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In response to Recommendation 5, there is no doubt that face-to-face contact 
hours in ITE vary considerably from institution to institution, and the priority allocated 
to certain content areas also varies considerably, and the quality of inputs varies as 
is shown, inter alia, by the National Student Survey. But the solutions to these issues 
have become more and more difficult since the 1990s when directly-funded Colleges 
of Education began to transmute into University Schools of Education. At a previous 
enquiry which led to the Donaldson Report (2011), I suggested to Graham 
Donaldson that he should “follow the money”, as I was aware that each university 
had a different approach to how the Scottish Funding Council resources should be 
distributed between central services and ‘departmental’ programmes, that each 
university had a different ambition for research (which has certain consequences for 
staffing), and that each university had a different approach to the balance between 
permanent staffing and short-term or ad hoc staffing. 
If the Committee and the Scottish Government wished to change this variation in 
order to deliver a more measured degree of any content such as literacy and 
numeracy, it is difficult to see how this could be achieved without intruding on the 
rights, as they see them, of universities. Two possible solutions are (1) the GTCS 
requirements as set out in the Standard for Registration become more prescriptive, 
and/or (2) the Scottish Government seeks to be more prescriptive in the resourcing 
of ITE. But each of these solutions could be unpopular, and neither would 
necessarily be effective. 
In response to Recommendation 7, my experience both as a Dean of a Faculty of 
Education and as Vice Convener of GTCS confirms that if the role of GTCS with 
regard to ITE accreditation and assessment was strengthened, it would be easier to 
identify changes in the demands on ITE and address them. At present, the 
respective remits of GTCS with regard to accreditation and HM Inspectors with 
regard to topic inspections are not integrated and each takes place with too large a 
time gap between events. 
There are, of course, issues over resources in each organisation but also issues 
over personnel. Like any other endeavour, ITE has its own mysteries and vocabulary 
which take some time to penetrate. Only if a sufficiently large number of the staff 
engaged in accreditation and assessment had the same or equivalent experience to 
the ITE staff would it be possible to achieve a greater harmony between the 
expertise and understanding ot the nature of ITE and the ‘public’ expectation of the 
qualities and skills of beginning teachers. But, towards that end, having both roles – 
accreditation and assessment – in the hands of a single group of staff would 
certainly achieve more harmony. Furthermore, such a combined role would make it 
easier to deliver an interaction and engagement of a continuous nature rather than 
one which has the same weaknesses as “high stakes” exams where there are ‘big’ 
events every four or five years and insufficient engagement in between. 
Briefly, with regard to Recommendation 13, my experience suggests that a pattern 
of ‘occasional’ engagement with a student teacher on placement does not build up 
the degree of expertise in a teacher which regular engagement with students does. 
While teachers are understandably reluctant to have students placed with them in 
every placement cycle, there is scope for some teachers to be identified as suited to 
more regular placements (either on an individual classroom basis or at a whole 



school level), and for these teachers to have more time to engage with others, 
sharing understanding and practice in mentoring. Time for that therefore must be 
built in to working time agreements and access to some university credits/GTCS 
Professional Recognition should be explored on a system-wide basis.     


