


A Submission to the Consultation on

‘Training our Next Generation of Outstanding Teachers’ *
1. a) Do you think the proposals for enhancing selection will improve the quality of new teachers? These include more rigorous entry testing, a focus of inspection on how ITT providers choose which candidates to offer training places to, and the offer for schools to select and help train the trainees that will go on to work in their school. 
We welcome the intention to improve the quality of the teaching workforce and we value the move to build on the best existing school-HE partnerships. We also welcome the government’s recognition of the need for all trainees to continue to have experience of more than one establishment during ITT.  We think that the introduction of a single gateway to teacher training would be very helpful for applicants. We also regard each of the proposed changes to the testing arrangements (discontinuing the IT test, bringing forward the timing of the literacy and numeracy tests and restricting the number of attempts permitted) as sensible. We think that the suggestion to involve members of universities as school governors is interesting and well worth pursuing.

However we do have serious concerns about other key aspects of the proposals, arranged below under seven headings:
Predominantly a ‘one-school’ vision:

Upon first reading the consultative document, we were very concerned that trainees would get essentially a 'one-school' vision during ITT and not encounter different school environments and situations. We were somewhat relieved to learn from the Bristol consultation meeting that all trainees will continue to have experience in at least two schools. However we remain concerned that the second placement might be very limited. We would therefore like to stress the importance of both ITT school placements being of substantial duration.
Potential reduction in the supply of new recruits for some schools:       
Any significant shift from university-based to school-based initial teacher education risks a reduction in the availability of good quality teachers for other schools, which may well include those most in need of good recruits. We are concerned that this may well be an unintended consequence of the proposals. 
Reduction of the routes into teaching:

There are issues in assuming that a GTP model or Teach First model of ITT can work as the general route into teaching. Both schemes can be very good but we have reservations about the variable quality and quantity of the wider education received by such trainees. Moreover both schemes require from training schools significantly more commitment and expertise than a PGCE scheme generally does. 

Furthermore a GTP or Teach First route into teaching typically demands a very high level of organisation and self-discipline from the trainee. Many of the students on the GTP thus far have been coming to teaching as a second career and they have generally been particularly mature in their outlook and approach: however people wishing to begin teaching in their early twenties might well not yet have the same maturity. 
Possible removal of the supernumerary character of the GTP:

The proposal to remove the requirement for GTPs to be supernumerary is a concern. In the absence of that requirement, the ability of trainees to undertake developmental activities such as lesson observation would be restricted. It is not at all clear how such trainees would receive the quantity and quality of support during ITT that would enable them to become informed, reflective practitioners in the medium term.  
Tuition fees:

The intention of the proposals is to improve the quality of new teachers but, especially in respect of Mathematics, the introduction of tuition fees is likely to have the opposite effect, despite possible bursaries. Good mathematics graduates will continue to be able to earn better salaries, and enjoy higher status, by not teaching. If we truly value teachers specialising in shortage subjects, we should consider financial support models similar to those in the Health Service, at least for a Postgraduate training year: this should apply in particular to Mathematics specialists at primary as well as secondary level.
An over-emphasis on degree class:

Clearly the proposal to choose for training those most likely to succeed is important. However we are not aware of any evidence that the correlation between class of degree and good teaching is strong: indeed, when a member of The Mathematical Association emailed Mr Gove a while ago, his office admitted that research findings on this matter were very mixed. Those who ‘sail through’ at a high academic standard do not always make good teachers: it is instead the ability to enable learners through good teaching which ensures learner success. 
Sufficient subject knowledge is a vital prerequisite for successful teaching, but, taken on its own, the class of a university degree is not the best indicator of the potential ability to communicate knowledge of, and passion for, a subject to young people.
Certain training institutions have been producing some very good mathematics teachers from degree backgrounds lower than 2:2.  To remove such applicants will reduce the number of good Mathematics teachers being trained, other things being equal.
Assessment of interpersonal skills: 
We do think that it is a good idea to widen the breadth of pre-entry assessment to include interpersonal skills, as well as literacy and numeracy. It would be useful to build upon the experience of assessing competencies both from Teach First (as mentioned in 2.8) and from other countries like Finland (as in 2.7). Indeed, if there are tested and reliable methods for assessing suitability, this could be part of a single application process rather than this assessment being left to individual ITT providers. A standard assessment for all, rather than localised arrangements, would be fairer, more transparent and more consistent and it would not require the supervision of Ofsted.
b) Are there other approaches DfE should consider? 

Valuable diversity of routes into teaching:

As stated in the document in Annex 2, points 1 and 2, QTS can currently be achieved by a range of routes: Teach First, employment-based schemes including GTP, undergraduate and PGCE courses (some through universities and some school-centred) plus the Registered Teacher Programme. We believe that this range offers valuable diversity. Each route has its place; moves to alter the respective proportions too rapidly would be ill-advised.

We would also encourage the government to take note that in many other countries the preferred route into teaching is the undergraduate route, one which has unfortunately become marginalised in the United Kingdom.

Subject knowledge requirements:

We have been very disappointed by the Mathematics subject knowledge requirements for Teach First Mathematics trainees. Clearly, a good teacher needs very good subject knowledge. It would be worth considering the devising of an assessment of mathematical affinity and a sense of baseline content knowledge. These comments apply equally to any scheme such as ‘School direct’.

Variable quality of current university ITT for Mathematics:

The discussion document shows in 2.9 a very positive picture of the overall quality of ITT provision as assessed by Ofsted. However our experience in relation to Mathematics in various parts of the UK suggests that there is great variability in the quality of training in Mathematics teaching which trainees receive in universities. All university Mathematics ITT tutors need first and foremost to have been good, experienced classroom teachers. Additionally they must keep themselves up-to-date with current thinking, practice and resources and be fully aware of current initiatives and requirements of Mathematics teachers. 

Entry requirement for Primary teachers:

The minimum requirement of a Numeracy Skills Test pass and a grade C in GCSE Mathematics is an insufficient guarantee of the mathematical proficiency of prospective Primary teachers.  With no shortage of Primary candidates, it would be sensible to work towards the introduction of a higher minimum mathematical requirement for Primary trainees of GCSE grade B or A.
Sixth form colleges:

The discussion document is all about schools but we would encourage the government to consider the supply of new teaching staff to sixth form colleges as well.  With Mathematics being a shortage subject, it is of concern that Mathematics teachers leave schools to move to sixth form colleges but rarely transfer in the opposite direction. There should certainly be opportunities for sixth form colleges to participate in ITT provision.

Re-training:

For shortage subjects (high priority specialisms) including Mathematics, one possibility is to assist existing teachers to enhance their knowledge or indeed re-train e.g. via undergraduate/masters level courses, perhaps through the Open University or with the Teaching Advanced Mathematics course run through MEI.

2. What are your views of the vision of schools leading teacher recruitment and training, working in partnership with universities and other ITT providers as they require? 

Issues with an increase in school-based training:

The ability to cope with the pressures of behaviour management is, indeed, key to success as a teacher.  It is a mistake, though, to set this ability as pre-eminent among the characteristics of a good teacher.  More important is to establish the need to make learning interesting for school students: indeed if this is achieved, behaviour management is much more easily addressed.  Unfortunately, for trainees, and to a large extent for schools, it is behaviour management that remains at the top of their priorities, since any weaknesses in this area are immediately and deeply painful.  The leading part of the training of teachers must focus on learning.  If this priority is lost, a large part of what it means to be a professional teacher goes with it. It is a concern that any removal of the requirement for those in the GT programme to be supernumerary is likely to lead to an increase in focus on behaviour management, at the expense of reflective pedagogical development.

 The need for Higher Education input:
As part of good quality ITT there should be some academic input at university level on pedagogy and the theory of learning as well as psychology and sociology as applicable to working in a social situation. This cannot be provided by schools. Trainee teachers need to reflect on and apply this theoretical input during their ITT school placements but also importantly in their subsequent years of teaching. 

Point 4.5 of the document suggests that some trainees may regard their university-based training to be unduly theoretical. This is not surprising: indeed trainee teachers are unlikely to realise the full value of higher educational input at the time. Such input is intended to support reflection and development for the longer term, not primarily the first few months of 'can I survive this?' mode. To devalue HE input would be retrograde and put us firmly alongside training schemes in less developed countries.
Furthermore it should be noted that, in comparison with students in other European countries, teacher trainees in England already spend an unusually large amount of time in schools during a programme of ITT. For instance, university-based PGCE courses require trainees to work in schools for two-thirds of the programme.  

The variation in the training offered in schools:

Some trainees are placed in schools with outstanding Mathematics teachers who are committed to supporting the professional development of the trainee. However a significant number of other trainees are assigned to work in schools which lack the appropriate expertise in mathematics teaching. Those trainees therefore are likely to begin their teaching careers without the knowledge, understanding and skills which they need or alternatively they may even fail to qualify because of a lack of appropriate support. If we want to produce excellent Mathematics teachers, we need to be sure that the trainees have experience in schools and in departments which will commit the necessary time, resources and expertise to the support and development of those trainees. Of course the quality of HE-school partnerships varies: efforts should be made to identify the salient features of the best of these, and to disseminate and reproduce them. 

Identifying suitable placements for trainees:

It is not always easy to find placements for trainees, and there seems to be little informed evaluation of the suitability of establishments and departments.  If a ‘schools direct’ model is introduced, who is to monitor the quality of school staff providing the training? Are they to be qualified as such and who would select them?

There is a need for someone who knows what good Mathematics teaching is to assess the suitability of training schools and departments.  This cannot be done through Ofsted inspections by non-specialist inspectors. 

The current experience of HE training institutions in relation to school partners indicates that relatively small changes at the school level can affect their ability to help with ITT quite dramatically. A secondary Mathematics department with two or three new members, including one or two newly qualified teachers, is likely not to offer a placement for ITT, when in a normal year they would be very supportive.  With training based in universities, such variations can be easily managed. However, if the base for ITT training switches to schools, the ups and downs of normal staffing changes will have a much more dramatic effect on the quality of training available to trainees.

It is would be even more difficult for a primary school to contemplate becoming a base for initial teacher training.  Only the larger primary schools are likely to consider such a move, and the smaller (often very good) schools would not be used.  It is by no means certain that sufficient capacity for primary training will arise from schools.
3. a) If you are a head teacher, or teacher, do you think your school would be interested in recruiting trainees through the school direct proposal described in chapter three? 

As teachers we are concerned that it would not generally be possible to do justice to the development of trainee Mathematics teachers under the ‘school direct’ proposals. Many of the proposals in the discussion document rely on increasing the training input from schools but we already know that we are short of subject knowledge and subject-pedagogical knowledge in many schools in Mathematics (and Physics/Chemistry). There needs to be much greater learning about Mathematics in a training course if we are not to perpetuate the same problems with which we are struggling now. School-centred training might well focus more on learning how to manage behaviour in classrooms or on ‘teaching to the test’ rather than on constructing intellectually-rigorous sequences of mathematical ideas taught imaginatively and inclusively.

We very much value Higher Education input and believe that, at present, any move away from the current  proportions for the various routes (Teach First, GTP, undergraduate, PGCE) would be most unwise, at least as far as Mathematics is concerned.

      b) What opportunities and difficulties do you think this approach would present? 

At present, GTP students are supernumerary, which allows them to take on, in a gradual manner, responsibility for planning, teaching and assessment for some classes. The fact that the trainee is additional to the school’s core teaching requirements is vital for the development of the trainee. It allows for an initial period of observation of the experienced teacher working with the class, a subsequent period of time when the trainee can lead parts of lessons or shape the learning of a small group of students and then a gradual move towards a fuller role, ultimately involving all aspects of planning, teaching and assessment for that class. This is however interrupted late in the spring term by an important 20-day placement in another contrasting school, to give the GTP student a brief but very important chance to work in another setting. For these reasons we would strongly counsel against the removal of the supernumerary arrangement for the GTP route or for future ‘school direct’ provision.

It is claimed in 3.15 that Teach First participants have shown that the right people can excel in circumstances where they are not supernumerary. However, whilst acknowledging the positive work of this scheme, it should be remembered that Teach First has only produced about 1% of the most recent cohort of trainee teachers. Moreover the scheme is specifically intended to get high quality graduates into teaching for a couple of years, before they proceed to their first choice career.  It is not envisaged that the majority of those achieving QTS in this way will stay in the teaching profession. It is dangerous, then, to take this as a model for the long-term healthy recruitment of teachers. 
Furthermore in the absence of supernumerary provision, there would be a danger that some headteachers might wish to recruit trainees through the GTP or ‘school direct’ proposal for quite the wrong reasons, i.e. to have some classes taught at a lower cost to the school without sufficient investment of time and resources being made for the training of the GTP student. 

The ‘school direct’ proposal creates opportunities for schools' senior management teams to determine training as appropriate for school objectives. It risks removing the needs of the trainee from the agenda, by privileging the short- term goals of the school over the long- term needs of the trainee.
4. a) If you work in a university or other ITT provider, would you be interested in working with schools that recruit trainees in this way? 

We would argue that, in general, ITT partnerships are most effective when the university takes the lead and provides the intellectual and practical framework for training activities.

School-based ITT tends to replicate current practice. It risks producing teachers whose understanding is restricted to the way in which Mathematics is conceptualised within the institution in which they have been trained and might then continue to work. Such approaches to teacher training belittle teaching as a skill rather than a profession, a problem exacerbated by a tacit acceptance that theory is irrelevant. Effective teachers have a theoretical basis to what they do and, unfortunately but not surprisingly, school-centred ITT rarely achieves this. Most mathematics teaching in England is not so strongly based in theory as in other, more successful, European countries.

Theory, when introduced appropriately and meaningfully, provides understanding, facilitates reflection and allows for the development of more fulfilling and rewarding learning experiences for children. Good teaching is much more than an unreflective replication of the acts of others. As the consultation document acknowledges in point 4.2, at its best, existing ITT enables trainees to develop subject knowledge, access research, reflect and practise teaching, but our experience suggests that these things are less likely to occur through GTP or SCITT routes than through HE-based PGCE courses where there are effective partnerships with schools. We would suggest that the characteristics of effective teachers as described in point 2.6 are also more likely to be fostered in the latter way. 
Any rapid or extensive increase in the role of schools as proposed here is likely to further diminish the quality of Mathematics teaching. It can only support introspection at a time when teachers of Mathematics need to meet with and work with others outside their immediate circle.

An over-emphasis on school-based work, no matter how well conceived by the higher education institutions concerned, will always end up replicating rather than challenging orthodoxy. The Mathematics taught in many English classrooms focuses very unfortunately on the procedural learning deemed to be necessary for examination success (‘teaching to the test’) , as widely evidenced by Ofsted. It will not be possible to address such concerns if the major responsibility for training is left to the schools operating in this way. 

Finally it should be noted that many countries, particularly Anglophone Commonwealth countries, do not recognise the GTP route to QTS: this should give pause for thought before any significant steps towards ‘schools direct’ ITT.

      b) What opportunities and difficulties do you think this approach would present? 

In theory the ‘schools direct’ model offers potential opportunities (for instance to ground theory with practice and to develop a culture of, and language for, pedagogy) but no more so than the current undergraduate and PGCE routes. There will always be exceptions, like the examples in Hounslow and in three South London secondary schools quoted in points 4.3 and 4.6, but we do not regard ‘schools direct’ as a wise way forward for mathematics ITT at the present time.
At several points the discussion document cites the Finnish model as a model of good practice: we find this very interesting for the following reasons. A Finnish post graduate teacher education student will follow a fully-funded course for two years rather than only one. It will lead to a master's degree and a high status, if not especially highly-paid, position in society. Each student receives a mandatory maintenance grant and the bulk of the two-year programme is spent in the university working on theory. The practical component is relatively small. We would argue that the Finnish model of teacher education is indeed well worth considering: notably it does not resemble the proposed ‘schools direct’ model at all. 

5.   Would it be more attractive for a trainee to be able to apply to a particular school for teacher training, rather than a university, with the expectation that the school will offer employment after training? 

It may be superficially more attractive but is it the right thing to do? We have a responsibility to prepare teachers properly and, as we have outlined in responses above, we believe that this is unlikely to happen, on any large-scale, in school-centred ITT partnerships. We should consider what society needs of its teachers in general, and its Mathematics teachers in particular, and not be swayed by the short term financial goals of the applicants. 
Many good schools would, rightly, be unlikely to offer training on such as basis: it involves a commitment to an untrained person whose development is uncertain, to give them a job more than a year in advance, by which time school funding and the school’s staffing needs might both have changed considerably. On the other hand, for schools who find it hard to recruit teaching staff, a ‘grow your own’ approach, perhaps from established and successful existing support staff, is already an attractive option. In this context, if executed with attention to issues such as those outlined above, the approach could be very beneficial to both parties. 
The ‘schools direct’ training route could, however, disadvantage a qualified trainee who, soon after training, wanted or needed for family reasons to move elsewhere. Schools to which the trainee might apply would be aware of the reputation of a university ITT department but not that of an individual school: therefore the school could not be confident of the breadth and depth of the initial training which the applicant had received.

Additionally, it is not necessarily ideal to remain after the training year in the school in which you ‘cut your teeth’: sometimes a fresh start is preferable.

6.   a)  Do you agree that we should offer more financial support to trainees with good degrees and maths and science specialists? 

It may well be necessary and appropriate to use financial incentives to improve recruitment for shortage subjects.   However, we believe that the consultation document makes too much of the degree class attained by potential teacher trainees.  It suggests degree class can be used to distinguish those who are ‘most likely to be successful’, ‘most talented’, ‘more effective’ and ‘likely to remain in the profession for longer’.   Applicants with first class degrees are crudely labelled as having ‘outstanding potential’, those with upper second class degrees as having ‘good potential’ and those with lower second class degrees as having ‘satisfactory potential’. In fact a higher class of degree does not necessarily imply greater potential for teaching, far from it. Some people cannot help others to learn as they have never encountered any difficulties with learning themselves whilst, on the other hand, those who have had to work hard to learn some/many aspects can be well-placed to assist others. First and foremost should be the question - ‘will they make a good teacher?’, with or without the financial incentives.

A £20,000 bursary to train might sound enticing but, for a good Mathematics graduate, it would not be particularly competitive across the private sector and would have to be set against the cost of training anyway.  Furthermore there is no real reason for a bursary to prevent people dropping out perhaps soon after their loans are settled.  As the discussion document acknowledges, retention is very important: the introduction of training bursaries would be unlikely to improve the figures quoted in Annex 2 point 8. 

Beyond any initial inducements to train, it is important that teachers are offered good long -term conditions of service, so that a career in teaching is comparable to other graduate professions, particularly for Mathematics graduates, where more lucrative careers abound. Financial support during training does not compensate for the differential in salaries for the remaining 45 years of service. Changes to pension provision may do damage and discourage entry into the teaching profession.  
A structured approach to continuing professional development (CPD) is also very important, both for primary and secondary teachers. This consultation is seeking ways to improve the quality of the teaching workforce and ongoing CPD has a vital part to play in that, to help to enhance teaching expertise and to retain high quality classroom practitioners in the profession. An ongoing entitlement to CPD is consistent with the outcomes of ACME’s Mathematical Needs project, published in June this year.
     b) Do the proposals for funding in chapter three strike the right balance in the different levels of funding individuals?
Whilst we agree that it is important to have Mathematics teachers with good subject knowledge, we would reiterate that the best Mathematics teachers are not necessarily those with the highest Mathematics qualifications.  The crude degree-classification link to bursaries is superficial, unhelpful and unfair, given (a) the inequalities in standards across institutions and (b) the blindness to the appropriateness or otherwise of someone’s degree course in relation to the subject of the ITT course and (c) inequalities over time.

Regarding (a), is it, for instance, logical to label someone who attained a 2:2 from a highly prestigious university as necessarily a poorer prospect than someone who attained a 2:1 from a less prestigious university? Regarding (b), for training to teach Mathematics, should a first class degree in Media Studies really be regarded more highly than a third class degree in Mathematics from a well-regarded university, if there is a reasonable explanation which goes with it?

Regarding (c), the proportion of students awarded a first or upper second class degree has doubled in forty years despite the enormous expansion of Higher Education.   It is entirely possible that fees of £9,000 will deter many career changers from applying for PGCE courses. Even though they may have a wealth of real-world experience, they are likely to have lower class degrees than recent graduates with the result that the higher course fees may not be entirely offset by a higher bursary.   Should a 2:2 in awarded in 1985 really attract a lower bursary than a 2:1 awarded last year?

Currently, subject knowledge requirements for ITT are extremely disappointing at both secondary and primary levels. For instance a degree in Psychology should not be regarded as sufficient for training to be a secondary school Mathematics specialist, even if the person did at one stage study ‘A’ level Mathematics.

For Primary teaching, bearing in mind the extensive  ‘C/D borderline’ boosting at GCSE level in schools, with multiple resits permitted and with private tuition available, a grade C in GCSE Mathematics is certainly not a sufficient basis for teaching Primary Mathematics. A requirement for at least a grade B at GCSE for Primary teachers would seem to be sensible, given the evidence regarding grade inflation over time.

We would like to see more competition, the provision of training places linked more closely to need, and incentives for shortage subjects. However beyond that it would be most desirable to consider providing a basic bursary and no tuition fees, for those selected onto postgraduate courses, as is the case in many medical support fields: if we value our teachers and are being intelligent about recruitment, that would seem to be a good way to tell (potential and present) teachers so, as well as to increase competition for places.

Excellent knowledge of GCSE and A level Mathematics is certainly very important for successful classroom teaching but strong degree level subject knowledge is not the principal attribute required by an excellent classroom teacher. It is unusual for most teachers to call regularly on knowledge acquired during the course of their undergraduate studies to enhance the effectiveness of their classroom practice. 

We would like to draw attention to two studies which both found no correlation between class of degree and final grade on achieving qualified teacher status, namely Tennant G (2006) Admissions to secondary mathematics PGCE courses: are we getting it right? (Mathematics Education Review 18) and Stephenson M (2010) Conceptions of ‘Understanding mathematics in depth’: What do teachers need to know and how do they need to know it?  (Proceedings of the British Society for Research into Learning Mathematics, Vol 30). Ongoing research at the University of Hull provides a similar finding and it is interesting to note, for instance, that the most able trainee teacher of Mathematics of the 2009-2010 cohort at Hull had only a pass degree.

In point 2.10 it is announced that the DfE will only fund trainee teachers who hold a second class degree or higher. However the supply of Mathematics teachers is still not good, and any restriction of this kind will reduce the potential supply of mathematics teachers. Training institutions currently assess individual applicants very carefully, across a range of skills and knowledge needed for the profession, and they provide a training course which addresses weaknesses found, including subject knowledge.  To remove a proportion of potential applicants by means of this gross distinction will result in some good potential teachers being lost: we cannot afford this.  

In summary we would reiterate that a 2:1, for instance, is an ‘inconsistent beast’, across institutions, across subjects and over time. If the system of differential bursaries is to go ahead, we would suggest two refinements. Firstly we would recommend an additional column to relate to strong applicants with less than strong degrees. Secondly we believe that account should be taken of the relevance or otherwise of the subject studied at degree level to the subject which the applicant wishes to teach in schools: this could move an applicant to a higher or lower row in the table. 
7.   Do you think that it is right to give more initial teacher training places to providers that are working in close university/school partnerships? 

At present there is an unhelpful variation in the quality of support in both schools and universities. There is some excellent practice in each, and best of all is when it comes together and there is a meaningful partnership. However, close university/school partnerships do not exist in great numbers at present. Schools will find it difficult to manage the practicalities of large numbers of trainee teachers and the trainees will  not receive ‘a good deal’ if change is attempted too rapidly. We are particularly concerned that there is no sign of current capacity in the system for wide-scale high quality school-based ITT for Mathematics. As indicated above, there is an urgent need to identify factors which lead to the most productive partnerships, and to replicate them more widely. This would seem a more sensible way forward than putting too much pressure on a few partnerships.  
We do, however, welcome the suggestion in 4.15 (c) that there is to be encouragement for university presence on school governing bodies.
8.   Do you think that a single gateway for PGCE and Graduate Teacher Programme applications is a good idea? 

We welcome the suggestions for streamlining made in point 3.20 in the discussion document. A single system for applications to both PGCE and GTP courses, including the initial literacy and numeracy tests, would be of considerable benefit as would the making of applications in parallel rather than in sequence as happens currently.

9.   What more would you change to improve initial teacher training? 

· Consider making all PGCE courses fully funded, as for many Health service courses, instead of applying tuition fees to them. This would both indicate the value accorded to teaching as a profession and assist access to teaching for able trainees who would otherwise struggle with costs during their training year. This should certainly apply to all subject specialisms which are in short supply, including Mathematics, and including Primary mathematics specialists.
· As part of a university-based programme, use as partners  only schools which have been accredited against meaningful criteria of pedagogic excellence. Include the requirement for reassessment of those schools whenever a key member of the school's personnel changes role or moves on. 

· Rather than sometimes denigrating educational theory, accord appropriate value to it, in order to create teachers who are genuinely reflective. 

· Put subject knowledge, and its pedagogic implications, at the heart of professional training in order that trainees can focus on how children learn, say, Mathematics, rather than spending weeks in school learning how to manage a class. 

· Invest in research to establish why some schools are more successful at teaching all abilities, including those with learning difficulties - what and how do they teach, what awareness do they have of pupils’ needs and how does this make for a more successful school. Encourage these schools to be involved in ITT, whether with Teach First or GTP or PGCE or undergraduate students or with future ITT schemes.

· Give greater emphasis in initial teacher training to the subject-specific use of ICT in the classroom. (Although trainees may enter the profession with stronger personal ICT skills than previous generations, we have found that some ITT students and some recently qualified teachers have not been fluent or confident in the use of technology in the Mathematics classroom.)

· Make greater use of Mathematics specialists in Ofsted inspections of schools.
· Consider developing stronger links with master’s modules and points as one form of CPD for teachers.

· When the economic climate allows, consider making all PGCEs fully funded eighteen-month or two-year programmes along the lines of the Finns. 

· As mentioned in response 6a, build on the foundations laid during primary ITT by providing funding for ongoing CPD for primary teachers in subject knowledge/subject-specific pedagogy.  
· Encourage primary schools to use the MaST programme (Mathematics Specialist Teacher Programme): this would both develop the quality of teaching and learning of Mathematics for pupils within their schools and make the school better able, in conjunction with the ITT provider, to support trainee teachers in the teaching of Mathematics.           
· On Primary ITT programmes of over one year’s duration, encourage opportunities for trainees to follow pupils to the next year group to enhance understanding about pupil progress over time.
· Encourage paired placements of students in ITT settings to assist for the sharing of ideas.
Questions for schools 
10.  How could we improve these proposals to make your school more likely to take a greater role in initial teacher training? 

We have no comment to offer. 
11.  Would a reduction in salary subsidy for the Graduate Teacher Programme make it less likely that you will take part in the programme? 

Schools cannot afford to make a greater contribution to GTP salary costs and it will be difficult to persuade them to take on additional trainees if they know that doing so will have a negative impact on their finances. A reduction in the salary subsidy for the GT Programme will not improve the quality of the workforce, quite the contrary: those schools currently endeavouring to offer high-quality, properly-resourced training might well be unable to afford to participate any more, whilst some other headteachers looking to save money might be tempted to take on trainees as ‘cheap labour’.

12.  Would the removal of the supernumerary requirement for the Graduate Teacher Programme make it more likely that you will take part in the programme? 

There are financial reasons why some schools opt to take on trainee teachers and there are certainly examples of schools which already take on a large number of graduate trainee teachers and use them as additional teaching staff with minimal training input.

We do not think that it is appropriate for trainee teachers to be non-supernumerary as their learning and development will thereby be limited to little more than a 'survival' basis: this would be short-changing both the trainees themselves and those in their classes at that time and beyond.
*  Prepared by Teaching Committee and approved at its meeting on 8 October 2011.
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