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Subject Association engagement with the Masters in Teaching and Learning (MTL) 
programme

‘Following the Briefing Conference held on 23rd September 2009 the CfSA has been working with the 
TDA, and representatives of the MTL Regional Consortia Programme Development Working Group, to 
produce a framework for collaboration. The document provides blueprint for subject associations to 
engage with the MTL scheme.’  

What follows is the Geographical Association’s responce to the CfSA framework paper.

The following comments relate to each of the sections of the CfSA paper as shown. The GA is strongly 
supportive and takes this opportunity to offer critical, not negative, feedback on emerging plans.

1. A new professional qualification
The GA welcomes the introduction of the MTL.  The subject associations are well placed to lead 
national regional and local networks to support school based mentors/coaches. Specifically, in 
responding to subject focussed questions relating to classroom practices and ‘curriculum making’.

2. Key principles
We find the opening paragraph a little circular and weak. There is a need for a strong sentence 
on why subjects matter and their role is curriculum formation. We think ‘curriculum’ is left 
relatively unspoken in most of the document. 

[Curriculum making is the process teachers go through when they create interesting, 
challenging educational experiences for their students. It is not quite the same as 
curriculum planning (which results in schemes of work). It is not quite the same as lesson 
planning where the focus is often on objectives and pedagogy. It is somewhere in 
between. Teachers create sequences of lessons based on short term plans that are 
underpinned by careful, purposeful thought. It not concerned merely with the effective
delivery of content and skills, but with the development of understanding. A deep synoptic 
subject knowledge is exceedingly valuable in this context. Indeed, it is a requirement of 
stimulating, challenging and productive teaching.]

The subsequent three bullet points are therefore in need of redrafting in our view. The Subject 
Associations ought to offer a lead away from the language of knowledge ‘transmission’ and 
curriculum ‘delivery’. We prefer the notion of subject engagement, curriculum leadership. 
Accessibility and relevance are also words that can devalue subjects. Children and young people 
are often motivated by challenge and mystery: making things accessible and emphasising
‘relevance’ can sometimes end up as prolix and pointless.

The third bullet is fine – the main point to build on in fact.

On MTL subject association membership. This is good, though we need to be careful about 
bespoke (in the tailoring trade this usually means ‘expensive’, whereas here it is meant to attract 
a special cheap subscription rate). A bespoke service will have a cost – which means somewhere 
in the system a price has to be charged). 
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In the fifth paragraph, we would like to emphasise the diverse ‘community’ aspect of SA 
membership – i.e. through the journals etc. professional enjoin (and enjoy) debates and disputes 
about the subject and its development in the school curriculum.

The diagram is fine (through we wish to clarify ‘free’ access to resources). We think it would be 
good to bring this rather linear, perhaps ideal, picture to life, with a small number of vignettes or 
case studies of actual instances – particularly how SA resources have been used to support 
specific professional/curriculum development activities/enquiries.

3. Proposed SA Benefits for MTL participants
The first paragraph contains, of course, all manner of hidden complexities. Are we saying that 
different subjects will have different ‘offers’? This might become rather competitive and messy. 
There will be a cost monitoring and administering preferential rates for fixed time periods. There 
may be alternative models that could be explored – possibly requiring a budget. Our key concern 
is this: Schools are to receive resources, as will universities: in the current proposed model the 
resources coming to SA is entirely discretionary – and at a preferential rate! This is not taking 
subject associations, and their role in supporting teachers – see 2 above, seriously.

4. MTL Consortia / SA partnership
We agree that the MTL provides rich potential for initiating and developing partnerships

5. SA/regional consortia collaborative programmes
Again, great potential for developing networks and programmes. It is hard to see where the 
resource is located that could really help SA achieve their potential – leadership, coordination and 
administration will be necessary to make links and collaborations happen. Will the TDA, for 
example, hold data on student participants, school coaches etc, or is this for individual SAs to find 
out?

6. SA benefits
Increased membership may not be beneficial if it is at an internally subsidised rate, unless there 
is a means of making up the income loss, or devising a package offered that is low cost. The 
potential for MTL participants to enliven and extend the SA discourse is great and to be 
welcomed.


