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				Ian Stock grew up in a teaching family in the West Country. He attended Huish’s Grammar School in Taunton, and then Leicester University, where he read geography. After a year’s temporary work in a psycho-geriatric hospital, he decided to follow in the family tradition and he trained to teach at the University of East Anglia.

				Since 1987 he has lived in Essex, where he has taught a number of subjects across different age and ability ranges at a large and very successful state secondary school. 

				Ian is a passionate believer in the primacy of the classroom teacher in education. Since 2013, Ian has written on the topic of education on his blog Teaching Personally. Ian lives in rural Essex with his wife and cat. In his spare time can be found either playing Irish music in local pub sessions, running model steam trains in his garden, or writing for the various magazines and blogs to which he is a contributor.

			

		

	
		
		  
			   

				 

				 

				 

				 

				 

				 

				 

				For my parents and former teachers, in particular the late Peter Whitton. Their lives and personal example taught me far more about being a teacher than any number of training conferences ever could.
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				The human touch

				Old teachers never die; they just lose their class.

				Teaching is a job like no other. It is more of a way of life, a bittersweet experience for which the pecuniary rewards are an inadequate expression, in both senses of the meaning. One is constantly exposed to the future generations in a way that has the potential to keep one young and alert. However, it also raises the blood pressure in a cloud of despair at their inadequacies and trivialities. 

				I come from a teaching family and have lived around teachers all my life. School was in no way a strange or intimidating experience for me. Even though I didn’t take full, direct advantage of the academic opportunities on offer, I never found it an unpleasant experience. As my parents and their friends retired and grew into old age, I realised that once it is in the blood, teaching never really leaves you. Even now my conversations with my father regularly include an educational thread.

				Teaching has changed since his generation left, perhaps more than it did in many decades before. To some extent this has simply reflected the wider changes in society and technology, to say nothing of increased attention from politicians. I think it is fair to say that their job has been transformed, if not beyond recognition then certainly in ways that the older generation finds both perplexing and uninspiring.

				In the summer of 2015, I paid a visit to one of my former teachers. Now in his 80s and living in western France, Peter was something of a cult figure amongst a certain group of my contemporaries. He was highly intelligent, fiercely strong minded and sometimes slightly aloof, but not above the occasional smutty joke. There is no doubt that he was an inspirational figure. Although he mainly taught classics, I also have him to thank for a significant part of my ability in French, a school-founded skill that has served me well all my life. On occasions during our visit, the conversation expectedly turned to education and, on talking more about the environment in which I work, his comment was simply: ‘where is the human touch?’

				I actually think it is still there because, until robots or computers finally replace teachers, the foibles of the human species will always retain a place in the classroom. What has changed is the significance of the ‘human touch’ in a profession that is now largely defined in technocratic and quasi-commercial terms. Those teachers, whose strength is precisely the human touch, have largely been living in the shadows for several decades as the onslaught of an economically-driven and technically-defined production line form of teaching has swept through the profession.

				In some cases, it was worse than that. I have known numerous individuals purged from it because they were unable to adjust to the target-and-technocracy regime of recent years. Many of these individuals had significant life experience worthy of the education system. They may not always have produced the best exam results – though some of them certainly did – but the loss of such people from the system has assisted in depriving the profession of its human touch. While no one would, I think, seriously question the importance of ‘results’ within the education system, these need not be utterly and solely synonymous with exam results.

				We cannot afford to fail young people on this front. We forget that the connection between what happens in the classroom and the results that young people ultimately achieve is not anything as direct as the system has chosen us to believe. After all, examinations are merely a social construct. In any case, those teachers often offered educational experiences that ‘qualified’ people in more meaningful, if less definable, ways than any letters on a piece of paper. Peter certainly did not fail his pupils academically, but more telling than that was the flurry of calls from my ex-schoolmates who hoped to be remembered by him when our visit became known. That is the effect of the human touch.

				I wonder how the Peters of this world would find the classroom today. Undoubtedly they would adapt, but I suspect that they would find education in 2017 quite a bit dispiriting. Despite the glossy recruitment adverts proclaiming the difference that good teachers can make to children’s lives, the reality is that the job has become more constrained, more pressurised and less individual. The dominance of league tables and make-or-break inspections has resulted in far greater conformity within teaching. The pressure to meet performance targets is causing the majority of teachers to play very safe. There is less scope to develop one’s individual interests and aptitudes, to refine one’s own strain of teaching and fine-tune it to one’s own personality. There is a more prevalent need to keep the suits in the offices happy that one is doing just as they have assigned. In the process, we may be eradicating weak practice at the bottom, but at the price of constraining the diversity necessary for expert practice to develop widely amongst the rest.

				The increased focus on specific teaching techniques has reinforced this. It is probably true that new recruits experience a far more rigorous training in basic classroom technique than previous generations did. While that can hardly be a bad thing, it has come at the expense of a longer-term view of professional development. Arguably, it has resulted in a narrowing of the approaches that teacher’s use, and which the schools and inspectorate deem to be acceptable. It also seems to have neglected the broad conceptual and intellectual perspectives that teaching needs, in favour of a more mechanistic approach. In doing so, it has downgraded the effect of personal qualities and characteristics in what makes for successful teaching, while the intense focus on exam results has further narrowed the approaches and objectives of the classroom.

				Nevertheless, it seems that we are no closer than ever to pinning down what makes a successful teacher. I have seen those who adhered closely to the stipulated methods still being less than successful, while even some of those who achieve institutional recognition do so without very much regard for the approved ways. This is not surprising. What happens to be ‘approved practice’ at any one time is rarely more than a matter of preference, faddism and – in some cases – dogma. There is no natural law that can guarantee one approach will be universally more successful than another. 

				This is because teaching can never be defined as a purely technical set of practices. I believe it is impossible to stipulate what will make for success in terms of a tight formula or person-spec. Attempting to do so will be self-defeating and can result in many promising individuals being overlooked, precisely because they may not conform to preconceptions. Despite its yearning for clinically-precise definitions, the profession is still forced to fudge the issue because, in the final reckoning, no tick list of performance criteria will ever fully distil the essence of an individual’s success – deep down we all know it.

				What of the experience of being a teacher? As I said earlier, this is a role that has a profound impact on the individual, and we might reasonably ask what effect these developments have had on those who deliver the role. Is being a teacher a better or worse experience than it used to be? To what extent does this experience then feedback into the way teachers themselves act in their working lives, to say nothing of their wider selves?

				The emphasis on the experiences of pupils within the system can only be broadly correct. I say ‘broadly’ because education is innately about more than simple, individual gain. Furthermore, human nature is such that the over-indulgence of people, especially the young, can have unexpected consequences that are quite the opposite of what had been initially desired. The experiences of the teachers and the taught are so closely intertwined that trying to disentangle them and promote pupil wellbeing, apparently in opposition to that of teachers, is likely to be counter-productive. Most obviously, the sense of a collaborative community working for broadly-shared goals and values is likely to be eroded by the neglect of either group. 

				There are cases of this having reached surreal proportions: arguments have emerged, most particularly from the United States, that (bad) teachers are the enemy of their pupils. They somehow stand in the way of unblemished, eager youth yearning to fulfil its potential. It may be true that some teachers do not enable their pupils but the idea of them actively, even deliberately, obstructing them is far-fetched. I would argue that even ineffective teachers still largely retain good intentions, even if they are not able to act upon them. The number of wantonly destructive people in the profession must be miniscule, and I suggest that even where they do exist that they are not always the people who might outwardly appear as such.

				To illustrate the ludicrousness of such claims, one might reflect on the effect that they have. To demean teachers by making such criticisms is hardly going to improve morale, especially when it is so difficult to distinguish who they are aimed at. Morale is critical: for all that professionalism demands, rising above one’s prevailing state of mind is an expectation too far. If people are disillusioned then there is only so much that they can do about it, particularly when the causes of that condition are external, unremitting and beyond the individual’s control. It is fairly clear what effect this will have on classroom performance, which is hardly in the interests of those innocent young pupils.

				This outlook has also given rise to the growth of intolerance on the part of those who judge teachers: sometimes the inspectorate but, more often, internal school managements also. The zealousness of the drive to purge non-conforming teachers in the name of so-called excellence has led to levels of stress that, again, are counter-productive. When the decision about what is and is not effective teaching is as indistinct as it can only ever be, this creates hostages to fortune when it comes to conflicts of approach with those doing the judging. The fact that scrutiny is widely feared and resented, with a vigour close to that of the Spanish Inquisition, cannot be healthy for teaching and goes far beyond a rejection of accountability.

				So I return to the question: what is it now like to be a teacher? What qualities and aptitudes should we look for in people, including ourselves, who want to be teachers? The increasing focus on the technical aspects of the job has led to the neglect of this more fundamental matter. Teaching is not simply something you do – the application of a prescribed set of techniques in a classroom setting – it is as much about the kind of person you are and how that then resonates with the pupils you face.

				The aim of this book is to use the experiences and reflections of my career to offer a partial answer to that question, at the very least. We can learn a lot by looking back to the ‘truths’ that Peter and my father’s generation of teachers knew about their work. This is not to deny that the social context of the job has changed, as has the technology we use and what we know about the functioning of the human brain. Earlier generations of teachers did not necessarily benefit from high-quality training and development, but they still learned their most important truths, as have I simply from years of doing the job. The importance of such experience has also been neglected. This is because those essential truths are as much to do with insights gained into human character, and the ways to respond to it, as anything more technical. 

				This is not intended to be an exercise in nostalgia. I will examine the pressures that modern teachers face and the difficulties they encounter, which lie behind the widespread claims that they are being prevented from being as effective as they might by conditions within the modern profession. I will argue, above all, that we need to adopt a different definition of teacher effectiveness. A definition that is congruent with human nature rather than contrary to it, one that capitalises on individual strengths rather than trying to homogenise them in a management-friendly monoculture. Finally, I will outline some approaches that can develop greater insight for the individual teacher who is intent on being as effective as possible. Please do not expect just another manual, or book of classroom tricks, or a pessimistic deconstruction of education. The whole point of my approach is that we fundamentally need to change the mindset of all involved, away from the corporate production line model, to something that genuinely harnesses and values the individual effectiveness of widely-diverse individuals. In other words, to rediscover the human touch.

			

		

	
		
			
				Only connect

				There are as many different views and experiences of working in education as there are people doing it. I do think it is fair to say that there have been huge and often-perplexing changes in the period since I applied for teacher training in 1986. It is not good enough to carp from the sidelines; it’s always easy to find fault, and to take real improvements for granted. 

				As I mentioned in the foreword, many former teachers – now in their late 70s or beyond – struggle to recognise what the profession has become. This may not entirely be a bad thing and some of the changes, such as the equipment being used, are simply the result of technological progress. What is more challenging, however, is the way that teachers now behave, how they teach, how they are managed and what their stated objectives are. 

				Teaching is so personal an experience that it is, perhaps, inevitable that older people sometimes take what can seem like an assault on their standards and assumptions very personally. It may also be too great an expectation for old dogs to be taught fundamentally new tricks, but it is equally mistaken to assume that the present can learn nothing from the past and that all the old ways inevitably need to be jettisoned. This has, very often, been used as a justification for innovation, when there has been little evidence that new-fangled ideas were actually any better than what they replaced. It is as much a fallacy to assume that the new is better than the old as is the converse; a truly professional dialogue needs to be based on firmer foundations.

				It can be argued that basic human need does not change very much, and the things that shock older people about the younger generations – the egocentrism, the lack of breadth and, above all, the deficient socialisation – may be partly justified. While some young people have always shocked in these respects, there is nothing inherently wrong or old-fashioned about valuing courtesy, thoughtfulness or other virtues. The general perception of what it means to be educated arguably has not changed very much either. In this respect, it can be debated that in its haste to develop complex technical competencies modern education has moved away from – or at least neglected – some of the fundamentals of what it means to educate the young. One of the deep dichotomies we face within education is between shaping (coercing?) people to meet external expectations and developing their inherent talents and aptitudes. The two do not always neatly coincide, and the various teaching philosophies have not always paid sufficient attention to the balance. Is education a repressing or liberating force?

				As education has been incorporated further into successive governments’ vision of ‘UK plc’, these personal issues were overlooked as the economic strategy took over. The brief given to teachers shifted significantly, their freedom to exercise their own informed judgment was curtailed and their accountability was ramped up. It is contemplating this combination of responsibility without power that perhaps gives some of those elderly, former teachers cold sweats.

				It is perhaps instructive that by mid-2015 employers’ representatives had changed their tune. While still claiming that schools were not producing employable people, the criticism had shifted from lack of hard skills to inadequate soft skills and a fledgling acknowledgement that it is not realistic to expect schools to produce finished, workplace-ready individuals1.

				As society changed, its idea of what it is to be educated also shifted – as indeed did the perceived nature and desirability of being so. One of the themes I will develop is the spread of what Philip Roscoe calls ‘economised thinking’: in other words, the increased emphasis on material gain, and the way in which even intangibles, such as education, have come to be thought of as commodities. As a result of this convergence, their perceived utility and preferred means of production have arguably converged as well.

				I don’t think that looking for scapegoats is useful here. It is probably fair to assume that most of those who responded to these trends, who made the decisions – but who also did more than they actually realised to shape those changes – acted with the best of intentions, even where ideologies diverged sharply. We are dealing with a situation that simply arose out of a complex set of societal factors, where people – hopefully – made the decisions they deemed best. That is not to suggest that they were always effective at tackling the issues they sought to address. Even where successes were perhaps achieved, there was always the ‘law of unintended outcomes’ that inevitably meant the effects were not solely those anticipated. We need to realise that the current situation is not the result of some inevitable process towards enlightenment, but simply the product of a certain train of events that can easily be interpreted as having gone badly or well – it all depends on one’s priorities and values. It is also clear that education has not evolved in the same way everywhere else around the world, which gives credence to the view that it is nothing more than a construct born from a particular set of societal conditions and values. 

				Many indicators1,2 would suggest that life in developed countries, on both sides of the Atlantic, has grown harder over this period. While the reasons for this extend well beyond the scope of education, it is nonetheless conceivable that, as one of society’s principal methods of shaping itself, education might have at least offset these problems. Despite all of the deep thought and well-intentioned research that has gone into trying to make it ever more effective, in this respect it is far from conclusive that recent practice has worked.

				The reasons for this may lie in a general misperception of how education really works: in a sense, we mistook the nature of the problem. Coupled with lazy and loaded assumptions about the inefficacy of what had gone before, practices were – and have continued to be – put in place that were of questionable provenance. There has also been a certain queasiness and reluctance about considering some of the more contentious issues that flew in the face of the much-vaunted reliance on science, such as the possibility that ability may, after all, have a genetic basis5.

				Combined with subsequent demands for greater accountability, the effect has been to create a mechanistic command-control culture within education, which pays scant regard to the uncertain and sometimes-oblique activities that teaching and learning actually are. Ably encouraged by the accountability mindset and delusions of professional grandeur, we have come to believe that formal education is the fount of all wellbeing, and that we effectively hold the future of forthcoming generations in some kind of zero-sum reckoning completely in our gift.

				Rather than being the fount of all wellbeing, the act of teaching is more akin to sticking a paddle into a stream and changing the flow of the passing current a little. As Graham Nuttall says6, most of children’s lives and thoughts are unseen in the classroom. There is plenty in people’s lives that we cannot influence at all and much that we can only change a little; just possibly, some of our actions will create some suitably beneficial eddies. The effect on the overall flow of the stream remains indeterminate, often unknown and rarely only down to our direct intervention. Rather than known cause and effect for which people can be held precisely to account, the question then becomes one of careful judgement. I think this is why many teachers have resisted the growth in accountability culture. Not because they wish to indulge in unrestrained freedom per se, but because accountability constrains necessary flexibility, and it only works when in close balance with the powers the individual actually has to control that for which they are held responsible. It also implies a consensus about what the initial objective was in the first place, that simply is not – and cannot be – there in respect to a multi-faceted yet amorphous entity like education.

				We have arrived at a situation where the debate about teaching, and education in general, is couched largely in quasi-economic terms, where the voices of macro-theory and political dogma speak louder than those of regular classroom experience. What we expect education to deliver is narrowly defined, and largely framed in terms of an identifiable ‘product’. More often than not, this has come to mean exam results and a supposedly employable workforce, with the prospect of a materially-abundant life dangled tantalisingly as an incentive to comply. The ways in which it is delivered more closely reflect the mundane process of production management than anything designed to inspire the coming generations both to live life to the full and to rise to the immense global challenges facing them. Their teachers are now largely appraised according to their managerial and bureaucratic competence, more than their intelligence or ability to inspire.

				I consider that this represents a massive collective failure of imagination, and de facto an admission that we no longer know what to do to improve the quality of most of our peoples’ time on this planet.

				Furthermore, this model has so inflated the stakes of our intervention that the immense demands placed on those who undertake the task, the sheer volume of work and the exhaustion it brings, are enough to practically guarantee suboptimal performance. These demands have also combined to narrow the personality types who might make perfectly reasonable teachers, and marginalised or discouraged those whose strengths do not lie in easily quantified technical aptitudes. Their absence impoverishes the profession and limits its ability to cater for the breadth of personalities and aspirations within its pupils, let alone the wider remits of education within society.

				This book has several goals: one is to highlight the nature of this problem from a perspective that is rarely publicised – that of a typical classroom teacher. Secondly, I wish to examine the reasons why the education system seems to be losing sight of its fundamental raison d’être. Thirdly, I aim to offer some practical observations on how to reframe the practice and conception (I hesitate to say theory) of teaching so that it more realistically reflects what actually happens in classrooms. 

				In doing so, I argue that the teaching profession itself needs to acquire a much wider perspective on what it does, drawing on not only economic concepts but the much more fertile fields of psychology and philosophy. It is in such fields that the true source of many teachers’ vocation is found, not in the extension of quasi-economic notions of ‘utility’. The growth of behavioural economics is showing that even economics itself is beginning to recognise the limitations of its traditional view of humans as rational, soulless profit-maximisers. Like all learning, such insight can only be acquired by individuals on their own account, not legislated for. In order to encourage these wider views, I also review books by a number of writers whose work I have found informative and thought provoking; many are not standard educational texts, but I argue they deserve to be better known amongst teachers. Experience of using them in professional development sessions with colleagues would seem to confirm this.

				I also argue that the current obsession with ‘big data’, ‘big management’ and pseudo-science is an overly technical distraction from what is basically a simple and instinctive human interaction. This has divided our attention and has taken our focus further from the real personal and intellectual needs of young people.

				My unifying theme throughout the book is the need for our profession to take a deep, hard look at itself and reflect on why so much recent innovation both contradicts the daily experience of the classroom and is discredited or superseded as quickly as it is. I argue that we need to promote a new conception of teaching that has no need to justify itself through the doubtful application of statistical analyses, deeply theoretical models or unprovable gimmicks. It revels instead in the imprecise but sophisticated skills of the behavioural realm of people who are inspirational thinkers, communicators and leaders, rather than merely competent managers. This is not, however, a call for another universal orthodoxy to replace the existing one, but rather for the dismantling of structures that have served only to disrupt and divert us from the truly professional discharge of our work.

				In that sense, we need to reconnect with the inherent and enduring truths of what it means to teach.
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				The great exception

				Dylan Wiliam gave the game away in his foreword to Daisy Christodoulou’s 2014 book Seven Myths about Education. He suggests that the aspiration of much recent research has been to make education more like medicine1. By doing so, he implies, education would be able to deliver more reliable outcomes and to gain in professional credibility. He then proceeds to say why he now thinks this has been mistaken. Firstly, he says medicine is by no means as objectively rigorous as many in education think. It is alarming to consider the possibility that 20 years of educational policy might have been founded on such a basic misunderstanding. Secondly, education is simply not like medicine; it performs a different function and it behaves in a very different way. To consider it possible to equate a profession that functions through mechanical or chemical interventions in bodily mechanisms with one that uses ill-defined, imprecise psychological stimuli for no single, clear purpose (though admittedly still causing bio-chemical changes of a different kind), seems to me to be a notion of considerable folly.

				What’s more, one can read a well-meaning ulterior motive into Wiliam’s words: the remodelling of the teaching profession in order to give it more credibility. Those in the education world have long cast envious eyes at what they saw at the superior status – and salaries – of doctors, so the effort was not entirely without reason. 

				Whether Wiliam was right or not, the medical comparison is worth pursuing briefly. The suggestion seems to be that medical professionals operate in an environment of precise, technical expertise, that they have knowledge of specific, definable interventions that bring about guaranteed outcomes. He suggests that access to this technically-advanced body of knowledge and skills, which on occasion can still seem like voodoo magic to the layman, is what confers on them their status and credibility. If you don’t believe that medical literature can sound like voodoo magic to the uninitiated, try reading a random selection of clinical documents online.

				Consider the following observations from an insider whose work supported clinicians in the application of medical research to evidence-based practice:

				
						It is impossible to quantitatively measure the pain being experienced by a patient.

						It is, therefore, impossible to measure changes in the amount of pain, except by the subjective self-reporting of the patient. Even if you could measure it, the critical factor for intervention is the pain threshold reported by the individual, and this differs from person to person.

						The standard level of statistical confidence employed when trialling new drugs is only 95%, which is a recognition that no drug works all of the time or in the same way for everyone.

						The placebo effect is a non-quantifiable phenomenon, which has to be allowed for when attempting to establish causality in all medical interventions.

						The treatment dispensed to patients will vary according to their need and priorities. Different patients may be prepared to accept different treatments and trade-offs, depending subjectively on their circumstances.

						It is impossible to quantify the quality of care that a doctor or nurse dispenses. While it may be possible to stipulate certain procedures that must be followed, the final assessment is a matter of subjective experience.

						The definition of illness varies over time and place to place; what is considered ill is in part a social construct and determined by, amongst other things, personal expectations and political agendas.

						Patients may present with symptoms that are either indeterminate or non-specific. Doctors cannot always diagnose by simple reference to technical knowledge. Sometimes it is intuition or subjective hunch that leads a doctor to follow a particular line of enquiry. This may be the result of prior experience as much as anything more precise. 

						Even surgeons – the ‘mechanics’ of the medical world – report that their main motive for practising is the intrinsic satisfaction that working in a precise and absorbing way can bring, rather than the status or remuneration of their work.

				

				One could, therefore, entertain the possibility that medicine is not the precise, detached matter that it is sometimes perceived to be. Despite its indisputable body of technical expertise, there may be many situations where this is not sufficient to dispense satisfactory care to patients, and that the qualitative experience and abilities of the medic may be significant in discharging their duty. There are those who consider medicine to be as much an art as a science; from this, I would suggest that before the teaching profession attempts to model itself on the medical profession, we need to take a much closer look at what being a medical professional actually involves. 

				Furthermore, genuine scientific research cannot have a self-interested agenda such as that which Wiliam suggests. The purpose of research is to not validate specific political or professional ends: it is to identify the reality of independent, physical phenomena, no matter what that may be. In conducting research for political ends the great risk is that it will cease to be objective and will simply discover that which it set out to find, thanks to a simple cognitive flaw called ‘confirmation bias’. There have been numerous occasions when the educational establishment has been presented with findings that it found distasteful; a recent example of this was Robert Plomin’s work on the significance of heritability on learning2. If correct, this would shed considerable light on the whole educative process, but to say it was received with indifference by much of the education world would be an understatement. On casual reading, this research simply threatened to undermine too much of the socio-political agenda of large factions of that world; the rejection of ‘politically-unacceptable’ findings solely for that reason is not good professional conduct.

				Conversely, much that has been claimed as ‘science’ is of questionable provenance and its power may, again, derive more from its political potency than anything else. As Tom Bennett discusses in his 2013 book Teacher Proof, much that has passed for research in the educational world has been fundamentally flawed from the outset3. Being in the realm of social rather than natural science, it could not be otherwise, and consequently its claims of rigour have often been vastly overdrawn. This is certainly not to say that educational research has no value at all, but its pretence to universal applicability in the manner of an approved drug or medical technique is simply to exaggerate what it is possible to know about the effects of education. 

				One difference between real science and the pseudo type is the degree of certainty claimed. Natural scientists are extremely hesitant about claiming certainty for anything, since they realise how easy it is to draw false conclusions. Pseudo-science often inadvertently over-compensates for its inherent weaknesses by trumping up the claims it makes for its own veracity. Nonetheless, in the past two decades, there has been no shortage of educational research messianically thrust at teachers, despite any considered reservations they might have had, by a combination of accountability-hungry politicians and their career-ambitious (or fearful) subordinates in school management. 

				The fact that individual professional concerns have been so readily overridden ought to give concern in its own right. This effectively means that the findings of a relatively small number of educational theorists have been given precedence over the vast accumulated experience of many thousands of practising teachers. Again, this is not in itself to suggest that the research inevitably had no value, but the way in which it has been systematically used to overrule the daily experience of significant numbers of people working in real classrooms might be a cause for concern. Debate that is so intolerant of divergence is in reality no debate at all and, for those who have been of a sincerely doubting nature, this has really been quite oppressive. As the well-known blogger Old Andrew observed in his foreword to Robert Peal’s book Progressively Worse:

				‘It is entirely possible to be trained as a teacher in a university and in schools and teach for several years without ever hearing that there is any doubt over whether teacher talk is harmful; discovery learning is effective; or knowledge is less important than skills. To inform a teacher that these disputes exist is to cast doubt on the expertise of most of those who train teachers; many of those who run schools; and also those with the greatest power in education: the schools inspectorate – Ofsted.’4

				Some schools seem to have been run with such a rod of iron in this respect that the cost of open disagreement, even sticking to considered but divergent principles, has been severe. While it is true that disparate personal experience and preference do not, in themselves, guarantee good practice, neither do they inevitably signify the converse, as has sometimes been implied. No matter how subjectively, what practising teachers experience in their classrooms is not unimportant.

				Furthermore, the implementation of ‘approved’ practice has sometimes been disingenuous. The all too apparent flaws in what was being advocated have been dealt with in unscientific ways, ranging from simply ignoring them to the heavy-handed use of threats to those who dared to question. Information has been used selectively; for example, until my own reading of John Hattie’s findings on effect size, I had remained in ignorance of the fact that direct instruction scores so strongly. Until relatively recently, this simple but inconvenient fact was routinely overlooked by those leading professional training in my own school.

				Apart from anything else, this institutional authoritarianism has had quite the opposite effect on the profession from that which it was claiming. It has diminished the scope of professional debate and has virtually demonised those who dared to dissent, seemingly unaware that the vigorous debate – an integral part of any profession’s practice – does require, at least, a basic respect for the right to disagree. The exhortations to classroom teachers to keep up with the research imply that if only they read the stuff, they would inevitably come to the ‘correct’ conclusions. I am the living proof that this is not necessarily so!

				A central theme of this book is the importance of motivation in keeping people engaged with their work; it would be ironic if, in aiming to enhance the profession and its practice, excessive authoritarianism had had the opposite effect. It certainly seems to set up contradictions when it comes to the expressed aim of attracting the brightest people into the profession. Who, of lively intellect and high expectations, is going to be content with being directed to work like an unquestioning automaton, simply in order to achieve dreary production targets?

				However, this situation does seem to be changing. Previously, there has been almost no mechanism for democratic grass roots debate amongst teachers. The heavy workloads and fragmented nature of the profession made it difficult for classroom teachers to know, with any regularity, what was happening beyond their own school gate. All while the supposed organs of professional representation, the unions, have had their work cut out simply retaining any influence at all, and have either had to court the establishment or risk further marginalisation. In any case, they too are large organisations within which individual, undiluted grass roots views are barely heard. 

				Now, however, there is the internet and, as with everything else it touches, this is creating new opportunities. The world of educational blogging is growing rapidly and is presenting a new forum whereby any teacher can express his or her views and findings on something closer to a level stage. It is even creating new physical communities of people who share similar outlooks. This is making it very clear that a significant proportion of the practising profession has at least some reservations about the thrust of official policy, and it is also able to speak out more clearly about the realities of life in the classroom. The significance of this development was recognised in March 2014 when a group of bloggers was invited to meet a senior representative of Ofsted to discuss their views on education policy and practice5.

				It is the growth of blogging, and the realisation of the variety of opinion out there, that has prompted me to redraft my script for this book. My first draft, around nine years ago, fell on deaf ears because I was told its content would not be what the educational world ‘wanted to hear’. A greater indictment of professional debate, I could not imagine, but maybe times are finally changing.

				My main premises are:

				
						That the education sector has had its objectives and procedures narrowed by the general ‘economisation of society’.

						That educational priorities and perspectives are being increasingly subverted by the actions of big management that exists, at least, in part to serve its own interests and those of its political masters.

						That political intervention and demands for accountability are largely responsible for the above.

						That the growing influence of educational research and theory is driven more by an institutional need to deliver guaranteed results than any real, universal impact that it can be shown to have on the education of young people.

						That this culture is becoming self-fulfilling as more teachers adjust their behaviour to what they perceive to be the professional norm. In any case, as more new entrants arrive, they often have known nothing other.

						That the effect of this has been, fundamentally, to compromise the teaching profession by further dividing its attention between a genuine concern for young people and the needs for political compliance and self-preservation.

						That the debate about education has been narrowed to a merely technical one; that many other fertile sources of understanding are being neglected, in particular the impact of psychology, philosophy and a qualitative understanding of individual life experiences.

						That the effect of ‘big management’, ‘big data’ and the quantification of education has been to disenfranchise from the debate those who do not have access to the resources employed by these sources. In particular, long-term, empirical experience has been devalued as a source of information and discussion, and thereby the role of the individual professional classroom teacher.

						As a result, education has moved away from its main purpose and has lost sight of the core skills that its exponents actually use in classrooms every day. In this way, it has made little progress in addressing the frequently quoted deficiencies of our young people, thereby moving further from the desired definition of teaching as a profession that is worthy of societal esteem and reward. As with other walks of life, in order to hide this fact, a significant amount of its effort is now wasted in protracted bouts of arse covering.

						In order to rectify the situation, a deep reappraisal is needed of the processes, values and structures of education in order to realign it more closely with what actually happens in classrooms, and what is reasonable to expect from both institutions and the individuals who comprise them.

				

				In the light of the above, one might claim that education has actually made very little progress in defining itself as a fully-credible profession, and that recent trends have actually made this worse. As Robert Coe has said, education remains ‘a triumph of hope over experience’6.

				If one casts a general eye over much of the writing that is being done in the field of educational research – and that which is provided by teachers writing up classroom experiments of their own – one is left with the impression that we are trying very hard to be a profession of laboratory scientists, that we deal with inert materials and not the lives of young people. Once again, this derives from the desire of education to be seen as rigorous in a way that, historically, it may not have been. Of course, there is nothing wrong with a degree of convention in the way professional documents are produced and written up. There is a risk that style becomes more important than substance, particularly if one accepts the general criticisms made of the methodologies by which many of these findings are arrived at. This quasi-scientific approach risks becoming self-perpetuating and, as such, could then potentially become a significant factor in shaping how people understand the nature of the profession.

				I do not intend to be confined by such conventions. In order to advance my arguments in this book, I will necessarily draw on qualitative argument. Some may argue that this weakens the credibility of my case. I would argue that when one is concerned with individual human experiences – which are by definition experienced subjectively whatever the bio-chemical processes involved – then there is little alternative and little need. What is important in education is the individual human experience, and that can only be recounted empirically and qualitatively. As I demonstrated with the medical analogy above, even much of applied science needs to be mediated though human experience and in a field like education, where human experience constitutes the only useful definition and purpose of the activity, this is inevitable. But it need not matter; it can be turned to our advantage.

				There are many fields of human endeavour that rely on types of knowledge other than the objective, and it is an unhelpful delusion to believe that education can be anything other than one of them. Nobody argues seriously that quantitative analysis of the plays of Shakespeare or the paintings of Picasso will yield anything that qualitative appraisal cannot. Indeed, to attempt to do so would, arguably, be to ignore the very qualities of those works that make them so revered. It is the same with education as the experience of a lesson is not unlike the experience of theatre; the impact it has is also rather alike. The number of props used or words spoken does not a better play make – it is down to the quality of the acting, and the receptivity of the audience. Equally, the desire in some quarters to turn education into a quasi-science does not make that a valid thing to attempt, and it certainly does not guarantee a successful or helpful outcome. In fact, it risks losing sight of the one thing that truly defines a good educational experience; again that is the quality – and thereby the longevity – of impact of the human interactions concerned. To impersonalise teaching is to strip it of its essence and to render it, in effect, a sterile experience in manipulation, rather than the enriching form of personal development that it essentially needs to be.

				It is important to ensure that one does not overdraw the claims made for qualitative analysis. It certainly cannot withstand the same level of scrutiny that statistical data can. Its benefit is more to be found in the accumulated wisdom that develops as people undertake to explain their own unique experiences. Therefore, I will not be making any claims to scientific ‘provability’ in this book. It is simply an account in which a relatively experienced secondary school classroom teacher attempts to interpret those experiences and relate them in a context that may prove fruitful for others. I do not aim to offer an alternative orthodoxy. I aim to, rather simply, raise questions that readers may treat as they wish; in the honourable tradition of intelligent thought, the questions are at least as important as the answers.

				If one accepts the argument that an educational interaction is a unique, irreducible interpersonal ‘event’ – about which it nigh-on impossible to draw hard and fast rules – then the logical conclusion is that it is also the responsibility of each individual practitioner to cultivate the skills and knowledge needed to draw the best educational benefit from the encounters that only they have. Only in that unique and individual way can professional, good practice evolve. Any value that this book may have will largely lie in its contribution to collective, professional wisdom and the extent to which it informs readers’ subsequent insights and behaviours. It will never provide an answer to the ‘great unified theory of education’ that – like the Holy Grail – some seem to believe in. This is because such a thing simply does not exist; education is too complex and multi-faceted an activity to codify that far. An acceptance of that would, in my view, represent a significant step towards maturity on the part of the educational world.
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				Technical definitions can be limiting

				The drive to improve educational standards has largely concentrated on technical aspects, be that the data that schools generate or the techniques that teachers employ. Yet the more this emphasis has endured, the less congruent it appears with everyday classroom life. The definition of schools and their work as neat, clinically-precise institutions is simply at odds with what appears in the classroom. As this tendency grew, many teachers came to struggle under the impression that it was their practice that was deficient. With a longer time perspective, it is clearer that the problem lay in the definition of what was being required. As Alveson and Spicer more recently explained in The Stupidity Paradox1, the increased emphasis on management efficacy, in all kinds of organisations, was leading to theoretical definitions of their purpose that looked good on paper but bore decreasing resemblance to what was happening on the ground.

				It is clearly essential to be able to manage the dynamics of the classroom, but the implication that technical excellence alone is sufficient to secure good educational outcomes is mistaken. The reason why opinion regarding these techniques changes so frequently is that ‘technical desire’ is looking for its Holy Grail in entirely the wrong place, which is why it never finds it. The more one actively seeks happiness, the more it evaporates before one’s eyes. Similarly with the educational process, when it is defined merely technically, we suddenly find it doesn’t deliver what we think it ought to. This is a technocrat’s approach to an essentially non-technocratic activity. In the final part of the book, I will discuss some of the ideas that I have found much more helpful in informing classroom practice. 

				It might be argued that developing an alternative view of education is pointless when so much of the rationale for what we are told to do effectively lies beyond our control. I would argue not. For all that they have known distortional effects, it is unlikely that the externally imposed targets will go away any time soon. The debate needs to focus on how best to meet, exceed or accommodate them. It seems entirely reasonable to require public servants to be proportionately accountable for their actions – provided that accountability is realistically framed and assessed. The issue here is not whether we should scrap accountability, but how it can either be more realistically framed, or at least its worst distortions avoided?

				For all the rhetoric that has been expended on the issue, the reaction from education’s leaders to political diktat mostly seems to have been one of meek, or fearful, compliance. While one should not underestimate the emotions experienced when the metaphorical gun is being held to one’s head, I think it remains axiomatic that panic is not the best response. Yet, in many ways, that is precisely what the education world has done. In my view, this represents a significant failure of imagination on the part of our leaders, the reasons for which I will speculate upon. The effect is clear: by recalibrating the education process to suit politicians’ national agendas, and by acquiescing so meekly to the targets culture, educational leaders have moved the process of education further away from its core function and the ways in which it needs to operate. They have unleashed a tide of conflicting interests and behaviours that have only compromised the sector further. 

				While it may be true that a drowning man clutches at straws, those straws are not necessarily of much help. It would have been much better to attempt to understand the counter-productive effects of such contingent behaviours, and to attempt to insulate those working on the front line of education from them. There are some very distinct psychological reasons for doing so, which again I will develop on later in the book. Had this happened, we would actually have remained in a position to concentrate on the task in hand, thereby perhaps increasing the likelihood of delivering what was being asked for in the first place – namely, more effective education.

				So this book does not reflect a Canute-like desire for some unrealistic nirvana, but an attempt to show that a psychologically-informed, personally-orientated, bottom-up approach is actually more likely to deliver the desired results than a top-down, command-control one. It also attempts to show why I believe that the frequent calls from teachers to be left to control their own teaching represent a valid call for the autonomy and flexibility that is essential for effective classroom teaching. We just need the courage to stop clutching at the straws, let go, and think about the problem in a more considered, informed and wide-ranging manner.

				There are undoubtedly some schools that take have already taken the wider view; responses to the downward pressure have been far from uniform. Some school managements have indeed attempted to protect their staff and pupils from the harsher winds that have been blowing; others have taken entirely the opposite approach. What is significant is that there seems to be little correlation between the degree to which target-culture has been embraced and the educational success of the schools concerned2. The wider consequences are, I would argue, far from unclear. Even from my own experience and that of colleagues, it is evident that increasing downward pressure on individual schools, teachers and pupils is by no means guaranteed to elicit a positive response. It carries a significant risk of being counter-productive. Any short-term gains may be outweighed by longer-term impacts on morale, commitment, productivity and even the mental health of those concerned. Such a price is not worth paying in its own right, let alone because of any other consequences such problems may cause. While we rightly promote education as being concerned with the wellbeing of the next generation, it is not logically consistent, ethically sound or practically effective to mortgage that of the present one for that cause. 

				It has taken me a considerable number of years of teaching to identify what response was required to such issues, and then to formulate and identify more helpful behaviours – not least because much of the formal professional training I was receiving was pointing in completely the opposite direction. Note my use of the word ‘behaviours’. This word better describes qualities that are, or become, far more intrinsic to the person using them than the rather calculating word ‘interventions’, which finds favour in more established circles. Much of the information laid out in the rest of this book is, therefore, the result of a personal quest to reconcile the confected obstacles being placed in the path of the classroom teacher with a means of both delivering the best education, of which I personally was capable, and of surviving the very real personal pressures that were generated.

				I will certainly draw on educational and cognitive research as I attempt to show that the prevalent views of the educational establishment are far from the only valid approach to teaching. I do not wish to suggest that research is useless, but that it is very limited in its ‘pure’ application to education and can only ever be thus. One may well seek to demonstrate that one’s arguments have wider applicability, even as they remain in some ways peculiar to a specific individual. While it remains impossible even to define precisely our objectives as educators then it will also be impossible to say, with any confidence, what works. 

				While it is entirely normal to seek pattern and universality in one’s experiences, in matters of human interactions such as those of the classroom, they remain in another sense entirely unique and personal. As a result, we should be extremely cautious about what claims we make for them. This is particularly the case when it comes to claiming ‘effectiveness’, because one is forced to start from a presumption of shared success criteria that is extremely difficult to achieve in a multi-purpose field like education.

				The copying or imposition of ‘best practice’ is an entrenched but flawed notion: such matters are highly specific to a situation and are neither exported nor replicated easily3. Even if all external conditions are perfectly replicable, the nature of the individual people concerned can never be. It is much more effective to allow people to develop their own situation and person-specific good practice than simply to impose that of others indiscriminately on them.

				The multi-faceted but amorphous nature of learning is such that I think it will never be otherwise; this is as close to a self-evident truth as it is possible to get, for all that such things irritate those who advocate the power of evidence. We should also remember the epistemological problem that research can only tell us about what we choose to ask, and identifying promising lines of enquiry – while rejecting others – is fraught with problems in its own right. So while we can use research to draw useful generalisations, or even loose predictions, we should remember that it can only inform any specific situation from arm’s length and should not be treated as certainty.

				In other ways, this remains a resolutely personal work, for what else can an ‘ordinary’ classroom teacher write? I can but write about my own accumulated experience, as compared with and corroborated by many others (both adults and children) with whom I have worked, and hope that it will contribute to the shared wisdom of the profession. It is underpinned by the view, arrived at through many years of experience, that education is first and foremost – in fact only – a matter of basic human interaction. It is of greatest significance only to those who directly experience it. This may disappoint those who enjoy more technical approaches, but it would be disingenuous to write a book using the very approach that I doubt. Technical discussions about education can be very engaging and are fine as far as they go, but it is their very intrigue that can be their downfall – leading, as it can, to the false security of illusory hard answers. 

				Given that we can never know what the actual impacts of our activities will be, all that is left for us is to promote them for their inherent, abstract value and leave them to individuals to use as they wish. This means that the only sustainable criterion we are left with is to judge our actions as teachers as best as we can, from moment to moment; we simply cannot second-guess the future any more than a gardener can know precisely which seeds will germinate and which will not. 

				This is why I place great emphasis on the power of heuristic thought and action; it makes decisions based principally on sensitive readings of real-time situations. While this too has its limits —still requiring accurate judgment – it is more likely to be appropriate than deriving courses of action from theories that are distantly abstract.

				In that sense, the highly particular, individual personal experience is perhaps the one that matters most, for all that the great and good of the educational establishment might disagree.

			   

				The reliance on science

				In order to write a conventional book about education these days, it seems as though you need to martial information in a way that would do credit to a peer-reviewed medical research journal. You need to speak with precision about technical issues and the theoretical maximisation of educational outcomes, while wielding vast amounts of statistical and academic evidence in support of your claims. Anything less will very probably – and conveniently – be dismissed as mere anecdote. As I previously mentioned, the effect of this has been to disenfranchise anyone from the educational debate who cannot support themselves with such big data resources, and that means the majority of classroom teachers. To do so is to ignore the largest and most authentic source of knowledge of what actually happens in classrooms.

				What such people do have is the results – albeit largely qualitative – of their own ongoing longitudinal studies of the education system, otherwise known as ‘accumulated experience’. In my case, that extends over some 30 years. The majority of the individuals within my study have been followed for seven years of their development – a few somewhat longer due to ongoing contact with either them or their siblings. I estimate the total number of subjects within my study to be well in excess of 5000. In addition, I have a similar body of knowledge derived from the several hundred variously-experienced teachers, with whom I have worked with over the years. I have held certain factors constant, such as remaining in the same school and teaching the broadly same subjects, while other factors have changed around me. These factors include, most notably, the general educational climate and my school’s response to it. 

				Yes, I am being slightly tongue-in-cheek with this analogy, but I want to question the means by which educators claim to ‘know’ their field. I am well aware that many people would consider my experience to be narrow, and that this might invalidate most of what I can claim to know about education in the wider sense. On the other hand, one wonders what better source of accurate information there is than to have been at the ‘sharp end’ of the profession for a significant length of time; it is all too convenient for the theorists to dismiss such experience. In some senses, the work is the same wherever one happens to perform it. It is, of course, clear that the general and the particular are two different things, but there comes a point where the accusation of ‘mere anecdote’ ceases to have traction – particularly if those experiences are corroborated with the similar experiences of others. While I cannot claim universal authority for my observations, there are few grounds to conclude that my experience is inevitably unrepresentative of wider issues. My regular contact with other teachers suggests that my experiences are broadly similar to theirs. One key source of variation – the disparate nature of school environments – does need to be considered and, for that reason, I have offered some information about my particular circumstances so that the necessary accommodation can be made.

				A respondent on a professional acquaintance’s blog took him to task4 for doubting the need for ‘peer-reviewed scientific thought’ in some of the views he was expressing about education, but education is not a science. Even if it were, the only method of data collection available to it would still be the repeated observation of real-world phenomena. All that science attempts to do that is different from my classroom experience is to quantify rather than recount the records, to gather them in significantly larger quantities and attempt to derive rules and laws from them, rather than simple observations. In one sense, even the most rigorous of sciences is derived from ‘mere anecdote’ – simply lots of it, from which attempts are made at generalisation.

				So I offer no defence to the criticism that my data sets are not large or precise. While they are drawn principally from a school with a certain profile, this does not inevitably mean that the fundamental behaviours therein are unrepresentative of wider human behaviour; we just need to treat them with care. In any case, much of my discussion is not school-specific. For all that circumstances do, of course, inform particular outlooks, much of what concerns me here is arguably universal human experience discussed from first principles. 

				Data limitations are not necessarily the weakness that they might at first appear. I mentioned previously that there are numerous types of knowledge; the fact that much of the educational establishment is in love with statistics and ‘research’ in its fruitless quest for hard answers is no guarantee that it is actually an appropriate paradigm for understanding education. It is not as if it has never pursued blind alleys before in the same quest. To return to my introductory comments, much of the hidden, even unconscious, agenda for this may actually lie in the desire for professional credibility or political accountability, rather than anything more directly educational.

				While it has clear weaknesses, I contend that empirical information is still as important in the educational debate as statistical data. When it comes to the key matter of the educational experience of specific individuals, it is actually of far more relevance. One might define a successful educational experience as ‘one that furthered the individual’s understanding of the world, ideally in a lasting way, such that it was possible to conceive and apply an appropriate response’. Doing that requires a complex set of thought processes in terms of knowledge, skill and conceptual insight – but also the application or accumulation of what can only be termed wisdom.

				An individual pupil has relatively little interest in ‘what works’ in any theoretical, generalised sense, but much more in what helped him or her personally. Even in an aggregate sense, improved education is only possible though better specific, personal experiences. As Tom Bennett argues5, since all social sciences are effectively human constructs they cannot argue anything without reference to their own internal assumptions – big data notwithstanding. Given the questionable ability of supposedly rigorous science to explain and replicate educational effects, the credibility deficit of individual empirical observation is not as large as it might seem.

				So we might conclude that in reality, no observation of education is actually anything more than interpreted anecdote. This is absolutely fine, so long as we accept its limitations. Attempting to discuss and define education as though it obeys the precise mechanisms of scientific causality is to overdraw one’s claims. The biggest piece of evidence in this respect is the fact that very few teachers ever manage to run their classes along purely theoretical lines. While this is often explained in terms of incompetence or lack of rigour, given the general level of interest among teachers in teaching well, it is more likely that the real reason is that teaching simply is not a closely prescribable activity. The single most obvious reason for this is that children do not adhere to theory in their behaviour. Nonetheless, over the past decade, a huge effort has been made to do precisely this, but it is now becoming apparent that it does not deliver the specific, personal improvements that were once claimed. It also constrains the essential flexibility that is needed by educators if they are to respond effectively to the massive diversity of human behaviour and interaction, which their work presents them with. In fact, it’s worse than that: some of those interventions actually redefine situations in ways that make things worse, in the way that signing a pre-nuptial agreement cannot, in itself, improve the love that flows within a marriage, but may even do the opposite. A definition of an ideologue is someone who, confronted with a gap between theory and reality, requires reality to change; this is perilously close to the approach of recent educational theory. Education is too important an activity to be run by ideologues.

				I suspect those enamoured of the scientific approach are not about to accept such claims lightly. In order to justify them, one needs to counter ‘science’ – even, or especially of the pseudo variety – with science, or at least reason. Tom Bennett6 and Daisy Christodoulou7 have written books that very provocatively question the notion that current educational ‘science’ is in reality anything of the sort. I will therefore not attempt to repeat their work; my interest lies more in what the replacement might be. 

				It is very tempting indeed to go looking for another all-serving paradigm with which to fill the vacuum. Education has suffered from this tendency ever since people started looking at it in a strategic way; one would have hoped that we had learned our lesson by now. The recent history of the profession has been of successive waves of orthodoxy, none of which have endured for more than a few years but have been swiftly contradicted and toppled by the next. Given the nature of education as an unending quest for knowledge, it is perhaps not surprising that practitioners have always gone looking for some ‘bigger picture’ by which to give meaning and structure to their activities. This has only increased as political intervention in education has grown. Now there are political imperatives behind the educational theories, the need to justify and even defend ourselves has grown bigger still. Meeting politicians’ demands for results with the reply that we simply can’t guarantee to deliver them is hardly good for the credibility, even if it’s true.

				The yearning for a comprehensive paradigm is no guarantee that it is actually a reasonable expectation. I think it is more important that we learn from the failures of past attempts, particularly from the increasingly evident shortcomings of this most recent house of cards, which has perhaps been the biggest and most overwhelming of all. Therefore, I am going to resist the temptation to construct another paradigm for education, which by definition would only suffer from its own set of shortcomings.

			    

				Why is causality in education so hard to pin down?

				If an engineer can identify the general material and load factors that contribute to the correct performance of, say, a bridge, then it is fair to say that it will be relatively easy to apply those same principles quite directly to the construction of any other bridge. If a mechanic learns the principles of how a car engine works, then he or she will be able to apply that knowledge directly to pretty much any engine encountered. If a chemist knows what generally happens when you heat potassium, then they can say with confidence what will happen each specific occasion that heat is applied.

				The same cannot be said for the application of teaching to children, nor indeed with any great confidence of any aspect of human behaviour. Given the annoying tendency of human beings not to behave like each other, it is equally difficult to work in the other direction, from the specific to the general.

				Social and behavioural scientists use ‘causal density’ when they attempt to identify the key factors in patterns of causality. It is understood that the causal density of human activity is so high that no paradigm can ever anticipate all of the circumstances likely to be thrown up by the many billions of people on this planet, and any effort to do so thereby doomed to failure. Duncan Watts explained more in his book Everything is Obvious: *Once You Know the Answer. Watts began his work as a doctorate physicist before moving into the field of sociology. In the introduction to his book, he explains that he found the ‘laws’ of human behaviour to be far more difficult to analyse than those of physics simply because – unlike natural laws – behaviour is not constant, predictable and rational8. The same individual cannot be guaranteed to behave in the same way twice, even in the same situation, and the reasons for this may be too many to identify with any confidence. These reasons could range from unconscious environmental factors through overt logical, decision-making to pure whim. Watts observes that describing the world in the abstract can actually prevent us from understanding the reality of it. This is because it depends on making the very generalisations that completely fail to account for the bizarre specifics of why individual people behave in a particular way.

				Psychology, of course, does attempt to rationalise the workings of the human mind, but it remains a contentious and largely descriptive process. Unlike the economics that has come to underpin macro-educational thinking, it does at least start from the point of the individual human being. Other science is making advances towards understanding the electro-chemical processes in the brain, using fMRI scanning to ‘illuminate’ active areas. But there is a huge difference between observing activity and explaining it. If we could do the latter, there still remains the unarguable problem that even if cognitive processes are fundamentally a matter of objective, natural science – and the way in which we experience them – most definitely is not. One could further argue that to rationalise and predict such behaviour would be to compromise our humanity, in particular our free will. I wonder how many of those educational scientists and engineers run their own personal relationships using the ‘scientific’ techniques they have advocated for teacher-pupil interactions? I fervently hope the answer is none. We might also note that when teacher-pupil relationships go seriously off the rails, it is usually a matter of inappropriate subjective or emotional response that is the problem, rather than anything rational. This in itself might be an indicator as to where teaching-related functions really reside within the brain.

				We come here to the fundamental error of recent thinking: neither the day-to-day functioning of a typical human being, nor their experience of the things and events around them operates on the simple, directly rational-causal way that has been assumed – particularly by economics-style reasoning. Humans are fundamentally emotional-instinctive beings, for whom rational thought was a later refinement. We know enough about the workings of the brain to understand that such instincts and emotions are primitive functions that derive from the need for survival in the wild. The frontal cortex and neocortex used for rational cognitive behaviour were relatively late additions, while the limbic system, which dispenses emotional responses, is a more primitive part of the brain. Yet sensory information flows into and out of the limbic system more quickly than it reaches the frontal areas9. This means that emotional responses do have the ability to trump rational ones, this is evident when people respond to situations with fear or anger but reconsider their position later. 

				This demonstrates the power of emotional experiences to disrupt thinking; when people are unhappy, fearful or uncomfortable, this impairs their ability to function well in a cognitive sense. As such things are inherently unquantifiable, it is impossible to accurately assess their impact on more measurable aspects of performance. 

				While formal education clearly aims to develop higher functioning in our pupils, it is still not the only medium by which that process is actually experienced. We also need to bear in mind that in terms of child development, it is the capability for detached, rational thought that is last to develop. The very fact that children traditionally dislike school is a statement of emotion, not rational intellect, as they may well accept the beneficial consequences. Likewise, their experience of every aspect of their school day will be primarily mediated through emotional responses before rational ones. This goes for both their interactions with other people, and the activities and experiences they are required to undertake. It is worth mentioning that adults are not so different either. For all we may appreciate that our responsibilities need to appeal to our higher sense of reason, it is not possible to override emotional response completely. The view that in order to teach to their best, teachers need to be ‘happy’ is not without a basis in science. Again, I have more than enough personal experience to understand this, and I suspect it will not be an alien concept to anyone who works in a highly-charged workplace.

				In fact, the emotion/rationality tension is probably healthy. The consequences of using our high-powered, rational faculties at all times – overriding our more emotional and empathetic selves at will – might also turn out to be discomfortingly inhuman. Were we actually able to perfect education as a scientific discipline, we would diminish the very things that make us human. Thought would become the process of deducing the inevitable, actions would be mechanical responses to external stimuli, and teaching would become the production of human machines designed to optimise their socio-economic functioning; a matter of pre-programming robots according to a set of known, pre-ordained interventions. I don’t want to work in that way as a teacher, let alone live in the world that that would create, and I suspect most of my pupils and colleagues would agree with me. I hope my image of eminent educational scientists going home in the evening and setting their spouses cognitive targets to be met before deciding on dinner is precisely that, just an unholy image for all that those electro-chemical processes would still be firing.

				Yet this is how they seem to think schools should be run. If you listen to the talk of regular classroom teachers, the part of the conversation that concerns their daily duties largely revolves around specific encounters with specific children, over things that went well or things that did not. If you listen to the talk of regular educational theorists and managers, it is very different and usually revolves round abstract concepts, initiatives, conference programmes, political policies and data. 

				I suggest, from observation, that teachers instinctively tend to think of their pupils in basic emotional terms – fundamentally, ‘like’ or ‘dislike’ – and they then override these feelings in the interests of professional detachment, moral fairness and the myriad other considerations with which we overlay our functioning. This is only to be expected: those interactions with children may be of a professional nature, but they share one underlying element with all others types of human interaction. They are unique, irreducible events between two sentient beings whose rationale is often too obscure to identify let alone analyse – because they extend well beyond the realm of rational thought. These responses will also vary between individuals; personally I empathise with the quieter pupils more easily, whereas some colleagues instinctively seem to prefer more extrovert children. Again, this is probably healthy.

				Educational theorists and managers are normally one or more steps removed from regular, direct interaction with individual pupils, or indeed teachers; when they do encounter them, the circumstances tend to be exceptional. There are too many pupils (and teachers) for it to be otherwise, but this lack of regular contact reduces their empathic involvement drastically, while polarising their impressions towards the exceptionally good and exceptionally bad. The tendency is to generalise, to think of people in the abstract and aggregate, which then subsumes any concern for the wellbeing of the individual as a specific person. This is subtly, but importantly, different from the notion of individual wellbeing in the abstract.

				While this may make it easier to arrive at generalised theories of what works – for which data may indeed provide support – the critical flaw in this approach is precisely its inability to consider people as individuals. While a particular strategy may deliver an aggregate benefit, for the particular individuals who are not part of it, this is little comfort or use. Furthermore, managerial detachment makes it much easier – intentionally or otherwise – to distance oneself from the consequences of one’s actions on specific other people. It is easy to generalise about education when you are not forced to face the exceptions to your rules, and it also makes it all too easy to be selective when choosing ‘evidence’ to support one’s actions. As Tom Bennett has argued in his book Teacher Proof, we can have little confidence – based on past experience – that careful allowance will be made for such selectivity.

				Therein lies the fundamental flaw behind any theory/policy-led educational practice: it can only lay down guidelines and specifications in a generalised way. The real process of education is anything but general: what matters completely and utterly is the way it is experienced by individuals: every single one of them, every single time.

				Such common tendencies as this might be identifiable between groups of people that are normally so generalised as to be of little use in specific situations. While it is probably true that children’s educational needs are more similar than they are different, there are still individual, daily, moment-by-moment variations between individuals that need to be catered for if learning is to take place. That is precisely where the special skill of the teacher comes in.

				Watts makes many criticisms of the power of ‘common sense’ as an explanatory tool, but he concedes it has one major advantage over theory: it does not attempt to reflect on the world, but simply deals with it ‘as it is’10. Educationalists should indeed be wary of common sense, for it often turns out to be neither ‘common’ nor ‘sense’. Nonetheless, it can both point us to the weakness of a theory-led approach and suggest the way to a more pragmatic paradigm for attempting to steer the everyday world in favourable directions. At one level, most human interactions take place within the realms of what might be called ‘common sense’.

				Generalised theory is also unable to take sufficient account of natural human variation, be that between individuals or within individuals under different circumstances. Teachers planning work for a specific class necessarily do not anticipate the reaction of pupils based on generalisations, but on their specific knowledge of the individuals, group dynamic, and conditions concerned. It cannot be any other way. The only way theories can be implemented is in real time, by individual people. When trying to stick rigidly to a pre-defined plan it can be far from unusual to find that all of one’s energy is going into mediating between reality and a framework, which seems to work in direct contradiction of it. In other words, tying teachers to a specific model only constrains the everyday flexibility they need to deal with what they encounter, and distracts from their key purpose. 

				The factors that determine the trajectory of any given interpersonal interaction are too many to identify – at least for an outside observer, and possibly even for the individuals themselves. One needs to consider not just the visible parameters of the particular situation and the power-dynamic between the two, but also their respective personalities, their interaction-history, their respective current and recent moods. Even the location, time and weather conditions need to be taken into consideration. Research into I.Q. has shown us is that even something as, supposedly, determinable as this varies according not only to the person’s emotional state, motivation and energy levels, but also to the level of lighting during the assessment11. That is before we have scratched the surface; the situation becomes more complex still when one participant is intellectually immature and, more still, should the number of participants multiply.

				I am not a trained psychologist, though I have done a significant amount of self-education in the discipline, partly through sheer interest but also because I felt it would inform my real professional functioning in way that official in-service training was not doing. For many years, I have encountered an increasing disconnect between what professional direction was saying I ought to be encountering and doing in the classroom and what I was actually finding makes lessons work. There seemed to be a widening gap between theory and practice that I know was also being experienced by many of my colleagues – particularly those with longer service, and arguably therefore a longer perspective. We were expending increasing amounts of time and ingenuity, simply trying to make ‘the system’ work and to correspond to what our actual experiences were suggesting. Our masters were saying, in effect, that it was reality that was wrong and that needed correcting.

				As a result, I can say sincerely that the reservations expressed in this book are not the result of pre-existing cynicism, but simply the consequences of trying honestly – often in vain – to make a flawed system work. I accept that there cannot but be an element of value-judgment in this, in the sense that we all have preconceptions about what education ‘means’. It should be remembered that those concerned are established, educated people, whom one might have expected to have a reasonable, general understanding of what education can mean. Through the means of the various fast-track programmes, they have since been joined by a new generation of highly-educated, young teachers, some whom also seem to be encountering the same contradictions12. 

				There is only one way to understand and influence the individual needs and responses of thousands of young people, and that is to know them over extended periods of real time. One needs to know those people as individuals, and this is no more a scientific process in the classroom than is getting to know someone in any other situation. Attempting to govern those relationships with preconceived ideas of what ‘should’ be done simply constrains the options for authentic, natural human interactions that can only be defined with respect to the individual personalities of those concerned. This is not to dispute the nature of the teacher-pupil relationship, which is a specific construct in its own right and within which all other interactions need to occur. The constraints of that relationship cannot dictate the real-time dynamics necessary to make it work, any more than they do in any other category of social situation. In classroom terms, I am referring to the notion that a teacher’s ‘interventions’ can be intentional and of pre-specified effect, in the way that much technical thinking about classroom behaviour seems to assume. Even if it can, then it is at the expense of the spontaneity that characterises genuine human interaction.

				The only way to know situations of this complexity is empirically, from such accumulations of experiences. No two situations are ever the same, certainly no two personalities, but given sufficient exposure to such situations then individuals are able to develop a sense of how to interpret and react in new ones. In general, this attribute is known simply as socialisation, but at heightened levels it also becomes the skill of the experienced teacher – no amount of scientific research can substitute for it. The real skill of the experienced teacher lies not in their ability to adhere to a preconceived lesson plan or teaching strategy, but in the ability to read whatever situations arise and turn them to the educational benefit of the students. This can only be done through the use of empathy, the ability for a heightened reading of interpersonal dynamics, personal psychologies and the interaction of his or her own unique character with those of the specific children. This is what I mean by the irreducibility of the educational interaction. It is purely and completely what it is in the moment that it happens, between only the individuals concerned and inextricably a product of both the formal situation and the particular personalities present. It cannot be specified; it cannot be measured, though it can be observed, when it happens. That is all.

				When we attempt to subvert this process to meet pre-specified objectives, the immediate effect tends to be a loss of authenticity within the interaction; with both participants often sensing it is now being run to some outside agenda rather than one specific to the occasion. This is something akin to the ‘Hawthorne effect’, in which the presence of the observer substantively alters the nature of what is being observed. Again, there is some scientific basis for saying this, and it lies in the subtle differences manifested between authentic and contingent behaviour. For example, Ekman and Friesen have shown that real and fake smiles use different muscle sets, making it possible – though not always easy – to differentiate between them13. Likewise, other subtle differences in behaviour and language can subtly change interactions. Contingent behaviour is less likely to lead to attention being paid to a specific need, for example by the brushing off of ‘awkward’ questions or other behaviours that may disrupt the desired flow of events. These signs are readable, if not always consciously, and I have observed them in the classroom, including my own, on a number of occasions. It occurred most particularly when there were other adults in the room, who might have been perceived as being in a position of judgment.

				Suspicions of such behaviour also have the potential to complicate interactions further because of attempts to second-guess what is really going on. Furthermore, it immediately ties the hands of the teacher to respond in a case-specific way, due to the very knowledge that they are ‘supposed’ to be reacting in preordained ways, and perhaps an apprehension of the consequences their of diverging from them. Guilt is a very effective restraint on actions.

				I am not suggesting that there are no such things as behavioural patterns; clearly those thousands of individual events do fall into loose groups, which are dependent on circumstance, personalities, reactions and more. I suggest that this is the experience of all teachers, and indeed to some extent common knowledge too. The effect of Friday afternoons, the hour before lunch, the end of term, or even the weather are all clear determinants of group behaviour, which is also to some extent self-perpetuating. For that reason, a general understanding of basic psychology is a useful tool for any teacher, which makes it all the more perplexing that most – if not all – teacher training courses no longer include it. One should treat such general principles as no more than that, a working outline that might inform the approximate situations one encounters. Taking it beyond that risks overdrawing the capabilities of that insight and to use such generalisations for anticipating, or even prescribing, one’s responses in specific situations is simply to invite error and misunderstanding.

				I will return to many of these issues later in the book; my purpose here is to demonstrate why a theoretical-technical approach to understanding and evaluating education is not an appropriate one. By definition it deals in generalisations, reduces the significance of unique, person-specific factors and constrains available response options. It also conflicts strongly with instinctive human behaviours, particularly the need for autonomy – the more affirmative ones of which we might need to build on as the basis of productive classroom experiences. 

				The only way to understand and discuss the actual process of educating children is anecdotally and empirically. It is an activity whose fundamental functional unit is the basic, grass roots activity of human interaction that we all undertake many times every day.

			    

				Why theory-based education has had its time

				This is why, in this book, I intend to discuss issues related to successful teaching without direct recourse to (quasi-) scientific data. I have already discussed why this is not the problem that it might at first seem. If one accepts the premise that education is a social rather than scientific discipline, then the nature of the discussion about it inevitably shifts. Reasoned qualitative discussion becomes valid, so long as it does not exceed the legitimacy of its claims; we tend to forget this under the onslaught of supposedly rigorous, data-laden quasi-scientific bombardment. The use of no data is not worse than the use of wrong or inappropriate data. As Bennett14 and Didau15 have argued, much of the data provided to argue for initiatives such as Assessment for Learning turns out to be far more questionable and assumption-based than it may have first seemed. Given the social and behavioural aspects of the subject matter, it cannot be otherwise. I aim to demonstrate why it is perfectly reasonable to discuss education in a qualitative sense, provided one does not make exaggerated claims for one’s views. 

				The value of qualitative discussion lies in its accumulation. It amounts to an ongoing debate about the nature of human matters, and is informed as much by arguments based on experience and reasoned thinking as on raw figures. That fact that these things cannot be shown statistically does not, in itself, make them either right or wrong. What we end up with instead is a cumulative narrative to which any individual can contribute; a form of collective cultural wisdom such as that which exists about most other forms of cultural expression. We need not be ashamed that this is the natural ground for teaching – it is, after all, fundamentally a cultural exercise. In that sense, it is more inclusive than rarefied, statistical research and more rooted in the experiences of people close to the core function of our work. 

				This does, undoubtedly, make it much more difficult to identify trends and concepts that may have wide validity but that need not matter unduly, either. This model of education works bottom-up; it is up to each individual to participate in that debate to the extent that they need or choose, to identify from the mass of debate those elements that either make greatest sense or correlate most closely with their own experiences or situations, and to adapt as necessary. This is, therefore, also a much more democratic and empowering model for educators than the centrally run edifice that we have experienced for the past two or three decades. It creates much more scope for diversity of experience to emerge in response to the particular circumstances, which individual teachers and pupils can find themselves. It creates more opportunities for those individuals to play to their own strengths and create their own sense of direction within their practice. It also places greater onus upon those individuals to take real responsibility for what they are doing. 

				I am, therefore, arguing for a paradigm-shift in the nature of the professional educational debate, and I will also try to exemplify it. We need to move on from the delusions of pseudo-science. We need to re-learn the art of professional dialogue as a form of incremental progress; as part of this, we probably need to reduce the hierarchical nature of the profession in Britain, which too often deems that authority derives from seniority. Those in everyday classroom practice have much to add, indeed they create the overwhelming majority of this shared awareness, and they should not be dismissed on account of their inability to support their views with macro-scale studies. The tendency to do so is a symptom of the management sickness I discuss in chapter 4. 

				As I mentioned earlier, the growth in online discussion finally makes grass roots debate possible. It is indeed encouraging to see it taking place in ways that transcend the positions of individuals’ seniority, even if I do also perceive a parallel tendency of some in senior positions only to want to talk amongst themselves. It is also worth noting that probably the dominant strand within teacher blogging comes from those who are finding official wisdom wanting.

				As part of this readjustment, we should also accept the limitations of what we can know about the learning process – indeed even its ‘purpose’ – and recalibrate how we think about what we do. This is where reference to philosophy can be helpful, even that of the ancient civilisations. Basic human need has not changed substantially since their time. We need to redefine what it means to be an effective teacher and realign it with both the reality of working in a classroom and the limits of what that can realistically achieve. The fact that there has been so much protest from teachers struggling to align what works in the light of experience with that which they have been told they ‘ought’ to be doing should be a sign that the theory is wrong, not that reality is. Even natural science does not sensibly claim to alter material reality to fit with its preferred theories. 

				Collectively, we also need to be prepared to take this argument to the public and the politicians, actively reshaping their perception of the role of the teacher and education in general. We need not be ashamed of the apparent lack of precision in our practice; it is actually a highly-skilled job to be able to use insight, judgment and experience to operate in an unpredictable, ever-changing human environment, and to turn the outcomes to the positive. This far outweighs the supposed efficiencies of working on what effectively has become an industrial production line, where the scope for individual flair and interpretation is suppressed in the interests of merely mechanical efficiency. I would argue that the former is a far more befitting definition of a true profession than the latter.

				It follows that if the discussion can be re-cast then the material that might be considered useful may also change. The emphasis in recent years amongst educational publishing and training has been either highly theoretical or highly mechanical. By the latter, I mean there have been huge efforts put into directing the specifics of classroom practice. While apparently reasonable, behind this is the assumption that some techniques are inherently better than others and therefore should be used at the expense of the less-favoured ones. This is the whole rationale behind educational research: trying to identify and isolate those techniques so that classroom practitioners can deploy them in a highly-calculating, technical manner. As I have already argued, all this does is tie the hands of teachers when faced with real-world situations.

				I have already hinted at the flaws in this approach. While Bennett and others have focussed on the procedural deficiencies behind identifying these techniques, I am more concerned with the logical flaws behind them and I will explore these later. I also discuss their self-fulfilling tendencies: the more these approaches are promoted to – particularly new – teachers as the ‘correct’ way to teach, the more divergent views will be marginalised. This is not helpful if those alternatives themselves contain useful information; they are being rejected on account of their style rather than their substance.

				Perhaps the most pervasive expression of this is the widespread, but rarely stated, assumption that all previous educational practice was somehow ‘wrong’, bad or lazy. This is the platform on which many new ideologies are implicitly founded, despite the logical fallacy involved and the fact that it is easily shown not to be the case. There are plenty of well-educated people who went through schools in previous decades. The same criticism could, of course, be levelled at the current crop of new thinking, including my own. So I will state categorically that I view myself as neither a progressive nor a traditionalist, and I find such distinctions to be unhelpful. They set up false dichotomies, which leads to prejudiced evaluations of available options based on ideology rather than efficacy. 

				Significant parts of my argument do resemble a call to return to more traditional techniques, but this is not based on nostalgia. It is derived from pragmatic evaluation and the logic that it is untenable for all of the old to be somehow ‘bad’ and all of the new to be good, simply by virtue of its longevity. I certainly do not yearn to return to some imaginary ‘golden age’ any more than I accept that all innovations will necessarily be better than what went before. This is where the need to empower individual teachers becomes important once again, and it becomes necessary to restrain the urge of educational leaders to direct individual practice. If one accepts my earlier premise that human interaction is unique and irreducible, then the people best placed to judge what is appropriate are those who are directly involved in it.

				I am most certainly not suggesting that a free-for-all is the way forward: clearly there is a need for a code of professional practice. This needs to be derived from real-world experience, but it need not be overly prescriptive in terms of techniques. It does need to acknowledge the valid insights that educational research can offer into macro-scale effects of education, but also restrain the tendency to over-specify the small-scale responses. It needs to embrace the fact that the practice of education is unique, but it does not operate in a vacuum. This means that it should be honest about what it can achieve and what it cannot, what it can therefore claim credit for and that which is beyond its powers to influence. This implies a degree of humility on the part of the profession that is rather at odds from its recent tendency to promote itself as a panacea for all human ills – to a large part this has been embraced by society at large – as the calls for schools to teach this, that and the other at every sign of a social problem.

				We therefore need to draw more widely on available knowledge than recent educational publishing has done. The technical direction of individual classroom practice needs to be replaced by a wider, more restrained canon based on pluralistic readings of educational activity. In many cases, insight can be gained from writing that is not even specifically educational in nature. Teachers need to retain a broad perspective on the psychological and societal forces that inform classroom behaviours, and they need the ability to interpret and allow for these things in ways they consider best. The tight emphasis on supposedly ‘good’ classroom practice seems to have closed down many of these wider debates, particularly as new teachers have been less exposed to them. It has encouraged their replacement with a kind of technocratic tunnel vision, where the educational conversation is largely of, and with, itself. The obsession with target setting has effectively closed off the bigger picture of what we are doing. 

				One benefit of the economic turmoil of recent years has been the production of a crop of books broadly asking ‘why we didn’t see it coming’. Mainly aimed at the business community, they contain many insights into the behavioural world that can be of use to teachers too. However, they appear to be little known inside the education world because they tend not to fall onto the education shelves of bookshops. There is great variety in their content and quality, and a significant pinch of salt is needed particularly when reading the more excruciatingly earnest ones. That said they contain much that might be assembled into part of a new definition of professional, educational good practice. They tend not to be highly focused, technical directions, but rather form a looser body of information for which ‘awareness’ is a more appropriate state than focused evangelism. This is in keeping with my view that we should be extremely circumspect when making specific claims for any theoretical insight or application. 

				In addition to the business books, there is the new field of ‘behavioural economics’, which refutes many of the assumptions of the classical discipline as a result of its marriage with psychology. This can make fertile reading for teachers, particularly as the assumptions that have shaped education for the past couple of decades have themselves been founded on classical economic theory.

				Further profitable reading can be had in the realm of popular psychology. While such books tend to have a questionable reputation, chosen selectively, they can nonetheless provide much food for thought. Teachers are essentially generalists and, as such, probably don’t need to delve deeply into the academic discipline. What is important is the degree to which basic psychology can shed light on real situations within the school environment. In recent years, I have found my own practice has been sharply influenced by the reading of such books. I am not going to offer these as a new silver bullet, but suffice it to say that the effect does seem, to me, to have been more congruent with the general nature of my experience than some of the more technocratic approaches on offer. Indeed, this is where my fundamental belief in the grass roots nature of education derives from.

				In opening, I conceded that I cannot offer large-scale evidence for the points I wish to advance in this book but, rather, I wish to construct an argument based on qualitative experience that is backed with reasoned thinking and a degree of normal human insight. That said, many of the books to which I refer have, themselves, been thoroughly researched within their own fields. A number of the sections that follow will resemble potted reviews of some of these concepts, reinterpreted for an educational audience. In that sense, I aim to offer a helpful summary of the research of others with which to support my own reasoned interpretation as an educator. I leave it to the individual to conclude what they will from this.

				This book is not intended to be a purely theoretical polemic on modern education. After examining some of the underlying causes of the present distortions, I will also review the work of what I consider to be helpful commentators and end with some suggestions for broad approaches – to which I have applied the term ‘working awareness’. This might form the nucleus of a revitalised professional insight and practice, one that is more closely congruent with the day-to-day experiences of being in a classroom.

				A fundamental principle for me is that education needs to be a matter of individuality, more so than unquestioning conformity. It is, primarily, a liberating, diversifying process, not a constraining one. There is even a democratic dimension to the need and right of the individual teacher to teach as they best judge. The growing tendency of the state or other large organisations to intervene and specify that which should, or must, be known would give rise to grave concerns in other circumstances. It is only by individual adaptation and interpretation that the process can engage with the unique experience of every human life in a way that might hope to give it some relevance.

				

				Endnote

				1. Alveson, M and Spicer, A. (2014): The Stupidity Paradox. London: Profile Books.

				2. BBC (2012): Secondary school league tables: The schools at the top. Available at: www.bbc.co.uk/news/education-16741765 (Accessed: 03/05/2014).

				3. Alveson, M and Spicer, A. (2016): The Stupidity Paradox. London: Profile Books.

				4. James, G. (2014): The Myth of Pedagogy, E=mc2andallthat blog. Available at: emc2andallthat.wordpress.com/2014/01/04/the-myth-of-pedagogy/ (Accessed: 03/05/2014).

				5. Bennett, T. (2013): Teacher Proof. Abdingdon: Routledge.

				6. Bennett, T. (2013): Teacher Proof. Abingdon: Routledge.

				7. Christodoulou, D. (2014): Seven Myths About Education. Abindgon: Routledge.

				8. Watts, D. (2011): Everything is Obvious: *Once You Know the Answer. London: Atlantic, p. 11.

				9. Butler, G and McManus, F. (2014): Psychology: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press, p. 68.

				10. Watts, D. (2011): Everything is Obvious: *Once You Know the Answer. London: Atlantic, p. 9.

				11. Butler, G and McManus, F. (2014): Psychology: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press, p. 86.

				12. Bennett, T. (2013): Teacher Proof. Abdingdon: Routledge, p. 3.

				13. Ekman, P. and Friesen, W. (1982): Felt, false, and miserable smiles in Journal of Nonverbal Behavior. New York: Springer. Vol. 6 no. 4, p. 238-252.

				14. Bennett, T. (2013): Teacher Proof. Abdingdon: Routledge. 

				15. Didau, D. (2014): Why AfL might be wrong – and what to do about it, The Learning Spy blog. Available at: www.learningspy.co.uk/myths/afl-might-wrong/#more-5313 (Accessed: 03/05/2014).

			



OEBPS/images/p1_fmt.jpeg





OEBPS/images/p2_fmt.jpeg
The Great
=L GEP TION

WHY TEACHING IS A PROFESSION LIKE NO OTHER

IAN STOCK






