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At CPE-PEN we have long recognised the huge contribution of Edmond Holmes to the world of educational thought. Holmes had a high profile career as Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Schools. He retired and wrote What Is And What Might Be in 1911 – a damning indictment of the system he had served and a glimpse of what could replace it. His insights and ideas are as relevant today as they ever were (if not inexcusably more so!). It is a great pity that he has never been more widely recognised and respected for his works. CPE-PEN considers it is fitting in the centenary year of this seminal publication that we honour his legacy.

Pictures sourced from http://www.globalarchitectsguide.com   http://www.globalarchitectsguide.com/library/Edmond-Holmes.php 

Edmond Holmes (1850-1936): A Man for Today  

 Michael Foot – Our Grandfather Correspondent

I had planned to write an editorial to this special edition. However, on receiving Michael’s copy I considered he has actually done that job far better than I could!  In his usual accessible style with his grounded family references Michael juxtaposes Edmond Holmes’ ideas with those of Michael Gove. I won’t offer any prizes for who is found wanting.

Peter Humphreys

…John Holt… Ivan Illich... Bertrand Russell... Margaret McMillan... Friedrich Froebel…  A. S. Neill... Edmond Holmes...

Edmond who?

Such will be the reaction of many when meeting this list of educational thinkers and writers. Edmond Holmes will be the least known of them all, despite being the only one on the list who was a chief inspector of schools. He deserves better. After all, his book, What Is And What Might Be (1911), the centenary of which we celebrate this year, has been described as 'the first striking manifesto of the "progressives" in its total condemnation of the arid

drill methods of the contemporary elementary school' (Galton, Simon & Croll, 1980).

It was from the perspective of having recently retired as chief inspector of schools that a century ago Holmes first published his thoughts about education and his condemnation of much that he himself had been doing for the previous thirty years. So his was not the voice of an eccentric shouting from the sidelines, nor was it calling down from some academic ivory tower. Instead, this was a man who was steeped in the actual practice of schools, and in how children learn and how teachers can best help them with their learning.  
Holmes was at pains to stress that he was not setting out 'a fully elaborated system' or even 'a theory' of education. Rather he was propagating 'an idea' which if it commended itself to teachers they must interpret in their own individual way. It was his powerful contention that: ‘I shall be false to my own first principles if I tried to do for them what, if it is to have any lasting value, they must do for themselves.' For Holmes, freedom was central and 'self-education is the only education that really counts.'

Which leads me to introduce another character into this narrative: Michael Gove MP, Secretary of State for Education.

Michael Gove and Edmond Holmes - alphabetically adjacent, a century apart.

Where Holmes presented 'an idea', Gove has given us an Education White Paper (which, by the time that this paper appears, might have become law). In it, Gove describes education reform as 'the great progressive cause of our times', and in it he describes the 'fierce urgency' that he brings to his proposed reforms. Only through reforming education, he argues, can we 'allow every child the chance to take their full and equal share in citizenship, shaping their own destiny and being master of their own fate.'

With which, I reckon, Holmes would agree. But he would part company from Gove when it comes to a number of the latter's proposed reforms and the philosophical basis from which they derive.

There is an unmistakable messianic zeal in Gove's rhetoric. He embraces his ministerial responsibilities with an obvious eagerness to make his mark before, as is the nature of an ambitious politician's life, he moves on to make his further mark in some other government department. Hence, in part at least, his self-professed 'fierce urgency'.

Gove might want to share with Holmes in his description of himself as 'a whole-hearted optimist.' But I find myself wondering how Holmes and his own brand of messianic zeal - characterised in his case by 'patience and faith' rather than 'fierce urgency' - would judge Gove's proposals.

Holmes was mostly concerned with what happens in classrooms, in schools. Gove's White Paper however, ranges more widely to include education funding, the structure of the education system with free schools and a greater number of academies, the changing role of local authorities, and much more. But amidst all else the White Paper has much to say about curriculum – about 'modernising curricula' - and it is this that I shall focus on as being most relevant to Holmes' 'idea'.
The White Paper places its 'modernising curricula' ambitions within the context of its belief that 'Ofsted remains a highly respected part of the education system.' It is a belief that I am sure that Holmes would dissent from - just as I do, especially after the perverse inspection judgement that Ofsted's inspectors made about the high school of which, until recently it made the unwelcome change to academy status, I was a governor.

As Holmes wrote: 'The implicit assumption that the results of education are ponderable and measurable is a deadly fallacy which has now the force and the authority of an axiom.' And: 'In proportion as we tend to value the results of education for their measurableness, so we tend to undervalue and at last to ignore those results which are too intrinsically valuable to be measured.' Which is as succinct and as good a rebuttal of Ofsted and its ways as I know.

[CONTINUES OPPOSITE]
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Holmes, however, would surely welcome the White Paper's acknowledgement that 'especially in year six, there is excessive test preparation.' But he would baulk at the proposal that, in order to 'ensure that all children have the chance to follow an enriching curriculum by getting them ready early, it is intended to introduce 'a simple reading check at age 6.' Holmes was concerned about demands for 'literal and mechanical obedience' which are reflected in the 'production of results which...can (be) weigh(ed) and measure(d).'
Proposals such as that of 'a simple reading check at age 6' so as to 'ensure that all children have the chance to follow an enriching curriculum' cause me unease enough when set within the general context of all children. The unease is increased when such a proposal is considered in relation to my two grandchildren.

Gemma, aged nearly 8, is now a confident and fluent reader who rejoices in story books, puzzle books and reference books alike. But her confidence and her fluency and her enjoyment have only blossomed over the past year. Indeed, she might have 'failed' a 'simple reading check' when she was aged 6. With what consequences, I wonder?

And in the context of an 'enriching curriculum' she had by the age of 6, despite her relatively slow start with reading, already visited - along with her elder brother James - the Science and Natural History Museums in London; Hampton Court Palace; Tate Britain and Tate Modern; the National Gallery; the Royal Institution; the public library, galleries and museums closer to home in Hampshire; theatres; and much more besides. She had also spent six weeks in Central America as part of her family’s 'Big Adventure'.

For Holmes, 'the younger the child the more delusive is an external examination as a test of mental progress', (even, I suspect, if it is a 'simple reading check').
Freedom is central to Holmes' 'idea'. For him, the child 'must be allowed to live and work in an atmosphere of freedom.' But he recognised that 'freedom is the last thing that education, as we know it in this and other "civilised" countries, allows to the child.' His vivid comparison is with a caged skylark, unable to develop and demonstrate its potential as it would if it were released into the open air.

And where, I wonder, would Gove stand in relation to the following? Holmes writes that the 'establishment of what passes for order is paid for by the despiritualizing, the devitalizing, the materializing of Man's life, by a radical misplacement of the centre of gravity of his being.' Holmes is propounding a view of learning for all people, whatever their age, which will enable them, in Gove's words, to 'shape their own destiny' and become 'master of their own fate.' But, he argues, 'men will fight for freedom in vain until freedom is given to the child.' How children are treated in school is as fundamental as that and we should not be blind to 'the intrinsic viciousness of the (present) system', nor should we 'underrate it as a power for evil.'
This is powerful stuff indeed. Is Gove still with us, I wonder?

Well, I doubt, it based upon some of what his White Paper says about 'modernising curricula'. Consider, for example, the philosophy that will lie at root of the following:

'The National Curriculum includes too much that is not essential knowledge.' Moreover there must be 'clear expectations for what children must know and be able to do at each stage in their education.' And the White Paper displays the imprecision of a scattergun when first it advocates 'a tighter, more rigorous, model of the knowledge which every child should expect to master', which then becomes 'the essential knowledge and understanding that all children should acquire', and which then appears in a call for the National Curriculum to become 'a benchmark outlining the knowledge and concepts pupils should be expected to master' (my underlining throughout).

'...essential... must... knowledge... knowledge and understanding... knowledge and concepts...'

‘...in face of which we should properly fear for freedom.’

And in face of which we should, as parents and grandparents, be properly concerned for our children and our grandchildren. I find it abhorrent that anybody should dare to decide what are essential knowledge and understanding and concepts, and what all children must know and be able to do. I find it abhorrent that anybody should dare to deal in 'essentials' and 'musts' in relation to children who, if they retire from employment in their mid/late 60s, will do so in around the year 2065. What knowledge, understanding and concepts will be essential then and in the years in between? 

And I find it abhorrent in the extreme that he who makes these blanket judgements does so in relation to my grandchildren, James and Gemma, of whom he has no knowledge, least of all that they still delight in just about all that life and learning offer them.

According to Holmes, teachers need to realise that it is not they but the children who 'play the leading part in the drama of learning.' Teachers need 'to help them to develop all their expansive instincts, so that their growth may be many-sided and therefore as healthy and harmonious as possible.' And that healthy and harmonious growth will be its own reward, thus rendering unnecessary 'the false and demoralising stimulus of external rewards and punishments.'

I think that I can imagine Gove nodding sagely at this. And I would like to think that he would warm as I do to phrases such as 'the drama of learning' and children's 'expansive instincts'.
But I fear that Gove will still hold fast to the same flawed criteria of success that Holmes identified a century ago. He lamented then that education was making it 'its business to encroach, persistently and systematically, on the freedom which is indispensable to healthy growth.' He was unhappy because of 'the tendency to judge according to the appearance of things, to attach supreme importance to visible "results", to measure inward worth by outward standards, to estimate progress in terms of what the "world" reveres as "success", and to neglect what is inward and vital.'

Gove's White Paper, with its give-away title of 'The Importance Of Teaching', fails to recognise that, as Holmes had it, it is children who 'play the leading part in the drama of learning.' Gove, for all of his 'fierce urgency' regarding the need for reform, fails to understand that his emphasis upon 'what children must be able to do' and upon what his White Paper variously calls essential knowledge and understanding and concepts, denies the centrality of the learner (of whatever age) and of his freedom in the determination of the success or otherwise of his learning.

The White Paper's 'Endnotes' contains 108 references to educational literature which it has cited. Predictably but sadly, Edmond Holmes - erstwhile chief inspector of schools - does not feature among the 108.

[CONTINUES OVERLEAF]

However, if most of what Holmes wrote is anathema to Gove and his like, the following that Holmes wrote in 1922 might strike a chord and cause him who has a 'fierce urgency’ to pause awhile:

'Reforming education is complex and difficult. And demands much thought, much labour and much patience. Yet the attempt is well worth making; for success in solving it, or even the approach to success, will be abundantly rewarded. I cannot promise a new world within the lifetime of the present generation. The mills of God move very slowly, and the transformation of the ideals of a whole profession is not to be accomplished in a generation or even a century. But that need not discourage us.'
Sources of Edmond Holmes quotations:

1. What Is And What Might Be (1911) by Edmond Holmes. London: Constable.

2. The Tragedy Of Education (1913) by Edmond Holmes New York: E. P. Button.

3. A Montessori Mother (1913) by Dorothy Cranfield Fisher, with an introduction by Edmond Holmes. London: Constable.

4. The Confessions And Hopes Of An Ex-Inspector of Schools (1922) by Edmond Holmes. Hibbert Journal.

Michael Foot is a retired Primary Head Teacher and was a long-time member of Education Now and regular contributor to News and Review. He has co-authored Let Our Children Learn, Educational Heretics Press, ISBN 1-871526-49-3, and contributed a chapter to Damage Limitation: trying to reduce the harm schools do to children, Roland Meighan, Educational Heretics Press, ISBN 1-900219-27-1. He is also a school governor.

'In nine schools out of ten, on nine days out of ten, in nine lessons out of ten, the teacher is engaged in laying thin films of information on the surface of the child's mind, and then, after a brief interval, he is skimming these off in order to satisfy himself that they have been duly laid'

Edmond Holmes (What Is And What Might Be)

The Breadth of Edmond Holmes
Dr Peter Cunningham

Peter gives us a wider perspective of Edmond Holmes… his life, influences and his advocacy of what we would now consider personalised education and learning.
It’s an ironic coincidence that in 2011 we have a retired Chief Inspector who denigrates the schools and the teachers he served, arrogantly insisting that he was (and remains) right about education, while most others were (and remain) wrong.
   Despite his professorial status and his apparent experience of schools, teachers and children, his text relies on prejudice, assertion and invective.  His contribution to the future of education is as director of a private company supplying independent, private, schools.

In 1911 we had a retired Chief Inspector who was extremely critical of the school system in which he had worked, but there the similarity ends.  Edmond Holmes was deeply philosophical, reflective and self-critical.  His analytical approach to the problems of schooling was sensitive to political context and cultural complexity.  His contribution to the future was to inspire teachers with principles of education that respected the individuality and fostered the creativity of the vast majority of children taught in the state elementary schools.

The purpose of this article is to range beyond Holmes’s best-known texts, to a wealth of other writings that reveal the man and his career, his times and cultural context, the breadth of his mind and the sensitivity of his thought.  His place in the pantheon of progressive and child-centred educationists has been secured by What Is and What Might Be (1911) and by its two most immediate successors, The Tragedy of Education (1913) and In Defence of What Might Be (1914).   However he also wrote honest and revealing autobiography, In Quest of an Ideal (1920) and The Confessions and Hopes of an Ex-Inspector of Schools (1922).  His encounters with Montessori practice were notably recorded in writings from 1911 to 1920.  Least known, perhaps, are two further thoughtful and readable works Nemesis of Docility (1916) dealing with education, race and culture; and Problem of the Soul: A Tract for Teachers (1917) that engages with ideas of heredity and environment.

Holmes drew on his own experience first as a learner.   Conscious of his privileged upbringing he recalled how at public school he ‘was taught Classics and mathematics, or rather, I had to learn these subjects as best I could from dreary textbooks, but with little help or guidance and with no inspiration from our overburdened masters’. His chief motive in working he recognised to have been his desire to be ranked high in exams and to win prizes, and although he enjoyed translating Latin verses and solving mathematical problems, he took little interest in his work for its own sake.   He went on to Oxford, where again he recognised a competitive urge to succeed, though he learned to love poetry.  He was also inspired by the idealistic philosophy of T.H.Green, ideas of moral responsibility that inspired other Oxford undergraduates at that time to engage in social action and community service. 

However he admitted frankly that seeking work as HMI in his early twenties, an Oxford graduate with a first class degree, was really to provide him a means of subsistence that would not be too absorbing or exacting.  For his main aim was ‘thinking out the supreme problems of existence’.  In this he had been provoked by Matthew Arnold, the celebrated poet, literary and social critic, whose Literature and Dogma saw the Bible as human literature rather than divine revelation, and Christianity as a human creed like Hinduism and Buddhism with merits and defects. Arnold was also of course one of the earliest and most well-known HMI (who admitted school inspection to be a form of drudgery) and who had been highly critical of the elementary school curriculum as failing to develop true culture.  Holmes in his turn became a severe critic of the highly regulated, narrow and over-examined curriculum, and the system of paying teachers by results.  That system had resulted in the ‘Path of Mechanical Obedience’ that he criticised in What Is and What Might Be by contrast with the ‘Path of Self Realisation’ that he advocated.  His valuing of self-realisation relates to his own attraction to Buddhism and the religions of ‘the East’, away from the dogmatic and hierarchical religions of Western culture.  

Holmes was devastatingly honest about the work of school inspectors, and stringent in his judgments on the nature of the work and the damage it did:  

‘I was ridiculously young, less than twenty-five, and I had, I need hardly say, no qualification for the very difficult and responsible work of inspecting schools.  But though I was called a school inspector, I was not asked to inspect schools.  I was asked to examine the scholars and report on the premises and equipment.’  (In Quest of an Ideal 1920, 17)

‘The State, in formulating in the fullest detail a syllabus which had to be followed in all the subjects of instruction in all the schools in the country, did for the teacher what he ought to have tried to do for himself.  It relieved him, in large measure, of the necessity for thinking, purposing, planning, contriving … and, through the yearly examination on the official syllabus, it controlled his methods to an extent which was fatal to the true interests of education.’ 

(Confessions and Hopes of an Ex-Inspector 1922, 723) 

‘So potent was the pressure of the system under which we all worked that it drove me deep into the deadly grooves in which it imprisoned the teachers and the children.  I saw that the system had many defects, but I regarded these as inherent in any and every scheme of education for the masses; and I was well content to play my appointed part in that vast complex of machinery which had been elaborated by the wisdom and was controlled by the authority of Whitehall.’  

(Confessions and Hopes of an Ex-Inspector 1922, 727) 

That was the effect he saw, looking back, of the Revised Code of Regulations that tested children through banal exercises in ‘the basics’, and funded schools according to their results, one hundred years before but not a world away from National Curriculum, National Strategies, SATs and League Tables.  In retrospect Holmes could recognise and excuse the teachers (and even inspectors) as having been acculturated into and engulfed by the system.  Twenty years into his career, in 1895, the Education Department finally responded to criticism and abolished Payment by Results. Holmes recognised that event as the first dawning of his own recognition, in line with his own developing spiritual philosophies, of an alternative approach to pedagogy in the elementary school.  A decade later, in 1905, he was promoted to Chief Inspector.  In the same year his personal beliefs and new perceptions informed the significantly titled Suggestions for the Use of Teachers … in Elementary Schools much admired since for its encouragement of teachers reflecting on their own aims and methods.  It suggested that teachers must know the children and sympathise with them, as it was the essence of education that the mind of the teacher should touch the mind of the child in ‘partnership for the acquisition of knowledge’.  

‘The greatest of human achievements, whether it be the attainment of an ideal of conduct, the mastery of the forces of nature, or the perfect expression in language of thought or fact, is the outgrowth of the individual desire to know and to do, which begins with the active curiosity of the child in the face of the external world.’

The apotheosis, this glorified ideal, was ultimately realised in 1907, when he visited a school on the Sussex downs run by Harriet Finlay-Johnson.  That was the point in his career, on which his best-known book turns.  A teacher from humble social origins and limited professional training, she had her pupils learning through activity and through their own devised drama, reading from ‘real books’ that they selected from a well-stocked library, working in groups in a classroom decorated with natural specimens and with art, or outside in nature and the open air.  Above all he identified the exuberant happiness that their learning appeared to induce, and the well-developed social cooperation through which they worked.  Three years later, aged 60, he retired under something of a cloud not much mentioned in his published autobiography.  A confidential memorandum had cast doubts on the cultural understanding of many elementary teachers, its accidental publication causing professional trouble and a public scandal.  Knowing that, one can read his subsequent writing about the difficulties imposed on teachers by the regime under which they had worked, as a deliberate conciliation.  But we know him too from the whole range of his writings as a humane and empathetic man, with high ideals and clear principles but not judgmental.   Even where the Board of Education was concerned, he could see how their policies were engrained in traditional cultural assumptions.

Holmes’ encounters with the Montessori method are also part of the picture and can be traced from 1912, when he visited Rome to see her work for himself, and reported in a pamphlet for the Board of Education, through his Introductions to Dorothy Canfield Fisher’s A Montessori Mother in 1913, and Mary Blackburn’s Montessori Experiments in 1920.  He admired what he had seen in Montessori’s Casa dei Bambini as confirming the revelations he had received in Sussex that ‘self-education is the beginning and end of education, -- that the business of growing on all the planes of his being, must be done by the growing child, and cannot be done for him by his teacher …’ (A Montessori Mother 1913, xx).  But he recognised that Montessori had arrived at this pedagogy through the scientific study of physiology and psychology, where for Harriet Finlay-Johnson it had been instinctive.   And by 1920 he had recognised the dangers in that for some the Montessori method had become a dogma, undermining the critical thought and reflection that should lead teachers to help children become independent learners.  ‘… how can one play the part of a liberator, when one’s own status is that of a contented slave?’  (Montessori Experiments 1920, 11)

Intellectual slavery, or ‘docility’ was the dangerous outcome of the Prussian style of elementary education, that Holmes interpreted as leading to German nationalism and militarism, and hence to the outbreak of the Great War in 1914.  ‘Readiness to obey for the sake of obeying, avidity for commands and instructions, reluctance to accept responsibility or exercise initiative, inability to react against the pressure of autocratic authority.’  Such was his critique in the Nemesis of Docility (1916) (v, 247-8) in which he recognised a debt of gratitude to Germany in compelling us to reconsider our attitude towards life, to reflect on and criticise our own attitudes, and to recognise ‘in all parts of the civilised world a certain type of education [that] has long been accepted as orthodox’.  That he firmly laid the blame on education distanced him from the racism that, with a century’s hindsight, we identify in much of the criticism of Germans in World War One.   Not unconnected was a pamphlet of quite a different character that he wrote just one year later. The Problem of the Soul (1917) was subtitled: A Tract for Teachers.  Being an Attempt to determine what Limits, if any, there are to the Transforming Influence of Education.  Here he countered the dominant thinking of contemporary eugenicists and argued for nurture rather nature as the critical factor in a child’s growth. 

‘For many years … I certainly took for granted, that the upper classes were of a superior “strain” to the lower, and I therefore had but little faith in the transforming influence of education.  But experience in … schools, convinced me, late in life, that my arrogant assumption was a mere superstition, and that the lower classes were as well able to respond to the stimulus of a vivifying education as the upper.’  

(Problem of the Soul 1917, 65)

Here then was a social and cultural critic of depth, whose advocacy of what we might now term personalised learning was rooted in a philosophical idealism and spirituality, but also in a humble recognition by a Chief Inspector of schools, and a celebration and championing, of the inspired initiative and pedagogy of a highly successful teacher.


  Chris Woodhead (2002) Class War, (2007) A Desolation of Learning
Peter Cunningham is an historian and educationist at Homerton College, Cambridge and the Institute of Education, University of London. He taught in primary schools in Oxfordshire and Leicestershire and wrote an account of Curriculum Change in the Primary School (Falmer 1988).   With Philip Gardner he co-directed two oral history research projects on primary and elementary school teachers in the earlier twentieth century, one published as Becoming Teachers: Text and Testimony 1907-1950 (Woburn Press 2004).  He conducted (with Philip Raymont) a research review on ‘Quality Assurance in English Primary Education’ for the Cambridge Primary Review (Alexander, R. et al (Eds) The Cambridge Primary Review Research Surveys (Routledge 2009)).  His interests include policy, curriculum and pedagogy, teacher education and teacher identity, accessing the past as a way into understanding the present, and a forthcoming book with Routledge is on Politics and the Primary Teacher

Edmond Holmes and Pink Floyd, Winston Churchill, John Holt and Others
Dr Roland Meighan

Roland has always valued Edmond Holmes’ work highly and summarises Holmes’ recipe of learning and unlearning for teachers. Current teacher trainees should start with this list as it is as relevant now as it was in 1913.

The Pink Floyd declared in their famous song ‘We don’t need no education’.  If they had declared that they ‘don’t need no schooling’ Edmond Holmes might have agreed, having set his face against the Path of Mechanical Obedience, (or the ‘Just another brick in the wall’ system derided by the Pink Floyd). But Holmes was firmly in favour of education defined as enabling the young to grow positively into self-directing, democratic human beings and thought that schools could be recycled into places that achieved that.

When Winston Churchill wrote ‘Schools have not necessarily much to do with education ... they are mainly institutions of control where certain basic habits must be instilled in the young.  Education is quite different and has little place in school’, he was repeating some of the Edmond Holmes message about the Path of Mechanical Obedience. As Edmond Holmes proclaimed, school – the compulsory, adult-dominated, formal teaching ghettos, exam-ridden model – was not a learning system, but an anti-learning system. The adults who perpetuated it often meant well but were ignorant of what they were actually doing, having been ‘dumbed down’, as John Taylor Gatto puts it, by such a system themselves.

E.T.Hall concluded in his book The Silent Language (1977, p. 102) that:

‘Schools have transformed learning from one of the most rewarding of all human activities into a painful, boring, dull, fragmenting, mind-shrinking, soul-shrivelling experience.’   

Holmes would have agreed, observing that under a National Curriculum approach, learning and teaching became debased:

‘In nine schools out of ten, on nine days out of ten, in nine lessons out of ten, the teacher is engaged in laying thin films of information on the surface of the child's mind and then after a brief interval he is skimming these off in order to satisfy himself that they have been duly laid.’ 

Edmond Holmes (1911) What Is and What Might Be, p, 56

John Taylor Gatto in Dumbing Us Down, concluded that ‘It is the great triumph of compulsory government monopoly mass schooling that among even the best of my fellow teachers, and among even the best of my students' parents, only a small number can imagine a different way to do things’. Holmes saw it this way too, observing that the people in the system often meant well, but their imagination and ability to understand had been impaired by their own school experiences: 

‘For, with the best of intentions, the leading actors in it, the parents and teachers of each successive generation, so bear themselves towards their children and pupils as to entail never-ending calamities on the whole human race – not the sensational calamities which dramatist love to depict, but inward calamities which are the deadlier for their very unobtrusiveness, for our being so familiar with them that we accept them as our appointed lot – such calamities as perverted ideals, debased standards, contracted horizons, externalized aims, self-centred activities, weakened will-power, lowered vitality, restricted and distorted growth, and (crowning and summarizing the rest) a profound misconception of the meaning and value of life.’  (From the Foreword to The Tragedy of Education)

Neil Postman and Charles Weingartner in Teaching as a Subversive Activity give their criticism of the old education, and the old concepts it conserves and transmits, making the point that the students who endure it come out as passive, acquiescent, dogmatic, intolerant, authoritarian, inflexible, conservative personalities who desperately need to resist change in an effort to keep their illusion of certainty intact.

The mechanics of such a system are described by Carl Rogers in Freedom to Learn for the Eighties, where he declared that, ‘When we put together in one scheme such elements as a prescribed curriculum, similar assignments for all students, lecturing as almost the only mode of instruction, standard texts by which all students are externally evaluated, and instructor-chosen grades as the measure of learning, then we can almost guarantee that meaningful learning will be at an absolute minimum.’  

Holmes saw examinations as a kind of disease:

‘In every Western country … the examination system controls education, and in doing so arrests the self-development of the child, and therefore strangles his inward growth.’ What is and What Might Be, p.8
The undue stress on examinations creates deceit:

‘In a school which is charged with the examination incubus, the whole atmosphere is charged with deceit. The teacher’s attempt to outwit the examiner is deceitful; and the immorality of his action is aggravated by the fact that he makes his pupils partners with him in his fraud. The child who is being crammed for an examination, and who is being practiced at the various tricks and dodges that will, it is hoped, enable him to throw dust in the examiner’s eyes, may not consciously realise that he and his teacher are trying to perpetrate a fraud, but will probably have an instinctive feeling that he is being led into crooked ways.’ p.65
‘When the education given in school is dominated by a periodical examination on a prescribed syllabus, suppression of the child’s natural activities becomes the central feature of the teacher’s programme.’ p.66
‘The objections to the hope of reward as a motive to educational effort are of another kind … The prize system makes a direct appeal to the vanity and egoism of the child.  It encourages him to think himself better than others, to pride himself on having surpassed his classmates and shone at their expense.’ p.72

‘To invite the child to regard his classmates as rivals instead of comrades is to do him a great and far-reaching wrong.  It is to dam back the pure current of unselfish sympathy at or near its source.  It is to unseal the turbid fountain of vanity, of selfishness, of envy, of jealously, of strife.’ The Tragedy of Education.  p.50

Holmes confessed that he had been a party to this kind of thinking for some thirty years and was ashamed of himself for it. But he proposed an alternative approach. John Holt maintained that a good teacher teaches you how to teach yourself better – more of the ‘guide on the side’ than the ‘sage on the stage’ model. Edmond Holmes saw it this way too and observed that such teachers need to be more resourceful than the normal crowd instructors:

‘The teacher will of course have much to unlearn and much to learn. Nor will it be easy for them to find appropriate help and guidance. There will be things for them to do, directions for which are given in no current manual of pedagogy. Here are some of them:

· to efface themselves as much as possible, 

· to realise that not the teachers, but the children, play the leading part in the drama of learning, 

· to put unbounded faith in the nature of children, in spite of its early weaknesses, crudities, and other shortcomings, 

· to feel sure that its higher tendencies, if allowed to unfold themselves in due season, will gradually master and control the lower,

· to give children as much freedom as is compatible with the maintenance of the reality rather than the semblance of order, 

· to relieve children from the deadening pressure of the discipline of drill, and to help them to achieve the discipline of self-control,

· to provide outlets for all their healthy activities, taking care that these shape their own channels, as far as may be possible, and are not merely directed into ready-made canals, 

· to place at their disposal such materials as will provide them both with mental and spiritual food, and with opportunities for the exercise of their mental and spiritual faculties, 

· to give them such guidance as their expanding natures may seem to need, taking care that the guidance given is the outcome of sympathetic study of their instinctive tendencies, and interferes as little as possible with their freedom of choice,

· to do nothing for them which they can reasonably be expected to do for themselves,

· to abstain from that excessive fault-finding which the dogmatic spirit (always prone to mistake correctness for goodness) is apt to engender, and which paralyses children's initiative, and makes them morbidly self-conscious and self-distrustful, 

· to help them to think more of overcoming difficulties, and doing things well, than of producing plausible and possibly deceptive results,

· to foster their natural sincerity, and keep far away from them whatever savours of make-believe, self-deception, and fraud,

· to study and take thought for their individuality, so that they may realise and outgrow themselves and at last transcend their individuality, in their own particular way, the way which Nature seems to have marked out as best for them,

· to help them to develop all their expansive instincts, so that their growth may be as many-sided and therefore as healthy and harmonious as possible, 

· to realise, and help them to realise (should this be necessary), that healthy and harmonious growth is its own reward, and so relieve them from the false and demoralising stimulus of external rewards and punishments,

· to discourage competition between child and child, with the vanity and selfishness which this necessarily tends to breed, 

· to foster the children's communal instinct, their spirit of comradeship, their latent capacity for sympathy and love.’

Lightly edited version of The Tragedy of Education, p.73 -75.
Holmes wrote that he could easily have made this list longer, but that it may already be too long, for after all it was an idea he was setting before the teachers of the future, not a theory, still less a fully elaborated system. If the idea commended itself to teachers in any respect or degree, they must interpret it (both in theory and practice) in their own individual way. He felt that he would be false to his own first principles if he tried to do for them what, if it was to have any lasting value, they must do for themselves. Holmes anticipated later ideas that defined teachers as ‘educational travel agents’ rather than instructors. 

If we reflect on what Holmes would have thought of OFSTED with its philosophy and approach to learning of ‘you will do it our way, or we will find something unpleasant to do to you’ – an approach used on students, teachers and parents alike – it raises the question of whether he would have seen this as just a continuation of the tragedy of education that he wrote about a hundred years ago?

Dr Roland Meighan was an academic at Birmingham and Nottingham Universities. He is a trustee and treasurer of CPE-PEN and is a leading thinker, researcher, publisher, and author of Education Now and Educational Heretics Press. He has researched, written and presented extensively across the world. His booklist is too numerous to list but includes the 5th edition of A Sociology of Educating  with Prof Clive Harber IBSN 0-8264-6815-2. His latest work is Comparing Learning Systems: the good, the bad, the ugly and the counter-productive Educational Heretics Press, ISBN 1-900219-28-X

The Whistleblowers: Edmond Holmes

Chris Shute
Chris wrote this article for the Education Now News and Review 26, Winter 1999. It was part of a series of articles on some of the great educational whistlebowers.

People do not come down from University these days and go straight into the Inspectorate, without ever confronting real children and the everyday drudgery of English schooling.  A century ago English attitudes towards education were more simplistic, and assumed that educated men who had imbibed the classics knew more than enough to pass judgment on the inky children of labourers and factory hands as they conned their ABC. 

Edmond Holmes, who became Chief Inspector of Schools at the end of the last century, may have begun his career as an inspector of elementary schools with that complacent and illiberal mind-set, but by the time he retired in 1910 he had come to a clear understanding that the entire system of education over which he presided was a corrosive, stultifying waste of time and money. 

In his book, What Is and What Might Be he set out a determinedly counter-cultural view of education.  He had watched thousands of teachers at work, and had concluded that their preoccupation with controlling the children, drilling them in lists of facts and mathematical tables, keeping their work uniform and in conformity with the fixed syllabus, was a 'Path of Mechanical Obedience' which equated education with instruction and training, and had nothing to do with creating free adults who could confront a new century with confidence. 

He expressed his view of the schools he visited thus:

'In nine schools out of ten, on nine days out of ten, in nine lessons out of ten, the teacher is engaged in laying thin films of information on the surface of the child's mind, and then, after a brief interval, he is skimming these off in order to satisfy himself that they have been duly laid'

The reason for this was not far to seek, Holmes thought.  It was the 'officials at Whitehall who framed the yearly syllabus, and the officials in the various districts who examined on it'.   By depriving teachers of any right to adapt their teaching to the interests of their pupils the system had created a class of slaves who had no responsibility beyond 'delivering' whatever package of ideas their masters deemed to be 'essential'. 

'What the Department did to the teacher, it compelled him to do to the child ... The teacher who has been deprived by his superiors of freedom, initiative and responsibility cannot carry out his instructions except by depriving his pupils of the same vital qualities.'

We should remind ourselves that this is the considered opinion of the Chief Inspector of Schools nearly 100 years ago!  Some, including Holmes himself, if he were still alive, would call it a disgrace that at the end of the most homicidal century in man's history his successor is still promoting the virtues of servility and conformism.  Holmes saw clearly that progress in education must inevitably involve teachers allowing children to exercise their minds as individuals. The adults must stop trying to 'do the children's developing for them'. 
Holmes also saw that the education system was, as it still is, in the grip of what might be called 'reality management'.  So great was the conviction that children were incapable of good judgment, and entirely blighted by ‘Original Sin’, that it was futile to consider whether the schooling they received was doing them any good.  All their adverse reactions to it were nothing more than devilry, which needed to be firmly crushed.  

He spoke out very strongly against the unreflective style of teaching, common at the time, which allowed teachers to give lessons about things which could not possibly interest ordinary children (he cites the example of a lesson he observed for 94 8-9 year-olds about the Five Kinds of Prayer - Invocation, Deprecation, Obsecration, Intercession and Supplication!).  He would be sad to see that, although we believe that our lessons are 'relevant' and 'interesting' today, we still force them on our young without ever asking them whether they actually find them any more gripping than did Standard III in the early 1900s. 

Educators always like to feel that they are discovering some new, radical principle of education which will transform the future for children.  The pity of it is that the best ideas impress themselves upon the most sensitive and thoughtful minds in any age, and having enjoyed whatever measure of acceptance or notoriety they are able to arouse, slip into obscurity as the weight of cultural complacency and innate conservatism crushes them.  Holmes saw, as many do today, that social ills are often the long-term result of state schooling.  He expressed his fears in a somewhat mandarin way:

“With the best of intentions, the leading actors in it (hidebound schooling), the parents and teachers of each successive generation, so bear themselves as to entail never-ending calamities on the whole human race - not the sensational calamities which dramatists love to depict, but inward calamities which are deadlier for their very unobtrusiveness, for our being so familiar with them that we accept them as our appointed lot - such calamities as perverted ideals, debased standards, contracted horizons, externalised aims, self-centred activities, weakened will-power, lowered vitality, restricted and distorted growth, and (crowning and summarising the rest) a profound misconception of the meaning of life.”

Our present Chief Inspector should read those words and think hard.  Education makes the future.  Bad education will make a bad future.  Holmes knew that, and if he had been able to live through this century, I am convinced he would say the same things about education as it is today.

Christopher Shute is Copy Editor of the journal and trustee of PEN. After 25 years secondary teaching Chris has researched and written widely on education. He was a regular contributor to Education Now News and Review and is author of Compulsory Schooling Disease, in addition to books on Alice Miller, Edmond Holmes and Bertrand Russell. His latest work is Joy Baker: trailblazer for home-based education and personalised learning. (Heretics Press for details of all these titles http://edheretics.gn.apc.org/ ).

The problem of treating young people as children – the Caterpillar to Butterfly Fallacy
Professor Ian Cunningham

Perhaps Ian’s contribution sums up a simple truth so self evident to Edmond Holmes: the world at large and the educational establishment in particular still fails to take young people seriously. 
There are a number of reasons why it is difficult to get adults to treat the views of young people seriously. And because of this syndrome we have problems in convincing many adults to accept a truly personalised education that responds to what the young person wants and needs.

The Fallacy

One error is what I have labelled the Caterpillar to Butterfly Fallacy. To explain that I have to say a little about caterpillars and butterflies first.

When I was younger I would sometimes find myself in fusty museums. Some of these would have glass-fronted cases containing displays of butterflies all neatly pinned down and labelled. The butterflies were beautiful but I could never gather up much enthusiasm for the idea of killing them in order to pin them in cases. However the people who did this were clearly impressed with the qualities of butterflies such that they wanted to collect them. 

In all the places I visited I never saw a collection of caterpillars. Caterpillars are seen by many as a necessary nuisance (they eat stuff in your garden) but the transformation via the chrysalis phase means that the adult version of the caterpillar (the butterfly) is valued as beautiful and of specific worth.

It appears that many adults have a similar view of the transformation that is supposed to happen when moving to adulthood. The child (caterpillar) is a necessary nuisance that will eventually transform into a fully-functioning adult (butterfly) – and it is the latter that matters in society. One interesting phenomenon here is the use of language that separates out young people (children) from real persons (adults). Just as we recognise that caterpillars are a distinct phase and need treating differently to butterflies, so by labelling those under 18 as children and those over 18 as persons there is the basis for discrimination.

Soon, via the Raising of the Participation Age, all young people under 18 will be compelled to be in education or training. Somehow there is the assumption that there is a complete distinction between a person under 18 (not allowed to make decisions for themselves) and the over 18s who are free to decide things for themselves. By using a different label for a young person (child) there is the assumption that this phase of life (caterpillar phase) has to be treated differently from the phase of being real persons (butterflies). Children can then be assumed to be unable to make sensible decisions about what they need to learn since they are given a different label and put into a separate category from persons. Indeed I have often run into problems by talking about the 7-16 year olds that we work with as ‘young people’. Those in authority tend to think (and official documents can back this up) that ‘young person’ means someone aged, say, 18-25. You only become a person at 18 in this view of the world.

In an ideal world it would be great to banish the term ‘child’ as it plays into the Caterpillar to Butterfly Fallacy. The language allows for a faulty view of the world. Young people are not a separate category of humans yet they can be treated as such. I once worked with a Government department on encouraging the role of young people in policy making. I found that all their surveys of what people wanted excluded under 18 year olds. Not a single piece of market research asked the under 18s. They were assumed to be non-persons and therefore of no interest to policy makers. Yet young people clearly had views about what this department was engaged in – and to be fair to the senior civil servants involved they eventually recognised that they needed to make fundamental changes in their processes of consultation. However their starting point was clearly that ‘children’ did not count as persons and were therefore made invisible by senior people. It reminded me of the adult exhortation when I was younger that ‘children should be seen and not heard’ (used to keep us youngsters quiet when adults were around – yet under their control by being seen).

The Caterpillar to Butterfly Fallacy assumes a magic transformation that occurs when a child becomes an adult. However the analogy clearly breaks down as there is no chrysalis phase. There is no magic transformation that occurs at 18. Young people under 18 are autonomous human beings, whether adults like it or not. 

The error of schooling

The classic error in schooling is to assume that what is taught equals what is learned. Based on the idea that children are less than properly human and in need of moulding to fit adult society, teaching is designed to pour in knowledge to make children fit to enter the adult world. In reality young people choose what they want to learn anyway. They actively ignore the subjects that they don’t like and make their own choices about what to pay attention to. If teaching worked every young person would get all A* results in GCSEs.

Conclusion

Those of us who work with young people need to take seriously the role of language and of assumptions about young people. We have to be active in challenging erroneous thinking by policy makers and the educational establishment otherwise we will not make progress in supporting the rights of young people. 

The UNICEF report of 2010 on ‘child inequality’ in 24 OECD countries put the UK in the next to bottom group of countries – only beaten by three other countries for poor performance in addressing ‘child inequality’. This is indicative of attitudes in the UK to young people and it needs to change. The empty rhetoric of the educational establishment about ‘doing more for children’ (young people), but still wanting to control them, won’t do. It has to be tackled head-on.

Professor Ian Cunningham chairs the consultancy Strategic Developments International Ltd. and the charity Centre for Self Managed Learning. He is Visiting Professor in the School of Lifelong Learning and Education at Middlesex University and a Visiting Fellow in the Centre for Educational Innovation at Sussex University. He was Chief Executive of Roffey Park Management Institute from 1987 to 1993. Ian invented the Self Managed Learning approach in the late 1970s as a result of a wide range of experiences in the educational world and in organisations. These included being National Secretary of the National Union of Students in the UK (1968-70); work as a trainer and developer in the public sector; time as Visiting Professor in the Graduate School of Education at the University of Utah and in the Technical Teacher Training Institute, Bhopal; acting as a consultant to various companies. Projects in education include working with the Institute for Democratic Education, Israel; evaluation of Summerhill School; research and writing on learning. Current projects include the development of the Self Managed Learning College,  working as part of the team running the South Downs Learning Centre, running Self Managed Learning programmes in schools in England, researching, writing and consulting with various international companies.

Book Review:  Edmond Holmes and ‘The Tragedy of Education’ (1998) by Chris Shute. Educational Heretics Press. 
ISBN-10: 1900219123 

Josh Gifford
Although this book has been reviewed on many occasions in the past it was felt a fresh look would now be appropriate. Josh concurs with previous reviewers that Chris Shute’s contribution is an important and worthy starting point in accessing the work of Edmond Holmes.
At the end of Chapter One of his book on Edmond Holmes, Edmond Holmes and ‘The Tragedy of Education’, Chris Shute writes that ‘the purpose of this book is to point to the vitality and essential good sense of the ideas which gripped Edmond Holmes as he went from school to school watching the nation's children being created in an image of which he became more and more critical'. The ‘vitality and good sense’ Chris refers to were

expressed in Holmes’ two books, The Tragedy of Education (1921) and What is and What Might Be (1911) written while he was Chief Inspector of Schools.

In this excellent book Chris comfortably succeeds in his stated purpose and, in addition, explores Holmes' ideas in relation to his own experience of schooling and education in the second half of the twentieth century. Indeed in 2011, what initially struck me after this, my first reading of Chris' book, is that it became for me a reflection on the passage of time passing in schooling and, of course, wider society. Chris' book was published in 1998 and,

in the first chapter, in particular, and in the chapters which follow, he explores the educational settings and the wider societal context in which Edmond Holmes worked.

Throughout the book Chris refers Holmes' enlightened ideas to the state of education in 1998 and concludes, with some puzzlement, that schooling, in many respects, has not changed fundamentally since 1875, when Holmes began his first appointment as an

inspector of elementary schools.

As early as the first chapter Chris writes that, in spite of being Chief Inspector of Schools, Holmes ‘appears in the histories of education as a footnote, or as one whose ideas are acknowledged but never allowed into the main current of thinking, either in his own time or later'. Throughout my reading I felt gratitude that Holmes had the perspicacity and courage to write about education and an increasing awareness, in relation to our work in CPE-PEN, of the mystery of time and change!

Indeed, Chris explores the theme of change in the chapter ‘The Wide Path and the Narrow' explaining that Holmes ‘suspected that the simple truth, so clear to him, but ignored by the rest of the educational world, that children are not objects of the educational process but rather its chief agents, was so obvious that, paradoxically, it could not be clearly seen. As Pascal said: too much truth dazzles us: the most elementary principles are just too clear for us to see'. Witnessing such insight, it is very evident here and throughout the book that Chris finds Holmes' ideas fascinating, affirming and inspiring particularly in view of the fact

that they were first published 87 years previously!

Chris' research appears meticulous and based, I assume, mainly on his reading of Holmes' two books as I am not aware that Holmes did any autobiographical writing. His writing is, at all times, clear and precise and, as his main focus is Holmes' ideas, he does

not make inferences about Holmes himself from his readings but his warmth and respect for the man he assumes him to be from his writings and his career infuse the book.

However, refreshingly, Chris does share his own delight at first reading Holmes, stating that ‘What is and What Might Be broke on my consciousness like a sunburst'; and, on reading a passage from the book he shares that ‘when I first read these words I felt my heart miss a beat'; and further on Chris responds to Holmes’ criticism of the examination system with ‘this is a fearsome analysis of education policy making, but experience since Holmes’ time has not given us much reason to abandon it'.

Chris adds another dimension to the book when in the chapter entitled ‘Curriculum Versus Education' he describes visits he made to a primary school. Here, while offering insightful and clear analysis, he is sensitive to the complexities of schooling and the challenges faced by teachers. The teachers ‘relate well to their pupils, but above them, bearing down on every contact they make with the children, is the certainty that some day soon a team of inspectors will descend on their school and presume to judge it by the range of criteria established by the lineal descendants of Holmes’ Board of Education'; and, ‘as I cast my sceptical eye around the bright, colourful walls with their pictures... their accounts of visits to museums and activity centres... I almost heard the shade of Holmes whispering over my shoulder “Yes, this is fine. But it is still the adults’ idea of what the children need”.’

As the book moves towards its conclusion Chris reflects on some of the factors which contribute to cruelty and neglect of children, both in Holmes' time and our own, and on the factors which militate against change in society and, in particular, schooling. He describes how, in retirement, Holmes helped to form the Conference of the New Ideals in Education to discuss the writings of Maria Montessori and to think about the reform of schooling. He explains how a successful head teacher of the time, Teddy O'Neill, was able to work in a way that was in tune with Holmes’ ideals and ideas only to be constrained by school inspectors.

A century has now passed since Holmes wrote What is and What Might Be and Chris' clear and insightful book shows that there are clear resonances between Holmes’ time and his endeavours and our own in CPE-PEN … and that we are ‘not alone'!

Chris concludes his book on a hopeful note. Having distilled the elements of the current state of schooling and the challenges they present he states ‘that (schooling) should remain so, in the face of a growing body of evidence is only conceivable if we are still as firmly bound by the chains of unreason now as we were before we confronted the great moral challenges of this century. I commit myself to the belief that we are not so bound'. 

I feel, having read Chris' book, 13 years after its publication, that this belief is as important to hold as ever it was.

Josh Gifford has recently joined the trustee / directors of CPE-PEN. He was a long-time member of Education Now (beginning as an Associate Director) and subsequently CPE-PEN contributing to conferences, journals and meetings. Josh retired this year from his work with young people excluded or at risk of exclusion from school. He worked creatively and successfully leading his team in Lancaster and brings with him a wealth of insight about learning and life.

PERSONALISED EDUCATION NOW

The vision of Personalised Education Now built upon 

a funded Personalised Educational Landscape.

* A focus on the uniqueness of individuals, of their learning experiences and of their many and varied learning styles.

* Support of education in human scale settings, including home-based education, community learning centres, small schools, mini-schools, and schools-within-schools, flexischooling and flexi-colleges, networks of groups or individuals, both physical and virtual.

* Recognition that learners themselves have the ability to make both rational and intuitive choices about their education.

* The integration of learning, life and community.
* Advocacy of co-operative and democratic organisation of places of learning.

* Belief in the need to share national resources fairly, so that everyone has a real choice in education. 

* Acceptance of Einstein's view that imagination is more important than knowledge in our modern and constantly changing world.

* A belief in subsidiarity… learning, acting and taking responsibility to the level of which you are capable.

* Adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms.
PERSONALISED EDUCATION NOW

Maintains that people learn best: 

* when they are self-motivated and are equipped with learning to learn tools.

* when they feel comfortable in their surroundings, free from coercion and fear.

* when educators and learners, value, trust, respect and listen to each other.

*  when they can invite support / challenge and co-create their learning pathways from those educators and others they trust.

* when education is seen as an active life-long process.

What is meant by ‘Personalised Education’?

Personalised education as promoted by Personalised Education Now is derived from the philosophy of autonomous education. This centres on learner-managed learning, invitational learning institutions, the catalogue/natural versions of curriculum, invited rather than uninvited teaching, and assessment at the learner’s request.  Its slogan is, ‘I did it my way – though often in co-operation with others’ and it operates within a general democratically-based learning landscape that has the slogan, ‘alternatives for everybody, all the time’.

Within the context of the UK ‘schooled society’ there are already some key institutions that work to the autonomous philosophy within a democratic value system. A prime example is the public library. Others are nursery centres, some schools and colleges, museums, community arts projects, and home-based education networks. They work to the principle of, ‘anybody, any age; any time, any place; any pathway, any pace’. 
Such institutions are learner-friendly, non-ageist, convivial not coercive, and capable of operating as community learning centres which can provide courses, classes, workshops and experiences as requested by local learners. These are part of a rich and successful, but undervalued personalised learning heritage, from which we draw strength, and which we celebrate. 

Personalised Education is legitimated by the latest understanding about the brain, and how we develop as learners and human beings throughout our lives. It operates within a framework of principles and values resulting in learners whose outcomes are expressed in their character, personality, in the quality of life they lead, in the development and sustainability of our communities and planet, and in peaceful coexistence and conflict resolution. Learner success is therefore measured in terms of good physical and mental health, in peaceful existence, freedom from crime, usefulness of their contributions and work, and levels of active 

citizenship. In reality, these are more significant than the limitations and delusions of over-emphasis on assessment scores and paper accreditations.
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Recycle Schools Now into invitational, all-age community learning centres operating year round.

Personalised Education Now seeks to promote educational ‘alternatives for everybody, all of the time’ through a diverse, funded Personalised Educational Landscape. This would meet the learning needs, lifestyles and life choices made by individuals, families and communities. State funding would be secured through vouchers or personal learning accounts.  We encourage education based on learner-managed learning, using a flexible catalogue curriculum, located in a variety of settings, and operating within a framework of democratic values and practices. An educator becomes, predominantly, ‘the guide on the side’ rather than ’the sage on the stage’.
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The Centre for Personalised Education Trust (CPE)

Personalised Education Now (PEN) is the trading name for The Centre for Personalised Education Trust (CPE), a charitable company, limited by guarantee (Charity number: 1057442). It emerged from Education Now in 1996 as The Centre for Personalised Education Trust (CPE). In 2004, after 17 years’ pioneering work, Education Now transferred its resources and membership to PEN.
What can you do?

This is a message for everyone. Enter a dialogue with as many people as you can. Share the journal (hard and digital copies) with others. Engage them in the issues and encourage membership of PEN. 

There are kindred spirits in all sorts of surprising places and of course there are those who just need a little more convincing. Often people partly understand but cannot conceptualise solutions or how we move forward. The arguments are not about blame as we need to engage the present system, not alienate it. One of our roles is to explain and show how current learning systems are and how things could be different. Within a developing personalised educational landscape solutions will evolve according to localised possibilities, including ways of learning that we have not yet imagined. It’s all too easy to take the moral high ground and believe we have all the answers because patently the enterprise is challenging and far from easy. But even as it stands we can share the rich history and current practice of learning in all sorts of settings. These signpost a better, brighter learning future. 

Publicise and forward our web and blog links, circulate our PEN leaflet (from the general office). Bring the strength of PEN to succour those currently engaged in personalised education, and provide vision to those who are not.

To find out more, visit our websites:  

Main site: http://www.personalisededucationnow.org.uk 

 Blog:  http://blog.personalisededucationnow.org.uk/  

Educational Heretics Press: http://edheretics.gn.apc.org/
Roland Meighan: http://www.rolandmeighan.co.uk/   

Contact Personalised Education Now

Enquiries should be made via Janet Meighan, Secretary, at the address in the next column or on Tel: 0115 925 7261

Personalised Education Now Trustees

Peter Humphreys – Chair

Janet Meighan – Secretary

Alan Clawley - Treasurer

Roland Meighan – Membership Secretary - treasurer

Christopher Shute

Phillip Toogood

Hazel Clawley

Josh Gifford

Journal Publication Team

Peter Humphreys – Managing Editor

Email: personalisededucationnow@blueyonder.co.uk
Christopher Shute – Copy Editor

Hazel Clawley – Copy Editing / Proofing

Roland and Janet Meighan 

Contact via the General Office (see next column)

Copy Contributions 

Journal:

Contributions for consideration for publication in the Journal are welcomed. Authors should contact any of the Journal Publication Team to discuss before submission. 

PEN operates an ‘Open Source’ policy:  PEN resources and copy can be reproduced and circulated but we do request notification and acknowledgement.

Blog – Ezine:

Contributions via http://www.personalisededucationnow.org.uk/ContactUsSubPage.php 

personalisededucationnow@blueyonder.co.uk 

Newsletter: 

Contributions for the Newsletter are also welcomed. Contact Janet Meighan.
Membership of Personalised Education Now

Personalised Education Now welcomes members, both individuals and groups, who support and promote its vision. Its membership includes educators in learning centres, home educating settings, schools, colleges and universities. Members include interested individuals and families, teachers, head teachers, advisers, inspectors and academics. PEN has extensive national and international links. Above all the issues of personalised education and learning are issues with relevance to every man, woman and child because they lie at the heart of what kind of society we wish to live in.

Newsletters

 July / August 2011

January 2012

Journals

Issue 15 – Autumn / Winter 2011-12

Learning Exchanges / Conferences

Further information - blog / newsletters. 

Join Personalised Education Now

Membership Includes:

Minimum of 2 PEN Journals a year and specials

 2 PEN Newsletters a year

Learning Exchanges (free)

Discounted publications from Educational Heretics Press

 Access to and support of a diverse network of learners and educators.

Your membership supports:

 Ongoing research and publications

 development of the PEN website, blog, learning exchanges and conferences and other resources

---------------------------------------------------

Yes, I would like to join Personalised Education Now

Subscription:

£25 (£12 unwaged)

Send cheque made payable to the Centre for Personalised Education together with the details below:

Name individual / Group / Organisation:

Address:

Postcode

Tel:

Email:

The Centre for Personalised Education Trust

Personalised Education Now 

General Office
Janet Meighan, Secretary

113 Arundel Drive

Bramcote, Nottingham

Nottinghamshire, NG9 3FQ

Contact Janet for details of payment by Standing Order and of Gift Aid contributions.
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