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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 - a pattern that looks likely to continue for the foreseeable future. This chapter will therefore focus 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 the chapter outlines the current context of teachers’ continuing professional development (CPD). It should be noted, however, that the current situation is the result of a number of complex and interwoven events, and cannot therefore be described neatly in a sequential or linear order.  The second part of the chapter draws together some of the issues raised in part one and analyses them in a more critical manner focusing particularly on future concerns in teachers’ CPD.

THE CURRENT CONTEXT 

A national framework of continuing professional development for teachers in Scotland had been under consideration for some time: highlighted as a recommendation in the Sutherland Report (1997) with a national consultation taking place shortly thereafter (SOEID, 1998). However, 2000 proved to be a particularly significant year in terms of CPD for teachers. In July 2000 the first Education Bill to pass through the Scottish Parliament - Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 - was given royal assent. The Act made statutory provision for the General Teaching Council for Scotland (GTCS) to expand its remit to consider ‘career development’. While this historically significant and wide-ranging Act was being debated and developed, the teaching profession was campaigning for changes to pay and conditions. This campaign led to the establishment, in September 1999, of the Independent Committee of Inquiry into Professional Conditions of Service for Teachers, chaired by Professor Gavin McCrone. The Committee’s recommendations (the McCrone Report) were published in 2000, with subsequent agreement (the McCrone Agreement) reached in 2001.

Professional development redefined: The McCrone Agreement 

The McCrone Report (SEED, 2000), and the subsequent agreement (SEED, 2001) addressed issues under several sub-headings, one of which was ‘professional development’. 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. In keeping with the emphasis on career-long professional development the recommendations began with initial teacher education (ITE), where it was suggested that greater emphasis be placed on certain practical skills, staff in teacher education institutions (TEIs) should ‘update their experience’ and consideration should be given to greater quality assurance in school placements. Of all the recommendations in the final agreement, the ones relating to ITE were seen as having least credibility, in the main due to the lack of clear evidence upon which they were based. However, the recommendations led to SEED commissioning a two-stage review of ITE, part one of which has been completed at the time of writing. 

The induction of new teachers was an area in which the McCrone Report used some of its most emotive language, stating categorically that the current situation was ‘little short of scandalous’ (SEED, 2000, p7). The resulting agreement (SEED, 2001) 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.

Under the McCrone Agreement all teachers will have an additional contractual 35 hours per year for CPD (this particular recommendation is scheduled to be implemented in full by August 2003). CPD is to be seen as a condition of service and should be ‘applicable and accessible’ (p16) to everyone. Nonetheless, there is still much debate over the status of CPD: is it an entitlement or an obligation? This issue will be considered in more detail in the second part of the chapter. 

Teachers will have an annual professional review, resulting in an individual CPD plan. They will be expected to maintain a CPD portfolio, which will be a prerequisite for entry to the Chartered Teacher Programme. The Chartered Teacher Programme, part of the McCrone Agreement, is designed to recognise and reward good classroom practice, and to ensure that such teachers can develop their careers without leaving the classroom. Related issues are considered in more detail later in the chapter. After embarking upon the programme, progression through the chartered teacher scale will be by qualification. It is, however, acknowledged that transition arrangements will need to be put in place to deal with what could be a substantial number of teachers who are already meeting or are near to meeting the standard required for the award of chartered teacher. 

The developing CPD ‘framework’ 

There are various components of what is increasingly commonly referred to as the ‘CPD framework’:  sets of standards and procedures covering initial teacher education, induction, chartered teacher and headship as well as arrangements for ongoing staff development and review. The extent to which these various components are actually, or indeed should be, classed as a framework is debateable. This debate is explored in the second part of the chapter, but it is first of all necessary to look more closely at the origins and progress of each of the framework components. 

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 draws its membership from a variety of stakeholders in education and business, and has a number of sub-groups charged with particular responsibilities, including: the development of the chartered teacher programme; professional review and development; education inclusion; and leadership and management. However, while the Ministerial Strategy Committee for CPD now has a role in 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 is the development and implementation of the new benchmarks for ITE, which have in turn impacted on other developments. While university courses leading to teaching qualifications have 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. Student teachers are required to meet the Standard for ITE in order to gain a teaching qualification and provisional registration with the GTCS.

The next stage in a teacher’s career is induction, an area which, as outlined earlier in this chapter, had been acknowledged as long overdue for review. The new Standard for Full Registration was officially launched in June 2002, with guidance about the implementation of the induction year being issued by GTCS shortly thereafter. However, work on the development of a Standard for Full Registration 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 Guidelines for Initial Teacher Education Courses in Scotland (SOEID, 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 Standard for Full Registration would need to be based on the equivalent ITE standard. 

Interestingly, the same argument has not been articulated for the Standard for Chartered Teacher, where the Standard, although not yet officially launched, has been 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 frameworks have also been contrasting. The development of the Chartered Teacher Programme has been subject to wide and varied consultation by the project team and has been debated widely 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.

The development of what we now know as the Chartered Teacher Programme, however, 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’ (SOEID, 1998, p13), 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, has led to significant debate about the role, purpose and rewards attributable to such teachers. One of the more public debates has concerned the nature of the chartered teacher programme itself. Many of the significant players in contemporary Scottish education have raised their heads above the parapet (for example, ‘Rift over chartered status’, Times Educational Supplement Scotland, 15 March 2002) to declare allegiance to either the ‘professional’ or the ‘academic’ route to chartered teacher status – particularly in relation to the transition phase where many serving teachers will want to make claim for having already met the Standard. Significant debate has been generated on whether this claim should be made on the basis of academic qualifications such as the postgraduate diploma, MSc and MEd, or on verification or evidence of good classroom practice. The very fact that this debate has surfaced indicates the confusion that exists over what can, or should, be considered to constitute professional development, and ultimately what its purpose is. 

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 the SQH has established itself fairly successfully, it is now recognised as being at variance with the rest of the CPD framework, not least because the Chartered Teacher Programme will be based on the modular masters system of SCOTCAT accreditation, with full chartered teacher status being equivalent to a Masters degree, whereas the SQH is currently the equivalent of a postgraduate diploma. With the Standard for Headship we see yet again variance in the status of the constituent components of the CPD framework in terms of obligation and/or entitlement. In December 2001 it was announced that the Standard for Headship would become mandatory for all head teachers by 2005. Routes to achieving the Standard, though, will be flexible and not restricted to the SQH. 

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 others, while perhaps aspiring to chartered teacher status or headship at some point in the future, will be happy to teach as an ordinary grade teacher. 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 these teachers must also be considered within the framework. The Ministerial Strategy Committee for CPD has been looking at this aspect and has recently consulted on proposals to update the existing Staff Development and Review guidelines to take account of the McCrone Agreement.

SEED priorities in CPD 

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 ICT training for teachers and the meeting of the National Priorities should be achieved through the CPD framework. Indeed, the definition of National Priority 2, ‘Framework for learning’, includes the intention ‘to support and develop the skills of teachers’. It is intended that a performance measure will be developed to monitor progress in teachers’ continuing professional development, possibly including the measurement of quality of formal provision, access to CPD, impact of CPD, or completion of the additional contractual 35 hours. Schools and local authorities will be 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. 

In contrast to the visible, published priorities there are also policy agenda priorities which can be detected through examination of the policy development process, but which are not necessarily publicly acknowledged as such. 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 exclusion of other educational aims is of concern. This policy trend can be tracked beyond CPD issues, but it is particularly visible here in the terminology used: standards, competence, benchmark, attainment, target setting, quality indicators and so on. Yet as Humes (2001) claims, as with any dominant discourse, this approach has now been more or less accepted as the norm, and is therefore rarely challenged at a fundamental level.

Current CPD practice in local authorities and teacher education institutions

Local government reorganisation in 1996 had a significant impact on the range of professional development opportunities available to teachers, with the smaller local authorities being particularly disadvantaged due to their inability to maintain an extensive educational support service. However, more recently the effects of devolved management of resources to schools and the introduction of specific funding streams under the Excellence Fund (since session 1999/2000) have allowed schools to consider a wider range of opportunities for staff, which relate closely to school priorities as well as to national priorities. There is a growing trend in using a wide variety of course providers including local authorities, universities, private consultants and commercial companies. However, the emphasis is still very much on courses as opposed to other forms of professional development – a situation that raises concerns over the diversity of professional development opportunities currently undertaken by teachers. Interestingly there is also growing demand from local authorities for accreditation, in terms of SCOTCAT points (see chapter 104), for courses they deliver to their teachers: particularly for probationers and in relation to potential claims for accreditation of prior learning towards chartered teacher status. This means the strengthening of partnerships with higher education institutions. Such partnerships have always existed to some degree, particularly in relation to initial teacher education, but are now being looked at afresh in relation to CPD. However, there is a certain ambiguity surrounding the role of Teacher Education Institutions (TEIs) in teachers’ CPD: while they undoubtedly have (at least for the time being) a key role to play in initial teacher education, the role beyond that has never really been explored or articulated in any significant way. 

The Sutherland Report (1997) recommended that a more coherent and transparent national system of CPD for teachers be developed, and that higher education should play a significant part in this given that it already had a structure in place which could be developed to accommodate teachers’ CPD. Sutherland was even more specific about the need for higher education, in partnership with the GTCS, to ‘consider the practicality, and implications, of developing a national programme of induction’ (p37). While this recommendation has been taken forward in part, the partnership has essentially been between the GTCS and local authorities rather than GTCS and higher education. 

In the intervening years between the Sutherland Report being published in 1997 and the writing of this chapter, there has been no formal agreement or articulation of a role for TEIs in teachers’ CPD beyond the ITE phase. That is not to say that TEIs are not involved, as individual institutions and their neighbouring local authorities are currently developing CPD relationships which will be of benefit to both parties. However, as this is taking place at local level, between exiting players, with no particular overall strategy in mind, the danger is that the traditional way of doing things - local authorities commissioning TEIs to deliver in-service courses on particular themes - will continue to dominate to the exclusion of more innovative, and potentially more effective ways of working. There currently exist unique opportunities for CPD partnerships which would go some way to bridging the often bemoaned theory/practice divide. Teachers in schools could access a wider variety of opportunities such as mentoring, action research, working with students and staff in TEIs, whereas greater and more diverse opportunities for TEI staff to work with schools and employers would go some way towards counteracting the claims asserted in the McCrone report that many TEI staff are out of touch. It is unlikely, however, that such partnership will become widespread if it continues to be planned on an ad-hoc basis, without intellectual or financial investment. Financial restraints, not helped by the lack of surety from year to year regarding intake numbers to ITE courses, helps to perpetuate a situation which limits the longer-term strategic planning and investment necessary to be innovative in CPD involvement. 

DEBATING THE ISSUES 

The developing framework: coherence or coincidence?

The establishment of a national CPD framework was announced in 1999, with the Ministerial Strategy Committee for CPD, established in 2000, now having responsibility for ‘setting out a vision of the direction that CPD should take’. However, while all CPD related issues are now channelled through this group, many of the current initiatives were instigated well before its establishment. For example, work on the development of a standard for full registration and a new induction framework began in 1998, and while the idea of the ‘expert teacher’ was introduced by SOEID in the late nineties, the chartered teacher programme really took its shape from the McCrone Agreement. Arrangements for the re-evaluation of the current Staff Development and Review guidelines have also been driven by the McCrone Agreement. Finally, the SQH was already in existence, but in a form that does not articulate clearly with other component parts of the CPD framework. 

It is therefore questionable whether SEED can seriously claim that what we have now is the result of a vision that has been considered, debated, developed and shared by all the major stakeholders. The use of the term framework does imply some form of strategic planning and resulting consistency and coherence, but it also implies the notion of control by the group or organisation with responsibility for its development.

Diversity in CPD 
In order to agree on a ‘standard’ for any particular stage of teaching, it is reasonable to assume that there is some agreed notion of the nature and purpose of teaching. In pursuing this line of argument, it stands to reason that if there is an agreed notion, then other concepts of the nature and purpose of teaching might not be encouraged within the agreed framework. This could limit the diversity of opportunities that teachers consider as appropriate. If, as has also been argued, CPD is about teacher accountability, then the diversity of opportunities will be limited to those activities that can be translated into measurable units, to be credited to the individual teacher.

We should also consider the extent to which teachers’ own personal professional needs or aspirations are catered for within a national framework. There is the potential for conflicting demands on the framework according to whether teachers’ CPD is ultimately about fulfilling personal needs and aspirations, meeting the development plans of schools and local authorities or fulfilling Government priorities. Ideally all of these priorities could be met through effective CPD, but it is essential that a balance be struck between them.

Funding is another issue that has an impact on diversity of CPD opportunity. If an employer is funding CPD, whether it be funding for cover or for materials or resources or to pay for a course, then there is naturally some obligation on the part of the teacher to ensure that the CPD activity is of direct benefit to the employer. However, if the opportunity is funded by the individual teacher, then teachers would surely have the right to exercise more choice. Employers currently fund most CPD activity, although with the Chartered Teacher Programme, which teachers will fund themselves, that traditional pattern looks set to change. Whether or not this will have an impact on the sorts of demands teachers, as consumers, make of the programme remains to be seen.

Current debate over possibilities for a register of CPD providers indicates a perception that CPD should be provided for, and delivered to, teachers. It also means that there will be a greater degree of control over the diversity of opportunities available to individual teachers. Naturally, the organisation with the responsibility for maintaining the register will have its CPD agenda as priority, which could well be reflected in the range of providers approved.

It should be remembered that there are enormous opportunities for professional development that do not necessarily need a provider, for example, the establishment of communities of enquiry, group or individual research activities, participation in conferences and seminars, peer observation and discussion, teacher exchanges and participation in working groups, to name but a few. The competence-based approach to CPD, where standards are developed for various career stages, encourages the view that CPD is about accountability, and that all CPD activities and opportunities can necessarily be measured and related to a particular standard. The focus on measurability of CPD opportunities limits some of the more innovative approaches where neither the input nor the output is as easily quantifiable. 

Another growing trend in education, the use of commercial consultants, might also have an effect on the diversity of CPD activities. A recent example of which is the Chartered Teacher Project being awarded to the Arthur Andersen consortium. It could be argued that in bringing in organisations from outwith teaching, a fresh perspective might encourage new ideas and greater opportunity for diversity. However, the status of such consultants as commercial businesses also brings with it the risk that a business model will be applied, perhaps inappropriately, to an educational setting, thereby shifting the focus of the agenda from educational to economic.

The nature of consultation

While it could not be contested that most aspects of the CPD framework hitherto have involved an element of consultation, there are questions to be asked about the nature and purpose of that consultation. For example, if the framework is genuinely designed to be coherent and consistent, then why have the development and consultation procedures been so variable? When the ITE benchmarks went out to consultation, despite general acceptance of the draft document, there was an overwhelming body of response claiming that the package was an extremely demanding standard to expect of newly qualified teachers and that some of the content could be moved into the induction year. However, there was little substantive change from the draft to the final document. Following the development of the ITE Benchmark document, it was decided that the Standard for Full Registration should follow on from the ITE standard to ensure coherent progression, thereby ignoring the very point that had been raised so strongly in the ITE consultation – that there needed to be greater consideration of what could be reasonably expected in initial teacher education and what could reasonably be kept for the induction year. It could be argued that with different groups having responsibility for different aspects of CPD, the transfer of consultation data across groups was simply not possible. This surely has implications for the claim that what is being developed is a coherent framework. 

While there was again consultation on the draft Standard for Full Registration, there was very little substantive change between the draft and final documents. It is interesting though, that while the Standard was subject to consultation, the actual framework for the induction year has not been consulted on, indeed, there has been very little communication about the development process. However, in stark contrast to consultative procedures used in the development of the induction phase, development of the Chartered Teacher Programme has been held up as an example of thorough and open consultation. It is important, though, to recognise that the status and purpose of chartered teacher is very different to the statutory nature of probationer teachers gaining full registration with the GTCS.

Nevertheless, we begin to see a pattern: public consultation on the content of the standards – but no consultation on whether or not standards themselves are the best approach to promoting quality CPD. The coherence argument appears to have won the day in that there now seems to be not just an acceptance, but an expectation that such an approach should apply to all aspects of CPD, i.e. the Standard for Full Registration must be consistent with the ITE Benchmarks, regardless of whether or not that is the most appropriate approach in the first place. It could therefore be argued that the consultative process was not truly open, as those being consulted had not necessarily had the opportunity to consider fully or to comment on the principles contained in the draft documents, rather they were encouraged to make comment on the operational feasibility of proposals which had been designed to fit a particular pre-determined approach.

When the summary of responses to the 1998 consultation on the development of a national framework of CPD was published it stated that while the majority of respondents were in favour of a national framework, there ‘were different interpretations as to what it might include’. How can it then be claimed that teachers have had the opportunity to contribute to open debate on CPD if they have not yet had sufficient opportunity to inform their thinking on it? It could be argued that respondents being asked the extent to which they agree with a particular policy solution laid out in front of them is not actually consultation, rather it is an attempt to gain public validation of the policy. 

CPD: the beneficiaries?

Much of the recent consultation on CPD-related matters provides evidence that the majority opinion supports the development of a national CPD framework. However, what is also evident is that there is no clear, shared understanding of what constitutes CPD and what its purpose is. While most people with an interest and involvement with Scottish education would say that CPD should ultimately improve the standard of learning and teaching in our schools, and that it should have a positive impact on pupils’ experience, the issue is much more complex. For example, perhaps the main impetus for the most recent focus on CPD is the McCrone Agreement – an agreement reached as a result of disquiet within the profession, relating principally to pay and conditions. In this context CPD could therefore be seen as something which improves teachers’ desire to remain in the profession and indeed makes it an attractive option for new recruits – so CPD could be seen to be about the recruitment and retention of teachers. Undoubtedly the Government is concerned about issues of recruitment and retention, and success in these areas could be seen to improve voter approval.

However, it would be unfair to suggest that recruitment and retention is the only, or indeed primary, motivator in developing a national framework. It could also be argued, that through CPD, teachers become more effective, resulting in pupils becoming more effective learners. Improved learning leads to better attainment and better attainment leads to a bigger pool of skilled and able employees on which the economy so heavily relies. However, we must question the nature of this learning and attainment. Are some subjects and pedagogical approaches favoured above others? If so, then through a national CPD framework we could be working towards an economic agenda in which the purpose of schooling is to facilitate the global economy. A coherent, standard, nationalised framework of CPD has the potential to limit diversity and support the prioritising of educational aims that have not been debated or agreed explicitly. It also has the potential to curb teacher autonomy by limiting the diversity of opportunities available within the framework and indeed the need for teachers to develop and articulate their own conception of teaching. If, on the other hand, CPD is actually about enabling the intellectual liberation of teachers, then it is likely that there will be much more debate within the profession about the objectives and underpinning philosophies of education policies. Would it be in the interest of the educational establishment to encourage this?

In conclusion, then, while much has changed in teachers’ CPD over the past two or three years, it is evident that there is still much work to be done. Through CPD teachers have the opportunity to become even better at what they do, to try new approaches, to develop and to share ideas about the nature and purpose of teaching. However, with many different agendas driving the development of CPD policy, only time will tell where the balance of control will eventually settle.
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