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Introduction 

Thank you very much for inviting me here today. When Richard asked me to give an 

overview of what is happening in ITT ‘at September 2012’, I thought I would do my best, 

but could not be sure that everything will not have changed by the time I spoke, or even 

while I was speaking. 

What I would like to do is give an overview of: 

 The big, macro, political and policy context within which we are working; 

 The key manifestations of that policy context; and 

 Some of the lower level, but still significant, policy & procedural changes that are 

taking place  

Background 

In a more rational world in which policy was based on evidence rather than dogma, the 

ITE sector – and universities in particular - should, if not complacent, be feeling 

relatively confident about confident about its future.  

All objective indicators show that the quality of ITE in this country is high. For example:  

 OFSTED say that 85% of ITE programmes are ‘good’ or ‘very good’, with HEI led 

programmes being on average of better quality that SCITT or EBITT routes and 

those GTP programmes that work in partnership with universities providing better 

training that those which do not 



 The government’s newly qualified teachers survey, which show that something in the 

region of 90% of the 14,000 NQTs that respond consistently rate their training as 

having been ‘good’ or ‘very good’. 

 The parliamentary Education Select Committee, which in its recent report on 

attracting and training the best teachers, strongly advised against any diminution in 

HEIs’ role in teacher training.  

Overarching policy context 

But we don’t, as you will have all began to realise over the last couple of years, live in a 

world in which education policy is evidence based and reflects the needs of schools and 

pupils, rather than the demands of political dogma.  

Let’s go back a couple of years, to May 2010 and the ‘election’ (and I have that in 

inverted commas) of the new coalition government.  

Michael Gove, the new Secretary of State, referred to teaching as a ‘craft’, which is best 

learnt by watching experienced practioners in the classroom. To this end, he called for a 

shift in teacher training away from universities and into school.  

 

This is what he said: 

 

‘…we will reform teacher training to shift trainee teachers out of college and into the 

classroom. We will end the arbitrary bureaucratic rule which limits how many teachers 

can be trained in schools, shift resources so that more heads can train teachers in their 

own schools… Teaching is a craft and it is best learnt as an apprentice observing a 

master craftsman or woman. Watching others, and being rigorously observed yourself 

as you develop, is the best route to acquiring mastery in the classroom’. 

The debate over whether teaching is just a craft, or is a profession is well established. 

As my colleague Gordon Kirk has said: 

 



‘So cardinal are these craft skills and techniques of teaching that anyone whose grasp 

of them was tenuous, no matter how intellectually distinguished or otherwise talented, 

would be a walking disaster in a classroom. Nor is it surprising that those who qualify as 

teachers should be required to demonstrate the capacity to deploy these skills with 

confidence in the classroom.’1 

 

But he goes on to say that: 

 

‘....the personal knowledge that is associated with the performance of a craft has to be 

complemented by the public knowledge that resides in the well-grounded evidence 

about the conduct of teaching. One of the claims of teaching to professional recognition 

is that it draws on just such a public knowledge base. It is presumptuous in the extreme 

to set to one side the extensive evidence base on teaching and learning and to proceed 

only on the basis of one’s personal experience.’ 

 

So, while Michael Gove was not wrong to describe teaching as a ‘craft’, the tone and 

the context of his statement implied that it was only a craft, with no need for the 

intellectual, academic or values-base that would make it also a profession. That is 

where he appeared to be wrong, or at least only half right.   

 

There was, and remains, a real and justifiable concern, in the light of statements made 

by both policy makers and others, that the university sector’s input into teacher 

education would be marginalized at best and possibly removed altogether.  

 

But we did get some reassurance. We did undertake a lot of lobbying and media activity 

after the government first came to power. And there were some suggestions that it had 

paid off. For example, in a letter to UCET sent on the day the ITT implementation plan 

was published last year, Michael Gove said: 

 

                                                           
1
 Gordon Kirk, UCET 2011 



‘I would like to reiterate that there is, and will remain, an important role for high quality 

university training. While we are asking universities to work closely with schools when 

designing their courses and selecting trainees, I recognise the skill and experience 

many universities have in delivering high quality teacher training and I do not want this 

to be lost’.  

 

And perhaps even more significantly, when he gave evidence to the Education Select 

Committee on 14 March this year, the former Minister of State Nick Gibb said that 

universities would continue to be the main supplier of new teachers to schools 

indefinitely, and a couple of weeks before that he defended university departments of 

education against a hostile question and said that they were making an invaluable 

contribution to the phonics agenda. 

 

However, other things also continued to be said. In a statement made to the press 

following Michael Gove’s last ITT announcement in June, a DFE official was reported as 

saying to the press that:  

 

‘For too long left-wing teacher training colleges have imbued teachers with useless 

theories that don’t work and actively damage children’s education’ 

 

Was this just the words of a press officer or political advisor speaking off the cuff, 

maybe with an eye to attracting favourable Daily Mail and Daily Telegraph coverage (in 

which case it was a success)? Or did it represent minister’s real views, and were the 

placatory noises they made to UCET and others just an example of soft-soaping? Who 

knows?  

 

We did of course challenge the DFE statement and in a response the Permanent 

Secretary said that, rather than rely on media reports, we should focus on what 

ministers have actually said. He then went on to write: 

 



‘Many universities have a lot of experience in delivering high quality ITT programmes 

and we want to retain that experience and expertise. In particular, universities are 

experienced at developing in-depth subject knowledge that is crucial for a good trainee 

to become an outstanding teacher’. 

 

And… 

 

‘I welcome the steps that many UCET members have already made to increase school 

involvement in their programmes and hope this will continue in the future’.    

 

The latest manifestation of Michael Gove’s school-led ITT policy was published on 14 

June. It was announced that:  

 

 ‘By the end of this parliament well over half of training places will be delivered by 

schools’, but then said that ‘’By the end of this parliament we expect that as many as 

10,000 students a year could be trained by schools that are either offering school 

direct places or are full providers of teacher training’. These are in fact different, and 

references to the proportion of ITT places that will be school-led should be viewed in 

the context of: they relate to postgraduate programmes only; and GTP, SCITT, 

Teach First and School Direct already account for some 10,000 of available 

postgraduate places.  

 ITT providers rated as ‘outstanding’ by OFSTED will get guaranteed allocations of 

places for two years at least at current levels. ‘Good’ providers will receive some 

allocations, but no places guaranteed. ‘Satisfactory’ providers will ‘receive no 

allocations’ 

 5,000 places will be made available to a new employment based strand of school-

direct (using the existing GTP places) for high-calibre career changers. 

Arrangements for allocating these places will be market-driven, with no central 

allocations made, through the School Direct process. 

 An extra bursary of £2,000 for graduates training to become primary maths 

specialists and have a  grade A or B at maths A’ Level 



 School-direct trainees spending most of their time in a challenging school will 

receive an extra 25% in bursary payments. Challenging schools using the 

employment-based ITT route will receive an extra 10% (up to £2,000) to offer either 

higher salaries or better training.  

  

Key manifestations 

 

School Direct 

 

The aspect of the school-led ITE policy that is fast emerging as the key one, although 

this was neither apparent nor I think intended when the first policy documents were 

published, is School Direct. The original number to be allocated this year to schools was 

500, although in response to demand from schools this increased to over 900, although 

how many people are actually recruited under the scheme will be another matter.  

 

Under School Direct: 

 

 ITE places are allocated directly to schools 

 Schools should have an ‘expectation’ that they will employ the student on completion 

of their training 

 Schools will contract with an accredited ITT provider to deliver a training programme 

for that trainee – but the school should have a  significant influence over the content 

and delivery of the training  

 The school and provider will need to have a formal agreement covering: how income 

for the student is to be shared;  and who does what in regards training and on quality 

assurance, assessment etc  

 The accredited providers, not the school, will be accountable to OFSTED for the 

training provided, including the recruitment and selection of the trainee. Providers 

must not therefore agree to train anyone who they would not otherwise have 

recruited, and should not agree to train anyone in a phase or subject they do not 

have provision in.  



 

The original intention for School Direct was, as I said, for a relatively modest 500 places 

to be allocated to schools that were having difficulty in filling posts through the normal 

mechanisms. That was OK as far as it went. But the proposed massive expansion, 

combined with the fact that only ‘outstanding’ providers will receive any guaranteed 

allocations,  could mean that universities (probably at Vice Chancellor rather than 

education department level) might conclude that they are not interested in chasing after 

large numbers of annual contracts from any number of schools to deliver training 

programmes to disparate groups of trainees. Especially when it is them, rather than the 

schools, who will be held to account by OFSTED.  Too big an expansion of school-

direct could, if not properly managed, lead to universities self-selecting to withdraw from 

teacher education and devote their resources and attention to more profitable and more 

stable areas of work.   

 

The DFE does want schools with School Direct places to exert a real impact on how 

training is delivered. But that can be difficult for both schools and accredited providers. 

The Teaching Agency is therefore interested in groups of schools, teaching school 

clusters or academy chains for example, in exerting a joint influence and holding a 

number of School Direct places collectively. This might, in fact, work to universities 

advantage. It will be much easier for a university to work with a collection of schools that 

are likely to hold a consistent number of School Direct places from year to year rather 

than lots of different schools that will, once they have met their employment needs, 

withdraw. Working with groups of schools could, while involving some transfer of 

ownership, also allow for an element of stability.   

 

There are other concerns that HEIs have in relation to School Direct, and to be fair the 

Teaching Agency has agreed to bring them to the attention of schools bidding for places 

and there staff are using a briefing paper prepared by UCET to do this. The key issues 

that schools will need to remember are:  

 



 Universities with large numbers of student teachers need to secure economies of 

scale. There will also have to be some level of consistency in delivery, quality 

assurance, validation requirements and recruitment procedures  

 A proportion of the funding that an HEI receives for teacher education will be spent 

on central services such as ICT, library facilities etc which student teachers, 

including those training through School Direct, will have access to. This should be 

considered when agreements about funding are negotiated.  

 Universities are their own examining and awarding bodies and so have responsibility 

for the setting and marking of assessments and moderating standards in accordance 

with Ofsted/TA/QAA regulations. These functions can often only be carried out by 

universities and so, while school involvement is important, they have to remain the 

responsibility of the HEI.  

 Teacher education involves a lot of ‘back office’ work (e.g. in relation to CRB 

checking, processing of student support applications, marketing and admissions) 

that have significant resource implications.  

 HEIs have to maintain effective working relationships with a range of schools 

involved in different forms of partnership, and relationships with School Direct 

schools should not be allowed to jeopardise those.  

 

I mentioned the 5,000 salaried School Direct places that will be allocated. These are in 

place of GTP and so is not entirely an expansion of school-based provision. Existing 

stand-alone work-based providers will have to either become SCITTs or involve 

themselves in other forms of partnership. Salaried School Direct trainees will be 

‘mature’ career changers and will require at least 60 days training a year, and many will 

want a PGCE. There is scope for universities and other accredited providers to secure 

business in relation to this.   

 

Finally on School Direct, although any mass expansion will be a threat to the quality and 

infrastructure of ITT, at least School Direct schools have to work in partnership with 

accredited providers. A nightmare scenario, one that I am sure was considered,  



would have been to allow schools to buy in training from anywhere, accredited provider 

or not. At least we are not faced with that. And if schools find it difficult to fill School 

Direct places, they might begin to ask for help from universities. Maybe this will evolve 

into HEIs regaining a central role in the whole thing, rather than acting only as 

contractors?  

 

New providers 

 

The government has signaled an intention that more school-based ITT providers should 

be accredited. According to a statement made at a recent Teaching Agency event, three 

new SCITTS have been accredited for the coming year, with a further 11-20 in the 

pipeline. It was strongly implied that SCITTs with more than 16 places often find it 

difficult to survive, and many SCITTS over the years have come into existence and 

closed soon after.  

 

Twenty three new SCITTs with a maximum number of 16 places each would imply a 

total of 368 places. Not a huge threat, especially as many of them will work in 

partnership with HEIs. SCITTs might of course expand beyond the 16 place ceiling 

through teaching school clusters and academy chains. But teaching school clusters are 

also required to work in partnership with HEIs, and any accredited academy chain that 

creates its own SCITT will at least have to deliver training that leads to QTS whereas, 

under recent policy decisions, they are no longer as academy schools obliged to employ 

teachers with QTS at all.    

 

Teaching Schools  

 

What looked like it might turn out to be one of the major manifestations of the school-led 

policy, although the emphasis appears now to be on the (not entirely separate) School 

Direct policy is teaching schools, of which there will be 500 by 2014. 

 



Teaching schools will comprise high quality schools acting as regional hubs and will 

have a leading role in the delivery of initial teacher education and professional 

development in their areas. In particular they will develop systems within which: 

 

 Trainee teachers learn from the best teachers, supported by a culture of teaching & 

learning 

 Professional development is classroom based and school-focussed 

 Teaching schools have a  role in recruiting people into the teaching profession 

 CPD is facilitated through per-to peer support 

 Leadership potential is identified and nurtured 

 Support is provided for other schools within clusters 

 Specialist leaders in education are identified 

 Research & development is conducted  

 

Teaching schools will be required to work in partnership with universities, something 

that UCET negotiated. They will have to have an active role in the design and delivery 

of teacher education and in the recruitment and assessment of student teachers. They 

will have to demonstrate a commitment to giving serving teachers the opportunity to 

undertake CPD.  And many have worked with universities on some of the smaller scale 

research & development projects that the National College has funded.  

 

Teaching Schools could provide valuable opportunities, which is why UCET supported 

them and has – successfully in several instances - influenced the development of the 

policy. They could, if properly handled, help to address placement issues and lead to a 

more joined-up way of delivering ITE and maybe, through that, helping to resolve the 

teaching as a craft versus a profession issue. But they could also cause the HE sector 

difficulties if they seek accreditation in their own right and only offer universities token 

involvement in what they do.  

 

ITE inspection framework 

 



Some of you might have noticed comments made by Sir Michael Wilshaw in March 

saying that the explanation for poor levels of literacy in some schools was that 

universities did not train teachers to use systematic synthetic phonics. Needless to say 

that we did, with NASBTT, challenge this and got some form of clarification, if not a 

retraction. 

 

I will say more about phonics later. But Wilshaw’s statement did imply a negative 

attitude towards teacher education. Maybe his perspective, like that of Nick Gibb, can 

be shifted. But it is worrying, given that a new inspection framework is about to be 

introduced.  

 

The new framework comes into operation this term, and the first inspections will take 

place from the second half of the term. It is unprecedented in that it is being introduced 

part-way through an inspection cycle, which means that some providers will be 

inspected under the old framework and others under the new – and more challenging – 

one. Given the link between inspection outcomes and allocations & funding, this is 

extraordinarily surprising.  

 

The frequency of inspections will depend on an assessment of risk. A sample of good 

and outstanding providers will be inspected every year. Subject to risk assessment, 

some providers might be inspected more than once during the cycle.  

 

The most important thing to note under the new framework is that it will be more difficult 

to achieve an ‘outstanding’ or a ‘good’ grade. And satisfactory will no longer be good 

enough. ‘Satisfactory’ has been replaced with ‘requires improvement’ (even though all 

trainees will be meeting the QTS standards) and anyone receiving a ‘requires 

improvement’ grade will be re-inspected within 12-months, and two consecutive 

‘requires improvements’ will lead to de-accreditation proceedings.  

 



Under pilot and ghost inspections conducted last year, providers who received 

‘outstanding’ grades under the old framework would only have received ‘good’ under the 

new one, and ‘goods’ would have become ‘requires improvement’.  

 

This is something the whole sector must take seriously, especially given the link 

between inspection outcomes, allocations and accreditation. In the future, only 

‘outstanding’ providers will receive guaranteed allocations, and it will be more difficult to 

receive an ‘outstanding’ grade. ‘Good’ providers, which again will be a more difficult 

grade to achieve, will in the short term receive some guaranteed allocations for one 

year until School Direct takes off. Once sufficient places are being allocated to School 

Direct, anyone other than an ‘outstanding’ provider will have to seek all of their places in 

the marketplace from School Direct.  

 

Key aspects of the new inspection framework are: 

 

 Providers will receive two-days notice of inspections, usually by means of a ‘phone 

call at 9.30am on the Thursday pre-ceding the inspection 

 Focussed monitoring inspections in relation to phonics (e.g. for ‘red’ providers) will 

not be subject to any notice at all 

 The views of current and former trainees (collected through questionnaire and 

interview) will be taken into account 

 Observation of current and former trainees will have a  key impact on inspection 

outcomes, particularly in relation to the extent that they are prepared to teach and 

achieve ‘the minimum level of practice expected of teachers as defined in the 

teachers’ standards’ 

 The strength of partnerships, and the extent to which schools have a leading role in 

the management, design and delivery of programmes and in the recruitment, 

selection and assessment of trainees will be crucial – and it will not be enough for 

them to have a role, it has to be a leading’ role 

 



As I said, the attainment of trainees against the new QTS standards (as well as strength 

of partnerships & school-leadership) will be a key determining factor in inspection 

outcomes. But the bar is being set very high. The criteria for ‘outstanding’ includes a 

requirement that: 

 

‘All primary & secondary trainees awarded QTS exceed the minimum level of practice 

expected of teachers as defined in the teachers’ standards by the end of their 

training....Much of their teaching is outstanding and never less than consistently good’ 

 

The new standards apply equally to experienced teachers as to NQTs. But is the same 

measure of ‘outstanding’ to be applied to both? Is it really reasonable to expect an 

‘outstanding’ NQT or student to demonstrate the same level of proficiency as an 

experienced teacher? Remember, it will be teachers themselves taking a leading role in 

assessing trainees. Will a good and experienced teacher that have themselves not been 

graded as ‘outstanding’ against the same standards feel able to grade a wet behind the 

ears trainee as being ‘outstanding’. I do fear that too much will be expected and that, as 

a result, few providers will be graded ‘outstanding’ and few will therefore receive 

guaranteed allocations.  

 

OFSTED has decided that it will not be publishing draft trainee characteristics for 

providers to use to make judgments about achievement against the QTS standards. 

Neither will the Teaching Agency, except in certain areas, be publishing any guidance to 

support the new standards.  

 

But if OFSTED is going to use performance of trainees and NQTs against the new 

standards as a key measure, providers do need some level of support and guidance to 

ensure that robust and consistent judgments are made across the sector.  

 

So, UCET, in collaboration with NASBTT and the Higher Education Academy, has just 

published guidance on what students will be expected to demonstrate if they are to be 

recommended for the award of QTS. The line in the sand that they will have to pass in 



order to qualify, alongside examples of ‘good’ and ‘high quality’ evidence. We have 

avoided terms like ‘satisfactory’ (as this now implies ‘unsatisfactory’) and ‘outstanding’ 

because they have particular implications in regards OFSTED. But using this guidance, 

or versions that you might want to adapt to reflect your institutional settings, should give 

you some reassurance that what you are doing is in line with the rest of the sector. 

Although the guidance has not received any formal endorsement, both Teaching 

Agency and OFSTED staff were present at some of the meetings where it was 

formulated and gave it acceptance if not explicit endorsement. So, please do use it as a 

resource and share with your colleagues.  

 

I said that the government was not planning to produce guidance except in a couple of 

key areas. These are likely to be systematic synthetic phonics, maths and behaviour. 

Guidance on SSP has already been published, and to be fair it does represent input 

from ITE providers. Systematic synthetic phonics will, without any question, remain a 

focus for ITE and NQT survey results will, rightly or wrongly, continue to be a key 

measure of success. Any providers performing significantly below the national average 

in NQT survey results on phonics could, unless other more positive data can be found 

and  evidence of progress demonstrated, risk of no-notice inspections, cuts in 

allocations and possible de-accreditation. And given that overall NQT survey results for 

phonics are on the increase, providers not currently rated red could find themselves red 

just by standing still.  

 

The sector has, contrary to the ill-informed and derogatory comments from Sir Michael 

Wilshaw, made huge progress on systematic synthetic phonics since it became a 

national priority in 2007. For example, NQTs rating their phonics training as being either 

‘good’ or ‘very good’ has increased from 38% in 2007 to 58% in 2011 to something 

approaching 70% this year.   

 

And we have, Wilshaw notwithstanding, received some credit for this. The sector’s 

engagement has, we are told, shifted ministerial perceptions of ITE. Nick Gibb has 

suggested that he was pleased with the progress made on phonics, and went out of his 



way to praise the contribution made by universities at a speech in February. We hope 

that the new minister Liz Truss will take a similar view. 

 

Phonics will be a focus in inspection and even if you are in ‘green’ in respect of NQT 

survey results your phonics provision will still be looked at. Not even green providers 

can be complacent. On maths, make sure that you take account of the new National 

Curriculum. And please do reference guidance from government in things like 

behaviour, as issued by the Teaching Agency a month or so ago.  

 

The strength of school partnerships will also be looked at closely during inspections, 

although OFSTED did back away from introducing a new and separate overall grade for 

partnerships. This is another area that I would urge you to look at carefully. It is not 

enough for schools just to be involved. They will have to have central involvement and 

influence.  

 

Things that you might want to look at include: 

 

 Close school involvement in the selection of student teachers 

 Governance arrangements that involve schools – school staff on relevant 

committees and chairing those committees 

 Placements in more than the two-school minimum (‘2 schools is old school’, as Jeff 

Williams said recently) 

 Joint staff appointments between schools and universities 

 More training, including that traditionally taking place at universities, in school 

settings – School-Housed ITT as the DFE were calling it until someone pointed out 

what the initials for this spelt out 

 And, of course, close school involvement in the design & delivery of programmes 

and in the assessment of students. 

 

Many long-established HEI school partnerships already have some or all of these 

characteristics, and others could probably develop them without making too many 



changes. I would urge all HEI teacher education providers to document what they are 

doing, and to look, in discussion with schools, at how programmes might be redesigned 

and managed to demonstrate a central role for partner schools. In this way, we might 

preserve what works best, while making school and university partnerships even 

stronger. 

 

Finally on the new inspection framework, short-notice inspections will mean that there 

will be limited time between the original ‘phone call and the start of the inspection for 

providers to collate and identify all of the information that inspectors are likely to want to 

see. Some providers are therefore developing a ‘black-box’ containing all relevant 

evidence and examples. You should consider doing the same. We will be sharing work 

in relation to this at UCET meetings.   

 

Lower level but as important issues 

 

That I think covers the really big policy oriented issues that you need to take into 

account. But there are other, sometimes process related, things which are going to have 

a major impact and of which you all need to be aware. 

 

ITT requirements  

 

The new ITT requirements were published, after much delay, in the early summer. The 

key change is to increase, from September 2013, the amount of time that primary 

PGCE students spend in school from 90 to 120 days. This will have clear implications 

for everyone here today. Although the change would bring primary ITE into line with 

secondary, there are good reasons, to do with the need to allow increased centre-based 

time on subject knowledge for primary students, for the difference. And the change will 

mean less time in the centre spent on priority areas such as phonics and behaviour and 

subject knowledge. The TA has indicated that the extra time might not have to be spent 

on teaching practice as such, but could simply represent a change in location of what 



would otherwise have happened in the centre. But then why do it? And where will all the 

students be shepherded to? 

 

Primary specialisms  

 

The ITT implementation plan published last year said that more subject specific primary 

ITT would be encouraged. This is, I think, a good thing (provided that generalist 

provision also remains) and is consistent with the findings of the Cambridge Review. 

Invitations have been issued by the Teaching Agency for providers to bid for places to 

deliver primary maths specialist training, in collaboration with outstanding schools. Part 

of the criteria for this is that providers must discuss the proposals with schools that 

might potentially employ the students, as whether there is a market for specialists has 

been an issue of some debate. Not surprisingly, priority is being given to School Direct 

and SCITT proposals.  

 

On primary subject specialisms more generally, UCET conducted a survey earlier in the 

year which found that: 

 

 Overall, 56% of primary intakes were attributed to programmes offering subject 

specialist training. The figures for undergraduate provision were 87%, and 32% for 

postgraduate. 

 The main subjects were: maths; science; MFL; English; and SEN. 

 Most programmes that did not have subject specialist provision were planning to 

introduce it.  

 

(subject to caveats) 

 

Skills tests 

 

All existing students will, from September this year, have to face new tougher literacy & 

numeracy tests and will be limited to two re-sits. This does seem a bit hard on 



undergraduates who were recruited on one set of assumptions but have now had the 

boundaries moved. We have raised this, but there is no give on behalf of government. 

From August 2013, the tests will have to be passed prior to the commencement of 

training, but can only be taken after applications have been made. This will be tight for 

some secondary subjects, were applications can often be submitted late, but may be 

less of an issue for primary.   

 

GTTR applications 

 

The new application system will be introduced with effect for entry from 2014. It will now 

include School Direct. They have listened to some of our concerns and will now allow 

applicants three choices, with no restriction on how many have to be for ’mainstream’, 

‘employment-based’ etc.  I would advise you to make sure that your administrators are 

fully aware of what the changes will involve, as I am sure that –as with other new web-

based systems – there will be a lot of teething troubles.  

 

Funding 

 

On funding, all income for providers for new students will be via fees from this year. 

Bursary support will be available for PGCE students on a sliding scale depending on the 

phase and subject they are being trained to teach. It is a matter of concern that no-one 

on a primary PGCE with less than a 2:1 will get any form of bursary support, although 

they will still be entitled to student loans etc.  Funding for ongoing undergraduate 

trainees will continue at 2011/12 levels, and funding for new undergraduates will be on 

the same basis as all other, non-ITT, undergraduate programmes.  

 

Conclusions 

 

So, to finish. Do we as a sector have a future? 

 

I think that the answer is ‘yes’, provided we are smart.  



 

Firstly, many of the reforms will affect secondary provision more than primary, partly 

because primary schools often don’t have the infrastructure or capacity to take lead 

responsibility for recruiting and training the next generation of teachers, and with a 

forecast increase of 18% of primary school pupils in the next few years we will still I 

think be needed, even if a small number of academy schools choose to exercise their 

right to employ teachers without QTS. 

 

Strategically, I do think that the sector needs to: 

 

 Continue to fight its corner, citing evidence and support 

 Engage with, rather than resist, the case for more school involvement in ITE 

 

For its part, UCET is responding to the new world by extending eligibility for 

membership. We have been making the point that the distinction between ‘school’ and 

‘HEI’ led teacher education is increasingly misleading. HEIs are involved in most school-

led SCITT and employment-based provision, often as the lead or managing agents. And 

schools are closely involved in all HEI managed ITE programmes, often to the extent 

that provision deemed as being ‘HEI based’ is in practice more school led than some 

SCITT programmes. 

 

To reflect this, we will over time establishing a new Partner’s Group of UCET for non-

university providers who deliver their training at HE-level in partnership with universities. 

By doing this, we hope to represent the interests of teacher-education as a whole (and 

not just teacher training) and encourage the new providers to deliver what they do at 

higher-education level. As someone once observed, it is the quality of ITE and the 

principles that underpin it what matters, and not the physical location where it takes 

place. 

 

Thank you. 

 



 


