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Since the first edition of Scottish Education was published in 1999 the world of professional development for teachers in Scotland has changed considerably. What was originally seen in rather simplistic terms as ‘in-service education’ has now become a much more important and politicised consideration; a move reflected across the globe (OECD, 2005).  This chapter will therefore focus explicitly on current issues and implications for the future; the equivalent chapter in the first edition provides a more detailed exploration of the historical background.
The first part of this chapter gives an overview of the current context for teachers’ CPD in Scotland, in structural terms. This is followed by discussion of the cultural and political context in which teachers’ CPD is located. Finally, the chapter concludes with a discussion of some contemporary tensions and challenges. 

The structural context of teachers’ CPD
The formalisation of CPD for teachers in Scotland can be traced back to a recommendation in the ‘Sutherland Report’ in 1997 and the resulting Scottish Office consultation on the establishment of a national framework of CPD in 1998, but became formalised in legislative and policy terms through: the Standards for Scotland’s Schools etc. Act in 2000, which made statutory provision for the General Teaching Council for Scotland (GTCS) to expand its remit to consider ‘career development’; and the McCrone Agreement (A Teaching Profession for the 21st Century) in 2001 in which improved opportunities for career-long professional development were to be seen as part of a package of measures designed to enhance the teaching profession both in terms of its own esteem and capabilities and its public perception. The Agreement addressed a number of issues relating to pay and conditions, but also set out a number of changes under the sub-heading ‘professional development’. These included: 
· Introduction of the Teacher Induction Scheme which guarantees new teachers a one-year training contract with a maximum class commitment of 0.7 FTE; the remaining time to be used for professional development. Significantly, it also makes provision for support and mentoring time.

· An additional contractual 35 hours per year of CPD for all teachers, with CPD seen as a condition of service which should be applicable and accessible to everyone. 

· The requirement for all teachers to have an annual professional review, resulting in a CPD plan.
· The expectation that teachers will maintain a CPD portfolio – a prerequisite for entry to the Chartered Teacher Programme.

· Establishment of the Chartered Teacher Programme, designed to recognise and reward good classroom practice, ensuring that teachers do not have to choose between class teaching and management in order to progress their careers.

The staged implementation of the McCrone Agreement is now complete, and while there is still limited research evidence as to its impact, a number of evaluative studies have been undertaken, including a report by Audit Scotland in 2006 into the value delivered to-date through the McCrone Agreement, a report by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education (HMIe) in 2007 into the implementation of the Agreement and the publication of a parliamentary report on the implementation of the McCrone Agreement in May 2007. The Audit Scotland report acknowledged that progress had been made in a number of areas but raised questions about how the Scottish Executive Education Department (SEED) could possibly know whether the policies had been effective, given that very few measurable targets had been associated with the implementation plan.  The HMIe report also acknowledged that considerable progress had been made, particularly in relation to the development of more constructive relationships between teachers, their employers and SEED. However, the report cautioned that there was, as yet, very limited evidence of any impact on children’s learning. While it might seem reasonable to expect evidence of impact on children’s learning, such evidence will surely take some time to become apparent, as pupils work their way through the post-McCrone school system. The Parliamentary report, drawing on the Audit Scotland and HMIe reports together with oral evidence from a number of stakeholders, reports that some of the more positive aspects of the implementation include the success of the Teacher Induction Scheme and better CPD provision. So, we are left with a general feeling that things are progressing well, but little real evidence of impact in either pupil learning gains or other measurable targets.

There are various components of what is now commonly referred to as the ‘CPD framework’:  sets of standards and procedures covering initial teacher education (ITE), induction, chartered teacher and headship as well as arrangements for ongoing professional review and development. However, while the individual components are now considered to be constituent parts of the framework, their varied geneses lead us to question the extent to which that framework has been developed strategically as a single entity. The component parts are discussed in the following section.
In November 1999, in the wake of the national consultation on CPD, SEED announced that it was going to create a new framework for the continuing professional development of teachers, and that a Ministerial Strategy Committee for CPD would be established to oversee the development and implementation of a national strategy. The Committee drew its membership from a variety of stakeholders in education and business, and had a number of sub-groups charged with particular responsibilities, including: the development of the chartered teacher programme; procedures for professional review and development; education inclusion; and leadership and management. However, while the Ministerial Strategy Committee for CPD was charged with overseeing the development of the CPD strategy, it should be noted that many of the constituent parts were well underway prior to its establishment.

One such example was the development and implementation of the benchmarks for ITE, which in turn impacted on other developments. While university courses leading to teaching qualifications had always been subject to quality assurance by the GTCS, changing quality assurance arrangements in the university sector as a whole led to the need for new Quality Assurance Agency benchmark statements to be developed – these were published in 2000, and are know as the Standard for ITE. Student teachers are required to meet the Standard for ITE in order to gain a teaching qualification and provisional registration with the GTCS. In 2006 the GTCS embarked on a consultation exercise with a view to reviewing these benchmarks, as well as guidelines on programmes of ITE and the Standard for Full Registration, in an effort to ensure greater coherence and progression between the two standards and to take account of recent policy developments. At the time of writing, the revised documents remain ‘draft’ in status owing to the current ‘Teachers for Excellence’ debate. This debate was initiated by the Minister for Education and Young People, Hugh Henry, as a means of identifying the CPD challenges for teachers as a result of the curricular reform programme: A Curriculum for Excellence. In announcing the debate, Mr Henry asserted: ‘A Curriculum for Excellence will stand or fall on the quality of our teachers’ and that the purpose of the debate was therefore ‘to find out about the attributes which you [teachers] believe a Teacher for Excellence will need; to establish whether you believe that all teachers currently have these and to define the future direction of continuing professional development’ (accessed at http://www.acurriculumforexcellencescotland.gov.uk/teachersforexcellence/minister/ministerialarticle.asp on 20 February 2007). The revised Standard for ITE therefore currently awaits Ministerial approval.
The next stage in a teacher’s professional development is induction, an area which in the late nineteen-nineties was acknowledged as being long overdue for review. The Standard for Full Registration (SFR) was officially launched in June 2002 as a result of the McCrone Agreement, with guidance about the implementation of the Teacher Induction Scheme being issued by the GTCS shortly thereafter. However, work on the development of a Standard and a new framework for induction had begun in 1998. The Teacher Induction Project, funded jointly by the GTCS and SEED, initially envisioned a standard based on the list of competences detailed in the Guidelines for Initial Teacher Education Courses in Scotland, which were published by the Scottish Office in 1998. As it became evident that there would be a new Standard for ITE, the remit of the teacher induction project changed to accommodate this, the justification being that the profession would expect coherence, and that the SFR would need to be based on the equivalent ITE standard. As already mentioned, the SFR has recently undergone minor review, with the draft new Standard cohering even more closely with the Standard for ITE.
Interestingly, the same argument was not articulated for the Standard for Chartered Teacher, where the Standard was developed in a quite different way. Rather than employing a development officer, answerable to individual officers in the employing bodies (SEED and the GTCS in the case of the development of the SFR), the Chartered Teacher Project was put out to tender. The tender was awarded to a consortium from Arthur Andersen consultants together with the Universities of Edinburgh and Strathclyde; the project team being directly responsible to the Ministerial Strategy Committee for CPD. The brief in developing the Standard for Chartered Teacher was to start with the identification of the qualities and characteristics of the chartered teacher and to develop a standard based on this evidence. This approach contrasts markedly with the equivalent brief in the induction phase where the key focus was to build on an existing standard. Indeed, not only have the approaches to developing standards for full registration and chartered teacher been quite different, but the processes used to develop the related programmes were also contrasting. The development of the Chartered Teacher Programme was subject to wide and varied consultation by the project team and was debated rigorously in the educational press. In marked contrast, the framework for the implementation of the new induction requirements was developed by the GTCS, and was put out to schools and employers as a fait accompli. And while arguably all stakeholders were invited to respond to the consultation on its revision in 2006, the proposed revisions appear to be fairly superficial. 

The development of what we now know as the Chartered Teacher Programme is not entirely straightforward. Its origins can be tracked back to questions in the 1998 consultation on CPD surrounding issues of ‘standards to give recognition to very good classroom teachers’, which became labelled as ‘the expert teacher’. In early 2000 the Arthur Andersen consortium was awarded the tender, the main brief of which was to develop a standard and associated programme for the award of ‘expert teacher’. However, with the publication of the McCrone Report in May 2000, and the subsequent McCrone Agreement in 2001, the brief of the project team changed, and ‘chartered teacher’ developed a specific definition of its own, allied not only to CPD, but also to salary and conditions.

This complex nature of chartered teacher status, in terms of CPD, pay and conditions, led to significant debate in the early days of its development about the role, purpose and rewards attributable to chartered and aspiring chartered teachers. One of the more public debates concerned the nature of the chartered teacher programme itself and the extent to which it should be seen as either a ‘professional’ or an ‘academic’ programme, polarising the two concepts in a rather unhelpful way. It was acknowledged that in the early days of the programme there would need to be a route for experienced teachers to make claims for chartered teacher status based on their experience, but that this ‘accreditation’ route would be time limited. Another high profile, and ongoing debate, relates to the financial aspect of the programme: teachers are required to self-fund. Now, five years into its development, the Chartered Teacher programme is set to be reviewed. The review will consider, among other things: eligibility criteria; assessment, including the possibility of introducing classroom observation; how chartered teachers will maintain the Standard; the age profile of those undertaking the programme; how chartered teachers are used in schools and what their future career ambitions are; issues relating to the uptake of the programme; the future of the accreditation route; whether the Standard needs to be updated; and the extent to which local authorities do, or should, promote the programme.
The Ministerial Strategy Committee for CPD recognised that while chartered teacher status would be attractive to many teachers who wish to remain in the classroom and be recognised and awarded accordingly, there are others who aspire to management roles in schools. It therefore established the Leadership and Management Pathways Sub-Group (LAMPS) to look at a parallel route of CPD for such teachers. It is interesting to note, however, that there is no directly corresponding recognition in terms of pay and conditions for teachers following this route – other than the enhanced likelihood of eventually securing a management position. This route will ultimately lead to the Standard for Headship; for which the Scottish Qualification for Headship (SQH) is currently the only route. While originally the SQH was optional, from 2005 the achievement of the Standard for Headship became mandatory for all new head teachers; routes to achieving the Standard, however, are flexible and not restricted to the SQH. As with other components of the CPD framework, the Standard for Headship, and routes to achieving it, are also subject to current review. Central to this review is the explicit recognition of a gradual change in the discourse of leadership, from one where the headteacher was viewed as the manager in a rather hierarchical structure, to one where the headteacher is positioned as a leader who encourages the leadership capacity and democratic participation of all staff in his/her school. 
While the above stages mark significant components of a teacher’s career it is recognised that not all teachers will seek promoted positions after attaining full registration, and that others, while perhaps aspiring to chartered teacher status or headship at some point in the future, will be happy to teach as a main grade teacher for some time. These teachers make up a significant percentage of the teaching workforce, and if the philosophy of CPD as a commitment to lifelong learning is to be truly meaningful then the professional development of these teachers must also be considered within the framework. The Ministerial Strategy Committee for CPD considered this aspect through their review of the existing Staff Development and Review guidelines, which were modified to take account of the McCrone Agreement, and are now known as Professional Review and Development. Under the McCrone Agreement, every teacher teaching in a Scottish school will participate in the Professional Review and Development process, taking part in a professional review with their line managers on an annual basis.
Within the CPD framework as it now stands there are two particular foci: one is concerned with individual standards appropriate to particular stages of a teacher’s career, the other relates to career-long concerns such as the need for all teachers to engage in the Professional Review and Development process and the recognition of the SFR as the baseline against which teacher competence is judged in relation to the teacher’s right to be registered with the GTCS. In 2005 another aspect of the CPD framework was introduced which does not relate to any one particular standard: there has been a growing emphasis, perhaps exacerbated by the need of teachers to account for their annual 35 hours of CPD, on the desirability of accreditation or recognition of CPD undertaken. In response to this the GTCS launched their ‘Framework of Professional Recognition and Accreditation’ in December 2005. This framework allows teachers to work towards gaining GTCS recognition in particular subjects, cross-curricular areas such as literacy or ICT, or generic areas such as mentoring; providing a half-way house between formal qualifications and achievement of standards, and informal or ad-hoc CPD.

In the early post-McCrone days, much of the development of the framework was driven by SEED, with HMIe and the GTCS playing significant roles, and the Ministerial Strategy Committee being charged with overseeing the process. As the original remit of the Ministerial Strategy Committee became fulfilled, structures for overseeing the implementation of the CPD framework were reconsidered. This resulted in the appointment of a National CPD Coordinator in 2004, and the subsequent development of a CPD team working originally under the auspices of COSLA, and now based in Learning and Teaching Scotland. In addition, a CPD Advisory Group was established by SEED to provide advice to Ministers and to ‘maintain an overview of the overall post-McCrone CPD culture in Scottish education’. This group comprises members invited to represent a range of stakeholders including: SEED, schools, GTCS, universities and teacher associations.
The cultural and political context of teachers’ CPD
While the CPD framework can be considered in structural terms, as outlined above, the political, cultural and professional context in which it is situated clearly also has a bearing on its form and content. The rhetoric evident in most documents relating to the CPD framework promotes flexibility and local adaptation to suit particular circumstances. Nonetheless, expectations are also evident that Government priorities such as inter-professional working and the meeting of the National Priorities should be achieved through the CPD framework. Indeed, National Priority 2, ‘Framework for learning’, includes as one of its intended outcomes ‘the continuing professional development of teachers’ skills’. Stated ‘performance measures’ and ‘quality indicators’ for this outcome include:
· CPD is an important strand of A Teaching Profession for the 21st Century. Good monitoring arrangements are in place at a national level and so there is no need to have a separate measure at this time. Education authorities are expected to continue to report on progress.

· Quality indicator 6.6 from How good is our school? – ‘Staff review and development’. [How good is our school? is the audit tool used by HMIe in their inspections of schools]
Essentially, these indicators imply that education authorities and HMIe will monitor progress, suggesting that a degree of top-down monitoring will take place. This, coupled with the tecnicist language of ‘teachers’ skills’, arguably conveys a message about the conception of professionalism underpinning CPD policy. As schools and local authorities are obliged to produce evidence of their progress in meeting the National Priorities, it is therefore vital that any ‘performance measure’ is considered carefully in terms of its validity, and its potential impact on practice.
In contrast to such visible, published priorities there are also general policy trends which can be detected through examination of the policy development process, but which are not necessarily publicly acknowledged as such. Perhaps most prominent in the field of teachers’ CPD is the way in which a standards-based framework has been embraced, relying principally on a competence-based approach to measuring the (sometimes immeasurable) quality of learning and teaching in schools. This agenda takes as its foundation a business approach to education where performance management and target-setting dominate, and where the ultimate goal of education could crudely be described as producing citizens for tomorrow who will have the knowledge and skills to help the country to compete in the global economy. While it cannot be said that economic prosperity is not important for a country, the potential exclusion of other educational aims would be of concern. This policy trend can be tracked beyond CPD issues, but it is particularly visible here in the terminology used: standards, competences, benchmarks, attainment, target-setting, quality indicators and so on.  This model has its roots in the corporate world of business, where efficiency, targets and accountability are deemed central to effective organisations, resulting in teachers ‘increasingly [being] expected to follow directives and become compliant operatives’ (Smyth et al., 2000, p.1). It should be noted, however, that Scotland is not alone in appearing to privilege business-based models; the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) asserts that ‘there is widespread recognition that countries need to have clear and concise statements of what teachers are expected to know and be able to do’ (OECD, 2005, p. 9).
It appears, then, that the structure of the CPD framework in Scotland supports the OECD view with its series of standards for various stages in a teacher’s career. However, what is more fundamental than the existence of such standards is the professional culture within which the standards are employed. There is, of course, a danger that the standards will serve to define professionalism for teachers, therefore not requiring them to articulate their own conceptions of teaching and of professionalism. Patrick et al. (2003) writing about CPD and professionalism in both Scotland and England, support this view when they warn that: 
… the danger is that CPD will further compound the superficial notion of professionalism demonstrated in ITE/T [initial teacher education/training] competences and in standards for full registration, and that opportunities to step outside the government’s agenda and redefine professionalism through CPD will be overlooked. (p.242) 

The existence of such published statements outlining what a teacher should be able to do at various stages in their career, together with a teacher culture which is arguably compliant (MacDonald, 2004) is unlikely to support CPD endeavours which support transformative practice. However, the McCrone Agreement places emphasis on collegiate working as an expectation of all teachers. This has resulted in two clear, but potentially conflicting priorities being identified for teachers’ CPD: individual accountability against published standards; and collegiate working where the composite result is the priority, as opposed to the individual contribution. Teachers are therefore being required to negotiate this tension in their own understanding of CPD; this is discussed in more detail the final section of the chapter.
Tensions and challenges

Differing conceptions of professionalism

The considerable investment in CPD for Scottish teachers, in terms of both finance and time, is evidence of the extent to which it is seen to be important in Scottish education. However, what is not quite as clear is the underpinning rationale for such investment. If CPD is a means to improving teachers’ professional practice, then notions of what it means to be professional are central to the development of such policies and practice. In Scotland there remains little evidence of any articulated and agreed purpose of CPD, other than that it is seen to be a key aspect of being a professional. However, there exist numerous interpretations of what professionalism entails; each with its own underpinning educational/political ideology. The work of Judyth Sachs is useful here in identifying differing conceptualisations of professionalism; she contrasts democratic professionalism with managerial professionalism (Sachs, 2003), contending that the dynamic nature of the concept of professionalism reflects a response to ‘changing social, economic and political conditions’ (Sachs, 2003, p.6). Democratic professionalism implies a commitment to social justice through collaborative working and the demystification of professional work. Managerial professionalism, on the other hand, privileges compliance with policy directives, efficiency and individual accountability. Sachs (ibid.) cautions that the focus on accountability within the managerial conception serves to limit teachers’ capacity to articulate their own conceptions of professionalism, claiming that: 
… managerialist professionalism is being reinforced by employing authorities through their policies on teacher professional development with their emphasis on accountability and effectiveness. The purpose of these is to shape the way teachers think, talk and act in relation to themselves as teachers individually and collectively. (p.122)

It is easy then, to see how these two conceptions of professionalism might be in conflict, and also how the two might infer different models of CPD. For example, the standards-based framework of CPD now in place in Scotland is supported by a managerial conception of professionalism, providing, as it does, a means of accounting for individual teachers’ competence. However, the emphasis on collegiality in the McCrone Agreement, and the increasing emphasis on collaborative, inter-professional working leans much more readily towards a democratic conception of professionalism. CPD for teachers in Scotland is therefore a complex issue influenced by different, and potentially competing agendas.
Crucially, contemporary critical analyses of professionalism (Smyth et al., 2000) tend towards the view that professionalism is principally an ideology linked to matters of control. The discourse of professionalism is therefore not neutral; rather it is a powerful political tool through which ideological notions of society and education can serve to influence practice. CPD policy and practice arguably therefore acts as a powerful channel for such a political tool.  In considering this contention further, it is worth questioning the extent to which teacher agency is either promoted or stifled through CPD. In her case-study research, MacDonald concludes that:

a rather more radical change in policy [more radical than the McCrone Agreement]… may be needed to create an environment in which Scottish teachers have time and inclination to adopt the activist persona necessary to give rise to a culture of collegiality. (MacDonald, 2004, p. 432)

So, if a culture of collegiality is genuinely seen as desirable, then explicit consideration must be given to processes of change and reform: how do we exert a shift in balance between different forms of professionalism underpinning CPD policy, so as to support  a more collaborative and collegiate approach?

Collaboration v. individualism

The tension between collegiate, collaborative working espoused in the McCrone Agreement and encouraged through social inclusions policies, and the individualistic way in which standards are written and used is an important one for Scottish education. When teachers are encouraged to view professionalism in individual terms, resulting in individual as opposed to collective accountability, the opportunities for, and desirability of, a collaborative concept of professionalism become limited. This is despite the fact that some of the rhetoric, and arguably some of the intentions outlined in, for example, the Standard for Chartered Teacher call for collaborative action and a ‘shared collegial undertaking’. Nonetheless, both culture and structure must support this ideal, and the current privileging of individual teacher accountability through CPD militates against more collegiate forms of accountability which emanate from the profession rather than being imposed on them from above. The increased teacher autonomy seen to be central to ACfE will require a shift in culture in terms of how teachers expect, and are expected, to account for their own professional development. That is not to say that standards should be abandoned, rather that their formation and use need to be appropriate to the desired outcome. Therefore, if autonomous, collegiate teachers are required, then individualistic, narrowly-defined and narrowly interpreted standards will not support the kind of CPD necessary to fulfil the objectives.
The future 

Taking into account both national and international trends, it looks as though a standards-based framework of CPD will be central to teachers’ CPD to come for some time. However, what is not set in stone is the way in which the standards are used. Other policy initiatives in Scotland, discussed elsewhere in this book, are beginning to make changes to the ways in which teachers view themselves and their endeavours. For example, the Assessment is for Learning (AifL) initiative has brought research-informed teaching and collaborative working together in a way in which many teachers feel comfortable with. The subtle repositioning of teacher identity possible through engagement with the AifL programme can enable teachers to teach with more confidence, more understanding and more autonomy. These ideals are also being espoused through the Education Minister’s ‘Teachers for Excellence’ initiative which aims to support teachers to deliver curricular reform through A Curriculum for Excellence, which focuses more explicitly on how pupils learn than what they learn. Successful implementation of ACfE will involve teachers developing their own understandings of how pupils learn, experimenting with different pedagogical strategies, and taking into account pupils’ social and environmental context in a much more explicit way. Indeed, if teachers do subscribe to the philosophy of ACfE then their subscription to a socially-situated model of pupil learning must surely also have implications for their own engagement in learning as teachers.
While critical in some respects, it would be unfair to conclude this chapter without making reference to the way in which the Scottish CPD context compares internationally. Some parallels have been drawn elsewhere in the chapter, but on the whole it should be acknowledged that many countries look to Scottish practices as being fairly advanced (2005, OECD). Of particular note is the considerable investment in induction and the attempt to view teacher development as a career-long continuum. 
So while CPD for teachers in Scotland is clearly complex and ever-developing, it is important to acknowledge that there are currently significant opportunities for teachers to engage more directly in shaping CPD policies and practice for themselves and for the profession as a whole.
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