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NUT RESPONSE TO CWDC EARLY YEARS PROFESSIONAL – THE RESPONSE OF THE NATIONAL UNION OF TEACHERS TO THE CHILDREN’S WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL CONSULTATION “EARLY YEARS PROFESSIONAL” - MAY 2006
Part 1: Requirements of an Early Year Professional

	
R1
	Before being awarded Early Years Professional Status candidates must have achieved a standard equivalent to grade C in the GCSE examination in English and mathematics

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neutral


	The requirement for EYP candidates to hold a qualification equivalent to grade C at GCSE in English and Mathematics is sensible as a basic entry requirement, given the demands of the role and its “graduate status”.  This requirement is also consistent with the entry qualifications for Qualified Teacher Status (QTS), as set out in R.12 of the current ‘Requirements for ITT Provision’.
QTS rightly demands, additionally, prospective primary trainees to hold a qualification equivalent to grade C in Science, whilst this has been omitted from the EYP requirements.  This is particularly important given that EYPs would be responsible for the ‘Knowledge and Understanding of the World’ strand of the Early Years Foundation Stage (EYFS), in the same way that teachers at Key Stages 1 and 2 have responsibility for teaching the National Curriculum programmes of study for Science.  In addition, EYPs would not only have responsibility for the delivery of this aspect of the EYFS themselves, they would also be expected to provide leadership to others on its delivery.  This would be extremely difficult without a basic science qualification.

	
	

	
R2
	Before being awarded Early Years Professional Status candidates must have passed relevant skills tests in numeracy, literacy and ICT

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neutral


	Notwithstanding the NUT’s opposition to the skills tests for ITT (Initial Teacher Training), on the basis that they are an unnecessary additional hurdle for trainees who have already demonstrated their competencies in literacy and numeracy via the entry requirements discussed above, there should be consistency between the two qualifications’ requirements.  Whilst the ITT skills tests remain, therefore, they should also be part of the EYP requirement.
In addition, consideration needs to be given to the profile of potential EYP candidates, who might enter training from a variety of different routes and settings.  Access to ICT, in order to practice for the tests, and levels of ICT confidence and competence will need to be considered carefully if those working in all sectors are to be able to access EYP training on an equitable basis.

	
	

	
R3
	Before being awarded Early Years Professional Status candidates must demonstrate that they can read effectively and are able to communicate clearly and accurately in spoken and written Standard English

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neutral


	This requirement mirrors R1.6 of the current ITT requirements and would seem to be a sensible minimum requirement for those entering EYP training, given the importance of both written and spoken communication in their role.  The wider issue of why all three of these requirements have been included, with their significant areas of overlap, remains unclear.  In order that there is clear and consistent differentiation between the above requirements and R3, guidance should be provided on how providers should assess candidates for this requirement.

	
	

	
R4
	Before being awarded Early Years Professional Status candidates must be assessed as mentally fit to work as an Early Years Professional

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neutral


	This requirement would also seem to be a minimum expectation of candidates, given the role they would be expected to undertake.  No indication is given, however, of the criteria by which this requirement would be established. The corresponding current requirement for ITT, R1.4, makes reference to the relevant DfES Circular.  It would be advisable, and useful for EYP training providers as well as candidates, if similar guidance on what consisted “physically and mentally fit for work” was provided in accompanying guidance.

	
	

	
R5
	Before being awarded Early Years Professional Status candidates must show that they do not have a criminal background that might prevent them working with children or as an Early Years Professional and have not previously been excluded from working with children

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neutral


	This requirement is essential in order to safeguard the children with whom the EYP would be working.  It is unclear, however, why in relation to criminal background checks the draft document distinguishes between “working with children, or as an Early Years Professional”.  If the role of the EYP is to lead the EYFS, this must involve working directly with children for at least some of the time.
There will need to be clear guidance provided by the CWDC on whether candidates would need to have an additional criminal background check if they were already employed within the children’s workforce, including the time limit for “renewing” the criminal check. The guidance should also address who would be responsible for securing and paying for the criminal check, particularly for candidates who have not previously worked in a role requiring such checks.

	
	

	
R6
	Before being awarded Early Years Professional Status candidates must hold a degree in early Childhood Studies; or equivalent qualification(s) that provides a relevant and appropriate underpinning knowledge for the role; or can demonstrate that, by other means, they have the knowledge, skills and understanding equivalent to such a qualification.  Applicants with a foundation degree will need to supplement this qualification with at least 60 credits at HE level 3

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neutral


	As currently worded, this requirement would appear to be very limiting, confining eligible qualifications to a very narrow range of potential courses.  The corresponding requirement in the ITT requirements, that candidates must hold a degree or equivalent qualification, is far more inclusive and has drawn a much broader range of candidates into the profession. 

The problem would be, however, that EYP training might take as little as three months to complete.  This would necessitate a much greater depth of theoretical knowledge from candidates on-entry, as there would be little time to cover these aspects during training.  There would still, however, be variation in the level of candidates’ prior knowledge of these matters, given the variation in higher education institutions’ programmes of study, which would require attention during training, in order to ensure that all candidates had the same basic theoretical knowledge. 

The suggestion that candidates might be able to “demonstrate that, by other means, they have the knowledge, skills and understanding equivalent to such a qualification” must be treated with extreme caution.  There would need to be a rigorous and consistent approach taken to assessing this experience across a variety of roles and settings, which would be difficult in itself.  In addition, such experience could not address gaps in candidates’ theoretical knowledge, gaps which candidates may not even be aware exist. 

For this reason, the requirement should be limited to those who hold a degree but the range of degrees eligible for inclusion should be broadened to include, for example, B.Ed and B.A. (QTS) qualifications.

	
	

	
R7
	Before being awarded Early Years Professional Status candidates must have a minimum of two years relevant experience, one of which must be in a setting covering the age from birth to the end of the foundation stage

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neutral


	A much clearer definition of “relevant experience” is needed to accompany this requirement. It is envisaged that EYP candidates may come from a wide range of backgrounds and disciplines, yet they would all be responsible for leading educational input into the delivery of the EYFS.  This role demands, in addition to more generic leadership and management skills, the professional skills and knowledge necessary for successful teaching in the early years.  It has not been suggested that early years teachers may become, for example, community health workers, yet it is proposed that community health workers may take on the EYP role, which would involve teaching.  The absurdity of this proposal is addressed in more detail in Section 3 of the response. 

In addition, the requirement that the candidate must have had experience “in a setting covering the age from birth to the end of the Foundation Stage” will disadvantage severely those working currently in maintained nursery schools and classes, as well as other settings where there is little or no tradition of provision for the under threes.  This requirement would effectively disenfranchise large numbers of the early years workforce, but particularly qualified teachers, from undertaking the EYP qualification. 

It is also hard to see how this requirement sits with information on the EYP provided elsewhere, such as in the implementation plan for the Ten Year Childcare Strategy and the Early Years Foundation Stage consultation document.  The former document says that there will be a variety of routes by which one could train to become an EYP, including undergraduate routes.  The requirement under discussion, however, would make this impossible and would also make the employment-based route the only practical option for training.  A more joined-up approach to the development of the EYP Standards is needed, so that different agencies are not sending out different messages to potential candidates.


Part 2: Standards for Early Years Professional

	S1 – Professional Responsibilities

	
	

	
2.1a)
	Read Standards S1.1 to S1.3

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	The draft Standards relating to professional values are all appropriate and essential requirements for all those working with young children, not only EYPs and qualified teachers, the Standards for whom they are based upon.  The wording of Standard 1.2, “value individuality” is a far more inclusive requirement than the corresponding draft revised QTS Standard and, as such, is to be welcomed and should be included in the revisions to the Teacher Professional Standards framework.

	
	

	
2.1b)
	Read Standards S1.4 to S1.7

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	These Standards, which focus on communication and engagement with children and their families, are again a close reflection of the equivalent QTS Standards and should form minimum expectations for all those working in the early years.

	
	

	
2.1c)
	Read Standards S1.8 to S1.10

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	This section of the Standards would benefit from accompanying guidance to define their scope.  As currently worded, they could be taken to imply accountability for health and safety, for example, within the setting, which should properly be the responsibility of the setting manager or leader. 

The equivalent QTS Standards do not have such a strong emphasis on leadership – at this level, the emphasis is more on collaborative contribution to the workplace’s policies and practices.  Whilst all those involved in the setting should take such matters seriously, as part of their day-to-day role, it is unclear how an EYP, who may have had very limited practical experience, would be able to fulfil these responsibilities independently.

	
	

	
2.1d)
	Read Standards S1.11 to S.12

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	These Standards are far more demanding than the equivalent QTS Standards and are focused almost exclusively on a management role within the setting, and potentially beyond it, through working with “extended multi-professional teams”.  As noted above, the case has not been made for the suitability of these Standards, given the length of training and potentially limited practical experience EYP candidates may have had. 

“Experience” is the key concern here, as it is essential to have a wealth of practical experience on which to draw, in order to lead teams effectively.  The leader of a team must have credibility with all of its members, be able to lead by example and have the necessary “people skills” to motivate and engage individual team members.  This is particularly the case for teams which may comprise of representatives from a wide range of sectors and agencies.  It is unlikely that someone who had recently undertaken EYP training and who had little practical experience of leadership would be able to take on this pivotal role effectively.

	
	

	
2.1e)
	Read Standards S1.13 to S1.17

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	These Standards similarly extend the demands of the QTS Standards into a more managerial role, for example, not only would candidates have to be able to identify their own professional development needs, they must also identify and access support for the CPD needs of their team.  As such, this group of Standards is more closely reflected by elements of the Excellent Teacher and Advanced Skills Teacher Standards.  It is important to note that teachers meeting these Standards must have several years of experience prior to being expected to take on such roles.  In addition, these roles are placed in the context of, and under the direction of, senior management teams.  No such managerial support structure would appear to be available for the EYP however.

	
	

	
2.1f)
	Read Standard S1.18

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	Standard S1.18 is extremely demanding and is inappropriate for an entry-level qualification such as the EYP.  There can be few, if any, entry-level qualifications which would immediately hold the candidate responsible for their team’s performance as well as their own.  Clarification is needed of what this Standard actually means, for each of the named groups to whom EYPs would be responsible, in terms of the levels and mechanisms of both formal and informal accountability; the range of provision for which the EYP would be held accountable; and how the EYP’s accountability would sit within the overall accountability structure of the setting.

	
	

	
2.1g)
	Further guidance for Standards Section

	
	See individual comments above.


	S2 – Professional Knowledge and Understanding

	
	

	
2.2a)
	Read Standards S2.1 to S2.4

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	The areas of professional knowledge relating to child development identified within the draft EYP Standards are welcome and, indeed, the draft revised QTS Standards could benefit from inclusion of aspects of these, particularly in terms of knowledge about the linkage between background factors and child development.
The concern about this group of Standards centres on the requirement to simply “understand” or “have knowledge of” these issues, rather than “demonstrate” them by means of applying theoretical knowledge in practical ways, as the equivalent QTS Standards require.  It is one thing for an EYP to be aware of or know about an aspect of child development but it is quite another matter to translate that knowledge into appropriate action which will impact on the quality of provision experienced by children.

	
	

	
2.2b)
	Read Standards S2.5 to S2.7

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	The Standards relating to the delivery of the Early Years Foundation Stage (EYFS) are essential given their centrality to the role of the EYP and the targets for their employment.  It is a matter of concern, however, that Standard 2.7 refers only to “knowing the assessment, recording and reporting arrangements” for the EYFS rather than, for example, demonstrating their effective use or using them appropriately and accurately. 

This Standard, and the previous one relating to the EYFS curriculum, highlight another serious concern.  As EYP status may be gained in as little as three months, and the previous experience of EYP candidates may have been in any sector within the early years workforce, there is no definition of the level of depth and breadth of knowledge required by candidates.  Professional knowledge about the variety of pedagogical approaches or assessment mechanisms which might be employed in the EYFS could be dealt with in, at best, a superficial way, given the total number of Standards which candidates would have to meet during their training which, as the Government’s Ten Year Childcare Strategy implementation plan implies, would be predominantly work-based.  Candidates would therefore be undertaking at the same time both training and working within the setting, which would inevitably limit the time available for professional studies. 

The nearest equivalent training, the Graduate Teacher Programme (GTP), may only lead to the award of QTS within three months if the trainee has gained substantial teaching experience over a number of years.  In addition, GTP trainees are employed on a supernumerary basis, receive a reduced timetable and have no managerial responsibilities, unlike the training proposed for EYPs.  The EYP Standards must, therefore, be explicit about the depth of knowledge required of candidates so that they, as well as assessors and employers, have a clear understanding of their abilities and the extent of their knowledge.

	
	

	
2.2c)
	Read Standards S2.8 to S2.13

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	The range of areas covered by the “effective practice” section of the Standards is appropriate in terms of the emphasis on play; effective communication; behaviour management; and diversity issues.  The previous criticisms regarding the requirement for “knowledge about” rather than “demonstrating” apply equally here, however, as does the issue of the depth of knowledge required. 

In total, there are five references to literacy and numeracy skills within the draft Standards, in terms of candidates’ use and knowledge of them.  It would be more appropriate if the draft Standards contained an equivalent frequency of references to other areas of learning in the EYFS because, as currently worded, some of these areas are not reflected at all in the Standards.  This would directly influence the training programme that EYPs would undertake and their preparedness to delivery the EYFS.  As currently conceptualised, the Standards would not inspire confidence that EYPs were fully trained in all aspects of the EYFS, although they would be responsible for leading the delivery of it and supporting others to do so.

	
	

	
2.2d)
	Read Standards S2.14 to S2.15

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	The Standards in the “health and well-being” section provide an excellent example of the weaknesses in the Standards as currently drafted.  “Being familiar with” and “being able to recognise” are simply not good enough when it comes to safeguarding young children. 

The EYP would be one of the most senior members of staff within early years settings.  It would be essential that they should demonstrate compliance with current legislation and policy on safeguarding, use their knowledge effectively and act upon any concerns that they might have about a child. In the matter of safeguarding, having a theoretical knowledge, which may have been gained through a brief session as part of the EYP training, falls far short of what would actually be required in practice. 

In this respect, comparison with the equivalent Standards for serving teachers, rather than for QTS, are illuminating.  For example, draft revised Standard 2.9 requires that teachers “know and comply with the current legal requirements, national policies and guidance on the safeguarding and promotion of the well-being of children and young people”, whilst draft revised Standard 2.10 requires that serving teachers “know and use the local arrangements concerning the safeguarding of children and young people”.  These are far more appropriate requirements for the role which EYPs are envisaged as undertaking.

	
	

	
2.2e)
	Read Standard S2.16

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	Whilst “understanding” the role of other professionals in the delivery of EYFS provision should be a given for all those working in the early years, rather more would appear to be needed if EYPs are to be actively engaged in facilitating and playing a leading role in the kind of multi-agency working which is an essential part of Children’s Centres and many other early years settings.

	
	

	
2.2f)
	Further guidance for Standards Section 2

	
	See individual comments above.


	S3 – Leading practice in the Early Years Foundation Stage

	
	

	
2.3a)
	Read Standards S3.1 to S3.4

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	Most of the Standards in this section address important aspects of the role envisaged of the EYP, such as the learning environment, the planning of learning opportunities and behaviour management.  It is important to note, however, that all of these Standards are equivalent to those for serving teachers, rather than for QTS trainees, unlike the majority of the other EYP Standards. 

This highlights another tension within the EYP Standards.  On one hand, they represent the “entry level” to the role, in the same way that the QTS Standards represent the entry level to the teaching profession, which makes the extensive use of the draft revised QTS Standards to formulate the draft EYP Standards a logical development.  As this response has identified, however, a significant number of the EYP Standards go far beyond the equivalent QTS Standards and are pitched, at the very least, at the level of an established serving teacher. 

Consistency of approach is needed, which is informed by a realistic view of what a beginner EYP would be able to do.  Depending on the previous sector background and experience of candidates, EYPs would have particular “specialisms”. EYPs who had already achieved QTS should have no difficulty in meeting these Standards.  It would be more difficult for someone who, for example, had previously worked as a community nurse to demonstrate Standard 3.3, relating to the planning of learning opportunities.  The training programme would be far too short to address such fundamental difficulties.  As currently conceptualised, EYP status could not guarantee quality of educational provision and cannot, therefore, be supported.

	
	

	
2.3b)
	Read Standards S3.5 to S3.7

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	The concerns expressed above are even more applicable to this section of the Standards, in that they relate to the leadership and management of teams working within settings.  Standard 3.7 in particular illustrates that, if EYPs do not have sufficient knowledge and experience of early years education, the quality of provision will inevitably suffer.  Accurate assessment and the early identification of children who might need additional learning support, is an essential element of early education provision.  The leading staff member within settings must be able to provide high quality support and guidance to other team members on this issue.  If the EYP lacks in-depth knowledge and experience of such matters, they will be of little benefit to their team or the children in their care.

	
	

	
2.3c)
	Read Standards S3.8 to S3.13

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	For the reasons stated above, these Standards would not be sufficient to ensure that the EYP led high quality practice.  There is a danger that lack of knowledge about early years educational matters could lead to a more formalised, “scripted” version of the EYFS through lack of confidence or understanding.  Although there is much to be welcomed in these Standards, in particular, Standard 3.10, relating to play, this would be more appropriately housed within the revised draft QTS Standards.  This raises the question, which is considered in more detail below, of why the EYP status has been created at all, when small revisions to the QTS Standards could have easily created a new specialist Early Years QTS role.

	
	

	
2.3d)
	Read Standards S3.14 to S3.16

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	This section of the Standards again draws heavily on the Standards for serving teachers rather than those for QTS, representing challenging and demanding responsibilities.  These go far beyond what could reasonably be expected of a person entering professional leadership of a setting for the first time who had not had an education sector background previously. 

Identifying strategies to progress children’s learning requires an in depth knowledge on which to draw, which is unlikely to be provided by the EYP training programme.  In addition, the current wording of “possible next steps” is far too vague to be appropriate for a Standard.  It implies that knowing about a range of strategies, rather than matching need to strategy accurately, would be closer to this Standard’s requirement.  It would benefit from re-drafting and further guidance, to make its intention clear.

	
	

	
2.3e)
	Read Standard S3.17

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	The requirement that the EYP “evaluates” the impact of provision raises a number of questions which would need to be clarified in the final version and in accompanying guidance.  For example, the means by which EYPs would evaluate; what they would actually evaluate; the involvement or otherwise of their teams and their line managers; the consequences of evaluation for the EYP and their team, as well as for the setting and its policies and practices; and the overall accountability structure within which EYPs would work with their teams. 

It is important to note that the responsibility for the team goes far beyond anything which is required in the Standards for serving teachers, including Excellent Teachers and Advanced Skills Teachers, which gives more weight to the argument advanced throughout this response, that the role of the EYP is not something which can be undertaken on entry or by an inexperienced person, particularly someone who does not have a background in early education.

	
	

	
2.3f)
	Further guidance for Standards Section 3

	
	See individual comments above.


Part 3: Other Questions

	
O1
	Do you agree with the overall approach to developing Early Years Professionals?

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	As argued throughout this response, there would appear to be too many expectations and conflicting demands proposed for the EYP.  The idea of someone who may have worked in any sector in the early years being responsible for leading the delivery of the EYFS is absurd, unless quality of educational provision is to be sacrificed in order to meet national targets for the employment of level six qualification holders.  When compared to the range of QTS courses, which are to be seen as ‘equivalent’ to those for EYPs, they would appear far less likely to produce a professional, fully prepared for all of the responsibility required of them.

In addition, as the EYP is to be seen as ‘equivalent’ to, but not the same as, a qualified teacher, the EYPs would not enjoy the provisions of the School Teachers’ Pay and Conditions Document (STPCD).  The issue of pay and conditions for EYPs has yet to be addressed, despite the first EYP ‘graduates’ expected in January 2007.  There has been no mention to date, of any national pay scales, for example, so it is likely that individual employers will be able to make their own arrangements.  This is unlikely to be an attractive option for existing early years teachers, who could be subject to considerably worse pay, conditions of service and pension arrangements.

	
	

	
O2
	Some candidates may be close to meeting these Standards and, in consequence, may need less training than others.  Do you agree that prior achievement and qualifications should be considered in the training and assessment programme?

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	Superficially, it would seem logical to accredit prior achievements in order to gain EYP status.  This is dependent, however, on a range of variables, not least the quality of the assessor; the weighting given to the assessment; and what is actually assessed.  The suggestions, for example, that parenting skills, demonstrated in relation to one’s own children, could be accredited in the same way as someone working with a number of children within a setting is ludicrous.  These very different skill sets cannot easily be made to be ‘equivalent’ for the purposes of assessments.  Similarly, the level of responsibility and role within settings, which would suggest starting points for constructing some kind of prior experience accreditation matrix, are not so easily comparable when one considers the diverse range of settings within the early years, and the differences in intake in these settings.  Someone working in a Children’s Centre in a very deprived community would have acquired different skills and experiences from someone working in a private nursery attached to a workplace, for example.  Because of the difficulties of ensuring a level playing field in terms of accreditation, therefore, this cannot be an option which ensures equality of assessment.

	
	

	
O3
	We expect all candidates to complete relevant practice-based training and to be assessed through this practice.  Do you agree that practice-based training and assessment should be an essential part of the EYP programme?

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	As with the previous question, whilst it would initially seem sensible for the programme to be ‘practice-based’, this would be far too dependent on where the practice took place.  Given also that the PVI sector are to be able to access financial incentives, which are dependent upon a member of staff achieving EYP status, there must be real concerns about the integrity of the EYP assessment arrangements where the setting, and possibly the assessor, has a vested interest in the candidate succeeding.  A more sensible model would be that for the GTP, where practice-based assessments are made at both the trainees’ own, as well as another, school and assessments are moderated externally.  This would help to quality assure and maintain the credibility of the EYP qualification.

	
	

	
O4
	We expect all those who demonstrate the EYP standards to be competent users of ICT.  Do you agree?

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	Whilst ICT skills are important, far more important are the ‘people’ skills and the in-depth early years educational knowledge which are missing from the Standards currently.  In addition, early years settings are far less likely than schools, for example, to have a high level of ICT provision.  Access to ICT is a crucial factor in developing one’s skills and confidence in its use.  The emphasis on ICT through each section of the Standards, as noted above, may be counter-productive in terms of acting as a deterrent to those with experience of working with children, rather than with computers.

	
	

	
O5
	We anticipate that a range of providers including Higher Education Institutions, private and voluntary organisations, local authorities etc may offer training.  Do you agree that it is important for there to be a range of training providers?

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	The experience of growth in the range of ITT providers has shown that quantity does not equate with quality.  Although all providers offer routes to achieve QTS, they are subject to different administrative requirements and arrangements.  The result has been very mixed quality of provision, with most difficulties observed in the employment-route sector, where training is provided in the workplace and is dependent to a large extent on the quality of support put in place in that workplace.  It is essential that lessons are learnt from the ITT training sector and that quality assurance mechanisms are robust enough to ensure equity of experience for EYP candidates, regardless of their training provider.

	
	

	
O6
	Do you agree with the title ‘Early Years Professional’?

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	The title of ‘Early Years Professional’ does not provide a clear enough indication of the expectations of this role.  As noted in the responses to individual standards, the EYP would be expected to undertake a wide range of duties, with a particular focus on early learning combined with a number of managerial responsibilities.  This raises the issue of what is the primary purpose of the EYP.

If it is to develop ‘professionalism’ within the early years sector, there are a number of existing graduate-level qualifications in each sector of the children’s workforce, which would serve this purpose without the introduction of a new qualification.  If, on the other hand, the purpose of the EYP is to promote multi-agency working and reduce the differences between each of the sectors, the Standards do not go far enough to break down such barriers, given that the key emphasis within the Standards is the development of early learning via the EYFS.

The EYP Standards would appear to be more accurately describing a good teacher or other educational practitioner acting as a role model rather than as a leader of a setting.  There is little or no coverage of the strategic planning level, establishing the setting’s vision and values, management of the environment, finances or promoting the setting in the wider community, for example.  The EYP Standards would need to be much more challenging if they are to be the requirement of a EYFS Leader.

There is a real danger that the EYP could, in fact, prove counter-productive in that it could discourage people in the future from pursuing specialist qualifications which are essential for the provision of the full range of services which young children and their families may need to access.  A sufficiently strong case for the reasons why the EYP is necessary has yet to be made.

	
	

	
O7
	Do you agree that over time only those with EYPs should lead delivery of the Early Years Foundation Stage?

	( Agree

( Disagree

( Neither

agree or disagree

	This proposal highlights the dangers outlined above, that the EYP role could actually dilute existing expertise and be detrimental to the quality of provision.  Currently, only those with QTS may lead delivery of the Foundation Stage.  Their training is designed specifically to ensure that they have the necessary knowledge, skills and understanding to take a central role in the provision of learning experiences for the full range of children in their care.

The proposal that “only those with EYPS” should lead delivery of the EYFS is unacceptable.  It devalues the expertise of qualified teachers currently working in the early years and raises a number of questions about the future of qualified teachers in the EYFS.  The Government has indicated clearly that it envisages qualified teachers to continue to lead educational provision.  Lord Adonis, speaking on 4 May 2006 in a debate on the Childcare Bill, stated: “I cannot stress too strongly that there is no plot, whatever the National Union of Teachers may say, by us to have qualified teachers playing a lesser role in early years settings than is the case today”.

While the NUT welcomes this statement, it believes that the requirement for the presence of a minimum of a qualified teacher in nursery and maintained nursery classes should apply to all settings including Children’s Centres.  Unless this takes place a two-tier approach will develop to staffing in the pre-school and compulsory-schooling sectors.  Ensuring equity between the two sectors has been a hard fought process which has only recently been achieved, with the Foundation Stage becoming legally part of the National Curriculum and involving the same kind of staffing arrangements as the compulsory sector.  The situation must not be allowed to develop whereby teaching in the early years is seen as being ‘easier’ or ‘less important’ than teaching in the compulsory school sector.  Unfortunately, the establishment of the EYP appears designed to do just that.  Certainly, it would be most unwise to equate QTS with EYP status for the purpose of staffing requirements given that the latter can be achieved in only three months – there cannot be the same level of professional rigour in the qualification and so there cannot be the same level of staffing based on ratios where QTS and EYP are seen as interchangeable.

	
	

	O8
	What should be the relationship between Qualified Teacher Status and Early Years Professional Status?

	
	As argued above, the NUT believes passionately that qualified teachers must continue to lead educational provision in the early years.  It does not believe that there is a need for the introduction of the EYP as currently formulated.  It would be far better to use the draft revised QTS standards and to add the specific early years references in the EYP standards, for example, those relating to play and child development courses, to the requirements on ITT providers, so that early years QTS focused in much greater detail on these matters than currently.  The managerial aspects of the EYP Standards should then be used to establish a separate qualification which teachers might undertake once they have gained experience of working in the sector and were deemed ready to take on a greater advisory and leadership role, in the same way that Advanced Skills Teachers are recruited and deployed currently.

Where provision is deemed to be ‘education’, it must be provided by a qualified teacher.  There is a wealth of research evidence to support this view, complimented by the evidence of practice in a number of other countries which generally regarded as having high quality early years provision, such as the Scandinavian countries and New Zealand.  To minimise the importance of QTS within the EYFS would be a retrograde step which could jeopardise the advances made in the quality of provision over recent years.

	
	

	O9
	If you think any Standards should be deleted, please indicate which in the space provided.

	
	Please see responses to individual standards.

	
	

	O10
	If you wish to suggest the addition of any Standard(s), please enter your suggestion(s) in the space provided.

	
	It is surprising that current ITT requirement R1.1, that trainees should have the capability to meet the Standards and have the appropriate personal and intellectual quality, has not been reflected in the EYP Standards, given the strong correlation between the two sets of Standards.  This would seem to be a basic requirement for entry onto the programme.

It is also surprising that the consultation response format chosen by CWDC should be as limiting and ‘user-unfriendly’.  There is no opportunity provided for any additional comments respondents might have, which is a standard feature of consultation documents.  In addition, the prescribed use of the online consultation format disadvantages those without easy access to reliable ICT, with secure broadband internet access.  At the very least, respondents should have been able to download the response form in Word and email it back to the CWDC in its entirety, which would have enabled people to give more considered responses to each of the questions over a longer period of time.

If one also considers the technical problems which may be experienced whilst completing such a large response document, it could be suggested that the CWDC has chosen a format which disenfranchises a significant proportion of those who might wish to respond to the consultation, despite the Chief Executive’s desire to receiving “the workforce’s feedback”.  A greater variety of mechanisms, to encourage the entire workforce to participate in the consultation process, must be used in the future, if the CWDC is serious in its intention to consult fully the early years workforce on its future development.
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