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The National Education Conference 2011, which took place at Stoke Rochford Hall on 9-10 July, was attended by 164 Union members, speakers and staff.  They met together in whole-conference plenary sessions, workshop and sectional sessions.

The Conference report, which follows, consists of summaries of the plenary, workshop and sectional sessions.  The Conference Programme and participants’ comments also form part of the report.
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PLENARY SESSION: Welcome and Introduction to the NEC                 
Gill Goodswen, ex-President, NUT

Gill Goodswen, ex-President of the NUT, welcomed participants to the 2011 National Education Conference (NEC). Gill gave a special welcome to those who had not attended before and also remarked on the record number of young teachers attending. She said that the NEC formed an essential part of the Union’s calendar of events and provided a real opportunity to debate and to reflect on current education practices.   

Gill apologised that Nina Franklin, the current President, was not able to attend. Nina was currently representing the NUT at its Canadian sister union’s conference. Gill welcomed the General Secretary, Christine Blower, and said that she was delighted that she was able to attend. In addition she conveyed the apologies of the Deputy General Secretary, Kevin Courtney, who had intended to attend the NEC but who had been taken ill. She also welcomed Karen Robinson, who was attending her first NEC since being appointed to the post of Head of the Union’s Education and Equalities Department which was responsible for the organisation of the NEC.
The theme of the 2011 NEC was “Trusting Teachers – Taking Control of the Profession”. At a time when the Government was attempting to undermine teachers and the teaching profession it was vital that all teachers and NUT members in particular asserted their knowledge, values and professional skills and reclaimed their right to exercise their professional judgements in areas such as the curriculum, pedagogy and assessment.  Gill Goodswen said that she hoped that the NEC would provide an opportunity for teachers to consider and reflect on the important role that they played in children’s lives.

PLENARY SESSION: KEYNOTE ADDRESS – The Challenge of Education Today: Control or Trust? 
Professor Peter Mortimore, Former Pro-Vice Chancellor of London University  
Chair: Gill Goodswen, Ex-President, NUT
Gill Goodswen welcomed Professor Peter Mortimore to the NEC. Peter Mortimore said that he was delighted to have the opportunity to give the keynote speech at NEC. He provided some brief background information about himself - since retiring from London University in 2000, he had undertaken reviews of the Danish and Norwegian education systems for the Organisation of Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD); he had also been an international Professor of Education and Hans Christian Andersen Fellow at the University of Southern Denmark.

Peter began his keynote address by looking at the challenges the UK education system was facing, particularly in regard to control and trust issues. He said that Government ministers from both the main political parties tried to dictate discussion over education. At the moment the market model of education was being promoted. There was also a belief in TINA – ‘There Is No Alternative’. This belief could lead to the destruction of public education. Peter said that it was important to look at educational developments in other countries, not to copy them but to learn from them.  It was also essential to trust the teaching profession. Peter said that he was a supporter of trade unions and believed that strong unions were part of the education system. 

Effective education lay at the heart of society. It nurtured communities and offered a place for all. Looking at the UK education system, Peter remarked that the UK had been slow to develop a proper state education system. Children today entered a system that sought to separate them based on ability and wealth. They had to compete for places at a school. Peter said that he had been to many different countries and thought that despite the difficulties of the education system the best teaching took place in the UK. 

On election Government ministers tended to want to make their mark on education by rushing through new policies and initiatives without proper consideration or discussion. Peter referred to the Labour Government in Australia where the Prime Minister, Julia Gillard, wanted to copy the UK’s testing system. Peter said that he could not understand why the Australian Government wanted to do this but concluded that the new Labour Government in Australia wanted to show that it could be tough on unions that were opposed to the introduction of the tests.

Peter spoke about the UK Government’s promotion of the market system. The market system was one in which sellers and buyers exchange goods or services for profit. Supply and demand forces interacted and a balance of power was contested.  Whilst theoretically both parties went away happy, the facts showed that markets did not work like this – the stronger person abused their position. The concept of market choice had been idealised and did not work in the education system. It has led to over subscribed schools being tempted to take advantaged pupils.

Despite all the evidence about the impact of growing up in poverty Government ministers still stated that poverty was no excuse for failure. In some schools parents were struggling with bad housing, no money and no books. Around the corner there might be a school where children had everything - where parents could, if needed, buy in extra coaching. Whilst some people were able to grow and progress in a system like this they were the exception. Middle class parents were great at getting the best advantage for their children. It was hard for others to compete. Peter Mortimore said that it was important to understand the way in which disadvantage operates and its detrimental impact on people’s expectations and aspirations. 

It was important to recognise that there were constant pressures on the system including the closure threat to schools. The concept of value added was difficult to explain. The flaw in the theory of the market was that you could not make it work with children. Schools needed a balanced intake of young people. Despite all the evidence and arguments against it, the market system was still promoted as the way forward for education.

Peter looked back on some of the key developments of the Conservative years. These included the setting up of City Technology Colleges, which had been described as the nail in the coffin for comprehensive schools. The 1988 Education Reform Act had introduced a range of different developments including the National Curriculum and new inspection arrangements. Peter said that there had been a missed opportunity to create a good effective system. The Conservative years also saw  the abolition of HMI and creation of Ofsted. There was also the call for “a Grammar school in every town”. 

The 1997 Labour landslide election victory had called for “education, education, education”. Despite some positive policies such as Sure Start, the General Teaching Council and more resources, much of Labour’s policies had been based on a continuation of the Tory years. Labour brought in a performance market-based system of schools. It espoused new public management trends, privatisation, individualisation, and deregulation. This had led to public disparagement of the public sector and mistrust.
Peter summarised some of the key policies brought in by the Coalition Government. The schools White Paper, The Importance of Teaching, stated that no school system could allow children to fail. Peter said that unfortunately this statement did not fit in with the Government’s actions.  The Government’s promotion of free schools was creating schools for favoured children. The academies initiative was now about good schools trying to get better. Schools were being bribed by money to become academies and could not say no. There had been a culling of maintenance grants, the end of Education Maintenance Allowances, the increase in university fees and the abolition of education bodies. Peter said that these developments were widening the gap between rich and poor.

Peter compared the UK/England’s education system to those of the Nordic Countries. His comparison drew on PISA data based on numerous factors including: the percentage of poor readers, the percentage of variance between schools explained by socio/economic/cultural status, the proportion of the working population with upper secondary education, the proportion of the working population with tertiary education, participation in life-long learning and data from health behaviour in school-aged children.

He outlined the main differences between UK/England and the Nordic Countries. These included the following findings:

· Nordic PISA standard deviations were generally smaller

· participation in upper secondary, tertiary and life long learning was generally higher in Nordic countries

· adult literacy was generally slightly better in Nordic countries

· conditions for children and young people were generally better in Nordic countries –with some exceptions

· there was a greater emphasis on democracy in Nordic countries 

· societies were more equal in Nordic countries. The UK was OK on performance but not on equity. Finland showed that you could have high performance and take everyone up with you.

Peter went through some of the likely underlying causes for the differences between Nordic Countries and the UK/England. These included political reasons such as social democratic tradition versus individualistic conservatism. Economic reasons could be down to Nordic countries ‘better balanced economies’. Nordic countries were more willing to pay taxes. Social reasons such as an easier relationship of individuals to their societies could all cause differences. Attitudinal causes also needed to be taken into account, such as Nordic countries’ better gender balance and there being less emphasis on class.

Peter said that it was important to ask some fundamental questions such as ‘what is education?’ and ‘what is its purpose?’  A key part of an effective education system was having highly skilled teachers. Effective learning was when the mind of the learner and teacher were in continued conversation. Education for the development of a society should be free and comprehensive.  When considering ways to improve education, consideration should be given to: promoting and facilitating enhanced teacher education; career-long professional development; better preparation and support for heads; and trusting teachers rather than dictating to them.

When looking at new models of education it was important to reconsider the way teaching and learning fitted together, embrace more fully the psychological and sociological aspects of learning and listen more fully to what learners had to say. Peter said that it was important for the profession to keep faith in its values. It was also important for everyone in the education community to be more innovative about educational ideas and for teachers and everyone who knew a bit about education to bombard ministers with fresh ideas about education policy and practice.

The question and answer section at the end of Peter’s session included questions about the monitoring of education policy, accountability in schools and the need for education to be taken out of politics. In response to these questions Peter stated that he thought it was essential that education was taken out of politics. An independent body led by academics and teacher unions should instead oversee education policy in the UK. With regard to school accountability Peter said that he thought democratically elected school governing bodies played an important role in promoting accountability. Academies were worrying as they did not have to have this democracy.  

PLENARY SESSION: PANEL DISCUSSION: Teacher Controlled Assessment 

Professor Richard Daugherty, Director, Oxford University Centre for Educational Assessment (OUCEA) and Honorary Professor at the Cardiff University School of Social Sciences; Professor Mary James, Associate Director of Research at the University of Cambridge Faculty of Education and  Vice President (President Elect) of the British Educational Research Association; Dr Christine Merrell, Senior Lecturer and Director of Research at Durham University’s Curriculum, Education & Management Centre in the School of Education; and Ellen Greaves,  Research Economist at the Institute for Fiscal Studies, working in the education and skills sector.
Chair: Christine Blower, General Secretary, NUT
NUT General Secretary Christine Blower introduced the panel speakers, stating that assessment had featured significantly in the NUT’s campaigning work.  The Union was keen to identify fresh ideas relating to assessment to inform dialogue with Government.   The plenary session commenced with a presentation from each panel member and went on to invite delegates to engage in dialogue with the panel. 

Richard Daugherty

Richard stated that a review of the curriculum and examination system was welcome.   Research would be needed, however, to ensure that outcomes were clear and achievable.  He illustrated examples of the stages of the process of teacher based summative assessment.  He suggested that the infrastructure was dependent on a chain of events which needed each link to be maintained to be valid.  He stated that problems had been experienced in Wales in developing a system based on teacher assessment which had brought into question the feasibility of such a system.  He stated that further consideration was needed to address this.  

Christine Merrell

Christine presented the findings of her work investigating developments in assessment for the Bew Review of KS2 assessment.  She went on to illustrate the benefits of diagnostic assessment using computer adaptive software.  This could be teacher led and adapted to the needs of pupils.  She stated that the facility to compare pupils’ progress and the reliability of computer adaptive assessment had proven effective in informing teaching and learning.  
Ellen Greaves

Ellen summarised her experience of research into teacher assessment for end of Key Stage tests.  The findings led her to caution against use of teacher assessment as the only form of assessment. The research had investigated consistency in marking related to pupil characteristics.   The results indicated bias which strengthened the argument for a need for objective assessment at the end of Key Stages.    

Mary James

Mary has worked for many years on assessment reform.  She stated that teacher assessment and external systems were both valuable.  She suggested that there should be greater trust in teaching and that education would benefit from a less political agenda.  

Panel Discussion

Following the presentations, delegates were invited to put questions to the panel.     Christine Merrell was asked about the availability of the computer adaptive software.  She responded that it was readily available to be purchased.  She also stated that there was scope for further research and analysis of the statistical findings of the software. 

It was suggested to Ellen Greaves that poor quality assessment could account for some bias in teacher assessment.  In response she stated that the significance of bias could not be explained by the reliability of assessment quality.   A delegate further suggested that teacher assessment was essential due to the limitations of external testing. Another delegate suggested that it was difficult for teachers to assess while being told that they do not assess well.  A further delegate made the point that teacher assessment was a high risk activity for teachers while being dependent on skills and influenced by prejudice.   Ellen agreed that teachers should have input along with other assessing techniques.  She agreed that external influences were a factor in teacher assessment.   Clarification was sought regarding the findings of the research in relation to SEN and Ellen stated that this had been the most complex area of investigation and warranted further investigation. 

Richard Daugherty suggested that teacher assessment should be at the centre of testing.  He went on to state that the experience in Wales indicated a need for moderation in conjunction with teacher assessment.  

Mary James suggested that a move away from quantitative assessment towards developing profiles of pupils would be a fresh approach.   She suggested that where assessment results were used for performance management they would be skewed.  She stated that assessment was too important to be linked to government policy and needed wider stakeholders to realise this.   

A delegate questioned the real purpose of assessment.    Christine Merrell stated that it was to improve outcomes for pupils while Richard Daugherty suggested that there was no single purpose as it related to the context. 

Christine Blower closed the discussion by thanking the panel members for their presentations and delegates for their input.  

PLENARY SESSION: The RSA’s View of the Curriculum
Matthew Taylor, Chief Executive, Royal Society for the Arts
Chair: Hazel Danson, Chair of the Education and Equalities Committee, NUT
Hazel Danson introduced Matthew Taylor from the Royal Society of the Arts (RSA).  Matthew became Chief Executive of the RSA in November 2006.  Prior to this appointment, he was Chief Adviser on Political Strategy to the Prime Minister, Tony Blair. 

Hazel noted that the NUT supported the development of the RSA’s ‘Opening Minds’ project and that the Union was keen to work with partners where there were common areas of interest.

Matthew began by thanking the NUT for the invitation and encouraging delegates to complete their evaluation forms for his session sooner rather than later as the feedback might be more positive in advance of him speaking.  He also said that he felt that Tony Blair was coming back into fashion since the election of the Coalition government, which made speaking at a trade union conference more comfortable.  He recognised that his presentation might have a secondary focus and invited delegates to bring in a primary perspective.

Matthew structured his presentation according to the four key questions that he has identified as central to a consideration of the curriculum.

1. What is the curriculum for?

Matthew said there was a largely unspoken debate regarding the aim of the curriculum - was it primarily for attainment or achievement?  He described a revolution in attainment, with 40% of pupils continuing into further education and continuously improving results at GCSEs and key stage assessments, but felt that this was not replicated in improvements in achievement.  He did not believe that assessments were getting easier and was not worried by increasing attainment.  He did not accept the ‘dumbing down’ argument and nor did he believe that better results across the board damaged the success of the most high-achieving students.  He argued that it is important for social mobility, both in relative terms (making it easier to move up and down in socio-economic status) and in absolute terms (the number of people achieving access to further education for example).  He believed that it had become easier for more people to succeed and that was not a problem.

Matthew went on to say that this policy was being abandoned and there were now changes, driven by elitism, to make ‘standards’ higher and cap the number of people succeeding, particularly for financial reasons.  He asked if delegates were happy that Michael Gove wanted to make it harder for more children to succeed.

2. Where does teaching take place?

Matthew talked about how the Coalition’s idea of the Big Society has been applied to schools and how he believed that there were problems with this but the principle was right, in that citizens should have a key role in shaping society and the future.  The problem was that it was premised on people stepping forward but there was no plan as to how this might happen.  Further, there was no evidence that withdrawing services would encourage people to step forward or that there would be a positive outcome, as it might encourage bad things like gangs.

Matthew went on to ask ‘how might we change things?’ and suggested that public services should not be delivered to passive recipients.  The outcomes of public services depended on the level of quality but also that the public deliver with them – that was the credible model of a big society.  He gave the example of refuse collection, where the majority of people contributed to the service by sorting their recycling as requested and made their rubbish available at the appropriate time.  He also mentioned social care services, where clients wanting increased control of their support had been seen as a problem 20 years ago whereas now personalised budgets were enabling people to select what made them feel better.

In relation to the curriculum, Matthew said that schools should be encouraged to see themselves not as institutions but as hubs for cultural learning, building relationships with parents, the third sector etc.  Children’s capacity for learning was massively affected by influences in the 80% of their time that they were not in school, which was another reason for schools to reach out.  He described the RSA project Area Based Curriculum which focused on supporting schools to encourage a culture of learning outside the school gates.  He stressed that the curriculum should be education in the round, involving the whole community, not just the school, to increase the chance of success.

3. What is the correct balance between practical and theoretical learning?

Matthew described this as a “stupid dichotomy”.  He said that Schools’ Minister Nick Gibb believed that middle class people like practical learning for working class kids because it was second rate, when clearly it was not second rate as it was essential for doctors, soldiers etc.  Learning should be theoretical and practical, taught in creative and imaginative ways.  There should be more ‘materiality’ in learning – touching, feeling, experiencing.

Matthew went on to talk about the ongoing debate about whether education should focus on subject knowledge or skills. He referred to the RSA’s Opening Minds project, which prioritised five key skills that people should derive from education; citizenship, learning, managing information, relating to people and managing situations.  He emphasised that he was not anti knowledge or anti subjects but asked if the curriculum should be based on skills and competencies or on Michael Gove’s alternative, “subject knowledge as a priority with a bit of skills”?  The latter was not what was needed for people or for the future.  There was an urgent need to develop different competencies, for example an understanding of “just because it’s strange doesn’t mean it’s wrong”.

4. How much autonomy should schools and teachers have?

Matthew welcomed what he calls a de-centralisation wave in current education policy. He described the Opening Minds approach in more detail and said that when it was first published there was no active recruitment to encourage schools to take it up. However, within a year there were two hundred schools involved, each with a very different implementation model.  The approach was innovative and evolving and although it had not been applied top down, the emphasis on developing best practice and the collaborative approach had been consistent.  He contrasted this with the approach of the Coalition, which was separating schools into individual establishments, and concluded by saying that collaboration was about challenge and putting the needs of the group ahead of individual interests.
The question and answer section at the end of Matthew’s session included questions about the Opening Minds curriculum, the skills/knowledge dichotomy, the balance between national and local curriculum settings, the importance of pedagogy given that academies will not be subject to the national curriculum, the need to do away with league tables and the need to challenge and support underperformance.

PLENARY SESSION: History, Whose History? 
Alf Wilkinson, Continuing Professional Development Manager, The Historical Association 

Chair: Veronica Peppiatt, Executive Member, NUT
Veronica Peppiatt introduced Alf Wilkinson, Continuing Professional Development (CPD) Manager at the Historical Association. Alf taught history in comprehensive schools for many years before joining the Historical Association to run its New Opportunities Funding training programme and its CPD programme. Recently he was National Subject Lead for the New Secondary Curriculum helping to implement the 2008 version of the National Curriculum.

Alf started his talk by reminding delegates that the subject of history had always been a “hot potato” and politicians had always tried to meddle with the content of the history curriculum in schools. He outlined the present situation saying that the sadness of the present time was that history was fast disappearing from state schools because of the pressure on the curriculum and the fact that some head teachers viewed it as a worthless subject in the context of league tables. He said many secondary schools were squeezing existing three-year history courses into two or merging the subject with geography to form generic “humanities” lessons. Some schools were even preventing children from taking history GCSEs to steer them towards “easier” vocational qualifications. Michael Gove, the Education Secretary, was also dissatisfied at current practice stating at a Conservative Party conference in October 2010 that: “Children are growing up ignorant of one of the most inspiring stories I know – the history of our United Kingdom.” However, despite these gloomy opinions, Ofsted had found that, “In the schools visited, history was generally a popular and successful subject which many pupils enjoyed,” and that, “The view that too little British history is taught in secondary schools in England is a myth” (Ofsted Report on History, March 2011).
Alf outlined the Historical Association’s view of history teaching and the key concepts that it believed shold be conveyed. The fact that history had become optional at Key Stage 4 and that, at Key Stage 3, history was often taught by non specialists, meant that students in independent schools were almost twice as likely to study GCSE history as those in maintained schools and that entries from academies were significantly lower than for maintained schools overall.

Currently the history curriculum was under review but there had been outrage that Michael Gove had offered the job of overhauling the curriculum to an historian closely associated with right wing views, Niall Ferguson. However Professor Simon Schama had now been appointed by the Secretary of State to lead on the work of deciding exactly what should be taught in the history national curriculum and nothing had been decided as yet. Alf believed that “it would all turn out fine” and there was no need to be alarmed. At least history was being debated and was in the news!

Alf finally outlined some of the current issues facing the teaching of history. 
These were:

· history is under threat in terms of the time available for teaching it

· not enough ‘Britishness’ being taught (Alf disagreed with this view)

· an over dependence on set texts written by examiners

· who controls the curriculum?

· transition from primary to secondary

· chronology

· content

· big picture

Alf confessed that his pet hate was the GCSE assessment tail wagging the dog.

Finally he illustrated his point about ‘Whose history?’ by showing different pictures of Churchill. In a recently released book: Churchill – the greatest Briton unmasked, Nigel Knight had argued that Churchill, as Chancellor of the Exchequer in the 1920s, was the cause of Britain’s lack of preparation for World War Two, rather than Chamberlain who was often considered the ’guilty man’ of appeasement. So who was the real Churchill? He explained that the use of photos in history lessons could be a real tool to help learning and get pupils asking those all important questions.

PLENARY SESSION: Will the Government’s Education Reforms Help Teachers Raise Achievement for All Pupils?



           
Councillor Peter Downes, Lib Dem Councillor, Cambridgeshire County Council
Chair: Anne Swift, Vice-Chair of the Education and Equalities Committee, NUT

Anne Swift introduced Councillor Peter Downes.  Peter was a modern languages teacher and Head of Department before becoming a comprehensive school head. In 1994-95 he was President of the Secondary Heads’ Association. He retired in 1996 but continued to work in education. He is currently a Cambridgeshire County Councillor and a primary school governor.  Anne noted that Peter moved the motion against academies at the Liberal Democrat Conference which was carried overwhelmingly.
Peter noted his pleasure at being back at Stoke Rochford.  He described how he got involved in politics a year after the Coalition government was formed as he thought that having the Liberal Democrats in Government was better than just having the Tories.  He noted that the Academies Act had been rushed through in a matter of months and was quite contrary to the Liberal Democrat’s education policy so he decided to submit a motion to the lib Dem conference criticising free schools and academies.  This was the first sign of dissent from within the party and was seized on by the media, so now he was endlessly busy on platforms for the NUT and the Anti Academies Alliance, with no time to himself despite being retired.

Peter described how Michael Gove says he is intent on reforming state education, using terms like “passionate”, “relentless” and “irreversible”, and asked “for whom are we making it better?” To put it another way, he referred to the Clegg question (Alec not Nick) which was “what’s in it for the children?” – what he believed to be the fundamental question.   

Peter identified a number of fallacies that underpinned Gove’s restructuring of the education system:

· “Standards are dreadful and declining.”  Not true as performance had been rising constantly for the last ten years.

· “Parents are clamouring for change.”  A recent IPSOS MORI poll shows that just four per cent of parents were fairly or very dissatisfied with their child’s school.

· “Local authorities control schools.”  Peter noted some control is positive, as in the case of air traffic control.  Before the advent of local management of schools (LMS), local authorities (LAs) did control schools but now they simply managed specific aspects such as exclusions, admissions and SEN support.  Control of schools (curriculum, inspection etc) was done by central government not LAs. 
· “Changing structures automatically raised standards.”  Evidence proved that the experience within the classroom had the biggest impact on pupil success.

· “Academies = localism” Academies were not giving power to local people but in reality was transferring it to other undemocratic bodies.

· “The marketplace philosophy can be applied to state education,” for example, ‘failing’ schools or unpopular schools will whither away.  In reality, the children who are going through that school were having their one chance at education.

· “Autonomy and greater freedom for schools will help to raise standards.”  Up to now autonomy had worked while schools remained within the LA context.

Peter went on to explore these freedoms and autonomy in greater detail, referencing freedom from the national curriculum (the ‘best’ and ‘worst’ schools will be exempt), freedom from the School Teachers’ Pay and Conditions Document (many aspects of which facilitated flexible reward packages), freedom to change the length of the school day and the structure of the year and freedom from the LA.  He identified the most significant as greater financial freedom and emphasised that money was the driving force behind this agenda.

Peter explained that under the academies programme, money was recouped from the LA’s funds for pupils in need and ‘top sliced’ from the general grant to councils.  Despite the government stating that “becoming an academy should not bring about a financial advantage or disadvantage to a school”, Peter was clear that becoming an academy did bring a financial advantage.  Academies had a detrimental impact on pupils in other LA schools because outstanding schools, which were most likely to become academies, generally had fewer ‘disadvantaged’ pupils. On becoming an academy they attracted additional funding when they didn’t have the same level of need as some other schools.  Academies also had a detrimental effect on other LA services, as service delivery functions became destabilised when schools opted out.

Moreover free schools had all the disadvantages of academies and several more besides:

· They would usually be small and therefore not cost effective.

· Unless there was a need for extra places they may attract pupils away from existing schools therefore making those schools less cost effective.

· They would probably be located in inappropriate or adapted buildings.

· They would probably offer a restricted curriculum.

· They may have a faith dimension which could be socially divisive.

· They may depend on “enthusiasts” with little practical experience of running a school, whose vision and enthusiasm might fade.

Peter summarised by returning to the question ‘what’s in it for the children?’, saying that the structural reforms (academies and free schools) were “bad news for pupils and the education system and would be costly, divisive and inequitable”.  He concluded that “it is in nobody’s interest to see our education system fragment.  The ‘free market’ may make life slightly better for some pupils but probably much worse for the most vulnerable”. 

He then turned his attention to an alternative programme, considering what progressives would want to see as the way forward.  He suggested that it might be necessary to accept the inevitability of academies for the secondary sector and seek to minimise the damage caused, salvage the primary sector to remain within local authority oversight and support, and support resistance by teachers, school leaders, unions and others.

Regarding the curriculum, Peter argued that the priorities should be to reconcile the tensions between knowledge, skills and reflection and “argue the case for thinking. Putting too much faith in simple solutions, such as the impact of phonics in Finland, should be avoided, as the wider context in Finland was very different to that in this country.  It was necessary to recognise the distorting effect of assessment and accountability criteria and to trust teachers and encourage them to learn from each other.

With respect to school funding, Peter felt that a national funding formula was long overdue.  A new distribution formula should be based on an activity-led and needs-led model of provision, give schools and LAs greater year-on-year certainty, be equitable and be linked to the academic year.  He also suggested that it could be supplemented by LA local funding.

In conclusion, Peter returned to the title of his session, Will the government’s education reforms help teachers raise achievement for all pupils?  He concluded “probably not”.  He felt that possibly they may help some pupils do better but the reforms would most likely widen the gap in performance between the strongest and the weakest.  “Closing the gap, educationally and socially, should be the government’s main priority,” he concluded.
The question and answer section at the end of Peter’s session included questions about making the changes in education important to the public, political allies against academies and the growth of academy chains.
WORKSHOP SESSION: Fit for the future? The Curriculum Review and the E-Bacc 

Gareth Mills, Curriculum Foundation

Chair: John Holmes, Chair of the Advisory Committee for Secondary Schools, NUT
Gareth Mills introduced the Curriculum Foundation as an organisation established two years previously which was passionate about the curriculum, and which embodied a vision for the well being of young people and the country.  He said that it provided a voice for the whole curriculum and an entire learning experience.  It sought to provide an education of the ‘whole person’ from the learners’ perspective, to the benefit both of the individual and society as a whole.

He acknowledged, however, that often people had ‘word associations’ with the curriculum such as ‘boring’, ‘constraining’ and ‘test-driven’.  He said that a key question was whether we could be architects of a curriculum that achieved societies’ aims and which was also enjoyable.

He noted that both the Labour and Coalition Governments had spoken about giving schools greater flexibilities and freedoms over the curriculum, although there were some inconsistencies in this rhetoric, for example the differences in freedoms over the National Curriculum between the maintained sector and newer categories of school such as academies and free schools.  

The current Secretary of State for Education, Michael Gove, had stated that the inclusion of skills development and the promotion of generic dispositions had distorted the curriculum and subject knowledge.  Gareth disputed this analysis of the National Curriculum and said that it remained very much organised around subject disciplines but that a well organised curriculum also had thematic approaches across subjects.  He questioned the approach also of embarking on a National Curriculum Review and a consultation around it which had been introduced with a clearly stated outcome from the outset.

He contrasted the approach with one that had previously been taken by the then Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA) entitled QCA Futures.  This had been a consultation with a starting point of developing a curriculum which was fit for the future, which explored what young people needed to equip them for future life, and which questioned what should try to be achieved through the curriculum in the future.  The consultation and dialogue around QCA Futures included teachers, parents and employers, in order to establish their collective ambitions and vision for the curriculum.  Gareth said that there had been few arguments and clear overlapping views across the different groups which had been involved.  Notably, they had included views in favour of the skills areas which Mr Gove had said were responsible for having ‘distorted’ the curriculum. 

He strongly believed that a sense of what was attempted to be achieved was central to the design of a curriculum, and that the set of personal characteristics, skills and knowledge that one wanted a curriculum to develop flowed from that initial concept.

He pointed out that the Coalition Government had focused in particular on areas of international comparison, such as the high achievement in mathematics among young people in Singapore.  He then demonstrated through a visual representation of the Singapore National Curriculum – drawn from the curriculum document itself – the way in which rather than being narrow and subject focused, it had ‘life skills’ at its core and had a project-based approach running through it which drew together the skills and subjects of the curriculum.  He demonstrated that other curriculum models, such as that of New Zealand or the International Baccalaureate had been organised and designed in similar ways.  He said that experience and research indicated that this was the approach that worked best, and had consequently been widely adopted.  In contrast, approaches to curriculum design that were narrowly subject based, and based heavily on ‘traditional’ approaches to the curriculum could be seen as ‘dry’ and often caused young people to disengage.  

He criticised also a view that climate change should be removed from the curriculum.  Gareth said that climate change was one of the biggest challenges of our age, and criticised a ‘binary, ideological approach’ which decided what subjects and topics should be included in the curriculum and which should be removed and excluded, favouring an approach which was broader and more inclusive: less ‘either/or’ and more ‘all at once’.

He then went on to address the English Baccalaureate (EBacc), observing that it was already leading to some young people being excluded from subject choices in the arts and other areas in favour of the ‘traditional’ subjects which had been included.  He criticised it for being little more than a league table measure which would have no other effect than narrowing the curriculum.  

The Curriculum Foundation, along with a number of other organisations, had developed a ‘Better Baccalaureate’ campaign.  The campaign reflected anger over the misappropriation of the term ‘Baccalaureate’.  He referred back to his principles for curriculum design and said that the same principles should be applied in the case of a Baccalaureate model.  

He concluded by voicing his frustration that such dramatic changes were taking place within education with too little public and media analysis and debate, and too little sense of what could be lost.  He urged society to have a stronger sense of what was changing in its education model, and of whether and why it mattered.
WORKSHOP SESSION: They Only Get Pregnant to Get a Council House and Other Stories




      
Julie Stamper, Head Teacher of the School Girl Mothers’ Unit in Hull

Chair: Veronica Peppiatt, NUT Executive
Veronica Peppiatt welcomed Julie Stamper to the NEC. Julie explained that the School Girl Mothers’ Unit (SGMU) was celebrating its 20th birthday and that she had been there since the beginning.  She was keen to dispel myths and stereotypes and saw this as key to her role as the Unit’s leader.  

The SGMU took girls up to the age of 18.   In the first activity, attendees were asked to list the characteristics of a ‘typical’ teenage mother and Julie went on to describe how they often have a combination of factors that make their lives complicated but there is no one type of girl that gets pregnant and comes to the unit.  There is a broad spectrum representing a continuum across every characteristic (age, race, class, family background, academic performance, school attendance etc).  She noted that if there was one thing that the girls had in common it would be that they almost all have very low self esteem.

The folowing activity focussed on the work of the unit in addressing the barriers to learning. Julie highlighted the many roles that the young women have in balancing responsibilities to their education with those of their changing roles and relationships and the care and welfare of their child.  She also discussed the factors that impede girls’ learning (everything from exhaustion to relationship difficulties) and how these have to be supported by staff.  Staff aim to support students academically, pastorally and vocationally to enable them to give birth and achieve a minimum of five GCSEs (or equivalent) within one academic year or less.

Papers were given out on the attitude of mainstream schools and the concerns that girls had about progressing to further education without the support of the SGMU.  There was also a ‘true or false’ quiz on life in the unit – the facilities, challenges and successes.
WORKSHOP SESSION: Educate and Celebrate- How to Make Your School LGBT Friendly  
Elly Barnes, Music Teacher and Diversity Course Leader at Stoke Newington School and Sixth Form Centre in L.B. Hackney
Chair: Gill Goodswen, ex-President
Gill Goodswen introduced Elly Barnes, who, in addition to her work at Stoke Newington School was also the school rep for Schools Out and LGBT History Month. Elly organised whole-school activities in support of LGBT History Month and Stoke Newington School incorporated LGBT awareness into all aspects of the curriculum. The school was also a diversity training centre.
Elly Barnes welcomed participants to the workshop and said that she wanted to share tried and tested schemes of work, resources and ideas about promoting a whole-school approach to promoting LGBT equality issues in schools. She asked participants to come up with a list of positive and negative reasons for doing LGBT work in the curriculum. Participants’ suggestions included the following:

Positive







· Visualisation of LGBT people.
· Helped to “usual-ise” LGBT people within the community and within schools.
· Helped to stop bullying.
· Provided students with LGBT role models.
· Provided students with information.
· Chance to discuss sexuality. 
· Important part of schools’ equalities work.
· Challenged prejudice.
· Empowered students.
Negative 

· Religious perceptions.
· Parental views.
· Lack of information. 

· Safety.
· Teacher embarrassment.
· School ethos.
· Fear.
Elly went through the negatives that participants had identified to show that they did not have to be seen in this way. She said that she had encountered few difficulties with parents and that any problems could normally be resolved by informing people of the facts and having a proper discussion about any concerns. 

Elly said that her school had a diversity policy and school code that students and staff signed up to. The school code stated that people’s sexual orientation should be respected. Students knew that they could be sent home for homophobic bullying. It was also important to recognise that the abolition of Section 28 in 2003 meant that teachers could talk about these issues, and Ofsted criteria meant that diversity policies needed to be implemented in the classroom. Elly said that it was important to tell teachers that they had got the legal back up to teach LGBT issues at school.

Elly said that this year she had trained a number of teachers to make their own schools LGBT friendly. She said that she joined Stoke Newington School in 2005 and from starting small had build up to getting the whole school involved in promoting and celebrating LGBT equality. She gave a slide presentation of what had been achieved at Stoke Newington School since 2005. The whole school now took part in LGBT history month activities and students had developed events and music performances that highlighted the LGBT agenda both in the school and the local community.  

Elly said that schools had to adapt their own approach to promoting LGBT equality. Schools faced difficulties as pupils could become conditioned to accept prejudice from a young age. A lot of perceptions needed to be challenged early on. Having a permanent school display about homophobic bullying was important.

Elly showed participants a ‘why do we celebrate diversity?’ slide that she used at school and said that she had used it to talk about the meaning of LGBT. She followed this up by talking to students about famous LGBT people. Alan Turing, the WW2 code breaker, was a useful person to talk about and helped students to understand the struggle of LGBT people. Elly Barnes also went through the new curriculum materials and resources developed by ‘Schools Out’ and showed participants how they could be used in different subject areas. 

WORKSHOP SESSION: Classrooms for Kenya and Developing International Links Between Schools 
Malcolm Peppiatt, Founder, Classrooms for Kenya Charity
Chair: Samidha Garg, Principal Office Race/International, NUT
Malcolm Peppiatt, provided an overview of the charity’s work.  Malcolm introduced the workshop by sharing information about his career in education and inviting delegates to introduce themselves.   Malcolm had recently retired from his role as Assistant Head at a large comprehensive school in West Sussex and currently works part time as International Links Co-ordinator.  

Malcolm explained how, together with a colleague, he set up the ‘Classrooms for Kenya’ charity.  Over the summer he would be leading a team of 80 pupils and staff from The Weald to build classrooms in the Kitale district of Kenya.  He was currently developing the charity, working with the British Council in Rwanda, to develop links between UK schools and schools in Rwanda.    

Malcolm provided an insight into how the charity had been established and how he had linked this work, in school, to the global curriculum.  He went on to explain how linking schools in the UK and Rwanda might be facilitated.  In particular Malcolm provided information on how schools could access Government grants, for example DfID funding which was administrated by the British Council.  

Delegates were invited to share information on their experience of international links and to discuss how these could be developed further.  The workshop was an opportunity for sharing experiences of school linking and networking with colleagues.
WORKSHOP SESSION: Cross-Circular Approaches to Primary PSHE & Citizenship 

Ruth Le Breton, Citizenship Foundation
Chair: Hazel Danson, Chair of the Education and Equalities Committee, NUT
Hazel Danson introduced Ruth Le Breton who had taught KS2 children in Yorkshire for six years and worked as a teacher-trainer in Tanzania for two years before joining the “Go-Givers” Primary Schools Programme at the Citizenship Foundation.

Ruth welcomed delegates to the workshop and explained that the Citizenship Foundation was an independent educational charity which aimed to empower individuals to engage in the wider community through education about the law, democracy and society.  

Ruth explained that Go-Givers was the Citizenship Foundation’s flagship programme for primary schools and was funded by the Cabinet Office.  The Go-Givers website was specifically designed to help primary and middle school teachers to deliver the PHSE and Citizenship curriculum in their schools with confidence. All its resources were free and had been developed with the belief that children’s education should have its basis in a philosophy of personal responsibility, and concern for the world. Go-Givers extended the SEAL and Healthy Schools’ programmes into the wider context of society and addressed many of the requirements of the DSCF Guidance to Promote Community Cohesion.
She explained that the workshop aimed to make delegates familiar with the website and the resources available on it. Delegates would learn how to search the website and how to edit lessons so that they could be used immediately on delegates’ return to school. 

The website was divided into three sections – one for teachers, one for parents and one for children and almost all of the activities were interactive and could be edited to personalise them.

Ruth began the workshop with a starter activity taken from the teachers’ zone to demonstrate the resources available. Delegates split into small groups and were posed a ‘dizzy dilemma’. For example: “You discover that your older brother is using illegal drugs. He has sworn you to secrecy. He says that he will run away from home if you tell on him. What do you do?” These sorts of dilemmas would be excellent ice-breakers in a lesson and could also be used in role plays so that children’s performance skills can be practised and their confidence increased.

Delegates were shown the Go-Givers characters which were also available to buy as puppets to use in the classroom. Each of the characters had a unique personality with likes and dislikes and a blog on the website to which children had access and could respond to. This gave children access to a wide range of personalities with whom they might identify and introduced the theme of diversity. This could also facilitate discussions on internet safety.
The Teachers’ Zone had plenty of lesson ideas for both Key Stages 1 and 2 and also a section called ‘nifty gear’ which contained material essential to the teaching of PSHE and Citizenship. For example, there was a lesson on the importance of setting out the ‘ground rules’ when discussing sensitive subjects. The KS1lessons were arranged by both theme and subject and covered topics such as ‘diversity and cohesion’, ‘sustainability’ and ‘rights and responsibilities’. There was also a section called ‘what’s going on?’ covering issues in the news with questions to aid group discussion. 
The Parents’ Zone allowed parents to get involved in their child’s education and gave plenty of hints and tips on how they could help children become good citizens and develop good habits. 
The Kids’ Zone. This section provided games and activities on Citizenship themes. For example there was a ‘make your own cartoon‘ section, quizzes and other activities. 
Ruth gave everyone plenty of time to explore the three zones of the website at their own pace and to ask questions.
WORKSHOP SESSION: Voice and Body Check-Up



   
Guy Michaels & David Windle, Opposite Leg Creative Training and Development Company
Chair: Anne Swift, Vice-Chair of the Education and Equalities Committee, NUT
Anne Swift welcomed and introduced David Windle and Guy Michaels, the Creative Directors of Opposite Leg Creative Training and Development Company. After years working as actors and teachers, David and Guy had developed their unique approach to teaching and staff training and development, and had worked throughout the education sector, for businesses and for charitable organisations.
This was a very active workshop. Delegates first formed a circle and did a series of body and movement exercises and tasks.  The tasks included walking across the circle and making eye contact with a fellow delegate, whose turn it was to repeat the exercise so in turn resulting in several delegates moving simultaneously. Delegates had to be prepared that they would be chosen to enter the circle next.  A variant of this exercise involved all delegates moving around the room at the same time and holding eye contact with one another until they had passed each other and then making eye contact with another delegate. Delegates worked with various partners for different exercises, such as guiding them across the room.  Flexibility and holding exercises were also carried out. 

The workshop then moved on to voice projection and breathing exercises. Exercises included delegates trying to shout as loud as possible, one by one in turn around the circle. Deep breathing exercises were also carried out, where delegates would take ten deep breaths from the stomach.  This was an exercise that would aid relaxation. 

SECTIONAL SESSIONS: A New NUT Education Statement
There were sectional group discussions covering primary, secondary, special and Heads and Deputies. 
For the 2011 NEC, all sectional groups were asked to discuss the same topic: ‘What should a new NUT education statement contain?’  A considerable amount of consensus was achieved between groups, regardless of what phase or position members worked in.  All of the groups agreed that the new Union education statement should contain lots of research evidence and positive messages about the profession.  There was less consensus, however, about whether the statement should represent an ‘ideal’ vision of the education system the NUT would wish to see or address the current realities of education.
An independent body to run education was a popular suggestion made by most groups.  There was some variation in the suggestions regarding who should be involved in such a body, whether it should include ‘stakeholders’ or comprise education experts only.  A common theme running throughout was to keep politics out of education, which had clearly been influenced by Peter Mortimore’s presentation.

It was felt the statement should demonstrate the importance and value of unions in general and the NUT in particular, that the Union was not simply there to protect members but also to provide expertise. This was a key strength of the NUT as the education union which led the way in policy development and was not simply reactive.

A number of groups discussed the new educational landscape, with the growing number of academies and a diminished role for local authorities. This raised the question: ‘Can we have national policies in a fragmented system?’  Most groups seemed to think that it was possible.
There was common ground that the statement should:

· give an ‘ideal’ vision rather than accept/respond to the status quo
· challenge or explain why being outside the system was not good for education, e.g., no QTS, the effect on pay for senior leaders and teachers, the effect on  STPCD, the impact of being outside the National Curriculum and assessment.

Accountability was a very strong theme for every group, both the accountability of institutions and of teachers. There was a strong feeling that teachers should not have to keep proving themselves by providing lots of documentation (i.e., trust), especially for assessment.
The NUT’s  policy on institutional accountability was well established, but there was a need for more debate on teacher accountability.  It was felt that the Union needed to seize the debate, not react, and define what was reasonable or legitimate to expect of teacher performance. 

The flip side of this, autonomy, often linked in with trust and respect, also featured in almost every group’s feedback:

· the extent or emphasis – schools vs. individual teacher in classroom
· a way of manifesting trust
It was further suggested that the statement should try and describe or capture what it was like to be a teacher now and also what it should be like – not only in terms of professional issues but bringing in pay and conditions, work/life balance, pensions.

A number of groups suggested that another key theme should be the importance of teachers having time and space to reflect and have professional conversations with colleagues.

Most groups linked improved working conditions/culture with improved student achievement.

The value of teachers should be emphasised, it was felt, especially professionalism as in other sectors and high levels of public trust (unlike politicians).

Lots of groups thought CPD should be central to the statement:

· access to funding was a key issue, an entitlement linked to developmental performance management was suggested
· enquiry-based learning/action research in schools
· developing own solutions to local problems
· allowing teachers to identify own, have secondments, etc. would be a manifestation of trust
· practical ways of facilitating time for professional talk.

Collaboration was a theme for almost every group.  This would suggest it should be an over-arching principle for all aspects of the statement, particularly sections on systems/structures, accountability, assessment and curriculum.

The role of local authorities in a fragmented education landscape was also proposed as a central theme, with the statement offering a vision of how the Union sees local authorities and the important democratic roles they have.  Also the social context should be considered, as education does not happen in a vacuum, schools cannot do it all.

The important role of parents was highlighted by several groups, which thought we should be saying more on working together and offering practical ideas for partnership to help all pupils make the most of education opportunities.  It was noted that this was an area that the Union had not done much work on previously. 
Some groups also wanted to emphasise learner involvement in their education, or ‘pupil voice’, as a means of engaging children actively in their learning and also as a basis for lifelong learning and increased motivation.  

The final overarching theme was education as a social good for all, which should not be about money or profit-making.  The statement must challenge the notion that choice or the ‘best’ education should only be available for those with the means to get them.

SEN was a particular concern. Some groups put this in the context of cuts to local authority services which, like EMAG and traveller support services, were under threat.   A clear statement was needed that these services were basic children’s rights as well as being vital for education. Others wanted the statement to critique the impact of mainstream policies on SEN, especially in terms of assessment and curriculum.  

There were lots of ideas about assessment and curriculum, whether protecting the strengths of the early years foundation stage, re-designing the primary curriculum so that it motivated and engaged all children or the impact of the English Baccalaureate in narrowing choices and marginalising whole groups of students. 

There was also some support for the inclusion of higher education (HE) in the statement, and how the increase in fees would deter some sections of society and affect other students’ choices of where or what to study. 

Lots of groups had ideas about how to get members involved in developing the statement or how the statement should be used:

· either school or division
· focus groups of members
· use of website.

In terms of the statement’s dissemination, it was suggested that:

· its themes or contents could be used to inform the future CPD programme 

· it would give the Union a positive public presence in the media

· it would give be a recruitment and retention – the NUT is the education union
· it could tie-in to work with other unions – the Union could seek consensus with them on specific aspects of the statements
· there should be versions for parents/the public versions as well as for members.

Potential titles included:

· Trusting Teachers to Teach

· Creating Opportunities, Opening Doors

· Value and Respect

PLENARY SESSION: Taking Control of the Profession – Conference Overview and Close of Conference
Hazel Danson, Chair of the NUT’s Education and Equalities Committee and Karen Robinson, Head of the Education and Equalities Department

Chair: Anne Swift, Vice-Chair, Education and Equalities Committee
Hazel Danson began by giving apologies from Kevin Courtney, NUT Deputy General Secretary, who had been due to provide the conference overview but who was unwell. It was important for him to recover in advance of the forthcoming pensions’ negotiations, in which he was centrally involved.  She observed that all Union campaigns were interlinked and collectively strengthened the Union and it was important to focus on campaigns such as the pensions’ action which had taken place on 30 June 2011 as much as on the education issues being discussed at the NEC.

Hazel said that the Union was facing challenging and dangerous times which went straight to the heart of an attack on comprehensive, state funded education.  She said that education policy was being dictated by ideology rather than being based in evidence.  The Union needed to continue to campaign for education and ask a key question about a number of proposed reforms: ‘Would this be good enough for your child?’

She said that strong, unionised schools were good for teachers and good for children and young people.  She did not believe that there was a dichotomy between those interests and that where teachers were organised within a union they could be strong advocates for learners.

Hazel argued that there was a need for coherent, system-wide reform which would lead to stability within the education service, such as that which had been set out in the detailed proposals of the Cambridge Review of Primary Education.  Instead, the Coalition Government had put forward proposals which would fragment the education service, and also lead to fragmentation in society, between ethnic groups, faith groups, and groups of different social class.  She feared that such fragmentation could have an impact that was permanent and irreversible.  

Hazel referred back to the opening plenary speech by Professor Peter Mortimore in which he had advocated bombarding the Government with ideas that work.  She said that the Cambridge Review had recognised that changes that worked grew within schools rather than from government initiatives, and that there was a need to engage with schools using evidence-based recommendations in order to effect such change.

Karen Robinson gave some feedback from the Sectional Sessions, which she said were pertinent as each section had discussed and made recommendations on similar issues.  
These had included:

· The establishment of an independent body or board for the development of education policy.
· A need to demonstrate the value of education unions and professional bodies.
· A need to emphasise the positive contributions of such organisations and to counter the argument that professional groups represented ‘vested interests’ which stood in the way of reform.
· Developing ways of protecting a national education service in light of a system which had been fragmented.
· Advocating for a new role for local authorities.
· Advocating genuine systems for accountability rather than punitive measures which were based on the central control of education.
· Protecting and advocating professional autonomy, not just for institutions but also for individuals.
· The development of strong entitlements to continuing professional development.
· Engagement by the Union of governors and parents.

Karen concluded that the Education and Equalities Department advocated ‘bottom up’ approaches to education policy rather than policies which were dictated by officials at NUT headquarters.  She said that the Department would be further considering the key messages from the conference and giving consideration to finding time and space for further discussions in division and school-level meetings.
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NATIONAL EDUCATION CONFERENCE 2011

“The jewel in the NUT’s crown” - Education Journal
Final Conference Programme

“TRUSTING TEACHERS: TAKING CONTROL OF THE PROFESSION”

FRIDAY, 8 JULY

Arrival and check-in at Stoke Rochford Hall or The Ramada Hotel

7.00 – 9.30 pm 
Dinner (Reflections Restaurant)

9.00 – 10.00 pm
CONFERENCE REGISTRATION (Newton Room)

SATURDAY 9 JULY

7.30 – 8.30 am
Breakfast (Reflections Restaurant or at Ramada Hotel)

8.30 – 9.15 am
CONFERENCE REGISTRATION (Conference Centre foyer)

9.15 – 9.30 am
Welcome and Introduction to NEC (Conference Hall 1)




Gill Goodswen, ex-President, NUT

9.30 – 10.45 am
Keynote Address: Professor Peter Mortimore, 




“The Challenge of Education Today: Control or Trust?”

Chair: Gill Goodswen

10.45 – 11.00 am
Tea/Coffee break (Conference Hall 2)
11.00 – 12.30 pm
Panel Discussion: “Teacher Controlled Assessment” (Conference Hall 1)

Professor Richard Daugherty, Professor Mary James, Dr Christine Merrell and Ellen Greaves 

Chair:
Christine Blower, General Secretary, NUT

12.30 – 1.30 pm
Lunch break (Reflections Restaurant)

1.30 – 2.45 pm
Workshop sessions (Venues to be notified) 

2.45 – 3.00 pm
Tea/coffee break (Conference Hall 2)

3.00 – 4.15 pm
Matthew Taylor, Chief Executive, Royal Society for the Arts 


“The RSA’s view of the curriculum” (Conference Hall 1)
Chair: Hazel Danson, Chair, Education and Equalities Committee, NUT
4.15 – 5.15 pm
Sectional Sessions
7.00 – 9.30 pm
Dinner (Reflections Restaurant) 

10.00 – 12.30 am
Disco (The Grand Hall)

SUNDAY 10 JULY

7.30 – 9.15 am
Breakfast (Reflections Restaurant or Ramada hotel)

9.15 – 10.15 am
Alf Wilkinson, Professional Development Manager, Historical Association, “History, Whose History?” (Conference Hall 1)

Chair: Veronica Peppiatt, NUT Executive member

10.45 – 11.00 am
Tea/Coffee break (Conference Hall 2)

11.00 – 12.00 am
Councillor Peter Downes “Will the government’s education reforms help teachers raise achievement for all pupils?” (Conference Hall 1)

Chair: Anne Swift, Vice-Chair, Educational and Equalities Committee, NUT

12.00 – 12.30 pm
Closing Address: 




Kevin Courtney, Deputy General Secretary, NUT 




“Taking Control of the Profession”



Close of conference: 

12.30 – 1.30 pm
Lunch 

(buffet lunch in Reflections Restaurant or packed lunch) 

Coaches to Grantham Station leave at 12.45pm and 2.00pm sharp.
PARTICIPANTS’ VIEWS ON THE 2011 NATIONAL EDUCATION CONFERENCE
“Well done NUT. Another brilliant experience. You are a gem of a union. I learn a great deal from you. I always return fully inspired.”
“I always consider if a privilege to be able to attend the Education conference. I find it very useful to be able to quote authoritative speakers.”
“A fabulous conference.”
“The NEC is a fabulous opportunity to recharge and reinvigorate. Thank you.”
“Excellent value for money. This is my third year at the Education Conference, and each time I return to school with new ideas and inspirations and a sense of being much more fully informed about current educational issues and concerns.”
“Really good conference again - I like the chance to discuss and debate. Great to meet with other colleagues and share experiences. Has given me a much needed boost to keep me going until the end of term!! Thank you.”
“A breath of fresh air.”
“Great diversity.”
“This is such a special event giving us time to discuss and hear about current educational issues, to network, and to relax in our lovely NUT's Stoke Rochford! Thank you to all NUT staff for their excellent organisation. Happy holidays!!”
“My first time, it was packed full of activities. I loved it. Relevant to my experiences and my current passions.”
“Such variety & high calibre of contributors.”
“Fabulous. I will be back. Thank you!”
“An excellent weekend with thoughtful and stimulating speakers.”
“Another thoroughly enjoyable NEC.”
The 2012 NEC will be held at Stoke Rochford Hall on 14-15 July 2012. For further information please contact Celia Dignan at: c.dignan@nut.org.uk
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