Item 16.3) Report on the 21st March 2011 UCET White Paper Conference 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE EDUCATION WHITE PAPER AND THE ITT REVIEW FOR TEACHER EDUCATION

Report of UCET 1-day conference

Introduction
The conference was held to enable UCET institutions to consider the implications of the recent White Paper on The Importance of Teaching and the review of initial teacher education now under way. It was well attended, with some 53 institutions represented.  The conference took place in London on 21st March, 2011.

Overview and Reflections on the White Paper, James Noble-Rogers, Executive Director, UCET

Having welcomed participants and thanked them for supporting the conference, James Noble-Rogers began by quoting Michael Gove:

‘…we will reform teacher training to shift trainee teachers out of college and into the classroom. We will end the arbitrary bureaucratic rule which limits how many teachers can be trained in schools, shift resources so that more heads can train teachers in their own schools… Teaching is a craft and it is best learnt as an apprentice observing a master craftsman or woman. Watching others, and being rigorously observed yourself as you develop, is the best route to acquiring mastery in the classroom’.

The reference to shifting trainee teachers, and resources, into schools and referring to teaching as a “craft” rather than a profession did of course set alarm bells ringing. It was evocative of the kind of anti-university stereotyping  by those such as Minnette Marrin, who claimed in The Sunday Times that teacher training was full of “toxic left-wing dogma”, and Max Hastings, when he suggested in the Daily Mail that teachers were prevented from learning about phonics by “left wing academics in teacher training colleges”. These views persist despite the fact that so much ITE and CPD is delivered in schools, that the same body that inspects schools inspects ITE and finds it to be of high quality, and that newly qualified teachers themselves tell us that the their training is both relevant and of good quality. But there was a real and justifiable concern, in the light of statements made by both policy-makers and others, that the HE sector’s input into teacher education would be marginalized at best and possibly removed altogether. 

It was because we anticipated this line that we took what for UCET was an unprecedented step. We decided to invest money in hiring a firm of PR consultants to make the case for the HE sector’s involvement in teacher education, and to celebrate what we know we do so well. This tactic had some effect, with both proactive and reactive messages appearing in newspapers, magazines and in the broadcast media.

We also held a series of meetings with a range of bodies, including the churches and the professional associations, to agree policy lines and the substance of any public statements. And we met with a number of MPs, facilitated by member institutions, and encouraged our colleagues and their partner schools to do the same. We are grateful to all who helped us with that campaign.
But when the White paper was published on 21 November, it was noteworthy in two ways:

· Its silence on key issues such as funding, and master’s level CPD; and

· The number of policy ideas with which we could work and which we might – depending on the detail – actively support.

And it did not propose that all responsibility for teacher training be taken from HEIs and placed in schools. 

On funding, we were asked to wait until the new year for an ITT review that would cover, amongst other things, how the new higher rates of tuition fee might apply to ITE and how (if at all) ITT funding will be allocated. We also understand that the review proposals are likely to say something about the future of undergraduate routes. 

We are now told that the ITT proposals are not likely to be announced until May. They might, of course, be of even more significance to us than what is in the White Paper. There will be a period of consultation after the proposals have been published. In advance of that, all we can do is speculate. But today it would be more productive to concentrate on the content and implications of the White Paper itself.  

The day before the publication of the White Paper HMCI’s annual report found that: 

· 94% of HEI-led ITE programmes are good or better;

· 47% are outstanding, compared to just 26% of school-based routes;

· partnerships that exist between HEIs and schools are strong; and

· employment-based routes that have links with universities provide better training than those which do not.

These findings of course have added significance in the context of calls to shift training more towards employment and school-based routes. 

What are the key points?

Raising entry requirements, and therefore the status of teaching as a profession. Michael Gove has intimated that DFE will not fund a PGCE from 2012 onwards for anyone with lower than a 2:2 degree. We have said that we agree that the better qualified the teaching profession the more effective on average it is likely to be.  But what the government should not do is introduce an inflexible, “nothing below a 2:2” rule. Some people with ordinary rather than honours degrees, especially if gained overseas or part-time, might still make good teachers and should not be excluded if they can demonstrate they have the other skills and qualities required.  And what of the supply implications, especially in the shortage subjects? And what about those with below 2:2 degrees that have been through subject enhancement programmes?

The concept of University Training Schools would appear to provide an opening for HEIs to enhance their role in teacher education. Graham Holley has said that such schools are likely to involve universities opening their own schools with three core functions: teaching pupils; training and developing trainee and existing teachers; and pedagogical research. We await further details, but it is known that a number of UCET member institutions are interested in this initiative, and we look forward to working with TDA and others on its development. 

Expansion of employment-based routes. We have made clear on any number of occasions that we are in favour of a mixed economy in teacher education, and that perspective is shared by many of our school-based colleagues. In fact, the distinction between employment-based and school- based training and that led by HEIs is becoming increasingly artificial, with HEIs involved directly in many school-based programmes and schools contributing to much HEI-led provision. That said, an arbitrary transfer of places from HEIs of the kind that took place in the last allocations round cannot be justified on quality or any other grounds.   

Expansion of Teach First.  The HE sector has been invited to contribute to this initiative.  A doubling of Teach First will take it to 2% of total provision, and our sector is involved in much of that work.   

Content of ITE programmes, particularly in regard to the teaching of early reading, maths, SEN and behaviour management. We will aim to influence the review of the content of the teacher education curriculum as much as we can. It is well known that there is to be a review of the QTS and other teaching standards, and we have of course objected strongly to the lack of proper ITE representation on the review panel.  We will press for any changes in ITE course content to allow due flexibility and recognise the professionalism of teachers and teacher educators. 

Pre-entry tests, and limited scope for re-takes, in place of the existing skills tests. Whatever we think about these tests in principle, the administration and logistics are going to cause major headaches. We need to be alert to the possibilities of considerable disruption to the admissions and entry arrangement which could arise from this re-positioning.  Will candidates submit for the tests on application or after selection?  If the former (which would be unlikely) the pressure on the test centres would be increased enormously.  If the latter, then we have to worry about the turbulence caused by the number who fail.  What happens to them?  There is not yet  any indication about the opportunity for re-sitting the tests.  Tracking the progress of those to whom HEIs have made offers will be an exceedingly complex process.  

Recruitment measures, troops into teaching, encouraging the “best” graduates into teaching.  Some troops will undoubtedly make good teachers, provided they are properly trained. Many, in fact, already hold FE teaching qualifications from programmes delivered by UCET members. 

The teaching school initiative, pending ITT review proposals on funding, is the White Paper policy which we think has the most potential and the one which, with colleagues from the National College and TDA, we are trying to help shape. About 100 schools will be designated as teaching schools this September, and some 500 in the 3-5 years after that. Interest from schools in being designated is apparently high.  Some have argued, quite persuasively, that it is the content of teacher education and the values that underpin it that matter, not the location of the training. 
Teaching schools could prove extremely valuable if they facilitate the delivery of robust and relevant initial teacher education, and increase the opportunities for qualified teachers to undertake school-focussed, award-bearing CPD. UCET institutions have had experience of struggling to find placements for ITE students, and schools (often for good reason) have sometimes found it difficult to accept student teachers. If teaching schools encourage schools throughout their clusters to have an active engagement in ITT, this could help to address some of the problems that we have faced. But to have any real meaning, teaching schools will have to do more than provide placement opportunities. They will instead have to be actively engaged in the management and delivery of ITT and award-bearing CPD. This is what often happens in the best partnerships already, and using teaching school clusters to extend best practice is clearly worthwhile. 

But teaching schools will of course provide us with challenges as well as opportunities. New models of partnership will require new ways of working for schools themselves and their HEI partners.  And while teaching schools will have “a leading role” in the delivery of ITT and CPD, there is a big difference between that and having the leading role. We will argue that teaching schools should work in partnership with accredited ITT providers rather than be required to become accredited providers themselves. That is the best way of acknowledging the underlying partnership philosophy. Since groups of schools can of course already become accredited providers under the current regulations, there would not seem to be any compelling reason to change the existing accreditation arrangements in order to develop an effective teaching school model. 

It is vital that UCET institutions discuss the teaching school initiative with schools in their regions, involving other local ITT providers as necessary. Applications for teaching school status will require references from at least one HEI, and they will be required to work in partnership with HEIs. I suspect that many aspiring teaching schools will want to work with HEIs and access the support they can provide. Although teaching schools might present challenges, the opportunities they seem to present at a national and a regional level should not be overlooked. 

A number of issues are not addressed in the White Paper. As well as ITT funding, there is nothing explicitly said about master’s level CPD. We know from successive reports going back many years that master’s programmes – designed and delivered in partnership between schools and HEis – can have a demonstrable impact on classroom performance. And Michael Gove himself has referred to the importance of teachers achieving master’s qualifications. Teaching schools will, we hope, encourage more teachers to study at master’s level. 

However master’s programmes are to be funded in the future, we must do whatever we can to make sure that the introduction of the “competitive national scholarship scheme” mentioned in the White Paper does not threaten the high-quality master’s programmes that we already have. We do not know the extent to which the Secretary of State’s statements on master’s qualifications refer to subject-focussed or pedagogically- focussed programmes. It would be ironic if, at a time when he seeks to shift ITT towards schools, Michael Gove takes master’s programmes for teachers in the opposite direction. 

We have discussed the White Paper at most UCET committees. The emerging view from these discussions is that there is still much to play for. There are, quite legitimately, concerns about the future structure and delivery of teacher education. But colleagues have also identified opportunities and are actively exploring them. This provider-level activity is reflected at a national level by what UCET has been doing. Rather than shout from the sidelines, we are seeking to engage with and help shape the emerging policy agenda.

And, finally, a recent observation from David Willetts  may offer some reassurance:

The Schools White Paper last November stressed the importance of schools' role in initial teacher training (ITT). But the Government recognises, of course, that universities play a vital role in much of the best teacher training and should continue to do so. We intend that any new funding arrangements will result in closer partnerships between schools and high-quality teacher training in universities.
      The Big Conversation, Howard Kennedy, TDA
The big conversation was the term ascribed by the TDA to an extensive consultation on the White Paper. There had been some 30 meetings covering nationwide localities, ITT providers, EBITTs,  SCITTs,  local authorities, training schools, and others. The principal aim was to engage with participants on the implications of the White Paper over the next 3 to 5 years.  The discussions took place against a policy framework in which the key drivers were decentralisation, transparency, accountability, efficiency, effectiveness, competition and choice. The conversation was intended to identify opportunities in the White Paper; to enable different interest groups to express their perspective on the White Paper; and to seek to build a climate of collaboration on the implementation of a key set of government proposals.
Six of the main policy initiatives in the White Paper had been identified: teacher training, funding, the national curriculum, assessments, accountability and school improvement, and each of these had been further sub-divided. Thus the teacher training theme subsumed 8 topics: 

cease funding candidates with below 2.2 degrees

expand Teach First 

reduce the bureaucratic burden on schools

boost career changers through Teach Next

more classroom-focussed training

national network of teaching schools

troops to teachers

double the number of National and Local Leaders in education.

Participants in the big conversation were invited to indicate which of the identified themes were of most relevance to them. It was therefore possible to compare the average response with the response of specific groups. For example, the key issue for ITT providers was teaching schools, which was of lower concern to local authorities. 

The overall ratings were:

Develop national network of teaching schools:  13.4%       

Use teaching schools to develop CPD:  
        10.1%                  

More classroom focussed training                            9.8%                             

Increased support for chains and clusters             5.7%

      For ITT providers the following ratings were received

Establish teaching schools:                                         16.5%

Develop national network of teaching schools:   16.4%

Cease funding those with less than 2.2:                  11.1%

Use teaching schools to improve CPD:                    10.2%

The following issues were raised in relation to teaching schools:

Were the designation criteria clear?

How could geographical spread be secured?

Would they provide value for money?

How might ITT, CPD, and school improvement promote best practice and build research capacity?

How would teaching schools impact on present training schools (For example, would they meet the criteria for teaching schools?)

Were there risks associated with the September deadline?

How would quality assurance and consistency of provision be established?

How would local as well as national accountability be maintained?

These were the concerns expressed with regard to more classroom-focussed ITT:

Quality assurance

Managing supply, for example with regard to specialists shortage subjects

Effective demonstration of delivering outcomes locally

Meeting the needs of the full range of participants

Parochialism/recycling local practice

Value for money

Developing reflective practitioners.
One of the challenges highlighted by the big conversation concerned the tension between decentralisation and the protection and enhancement of national standards. How would these national standards operate at local level?  Would there be a national quality framework for mentors? How might information flow be effectively managed? How would teacher supply be managed so that the balance of expertise and its distribution could be secured? Would Ofsted inspection frameworks continue to operate?

The next steps in the consultation exercise had been determined. TDA would analyse outputs and produce reports for dissemination to participants and other key stakeholders, including DfE Ministers and senior officials; intelligence from the series will help to inform the development of policy, and identify ways in which stakeholders might seek support from the centre; and outputs from the events will feed into consultation process about the remit for the new Executive Agency that succeeds TDA next year.

Teaching Schools and HEIs, Ann Slater, University of East London
The White Paper intimated the intention to establish a network of teaching schools. These schools would engage in initial teacher education, support teachers’ professional development and encourage schools to support each other in their work. The National College for School Leadership had been given responsibility for establishing this new network and was committed to engaging with HEIs, given their extensive experience in teacher education in partnership with schools. In recent weeks UCET officers had been involved in close discussion with NCSL on the development of the initiative.

It was clear that the model of a teaching school was flexible and much of the detail had still to be worked out. Already over a thousand schools had applied for the new designation and 198 had met the stated criteria. It was expected that 100 teaching schools would be in place by September, 2011.

It was important as this stage to consider how UCET and its institutions responded to this new initiative. That response had to be a strongly positive one, based on the strong expertise and experience gained over many years of successful partnership with schools.  Already, HEIs were heavily involved in mainstream teacher education and through its contribution to other routes into the profession; 77% of the 30,000 new ITT students recruited each year are in mainstream programmes run jointly by HEIs and schools (55,000 total); most of the rest are linked to HEIs through school-centred (SCITT) or employment-based (EBITT) provision which is managed, validated or otherwise supported by HEIs; and, according to the Ofsted Annual Report for 2009/10, there is more outstanding ITT delivered by HEI-led partnerships (30%) than by SCITTs (5%) and EBITTs (10%) .

It was also important to appreciate exactly what was involved in initial teacher education. Of course the central work involved the provision of demanding programmes drawing on the research and other forms of expertise to ensure that candidates reached the standards for QTS. However, in addition, there were several functions which underpinned effective programmes:  

· Recruitment

· Safeguarding/Health checks

· Find quality placements/training mentors

· Monitoring the quality of all aspects of training, school- and HEI-based, to ensure all trainees meet the standards

· Quality assurance of mentoring, with pressure to raise grade 3 to a grade 1

· Preparation of students for employment and a professional career

· Conferment of academic awards

· The management of student complaints.
Inspection of ITE was rigorous. It was concerned to assess the overall effectiveness of provision in securing high quality outcomes for trainees; the attainment of trainees; the factors contributing to trainees’ attainment; the quality of the provision; and the promotion of equalities and diversity. Inspection also sought to evaluate a provider’s capacity to improve further and/or to sustain high quality; and the extent to which the leadership and management at all levels was attuned to these responsibilities. 

The introduction of teaching schools posed certain questions:

· How may teaching schools change existing ITT provision?

· What are the opportunities to improve the quality of ITT?

· What will be the nature of partnerships, across schools, with HEIs?

There were significant opportunities and benefits for HEIs. Through collaboration with teaching schools they could build partnership capacity; they would be better placed to assure the quality of mentoring; they could move to the kind of collaborative partnership which avoided difficulties about where responsibility lay for particular aspects of training, and henceforth work out what is best done and where through much closer interaction between school and HEI staff. Finally, the teaching schools initiative would encourage HEIs themselves to work more closely together, most obviously where a teaching school was in partnership with more than one HEI.
CPD, Sean Cavan, Sheffield Hallam University.
The White Paper acknowledges that the enhancement of the quality of educational provision will not only require improvements in the quality of initial teacher education: it will also require that teachers have continuing opportunities to extend their professional skills and understandings throughout their careers.

The National College, the TDA and schools contributing to the debate have all acknowledged the key contributions that HEIs can make to both shaping the details of teaching schools and to developing them as a successful element in the overall teacher training, CPD and school-to-school support infrastructure of the country.

While it is not clear what funding processes will be put in place, there are obvious opportunities for HEIs to make significant contributions to the CPD elements of teaching school roles, building on the significant experience that the sector has in working with schools in school-based delivery of provision. It is vital that at both national and local levels UCET institutions engage with their partners on the development of the closer collaboration that the advent of teaching schools makes possible. 
Funding, Allocations, and the Re-alignment of ITE Provision, Kevin Mattinson, University of Keele
The paper was a provisional analysis of the factors underpinning the allocation of places for session 2011/12. There appeared to be several factors which led to a reduction in the number of places: the changing demographic in the secondary phase; the funding imperative to reduce numbers; changed market conditions (high demand and improved retention pointed to the need for allocations to be more closely aligned to targets; and there was a political imperative to alter the balance between HEI and other forms of provision, including Teach First. While in the primary sphere the allocation was in line with the target, in secondary the target was reduced by 14%; however the reduction in the allocation was 23%. Besides, the pressure to support EBITTs and SCITTs meant that the mainstream secondary provision was cut by 26%.

The switch from mainstream to other forms of provision is illustrated in the following table. Column 1 gives the change to the target for 2011-12, whereas column 2 gives the reduction in the allocation to mainstream provision.

                                                 
      Col. 1                          Col 2  

History                    
       0%            

-6%

Geography    

      -8%      

-11%

Religious Education      
      -30%                            -46%    

Physical Education              -25%                            -40%

All secondary                        -14%                             -26%

Primary                                   +6%                                 2%

Total  


       -3%                              -12%

The following table provides a further illustration the differential effect of the reductions in allocation between mainstream secondary providers and SCITTs. 

                         



HEI                                 SCITT

No Change                                 
   0               

5

Fall by up to 10%       

   6                                      14

Fall of 11% to 20%

  14                          
 3

Fall of 21% to 30%                        26                                       1

Fall of 31% to 40%                        16                                       -

Fall of 41% to 50%                          9                                       1

While a significant number of primary EBITTs increased their allocations significantly, 9 of them more than doubling their allocations, of the 1000 additional primary places HEIs account for 782.       

One of the significant results of the secondary reductions is the very substantial number of providers who are offering programmes with low enrolments. For example, if 15 is thought to be a minimum cohort for a Design and Technology programme then 13 out of 27 of these programmes are uneconomic.

There are several implications arising from the change in allocations

· Push/pull factors to bring about “trading” between providers

· Sustainability of provision before any potential change through legislation

· The additional unknown: reduction in the unit of funding

· Impact on recruitment and retention in 2011/12 caused by the removal of training bursaries; the loss of bursaries for subject knowledge enhancement; and the disproportionate impact on direct entrants in 2011.

What may be said about the landscape for ITE in 2012? The introduction of increased fees and the anticipated funding pressure are bound to have an impact on trainee supply. Retention issues can be expected to feature. HEIs may find themselves attempting to ameliorate the volatility created by funding difficulties, and will be expected to achieve economies of scale as the autonomy of schools accelerates. They can also expect to face the realities of meeting the supply for STEM subjects. Several trends may be anticipated: HEI realignment of allocations; the acceleration of trading to maximise programme viability; conversion to EBITT and school-based PGCE; and the search for strategic HEI Partnerships.

Panel Discussion session
Panel members:
Sean Cavan (Sheffield Hallam)

Andy Jones (Manchester Metropolitan)

Gill Scott (Nottingham Trent)

Ann Slater (East London)

Roger Woods (Birmingham City)

Facilitator: Gordon Kirk (UCET Academic Secretary)

Q1. Can postgraduate programmes for teachers be sustained in their current     form?

The following responses were given:

· Only HEIs can offer accredited master’s level programmes and demand (e.g. from those who already have PGCE master’s credits) will in some form remain.

· HEIs will have to become more business-minded and fleet of foot. There will be competition from the private sector, some of whom will have degree-awarding powers.

· HEIs will have some significant role in CPD. The professional doctorate will continue to grow. The scope for local authorities to provide and facilitate CPD is likely to diminish, thus providing new opportunities for HEIs. 

· The increased importance being given to the ITE-CPD continuum should provide CPD opportunities. HEIs could have a key role in career progression for teachers. 

Q2: What does the teaching school model offer to ITE students that can’t be got from existing partnerships?

The following responses were given:

· Good models of partnership do already exist. But they can be taken further. Schools will have more incentive to engage with teacher education. Teaching schools could, depending on the detail, provide some of the commitment from schools that we have long been asking for. 

· A big difference will be that student teachers will have a formal place in teaching schools in the way that student teachers do not. Teaching schools will not be semi-detached partners. 

· Teaching schools will provide exemplars of how serving staff can be professionally developed and stretched. 

· Students teachers in teaching schools will find it easier to identify what “the swan’s legs are doing” (i.e. the teaching activity that might not be immediately apparent from direct observation). There will be more scope for immersion in the life of a school. 

· The partnerships will be more equal, and schools will have more willingness and obligation to act in partnership.

Q3: What can be done to ensure that those parts of universities that are not involved in teacher education recognise the potential of teaching schools?
The following responses were given:

· Much will depend on how ITE and CPD are to be funded.  Some HEIs might withdraw from teacher education. Stability of funding levels and mechanisms will be required. 

· University authorities should be made to understand the benefits that having partnerships with schools on teacher education can bring to the university generally. 

· HEIs should see partnerships with schools as extending beyond teacher education to being an institution-wide strategic partnership, representing part of the HEI’s engagement with the wider community. 

· Student teachers and tutors should act as ambassadors for the university. For many HEIs, the ITE partner schools will supply most of the next generation of undergraduates across all disciplines.  

· The benefits should be clear. Teacher education will remain a major source of funds, although more business-like approaches by HEIs might be required. 

Q4. How do we make sure we can still develop subject expertise in teaching      schools?

The following responses were given:

· Schools could be encouraged to take part in the joint appointment of staff.

· Subject networks and on-line communities should be developed. 

· HEIs could be a real source of expertise to teaching schools on subject expertise. 

· Increased on-line support and new models of working might be required.

· A conference model that brings students in particular subjects together should be investigated. 
     CPD and Master’s Level Work

     Discussion facilitated by Sean Cavan (Sheffield Hallam)

     The issues discussed in the session were as follows:

· It was unrealistic to expect a funding round for Postgraduate Professional Development (PPD)

· If we obtain ongoing funding for current PPD students there was a need to consider eligibility, taking account of the complexities of breaks in study, and linked awards (for example, someone registered on a PG Cert this year wishing to transfer to an MA next year). Any student enrolled prior to 31st July 2011 is considered to be on the programme this year.

· Future developments pointed to the adoption of a business model in negotiation with schools, with flexibility (for example, with free MA places for schools rather than partnership fees) and the provision of non-award-bearing programmes. Some HEIs have very inflexible financial models and thus this type of enterprise could prove difficult.

· Potential funding sources included UCET in a form of partnership with TDA; National College and Teaching schools lobbying for ring-fenced PG CPD funding; and a national scholarship scheme.

· The key implications for the future were the increased commercialisation of our operations; the growing complexity of relationships with partner organisations; and a potential shift from validated to accredited programmes.

Gordon Kirk,

Academic Secretary.                                                                              
31 March, 2011

