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Abstract: With a brief critique of policy over the last twenty years, I argue that there is a growing recognition of the limitations of a narrow, results-oriented curriculum; and that since it is not sustainable in the medium- to long- term teacher education needs to focus more on a deeper and more flexible understanding of pedagogy. In the light of Pollard’s notion that attainment and personal development should be mutually re-inforcing like intertwined strands of a rope, most of the session explores through discussion the implications of spiritual, moral, social and cultural development for learners and for teachers, to help explore what really matters for children. Three key outcomes, a sense of personal narrative, a need to belong and a sense of agency will be highlighted, and some of the pedagogical implications considered, notably those based on assumptions of children’s capability. The session ends by considering briefly the extent to which this is achievable within the current climate.
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Let me start with two rather different stories. About ten years ago, two children, one a nine year old at my school, were killed in a fire. They were Muslims and I asked one of our Muslim members of staff whether I should attend the funeral. ‘You must’ she said ‘because that, and how the school responds to this tragedy, will determine how the community views the school - not by its words, not by its policies, not by its results –for years to come.’ She was, I believe, right. In the end, we all knew what mattered when it really mattered. 
The second story took place on a residential trip. I saw from the beach ten year old Leigh, from a rather bleak new town estate, sitting at the top of a sloping sand dune alone looking out over the sea. Clambering up, I asked if he was alright. ‘Yes’ he replied ‘it’s just that I’ve never seen anything so beautiful in my life and I wanted to enjoy it on my own.’
Before getting into the substance of what I am going to say, I am going to take a brief canter through the last twenty years or so of primary education to set what I say in context. Inevitably, it is positioned but I hope not unfair. The National Curriculum was introduced largely to provide greater consistency between schools and teachers. It was heavily based on a model of discrete subjects and prescribed content and backed by an emphasis on summative assessment notably in literacy and numeracy; and accountability procedures, notably through school inspection. The National Literacy and Numeracy Strategies re-inforced a strongly recommended, if not actually prescribed, view of what children needed to learn and how they should be taught. There was little scope for debate among the profession or more widely about the aims of education.
However, the last ten years has seen a growing, albeit often quiet, recognition that this approach has led to important constraints on young children’s learning. Examples include the changed tone of:

· ‘Excellence and Enjoyment’ from 2002, notably the call for more creativity and breadth;

· the Foundation Stage from 2000 onwards, notably the emphasis on areas of learning rather than specific subject content; and

· the ‘Every Child Matters’ agenda from 2004, notably the idea of personalisation, though I am somewhat suspicious that this will be interpreted as individualised, rather than social, learning.
Three main reasons lead me to think that education, maybe with primary education leading the way, will increasingly move ‘beyond the standards agenda’, although standards of academic attainment will surely continue to be of central concern. These are that:

1. the challenge of globalisation and technological change and the changing demands of adult life - work, family and leisure - are likely to make a breadth and flexibility of skills, attitudes and dispositions increasingly important and information less so;

2. more controversially, the pressure on children will lead parents to want more space and variety and breadth of experience; and 

3. more pragmatically, the political process requires a big new idea – so that a constant emphasis on standards of attainment will need to be replaced, not least because of the law of diminishing returns.

Teacher educators’ responsibilities involve helping teachers to teach over the next twenty to thirty, not just two or three, years. My title ‘What really matters? looking beyond the standards agenda’  has two different meanings depending on whether there is a question mark or not. Without, it challenges us to consider whether our schools are concentrating on what really matters most for children and their families; and whether what we teach our teachers helps them to help children to ask, and grapple with, these questions. With, it asks about the fundamental aims of education, which I believe to be inherently a matter of contest and dispute, though the current concentration on standards of attainment fails to recognise this.
At this conference last year, Andrew Pollard described the educational process as involving two interwoven strands of a rope, with attainment and personal development supporting each other. An alternative metaphor is that of the double helix. If the two strands get out of kilter, the result is at one end, young people, whether academically successful or not, with little idea how to make relationships or to make sense of their own lives; and at the other, too many children with low levels of attainment, and the low expectations (both those of other people and their own) that follow from that. So my argument is not that attainment or personal development are alternatives but that they are inherently dependent on each other. There is some evidence that this is increasingly recognised in the DCSF. But while attainment levels remain almost the sole criterion of success or failure, that is what schools will focus on.
My particular interest is in spiritual, moral, social and cultural development. It is worth remembering where SMSC sits in the legislation and in the Framework for Inspection, though they barely figure in the new Professional Standards for QTS. My argument is that the sort of exploration which I tried to make in Eaude (2006) and which we will touch on in the rest of this session can provide a way helping teachers in training to address the key pedagogical issues needed to teach beyond the standards agenda. Beyond both in scope and in time. Yet much of the pedagogy promoted as especially important for particular groups of learners - those with SEN, the gifted and talented, those with English as additional language such as high but realistic expectations, higher order questioning, and a range of different learning media. - is what all learners need. The problem is that the dead hand of the curriculum - and high stakes summative assessment – militates against the view that pedagogy is always in needs of re-invention, because the context is always changing.
A word about curriculum. Let me read you a passage that Jerome Bruner, who came to Oxford earlier this year and spoke with fantastic lucidity at the age of 93, wrote in 1991 (Bruner, 2006, pp 140 ff) ‘we have learned that there is no such thing as the curriculum, there is only a curriculum; it is very specific to a particular situation and a particular student, and it will vary. For, in effect, it’s an animated three-way conversation between a learner, someone who is somewhat more expert in an area of study and a body of knowledge that is difficult to define but that exists in the culture.’ Something to learn about personalisation, here, I suggest. He goes on to say (in America, in 1991, remember) that a focus on assessment procedures and standards will ‘succeed only in fueling our own internal indignation about how little geography our students know, how badly they read, how sorely lacking they are in mathematical skills, how deficient they are in understanding what science is all about, or perhaps worse yet how wonderful it is that our skills have not declined further.’
It seems to me that pedagogy, especially in times of rapid change, (precisely when psychologically it is safest to fall back on what we know best), needs to be flexible, based on two key questions:
· how does learning, especially in this context young children’s, happen, especially in nurturing the attitudes, values and dispositions required for learning in areas which are in some respect beyond our imagination? 

· how can we as teachers create environments which unleash children’s learning power and create, or develop, rather than constrain, or stunt, those attitudes, values and dispositions?

There are no simple answers to such questions. However, answers to either question which are formulated primarily in terms of content and delivery, buttressed by summative assessment, is both to limit and to skew the whole range of children’s learning and to exclude, de facto, a large minority whose expectations of what they can become are systematically reduced. My answers would be based on a model of learning where knowledge is:

· constructed, building on children’s social and cultural capital, rather than expecting them to plough an individual furrow; and

· based on maintaining and building on children’s passion for learning. 
Teachers in training need to wrestle with these challenges if they are to move beyond the constraints of the present regime. This is not to say that they don’t need to gain expertise in a subject, to know how to plan and to control a class of children. Of course they do. But they need chances to raise their eyes above the all too immediate horizon if they are to be prepared for the journey beyond it –and that involves struggling with questions like those two above which have no easy answers. So, time for you to do so.
I would like us to spend fifteen minutes in groups of three or four thinking about what the implications for teachers of enhancing spiritual, moral and cultural development, giving five minutes to each, and coming up with a brief statement about what the implications for children and teachers. Leave out social and emotional development for now, partly because these appear to be easier, partly because they seem to fit more easily into the current structure of the curriculum. I’ll then offer a few of my thoughts on these.
**
Key points to be brought out in discussion, that these raise questions rather provide answers:
· spiritual, not just about religion, but about meaning and addressing painful as well as enjoyable experience, with relationships central to this. who am I? where do I fit in? why am I here?
· moral, not just about right and wrong, and not predominantly conscious, but learnt more through example and habituation, as well as critical reflection via the conscious about what sort of person do I want to become? Jackson et al’s book The Moral Life of Schools is a very powerful analysis of why explicit programmes are less important than what is implicit, what is unspoken is even more important than what is consciously taught;
· cultural, a particularly slippery word, but at root this is about questions such as where do I belong? what is my identity? Without these, children have little chance to become confident, creative learners. In Eagleton’s (2000, p 131) words, ‘culture is not only what we live by. It is, also, in great measure, what we live for. Affection, relationship, memory, kinship, place, community, emotional fulfilment, intellectual enjoyment, a sense of ultimate meaning.’
Each element of SMSC may be seen as a facet or dimension of personal development, a journey of self discovery, involving questions such as:

	Spiritual

who am I? where do I fit in? why am I here?
	Moral

how should I act? what sort of person do I want to become?

	Social

how should I interact with other people?
	Cultural

where do I belong? what is my identity?


As teachers, and as teacher-educators, we need to provide space as well as pace, since none of these questions can be satisfactorily explored under pressure, quickly or conclusively.

In the last few minutes, let me highlight three outcomes that really matter for children:

1. a chance to develop coherent personal narrative, so that we, as teachers or teacher-educators, and the children, can be helped to make sense of ourselves, not just as individuals but as part of something bigger;

2. a need to belong, - as Owen (2005), cited in the Spring 2007 Education Review suggests, this should be a sixth outcome for the Every Child Matters agenda-  which means that relationships and the expereince of a community that schools offer are vital, especially for those who have little experience of belonging; and

3. a sense of agency, that we are who we become, that who we are is not a given. Or to use Hart et al’s arresting phrase co-agency, where learner and teacher create, through their relationships, new understandings. This makes creativity not a bolt-on to be addressed in an art or technology lesson, but the whole approach permeating how children are encouraged to learn. Do introduce students to Ken Robinson’s report (NACCCE, 1999) if you don’t already. 
And three aspects of pedagogy to help achieve these:

1. tell stories,  both because these engage children in the sorts of questions raised and because they help children understand themselves as part of wider traditions, not just individuals;
2. recognise the importance of implicit messages, the hidden curriculum, because so much learning occurs without us quite knowing how;

3. make assumptions that children are capable learners, not that one is starting out with a blank sheet.

So, to finish. The curriculum, as currently constructed, is dominated by a model of learning as delivery - all too often to the wrong address - , the child as an empty vessel and the teacher as the water-carrier. And by a skewed emphasis on attainment at the expense of personal development. The need to emphasise behaviour management stems, I believe, directly from many children’s disengagement with the curriculum. But, as indicated earlier, there is a recognition in the moves, however tentative, towards greater creativity, especially in the Every Child Matters agenda, and personalisation, that this model is unsustainable. So we need climate change, though a different sort from the one we have become used to discussing. 
But is what I have been talking about achievable within the current constraints? I am not sure. I actually think that much of it can be done within the current constraints and will lead to higher standards ultimately, though probably not to improved short-term results. It requires courage and perseverance to maintain over the long-term, but discussion of these sorts of issue is essential if we are to prepare teachers for life beyond the standards agenda.
To explore what really matters requires children who wrestle with questions rather than be content to absorb answers, and teachers who are brave enough to live with uncertainty and to be more than water-carriers. But it also requires teacher educators who recognise and create a world beyond the rather arid territory in which we now find ourselves.
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