilisation which is the term that is generally used in 

the research for this kind of thing, would enable this to be done more systematically, and I would 

say for all of those things, if you‟ve got a body that‟s doing this, they not only feed it to the 

profession but feed it into the policy making process and have an independent professional, like 

a Chief Education Officer, in the DFE to make sense of that for the policy makers. 

 

 And then finally, the NFER report reflects on teachers who are engaging both with research and 

in research.  And the work I‟ve been doing recently in evaluating teaching schools, one of the big 

six things for teaching schools to do has been R&D, but it‟s a very, very disparate, very, very 

uncoordinated set of projects that are happening in teaching schools and we are still in the 

position where, frankly, mostly teachers are one kind of people and researchers are another kind 

of people.  And actually the capacity as there is in the medical profession to continue to practice 

while you are doing research isn‟t there very much in education unless we can get this act much 

better together in terms of teaching schools.   

 

[1:38:49] 

 

 So if we had an evidence centre, and I hope I‟ve just briefly convinced you that that would be a 

good thing, what would it look like?  Well, those are my three aims that I think it should fulfil.  To 

promote effective education policies by better understanding their impact on the outcomes for 

children and young people.  To mobilise knowledge by researching, analysing and disseminating 

evidence that would both inform government policy and professional practice.  And thirdly, being 

much better at dissemination and communication, communicating research findings to a wide 

range of audiences.  And I think you could have an independent body that did that and I think 

education would be in a much better place and I think the teaching profession actually would be 

in a much better place because I was reflecting this morning, and I was listening to what was 

being said, that we spent pretty much 25, 26 years since 1988 being told what to do.  And I often 

say as, in my role as Chair of Whole Education or in the work that I do on pupil premium, I often 

say, “For heaven‟s sake, as a professional, let‟s stop looking up to be told what to do and start 

looking out to the evidence that‟s there of what works and use that”. I say this a lot in relation to 

pupil premium and the Education Endowment Foundation toolkit and the excellent practice that‟s 

going on in other schools.  Let‟s look, stop looking up and start looking out as a profession, and I 

think that would actually do a lot for us as a profession and I think an evidence centre would help 

to secure that professionalism of teachers in that way.   

 

 Finally, this is what, these are again some points of what I think an evidence centre for education 

would look like, it would fulfil the aims that I have just articulated.  First of all, as I‟ve said, 

knowledge mobilisation would be for both policy makers and practitioners.  Secondly, there 

would be more of a joining up of research and practice than there is at the moment.  We heard 
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from Andrew this morning about how the SFRE has tried to do that, I think there‟s an awful long 

way to go in that. I think it would be important for this evidence centre if it was to have real public 

confidence, which is important, to be independent of both the government and the teaching 

profession.  So I think there‟s a debate to be had, if you had a Royal College of Teaching, 

whether an evidence centre would be within a Royal College of Teaching.  My own position 

would be, no I wouldn‟t.  I would have it standing between the profession and the government 

speaking, as we used to say about Ofsted and HMI, speaking without fear or favour about what 

the evidence is saying.  And being dependent and being seen to be independent by not being 

situated within one camp or the other, but nonetheless having very strong links into both of them.   

 

 Dissemination is important, research is important, evidence is important, but dissemination‟s 

important, so the evidence centre has got to be a body that‟s not only good at analysing the 

research that‟s going on and making recommendations, but good at dissemination too, and NICE 

is a very good example of a body that does face in both directions and that is very, very good at 

dissemination. Endowment funding as the EEF has is a very good way of securing 

independence.  I think that‟s a good model for how you might see an evidence centre.  I haven‟t 

had the, I‟ve finished.  No, less than two minutes.  One sentence.  I haven‟t had the opportunity 

to write this up but Askell is publishing this as part its blueprint for a self-improving system.  And 

they‟re printing a kind of abbreviated version of this, because I would very much like to get a 

public debate going that led to this country having an evidence centre for education and I believe 

as a result having a much stronger teaching profession and a much stronger education system 

too.  Thank you very much.   

 

Chair: Thank you John. 

 

 (Applause) 

 

Chair: So, thank you very much John .  I‟m delighted now to invite Angela McFarlane who‟s currently 

Chief Executive and Registrar of the College of Teachers who‟s going to talk about the prospects 

for the emergent College of Teaching.   

 

Angela Mc: Thank you very much.  Good afternoon, everybody.  And thank you very much for your 

presentation, John, and I have to completely agree with you, this is a personal view, on the need 

for an evidence centre, and I also absolutely agree with you that it should be a sister organisation 

to a College of Teaching because I think that relationship would be an incredibly important one, 

so we are not in our plans for the College of Teaching at the moment, we are not envisaging a 

large organisation that would do a great deal of things itself, necessarily, we are envisaging an 

enabling organisation primarily.   

 

[1:44:07] 

 

 We, at the moment we are still lobbying under the Claim Your College banner because the 

College of Teaching itself, although it does exist as a legal entity now, and it has its own 

independent board of trustees, it is very much in its infancy and I don‟t expect you to read this 

slide, but I just wanted to give you a sense.  There has been a lot happening over a long period 

of time and the most recent debate around the need for such and organisation dates back to 

February 2012 and it was not initiated by government, actually, the debate was ongoing before 

government got involved.  The recommendation from the Education Select Committee was very 

helpful but, of course, it actually derived from the evidence they were hearing from people who 

were coming and giving their testimony, so it, government has been very supportive, verbally, as 

of today we do not have a single penny of government money.  We hope that may change.  But 

just so you know, the reports in the press about £12 million sitting in the bank, not true.  And 

that‟s probably a good thing.   

 



 

- 47 - 
 

 Why a new chartered college?  Well, it‟s really noticeable that unlike several hundred other 

professions, there is not an active chartered professional body for teachers and teaching. The 

College of Teachers, of which I‟m currently Chief Executive, was originally founded to fulfil that 

purpose and for some time it did.  I‟m not going to give you a history lesson in what happened, 

but the current organisation does hold a royal charter for the professional development of 

teachers and it‟s not particularly effective in that role in the UK, so two years ago its members 

voted to work with the coalition to pass the charter to a new organisation that would take on that 

new and revived role, so that‟s where we are.  And the organisation itself will be quite unusual in 

the teaching landscape.  We‟ve not had a professional body of this kind in, really active in living 

memory in teaching.  It will be autonomous by virtue of its royal charter.  It will be voluntary.  

Unlike the General Teaching Council, for example, this will not be a mandated body, it will not be 

a government agency, it will have to have a sufficiently compelling proposition to gain 

membership and build trust through that membership in the wider profession.  Now the good 

thing is we don‟t have to convince everybody in order to get started.  We believe there is a critical 

mass now coming together to begin this organisation.  And this about professional actually 

having some say in what good practice looks like.  And that is not as we‟ve heard today this idea 

that there is one right way to teach, for example, but it is about taking an intelligent evidence 

informed reflective approach to your practice, remaining current with what‟s happening in the 

world of research and policy, and practice, and being part of a profession that has an active 

dialogue between itself and with its important stakeholders about what it does and why it does it.   

 

 Listening the morning I was reminded of the debates that were being had in health research 

some years ago before the medical profession realised that they really did need to talk to 

patients about effective medical research.  So whilst it was possible if you looked for them to 

extract something about the people who actually do teach from much of what we‟ve heard this 

morning, it was all rather implicit rather than explicit so, for example, in the cycle of research and 

evidence development, where was the bit where you actually engage with people who are doing 

the job to understand what are the real challenges, what are the questions that they need 

evidence to inform and what is their part in gathering that evidence?  Now fortunately we have 

some excellent models developing. The Education Endowment Foundation, for example, by now, 

has worked with getting on for a quarter of the schools in the country, so we‟ve got an awful lot of 

practitioners out there who‟ve got direct experience of being involved in rigorous research trials 

for particular interventions. Yes, that‟s only one model of education research, but the idea that 

teachers being engaged in research is only about teachers doing a masters or doctoral level 

research is only one tiny part of the picture.  There are many ways in which practitioners and 

researchers can work together productively, but I would argue if they don‟t work together 

productively the chances of the research having any meaningful impact on practice is lessened 

and its impact on policy becomes potentially, potentially becomes quite dangerous.   

 

[1:49:28] 

 

 The other thing that a college can bring, and this is perhaps its most important offering, is the last 

point on this slide.  Unlike other professions there is no agreed pathway for early career 

formation and development in teaching.  At the moment we have an extremely varied set of 

pathways for initial induction into the profession, and after that there‟s sort of hit and miss what 

kind of opportunities for professional development you might have and there are certainly no 

nationally agreed standards about what you might be aiming for, you know, what should a 

teacher in their fourth or fifth year of development of their career be able to do, what knowledge 

should they have access to, how should they be going about their professional practice?  What 

might that look like?  And I would argue that it‟s for the profession to come together and hammer 

out the answer to those questions.  And that is far more likely to be effective and meaningful than 

for somebody, albeit, you know, even if we had a Chief Education Officer sitting in Whitehall to 

decide that, and then hand it down to the profession.  We all recognise that the quality of 

teaching in the country is patchy.  There is fantastic practice out there, and there is practice that 

needs to develop.  And that is true simply because there are some people who haven‟t been in 
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the classroom very long.  And in any other profession you expect people to get better over time, 

and you help them to do it.  And you have agreed methods of doing that and supporting that, and 

a nationally recognised framework.   

 

 One of the people who‟s been quite active in the development of the idea of the College is 

currently a head teacher and he‟s been a head teacher for about 15 years, but before that he 

was a chartered accountant.  And he said one of the things he finds really frustrating, when he 

was a chartered accountant, nobody argued with his professional expertise, nobody told him how 

to do his job.  Despite the fact that he‟s been a head teacher for 15 years, everybody still feels 

they can tell him how to do his job.   

 

 Now, some people are cynical, they say, “Well, it‟s just a name, it won‟t mean anything,” but 

actually over time, when people begin to realise that being a chartered teacher means 

something, it‟s not a label that‟s conferred and taken away the next time there‟s a change in 

political framework.  It is something that‟s enduring and lasts over time.  And moreover, that 

those in the profession recognise that their colleagues who‟ve achieved that status really are the 

great teachers and those they admire and the ones they aspire to emulate, then we get to a very 

different position within the profession, and I think it gives the profession a confidence from which 

to speak true to power. 

 

 So, what would be in it for teachers?  Obviously we can‟t expect this College to be formed purely 

on altruism.  There must be something back.  It‟s not just about go away and do lots of hard work 

and when we think you‟re good enough we‟ll give you a nice title and some letters after your 

name.  Clearly the entire process must be of value.  And there are several things it can do, and 

this is what the outline model looks like at the moment, and I just want to pick up on a couple of 

these things.  I should have, have I got a pointer on here?  Yes.  Here we go.  Here, contributing 

to a growing knowledge base to help all professionals.  That‟s what I was talking about in terms 

of engaging with the research and evidence gathering cycle.  Drawing on academic research and 

making this available, pooling knowledge of the best ways to help pupils succeed, having a 

national network that you can engage with.  Not simply the people you can hook up with Twitter, 

and that can be quite valuable, but something where you know you‟ve got some provenance and 

some quality assurance. You know that if you come across something that‟s on a blog it‟s not just 

somebody‟s frustrated rantings that they typed out hurriedly the night before.  It‟s actually 

something that‟s had some consideration, some peer review, some input.  They‟ll be some follow 

ups and references.  It‟s where if you‟ve got a particular issue in your school that you want to 

deal with you can find other people in the country who are dealing with the same kind of issue 

and engage in conversation with them about how best to do that.  It‟s where when a new piece of 

policy or evidence emerges, you can hook up with people who are also interested in it in similar 

contexts to your own, and have that conversation about what this now means for you in your 

situation and in your school.  And particularly to put back all the subtlety and nuance that you will 

need to bring to bear to understand how best to make use of the policy or practice for the best 

outcomes for the children and young people that you teach.   

 

 Do teachers want it?  Well, the truth is we don‟t really know yet.  We will know as soon we start 

to engage fully with a membership offer, but we have carried out a piece of market research 

survey, we got 13,000 responses, that‟s a lot of anyone who knows anything about market 

research, and 75% of them were classroom teachers and subject leaders.  And we asked them, 

which of these things that a professional body would normally offer would they like? And even if 

we had an incredibly biased sample, those kinds of percentages gave us some reassurance that 

there is an appetite out there for what the College could offer because frankly, even if only those 

13,000 people became engaged in the College, we would have a financially viable entity.  

Obviously we aspire to be rather bigger than that, but probably not straightaway.   

 

[1:55:27] 
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 That professional knowledge sharing, you notice, is right up there at the top, and that doesn‟t 

mean, because there were, as you can imagine, slightly longer definitions of these, that doesn‟t 

simply mean being told what we should do by people who‟ve done research or creating policy.  

That “sharing” word is the active one in that phrase.   

 

 How will it differ from the GTC?  This is the question we always get asked and one of the things it 

reveals actually is how poorly understood the GTC actually was.  So, it‟s independent, it‟s 

voluntary, it‟s not a government agency, and it‟s a membership organisation.  So in all of those 

ways it differs from the GTC. There is some overlap in the aspiration, but there‟s not a huge 

amount of overlap in the execution.  

 

 The last one again is important because it will be founded a royal charter, it cannot be simply 

disbanded because it no longer fits the current policy agenda.  It is, the whole purpose of a royal 

charter is it founds a professional organisation in perpetuity.  So, it‟s not going to go away the 

next time a Secretary of State decides that perhaps it‟s not something that they‟re particularly 

happy with or in tune with.   

 

 So, where are we now?  We‟ve had years of consultation, initially facilitated very ably by the 

Prince‟s Teaching Institute and they suggested a blueprint.  We then went onto develop that 

further into an implementable model under the Claim Your College banner and the proposal was 

published in February this year.  We now have our new board.  We have significant philanthropic 

funding and we are about to address the develop of the regulations for membership and next we 

will launch the big staff meeting to do that. These are the founding trustees, we have five 

teachers.  They were appointed, all of these people, apart from myself, were appointed by a 

selection committee, nominated by a range of organisations including five of the major teaching 

unions, and the National Governors Association.  I am on the board until the charter is 

transferred simply to assist with that process but as you see we have five teachers from 

secondary and primary, we have three head teachers from primary, secondary and special, and 

we have a range of additional expertise, much of it overlapping with education but also including 

the kind of professional expertise you need to run a well governed and sustainable professional 

body.  It‟s interesting within the development of professional associations there is increasingly 

the recognition that if you have a board drawn only from your own members you can get into 

difficulty quite quickly without that solid understanding of research, governance, finance and so 

on.  And fundraising which you need to run an effective body.   

 

 How does it differ from the existing College of Teachers?  Well the existing College of Teachers 

will cease to exist on the day that it hands its charter across to the College of Teaching.  We 

hope the latest that that will happen will be next June, but we will be submitting our petition for 

the revised charter before Christmas.  The objects for the College are as you see here.  I‟m not 

going to read it out.  Yeah.  And you notice that teaching may include but shall not be limited to 

instruction, research and assessment.   

 

 Another thing I‟d like to draw your attention to, because again it is absolutely germane to a 

chartered body, although it is run by its members for its members, ultimately it is run for the 

benefit of learners.  It is about a professional community coming together to ensure the best 

outcomes for those they serve and that‟s true for the Royal Colleges of Medicine, it‟s true for the 

Chartered Institutes of Engineers, it‟s true for the Chartered Accountancy bodies, all of the 

others, and that‟s again one of the things that sets them apart from other kinds of professional 

associations. Not that other professional associations don‟t have a public benefit as part of their 

remit, but it is not their primary purpose.   

 

[2:00:07] 

 

 The charter and byelaws are the beginning, that‟s what we are thrashing through at the moment.  

They will go back to the board of the College of Teaching on Saturday where hopefully they will 
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be signed off, but the regulations are what really make the heart of an organisation.  That‟s 

where you decide who can be a member, what they have to do to achieve chartered status, how 

the College will relate with other professional bodies, chartered and otherwise, and all the 

important stuff is there, and that‟s the stuff that requires the open consultation.  Now, as I say, 

we‟re kicking that off next week. It will continue for at least a 12 month period.  The business 

model actually allows for up to a four year incubation period before fully fledged chartered 

membership is launched.  We hope we can do rather quicker than that, but it‟s better to get it 

right than it is to get it quick.   

 

 Critically we‟re building the support of teachers, school leaders and organisations to join the 

campaign.  We have launched a crowd funding platform.  Historically such organisations were 

started in the Victorian era by a number, usually, of well-heeled men from a profession who got 

together and decided to fund the founding of their own professional body.  The modern 

equivalent, we think, is to crowd fund from the profession primarily and its supporters, so if you‟re 

feeling interested in finding out a bit more in supporting what we‟re trying to achieve here, that‟s 

where you need to go to find the information you need.  Thank you. 

 

Chair: Thank you very much, Angela. 

 

 (Applause) 

 

Chair: And we have two more speakers this afternoon and the first of those is John Bangs, formally a 

senior member of the National Union of Teachers, but now chair of the OECD trade union 

advisory group committees, working group for education, and honorary visiting fellow at 

Cambridge.  John. 

 

John Bangs: Thank you Chris.  Ah, we‟ve actually got slides.  That‟s brilliant actually. Can I first of all say Chris 

that since I‟ve been sort of majoring on international work over the last five years having left the 

NUT as Head of Education.  I‟ve not really kept in touch with a lot of developments but this has 

been the best possible primer for me that you could have had.  I thought everyone‟s contributions 

so far have been absolutely cracking.  There has been a lot of mention about the OECD and I 

want to talk a little bit about Education International before I get into the bulk of my presentation.   

 

 Education International, apart from Mary, and one of two other people here, you‟ll know nothing 

about.  But it is the biggest global union federation that exists and is the body which represents 

the teacher organisations and unions across the world.  And it represents over 32 million 

teachers.  And I would say in the last five years it has reached equal status with global bodies 

such as UNESCO and OECD, and that‟s very important to understand because it has a very 

powerful research hub and policy hub and it draws on the experience of its just 400 affiliate 

organisations and has a very strong education profile.  My job, which I took up when I left in 

2010, is to be the consultant to the General Secretary on liaison with the OECD.  And the point 

about the OECD is this.  I mean, you‟ll divide opinion on the OECD, some people think like Pasi 

Sahlberg, although I think that he‟s been misrepresented, that somehow it is the great education 

reform movement or germ and it‟s actually the body which is in the pit of the devil, or you actually 

think that its education and skills department has a research engine which is die for and is 

actually producing policy, obscured, I have to say, by unfortunate ranking system for countries, 

but it produces policy implications which have a massive impact on education policy in individual 

countries, and it was one of my great frustrations over the five years since 2010 was to watch 

with the exception of one or two people Michael Gove get away with a) and he was right to say 

that he was the most international Secretary of State that we‟ve had for a long time, but get away 

with cherry picking OECD evidence mercilessly and using it to actually support education reform 

when in fact actually the body of the research he was referring to pointed entirely in other 

directions, and it‟s an argument not to have a crack at Michael Gove, I don‟t blame him, he‟s a 

very ideologically driven person and that‟s what you expect, but I would have expected other 
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parties to have picked that up.  I would have expected other parties to engage with OECD 

research in the same way and engage in critical discourse about what it meant.   

 

 The second point I want to make about the OECD is it‟s a membership organisation.  A trade 

union‟s a membership organisations, political parties are membership organisations, you name it, 

there‟s this whole raft of membership organisations and the most important thing about 

membership organisations is that they are driven by their members, and what I find remarkable 

about the OECD, particularly the education and skills directorate, is how much leeway those 

countries which pay the OECD‟s bill give to the research section and the education and skills 

policy making bit of the OECD.   

 

[2:06:07] 

 

 And finally, it‟s worth remembering that it‟s the first social partnership that was ever established.  

When after the war the Marshall Plan was established, Truman said that he wanted a body which 

was an overarching body to oversee the Marshall Plan.  And he said to Ernie Bevan in the 

Labour government who was the Foreign Minister, “I want business to be represented as well,” 

and Ernie Bevan said, “Okay, but you can only have business represented if you have trade 

unions represented as well”.  Now, I‟m not sure I‟d ever see a Secretary of State say that today, 

but that is the basis of it.  The structural relationship of the OECD is that there‟s a requirement to 

consult business and trade unions on policy and it‟s absolutely embedded within its structures 

and I‟m chair of the OECD‟s working group and education skills and labour policy. 

 

 Now the next bit I just want to pick up, which is very, which I thought was fascinating this 

morning, was the business about the nature of political change and congratulations to Schools 

Week for actually being upfront and explicit about having a politics and education conference.  I 

think it‟s great.  We do need that kind of discussion.  And John Macbeth, Morris Goldstone and I 

have sat down in 2009 and 10, I think it is the only history of the Blair government‟s education 

reforms reinventing schools, reforming teaching, and we sat down and looked at did some 

interviews with key people and people were remarkably open to interview.  I had a good quality 

hour with Michael Gove and interestingly, and it‟s in the book, he thought he gave a role to local 

education authorities for school improvement.  It‟s recorded in the book.  So those people who 

say, “He was totally anti local education authorities at the time,” that‟s not the case, but the two 

chaos theory approaches in the sense that I want to quote today, and chaos theory is very much 

a favourite of old boss, Michael Barber, at the NUT, is that actually I generally don‟t believe in 

conspiracies, I do believe in cockup generally in terms of policy making.   

 

 The first is, and there's been a lot of talk about what‟s happened in relation to, or what we need 

in terms of 14-19 skills education, the Tomlinson Report was scuppered by the conditions which 

were, Howard, during the 2005 election, the Conservative opposition leader arguing for the gold 

standard at A Levels, a very nervous prime minister who wanted to be reassured that Tomlinson 

wouldn‟t undermine it, and in fact what happened was that Miliband, and he admitted to Richard 

Garner and the Independent, which is a bit of gold dust for our book, that actually he cursed 

himself because he screwed up on actually arguing the case to Blair about the Tomlinson 

Report, and it was on that single point that the Tomlinson Report collapsed.  So, I mean the book 

is full of examples like that, and actually the conditions for change are there and they could go 

either way, but it does depend on individuals and I‟m absolutely convinced of that approach.  

 

 Right, to move on a little bit, because I know Chris is getting twitchy, right.  Chris that‟s, I‟m trying 

to get this in.   

 

Chair: Try it from the keyboard. 

 

John Bangs: Right.  Okay.  Ah, good.  Just a few facts.  The first thing is, that there‟s been a discourse this 

morning about how do we take the politics out of education.  It‟s about as likely as taking, having 



 

- 52 - 
 

the idea of complete consensus in education, neither is likely, neither is possible, and neither 

should it happen either.  What I do think is absolutely vital, and Finland‟s come up and I know 

some colleagues have taught in Finland, I love to hear from them, and I‟ve done the 

Edutainment, as it were, trip, or the Edutourism thing, as well as everyone else to Finland, is that 

the important point about Finland is that politics is not taken out of education, but there are 

cornerstones and principles which every party agrees to and it‟s consistently amazed me that no 

party in this country has actually said, “We can agree on principles,” and made that initiative 

during election campaign and argued for a cross party approach to agreeing principles and within 

that having the arguments about what you want out of an education system.   

 

[2:10:44] 

 

 The second point I‟d make, and this is really from all the work that I‟ve done over the last five 

years that devolution and decentralisation are absolutely not the issue.  In fact, the idea of 

sprinkling magic fairy dust on the titles of schools and calling them academies and free schools is 

utterly, utterly irrelevant.  The big issue is, is do you have a coherent public education system 

and do you have an effective approach to teacher policy, a systemic approach to teacher policy 

and all the evidence from the OECD is that a systemic approach for teacher policy is the 

background and spine of an effective education system.   

 

 And finally on that page, and this is really, really quite, I mean I wish Tim was here, actually, 

because I would have enjoyed debating, because actually those were the points that I don‟t pick 

out of PISA and I don‟t pick out of other OECD research.  What I get out of OECD research is 

this.  That actually, and I‟ve mentioned in once, I‟ll say it again, that it‟s vital there should be a 

systemic approach to teacher policy and the second thing is, is that you won‟t get embedded 

reform without teacher engagement and teacher union engagement, you simply will not get it.  I 

don‟t say that, the OECD says it.  That actually early tracking as it‟s called in the OECD but 

streaming and selection is actually far worse than having a comprehensive education approach, 

that actually in a sense what PISA always consistently confirms is that comprehensive education 

works.  And the public education systems are as good as, if not better than, private education.  

That‟s a very important finding from PISA.  And that successful schools cannot be run by Attila 

the Hun or the Pale Rider.  Now I use this Pale Rider because it‟s a favourite of our Chief 

Inspector.   

 

 (Laughter) 

 

 Now the next thing that I want to pick up is a little survey that we did at the Trade Union Advisory 

Committee of all those who attend the Trade Union Advisory Committee, not only in teaching 

unions, but also from trade union centres.  And if you take my view, and it‟s not a view I would 

argue it‟s based on evidence, that you cannot get education reform without buy in from teacher 

and trade unions, then it‟s worth finding out what teacher and trade unions centres think about 

their level of engagement.  And this is a fascinating little piece of research, and it‟s part of the 

partnership that we have with the OECD that this research was included in full in the education 

policy outlook that was produced recently by the OECD earlier on this year in January.  And the 

first piece of evidence is that actually it‟s interesting that trade unions are partially engaged, 

mostly, with the exception of one or two Nordic countries and indeed Ireland actually, Southern 

Ireland, partially engaged in policy development.  There‟s slightly more engagement than in 

policy implementation, which I would have thought it was the other way round.  And that actually 

there is a response to, there‟s always, in most cases, a response to union consultation, but is it 

meaningful, but the big issue is, and this is what teacher unions tell us, is that actually the 

consultation structures across the OECD countries really have to be far better than they are.  

They‟re either partially useful or not useful at all.   

 

 So what do you talk about if you‟re a trade union across the OECD?  Encouragingly professional 

development is actually the subject and the issue which is talked about the most alongside 
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working conditions, which is perhaps less a surprise and equality issues and the curriculum.  

Interestingly our affiliates and members of the Trade Union Advisory Committee say that student 

behaviour, research, school improvement and teaching councils are the things that are talked 

about the least, which is a very interesting picture indeed.  

 

 So moving on quickly, I want to mention another piece of research which, although I‟m on the 

PISA governing body, I actually have my emotion, my head is, sees the PISA governing body as 

the most important thing I attend, but my heart is with the Teaching and Learning International 

study which actually I think is a very, very important piece of work indeed, and the third round of 

it is being looked at the moment, and why I rate it is that it says the blindingly obvious.  Unless 

you have teachers with high levels of self-efficacy you won‟t have an effective education system 

and the medium for that, which is what is extraordinary about TALIS 2015, is that it responded to 

pressure and evidence from EI and TUAC and also evidence from Cambridge University, such 

as the International Leadership Project, that the medium for that, and I know for instance there 

are other bodies who argue that strongly, is that concept of teacher leadership to the extent that 

the OECD itself recommended that policy makers should consider providing guidance on 

distributed leadership and distributed decision making at a system level.  That has not been 

taken up in most countries and I would say it was a massive policy plum to be picked.   

 

[2:16:15] 

 

 So to move on a little bit, the other thing that I do and it‟s great having Mary Booth sit here 

because she‟s a member of the EI delegation, is the International Summit on the Teaching 

Profession.  Now most of you won‟t know about it at all because the Secretary of State only 

attended the first one but it was created by the National Education Association, the American 

Federation of Teachers and the American government.  I think, personally, I think we‟ll miss 

Obama‟s administration like anything actually.  But Arnie Duncan, who is the Secretary for 

Education created with the American teacher unions, the International Summit, and its job is to 

sit down with teacher union, have sat down, teacher union leaders and education ministers to 

discuss practical objectives on teacher policy.  There have been five, five of those, and there‟s 

another one coming up, a sixth one in Berlin next year, and they are immensely practical and it‟s 

extraordinary, and those who think that teacher unions cannot engage on an equal basis with 

governments and come up with practical ideas really do have to read the reports and you can 

see on the slides that you‟ll get where those reports are.  They are an extremely good read and if 

people think that somehow teacher unions are simply there as supplicants or see their roles as 

having a default position in terms of industrial action and nothing else, you only have to read 

those reports.  If anyone asks me what was the most significant moment that I‟ve had over the 

five years, apart from the immense input that all governments and teacher unions attending have 

made, and they interestingly include China, the most, and there‟s a very funny joke will I will tell 

actually, the Chinese are now so confident inn their education system that they education 

minister opened in the third summit by saying, “Oh, we do not support Tiger Mother,” which I 

thought was really funny from China, I thought that was lovely!  And to have that degree of 

confidence and irony I thought spoke volumes actually.  But the most important thing was, for 

instance, there was a very damaging lock out in Denmark, teacher unions, teachers were locked 

out of education system.  It was a summit where the government and the teacher unions came 

together and set out a practical plan for restoring relations between themselves, it acted as a 

genuine summit.  So look at those.  And as I‟m using those as evidence that actually this 

government is being passed by in the opportunities that the summits offer.  Interestingly the 

government over the last two years has given the job of representing the education system in the 

United Kingdom to the Scottish minister.  And watching the EIS and the Scottish minister operate 

is extraordinary.  They do exactly what they‟re supposed to do on the tin.  They do absolutely 

work together and look at how both teaching profession and the government in Scotland can 

improve the quality of teaching and I know there‟s all sorts of choppy stuff likely to happen in 

Scotland soon, but I‟ll be interested in that relationship, but it‟s a very, very important, it‟s a very, 

very important process. 



 

- 54 - 
 

 

 And finally, conditions for success and failure.  I‟m just going to very run through because Chris 

has hissed at me.  I do think that actually no one in government at the moment understands 

pluralism.  That actually the nature of pluralism is fundamental to a relationship between the 

teaching and government, and that actually agreement to agree and disagree is also 

fundamental.  And that actually teacher unions, and unions in this country do understand it 

absolutely, is that they‟re about protection, promotion of policy, but also about professionalism.  

The three Ps.  The conditions for failure in that relationship are this, and this is a bit of self-

criticism and I‟m not talking about the teacher unions in the UK, I‟m talking about overall, that you 

propose a policy, and then you get anxious that it might actually be accepted.  As Oscar Wilde 

said, “Sometimes you get what you wish for”. I actually, some of the best unions are people have 

got unions have got hold having achieved a policy gain and have run with it and led on it.   

 

 And finally, two little points down there.  You can get the unhealthy trust and mistrust etc, etc.  I 

think a sign of a really decaying relationship between the profession and the government is when 

the profession starts believing that every action that governments take is a conspiracy against 

them.  Actually I think it shows that the profession is on the back foot and needs to come forward 

in terms of policies and I do believe when they do that, my experience internationally is the case 

then it‟s the government that goes on the back foot, not the profession.  And the final one is party 

is not the same as government.  That is really, really critical.  You can do deals with the 

governments in the same way as you can‟t do with parties and I could list you a whole string of 

examples but I don‟t have time.  Thank you very much.  Chris.   

 

[2:21:43] 

 

Chair: John, thank you very much. 

 

 (Applause) 

 

Chair: Thank you, John.  And our final speaker in this part of the summit is Emma Knight, who is Chief 

Executive of the National Governors Association.  Emma. 

 

Emma Knight: Thank you, and I do feel slightly that I‟ve drawn a short straw.  You had no coffee at the end of 

lunch and we‟ve had, I am the fourth speaker, so you might be pleased to know that I‟m not 

going to have a good moan at you for the next 15 minutes about just how hard governing is 

going to be over the next few years.  Given that, we are entering a period of even more restricted 

resources.  And by that I primarily mean money, but actually far, far more importantly is the fact 

that we have not got queues of senior leaders applying for headships and other executive posts, 

which obviously makes the whole business of governing horribly difficult.   

 

 What I thought I would do instead was slightly promote myself so rather than just talking about 

the role of governance in individual schools, I look at whether or not we can apply those 

principles of good governance to the school system as a whole, because what the National 

Governors Association is, is both a membership organisation, John‟s just been talking them, but 

also an expert in organisational governance, but what we‟re really thinking about today is the 

whole system that we‟ve got and how do we govern it and what role should government and 

indeed political parties, I thought that was an important point that John made, they are absolutely 

not one and the same.   

 

 So I thought I‟d start just by reminding you what the Centre for Public Scrutiny has identified as 

the six ways of holding public services to account and I see CFPS here in the audience so I was 

slightly tempted when I was doing this the other day to edit these, I‟m ever so pleased I didn‟t 

given that CFPS are here.  I also absolutely know that governance is not just about safeguarding 

public expenditure, and I would hope we can all take it as read in this room that it is about 

ensuring that our children get a good education, but in terms of governance, these are six of the 
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ways in which we do it.  And I think we have touched on some of these today but some more 

than others.  So, for example, that first one, regulation, inspection and audit, we‟ve talked an 

awful lot about how the government does set the frameworks and the standards for the system.  

I‟ve been really, really impressed though by how little Ofsted has been mentioned.  I think that‟s 

quite unusual for a whole day‟s worth of conference and I‟ll come back to that in a moment.   

 

 We‟ve talked a tiny bit about parents and the phrase that CFPS use here is through choice in the 

market, and I think that begs a whole pile of different questions, doesn‟t it?  What the research 

actually says about what parents want is actually they do want a good local school, so I know 

somebody was sort of sneering a tad about that earlier on, but actually there are several reports 

that have said that. What we‟ve got at the moment anyway is a system that gives you preference, 

doesn‟t it?  It doesn‟t actually give parental, full parental choice.   

 

 The third one, management processes and performance monitoring.  This is almost a dirty 

phrase within schools.  It‟s quite interesting that those of us that govern tend to come from other 

professions, so we‟ve seen these sort of things work in other sectors.  So, for example, some of 

the debates that are still going on within the school sector about what good management looks 

like, what good performance management looks at, quite frankly we had in some other sectors, 

including my own, the third sector, 20 years ago and I don‟t exaggerate and I think I wouldn‟t 

have chosen exactly this language that CFPS does, but I think it‟s really sad that we don‟t see 

enough of the positive benefits of good management within schools, so, for example, an NGA will 

talk a lot about the importance of CPD being driven through this process.  So actually it‟s not, you 

know, it‟s not all about sticks, it absolutely should be about carrots, so we need more of that in 

the system done well.   

 

[2:26:37] 

 

 The third is scrutiny by non-executives. That‟s us, governing boards.  Through the ballot box, 

democracy, we‟ve talked about that a tiny bit, but there was a suggestion from the earlier panel, I 

don‟t whether, I think Jonathan‟s going to come back and say another piece later on, that 

somehow central government and central democracy, democracy at a central government level, 

was more important than local government and the democracy that happens at that level, and I 

think that warrants a bigger debate than perhaps we‟ve had so far.   

 

 The media.  Brian Lamb mentioned the media, I think that‟s the absolute only mention it‟s had all 

day. Phenomenally important in terms of scoping the way in which our education system 

develops. I think, by and large, journalists could do a far better job than they currently do, but 

that‟s a whole other debate.  But I think that it‟s important in terms of, and again John just used 

the phrase, you know, the conditions of change, all these things add up to how do we actually 

achieve change in our system?   

 

 The one that I wanted to add on here is stakeholders.  Other stakeholders.  I would hope, but this 

is just a hope, it doesn‟t necessarily come to pass, I know, that the experts and the professionals 

would have been involved in, for example, that very first one, setting the framework in which 

schools are operating.  I know that begs a whole lot of questions that we‟ve just been talking 

about, about how that‟s best done.  But there's a whole bunch of other stakeholders and 

although Laura mentioned soft power, she then concentrated on teachers and the profession and 

didn‟t mention to the same extent communities, parents, pupils.  We haven‟t talked at all about 

pupil voice and how much that should shape what we‟re trying to achieve, and obviously we 

heard from Neil about business who clearly have a role.  

 

 So that‟s perhaps how we hold the system to account once we know what the system is.  How do 

we achieve change?  Much harder.  And  think that sometimes there‟s a bit of a naivety amongst 

the sector in terms of, and I thought Brian‟s description of how the SEN reforms took place over a 

very long time, was incredibly useful in showing lots of different ways, lots of different influences. 
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And of course we want to be evidence informed, but we can‟t kid ourselves that we‟re not also 

opinion informed.  We all do bring quite a lot of baggage with us and I think the important thing is, 

is that we declare that baggage, that you know on behalf of who we are speaking and why.   

 

 So let, and as a membership organisation we deal with that all of the time.  I mean it‟s absolutely 

in the third sector part of day job, working out why the loudest voices are saying what they‟re 

saying and make sure that we‟re listening to those quieter voices as well. 

 

 Let me give you a really practical example where NGA a few years ago decided that it was good 

practice for chairs of governing bodies not to serve more than six years at any one school.  Now I 

can give you all the background to that, but we came to that view on what we were seeing in 

schools, but also evidence from other sectors.  Now if we asked, simply asked, our more active, 

loyal members what they thought, they would have been cross.  Indeed some of us tell me, quite 

frequently, that they don‟t like this policy, because they are the ones quite often who have been 

chairing at a single school for a very long time.  Meanwhile we get lots of calls, increasing 

number of calls, from new governors coming onto governing bodies who are deeply frustrated 

because they have no influence.  The chair and the head teacher are carving things up between 

them.  We have to listen to those people too, so it is a much more sophisticated, nuanced way of 

achieving change.   

 

 I‟ve been slightly upset in fact one of the questions earlier on, and Sam Freedman‟s answer to it.  

My next thought when I was planning this was, “Oh look, here are the core functions of governing 

boards, these are undisputed now”.  I mean, I don‟t know, maybe someone will dispute it, but 

actually I think we‟re all in absolute agreement this is what governing boards should be doing.  

So does this work, also, at government level, at central government level?  I think it does.  Sam 

thought it did as well.  We spend our entire days talking about what is strategic, what is 

operational. Governance is strategic, head teachers are employed to deliver the strategy.  They 

manage, they ensure the operations, and I completely agree with Sam that that should be the 

way in which we think about central government.  And quite often when I look at what they are 

saying, what they‟re doing, I think, “Come on, government, is this truly strategic or have you not 

stepped over that operational line?”   

 

[2:32:21] 

 

 We talk a lot about are we strategic or operational, but actually there‟s a much more exciting 

mode of governance which is called generative governance.  We don‟t see it very much in 

governing boards in schools, but we‟re trying to encourage it at NGA, so what that means is we, 

alongside our school leaders, this is something that‟s done in partnership, not done to, we need 

to generate the ideas, the debate, about the vision, the ethos and strategic direction.  You know, 

you don‟t just sit in a small room and come up with a few words that don‟t necessarily have any 

practical application, and we want to see that being done more.  Do we limit ourselves at school 

level?  I think that we probably do, that we have more space to be creative at school level and 

indeed at groups of schools level than we take, and I think that was a point also that John was 

making in terms of when he said, look, stop looking upwards.  We do as a sector have a 

propensity to do that.   

 

 I have some challenges to exercise in that role but I‟ve given my two minute warning so I‟m not 

going to go through those in any detail apart from to say that I would really encourage the sector 

to be more confident about reclaiming some of that strategic space.  We have succeeded 

ground, I think, succeeded ground over the last few years and we need to make sure that we are 

standing in that.   

 

 My very last point I think, just to show that I do understand that we as governors also need to be 

held to account.  That has happened more perhaps since the Trojan horse scenarios, more 

thought has given to this, is it being done well?  Not entirely sure it still is, and I just want to 
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perhaps reflect on the fact that we‟ve now got RSCs in the same position vis a vis academy 

trustees that perhaps local authorities were being criticised for in terms of their roles on 

maintained schools.  There is a huge movement in the school sector to give, I put that in 

quotation marks, our schools to boards of trustees.  It‟s not being talked about very much.  I think 

we should be because actually I don‟t think that word has been spoken today, but it‟s the 

trustees now who do own, for want of a better word, a large and increasingly proportion of our 

schools.   

 

Chair: Okay, thank you very much indeed, Emma. 

 

 (Applause) 

 

Chair: Okay, thank you very much Emma.  Now we move in a moment into question and answer and 

I‟ve left my chair because Mary Bousted, General Secretary of NTL and Allan Foulds, President 

of the Association of School and College Leaders need two chairs between them.  Excellent.  So, 

we‟ve looked at the place of evidence, we‟ve looked at the place of teachers, we‟ve looked at 

trades unions, we‟ve looked at governance.  And what we‟d like to do in the discussion in this 

part of the day is to focus on those questions of stakeholder relationships.  So can I again you to 

put your questions to what is quite a large panel and I will not ask every member of the panel to 

respond to each round of questions.  Yes, at the front here.  Then in the middle there.  Thank 

you. 

 

Colin L: Hi, Colin Lofthouse, head teacher.  I was really interested in what John Dunford was saying 

about place of teachers in research and how important that is.  My question about initial teacher 

training and its move out of universities and whether or not that creates a profession that doesn‟t 

see itself as having a place in educational research?   

 

Chair: Thank you.  And in the middle, yes? 

 

Berica: Hi, Berica, I‟m a journalist, but how do you think the media‟s coverage of education is affecting 

teachers‟ understanding of government policy and public‟s understanding of teachers? 

 

Chair: Okay, thank you.  And at the back on my right.  Thank you. 

 

Male:  Thanks.  My questions really directed to Angela McFarlane, it was about new teacher 

qualifications and would bringing in a new qualification devalue the qualifications that teachers 

already have in the classroom?   

 

[2:37:38] 

 

Chair: Okay, so we‟ve got the media, we‟ve got ITT and we‟ve got qualifications, and I will start with 

Mary and Allan. Mary, do you want to go first?   

 

Mary Bousted: Yeah.  I‟d like to just say a little bit about initial teacher training, who asked the question about, 

oh yeah, hi, at the back, initial teacher training, only I‟ve got a special interest in that because I 

taught for 11 years then I was in teacher training for 11 years and I, before I became General 

Secretary of ATL I was Head of Education at Kingston University.  So I know just what a difficult 

and exactly job effective teacher training is.  I think it‟s, we‟re talking about government and 

education, I think it‟s remarkable that we are the only, I think, country in the world which has 

gone to really a marketised system of initial teacher training by an over rapid and over hasty 

move to school based initial teacher training which was done wholly on the basis of ideology and 

that, you know, this is what schools wanted and this would work, and what we find is that it‟s 

actually very patchy and some schools do it very well, most of those schools who do it very well 

do it with partnership with higher education, but in some schools it‟s being done very badly and 

we had a report this summer by the Geographical Association which came out with a series of 
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issues around school based initial teacher training which were around the, you have to have a 

sufficient proportion of trainees, at a different number, in order for schools to be able to generate 

the time off needed for mentors to do that well, and the other big issue is around subject 

knowledge development, where HEIs do very well is a subject knowledge audit because 

everyone coming in with a degree doesn‟t have a degree, might not have exactly the right, many 

degrees do not exactly fit on the curriculum and what HEIs do very well is change, is find out 

where the gaps are and then add those, and what the other thing that they do very well is a 

research base.  Now I find it remarkable that we‟re now into the third year of school based initial 

teacher training through School Direct, and Ofsted have not done generic reports on the quality 

of School Direct, but what we do know is that whereas HEIs recruit over 90% of their intake, 

School Direct recruits the 68%.  What we also know is the DFE, and civil servants freely admit 

this, has a completely inadequate knowledge of geographical differences in terms of teacher 

supply and demand and how those are being actually filled because they don‟t get the 

knowledge of School Direct places until much later.  Now, so and then does that really then affect 

your view of yourself as a research engaged professional?  Again it very, you can‟t say, just 

because there‟s more school based training places it, you know, that‟s a bad thing, it depends 

what school you‟re in, what network you‟re in, how outward focusing they are, now collaborative 

they are and what sort of ethos there is in the school in order to engage in that research base, 

and if it‟s done well and you can marry the research with professional practice, then schools, 

allied with HEIs, is exactly the right place to do it because one of the dangers of the old PGCE 

model was got your 12 weeks in university, spread over the course, and then you got your time in 

school, and one of the consistent criticisms of students was that the two didn‟t really match.  So, 

there is the opportunity for school based initial teacher training if allied with good higher 

education and if as, and I think what John said about the power of research to be transformative, 

if that allows that model should allow the research to be transformed by being connected with 

actual practice in the classroom and actually your beginning practice as a beginning teacher.  But 

if that‟s not the case, if you‟re simply getting an education, a teacher training education in 

classroom management in that particular school, and tips for the classroom, then there‟s a 

problem, and the problem is we don‟t know.  

 

Chair: Thank you very much.  Allan. 

 

Allan Foulds: Yeah, just very briefly on initial teacher training, I‟d like to answer the thing about media coverage 

after that, I mean I think that the question was really centring around the dangers or risks on a 

separation between research and initial teacher training, and I think that would be an 

impoverished position to occupy and my perception and the people that I speak to share with me 

their experiences of initial teacher training, it can be a real hurtling rush and I think that the 

people who might perceive that teaching is merely a craft, that there are tricks to learn and the 

personality might fit, then that‟s fine, you‟re going to survive in the classroom is actually not good 

enough. There needs to be the capacity built in for that continuing genuine engagement with 

research and that would be what I say about that. 

 

 Very briefly on the media coverage, I‟m one of the serving head teachers that Angela expressed 

everyone feels they can tell you how to their job, and I was interested in that view earlier on and I 

think that there‟s an interesting position in relation to that and the media coverage and whether 

it‟s doing the profession good or not, and I think that leaders in schools have an acute 

responsibility not to occupy the antagonistic ground.  Sure, there‟s a huge amount of media 

coverage which I think does promulgate that view that says that teachers are maybe essentially 

anti-establishment and I think that rings with the view that we heard from John B, second John to 

speak, but it really doesn‟t get you anywhere if you are continuingly occupying an antagonistic 

position.  But I think that the teaching profession has a responsibility and leaders within the 

teaching profession, have a responsibility to work with the media and to do our best to get good 

messages and consistent good messaging out about what a powerfully wonderful job it is to be a 

teacher and a leader in schools and I think as well it‟s going to depend of course on which aspect 
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of the media do you listen to and look at?  Because there‟s a whole range of messaging within 

the media about the profession.   

 

[2:44:02] 

 

Chair: And Angela?  Do you want to come in on that point about the College and teacher qualifications? 

 

Angela Mc: Yes, and if I could also just say something on the media question as well, you know, we all just 

have to remember, I mean it‟s interesting, isn‟t it, how media studies has got such a poor name in 

certain circles, but of course when you understand anything at all about the media you recognise 

that journalism is about creating tension in stories, you know, everybody agrees will never get 

into your journalist‟s, you know, publication outlet, whatever it might be, paper, website or 

whatever, so there always be looking for the tension which means that if anybody disagrees 

about anything that it will get into the story even if it‟s one lone voice, so you‟ll never get, you‟ll 

never a wholly positive coverage of anything in the media.  The bit about recognising 

qualifications, yes, it‟s absolutely vital that a chartered status recognition sits within a landscape 

of professional qualifications and recognises other qualifications and also that people understand 

how that qualification relates to other things that they may or may not have.  There are a few 

things that chartered status have in common.  It‟s almost always a graduate qualification and it 

has currency, unlike a qualification from say university, where you are endowed with that 

qualification and you have it for life, you have to maintain your chartered status.  Now what you 

have to do in order to maintain it is something that is agreed by the awarding body, and there are 

certainly no agreed protocols about how people even gain chartered teacher status, never mind 

how they will maintain it, but it is an important aspect of professional chartership that you, it is 

something you have to maintain and you have to keep current. 

 

Chair: Okay.  Thanks very much.  Let‟s take another round of questions from the floor.  So Fergal, 

Wendy and I‟ll come to somebody in a moment.  Say who you are again, not everyone knows 

you. 

 

Fergal Roche: Fergal Roche from the Key.  I wonder whether you, there have been a number of parallels drawn 

today with the health sector and the health sector, you know, hospitals are run by boards made 

up of lay people, when you move across to justice as a number of luminaries have done from the 

educational sector recently, sorry that was very much a joke. 

 

 (Laughter) 

 

Fergal Roche: Didn‟t get much of a laugh though.  You‟ll see that they‟re now questioning whether or not we 

should have juries for all our cases and whether or not you really need the professional judgment 

of judges rather than lay juries who are actually calling the tune.  Do you think that there is a 

danger that we are handing across major responsibility for the nation‟s development to lay 

people who don‟t, who are not qualified to make judgements about education in the same way 

perhaps as, you know, you can argue that local authorities were run for, or have always been run 

by people actually lay people who don‟t actually know about running the roads? 

 

Chair: Are we trusting lay people too much I think is the question.  At the back, Wendy. 

 

Wendy Elliott: Yes, thank you, it‟s hopefully a good follow on.  It‟s really – 

 

Chair: Just say who you are again.   

 

[2:47:56] 

 

Wendy Elliott: Oh sorry, Wendy, Safe Childhood Movement, Wendy Elliott.  I really wanted to direct this at 

John, and to say we are enormous supporters of the need for a new independent evidence 
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centre, but it‟s really two questions really, one how will this work with, for example, at the moment 

where we have governments having long expert consultation processes that are then ignored in 

terms of policies that are implemented, but more particularly that how are we going to ensure that 

we‟re not divorcing it, it‟s a concern of mine, that we‟re divorcing learning from education, and 

actually if there‟s an evidence centre we need to go back to the very thing that underpins the way 

we approach learning and the way, the mind-set, the learning dispositions, the whole way that 

young children are, and I hate the term, “ready for school,” because actually learning is such a 

dynamic process, but in what ways are we ensuring that that evidence based is looking at the 

almost the science of human learning and development and isn‟t just seeing learning as 

something that starts when you go to school?  And there‟s wonderful work done by Carol Dwick 

where young children, very interesting, young children in particular, actually associate their own 

individual sense of self with whether they‟ve done something right or wrong, so they don‟t say, 

“I‟ve failed at something,” the actual experience is that I‟m a bad person, so there‟s very 

interesting research. 

 

Chair: Okay. Thank you.  Thank you and a third question now?  Before I go to the panel?  Somebody?  

Yes.  And again.  Yes.   

 

Female:  I‟m just wondering whether we‟re mixing up some things that were perhaps thought about this 

morning.  Whether we‟re mixing up ideas or solutions before we‟ve actually thought through two 

basic things and one is, and I thought that some of that was really interesting, and I‟m wondering 

if really at the heart of this there‟s a discussion about democracy and what we mean by 

democracy and how education in our democracy actually works, you know, who owns what I 

thought was an interesting question, who votes for what?  And you do vote for local authority 

members, so I am curious and I think there is, I think we haven‟t actually quite dealt with that yet, 

especially when we‟re talking about parent power.  

 

Chair: Thank you very much.  Okay, so we‟ve got some small issues here, we‟ve got lay people, 

knowledge and democracy.  So if we can knock those off, right?  Emma, shall I bring you in first, 

then I‟ll come to John Dunford, then to Mary and Allan.  Sorry?   

 

John Bangs: I wouldn‟t mind coming in.    

 

Chair: Oh you can do, okay. Right. Thank you. Emma. 

 

Emma Knight: Most of sectors have an element of what has been labelled “lay” governance, that means, yes, 

governance, I take that to mean, you know, governance of a sector by people who are not 

professionals within that sector, and pretty much every sector also has its corporate disasters, so 

when you do look across the piste as we do at good governors‟ practice, and don‟t believe 

anyone who says to you, “Oh they‟ve got it all right or they‟ve got it all right,” because there are 

weaknesses in, and problems, in each sector.  Do I think that governing boards, the concept of 

governing boards is so flawed that they ought to be abolished?  No, you wouldn‟t expect to be 

perhaps an NGA to say that, but there is, the reason, is a reason behind that, it is incredibly 

important to have challenge and diversity.  We talked earlier in this morning‟s session, about 

group think and, you know, will we ever get consensus and is it a good idea?  Actually the whole 

point of governance, the reason it was invented, was to stop, maverick is often a word that‟s 

slightly overused in this sector, but maverick school leaders from going off on a frolic that really 

they shouldn‟t be allowed to go off to, and there hasn‟t, you know, there hasn‟t been shown to be 

a better way of doing it than by corporate governance which is a team of people who bring a 

range of diverse experience and skills.  And the other thing actually you know, it‟s a very British 

way of doing things.  British value, you know, volunteering, civic society, I know, you know, the 

Big Society was went deeply out of fashion in terms of language, but actually we have, 

volunteering is a very big part of the way we do things, so I don‟t think it‟s likely that it will be got 

rid of any day soon.  Oh and just a democracy, I think I absolutely agree with your point about 

democracy, I think we muddle up democracy and other forms of accountability, for example, I 



 

- 61 - 
 

attend quite a few seminars where people keep telling me that governing boards are part of the 

democratic accountability.  They absolutely are not and I really get quite fraught about this 

because governing boards are not about representing different parties.  Democratic 

accountability is different and we‟re in danger of possibly losing that.   

 

[2:53:13] 

 

Chair: Thank you.  John? 

 

John Dunford: The final question made me think about the conversation I had with a taxi driver once where he 

said, but I‟m sure expect government ministers to say frequently which was, we need to find 

problems for these solutions.  And I often think sometimes that education policy works that way 

round.  If I can just come back to was it Wendy‟s question about how an evidence centre would 

work in relation to consultation process and in relation to brain research.  As far as the 

consultation process is concerned I think consultation process would be much more effective if 

the consultation document was able to say that this policy which we are consulting you on now is 

based on evidence which we have found such and such. I think it would be, make for a much, 

much better discussion around a consultation process if that were the case.  And in relation to 

brain research I would very much hope that an evidence centre would cover areas like brain 

research and how children learn and so on, which I think at the moment we give far too little 

attention to as a profession. 

 

Chair: Thank you. John, I‟ll bring you in and then Mary. 

 

John Bangs: Thank Chris, very briefly, I agree that the issue is about democracy, I mean I raised the issue of 

pluralism and I think voting is an aspect, but one of the lessor aspects of a democracy, I think 

pluralism is where it‟s at, and I thought that Neil Carberry‟s presentation this morning was 

extremely good actually.  I thought his point about how schools had to be seen as community 

centres, or centres of the community rather than community centres, that actually not only were 

they centres of the community and the implication which I‟ve always believed in is that they are 

the last truly moral institutions in this country.  Teachers actually have to take moral judgements 

every minute of the day in terms of the relationship with the kids they‟re teaching.  And then 

actually that should be explicit and articulated then actually, and the implication of Neil‟s point 

was schools have to be outward facing.  Totally and absolutely agree.  We did some work on the 

Steve(?) Fellowships actually, which was about creating outward facing schools and the best 

schools are outward facing, they do have a relationship with their communities, whether it‟s 

industry, whether it‟s local groups, whether it‟s parents‟ groups or whatever it is.   They are 

outward facing, and if you draw from that an inspiration about where you‟re going, I do think, and 

I‟ve been, one of the last, there are people around, but I was a teacher member of what is the 

only school board ever to have been established in this country, the Inner London Education 

Authority.  I would argue that what parties ought to be looking at is the creation of a body which is 

their, not only expressing the democratic wish of the community about education, but they‟re 

fighting for education. One of the great losses that we‟ve had with the disruption of local authority 

responsivity for education is that there is no one in there locally pitching for education including 

finance.  And I do think school boards ought to be looked at seriously by genuinely reforming 

parties to express the interests of the community. 

 

Chair: Mary. 

 

Mary Bousted: I‟ve forgotten the question, but I‟m going to say something about democracy and this is where I‟m 

going to be difficult and a bit political.  I mean this current government, it clouds itself in a 

smokescreen of autonomy for schools and autonomy for school leaders and autonomy for 

teachers and moves to the control levers every time they think the autonomy‟s going wrong.  So, 

you would only need to look at particular Schools Minister, Nick Gibbs‟ statement and then the 

subsequent actions around key matters of pedagogy, key matters of the curriculum, to see that 



 

- 62 - 
 

the levers are pulled very, very quickly.  It‟s also the case that when the Academies Act came in 

2010 the Secretary of State took to himself 3,000 powers, and those powers are exercised now 

through regional school commissioners.  They don‟t have any powers themselves, but they 

exercise powers on behalf of the Secretary of State, and, for example, just give one example, 

where a regional school commissioner decided to introduce, to allow two schools within a 

borough to move from a three tier to a two tier system with no consultation and with no 

consultation with parents.  Parents were up in arms, the local Tory MP was up in arms, you 

know, there was now a system where, there's now a system where the children can either 

transfer to a middle school or they can transfer again to a secondary school and no coordination 

between that and that had real implications both for parents, and for children, and for the system 

as a whole, so where a democratic accountability lies is really important.  I‟ll take another 

example.  The very recent and very troubling case in a Catholic school where a teacher tried to 

remove the turbans from two Sikh girls.  Their parents said, when they could only complain to the 

Secretary of State, they did complain, there was a letter from the Secretary of State saying that 

this should not have happened.  The parents said the response was totally inadequate and they 

did not feel that there had been a proper process to redress their concerns.  I mean it is very 

troubling when a teacher thinks that it appropriate to remove, to attempt to remove the turban 

from a Sikh pupil.  That has all sorts of moral, cultural, social resonances, and speaks to 

understanding tolerance and equal rights in a diverse multicultural society.  Now where those 

difficult questions are now debated and where they are promulgated is very, very difficult.  One 

further example.  How is it and where is it that an academic, who will sponsor an academy, is 

decided?   It‟s decided not in smoke filled rooms in the DFE because nobody can smoke in the 

DFE, but it‟s decided as part of a private process and the criteria by which sponsors are chosen 

for multi academy trusts or for academies, are not made public.  We know that the DFE has a 

grading system for its academy sponsors, but refuses to release that, so questions of democracy 

and where is the democratic right, and where is the democracy responsibility are clouded in 

rhetoric, and I‟ll say one final thing, whatever way you do it, seven or eight regional school 

commissioners won‟t do it.  I think the Blunkett Report on a middle tier, the first part of that was 

excellent and that in the end we will need to look at forms of local democratic accountability, 

which as Emma said, are not the governing body, but they‟re something else because if your 

only democratic accountability‟s either a regional school commissioner or the Secretary of State, 

that‟s an awful long way away from where you want to might have to, you m ight want to have a 

say in your school.   

 

[3:00:27]   

 

Chair: Thank you.  Let‟s, I‟ve got at least one other question from the floor, it‟s Hugo again there.  Has 

anybody else got a question, and then I‟ll come to the front there.  

 

Hugo: Yeah, and again, I was looking at the title of the session and wanted to focus on bad ideas. 

 

Chair: Yes. 

 

Hugo: Just give a couple of examples that you might like to comment on.  Everybody agrees that it‟s 

what happens in, or a more cause of concern of instruction between teachers and kids in 

classrooms and the teacher‟s professional learning environment is the only thing that matters in 

the end.  Other things can be judged insofar as they improve that.  When a school is seen as 

failing, what do they do?  They change the one person who doesn‟t do any teaching, the head.  

And it‟s somehow assumed that leadership alone will solve the problem.  The second bad idea is 

accountability. How do you avoid social workers spending 60% of their time in front of computers 

producing a chain of documentation?  And the many teachers, many outstanding teachers I 

know who either have quit or are about to quit, because of the evidence stream that school 

management demands that they provide. Now there has to be accountability, but how do you get 

the right amount?   
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Chair: Elspeth, in a moment, and there.  

 

Steven Cox: Hi, Steven Cox or Sirus Educational. Just a quick one on bad ideas and to see whether there‟s a 

consensus amongst so many organisations you represent.  What bad idea would you abandon, 

yeah, and what good idea would you put in place?   

 

Chair: Okay, thank you.  And I‟m going to just chuck one in just for the sake of provocative so I‟m going 

to ask Allan as a head teacher whether his governing body stops him going off on a frolic?   

 

Allan Foulds: I‟m really not sure what kind of frolic they‟d let me go on, to be quite honest, but I think that really 

pertinent first question. It‟s not leadership alone, but leadership doesn‟t mean the head teacher 

alone and I think it‟s critically important to spell that out, I think leadership is incredibly important 

in ameliorating or addressing what might be perceived to be a bad idea.  But the response 

through leadership has to be far more than just the single figurehead who is the head teacher.  In 

terms of the accountability, I mean that‟s a really, really difficult question always about balance 

and I think effective school leaders welcome accountability, it‟s absolutely right that we‟re held 

accountable for what we do, it‟s so incredibly important. I think that balance point will depend on 

the issue in relation to what it is that we‟re being held accountable for.  Gosh, are we going to 

address the bad, the last question as well? 

 

[3:03:27] 

 

Steven Cox: The bad idea, the bad idea to go.  Yeah.   

 

Allan Foulds: I think I‟d get rid of the idea of the revisiting the Key Stage 2 retest for certain children in Year 7 

in the secondary sector, that needs a lot more thought.  I think that possibly abandon that.  I 

would like to take stock and think about the best idea. 

 

Chair: Okay. Emma?  Bad idea to get rid of? 

 

Emma Knight: Bad idea, I think the current Education Bill needs a serious rethink, Laura touched on that a little 

bit and that sort of links to my media question, the media don‟t seem to be paying this Bill any 

attention whatsoever and it‟s introducing a whole other layer of accountability with a lot of – 

 

Chair: And the principle, and I said the principle concern?  About the Bill? 

 

Emma Knight: That we‟re introducing yet another layer of accountability which is going to be very, very crude. 

 

Chair: Okay.  Thank you, John, bad idea to get rid of? 

 

John Bangs: Well I‟d get rid of Ofsted.  And I‟d get rid of Ofsted because it‟s a bad system according to the 

OECD.  I mean it doesn‟t say it, but if you actually have a look at the OECD‟s recent report on 

evaluation which divides evaluation up into five sections, systematically, fundamentally running 

through that report is a view that actually self-evaluation externally moderated is the best way 

forward. Now, I would actually say the government review your entire evaluation system and 

what it‟s there for purpose.  You haven‟t done that, that‟s what you should do. 

 

Chair: Thank you.  Angela? 

 

Angela Mc: I hasten to add that I‟m speaking personally here, not, it‟s nothing to do with the College, but I 

would, I think it's a very bad idea that there isn‟t a required and recognised entry qualification for 

teaching.  I would reinstate an equivalent of QTS and I‟m very happy for there to be many routes 

through which people might acquire it, but I think by taking it away it didn‟t actually help teachers, 

it simply undermined their professional standing.   

 



 

- 64 - 
 

Chair: Okay.  John? 

 

John Dunford: Two bad ideas and two solutions if I may?  Decoupling AS from A Level is a terrible idea, it will 

be very, very damaging particularly to disadvantaged kids.  The eBac is also a lousy idea.  And 

solutions?  I would put in place something very close to the Tomlinson 14-19 recommendations 

and secondly since eBac is basically an accountability measure, I would ask the government 

always to think about what is intelligible accountability that enables you to achieve the objectives 

you want.  It doesn‟t very often do the opposite. 

 

Chair: And Mary?   

 

Mary Bousted: I was going to do Ofsted but the only thing I‟d say about Ofsted is the general consensus that 

Ofsted has gone badly wrong and badly needs radical reform, is now widespread, it‟s accepted 

by government ministers and indeed one senior government minister said to me, you know, that 

he wished he abolish it, but he can‟t for political reasons you can‟t do that.  So I‟ll leave Ofsted.  I 

think one of the things which is untalked about really and the media do need to pick on it much 

more, is that pace and scale of qualification reform. We have a chief regulator, Glenn Stacey, 

who said at a recent conference that the specifications for qualifications which will start to be 

taught next September should be with schools by time that Santa goes down the chimney.  That 

is after parents‟ evening, it‟s after, it puts huge pressure on schools, we had teachers working 

throughout the summer to prepare for the qualification starting this September and the pace and 

scale at which specifications are coming through is just far too slow for the rhythm and for the 

pace of the school year.  It shows a complete lack of understanding from Ofqual about what 

schools need and if I was going to do one thing right I would do it better.  The other collateral 

damage of that is that there is a massive concern about if you‟re going to tithe in your exams as 

so much of a greater part of the assessment process, the qualifications process, there‟s a 

massive need for many more and many good quality examiners and I don‟t see those being 

produced, so if you‟re going to do qualification reform at this scale and this pace you should get it 

right and the move to do it quickly is militating against the need to do it well.  That‟s definitely 

going to be the case and I think, and Laura said this previously, and I absolutely agree with her, 

that in two years‟ time Nicky Morgan will be in front of one Select Committee after another 

because qualification reform is something that the Daily Mail and the Telegraph and the Times 

get very, very concerned about and if they think that marking isn‟t good enough or they think it‟s 

a shambles of an exam, that hits the front page of every mainstream newspaper and it hits it 

quickly and the consequences for the government are absolutely critical and it gives me no 

pleasure because it is teachers‟ and pupils‟ lives, teachers‟ professional lives and pupils‟ 

academic credentials and academic achievement at stake, but I think there‟s going to be a 

massive car crash there.   

 

[3:08:37] 

 

Chair: Thank you very much.  So, as I said earlier today, there are two summits, there‟s the one that 

we‟re hearing and there‟s the one on Twitter which I am keeping my eye on, and there‟s about 20 

minutes to go, Eleanor Bernardi‟s from the floor said these are questions about democracy and 

how democracy works, and we‟re homing in I think on this question of power and democracy 

which is absolutely where we will land after the tea break with Mick Waters, with Jonathan 

Simons and then with Nic Dakin, so thank you to this panel and we‟ll be back here at 3.35pm.  

Thank you.   

 

  (Applause)   

 

END OF SESSION 3 

SESSION 4 

 

[0:00:00] 
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Chair: Okay, if you could find your seats.   

 

LeahKStewart: Please don‟t let Heidi leave the room while I say this.  I told her I was going to do this and that 

was a mistake.  I‟m Leah Stewart, I run my own little project website called Beyond the Box 

Education and my involvement in this is that I‟ll be writing up the executive summary cover letter 

for the transcript that we‟re all creating today at this moment.  And the final session is coming up, 

so if you haven‟t already spoken I dare you to put up your hand for the final session.  It‟s been a 

privilege over the last several months to get to know Heidi and see how she has worked so 

creatively and courageously to bring us this summit today which has really expanded my idea of 

what is going on in education and what‟s up for conversation.  And I think Heidi will second this 

that I think we all hope, and I really hope that the conversations that have started here don‟t end 

here, but that we each go and we invite other people in to this big dialogue and to share all the 

ideas that are really up for debate so that this continues.  And I‟m going to stand here and clap to 

say thank you Heidi for doing this and if you‟d like to join in that would be fantastic.  Thank you, 

Heidi.   

 

 (Applause) 

 

Chair: Okay, ladies and gentleman, we are at the final session of today‟s summit.  There are three 

speakers after which we‟ll have our final panel session.  And we‟ve homed in on this question of 

politics and power and the exercise of politics and the use of power in pursuit of improvement.  

So we hear first of all from Professor Mick Waters, formerly as Qualifications of Curriculum 

Authority, very distinguished career before that, but now of University of Wolverhampton.  We‟ll 

then hear from Jonathan Simons from Policy Exchange.  And then we shall hear from Nic Dakin, 

the Shadow Minister for Schools talking about Labour‟s vision.  And since we lost the – we didn‟t 

hear from the Minister first thing this morning and back into the context of time being carefully 

chosen, I shall say other political parties are available.  First of all, from Mick, then Jonathan, 

then Mick. 

 

Mick Waters: So I‟m Mick and I‟m pleased to be with you.  I come from a university but I spend three days a 

week in schools, one day of which I teach.  I want to share with you some of the thoughts that 

I‟ve got around who decides the vision and what drives the schooling system.  Heidi in organising 

this spent a lot of time talking with different contributors and then rang me and said, „What occurs 

to me is that so many people have a different picture of what the school system is for.‟  So could I 

focus on that for my little session, and that‟s what I‟m going to do.  I‟m going to go really, really 

quickly but I hope to give you a flavour of what it seems like to me from the point of view of 

schools in terms of the political ambitions that are often espoused.   

 

 Last September, I had started to keep a list of things that appeared in the media that began with, 

„Politicians are worried about…‟ or „Ofsted says…‟ or „There is a great concern about…‟  At some 

point in the headline it would say, „Children today,‟ or, „Young people today.‟  And usually it was 

negative.  So these are the sorts of things.  It began last September with Michael Wilshaw talking 

about the fact that employers were telling him that children were not work-ready as they left the 

system.  They were slovenly in appearance, unpunctual, unable to get their work in on time, not 

caring about quality and he made this great statement about it at the beginning of last 

September.  Now the fact that that hadn‟t appeared in any inspection reports on schools seemed 

to be at odds with the message he was giving.  But from that a few weeks later came this need 

for written character espoused by Michael Gove who talked about children needed to develop 

character through the national curriculum.  The national curriculum that he had been in charge of 

reviewing for the last three years and had only just started two weeks before he made that 

announcement.  So these contradictions and these challenges came through many of these 

headlines that talked about what children today can or can‟t do, and these concerns were there 

as we went through.  So issues to do with the issues in Rotherham and Oxford relating to 

children being sexualised and being used in grooming came out in some of those, the 
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radicalisation… dental health was a fascinating one – the amount of money being spent on the 

dental health of very young children because of the enormous decay rates is a serious concern 

and costing the health service a terrific amount.  So the answer was, as with many of these 

things, that young people today… and then the follow up was more needs to be done in schools.  

Schools need to do more about… Schools should focus on… So in terms of dental health, we 

had images of children standing around sinks at school brushing their teeth together and all 

spitting at once into a thing and Nicky Morgan saying this is a real vital thing for schools to take 

part in.  The fact that it wasn‟t clear what we should do at weekends or August didn‟t come 

through.  But these are things that politicians grab at as they come past.   

 

 Just these last few weeks we‟ve had a select committee report on play.  Young people today do 

not get enough play.  They do not get sufficient play and this play needs to be seen in the 

national curriculum.  The national curriculum was reviewed and voted on by many of the 

members of the select committee that are not objecting to the fact that it doesn‟t appear.  The 

fact that the national curriculum isn‟t expected to be used in most schools, in many schools, is 

also a concern.  But I just make this list and I put four letters up which many people will associate 

with that.  Personal Health Social Education.  Four letters that have been now left out of the 

national curriculum because they weren‟t expected to be the role of schools and needed to focus 

on standards.  And it‟s a fascinating development, I think, that just a few weeks after we had a 

new national curriculum there was a great call for it to happen.  I would have done more but I 

couldn‟t work out how to do the hexagons anymore so I stopped.  But I won‟t go on about it.  I‟m 

just simply making the point that the emphasis during the last parliament was on that word 

„academic‟ at the expense of vocational often, and I think actually academic is decent if we call it 

scholarly and we call it practical in terms of other things.  But we had a bit on sport because we 

had a bit of an Olympic movement so that was good. We had a few riots so moral came to the 

fore for a few weeks and obesity got mentioned so health came into it, just for a little passing 

moment.  But actually if you put that back together it might explain some of the tensions that 

occurred in the school system if you are teacher, because whilst we keep hearing that all these 

things need to be addressed in schools we‟ve got a drive that‟s come from central government 

over a long while towards what is called „academic‟.  And, for me, that‟s the confused and often 

disputed purpose of schooling that our schooling system has to grapple with, and in terms of 

today is a challenge for us in terms of political influence. 

 

 There was a lot of talk about raising aspiration and raising aspiration has been an issue over the 

last little while with specific working parties looking at it and people trying to deal with it.  And 

often that raising aspiration talks about levels and grades and children believing they can 

achieve so that they will get better careers and could be optimistic about the future.  I actually 

really think that aspiration is much more fundamental than that and it should be about getting to 

each and every person and talking about their worth, their contribution that they can make to 

society and community, and their spirit, so their aspiration of spirit, that you can make a 

difference, you can be something in your life and that you can achieve things in your life in all 

sorts of ways, not necessarily those at the top of the list.   

 

 Early on last year, during the school year, this picture appeared on the media, a really significant 

picture because three girls had gone from the east end of London and it was thought that they 

had gone to Syria through Turkey, and their picture going through passport control was seen in 

that way.  And I thought that was really a fascinating moment last year because those children 

were called „model pupils‟.  People couldn‟t understand why they had done this because they 

were „model pupils‟.  And I don‟t know the ins and outs of the case but I do wonder what the 

general population thinks a „model pupil‟ is.  And I would suggest you can dispute this, that a 

„model pupil‟ is somebody who is well mannered, neat of uniform, punctual, gets their homework 

in time, is very positive in class and hits the grades.  And to be a „model pupil‟ is important 

because our inspection regime has told schools this is the sort of thing which will help us to 

achieve the aspirations of higher examinations over time.  How does that compare with what 

some other people might think a „model pupil‟ would be?  Somebody who organises and 
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manages, somebody who can balance protest and compromise, somebody who is worldly about 

current affairs, somebody who can when necessary say „no‟ and object.  And I think the left hand 

side is what I would call the teacher pleasers; the children who crack the system, know how to 

work it, get through the gate and come out the other side is what I would call the well-rounded 

individual that the politician would argue that we are trying to create.  And one of the tensions 

that we‟ve got is that where we seek personal empowerment and democratic citizenship at 

certain times.  We grapple with a conflicting set of agendas at other times. 

 

 We had the Olympic Games in 2012 – a fantastic exhibition of sport, but it was also a chance to 

enjoy a cultural Olympia.  We had opening and closing ceremonies at both the Olympics and 

Paralympics that were acclaimed as amazing experiences and wonderful performances.  In 

those performances, we had examples of industry at its best; the cultural industry turning up 

trumps for our country.  Since then we‟ve talked about the sporting legacy but the legacy in terms 

of the creative arts – the dance, the drama, the music, the poetry – has actually been poorly 

served in our education system.  The legacy of those through the system of the last four years 

has been to diminish the teaching of the arts, to diminish the teaching of the arts in universities, 

to diminish the teaching of the arts in teacher training so that long term prospects for dance, 

drama, music, PE, actually reducing rather than growing.  And it‟s a fascinating thing that we 

want a legacy from the Olympics but only when we need a legacy for the Olympics.  The cultural 

transmission is often lorded as something that we ought to be offering in our education system, is 

actually a cultural transmission about certain things to do with our democratic system rather than 

a cultural transmission in its broadest sense.   

 

[0:12:42] 

 

 Preparation for work has always been one of the tenets of the education system.  Ever since 

1870 when state school began, it‟s usually featured in the great education acts as one of the 

reasons why we need to move things on.  But I‟m not sure the extent to which politicians focus 

on these four tenets as they move forward.  If we pull them out a bit and list some of the things 

that happened during the last parliament that were focussed on schools rather than on big 

structural manoeuvres then these are they.  We might look to say which of the four circles those 

elements of action really address.  Where does fining people for absence fit in?  Where does the 

competitive engagement of regional school commissioners between each other, the competition 

between each other, help to sustain any of those four areas of vision for our children?  Where 

does the baseline testing of children in the early years really help in terms of moving us on?  And 

often the actions of politicians which are opportunistic, which are aiming to convince the 

population that they are moving in certain directions, fail to address the things that they say are 

the visions?  And I think there‟s a challenge for all of us in calling that to account.   

 

The limited amount of attention in the election campaign on education was really interesting to 

see and if you go on, we had five years of schools being offered more and more freedoms, in 

theory, as school autonomy started to be available to schools.  So you might wonder where it all 

went.  I spent time in schools, all across the country, wondering what happened.  The theory is 

that schools are constrained, like the bud of a flower, they can‟t open.  They would blossom more 

and come into flower more if we do regulate it.  And deregulation personally I think is a good 

thing but deregulation is actually in schools causing a withering effect in many, many schools.  

They aren‟t blooming, they aren‟t a blossoming education philosophical place, they are actually 

withering because what we are doing is not measuring the right bits.  We are measuring certain 

bits.  And because we are measuring on certain bits we end up with a certain sort of outcome.  

Now I‟m not saying this is just the last government because actually it really began perhaps 

before this one even, but when Tony Blair said, „Education, education, education,‟ he might have 

been better saying, „Results, results, results, targets, targets, targets.‟  Because ever since then 

we have narrowed and narrowed and narrowed what we value in education even though we 

have a rhetoric which talks more broadly than that.  When Estelle Morris, the much loved Estelle 

Morris, talked about the illiteracy and innumeracy strategies being a way for central government 
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to get to 23,000 outlets, she gave the clue about how central government was now clawing 

responsibility and decision making for itself. 

 

And over time we have measured school success in this sort of way.  We looked at examinations 

testing, then we got to results and league tables.  We inspect based on results.  We identify 

failing schools and ministers usually had more rhetoric.  So we used the rhetoric of the military.  

We‟ve got targets.  We‟ve got trajectories.  We‟ve got the frontline.  And in the last election 

campaign we had a prime minister declaring war, declaring war, on failing schools.  Now this isn‟t 

ISIS, this is struggling schools that are being declared war upon because it suits in the rhetoric of 

the way we are.  And then, of course, parental preference encourages the movement to so-called 

good schools with a greater stress on results for the poorer schools and for the so-called good 

schools because they have to maintain the position.  So there could be an argument that that‟s a 

good thing to do because it keeps the motivation in the system and the energy there.  And 

schools and sponsors are yet more and more held to account.  And by sponsors I would mean 

local authorities as well.  And that in turn creates a less rounded approach to education, and 

those four tenets that are often put forward as reasons for our school system to exist actually 

reduce in size and reduce in importance.   

 

The real drivers in the school system I would suggest, if you were in a school day by day, are 

these things.  the data that your oldest children produce which is often suspect, your league table 

position although that‟s becoming less important, things like progress eight and phonics, 

inspection which is also often suspect because it‟s based on the data which is often suspect in 

the first place, market driven awarding bodies who try to seduce you into using their award 

system for various reasons to satisfy the game, and ministerial failure.  What that leads to for the 

pupil is teachers who are chasing the cusp, which might be a good thing for individual children to 

get them over the next hurdle, simplistic syllabus and extended or shortened courses that help 

you through, spoon fed learning – „just get it down you, doesn‟t matter whether you understood it 

or enjoy it, just swallow it because it will be good to spit back at the right time‟ – children are the 

currency of the system so a child comes to a school and it‟s, „Well what can they bring to our 

school?‟ as much as what can we bring to them.  And Ofsted mythology runs through.  The latest 

bit of Ofsted myth is that children need to have their work marked, they need to respond to it, you 

need to respond back, you write more about what they wrote than they wrote in the first place, as 

long as you do it in multi-coloured pens.  Now whether that‟s true or not, Ofsted would debate, 

but it must come from somewhere and somewhere is a bit worrying.  And what you get is this 

sliding policy.  So we began by assessing children.  Well we used words like „assessing‟ which 

are really sanitised words for testing.  And when we test the children we are basically gathering 

data so that we can product control.  I‟m not sure that testing the children is about the children 

very often.  It‟s far more about the produce control system so that we can measure system 

effectiveness and in doing that we factor out the children and their childhood.  And earlier today 

somebody said, „What parents want,‟ and I thought did parents really want that?  If you knew at 

the age of 11 your child‟s SATS test would probably indicate whether they were going to 

university or not based on where they were placed in which set in the secondary school, would 

you really want that decision to be made when your child was 11?  I think if we really want it we 

should make SATS testing optional to allow people to withdraw their children from it.  And then 

we would find out whether people really wanted it and whether people really wanted it for their 

child or for other purposes.   

 

The phonics screening test, which in theory pulls out which children are struggling with phonics, 

has become in a very short time a measure of school effectiveness for teaching phonics.  There 

is very little advice about what to do with the children who do poorly on the phonics test except 

do more phonics.  So the question about whether we are assessing or whether we are using this 

for something else is a really serious one.   

 

[0:20:17] 
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So all over the world there are children who come to school, who are excited, motivated, 

stimulated, feeling good, challenged, and we have to face it all over the world as well there are 

children who are mystified by what‟s going on, bored, compliant, disengaged, fed up and just 

wanting to get out of the system.  The ones that know how to play the game get through and the 

others simply fall by the wayside.  That‟s a long, long way from those four big tenets that are 

apparently helping us to understand where we are going.  I will just put that on for a second… 

just because it did remind me about how important it is that standardised testing carried out 

under standardised conditions helps us to predict how fit for the road children will be – cars will 

be in the future.  What we get instead of my picture where it says „academic‟, it‟s not even 

academic or scholarly, it‟s generated in many schools pen and paper evidence that helps us to 

prove we were doing what we should have been doing.  So we see children jumping through 

hoops and teachers jumping through hoops to keep their children jumping through hoops.  We 

see children doing writing that doesn‟t need to be done, to formulaic processes that really don‟t 

help them to move forward and are a bit unkind because they do do exciting things and then they 

have to write about them.  And the measure of the pen is a massive one that‟s taken us all – just 

for a bit of fun I thought you might enjoy this.  There‟s a year six who has been to one of those 

National Trust properties:  „Dear Mr Lucas, thank you so much for letting us go to Red Lodge and 

my favourite part was when we dressed up.  I was a Royal Servant.  My costume made me feel 

like a hobbit from the Lord of the Rings.  The hat nearly went over my eyes.  I also love looking at 

the artefacts.‟  It‟s quite lovely that, it‟s natural.  Further down the letter (I chopped the middle bit 

out) but… „The stairs went on and on, they looked never ending.  I wanted to go up higher but it 

was a different topic so there was no point.‟  And we‟ve got children – it‟s funny but it‟s sad, 

we‟ve got children running along this dot to dot picture of learning unable to look to the side or 

beyond because the next step is the most important step.   

 

[0:22:33] 

 

We had an eclipse recently, only year eight were allowed to look at it because it wasn‟t for any 

other year group except them.  This obsession with recording evidence is taking children away 

from the very curriculum that describes the opportunities they should have.  If you want to know 

how bad it has got, in June this year on the Amazon website, which if you look at it lists book 

purchases by popularity, and this is the 5 – 8 section where The Gruffalo is the top purchased 

book in the world on Amazon.  The next nine books are books about practise papers for Key 

Stage One SATS and phonics tests.  If you look at 8 – 13, Billionaire Boy wins and from there on 

the next eight books are practise papers for Key Stage Two SATS.  Now this is a self-selecting 

audience; people who buy books for their children on Amazon.  If they are getting all that on 

Amazon you might as well not bother keep doing it in schools and give them something that is 

worthwhile and let them follow the route that makes sense to them.  How much can teachers 

feed off what children really need to learn?  How much can children and learned follow their own 

pathway and do writing that matters like people in the real world?   

 

In this room today, whilst these talks have been going on, I reckon at least 50% of the people 

have been doing writing to audiences outside of this room.  They‟ve been able to communicate 

with their own work place while they‟ve been here and join in on all sorts of conference ideals 

while they‟ve been talking.  How do we get children to live the real world rather than a made up 

one?   

 

I‟ll just finish with this slide which talks about some of the possibilities in children‟s learning.  I 

wonder how many children leaving our school system look back and say, „Yes it did that,‟ to 

many of those boxes on there.  And too often the one on tests and examinations is driving the 

issue to the extent that the CBI say it‟s not even preparing us for the world of work.  And we‟ve 

got to get a balance back into the system and politicians could play a part in that if they built 

consensus rather than went with ideologists.  I‟ll stop there.  Thanks for listening. 

 

(Applause) 
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Chair: And just while Jonathan comes to the lectern, I will add that Mick reported 1870 beginning of 

compulsory state education, the first report to say that employers no longer had confidence in the 

ability of school leavers was published in 1885 when the complaint was that school leavers 

lacked gumption.  Jonathan, you are not short of gumption. 

 

Jonathan: Yeah, thank you.  Not quite sure… 

 

Chair: The only thing worse than politics in education is politics not in education. 

 

Jonathan: Well thank you very much and thank you for inviting me.  I‟m going to talk on, I guess, really 

picking up some of the themes of today about the role of politics in education and getting on to 

some of these issues about democracy and covering a lot of the things that I think that Mick also 

talked about as well, but from a slightly different perspective.  I guess I‟m really going to make 

three arguments.  

 

The first argument is that politicians have a tough gig when it comes to education and I‟m going 

to show you some data that shows that.  The second argument is that most people still recognise 

the validity of democratic politics in education; it‟s one of the most popular elements of it.  And 

the politicians have legitimacy even when people are disillusioned with the political situation, is 

the second argument.  And then the third argument is what taking politics out of education 

actually means and why politicians are better than anyone else to do that. 

 

So here is the first argument which is that politicians don‟t have very long to make an impact and 

this is slightly out of date data now but this essentially shows that the average tenure of a cabinet 

minister and a junior minister is less than one and a half years.  So that is from literally your first 

day walking in where your private sector meets you and says, „Congratulations, minister, let us 

tell you all about the health system or the justice system or the education system or the transport 

system…‟ to the phone call from the Prime Minister saying, „Thanks very much Jo Blogs/Jane 

Blogs, you‟ve done a smashing job but unfortunately not that smashing so you‟re on your way 

out.‟  That does not give you that long in which to assimilate and think about what you want to do 

and do something let alone see it through.  So that‟s the first challenge that politicians have got.   

 

[0:27:02] 

 

The second challenge is that we don‟t trust them and that‟s not a recent thing, that‟s gone all the 

way back to when Maury started polling on this.  We do not trust politicians.  They come bottom.  

You can see teachers there almost right at the top and the doctors.  This is a really, really 

important context in which politicians operate when they are making decisions and they are 

essentially saying, „Trust me,‟ and the response of the public is, „Well we don‟t, really.‟   

 

Third issue that politicians have to face is that most people are relatively dissatisfied with the 

political situation.  So this is some annual work for the Hansard Society when it polls people 

around their satisfaction with the present system of governing Britain and you can see that it 

generally declined over the past eleven years so that only one in four British adults thinks that the 

political system on the whole works quite well, and the vast majority think that it doesn‟t. 

 

People think that they are reasonably well informed about politics.  Again, about half of people 

will say that they have a pretty good understanding of how politics works although that does 

break down by level of education and by age in particular.  So if you look at the left hand graph 

there, you can see a stark difference between 18 – 44 year olds who don‟t really seem to think 

they‟re engaged, and 45 year olds through to 75 year olds.  It would be mean of me to suggest 

there might be something towards where most politicians are going to focus their effort is on 

those three dark purple groups because those are people that know what is going on and that 

vote.  And, again, on the right hand side here we see that perhaps unsurprisingly the higher your 
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level of education, the more likely you are to express confidence in your understanding of the 

political situation.  But, on the whole, most people think they are reasonably well informed.   

 

However, when you test that, that isn‟t always the case.  So, for example, around one in three 

people can‟t name the political party that their constituency MP belongs to.  This one on the top 

right is a brilliant piece of work that Populus does every week when it polls people about, „Name 

any story that you can remember in the last week.‟  It doesn‟t matter what it is; any story.  And 

this is from a couple of weeks ago when I had to get the presentation in by, „State visit by China‟s 

president‟, which it‟s fairly safe to say had pretty blanket coverage on TV news, which is where 

most people get the news from, and 16% of people that week could spontaneously recall that the 

Chinese president was here.  Similarly, the migrant crisis which has been a huge story for weeks 

and weeks and weeks, 13% of people spontaneously recalled that week that there was an issue 

with the migrant crisis.  And that‟s not surprising when you come to imagine that most people 

have very, very busy lives and don‟t think about politics.  So they think about politics for four 

minutes a week on average.  What that means is over a five year term, if your maths is better 

than mine, you don‟t have a huge amount of time as a politician in order to get people to listen to 

you and think to convince your argument because people are busy doing normal things; they are 

not coming to politics and education summits, they are not speaking on politics and education 

summits, they are getting on with their daily lives and that‟s an issue that politicians have got to 

break through.   

 

And the last issue, whether it‟s a good thing or a bad thing, again on a more or less monthly 

basis Maury asks people what do they think are the most pressing issues affecting the country.  

And education, I would say, is a good thing, has more or less declined pretty consistently since 

1997, spiked again in about 2001.  Interestingly, both those spikes coincided with general 

election campaigns because there‟s some evidence that suggests that as politicians talk more 

about an issue people get more concerned about it.  So politicians think they are reassuring 

people by talking about an issue, actually the more they talk about an issue the more people 

worry about it.  And that becomes an issue.  But more or less education has declined.   

 

So, if all that is the case, why should politicians be involved in education at all?  Shouldn‟t we just 

leave it to get on with other things?  And this is the crux of it and this has been touched on a little 

bit by other speakers including Tim Oats today.  Education is inextricably linked with the most 

fundamental discussions we have as a society and as a civilisation.  It‟s about what the future 

generation grow.  It‟s about what we are as society, it‟s about what we want to be as society in 

the future and, as Tim Oats said this morning, it‟s about knowledge and who gets knowledge and 

what knowledge they get.  And because knowledge is inextricably linked to who gets power and 

who wields power, to have a question about what is education for is actually to ask a question 

about what is society for, what is our culture for, what should be done, who should have positions 

of power within culture.  And once you frame it that way, I think the argument becomes almost 

self-evident that you cannot possibly have that kind of discussion taken on a dry technocratic 

basis because it‟s not a dry technical question.  it is one of the most fundamental questions we 

face as a society and therefore it has to be, I would contend, one of if not the most important 

questions of public policy.  There is no right answer; it‟s a values based answer and so we must 

debate it as questions of values.    

 

[0:31:41] 

 

So here is when you get on to the second issue which is about politics as the flawed collective 

expression of democratic wealth(?).  Now if you‟ve ever studied politics at any level you will have 

learnt about something called democratic mandate theory.  And that essentially, as the slide 

says, says, look, you have a free and fair election, government wins the election, they get the 

most votes, they get to do whatever they want and they suck it up because that‟s the way in 

which democracy works.  Now, you don‟t need me to tell you (although I will) that there are 

several flaws in that theory and I‟ve put some of those there.  For example, the fact that prime 
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ministers aren‟t always necessarily elected at the time of a general election, the fact that the 

political parties should come into office in 2010, for example, was not the consensus on the ballot 

paper; there was no coalition option in 2010.  There were a lot of policies which aren‟t in the 

manifesto, or only obliquely referenced in the manifesto, and government has assumed how on 

less than plurality of votes, not least for example your vote is massively unequal depending on 

which constituency you live in.  So it is not as simple as saying, „Government have a mandate, 

they‟ve got the votes, therefore they have legitimacy to do whatever they want.‟   

 

But, I hope you can see, it‟s a little bit small, but the slide on the left hand side asks people in the 

last twelve months have you done any of the following to influence decisions.  And the two I‟ve 

ringed there, which are amongst the two highest ones, are „contacted a local counsellor or MP‟ 

and „voted in an election‟.  So amongst all of the options given to people, including frankly 

options that don‟t take much time including sign the paper petition or sign an e-petition, some of 

the most popular answers, below none of the above, is engaged in traditional political discourse.  

And on the right hand side, the question said which of the following would you be prepared to do 

if you feel strongly enough about an issue.  And, again, look what comes out the top two.  „I 

would vote‟ or „I would contact my local democratic representative‟ and that comes even about 

creating or signing a paper petition.  So despite the fact that people are disillusioned with the 

system, people are prepared and recognise that it‟s one of the most important if not the most 

important way of taking things through.   

 

This is a great example of the fact that if you have enough polling companies and enough money 

eventually you will poll on every question known to man.  This polls on the fact that do you think 

there would be any situation in which you could imagine an armed coup taking place in your 

country and would you support it.  And this was some YouGov polling from just earlier this month 

in face.  The top one is the UK and the bottom one is the US.  Now there‟s all kinds of fun you 

can have with these polling questions including the fact that a small majority of UKIP supporters 

would support an armed coup over their elected government.  And, indeed, quite a big majority of 

Republican voters in the US would support an armed coup despite having a constitution that 

apparently prevents this kind of thing.  But the point is, other than being a bit of fun, is that 

actually, perhaps unsurprisingly, most people cannot imagine any scenario in which a democratic 

resolution is not the way to do that.  And that is interesting because, of course, if you hold all 200 

countries in the world there will be a hell of a lot of countries in which that finding did not come 

about.  In fact, there‟s an awful lot of countries in the world where the very fact that we are sitting 

here in this room having this discussion would be seen as a luxury, and this brings me on to my 

third argument, that we accept and we take as read the vast amount of good which politics does 

which enables us to have these discussions. 

 

Now, again, if you have ever studied political science at any level you may have come across the 

word Ronald Inglehart who is a political scientist.  And in the seventies he came up with a theory 

of post-materialism and simplifying massively what that theory said was as societies get richer, 

as people become more successful, they stop having to worry about basic things, they stop 

having to worry about food and shelter and armed conflict, and they have the luxury of starting to 

worry about other issues, post-material issues.  The classic one is environmentalism.  So 

environmentalism rises up the agenda where people have the luxury to think about it and aren‟t 

worried about things like housing and is your bank account about to be rocked by the 

government.  And, again, his data shows that between 1970 and 2000 across a whole range of 

industrialised western countries, post-materialism becomes on the rise as societies evolve and 

mature and become more stable, people start to think about other things.  Similarly again if you 

look at richer countries you see that this happens.  So my argument is that disillusionment with 

the system is a symptom of success.  We have the luxury of being able to say, „I don‟t like this 

politician,‟ „I don‟t like that politician,‟ because we take it for granted that ultimately whatever 

changes the fundamentals will not change.  We don‟t think the government is suddenly going to 

requisition our school buildings.  We don‟t think that teachers are going to be fired overnight.  We 

don‟t think that school funding is suddenly going to be slashed in half.  We don‟t think about all 
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the horrendous things that could and do happen in other school systems.  Because we take 

those as read, we can start to have disillusionment.   

 

[0:36:27] 

 

So what do politicians do?  Politicians balance competing interests.  Okay?  This is a simplified 

graph which shows you the number of various different stakeholders in the country.  And when 

people – and it tends to be teachers, I‟m afraid – say, „Why doesn‟t government listen to me?‟  

The answer is they have done but they just don‟t always agree with you.  And one of the reasons 

why they don‟t always agree with you is because they are balancing the interests of teachers 

against other people in the children‟s workforce against pupils and against parents.  And 

politicians have the right and the unique right in order to have that type of balancing up of 

interests.  It doesn‟t mean they don‟t listen; it means that they are thinking about one over the 

other.   

 

And my last argument is that they are more parped to do that than experts because if you accept 

the fact that education is not a neutral issue, it is not a technocratic discussion, then it stands to 

reason that you cannot have a neutral expert because any expert will have his or her views, no 

matter how much he or she tries consciously or subconsciously, he or she will have views.  So 

people don‟t have neutral expertise.  They have evidence but they also have values.  And that‟s 

not a bad thing.  But we shouldn‟t forget that people can go against that and it is one of those 

regular political verbs when people go against evidence, what it sometimes means is you are 

going against evidence which is something that I like.  So I am fulfilling the wishes of my 

democratic electorates, you are betraying me, and he is an ideal(?).  Ideology is one of those 

wonderful words which is used as a negative.  It‟s not a negative.  We want politicians to be 

ideological.  We want them to have principles, that‟s what they stand on, they are better than 

experts because of that.   

 

So this is the last slide.  So unlike many other systems and many other countries in the world we 

don‟t have a codified constitution.  We don‟t have a set of rules that set out the power and 

authority.  We have a famously fuzzy and muddled and unwritten constitution.  But I would argue 

that there are strong limits, and these are shared limits, of formal and informal power on the 

government of the day.  The formal one is obvious, it‟s your majority in the House of Commons.  

Your informal one is also really, really important here.  Tony Blair in 1997 with a majority of 179 

could have done parliamentary wise anything he wanted.  There is literally no law that he could 

not have got through parliament.  Why didn‟t he do those?  Because he recognised that that 

would not have been a legitimate use of power.  Because when there‟s a sense of informal 

balance around education policy, around other areas of public policy, as is to what is acceptable.  

And so the question is not, „Would you start from here?‟  The question is, „Given we are here, 

what is better?‟  The system which exists of political balance where most people, despite being 

disillusioned with the system, do engage with political activism or experts, when there is no 

neutral expert, experts have to be picked by somebody, I don‟t think that experts should be 

picked by somebody, I think that politicians should do the picking and that‟s why the only thing 

that‟s worse than politics is no politics.  Thank you. 

 

(Applause) 

[0:39:24] 

 

Chair: We will now come to our final speaker.  Jonathan reminded us that teachers are amongst the 

most trusted people in the country and politicians amongst the least trusted.  Nic taught English 

for several years, was principal of a sixth form college, and is now a politician, so simultaneously 

Nic you moved from most trusted to least, but you are very welcome.  Labours vision for 

education. 
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Nic: Thank you very much.  Yes, I spotted that in the session of therapy I‟ve just listened to in terms 

of I‟ve slipped from most trusted down to least trusted by my change of job.  So I‟m going to just 

stand and deliver; no slides.  That‟s what we‟ve got, stand and deliver.  It‟s great to join you today 

as Labour‟s Shadow Schools Minister.  Jobs are very funny things and I‟m still getting my head 

round this one, and one of the things in this job is I‟ve now discovered is that when Lucy Powell 

she is too busy I‟m sent along to give talks on things like Labour‟s vision for education.  Well, the 

vision is not going to be that far distant I‟m afraid.  It‟s going to be predicated around more or less 

the now because 2020 and beyond is a long way away and we‟ve got a team of new shadow 

education team getting to grips with things.  So my first job after the ubiquitous paper rounds and 

holidays working in the wallpaper factory was in an inner city hub.  I could see the docks from my 

classroom window and after teaching in Sweden and Scunthorpe I was principal of a beacon 

sixth form college, John Leggett, in Scunthorpe when I was elected to parliament in 2010.  So I 

know that education is the route to reducing inequality, raising aspirations and equipping young 

people with the skills and attributes to succeed in the modern economy.  I also have this very 

strong feeling, which I was reminded of in Mick‟s presentation, that schools and headteachers 

are very good at delivering what they are asked to deliver, even when they don‟t come quite to 

the level that people want them to, they will try and deliver what is being measured, won‟t they, 

and they are very, very good at that I think.  And I tend to agree with the thrust of that earlier 

presentation that sometimes the things that really matter are the things we don‟t measure and 

there‟s a real risk and tension in that.   

 

 There are lots of excellent schools making a real difference to children across the country.  There 

are brilliant academies and fantastic maintained schools too.  The important thing is that we 

celebrate and learn from all excellent schools so that we can spread this success cross the 

system.  But the current government is fixated on academisation as its panacea for school 

improvement.  The education and adoption bill currently going through parliament further 

centralises powers in the hands of the secretary of state cutting parental choice out of the 

system.  Labour‟s sponsored academy programme did a huge amount to transform a small 

number of failing schools in disadvantaged areas and brought much needed investment, support 

and innovation.  It‟s a legacy that we‟re proud of but it was never about turning all schools into 

academies.  There is no evidence that academisation in and of itself leads to school 

improvement.  Many things affect school improvement not least leadership and teaching.  

Indeed, new Ofsted figures reveal that there are 17,000 more children in adequate academies 

and free schools than in inadequate schools maintained by local authorities.  Of the children 

attending each type of school, double the proportion are at inadequate academies and free 

schools than local authority schools.  Yet the government‟s first education bill of this parliament 

does not contain a single concrete measure for tackling under performance in academy schools 

despite the fact that one in five academies are struggling.  This is letting down the thousands of 

children who attend these schools.  So the balance, we believe, between local accountability and 

central control has swung too far in one direction and now needs redressing.  We need strong 

local oversight and accountability of all schools regardless of whether they‟re an academy or a 

free school or a UTC or whatever name is above the door.   

 

 Local authorities should be able to ensure sufficient places and fair admissions and have the 

ability to intervene in any school that is failing whatever sign is above the door.  Collaboration in 

communities of schools should be encouraged and all schools should work with their local 

communities to drive up standards.  But I also want to stress that no one wants to go back to an 

era where the poor performing local education authorities fail children and when LEAs had a 

monopoly over schools and their services.  Far from it.  This is going forwards, not going 

backwards.  Let‟s keep the freedom schools now enjoy which are driving up standards and 

bringing innovation and new partnerships but let‟s ensure local people have the ability and 

capacity to intervene, raise concerns, ensure sufficient places and bring all schools into the 

community and collaborate. 

 

[0:44:45] 
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 This is a pragmatic approach to the likely schools landscape in 2020 when nearly all secondary 

schools will be academies, there will be 500 free schools and a large number of primary schools 

will have become academies too.  In contrast to this pragmatic approach, the current 

government‟s ideological obsession with structures distracts attention from what we believe are 

the real issues.  All the column inches devoted to new grammar schools or new annexes as they 

are now called misses the point focussing on completely the wrong thing.  Schools are not 

islands; they shouldn‟t be divorced from other local agencies working to better communities, 

raise aspirations and narrow the inequalities in our society.  The attainment gap is widening 

between disadvantaged pupils and their peers.  We need the whole system, the whole system, to 

focus on tackling this problem.   

 

 In London, the success of the London challenge in turning around failing schools and improving 

education outcomes had remarkable results.  Liverpool is now embarking on a Liverpool 

challenge to improve schools there.  We need to see more of this type of partnership working 

across the country so that local areas can work together to build capacity, challenge and support 

to improve education outcomes.  Interesting observations are opening up as part of the 

devolution process in Manchester and elsewhere.  And the reality is, anyone who has ever 

worked in education, ever worked in schools, know you need collaboration as well as competition 

if you are going to drive up standards.  So we desperately need the government to wake up to 

the real challenges that people tell me are going on away from the unreality of the Westminster 

village down the road.  The crisis in teacher supply, the crisis in school places, the crisis in 16-19 

funding and the crisis in careers information advice and guidance.  I could go on.  But those four 

challenges will do for now. 

 

 We need a relentless focus on standards in all schools and nothing is more important to raising 

standards and improving social mobility than having excellent teachers in our schools.  But at the 

moment we are facing a chronic shortage of teachers with many at breaking point.  More 

teachers left the profession than joined this year and teacher recruitment is falling year on year.  

Between November 2013 and November 2014, over 49,000 teachers left the profession, nearly 

3,500 more than the previous year.  This is the highest number of teachers quitting the 

profession since records began.  And in teacher training, the government has thrown away the 

tried and tested in favour of its own pet schemes.  Add to that mix trainee teachers having to pay 

for their training and we have the perfect storm.  But even now government ministers parrot their 

own propaganda, shove their head in the sand and say there is no problem, in the real world 

people are telling me something different. 

 

 And then we have a school places crisis in many areas with rising birth rates putting enormous 

pressure on primary places and now secondary.  The number of young children in super-sized 

classes has almost tripled since 2010 and parents are finding it harder to get a place for their 

child.  Last year, more than 20,000 children did not receive any of their named school 

preferences.  I know local areas are struggling with this yet government is failing to give councils 

the tools they need to solve the problems.  Councils should have the power to ensure sufficient 

places in their areas through having the ability to expand any good or outstanding schools in 

their area to meet demand. As an ex teacher, I know the importance of class sizes.  Everybody 

knows smaller classes allows for more individual interaction, more support from the teacher, 

leading to better learning. 

 

 Post-16 education, a subject close to my heart and from my past experience, is facing a cliff 

edge ahead of the spending review.  Cuts of 40% would decimate sixth form colleges and FE 

institutions across the country.  This is something that we will robustly challenge.  All the 

evidence tells us that countries which invest in 16-19 education achieve higher wage, more 

productive economies.  Those working in the sector are worried that further cuts in funding will 

lead to further curriculum contraction.  Already languages are under threat in many parts of the 

country.  Now people are beginning to say to me that other subjects including STEM subjects are 
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under pressure.  This can‟t be good and if the belief is that area reviews will ride to the rescue by 

mysteriously finding efficiencies through mergers, people frankly are living in cloud cuckoo land.  

We need a proper planning framework for post-16 with some certainty about future funding 

before it‟s too late. 

 

 And crucial to this landscape, it‟s better business education links.  There‟s some fantastic work 

going on in pockets across the country.  Everyone will know something happening that is truly 

wonderful, truly transformational.  I could probably go round this hall and everybody could give 

me a good example.  But nearly always the arraignment is depending upon particular individuals.  

It‟s fragile and vulnerable to the sort of pressures that I‟ve already mentioned.  When I led a 

review of skills for the Humber LEP, it was clear from all the evidence we gathered from 

employers, schools and colleges that there is a huge will from both education and business to 

work together but the pressure on the different bottom lines means it‟s difficult to resource the 

coordination to make things happen.  So we need some resource there to help make things 

happen. 

[0:50:51] 

 

 Today as a constituency MP, I‟m embroiled in a fight to save our steel industry, a crucial 

reminder of the link between education and the world of work.  At John Leggett, we always had 

more than the national average of students taking the STEM subjects and their achievement was 

high.  We had units of work in chemistry A-level built around the process of steel production.  

Students from across the curriculum would spend their summers doing practical projects at the 

steel works often resulting in significant savings for the company.  Industry education links 

transforming students‟ lives, inspiring future generations of workers in high skill, high tech 

business.  Science, technology and engineering are in Scunthorpe‟s DNA because of the nature 

of the employment offer them.  Tata, even in these difficult times, remains committed to one of 

the best apprenticeship schemes in the country.  Skills are crucial to the industry‟s future success 

and whilst we confront the immediate challenges facing the future of our great steel industry, we 

shouldn‟t miss the longer term challenge which is around having the high level skills to compete 

in the steel industry and the other industries of the future.   

 

The longer term challenge needs all our schools and colleges to deliver for all our young people.  

It needs them to work together in the community and the country‟s best interest.  It needs the 

very best teachers knowing that we value their work delivering the very best learning.  And it 

needs the learning in the classroom and the curriculum followed to prepare young people for the 

world of tomorrow so they can arrive at work work-ready but also be eager to contribute not only 

as a worker but as a citizen.  Thank you. 

 

(Applause) 

 

Chair: So, we are almost at our final session.  I‟m going to invite two other people to come and join the 

panel.  I‟m inviting Henry Stewart from the Local Schools Network and Mark Anderson, Managing 

Director of Pearson UK.  If you are still looking at your programme, you will see that this panel is 

intended to be chaired by Laura but Laura said she would far prefer to get involved than chair so 

I‟m going to carry on chairing through the last half hour of our time this afternoon.  And we‟ll run 

it, it won‟t be a surprise to you, in pretty much the same way as we have run the rest of these 

discussion sessions.  I‟m simply going to invite you in batches of three to post issues, problems 

and questions and we will stick to keeping your observations as questions.  So, Mary first and 

then I‟ll go to those two people at that table.  So Mary, a short question Mary. 

 

Mary: Jonathan, very interesting presentation, but I notice it was all in extremes really, it was either or.  

So you could either have experts or you could have politicians, and given either you would prefer 

to have politicians.  Isn‟t there a middle way?  And can‟t we rightly expect of our politicians that 

they will at least be aware of evidence and give it due weight in their political considerations 
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which I think is the issue that most teachers have?  I agree with you, politics can‟t be taken out of 

education, but we want good politics in education. 

 

Chair: That table there, you can fight over who gets the microphone first.   

 

Miranda: Miranda Dodd, University of Southampton.  I‟m really glad you‟ve raised the teacher recruitment 

and retention issue because that‟s certainly critical in our neck of the woods.  And I just 

wondered what you thought to what extent should politicians get involved in that, what can they 

usefully do, where should they step back? 

 

Chair: Okay, and… 

 

John: John, Assistant Principal, Midhurst Rother College.  I just wonder what the panel‟s view is on 

stage rather than age in education. 

 

Chair: Okay, thank you very much.  So we‟ve got Mary asking for the third way, politicians stepping 

back and stage not age, and I‟ll come to Mark first, then Henry and then I‟ll see how far along the 

panel I get. 

 

[0:55:22] 

 

Mark: Good afternoon everybody, it‟s a pleasure to be here.  I will answer in particular the observations 

that were made about politics and expert advice and the relationship between the two.  We‟ve 

done quite a lot of work over the years.  We published a report last year by a Professor Roy 

Anderson called Making Education Work which amongst other things recommended the creation 

of an independent organisation along the lines, if you like, of the office of budget responsibility on 

the Bank of England to take a view of the long-term needs of the economy and the way in which 

education should orientate itself towards those.  And when that report was published, it wasn‟t 

done on the basis that it should be replacing the important involvement of politicians in any way, 

but supplement it in the way that those organisations I‟ve alluded to do on the basis that by some 

measures there‟s some really important things the country needs to address.  We‟ve just talked 

about teacher recruitment and retention.  The incredibly focus that teachers, parents, learners 

place on employability and the skills that need to be developed for that.  And the need to have an 

independent view which says these are the characteristics and trends over a 10/20/30 year 

period and the kind of ways in which we should be shaping our policy to address them.  So, I 

agree, it‟s not an either/or it‟s a both/and in this respect.  But providing politicians who have a 

very necessary democratic mandate with appropriate expert evidence to shape policy.  So I think 

we would be very strongly in favour of a nuance view really which is a bovand(?) approach.  And 

I think that would be one which would then ground some of these debates, less rhetoric and 

more in evidence. 

 

Chair: Henry… 

 

Henry: Well, yeah, I think there‟s a crying need for a bit of evidence in the current government‟s 

approach to education.  I mean, we‟ve got the education bill going through at the moment which 

will force any school rated inadequate to become an academy but the evidence is very clear that 

they are more likely to stay inadequate if they become an academy.  Of 331 primary schools that 

were inadequate in the previous inspection and said maintained sector, only 2 remained 

inadequate.  That is not a problem that needs to be fixed by the education bill.  And I think 

evidence is important.  I think Jonathan you were saying that politicians, it‟s fair enough to use 

ideology, but there has to be a point where they are doing things which actually make things 

better in education.   

 

And coming on to the teacher recruitment point, I think this is very important.  I think we need a 

complete change in the culture of schools.  I think everyone knows the level of stress that 
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teachers face.  It isn‟t good for them, it isn‟t good for the kids, it isn‟t good for the future.  We did 

some opinion poll with The Guardian earlier this year which asked teachers if staff are happy 

does it make student learning better.  Not surprisingly 98% agreed with that statement.  But only 

37% said they were happy in their work.  Similarly in terms of being trusted, only 23% felt trusted.  

And even more shockingly of the head teachers that answered, only 39% felt trusted.  Now I‟m 

not sure of any other sector where that would be true where the chief executive of organisations 

would say they didn‟t feel trusted.  In every other area they have authority and they are trusted to 

do the job.  So I think a change in school culture to create, dare I say it, happy schools where 

staff are happy and as a result children are happy would be a major important change that 

certainly I would like to see. 

 

Chair:    Nick, do you want to…?  Have you said enough for the moment? Okay, have a break.  Laura… 

 

Laura: I‟m interested in all of these.  On stage rather than age, I actually don‟t know.  One of the tricky 

things about schooling is that ultimately we do have to run it factory style.  People get really 

upset about that and I‟ve used quite a lot of analogies in McDonalds because I used to work 

there.  People get really upset when you compare schools to McDonalds.  But, actually, when 

you think about it these are organisations – McDonalds is an organisation that has people in it 

and it has to output certain things and actually schools are on a massive scale – this is one of the 

biggest industries if you think about it, 8 million people, 8 million children, half a million staff, it‟s 

huge!  And so even if something like stage not age would be ideologically perfect, we are also 

not just constrained by politics but we are also constrained by straight up pragmatics.  So 

sometimes it‟s about what you can do when you have set numbers of buildings, so many miles 

apart that have blocks and walls and doors with 30 kids in at a piece and that‟s just all you can 

do.  So I don‟t have any view of it and I don‟t know even if I did if it would make any great 

difference.   

 

 On teacher recruitment, something we‟ve done at schools, tons and tons of work on, it‟s really 

difficult for politicians at the minute because it‟s not clear why it‟s happening.  There are lots of 

pet theories but actually the evidence isn‟t clearly saying what the problem is, and it‟s also not 

clear what you can do about it.  So, as Jonathan said before, the more you talk about something 

the more worried people get, and actually if you don‟t know why and you don‟t know what the 

solution is then the best thing to do probably is as a politician just to shut up and say nothing.  So 

as much as it might not be what I think is the right thing to do, I can understand why politicians 

are doing that. 

 

Chair: Let‟s do another round of questions before I bring the speakers back in.  Yes, yes and yes.   

 

[01:01:12] 

 

Anne: Okay, I was really enjoying today and the statistic, Jonathan, about environmentalism is only of 

interest when people get rich in the western countries.  I would love to ask the question why are 

we looking at the status quo?  Why are we not looking ahead?  We are already – and maybe 

your statistics ended in 200 which I saw – but we are already seeing environmental migrants 

around the world.  This is becoming and will become a huge issue and I haven‟t heard anyone 

talk about the purpose of education for a future that we don‟t yet understand.  So I would like to 

hear a response from Jonathan about that because I can‟t believe that statistic. 

 

Chair: Okay.  Come to Jonathan on that.  Yes… 

 

LeahKStewart: Very broad question -  What‟s the biggest radical positive change that you personally like to 

imagine happening in education in the next fifteen years? 

 

Chair: Okay, we will come to that.  Just hold that one for the very end.   
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Ian Potter: Ian Potter.  Mick, your slide that you put up, sorry Mick, the slide that Mick put up about the types 

of learners that we would like and I remember the one that said the „teacher pleaser‟ and you 

were hinting away there that maybe that‟s not a well-educated person.  And I‟ve forgotten the 

label on the other side to the teacher pleaser.  The well rounded.  I just wondered whether the 

panel felt that we were possibly having a generation of school leavers who were politician 

pleasers. 

 

Chair: Okay.  So what we‟ll do is to take the first and the third question.  I will leave Leah‟s second 

question about biggest positive change.  I‟ll come back to the panel later.  Jonathan, talk there 

Anne‟s environmental education question and then I‟ll come to you, Mick. 

 

Jonathan: Whether people care about environmentalism or not is not a valued judgment.  I‟m not saying 

that‟s right or wrong.  I‟m saying it‟s statistically true.  And in fact one of the issues in debates is 

that occasionally when things are statistically true but uncomfortable, people take offense when 

none is imagined.  So I‟m not saying people ought not to care about environmentalism.  I‟m 

saying that statistically societies do not tend to care about environmentalism whilst they have 

more immediate pressing concerns.  And you can just see that when, for example, every time we 

have a climate change summit the major merging economies are not so keen on signing up for 

emissions that will stunt economic growth.  And that‟s a perfectly reasonable rational thing to do.  

We can have an argument about whether it‟s the right thing to do but ultimately caring about 

what may or may not happen to your country in x number of years when it stunts your economic 

growth in the short term is a perfectly legitimate reasonable trade off to me.  And again, 

statistically, across the world, that is what happens.  People care about environmentalism when 

they don‟t have more immediate pressing things to care about.   

 

Can I just come on to Mary‟s point as well?  I‟m a big fan of the third way, as you would expect.  

Yes, of course, ministers should be aware of evidence, that‟s absolutely right and it should take 

account of it and I didn‟t mean to set up binary divide.  Of course they should take account of it.  

but as somebody once said who was not a fan of the third way, scientific advisers and other 

advisers should be on tap but not on top, and I think that‟s a really, really crucial important 

distinction.  Because advisers can advise but only ministers can make that decision and 

importantly they have the right and, I would argue, the duty, to go against that advice if they wish 

to.  Sometimes, often because the advice is not a slam dunk despite what the advisers will put to 

them, it‟s not often the case that there is no evidence on either side of the scale, often these 

things are debated as a social science, it‟s an art, it‟s very, very rare in education that you‟ll have 

an absolute slam dunk all the evidence says you must do this and not do this.  But even in a 

situation where the evidence tends you towards once course of action, you have the legitimate 

right as a democratic secretary of state for education I would argue to go against that.  but I think 

you should do that more openly and more honestly and I think politicians of all political parties get 

themselves in trouble where they try to claim they are only following evidence and they 

occasionally – and this applies to all politicians – occasionally are guilty of stretching evidence 

beyond what it can reasonably bear.  I think it will be better, and this is perhaps why I‟m not a 

politician, if politicians were more honest and said that, „I believe, for example, that I would like 

this to happen in the school system or this not to happen in the school system.‟  I think that‟s a 

perfectly fair and reasonable thing for them to do. 

 

  [01:05:46] 

 

Mick: I nearly started with the challenges facing education today, facing young people today, so 

sustainability in the globe, global shift of population, an ageing population in the developed world, 

an increasing population in the underdeveloped world, the change in the world drawn about 

through technology… we could go on and go on, change in work structures and so on.  There is 

a tremendous pressure in the system around education, so the willingness to address the issues 

of the future is very limited.  I have had the privilege of going to many countries around the world 

and listening to ministers of education stand on platforms talking about the things I‟ve just said:  
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global sustainability, population shift, aging population, technology coming in different ways… 

none of us know the future, we must prepare our children for this future that‟s uncertain.  And 

within ten minutes of talking about how we get children to not underperform in reading, writing 

and mathematics, which are important and actually at the root of that, that they lose very quickly 

the big picture and they focus on the very small measurable things.  And so you then go to age 

and stage and the intransigence in the system.  It is run on the factory model, it‟s run on the 

literary model at most, and so getting people to think of something as simple as age and stage, 

which I think is fairly simple, becomes a major challenge.  And one of the groups that most want 

not to change is the teaching profession because the teaching profession is under pressure from 

the ministerially managed systems that call them to account, so they cannot become creative 

and imaginative because these badges from the inspection system matter so much.  A good 

badge gets you an accolade and an opportunity to go into certain things and a poor badge 

counts you out of certain things.  And it is job threatening.  So there are all sorts of anchors on 

the profession that keep it in this state of not moving forward and not addressing the future as we 

ought to be doing. 

 

Chair: Did anybody else want to come in on these issues before I take…?  I‟m not going to forget your 

questions, I‟m going to come to the panel at the very end.  That‟s their cue:  biggest change they 

would like to see over the next fifteen years.  Other questions… at the back on the left, at the 

back on the right… we‟ll do those for a start. 

 

Male: Sorry, this is more of a…? 

 

Chair: Who are you? 

 

Male: My name is Roman, I‟m a university student.   

 

Chair: Okay. 

 

Male: It‟s a comment and then it ends with a question. 

 

Chair: Short comment and focussed question. 

 

[01:08:26] 

 

Male: I‟ve not learnt the art of brevity.  I‟m still a university student.  I‟m just commenting with the whole 

trend of today‟s brilliant sessions.  We started with Professor Andrews stating or acknowledging 

rather that there are many different types of ways to learn, to which I would add there are many 

different things worth learning outside the national curriculum.  And then we had Neil from CBI 

talk about how businesses are looking for things like character.  And I think it was Einstein who 

once said, „Not everything that counts can be counted, and not everything that can be counted 

counts.‟  Now, if we want a system which, as Professor Mick Waters said, where we want well 

rounded individuals instead of teacher pleasers, how can a system which examines children and 

students in a standardised way like our GCSEs and A-levels which don‟t test for things like 

character and things that businesses are looking for, how is this supposed to work?  I‟m 

confused, as a student, as to what universities are looking for and I just want to know if there‟s 

any way we can – this is the question, if there‟s any way we can amend exams to include things 

that businesses actually do look for. 

 

Chair: Okay, thank you.  So question about examination reform.  And, at the back… 

 

Female: Just a very quick question.  Jonathan, would you support cross-party policy making?  I agree that 

politics is bound into it. 

 

Chair: Thank you.  And the third question, from anyone?  Yes, John… 
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John: A very quick question.  Jonathan, in Canada you have a council for ministers of education.  In 

Germany you have the council of ministers of the lander.  Would you support the council for 

ministers of the United Kingdom who share practice across the four countries? 

 

Chair: Okay so, Jonathan, you are a popular chap so I will come to you not first.  Mark, do you want to 

go first on exams? 

 

Mark: Yes, absolutely I do.  I mean, just on the basis of a full disclosure we process somewhere 

between in total 10 and 12 million (inaudible 01:10:53) examinations or qualifications per year. 

It‟s an incredibly important subject for us not least because we are in the teeth as a qualification 

industry of examination reform and I think my answer to the gentleman‟s question is this, that I 

think you can identify knowledge and skills which the academic qualifications you described will 

deliver and which will be exactly what employers want.  But they will not cater for all learners and 

all employers and that‟s where I think we would argue very strongly vocational qualifications play 

a very significant role.  For us it‟s through BTECs which place a very strong emphasis in their 

current form on practical skills which are of direct value in the workplace and many BTECs are 

very specifically orientated to specific career routes.  And in the next generation of BTECs which 

are being launched right now for first teaching from next September, there is the continued focus 

on practical skills but also the added focus on employment and specifically 21
st
 century skills.  So 

I don‟t think we should necessarily assume that examinations and qualifications are inconsistent 

with the employment of very specific skills that employers want, and the measure of this by the 

way is the number of people who are taking vocational qualifications.  At least 25% of people 

who went to university now have at least one vocational qualification, largely BTEC, and UCAS‟s 

own forecast is that within three years that will rise to somewhere in the region of 30-33%.  A lot 

of issues to do with that, a part of it is recognising that people with vocational skills have an 

incredible role to play in both the workplace and also tertiary education. 

 

Chair: Henry… 

 

Henry: I think it‟s a very interesting question.  It‟s not just the CBI who would like to see this.  I think most 

of us would like to see for society in general people who had good emotional intelligence, who 

were resilient, who were good team players, all these kinds of things.  I mean, one of the 

interesting things I heard this year was to see the NUT and the CBI have a joint press 

conference.  Such was detachment of the CBI from the current government direction.  Part of me 

wonders though if you turn them into exams in those things will they kill the actual spirit of what 

you are trying to create?  I don‟t know.  But I would say it‟s not just about the vocational end of 

things.  Employers want those skills in the most highly academic people as well.  And I think our 

system at the moment is geared entirely toward individual achievement throughout the elite 

universities and I don‟t think that helps employers when they come into employment, and most 

employers I know have to retrain even the most academic to be able to be good organisational 

workers. 

 

[01:13:51] 

 

Chair: Okay, Mick. 

 

Mick: I think the question about how do you measure these things I think is a really interesting 

challenge and one of the things I‟ve noticed is that young people have become more – they see 

things as commoditised.  They increasingly tend not to value things unless they are assessed 

and they are given certificates and I think that‟s one of the challenges because, in actual fact, 

somethings don‟t easily – they don‟t easily present themselves in that sort of way and that‟s the 

problem with these sort of things is that they are things that are explored in space in the 

curriculum and one of the things that we‟ve got is space being forced out of the curriculum.  It‟s 

put that space back in there and find ways of valuing it.  We‟ve had things like records of 
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achievement and things like that which have attempted to do it, and they are being revisited in 

different ways at the moment through government policy.  But I think one of the big challenges is 

the way in which politicians have encouraged young people to commoditise learning and I 

personally don‟t think that‟s wholly healthy.  I don‟t know whether we‟ve got to the point now 

where it‟s gone too far to row it back.  So it‟s a big challenge I think. 

 

Chair: Laura. 

 

Laura: If you‟d been in my classroom and said to me that GCSEs and A-levels didn‟t test character I 

would have said that showed an extraordinary lack of imagination because, actually, I think 

exams are a really good test of character.  And I used to tell my students all the time that actually 

exams are incredibly creative, they do teach you about stamina, they do teach you about 

learning, they do teach you about progress, and I think we do a disservice with examinations if 

we allow that to get lost.  There is nothing inherently more character building in sport or drama 

performances, which people will say we spend too long in exams but we‟re not worried about 

drama, we don‟t get children to do drama performances.  Actually, all of these things are very, 

very similar.  They are about learning a series of skills, they are about on a certain day going out 

and doing your best.  What becomes problematic is how we treat the grades in and of 

themselves as if we treat A grade children like they are somehow better human beings than C 

grade children.  And one of the ways around that and one of the ways I also talked to 16 

citizenship not examined, which was a challenge, but not one that you can‟t get over, was about 

enabling students to see progress.  So I used to break down what they were doing in their class, 

how they were doing with their homework, what their progress was.  And I used to say if you are 

doing everything I have asked of you, if I am seeing brilliant work out of you, if I am seeing 

progress in your outcomes, if you are an E grade student but you‟ve done all of that then you are 

top of my class.  However, if you are getting an A and you should be on an A* and you‟ve been 

faffing about not doing your homework and everything else, then you came really quite far down 

in my class and in my estimation of what we have been doing.  So there are ways of balancing 

these things out.  Exams are not inherently bad, they are not inherently not creative, but we have 

to be careful about the language and how we talk to students about them.  

 

Chair: Jonathan. 

 

Jonathan: I think I broadly agree with what everyone else has said and exam performance I won‟t touch on 

that.  In terms of cross-party policy making, yes, I think there is a role for it.  I think it actually 

comes to a self-denying ordinance.  So I think the best recent example of it is when Tristan Hunt 

as Shadow Secretary of State before the election was really, really clear that, look, I don‟t like the 

curriculum reforms that have been made, I want to split off AS levels from A levels, but if I 

assume power in May it‟s going to be a done day, schools going to be in the middle of doing it 

and I‟m not going to unpick that.  But I think that is a good example of cross-party policy making.  

It recognises on a pragmatic basis that this is happened.  I think that‟s one element. 

 

 I think there‟s also an element in somethings like social care is one of the ones that occasionally 

gets talked about where you genuinely just need to do something on a cross-party basis because 

if you are going to make a reform it‟s a reform that‟s going to take more than one parliament.  So 

I definitely think there is a case for doing that.  I think my one caveat is let‟s not seek cross-party 

consensus as a way of avoiding difficult decisions and I think sometimes a search for a 

consensus tends to hit the lowest common denominator pretty quickly, and we could all sit in a 

room as politicians and ring our hands for five years not doing anything about it.  And I guess 

that similarly applies to the council of ministers across the UK.  I can‟t see anything intrinsically 

wrong with it having thought about it for all of five minutes, but I guess the question would be 

what would its purpose be?  Is it going to be something that assumes a life of its own because 

again it‟s to do with committees, is they become something that drive their own activity.  You 

have to feed the beast, „Oh I‟m sitting down with the Scottish education minister in three months‟ 

time, I need to have something to tell her, let‟s come up with something we can do so I can report 
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back the good stuff that England is doing.‟  So I wouldn‟t want it to become like that.  I think it‟s 

genuinely useful, yes by all means let‟s have meetings of people to talk about what they are 

doing in other parties. 

 

Chair: Thank you very much.  Mick… 

 

[01:18:42] 

 

Mick: I take the point about the examinations developing character if they are taught well.  Too many 

schools are so much under the cosh that the aim becomes to get the children to be able to parrot 

the exam answer rather than develop the learning skills necessary for all sorts of reasons.  If you 

spent your time in year six classrooms most mornings you wouldn‟t think that children were 

developing much of a character that was rounded during their two terms leading up to the SAT 

exams.  The question about how do we examine a wider, broader gender is a really good one.  

As we are stuck in this factory age mentality, we are also gradually developing this crescendo 

culture where we have to have now national offer day to go along with national results day and 

all those sort of… Everything has to be done on a mass scale.  Now wouldn‟t it be interesting if 

we had a national day when everybody had to take their driving test all at once, all 600,000 

people this year are going to take their driving test today.  You wouldn‟t do that.  The problem is 

we can‟t seem to apply a different level of thinking to the way we organise this archaic education 

system.  And there might be some validity in trying to get either all party or an independent arm‟s 

length organisation to agree some sort of ten year policy with an amendment every now and 

again to adjust to whatever is happening in the world, but actually something that takes us 

forward.  Countries like Jamaica are doing it.  They have actually agreed that this is our 

education policy going forward and change will not be foisted on us by different political parties 

where the minister wants radical reform, not just reform, but radical.  I am just going back to 

where we started.  Just five years ago, six years ago, we were into the trial period of a thing 

called the Diploma where academic was linked to practical.  That was swept away overnight by a 

new Secretary of State.  Right or wrong, swept away overnight.  A parent who has had children 

in the education system over the last ten years, seven children, will now be in a different 

education system from where they were just six years ago with the older child. There‟s 

something wrong with this.  And we‟ve got to be a bit more radical in the way we look at it. 

 

Chair: Thank you very much.  Now I‟m going to come back to Leah‟s question.  We‟re almost at the end 

of the day and I‟m going to ask each of the panellists in turn but, Laura, you‟ll have the last word.  

That question, the biggest change, the single, I want a specific thing that you would like to see 

over the next fifteen years.  So it will be Mark, Henry, Nic, Mick, Jonathan, Laura.  Mark… 

 

Mark: I just want to say that we had a period in our education system of stability and predictability.   

 

Chair: An absence of change. 

 

Mark: An absence of change would be my view. 

 

Chair: Okay, Henry… 

 

Henry: One of my ghost first papers was a paper that‟s about teaching not learning but I would like to 

reverse that.  I think it‟s about learning not teaching and it‟s about finding in every student the 

particular talent, the particular strength, the particular ability and changing the whole qualification 

so it isn‟t based around some being better than others and academic being better than 

vocational.  I would like basically to have a culture of joy and enthusiasm in the learning of others 

and completely change the way our schools work. 

 

Chair: Okay.  So cultural change.  Mick… 
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Nic: I think looking back over the last ten years the biggest drivers of change have been technology 

and the young people themselves.  I think looking forward, the thing I would hope to add into that 

mix is more interaction with the workplace as part of the learning process which I think has been 

lost a bit. 

 

Chair: Thank you.  Mick... 

 

[01:22:45] 

 

Mick: A full on hope going forward, I would just wish that we could turn Ofsted into an organisation that 

wasn‟t so much in its own special measures and turn it into something that just looked at whether 

a school was good enough or not and not play this game of being connoisseurs of education and 

being able to say whether it‟s the best blend since 1963 and things like that.  Is a school good 

enough or not?  That‟s it. 

 

Chair: Ofsted is a license to practice and a licence to offer education.  Jonathan… 

 

Jonathan: The Danny Fingle sign quote which I had on my presentation which was about the beauty of 

small changes and the beauty of small values.  I think that would actually be my very 

unthinktanky suggestion for the next fifteen years which is let us celebrate the stability which 

means we can talk about small changes and not big changes.   

 

Chair: And Laura… 

 

Laura: It won‟t be a great surprise but I do think that more transparency around decisions, whether that‟s 

actually an Ofsted being more open about the evidence bases and we could see more and 

understand more about their inner workings.  I think the decisions about regional schools 

commissioners, Mary mentioned the story before about a decision that was taken by a regional 

schools commissioner who was supposed to go and see the angry parents and then pulled out a 

few hours before.  I think the head teacher boards, we‟re not clear on how those decisions are 

being made and actually there‟s not as much accountability around some of the curriculum 

decisions either.  And you know we know from economic experiments where you ask people in 

rooms where they can see one another or they can‟t see one another to make a decision about 

resource sharing or who gets what.  We know that when people have to sit in the same room and 

account for their decisions with the people who are affected by them they make better and fairer 

decisions.  We‟re going to have regional schools commissioners, Ofsteds and everybody else, 

got to be able to look right to people‟s eyes and have to explain those decisions properly, openly 

and fairly.  And that will help solve some of the issues around politics in education. 

 

Chair: So, Laura, I can‟t top that as a final comment for the day.  We‟ve had some fabulous 

presentations, some really engaging discussions, thank you for your questions, that‟s all the 

contributors I‟ve chaired today, thank you all very much indeed. 

 

 (Applause) 

 

END OF SESSION 4 

END OF TRANSCRIPT 
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Politics in Education Summit 
-PRESENTATION & OPEN FLOOR SUMMARIES- 

 

Session 1: Government’s Role and Responsibility 
 

 

Tim Oates: Will ‘the best’ always naturally percolate to the surface?   

 

Tim Oates’ presentation was drawn from his uniquely international viewpoint and delivered in his characteristic analytical 

style. First noting the challenge of understanding the complexities of education systems, he pointed to ‘curriculum coherence’ 

as a key factor common to high performing jurisdictions.  By this he means teachers not being conflicted by different aspects 

of the education system such as accountability, national standards and curriculum materials. He argued that Governments 

require curriculum control to influence curriculum coherence, though this need not be top down control, nor should it be 

exercised solely through curriculum content revisions. Governments, Tim proposed, must have curriculum control because of 

their inescapable moral duty to ensure all students access all concepts and subjects they are entitled to. Tim warned against 

‘policy borrowing’ while noting election cycles encourage this. He suggested that national discourse and involvement in 

education, already valued by our politicians, needs to be widely encouraged. 

 

 

Laura McInerney: How much control does our Secretary of State for Education have?   

 

Laura McInerney, with her journalistic flair, treated us to an engaging talk by setting up all kinds of awkward juxtapositions 

within our education system. There’s a paradox, for example, where political rhetoric around increased school freedoms is 

developed alongside increasing powers of the Secretary of State that mean laws can now be made, linked to a schools capital 

funding, effectively ensuring state control over operations at school level. Moving this further, while the Secretary of State 

holds those powers, advisors share them and Laura described how rapidly advisor groups have rotated over time and 

whenever a Secretary of State is replaced. While this is in no way ideal, she explores alternatives to central political control; 

locally elected control or soft power. Local control -LEAs- lead to inconsistency across the country, which has moral 

implications meaning Government is obliged to step in. Soft power -teachers, universities, charities and other organisations- 

lack the implicit accountability of an elected central Government. Which group ought to have power? 

 

 

Bill Lucas: A critical look at Government’s involvement in education  

 

Bill Lucas brought wide ranging questions to the table: What do we value? What is the point of school, and of education? 

What would ‘the best’ in education look like? Can we distinguish between education, a vision of what young people need and 

school, a system to fulfil that need? He argued in favour of an independent education body to lift schools out of their current 

vulnerable position under the influence short term party politics. In essence he calls for a wide conversation with the aim of 

reaching a nationally agreed, stable set of broad outcomes that we’d like, as a society, to progress towards. The main tragedy 

with politics in education, he suggests, is how quickly we can fall into blame and gap analysis, rather than proactive support 

and appreciative enquiry. 
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SESSION 1 OPEN FLOOR: Where’s the right place for politics within our education system?  

 

Chief executive of the Key, Fergal Roche, was interested in expanding on ideas around the extent to which 

universities condition higher education. Ann Finlayson, chief executive of SEEd brought up issues of people seeing things from 

fundamentally different viewpoints and how this impacts debate. Henry Stewart of the Local Schools Network drew on Tim 

Oates point that the most effective school systems are in countries with small populations and wondered if this might be an 

argument for giving more power to local authorities.  

 

Hugh Burkhardt of the Shell Centre at the University of Nottingham noted how broader school curriculums can be 

shot down by universities, particularly science universities, on the grounds they would need 4 year courses; he asked if we can 

discuss throwing things out in parallel with conversations on what is needed. An assistant head teacher, Matt, pointed to the 

difficulty schools face implementing new ideas when support is not thought through and another assistant principle, John, 

working in an academy asked if we can trust academy chains to take the lead.  

 

Leah K Stewart asked if we need to let go of answers for a while, to actively encourage greater public discourse. 

Catherine O'Connell, a lecturer in education at Liverpool Hope University, was curious whether panel members had any 

experience of co-created and nuanced policy targets. Finally, Harriet Berkeley, from Teaching Leaders, enquired whether 

there’s any consensus amongst panel members on the best way teachers can influence policy.  

 

 

Panel debates on these themes with Jonathan Simons (Policy Exchange), John David Blake (Harris Foundation), Bill 

Lucas, Laura McInerney and Tim Oates begin on Page 15. 
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Session 2: Stakeholder Roles and Perspectives 

 

Chris McShane: Representing the teaching profession and school leadership  

 

Chris McShane courageously stepped up to speak when Ros McMullen had to pull out.  He began with concern around public 

services being used as a tool by career politicians creating a pace of policy change that confuses the profession, leading to 

anger and certainly fears. Narrowing the curriculum is necessary to meet EBacc targets, though he called for the teaching 

profession to act as a safeguard. Parents don’t feel informed or part of the discussion and are no longer sure what to do for 

the best. An image problem has created a teacher recruitment problem, leading to a problem for students; our major 

stakeholders. Core budgets are not being protected and political interference, instead of support, has become normal. Despite 

these challenges, Chris described the richness of ‘life without levels’ debates and expressed hope we’ll not rush to answers,  

but take time to consider where we are, what we’re doing and what we want to achieve.  

 

 

Brian Lamb: The challenges of creating consensus for reform  

 

Brian Lamb won our attention with the startling fact that until the 1970’s, SEN children weren’t considered educatable. He 

introduced Warnock’s Government led inquiry which changed that, although it went wrong; Select Committee inquiries, an 

Ofsted review and various think tank reports led to a green paper supporting SEN aspiration and only 3 of Brian’s 51 

recommendations were about legislation, the others were about culture. Related to that, he shared the home truth that 

political traction would not have happened if he’d said at the start the work would take 10 years. To change policy over 

successive Governments, Brian advised, we need to know what media is saying, what the education minister wants and have a 

clear, reasonable narrative about our reforms. Once moving, successive Governments went slowly on SEN reforms -

deliberately- to keep parental and lobby groups on board, while maintaining cross party consensus. Of course, the sector 

didn’t like everything the Government did, though an impressive amount of agreement made it possible.  

 

 

Neil Carberry: Does our education system serve business and industry needs?   

 

Neil Carberry began by dismissing his title to ask this, instead: How do we build a system that gives young people a great path 

into a great adult life? He expressed the importance of businesses no longer engaging in any guilt free whinge about education 

before shattering two myths; (1) businesses do not have a dim view of young people and, in fact, young people are the most 

impressive employees according to CBI members and (2) businesses do not want automatons which, he proposed, is a political 

argument against businesses that dare to speak on education. Neil calls us to aspire to long term political thinking on 

education and accountability that doesn’t instil fear in schools, but confidence. He suggested strategy via things like 

accreditation, rather than tactics such as reforming exams as a better way forward. In the future, Neil hopes for individualised 

learning plans for every secondary student and to see schools transformed into community hubs.  

 

Andrew Pollard: What might a research informed education system look like?  

Andrew Pollard launched with this question; how effectively do different elements of research process deliver a product? The 

education researchers he described recognise the complexity of teaching, learning and the social world while also holding true 

that social research can produce important insights, forms of understanding and knowledge we ought to take seriously. We 

have an underperforming school system, not because of any lack of goodwill or expertise, but because we lack knowledge 

mobilisation. The haphazard nature of research means few look ahead strategically. Andrew’s work showcases the strengths 

of many sorts of research, including practitioner enquiry. A wise Government, he suggests, would consider whether it has 

adequate provision across the system to nurture all types of research. In all, he hopes to inspire more open-mindedness to 

evidence from policy makers and influencers moving forward.
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SESSION 2 OPEN FLOOR: How well does our education system meet the needs of stakeholders?  

 

Teacher and education author, Lucy Crehan, wondered if there was any leverage in the idea of separating out goals, 

which politicians should have a role in establishing, from how we get there which should be left to experts and practitioners. 

Ann Finlayson, SEEd, asked how we get to the point where teachers trust the system and can actually be researchers 

themselves? School governor, Rachel Gooch, led with the statement that children get one chance at education and every day 

a child spends in a failing system or school is one day too many. She asked; how do we reconcile that urgency with the 

powerful call for a longer term and more consensual approach to policy development and implementation?  

 

Wendy from Safe Child Movement wanted to bring it back to the child and the rights of the child. She asked; how do 

we ensure that we’re joining up the dots between achievement and wellbeing so we don’t just have children with fantastic 

exam results, but on antidepressants? She pointed out that the statistics are horrendous. Hugh Burkhardt suggested that 

applying an academic value system to education research, to use a medical analogy, is all about diagnosis and could certainly 

licence the Government to deign detailed initiatives – how do we balance research support between diagnosis and the 

engineering of robust solutions?  

 

 

Panel debates on these themes with Sam Freedman (Teach First), Neil Carberry, Brian Lamb, Andrew Pollard, Chris 

McShane and Laura McInerney begin on page 37. 
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Session 3: Controls, Safeguards and Balance 

 

Sir John Dunford: Does education need an evidence centre to inform policy and practice?  

 

Sir John Dunford claimed the most significant negative about the creation of Ofsted in 1992 was the consequential loss of 

professional voice from within the Department of Education, though he believes this could be rectified by the creation of a 

Chief Education Officer position within an Evidence Centre, of which there are many international examples, even our own 

Heath department incudes several Chief Officers and NICE. John praised grass root movements in this direction such as 

ResearchED and the Education Endowment Foundation. To speak without fear or favour this Evidence Centre must be 

independent of both Government and the teaching profession with these aims; (1) to better understand the impact on 

education policies on young people, (2) mobilise knowledge and (3) develop abilities in communicating findings to a wide 

range of audiences. After over 25 years of being told what to do, since 1988, it’s now time for the profession to stop looking 

up and start looking out at the evidence, and use that. John called for a public debate on these ideas.  

 

Angela McFarlane: Will the College of Teaching re-professionalise the profession  

 

Angela McFarlane agreed, from a personal perspective, on the need for an Evidence Centre which could be a valuable sister 

organisation to the College of Teaching. The College itself is envisaged as an enabling organisation for practitioners to have an 

active dialogue between each other and stakeholders. Unlike several hundred professions, there is not an active chartered 

body for teaching and there’s no other professional body of this kind in education; autonomous by virtue of its royal charter 

and voluntary. With there being no agreed pathway into teaching and unstructured professional development thereafter, it’s 

important teachers come together to hammer out some nationally agreed standards of development, accredited by chartered 

professional status. This new chartered body, if it works, will be run by members for members and ultimately, for the benefit  

of learners. This aligns the vision with other professional communities that exist to ensure the best outcomes for those they 

serve, such as the Royal Colleges of Medicine, Chartered Institutes of Engineers and Chartered Accountancy Bodies.  

 

 

John Bangs: The role of unions in influencing Education Policy and Practice  

 

John Bangs joined the debate by introducing Education International, the biggest global union federation that exists, 

representing over 32 million teachers from around the world with a powerful research hub drawing on the experience of its 

several hundred affiliate organisations. Moving onto OECD, John advised that a systematic approach to teacher policy is the 

spine of an effective education system and added that embedded reform will not happen without this and engagement from 

teacher unions. Within the unions ‘professional development’ is discussed the most, alongside working conditions, equality 

issues and the curriculum. In John’s experience, it’s a sign of decay when the profession starts believing every action the 

Government takes is against them. This puts the profession on the back foot; there’s a need to step forward.  

 

 

Emma Knights: The challenges facing Governing Boards  

 

Representing Governors, Emma Knight chose to explore how we might apply the principles of good governance to the school 

system as a whole. Governance is not only about safeguarding public expenditure, it’s about ensuring young people get a good 

education. Regulation, inspection and auditing are important and it is right that Government set frameworks and standards 

for the whole system. Management process and performance monitoring within education seem behind the times of other 

sectors; Emma’s message to education is that it’s not all about ‘sticks’ it should be about ‘carrots’ too. Thinking about system 

scrutiny by non-executives, such as governors, Emma would like to see a bigger debate on balances between local and central 

powers, while acknowledging that we are all opinion informed. To support productive debate, she recommended we declare 

our biases. 
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SESSION 3 OPEN FLOOR: How might we re-imagine Government’s role in education? 

 

Colin Lofthouse, head teacher asked whether initial teacher training moving out of universities might create a 

profession that doesn’t see itself as having a place in educational research.  Berica, a journalist, was interested in how the 

panel think the media coverage is affecting teacher’s understanding of Government policy and the public understands of 

teachers. Another delegate directed his question to Angela and asked; would bringing in a new teacher qualification devalue 

qualifications teachers already have?   

 

Fergal Roche from the Key wondered whether there is a danger we’re handing major responsibility for the nation’s 

development to lay people who are not qualified to make judgements about education. Safe Childhood Movement, Wendy 

Elliott, began by expressing support for a new independent Evidence Centre then asked in what ways we’re ensuring evidence 

looks at the science of human learning and development rather than just seeing learning as something that starts when you go 

to school. Another delegate wondered if, at the heart of this, there’s a discussion about democracy and what we mean by 

democracy and how education in our democracy actually works; who owns what, who votes for what?   

 

Hugo explored a couple of bad ideas in his view; (1) when a school is seen as failing, they change the one person who 

doesn’t do any teaching, the head, and it’s assumed that will solve the problem and (2) we’ve social workers spending 60% of 

their time in front of computers producing a chain of documentation and many teachers, many outstanding teachers, have 

either quit or are about to quit because of the evidence stream they must provide. Now there has to be accountability but, he 

asked, how do you get the right amount?  Steven Cox from Sirus Educational asked; what bad idea would you abandon and 

what good idea would you put in its place?  Finally, Chris Husbands, joined in the questions to ask Allan Foulds, the head 

teacher on the panel, whether his governing body stops him going off on a frolic?  

 

 

Panel debates on these themes with Mary Bousted (ATL), Allan Foulds (ASCL), Angela McFarlane, Emma Knight, 

John Dunford and John Bangs begin on page 56. 
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Session 4: How might Politics in Education Evolve? 

 

 

Mick Waters: What is the purpose of education?   

 

Mick Waters spends three days a week in schools, one of which he’s teaching, and joined this Summit to explore the purpose 

of education, who decides it and what factors drive our system. School inspections, he suggested, lead to ‘model pupils’ not 

the ‘well-rounded individuals’ politicians say they want. Mick reflected that politicians aim to convince the population they’re 

moving in a certain direction and there’s a challenge for us in calling them to account. Deregulation, coupled with measuring 

the wrong things leads to withering and real drivers become; test data from the oldest students (often suspect), league table 

position (becoming less important), progress eight and phonics, inspection (often suspect as it’s based on suspect data) and 

market driven award bodies seducing schools to use their system, to satisfy the game. Students become the currency of this 

system and testing is about measuring effectiveness rather than helping the child. Obsessions about evidence take students 

away from opportunities our own curriculum says they should have. In the real world, people do work that matters – how can 

students follow their own pathway inside a school system, rather than living in a made up world we’ve created, in the name of 

state education?  

 

 

Jonathan Simons: What is the role of politics in education  

 

Jonathan Simons brought his considered view on the purpose of politics in education. It’s clear, he began, that politicians have 

a tough gig; there’s little time to engage the public, let alone convince us on their arguments about policy. Jonathan described 

education as inextricably linked with the most fundamental discussions we have as a civilization; to ask what education is for is 

to ask what society is for. Education may be the most important question for public values based discussion, to inform public  

policy. Looking from this angle, Jonathan invites us to see increased disillusionment with our system of Government as a 

symptom of its success. Within a vast number of countries a Summit like this, to question the status quo, would be a luxury. 

Our democratic politics has served us to the point where we take for granted that, whatever changes, our rights will not be 

compromised. We are free, therefore, to feel disillusionment and lead a discourse about the issues. He proposed the question 

we need to ask is not ‘would we start from here?’ but, given we are here, were next? 

 

 

Nic Dakin: Labour’s vision for education  

 

Nic Dakin is an ex-teacher so, jokingly, pointed out how his most recent job change involved a drop from the most trusted 

profession to the least, according to data Jonathan presented. Reflecting on Mick’s ideas, Nic expressed that schools are very 

good at delivering what they are asked to deliver, though he agreed some things that matter aren’t measured; there’s risk and 

tension there. For Nic and his new shadow education team, a vision for 2020 is far away, so he explored what’s happening 

now. The Labour sponsored academy programme was to help a small number of schools and never about turning all schools 

into academies. More teachers left the profession than joined this year and the number of teachers quitting is the highest 

since records began.  

 

 



APPENDIX 1 

 

SESSION 4 OPEN FLOOR: Where do we go from here?  

 

Mary commented that Jonathan’s presentation seemed to be in extremes; either experts or politicians and given 

either, Jonathan preferred politicians.  “Isn’t there a middle way?” she asked before agreeing that politics can’t be taken out of 

education, but stating that we want good politics in education. Miranda Dodd from the University of Southampton was glad 

the teacher recruitment and retention has been raised and wondered what politicians can usefully do with that issue and 

where they should step back. John, the Assistant Principal at Midhurst Rother College, asked the panel’s view on stage rather  

than age in education.  

 

Anne picked up on Jonathan’s statistic about environmentalism being only of interest when countries get rich and 

wondered why we are looking at the status quo instead of looking ahead. She stated that we are already seeing 

environmental migrants and made the point that no one has yet talked about the purpose of education for a future we don’t 

yet understand.  Ian Potter recalled Mick Water’s slide about the types of learners and the ‘teacher pleaser’ idea which led 

into his question: does the panel feel we’re possibly creating a generation of school leavers who are politician pleasers?  

 

Roman, a university student, asked how our standardised exam system makes sense if we want well rounded 

individuals instead of ‘teacher pleasers’? These contradictions, he suggested, make it difficult for students to understand what 

school, university and businesses actually want. Another delegate asked: would you support cross-party policy making? John 

joined in with information that Canada has a council for ministers of education, Germany has the council of ministers of the 

Lander, which led to his question; would you support the council for ministers of the United Kingdom who share practice 

across the four UK countries? Finally, Leah K Stewart asked: What’s the biggest specific positive change you’d personally like to 

see in education over the next fifteen years?  

 

 

Panel debates on these themes with Mark Anderson (Pearson), Henry Stewart (LSN), Laura McInerney, Jonathan 

Simons, Nic Dakin and Mick Waters begin on page 75. 

 

 

 

 


