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The Global Education Leaders’ Partnership (GELP)  
formed in 2010 through a partnership between four educational 
jurisdictions in North America and Oceania, and has since 
grown to include 13 jurisdictions representing every major 
continent. In between, the community has gathered in 
biannual meetings, supported long-running working groups, 
and produced a book generated from its learning: Redesigning 
Education: Shaping Learning Systems Around the World. 

The purpose of GELP has been to freely exchange knowledge 
about how we can lift the performance of our learning systems. 
The community has focused on the public school systems, 
but with an interest in how learning systems can anticipate 
the future, graduating young people who can thrive in the 21st 
century, earning a living and contributing to society. 

For more information please visit www.gelp.org. 

The National Center on Education and the Economy (NCEE) 
was created in 1988 to analyze the implications of changes in 
the international economy for American education, formulate 
an agenda for American education based on that analysis and 
seek wherever possible to accomplish that agenda through 
policy change and development of the resources educators 
would need to carry it out. 

For more information visit www.ncee.org.

The Center on International Education Benchmarking (CIEB),  
a program of NCEE, conducts and funds research on the world’s 
most successful education and workforce development systems 
to identify the strategies those countries have used to produce 
their superior performance. Through its books, reports, website, 
monthly newsletter, and a weekly update of education news 
around the world, CIEB provides up-to-date information and 
analysis on the world’s most successful education systems 
based on student performance, equity and efficiency. 

Visit www.ncee.org/cieb to learn more.

The Harvard Graduate School of Education (HGSE)  
has a longstanding commitment to developing system level 
leadership as well as instructional practice. The HGSE Doctorate 
in Education Leadership draws on classes in Education as well 
as at the Kennedy School of Government, the Business school, 
and the Law school to prepare system leaders knowledgeable 
across important dimensions of leadership and educational 
change. The research PhD program sees students study across 
the professional schools as well as the Graduate School of Arts 
and Sciences, bringing together expertise in education with 
knowledge of Economics, Sociology, Psychology, History and 
Government. Consistent interaction with these knowledge 
fields helps education researchers to expand their thinking on 
what is necessary and what is possible in the design of K12, 
Higher education, and life-long learning. 

For more information please visit www.hgse.edu. 
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From Sunday 11th to Tuesday 13th September 2016, members of the Global Education Leaders’ Partnership (GELP) 
gathered for a symposium co-convened with the National Center on Education and the Economy (NCEE) and faculty 
of the Harvard Graduate School of Education (HGSE) to discuss the NCEE report: 9 Building Blocks For a World-Class 
State Education System (included in an Appendix). Seven existing GELP jurisdictions – Australia, British Columbia, 
Finland, New Zealand, South Africa and South Korea – gathered at HGSE with the host jurisdiction, Massachusetts. 
NCEE provided the funding for this meeting. Continuing an ongoing commitment of the GELP community to partner 
with other international bodies in order to strengthen knowledge sharing and development, also in attendance 
were representatives of the OECD, the Asia Society, Learning Forward, and the Jaume Bofill Foundation. (Participant 
biographies are included in an Appendix). This report has been prepared to share information and insights generated 
through the presentations and discussions. 

The Symposium, moderated by Anthony Mackay, Co-Chair of GELP, took the form of roundtable conversations 
prompted by presentations from faculty, jurisdictions, and representatives of international organizations. This report 
is made up of dispatches sharing the context of these presentations, and thematic reflections summarizing the key 
insights generated through conversation. 

The event was structured by a discussion of three of the nine NCEE ‘Building Blocks’:

• (Building block 3) World-class, highly coherent instructional systems. This block speaks to the presence of explicit 
standards for student achievement; curriculum frameworks which lay out a sequence of learning based on 
standards; syllabuses that translate a curriculum framework into a sequence of learning; high quality examinations 
based on syllabuses which assess what students know and can do; and a teacher education system that prepares 
teachers in alignment with this set of expectations. 

• (Building block 5) An abundant supply of highly qualified teachers. This block speaks to the presence of challenging 
admissions criteria and strong accreditation requirements for teacher preparation programs; high rigor of offerings 
across all training institutions; and attractive starting salaries and career ladders. 

• (Building block 6) Learning environments that enable professionalism and continuous learning. This block speaks 
to the need for schools to be work environments suited to autonomous professionals, where teachers have 
opportunities to work with colleagues, develop new practice, and take on additional responsibilities that are 
relevant to student learning. 

These building blocks result from NCEE’s long-running effort to systematically learn from successful education 
systems, by identifying features common to high-excellence, high-equity jurisdictions in different economic and social  
contexts. NCEE began this work on the invitation of Andreas Schleicher of the OECD, producing in 2010 the report 
Strong Performers and Successful Reformers in Education. Through further research and distillation, this report became  
the 9 Building Blocks For a World-Class State Education System, which now serves as a framework to organize all of  
NCEE’s international benchmarking research, capacity-building efforts for US school leaders and district superintendents, 
and research reports to state education agencies. Both of these reports were written for a US audience, and so 
this current event marked the first time that an international audience – including representatives of many of the 
jurisdictions featured in the work – would scrutinize the conclusions in light of their current efforts.

IntroductIon
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Introducing the 9 Building Blocks
sunday, september 11th, 5 pm

To initiate the gathering, Marc Tucker, President of the National Center on Education and the Economy, provided an 
introduction and context for our discussions of the building blocks. Stressing that ‘there is no such thing as an ideal 
education system’, he explained that the building blocks are not intended to encourage convergence around one 
model of education system design. On the contrary, presenting the findings in terms of building blocks was intended 
to help system leaders see past ‘silver bullet’ policy proposals and instead focus on laying strong foundations for a 
coherent system. 

Acknowledging that empirically identifying the best foundations is a difficult thing to do, Tucker nevertheless 
made a strong case that there is a difference between cherry-picking policies or practices of apparently successful 
jurisdictions, and looking systematically at the common features of education systems where at 15 years old young 
people are performing at a high standard and where there are smaller gaps in the differences in performance of 
higher income and lower income students. Looking across these high-excellence, high-equity systems, there appear 
to be two common features that are worth our attention:

1. Whatever their stage of economic development, highly effective education systems are highly coherent systems: 
parts and pieces fit together well, and are mutually supportive and harmonious. This factor of system coherence 
seems to be even more important than any given individual element. 

2. Whatever their level of perceived success, in high-performing systems no one is satisfied with where they are.  
But leaders in these systems are capable of engaging their citizens in a very broad way about where they want  
to go, not plunge ahead with the ‘how’ before settling on the ‘what’.

The three building blocks which provided the focus for this event provide the core of the ‘system-ness’ that seems  
to lie at the heart of the success of high-performing jurisdictions. 

Next, Tucker ushered in a theme that was to reign heavily over the two days: that of the labor market changes that 
have been occurring due to technological change and globalization. In advanced industrial economies, the large 
parts of the population that have been effectively trained in basic skills increasingly find themselves without stable 
work. Tucker proposed that leaders in these systems may need to radically rethink their educational goals, which in 
turn means rethinking strategies for achieving those goals. As employment becomes more unpredictable than it has 
been in the past and as employers have lower incentives to train employees, students must all be capable of learning 
new skills during their lifetimes. System leaders need to do a much better job at providing what Tucker calls a ‘liberal 
arts education’: teaching students to learn how to learn, while also providing the high-level technical skills that can 
get students into their first, good job.

Preparing students for a changed economy is not, of course, the only goal of education. Tucker spoke of the 
importance of citizenship and moral goals. Students need to gain the knowledge and experiences to understand that 
freedom and liberty are precious and fragile. They need to understand what it has taken to develop liberty, and be 
able to debate what it takes to protect it. 

Alongside this, students need to develop respect for and the ability to be rational actors: to separate real evidence 
from emotion and foolishness and have capacity to analyze all evidence in front of them. They need the opportunities 
to develop a strong moral compass: to ‘know the difference between good and evil.’ They need, meanwhile, to remain 
empathetic, informed about diverse viewpoints, and tolerant. 

Finally, they need to understand that in today’s world their individual fates are in the hands of all on the planet. 

DISPAtCHES 
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the ‘What’ of Learning 
sunday, september 11th, 5.30 pm

Charles Fadel, founder of the Center for Curriculum Redesign, continued the theme of this opening stimulus by 
detailing a discussion on ‘the what of learning.’ System leaders are typically charged with delivering improvement 
within an existing system, but the GELP community has always pressed the question of what that system should 
deliver. The third building block asks that question again: if leaders aim to pin education systems down to curricula, 
standards, and in particular, exams, they had better be quite confident that those are orienting everyone’s efforts 
towards the most worthwhile things. Otherwise, coherence can come at the cost of necessary adaptiveness and 
flexibility.

Representing the Center for Curriculum Redesign, a five-year effort to shape a neutral, international effort to codify 
new ways to approach curricula, Fadel re-oriented us by opening with Stephen Hawking’s assessment that the next 
100 years will be determinant for us as a species. Increasingly, we are ‘at mercy of the weakest link’ – as we have seen 
during financial crises and international health scares – in particular as we attempt to reduce greenhouse emissions 
and avert catastrophic climate change. Our efforts to educate young people must be carried out with one eye on 
these chaotic systems. 

Fadel suggested that we see the goal of education as ‘fulfilled individuals for sustainable humanity’. Beneath this  
lofty goal, we could start by facing up to the fact that there is an increasing disconnect between youth, employers and 
educators, and that ‘students are begging for relevance’. It is increasingly difficult to look a student in the eye and tell 
them that they must learn a particular equation by heart, when it patently bears little relationship to the algorithms 
running their world. Learning needs to be re-oriented to take in more of the frontier of disciplines, even if that involves 
setting aside some other parts of knowledge. 

While students want relevance, however, there are many other stakeholders with reason to resist change. Parents, 
confused, refer to their own experience and demand more of the same. Policymakers are hesitant, having been 
burned many times by attempted system overhauls that have not delivered as promised. And teachers are often 
conservative about curriculum change, facing enough challenges already in delivering on existing standards. 

In other words, there is a market failure: the only people with a real interest in changing the curriculum are students 
and employers, who are not in a good position to do so. The Center for Curriculum Redesign is working to address 
this failure by carrying out some of the heavy lifting of curriculum redesign: mapping out new knowledge domains 
and making sense of the diverse knowledge and skill demands that are emerging and seeking a way into the ‘core’  
of schooling. For example, there are a range of new knowledge domains that many people today see as important, 
but which only peripherally appear in schools. These include the study of technology and engineering, media, 
personal finance, wellness, social systems, global literacy, and the ecological environment. These topics often appear 
on the edges of the curriculum or in optional subjects, but at what point does a jurisdiction acknowledge one or more 
of these is so crucial it should be part of the core, assessed knowledge that all students in a system are taught?

The other major shift is to understand the demands of the application of knowledge (aka skills) and how to behave 
in the world (character qualities such as curiosity, ethics etc.). In other words, to focus on competencies as well as 
disciplines. Several jurisdictions, including at this meeting Australia, Finland and British Columbia, have already 
revised their core curricula to include competencies that cut across disciplines, aiming to increase the teaching of 
capabilities such as communication, working with others, and intercultural understanding. Really developing these 
kinds of competencies requires time in different environments, Fadel argues, to allow students to practice handling 
different situations. Teachers and schools cannot create the time for that unless some other content goes; there has 
to be a rebalancing of priorities. 

The greatest barrier to this shift in the content of curricula, along with general inertia, is college entrance requirements.  
Fadel made reference to Turning the Tide, an initiative led by Making Caring Common at HGSE through which college 
admissions officers have pledged to rethink certain admissions practices, placing more emphasis on depth over breadth, 
and service and family contributions alongside achievement. There is a long road ahead for these kinds of initiatives, 
but Fadel believes they are vital if curriculum is to be allowed to evolve.
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A Perspective from Latin America
monday, september 12th, 8.30 am

Claudia Costin, former Director of Education at the World Bank, introduced the context for educational change in 
Latin America. In a striking fact, Latin America is the only region in the world today where income inequality is still 
decreasing, albeit from an extreme high; elsewhere, income inequality has been on the rise for the past two decades. 
In Latin America the demand for education is still very high and there are signs of change in the type of education 
demanded.

In Latin America, while there have been huge improvements in access to education, performance still lags, and the 
eight Latin American countries that participate in PISA are all among the lowest third of performers in all tested areas. 
Despite this, Costin emphasized that just teaching literacy and numeracy was not going to be enough. The aim of 
education has to be to build autonomy, so that young people can make decisions about own lives and also about the 
direction of their countries. 

Costin spoke of ‘personalizing learning’ as ‘equity means addressing each kid in a different way’. Digital technology 
can play a great role in this but only when all acknowledge that ‘IT is not just distributing laptops and computers’. 
Costin pointed to Vietnam as an example of a system that had achieved massive improvements in a short space  
of time. They were guided by good leadership and sustained, focused investment. 

A Perspective from the OECD 
monday, september 12th, 8.45 am

In the second part of our morning panel, we heard a perspective  from Michael Stevenson, Senior Advisor to PISA, the 
OECD’s main survey assessment of student capabilities, and co-leader of The Future of Education and Skills: an OECD 
2030 learning framework. Stevenson described two questions driving their inquiry: what competences should young 
people learn for 2030? And how can the OECD help develop processes  to triangulate between system data and data 
at the level of  learning interactions between students and teachers? Stevenson acknowledged that the project is very 
much in a stage of open inquiry. 

An important context for the inquiry, as described by Stevenson, is that technological change has brought both 
widening inequality and social fragmentation. The role of international, comparative measures in this context is  
a complex one. 

OECD 2030 looks into the future but in the shorter term PISA continues to innovate and draw attention to new types 
of skills and knowledge. Every three years PISA includes a new focal domain with many new questions, and for the 
past few rounds has begun to add new experimental domains, namely financial literacy and problem solving. In 
2018 that new domain will be ‘global competence’, introduced under some controversy. In response to debate, this 
measure is narrowing to focus on only certain aspects of global competence, such as intercultural sensitivity. In 2021, 
PISA has proposed added a measure of creative thinking or entrepreneurship, and for 2024, a measure of ethical or 
independent thinking. 

Stevenson also discussed the concern at the OECD that PISA not become an inhibitor of innovation. As some of our 
participants commented, PISA can create problems for innovative system leaders where it holds them to improving 
on one particular measure when it may be more important for their system to focus on improvement elsewhere. 
Stevenson referred to the case of Scotland, where a dip in PISA scores was taken as an indictment on the new 
curriculum, when there is no real evidence there was any link. The OECD team are currently questioning whether 
providing further contextual information would help or hinder this effect, and whether the evolution of PISA could 
bring it closer to being a measure that teachers really value. 

 

BuILDING BLOCk 3 HIGHLy COHErENt INStruCtIONAL SyStEmS 
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teaching and Learning in the 21st century 
monday, september 12th, 9.00 am

Fernando Reimers, Professor of Practice at HGSE, provided a wide-ranging international perspective on efforts to 
develop instructional capacity. He reminded us that while there is broad agreement that teaching and learning in 
schools should extend beyond literacy and numeracy, in too many school contexts practice does not reflect these 
balanced and comprehensive goals. One reason for this is that efforts to educate all children around the world are, 
depending on the country, fewer than one or two centuries old, and in some cases even less. We are still learning how 
to develop the institutions of education in their capacity to achieve the goals we assign them. Shifting the quality of 
instruction for all is a mammoth task when education systems were not designed to make gradual improvement, but 
designed to solve the problems of their times. 

Therefore, while there has been much progress in establishing goals for active citizenship among the aims of 
education, there is still a long way to go on creating school cultures and pedagogies that effectively help students 
develop the knowledge and dispositions for effective active citizenship. The Global Education Innovation Initiative 
(GEII) he founded at HGSE, aims to chart the ways that countries are innovating their curricula to integrate broader 
competencies, including global literacy, into their curriculum. GEII has analyzed national curriculum standards in 
a range of contexts, collaborating with countries including Singapore, Brazil, India and China. Using a framework 
created by the US National Research Council report on 21st century learning, they found that, in all of the six 
jurisdictions studied, national goals for education have expanded. The GEII book, Teaching and Learning for the 
Twenty-First Century, charts the politics of why and how that happened. For the most part, change to national goals 
has come in the form of the addition of higher standards or broader cognitive goals for education. To a lesser extent, 
there has been an emphasis on self-knowledge, in particular in India. In just a few contexts, there has been a greater 
emphasis on laying foundations for stronger interpersonal and cross-cultural relationships. 

In studying these countries, GEII has observed that the shift to new curricula can be very hard to achieve where 
incentives around policymaking do not favor investments that have long-term payoffs. It is particularly difficult 
to push for long-term reforms in highly contested political climates where there is no consensus about the right 
way forward. They conclude that the prospect for delivering on these aspirations must lie with supporting the 
development of teacher capacities: it cannot just be mandated through policy. Investing in teachers is therefore key, 
and the next GEII project is focused on studying strong programs for inservice learning. 

the Australian Case 
monday, september 12th, 9.30 am

Rob Randall, CEO of the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA), introduced their work 
over several years to design for the first time a national curriculum in Australia to serve as a foundation for teaching 
and learning across the state systems. This effort has been supported by contributions, during the development 
process, from a great many educators and content experts across the country as well as two additional national 
agencies, the Australian Institute of Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL), and Education Services Australia (ESA), 
which provides digital materials and supports for the new curriculum and for professional development. 

The Three Dimensions of the Australian Curriculum (courtesy: ACARA)
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Randall introduced the Australian curriculum as a cube, where each face represents a dimension of the curriculum. 
The curriculum spans from foundation level (kindergarten) to year 10, and covers the core disciplines. Disciplines are 
only one face of the cube, however. Turning the cube reveals seven general capabilities, cutting across the disciplines, 
and tipping it down shows the three cross-curriculum priorities. 

The general capabilities represent knowledge, skills, behaviours and dispositions that can be developed and applied 
across the curriculum to help students become successful learners, confident and creative individuals, and active and 
informed citizens. 

The cross-curriculum priorities represent domains of knowledge and skills that have been identified as being 
particularly important for young Australians growing up today. They represent an effort to more thoroughly integrate 
new knowledge areas, in recognition of the problem Fadel observed where too often new areas are an afterthought, 
languishing in miscellaneous areas of the curriculum and afforded no real time or instructional planning. 

Teachers across Australia now face the challenge to gradually shift their practice from a disciplinary focus to plan 
around the other dimensions of the curriculum. Meanwhile, ACARA is trying to work out how best to support this 
new teaching and learning with assessment. Australia currently has national assessment in numeracy and literacy, 
and many students face diploma assessments of some sort in key subjects before year 12. But ACARA knows they 
need to do more if assessment is to support the teaching of a wide range of complex knowledge, deep conceptual 
understanding, analytic capacity, writing, and synthesis from many disciplines. 

A greater emphasis on the capabilities could support this deeper, applied learning. Currently, the lack of assessment 
of the general capabilities or cross-curricular priorities affects how teachers prioritize these areas, illustrating the 
importance of viewing curriculum and assessment in relationship. But it is not easy to extend assessment to new areas. 
While there is support for the teaching and assessing, at least for formative purposes, of capabilities such as ‘critical 
and creative thinking’ there is contention about whether and how best to assess ‘ethical understanding’. Teachers do 
want some validating assessment to see the difference they are making, but before rushing into assessments, there  
is more work to be done to envisage what a particular capability looks like in the context of teaching and learning.  
In this respect, teacher preparation will be a key point to unlock all dimensions of the curriculum, as new practice can 
be developed in the context of research institutes and teacher practicums. 

Aside from investigating assessments in relation to the new curriculum dimensions, ACARA’s recent major effort has 
been to ‘close the loop’ between national assessment and curriculum. Now, following national testing, teachers 
receive descriptors for each of their students, showing where that student is in relation to the national assessment 
bands, and what this means about what they can do. The national ‘MySchool’ website has tried to shift focus away 
from comparisons of overall achievement to a focus on gains and growth for each child, recognizing the work of 
schools who make great progress with children who start off with gaps in their learning.

the South korean Case
monday, september 12th, 10.15 am

Professor Okhwa Lee of Chungbuk University in Seoul introduced efforts in South Korea to shift instructional systems 
away from a narrow focus on high performance to include wider dimensions of students’ development. 

Professor Lee opened the case by reflecting on the impact in Korea of the Battle of Go, on March 9th 2016, when 
the world Go champion was defeated by Google’s artificial intelligence, AlphaGo. For Korea – the home of Go but 
also a society that has flourished on the back of rapidly upgrading the population’s cognitive skills – the realization 
that machines can now make accurate, highly-complex decisions even more effectively than humans represents a 
compelling case for change in education. Developing children into young people with the capabilities of AI – supreme 
test takers – will not be enough to compete in labor markets when any AI can ace the equivalent of a standardized test. 

The Korea education system is now focused on ways to develop the creativity and autonomy of young people during 
their time at school. They are also concerned with the high levels of anxiety associated with preparation for exams.  
In response to these concerns, over the past two years the national agencies have been working together to phase in 
the ‘Free Semester Program’. The Free Semester is one semester during middle school where students have a reduced 
course load (from 33 to 21 hours per week) and more time for learning beyond the traditional curriculum. The goal 
is that this freedom provides opportunity for both students and teachers to experience different content areas, 
pedagogies, and learning environments. 
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Students continue to have subject-based lessons in the morning, but teachers are encouraged to focus on more 
hands-on activities, in a way that deviates from normal teaching practice. In the afternoons, students select or 
nominate a class focused on career options, sports, the arts, drama or any other domains they are keen to explore.

One goal of this program is to involve and draw on the support of all of the agencies involved in public education. 
Korea has eight government agencies that together are responsible for instructional systems, the first of which was 
the Korean Educational Development Institute (KEDI) founded in 1972 with support from USAID. In subsequent years 
that agency has been supplemented by KERIS, the Korean Educational Resource Information System, along with the 
System for Curriculum and Evaluation, the System for Vocational Education and Training, the System for Lifelong 
Educational Promotion, an Educational Broadcasting System, a Foundation for Science and Creativity, and the Korea 
Research Foundation. These organizations all work together to promote coherent education not only in K12, but also 
across lifelong learning. 

National agencies have provided a key piece of support for the Free Semester Program in the form of a platform, 
which connects activities and volunteers to schools to encourage teachers to branch out with their students to new 
experiences. KEDI is also providing support in the form of new instructional materials and professional development, 
including helping teachers to develop their own new curricula. Principals are being supported to give teachers the 
time and resources to create their own curriculum or take part in wider learning opportunities. The hope is that some 
of this pedagogical change will then spill over into the way teachers approach their teaching in other semesters. 

The suspension of usual testing during the semester has created space to try out new assessments, including 
measures of higher order capabilities such as collaboration or problem solving. These may be measures that 
eventually make their way across the system. 

response to the cases
monday, september 12th, 11.00 am

Tony Jackson, Vice-President of the Asia Society and Director of its Center for Global Education, provided a response 
to the two jurisdiction cases. 

Jackson proposed that it is one thing to create a highly aligned and coherent instructional system, but another to 
implement such a system effectively so that it results in desired student learning. In both Australia and South Korea, 
supports were created for the implementation of new instruction, not just to create alignment. But most of these 
supports focused on teachers. He encouraged us to see other actors, including parents, as part of the system that 
produces learning outcomes.

A coherent instructional system needs to be thought of as a moving picture, not a piece of art on the wall. This 
perspective draws our attention to the question of what makes the pieces move: what has to be done to motivate 
actors to enable it to move forward in the way we want it to move? This focus on motivation highlights the weakness 
of reforms which take a deficit view – what are we lacking and how can we change the system to supply those things 
– in contrast to those which take a more aspirational view – where do we want to go and how can we reorganize a 
system to get there? Jackson referenced a study carried out for the Asia Society by Professor Kai-Ming Cheng, which 
found that reforms which are successful are not those which take the deficit model and are designed to fix problems, 
but those which start by looking towards the future and focus on how to get there.

Jackson suggested that the Korean case poses a question to us: do systems move forward when actors within them 
have a taste of something different? Psychologists suggest that engaging in new behaviors can change attitudes. 
Perhaps there, as in Australia, a focus on how to teach for different outcomes in some sections of the curriculum  
will catalyze the broader spread of new pedagogies.
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transforming teaching through Design 
monday, september 12th, 1.30 pm

Jal Mehta, Associate Professor at HGSE, sought to re-orient the question of what attracts teachers by focusing on the 
quality of learning experiences in US schools for both teachers and students. In his five-year study of deeper learning 
in American high schools, Mehta has observed two key points that explain some of the challenges in attracting 
ambitious teachers to the classroom. 

Firstly, in the US there is a problem not only with student achievement, but also with engagement. By high school, 
when students should be engaging in their most challenging learning experiences, the majority of students are bored 
and disconnected from what is happening in their classrooms. This is indicated by a variety of evidence, from Gallup 
polls showing that while 70 percent of students in elementary school are engaged in school, only 36 percent of high 
school students are (not even including the high school dropouts), to the MET (Measures of Effective Teaching) study, 
which found that only in 1 in 5 classrooms are students asked to do any task more complex than having to recall or 
make basic applications of knowledge. Rarely are students asked to analyze complex questions or create new ideas 
or products. 

On 28th February 2015, the Hewlett Foundation carried out a ‘Shadow a Student’ challenge, asking teachers and 
education leaders to follow a student for a day and complete all the assignments they were asked to do. Reflections 
on the event showed the disconnect between the adult and student experience of education: educators were 
shocked at how boring, tiring and frustrating it is to sit for a whole day, other than shuffling between disconnected 
sessions. 

These reflections underpin Mehta’s second point: that we know a lot about how to impart knowledge and skills. 
Reflections on powerful learning experiences or studies of talent development indicate that deep learning tends to 
arise from being able to pursue interests; support in 1-to-1 or small group environments; and apprenticeship-style 
learning through observation and lots of trial and error. Yet despite having this knowledge, it is very difficult for 
schools to reorganize around different models of learning. For the most part, schools are enmeshed in doing what 
they always have done, and experiments are reserved for the fringes where they can have limited impact on the 
majority of young people or their time. Consequently, it is often in extra-curricular activities that we find the most 
powerful learning experiences for youth today. 

Given this tight complex of barriers, Mehta’s proposed route to transformed teaching is what he calls ‘human-centered 
systems design’: an approach to rethinking the systems that make up school from the perspective of the teachers 
and students who need to bring them to life. What this means in practice is that students and teachers should be 
part of solving problems, such as the problem of disengagement. Efforts to devise ‘solutions’ have to be ongoing 
improvement efforts within systems, rather than one-time design processes. The role of the leader is to create the 
space and support for these efforts to be owned by those who will be responsible for living them every day – students 
and teachers. 

At the core of this is the design process: a method that starts with empathy and involves a commitment to iteration 
– not sticking with the first solution but being open to testing ideas quickly and revising often. Empathy here means 
taking the perspective of those experiencing the system – as teachers did on the Shadow a Student day – and really 
trying to understand their feelings and reactions. This understanding forms a basis for a new definition of ‘the 
problem’ at hand and new ways of thinking about how the situation could be improved. 

Just as teachers can learn a lot from empathizing with students, so policymakers could learn a lot by taking the 
perspective of teachers. When creating new initiatives to attract new teachers or improve their practice, policymakers 
can ask themselves: am I creating the working conditions that a high-performing individual would want to work in? 
Am I providing opportunity for autonomy, challenges and developing competence (key aspects of motivation)? Is this 
profession organized to provide both the emotional and cognitive needs of emerging great teachers?

BuILDING BLOCk 5 AttrACt HIGHLy quALIfIED tEACHErS
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the New Zealand Case 
monday, september 12th, 2.00 pm

Graham Stoop, Chief Executive of the Education Council of New Zealand, introduced their approach to educational 
change and ongoing strengthening of the teaching profession. As a system that performs well above average on OECD 
PISA, New Zealand education leaders are focused on three systemic issues that prevent them from resting on any 
laurels. 

The first is the issue of poor equity: lower performance is concentrated among Maori and Pasifika students, indicating 
the system is not working well for them. The approach to tackling this challenge has been to focus on ‘Numbers, 
names, and needs’, that is, keeping track with good data; personalizing the problems and encouraging schools to 
know each underperforming student personally; and creating the supports so that each student’s needs can be 
met in terms of providing them with purpose and motivation. By identifying students individually, leaders can allow 
teachers to access resources for extra learning time for the student, or increased planning time for teachers. Teachers 
can also draw on whole family support through a coordinating body separate from schools.

The second challenge is that the system is still in the grips of the new public management approach introduced  
in the 1980s, which has led to fierce competition between schools. In order to promote more mutual responsibility 
in the system and a more collaborative approach to improvement, the Ministry has incentivized schools to create 
Communities of Learning, where 6–8 geographically-clustered schools come together, linking junior and secondary 
schools to create a ‘pathway of children’s learning’. These schools can then work together on lesson planning and 
share knowledge, resources and professional development. 

Finally, the third challenge is to continue to improve the status of the teaching profession: currently teaching is a 
third or fourth choice for students, and system leaders in New Zealand want to make it a top choice. On this third 
challenge, they have focused on creating a much stronger process of induction and mentoring in teachers’ first 
two years on the job. They also more actively seek to identify young people who have a disposition to teach and 
appropriate qualifications. In turn, they have raised the qualification requirements for becoming a teacher, signaling 
the true demands and status of the profession. 

The Communities of Learning provide new career pathways for teachers into curriculum development, professional 
development, or system leadership across a community of schools. As Fernando Reimers commented, there is great 
resonance between this approach and that of Singapore and Shanghai, in terms of teacher networking collaboratives 
and development.

In teacher education, there are seven main providers who train 90 percent of teachers across New Zealand. The Education  
Council is therefore working with those universities to come up with a common understanding of what preservice 
education should look like – albeit an understanding that does not constrain their academic freedom as a university. 

the finnish Case 
monday, september 12th, 2.45 pm

Jorma Kauppinen, Director of Basic Education at the Finnish National Board of Education (FNBE) and Aija Rinkinen, 
Counsellor of Education at FNBE introduced the context of education in Finland. As in New Zealand, they do not see 
themselves as a success because of high average scores on PISA, but because of other aspects of the system: a culture 
focused on equity; relatively small differences in performance between schools; a coherent, comprehensive system 
dating back to the 1970s; and high appreciation for teachers. 

The popularity of teaching as a career is ascribed to the framework for teacher education in Finland: all teachers must 
have five years of university-level training, involving a BA and MA, requirements which now apply also to early years 
educators. The program covers pedagogy and also research, and aims for a balance between practice and theory. 
Entry is highly competitive, involving a selection mechanism that assesses both academic preparedness and also 
personal suitability and motivation. 

This selection mechanism serves as one of the most controlled points in the system. Once a student-teacher has 
qualified, they then do not have to face inspection, standardized tests, or competency assessments to maintain 
accreditation. There are no mandated instructional materials. Local municipalities set standards, however, and 
teachers have to abide by those. Although the salary is average, teacher retention is high. 
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Professional development is managed through unions and local collective agreements: teachers have to participate 
in between one and five days annually, depending on the locality. This can be supplemented by government-funded 
professional development and lifelong learning opportunities in the form of mentoring and academic qualifications. 

As Kauppinen explained, the education system does not wish to stand still and is very oriented towards continued 
evolution. The recent renewal of the National Core Curriculum introduces a focus on cross-curricular (or ‘transversal’) 
competences including learning-to-learn and skills in interaction and expression. Moreover, the government is 
currently focused on a goal to make Finland a leading country of future learning and inspiring education. This involves 
efforts to develop new pedagogies, new learning environments, and the digitization of education. Although there 
has recently been an election and change of government, this strategy has remained in place, and is administered 
through the Finnish National Board of Education, an arms-length body that can engage in long-term planning. 

A current key initiative is to increase the amount of inservice learning teachers receive, in recognition that there are 
still big disparities in the skills of teachers when they graduate, particularly when it comes to supporting development 
of the transversal competences. Programs receiving extra funding include a provision for tutors and more professional 
development for uses of technology in education. 

There have been some efforts to shift teacher education to align with the new curriculum, but for the most part 
universities are free to choose how they prepare student-teachers. Each of the eight universities undertaking teacher 
education was involved as representatives in the national working group on the curriculum, so the Board hopes they 
will be committed to seeing through on its goals.

The shift to the new curriculum nevertheless represents a conundrum for the trust-based approach to system 
leadership that is so valuable in Finland: evolution will depend on current and future teachers taking up the challenge 
of the new shape of the curriculum and finding ways to deliver on it. There are no levers the center can pull to 
incentivize that shift. 

One effort to promote positive changes is the Lighthouse Network: this is a network of regional groups responsible  
for spreading good pedagogical innovations in their own area. One of the main innovations they will be spreading  
is methods to assess the seven transversal competences in the context of each academic subject. 

response to the cases 
monday, september 12th, 3.30 pm

Stephanie Hirsh, Executive Director of Learning Forward, provided a response to the two preceding presentations. 
Learning Forward is a professional association which includes teachers and government representatives. It has 10,000 
paying members, and a further 40,000 access free online resources across over 40 US states, 4–5 provinces in Canada, 
and one affiliate in India. 

Hirsch reflected that in both New Zealand and Finland there has been explicit effort to upgrade the status of the 
teaching profession, primarily with a focus on the quality of learning teachers receive in their preparation programs. 
Learning Forward has a focus on inservice learning and has tried to promote learning experiences worthy of a 
profession of teaching. This commitment is embodied in the Learning Forward Standards for Professional Learning, 
which have been endorsed by all their member associations. 

Learning Forward has tried to make teaching a more attractive experience in its contexts by promoting a more 
collaborative model of professionalism. They are motivated by the evidence that in the US, there is a greater 
difference of quality of teaching within school than across schools, indicating need for much greater sharing and 
supportive practice amongst teachers within schools. Hirsh warned that increasing mandated professional learning 
hours, under consideration in Finland, does not seem to promote high-quality experiences because it cannot solve 
the challenge of how to integrate professional learning into everyday practice. 

Ideally, ‘learning communities’ create professional capital among members of a team by developing a shared 
vision and supporting work through protocols. Yet in surveys of teachers, learning communities rank second from 
the bottom in terms of how teachers want to learn. Too often, it seems, learning communities get hijacked by 
administrators and become staff meetings. Ultimately, there are no shortcuts to developing professionalism. 
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the massachusetts Case
monday, september 12th, 6.30 pm

At the symposium dinner, Commissioner of Education Mitchell Chester and Associate Commissioner Heather Peske 
provided an introduced to the history of education reform efforts in Massachusetts and the state’s current challenge. 
Massachusetts was one of the first states in the US to embark on an ambitious system-wide reform effort in the early 
1990s, centered on the passing of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993. Integral to this effort was the 
work of state board member and MBAE executive director, Paul Reville, and his colleagues, led by Jack Rennie, at the 
Massachusetts Business Alliance for Education. This report was written at a time when the state was emerging from a 
major fiscal crisis, and there was great inequity in the levels of funding across districts. The report provided necessary 
impetus for major reform, as well as a platform to include in the conversations about education a wider range of 
stakeholders. These engagement efforts proved crucial in passing an Act that introduced not only increased state-
level funding for schools, but more challenging academic standards and a new system of statewide assessments. 

Massachusetts has capitalized on that strong foundation and is regularly recognized as the highest performing state 
in the US, both in OECD PISA and in the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP). As Chester confirmed, 
however, there is much work to be done. While there has been overall improvement in attainment, substantial 
disparities persist between groups by race and by class. In particular, there are substantial differences in achievement 
by school and between classrooms within schools, prompting a major focus on identifying and supporting struggling 
schools and struggling teachers. 

A central challenge in these efforts is striking the right balance between state-level support and local control. 
Massachusetts is made up of 404 school districts – more than in the whole of Finland and over six times as many 
as the province of British Columbia – which range in size from over 50,000 students in the Boston Public Schools to 
under 500 in North Brookfield. While all districts use common academic standards (now the Common Core), each 
district details their own local curricula, teacher evaluation, and professional development arrangements. Providing 
supports that are appropriate for these very different contexts requires a level of flexibility and strategic thinking 
about where and how to allocate resources. As the Department of Education eyes the future and works to support 
increased personalization of teaching and learning opportunities, they foresee adopting quite different strategies 
from the top-down reforms that have served them in the past. 
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A foundation Perspective 
tuesday, september 13th, 8.30 am

Valtencir Mendes and Monica Nadal of the Jaume Bofill Foundation in Barcelona introduced their efforts to support 
educational change across the city and the wider region of Catalonia. 

The Jaume Bofill Foundation sees their role as a catalyst: what is the maximum reaction they can create in the 
system through minimal input? Rather than leading major incremental change, they are trying to instigate more 
transformative change. This requires them to relinquish control of the direction of change, but they believe this path 
will be more impactful in the long term. Their goal is to seed grassroots innovation. A big part of their work is to link 
together potential key actors and make innovative teachers and school leaders known to each other, so they have 
created a website with a ‘Who’s who’ in innovation in education. 

With this strategy, the power of the foundation is not money, but the way they can engage with stakeholders. They aim 
to provoke a more precise debate to advance new ideas about what is possible in schools and in learning, in response 
to the challenges we face as societies. They are focused on designing projects that bring people together around 
particular goals. These include: transforming learning environments; family engagement; broadening extra-curricular 
educational activities to all children; and ensuring preparation and access to further education to respond to the 
dropout crisis and high unemployment. 

They are working with like-minded partners to maximize their impact, such as with the OECD Center for Educational 
Research and Innovation (CERI) on innovative pedagogies, or with the biggest bank in Catalonia, with the Ministry of 
Education, or the Association of Parents. Through their work identifying school leaders who are already working on 
transformation, they have now identified 26 innovative schools to sit at the center of a network of 500 schools they 
are working with across Catalonia. With this effort, they have managed to spread a strong narrative about system 
transformation, getting everyone from teachers to the President talking about new possibilities in education.

An NGO Perspective 
tuesday, september 13th, 8.45 am

Paul Reville, Professor of Practice at HGSE and former Secretary of State for Education in Massachusetts, introduced 
the work of the Education Redesign Lab, founded at Harvard in 2014.

Professor Reville described how the goal of No Child Left Behind in 2001, and before that of the Massachusetts 
Education Reform Act in 1993, was ‘all means all’. He now believes that it was naïve to aim for that goal without 
creating structures for support around schools. This means taking poverty seriously, building social capital explicitly, 
and continuing the efforts to create more optimal models of a school to maximize learning for all. This strategy is 
based on the evidence that while there is great variation in average achievement levels in schools in low-income 
contexts – indicating that some school designs and teaching practices may be more powerful than others – there 
remains overall an ‘ironclad correlation’ between growing up in poverty and educational outcomes, indicating that 
resolutions need to be sought outside schools. 

The Lab is now working with six cities to develop systems – not just schools – that can deliver on ‘all means all’.  
These efforts are focused around three design principles of new systems:

• Personalize learning – customize to the needs of every child.

• Integrate services – bring together education with health and social services, so that different service systems  
are aligned and educators can be relieved of problems they cannot solve.

• Out-of-school learning – provide all kids with access to powerful and developmentally important learning 
opportunities.

These strategies are meant to build on, as opposed to replace, efforts of the past such as standards-based reform:  
as Reville put it, those were the right strategies, but were insufficient.

BuILDING BLOCk 6 rEDESIGN SCHOOLS tO ENABLE  
PrOfESSIONALISm AND CONtINuOuS ImPrOvEmENt
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the future of Learning 
tuesday, september 13th, 9.00 am

Richard Elmore, Research Professor of Educational Leadership, introduced a range of new concerns for thinking 
about the future of education and of the teaching profession. 

Elmore situated this interjection in terms of the prospects for further professionalizing teaching. One avenue is to 
think more seriously about taking practices of longer-standing professions such as medicine and law and converting 
those into practices for educators. He noted how teacher preparation compares to the process of socializing and 
supporting young attorneys when they enter a law firm. In that example, the induction is not a formal program, it is 
part of the everyday work and it is something senior members take seriously and make time for. Integrating some of 
these professional practices into teaching was the thinking behind instructional rounds. Unfortunately, this is just one 
of many of the professional learning offerings that educators enjoy that have had limited demonstrated impact on the 
field of education. While Elmore continues to support these efforts to use clinical practice approaches in improving 
instruction in reading, math, and social studies, he views this as ‘palliative care for a dying institution’ – that is, school. 

Elmore proposed that neuroscience might provide ways to think about the future of learning in different terms. If we 
are ‘wired for learning’, adoptions of the plethora of new learning opportunities available online should only grow, 
but we should not expect it to look like or follow the structure of the learning we have tried to create in schools. 
Elmore proposes that most of the important developments in the ‘learning sector’ are going to be things over which 
public education leaders have no control. And this may be a cause for concern if they stand to increase the already 
substantial inequities in learning opportunities.

The potential for public education institutions to adapt to the new learning sector are slim. Institutions are collections 
of organizations that have evolved in self-interested relationships with each other. It is very difficult for them to admit 
that there is any problem that the existing constellation cannot solve; instead they develop a discourse dominated 
by intentions and aspirations, always developing new plans and promises. If we believe institutional sociologists, at 
some level all consequences of a system are consistent with the existing network of incentives; all outcomes have a 
completely rational explanation. Thus the resistance to real change arises directly from the misaligned incentives and 
interests at work in public education systems: when we look closely at the way teaching and learning is organized and 
at the objectives of public education, we see that learning is a distant fourth after custody, control, and attainment. 
The hyper-institutionalization of schooling – where schools exist not to increase all learning but to replicate 
established practices – was only exacerbated as philanthropic interests were brought in line with government 
priorities for order and delivery of established outcomes. 

In the future, we may then see a divergence between the institutions of school that prioritize order and compliance, 
and the learning sector. The learning sector is growing, but it does not play by the rules of school. Where schools are 
constrained by established norms and physical factors, the learning sector is highly mobile and has the potential to 
be much more efficient – at least in terms of delivery. For example, through HarvardX, Elmore teaches 90,000 people, 
more than he has taught in person throughout a four-decade career. The impact of any of this delivery is unknown, 
but as yet, the learning sector does not really care about impact; the only metric it gathers is whether students are 
interested enough to continue watching. The learning sector cares about engagement.

Gradually, perhaps, we will see a shift in the orientation of learning and education from attainment to competence. 
The schooling sector may act as a complement to the learning sector, or it may act to stave off the encroachment of 
the learning sector on the schooling sector, but, according to Elmore, designing the schooling sector to enable the 
full integration of the learning sector is not going to happen. The institutional forces that direct the focus of schooling 
away from learning are simply too strong. 
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the South African Case
tuesday, september 13th, 9.30 am

Godwin Khosa, Chief Executive of the National Education Collaboration Trust introduced their efforts to accelerate 
school improvement and support the teaching profession in South Africa. 

The National Education Collaboration Trust (NECT) sits outside government: it is a place for government, labor (70 
percent of South Africa’s teachers are part of teachers’ unions), civil society and business employers to work together 
on neutral ground. In a two-year process, NECT has worked with this cross-sectional group to develop a communal 
plan, with a 15–17-year outlook. This process brings everyone onto the same page with a shared vision. They have 
also worked in line with South Africa’s National Development Plan 2030, which includes a chapter dedicated to 
education and training. 

In this work, NECT has established agreement that the government needs to get back in the driver’s seat of evolving  
education. Corporate Social investment has a long history of supporting education improvement but in uncoordinated  
and inefficient ways, so NECT supports government as the anchor and stabilizer of reform, while other partners are 
responsible for innovation and acceleration. Private sector members have agreed to setting aside 0.004% of their 
market capitalisation to support the improvement program. That will be used as a means to demonstrate how  
to design and test innovations with the entire system in mind.

The communal plan includes a focus on the holistic welfare of learners, drawing attention to the question of whether 
students are prepared mentally and physically to benefit from educational opportunities. This strategy is determined 
by their context where, of 24,000 schools in South Africa, only 20 percent are considered to be performing well. Most of 
those are in areas where they serve historically advantaged groups. While some of the black middle class has moved 
into the communities and has access to these schools, the majority of the schools that serve poorer, black South 
Africans in rural communities are struggling. There are huge expectations being placed on teachers to compensate for 
the inequities of the past, when many of these teachers were themselves poorly educated and trained. 

Any effort to develop teachers also has to work in a highly politicized environment: unions had a major role in the end 
of the apartheid era and remain strong and politically involved. There are 30 different organizations that hold sway 
over professionalization. Among their efforts, NECT is therefore working with the unions on professional development 
initiatives. Their main effort is to try to build up the demand for professional learning – in the past, they have offered 
workshops, but there was insignificant change in professional practice and the implementation of new skills in 
classrooms. 

Lynn van der Elst, Chief Executive of MIET Africa and a member of NECT, described additional efforts to support 
vulnerable children. Teachers are overwhelmed and find it difficult to respond to classes of 60 learners, where many 
are ill, hungry or suffering from abuse. While there are many NGOs willing to offer services to schools, these efforts 
need to be coordinated and integrated properly into systems. MIET Africa works with government to strengthen 
teacher capacity to identify needs and ensure children get the right supports. 

As part of this effort they are piloting an ‘ecological approach’ to educational improvement, testing out components 
which might be integrated into school systems. In this model, every school has a support team made up of teachers 
and community members. The combined team is chaired by the school principal, who acquires a new mandate to 
convene services in health and social development, as well as community and business partners. In South Africa, 
MIET Africa works across five provinces and in the SADC region, with all 15 Member States. The organisation has 
assisted SADC to develop a Policy Framework to guide Member States in the integration of care and support into 
their education systems. Some of their early efforts have shown strong results. A three-year study aimed at enabling 
adolescent girls to complete their schooling resulted in a 30% decrease in pregnancy and 36 percent decrease in 
dropouts. 

Van der Elst sees these efforts as vital to allow teachers to be professionals and to focus on teaching and learning, 
without having to ignore the holistic needs of children. She believes that the next generation of teachers will be more 
prepared to handle the ‘whole child’ aspect of teaching, but they will still need to be supported by wider systems. 
Teachers can only engage fully in the human interaction at the core of teaching and learning if they are confident that 
wherever necessary they can access additional resources to meet a child’s psychological, physical and social needs.
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the British Columbian Case
tuesday, september 13th, 10.15 am

Rod Allen, Superintendent of Cowichan Valley School District, and Jennifer McCrea, Assistant Deputy Minister of 
BC, described the province’s five-year effort to rethink the structure of teaching and learning in schools. The formal 
aspect of this work has been the redesign of the provincial curriculum, which has now led into a redesign of provincial 
assessment and graduation processes. Beneath this, however, is an effort to refocus the institution of schooling on 
learning. 

Part of the motivation for this set of changes was that, despite the fact BC has been high-performing for some time – 
on PISA 2012, it was the highest-performing English-speaking jurisdiction in the world – parents in the province have 
the least confidence in public education out of all provinces in Canada. There is a relative consensus that schools 
are not preparing students adequately for the world to come; system leaders and many teachers share a belief that 
if it is no longer so important what you know but what you do with what you know, schooling really has to look quite 
different. Hence, their conclusion: getting better is not enough, they have to get different. 

Another motivation for change was the move across the province to full-inclusion classrooms, allowing all children 
to learn together regardless of special educational needs. This was based on a belief that there are really no ‘typical 
learners’: all learners have particular needs, and ‘teaching to the middle’ simply missed too many kids. 

In order to get to deeper understanding for every student, they had to agree to strip back some of the learning 
outcomes across the curriculum. Teachers were telling the Ministry they were spending so much time on coverage, 
they had no time to focus on understanding. These kinds of exchanges between teachers and the Ministry were 
enabled by the province’s teachers’ union. The relationship between the government and the union has often been 
very difficult, but they have realized that when it comes to discussions of learning, they are in agreement on most 
things, and that they could not make progress unless they found some way to work together. 

In the creation of the new curriculum, the Ministry had only 10 people working internally on curriculum and 
assessment; the vast majority of the work was done by utilizing the expertise of teachers, selected in collaboration 
with the BCTF. One criterion for teachers to join writing teams was to agree to talk to others in their schools in 
departmental meetings about the collective decisions, and in turn bring back views from schools to the center.  
In a very real way, therefore, the curriculum was co-constructed through the work of teachers and the government. 

An important part of this way of thinking has been for government to see itself as an enabler, not driver, of change: 
the Ministry recognizes it cannot force anybody to do anything they don’t want to do. The role of the government as 
enabler is simplified, however, by the fact it has a clear leadership role: in BC all funding from districts is passed in to 
the province which then redistributes on an equity basis. Philanthropy has a minimal role, as does business. 

The real drivers of change are the relationships between educators at different levels of the system. Educators in 
leadership positions try to keep their discussions focused as much as possible on kids and learning so that students’ 
needs are the lodestar in directing change. An orienting goal is: what would it take to get every learner leaving school 
as curious as when they arrive? Discussions are also guided by the ‘First Peoples Principles of Learning’ created by 
representatives of First Nations across the province. These provide a different perspective on learning from that 
entrenched in the institutional culture of school bureaucracies. The principles include a focus on the value of patience 
and taking time; on exploration of identity; multigenerational learning; and recognizing the consequences of actions. 
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response to the Cases 
tuesday, september 13th, 11.00 am

David Istance, Senior Analyst at the OECD and director of the Innovative Learning Environments (ILE) project, 
provided a response to the morning’s presentation. He observed that both presentations are compelling arguments 
for recreating the conditions of learning to enable teachers to work more effectively and innovatively. Placing learning 
at the center of conversations about the future of schooling is very much in line with the ILE work. In this project they 
have recognized that redesigning learning environments and professional learning go very much hand-in-hand: one 
cannot evolve without the other. 

Building Block 6 focuses on integrating both professional learning and career progression into the daily life of schools. 
One of the new roles in a newly differentiated teaching profession that would allow for greater career progression 
is that of the learning designer. Istance described the Austrian case of creating a ‘cadre’ of ‘learning designers’: 
teachers who had responsibility for innovation in each school. A specialized institute for learning designers created 
professional development opportunities, and ensured networking between them, including involvement of school 
leaders. These kinds of new roles can prove very attractive to those considering teaching as a profession. 

Istance also reflected on the morning’s discussion in relation to the OECD’s past work on future scenarios for the 
teaching profession. These scenarios problematized the question of the location of learning: in the future, should we 
see schools as focused learning organizations, monopolizing opportunities for learning (and ensuring that all children 
receive some), or as social centers, providing access to core social services. Perhaps it is both of these, which again 
suggests the need for some differentiation of the teaching profession, specializing in different kinds of roles. 

The British Columbia “Concept - Based , Competency-Driven Model”
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See the wood, not just the trees 

The exchange of ideas across international boundaries always comes with risk of reducing 
intricate and embedded policy designs to one-shot solutions. As participants discussed, 
no single policy or even set of policies can be passed from one system to another as a 
silver bullet. The key message of NCEE’s research is that a strong system calls for many 
different parts that are working to the same tune. We learnt from the overlap of our 
discussions that the building blocks cannot be viewed in isolation, but as components  
of a coherent system. 

Over the course of the meeting, we adjusted the way we thought about coherent systems. Tony Jackson stressed that 
in looking at a system we should aim to see a moving picture, not a still image. We should focus on the way a system 
is implemented, not in getting all the parts so perfectly aligned that they cannot move and evolve. Participants raised 
the importance of seeing school systems within their historical contexts. While the 9 Building Blocks appear across 
systems with some variety of economic and societal arrangements, each of those systems may have reached that 
point by a different path, and might be going somewhere different in the future. 

Richard Elmore’s comments raised the importance of understanding the historical evolution of a system in order to 
see how functions that once served a purpose may now be holding us back. Education systems are not made up of 
clean components but of institutions, draped in potentially outdated beliefs and entrenched interests. Changing one 
part of a system is a social and not a mechanical process, and can often end up with a recongealing of prior structures 
and little long-lasting change. On the other hand, in achieving collective goals institutions (both formal and informal) 
play a vital role because they enable shared understandings and can protect important value-based outcomes.  
We should be wary of heaping too much criticism on public education systems when the fully market-based systems 
waiting to replace them are unproven with respect to equity and inclusivity. 

multiple goals require ecosystems

During the course of the meeting, participants were asked to provide a personal vision 
of what they would like our education system to achieve. These lists stressed that all 
system leaders have visions of education as something holistic and humanistic, preparing 
students to be good citizens and even changemakers as well as good workers. 

When it is optimized, a system works towards one goal or set of outcomes. But if the 
goals of education are multiple, and if they are going to look somewhat different for each 

student, we need to think in terms of ecosystems rather than systems: platforms that can support many different 
kinds of ‘life’ as opposed to systems that provide one output. During the course of the event, we discussed two 
different kinds of ecosystems that might support the full range of educational purposes we as societies have: an 
ecosystem for social supports and an ecosystem for out-of-school learning. 

Ecosystems for social supports
The need for ecosystems of social supports arises from the recognition that schools meet the needs of the whole child. 
But few schools are equipped to provide for the full range of needs children bring with them to school. Right from the 
early years, children and their parents can benefit from additional social supports and stimuli. These supports may 
be provided organically by communities and existing social networks, but where they are not the state can play a role 
as a broker and potentially funder of additional services or opportunities. These can be relevant throughout a child’s 
time at school, broadening to include extra-curricular opportunities that allow all children to experiences the Arts, 
sports, and other human practices, and engage with their community and wider world in person as well as through 
a screen. We think of this network of opportunities as an ecosystem because it is composed of a great many different 
kinds of organizations, actors and services, and different ones are going to be relevant to different children. Making 
matches is the role of the school – and of the child and their parents – but system leaders can play a role in designing 
a platform for that ecosystem which might take the form of particular brokering services, regulations or funding 
streams. 

Some of this ecosystem building is already happening. The Education Redesign Lab, introduced by Paul Reville, is an 
overt recognition of the need for this kind of ecosystem of social supports. After 25 years of intensive education reform 
efforts in Massachusetts, Reville and his colleagues recognized that schools cannot do it alone. As such, they see the 
need for ‘a new engine’ for public education, one that can take seriously the challenges created by poverty and seek 
to mitigate those so they are not interminable barriers for children in the classroom. In other words, this is a return to 
the issue of ‘opportunity to learn’. What does it take to really make sure every child has a decent opportunity to learn? 

INSIGHtS

‘The factor of system 
coherence is more important 
than any specific policy.’
Marc Tucker

‘It’s employability and life, 
not just employability.’
Charles Fadel



G E L P/ N C E E  I N t E r N at I o N a L  S y m P o S I u m  r E P o rt18

To develop feasible models, they are doing deep field work in a number of cities, working with mayors who have  
a vision of their responsibilities related to public education.

This approach resonated with the participants from South Africa, who have been working with an explicitly ecological 
lens to create support systems around schools that can meet the broader needs of children. For Lynn van der Elst, 
the motivation to focus on whole child development is straightforward: ‘Learning is about human interaction, and 
if you’re a teacher, you cannot not be emotionally impacted by the story of your learners sitting in your classroom.’ 
Along with providing a wider system of support, they focus teacher training on preparing teachers to cope with and 
have responses to the social and emotional challenges they will meet in their classrooms. 

Ecosystems for out-of-school and work-based learning
Prompted by Michael Stevenson’s vision of creating talent and innovation ecosystems around universities, the 
second kind of ecosystem we discussed is an ecosystem of work experience and training. Aspects of this discussion 
are relevant to general education but in particular to the upper secondary or tertiary phase of education. Currently, 
while the direction of employment towards increasingly service-based sectors points to the need for general, flexible 
skills, there is also increased demand for higher level specialized skills in a wide variety of industries. Our education 
systems cannot orientate towards one type of endpoint for all young people and so the transition point from 
education into work needs to broaden and multiply, providing new paths and opportunities for young people to 
develop the interests and motivations to take them onto higher level study of various kinds. Much of this study might 
be carried out more productively in the workplace, and many systems are already trying to reinvent apprenticeship 
programs for new sectors, recognizing the value of this time-tested way of learning – when it is sufficiently supported 
by state institutions and employers. An ecosystem of work-based learning opportunities would allow young people to 
experience and learn about different sectors and styles of employment while still in school, sparking motivation and 
providing more opportunity to learn from a wider variety of adult models. 

An outstanding question is who is best placed to provide the platform for such an ecosystem. This might be a university, 
or a regional development body working on behalf of businesses or government. A key question will be how to ensure 
these ecosystems work well on behalf of young people – and quite possibly adults moving into new areas of work. 

South Korea’s ‘Free Semester Program’ represents an example of this second kind of ecosystem. To support implementation, 
the Korea Foundation for the Advancement of Science and Creativity (KOFAC) has created a platform linking school 
students with many kinds of work experience and extra-curricular learning opportunities. The Free Semester Program 
started out with a pilot in 2013, and was due to scale to the full system in 2017. But it has already been adopted by 
all middle schools, in recognition of the valuable opportunities it offers for students to experience learning outside 
classrooms, to discover potential passions or career paths, and to focus on something other than exam preparation. 

British Columbia is also trying to create more space for different kinds of learning in upper secondary by removing 
some of the traditional graduation processes. They have invited the post-secondary sector to work with them on the 
design of new exams, ensuring they get what they need to make selection as fair as possible, while creating more 
space for students to learn deeply right to the end of grade 12. As Bob Schwartz pointed out, the spread of early 
college high schools in the US represents a similar movement, where schools are trying to make 12th grade a more 
productive learning time that students can use to explore college-level learning. 

time to focus on the ‘what’. Or, curriculum matters 

In his opening remarks, Marc Tucker proposed that jurisdictions that are best at 
improving in education have a consensus on ‘the what’ of learning, typically in the form 
of widely respected national or state curriculum documents. Without this consensus it 
is very difficult for the different parts of a system to coordinate. A curriculum does not 
need to spell out everything – indeed, as many jurisdictions have learned, a packed 
curriculum backfires because teachers can never ‘cover’ it – but it can provide the 
framework around which a learning ecosystem grows. 

Trying to rethink curriculum raises many of its own questions. Charles Fadel of the Center for Curriculum Redesign led 
us through a small slice of the work the center has been carrying out to rethink curriculum structures. They have been 
doing the heavy lifting in terms of sifting through the knowledge domains and content that does and doesn’t make it 
onto the majority of national curricula, and asking the important questions about what should stay and what might go.  
Fadel asked us to consider what kind of criteria we would use to make these kinds of decisions. For example, is there  
a systematic way of identifying the concepts and meta-concepts within each discipline that have the most transfer? 

‘We can’t get to understanding 
with 92 outcomes for English 
Language Arts in grade 2.’
Rod Allen
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Fadel also pressed us to think about how curricula might incorporate the new bodies of knowledge and skills that 
cut across others, from design thinking to global literacy. Australia’s effort to create a ‘three-dimensional’ curriculum 
represented one way of incorporating new knowledge areas. The challenge remains as to how to best prepare and 
support teachers to provide instruction in those areas. 

Beyond new knowledge areas, many different jurisdictions are trying to incorporate new dimensions of competencies 
or skills into curricula, including Finland and British Columbia. Likewise Claudia Costin, describing educational 
improvement in Latin America, commented on the widespread agreement that ‘it’s not enough to teach literacy and 
numeracy’ and ongoing conversations about what comprises the other relevant competencies: ‘certainly problem 
solving, critical thinking, and learning to learn’. OECD 2030, introduced by Michael Stevenson, is an effort to support 
countries that are trying to make their curricula multidimensional, addressing not only knowledge but a wider range 
of social and personal competencies. 

the role of PISA 
Developing a new answer to the ‘what’ of learning is a challenge when jurisdictions remain under pressure to deliver 
on existing metrics. Many of the systems around the table have been labeled ‘high-performing’, and yet now they are 
in the process of modernizing their systems – including introducing new curricula that better reflect the contemporary 
world and expanding student opportunities for learning outside the classroom – in ways that might not necessarily 
show up in higher PISA scores. Godwin Khosa pointed out that in the case of South Africa, international comparisons 
mean that their policymakers are only concerned with math and literacy outcomes; they would never seek to monitor 
and improve whole child outcomes. PISA’s current measures capture just one dimension of what it means to be 
a well-educated citizen: the ability to apply knowledge of language, math and science to solve problems. But the 
system leaders at this meeting say that to be successful students are going to need more than math and literacy. BC 
offered the example that parents in their province currently have very low confidence in public education. No matter 
what the PISA scores say, they sense that it is not preparing their children for the modern world.

One of the things PISA does not necessarily capture is deep knowledge in a content area. Several participants made 
references to the notion of ‘T-shaped’ or ‘m-shaped’ people: those who have broad general knowledge or cross-
functional knowledge, combined with deep expertise in one or more domains. Currently, curricula and institutional 
structures tend to push towards either generality or specialization in one area or skill. For too many students their 
school experience is either too general or too specialized. 

Michael Stevenson raised the question of ‘how PISA should evolve’ in line with the recognition that ‘central 
policymakers are less likely to be the agents of improvement than school leaders and teachers’. This will be an 
important question for the OECD in the years ahead, but also for system leaders considering how to frame PISA results 
for their staff and public stakeholders. 

Creating space for curriculum 
PISA is not the only constraint for systems trying to weigh up the content and skills that comprise the focus of public 
education. In recent years, many jurisdictions have seen curriculum overwhelmed by accountability requirements 
or high-stakes testing, with the latter driving the former. Charles Fadel referred to college entrance requirements 
as the ‘big villain’, which bias education systems towards particular bodies of knowledge represented in university 
departments, but neglect many other emerging domains. 

For a curriculum to be strong enough to resist the narrowing forces of a testing focus, it has to have broad public 
support and, most importantly, be valued by the teachers who are making the day-to-day decisions about what 
to focus on. To do this, British Columbia has redesigned their curriculum in a process strongly led by the teaching 
profession. Rod Allen, former Assistant Deputy Minister at the BC Ministry of Education, described how they had made 
a conscious effort to move away from their previous processes of designing curriculum in-house and then circulating 
it ‘for consultation’. As he said, ‘…‘consultation’ is if you already have the new curriculum printed and shrink-wrapped 
in the basement’. 
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In times of disruption, split the screen

A number of system leaders around the table find themselves in a similar 
position of trying to usher in a new curriculum with new learning goals, 
while also monitoring improvement according to old metrics. They find 
this situation calls for a ‘split screen’ approach: improving against existing 
metrics in one screen, while innovating to meet new goals in another. 

There was widespread agreement that the demand for new learning 
goals is real. Marc Tucker noted in his opening remarks that in the age of 

automation and globalization, countries that once built strong industrial economies on the back of manufacturing 
are having ‘to rethink’. Charles Fadel and Okhwa Lee were among those who added additional urgency to this 
message. We should not just be talking about automation, they argued, but taking seriously the power of A.I. to alter 
both the shape and scale of employment in many service sectors as well as manufacturing. Professor Lee described 
the shock of the Battle of Go as comparable to the shock to US in the wake of Sputnik, both occasions where a nation 
that has taken pride in its preeminent stock of cognitive capabilities sees itself outstripped by a competitor.  
The only difference is this time that competitor is technology-based, with great potential to continue on a trajectory  
of exponential improvement. 

Richard Elmore proposed that the advance of technology – as well as the failures of school reform – should be 
causing us to step back and rethink the entire structure of schools. Increasingly, cognitive science points to a new 
picture of learning that calls for quite different kinds of supports and structures. We know that the qualities of good 
learning environments can be difficult to create within the current organizational structures of schools, and those 
structures persist only because they are expected. As Professor Elmore pointed out, the basic blueprint of schooling 
has been around for a long time, and is institutionalized around the world. The very fact that we can report on 
education systems using common headings may be a sign that we are too stuck. What are the new categories we  
can use to get us out of this gridlock?

For the public system leaders around the table, a sudden shift to an entirely new system structure is not exactly an 
option. Children still need somewhere to go each day, and in many cases it is not at all clear that their systems are as 
broken as some claim. Many of the high-performing systems around the table are gearing up to prove themselves in 
terms of their adaptive potential.

Consequently, many of these system leaders see themselves as working across two screens: one focused on 
improving the existing systems, and one dedicated to innovating learning environments and creating new and very 
different educational opportunities for young people. Godwin Khosa of the National Education Collaboration Trust in 
South Africa described how, while they are trying to create space for innovation of new models, their priority has to be 
providing foundational learning opportunities. 

In British Columbia, some of the second screen is being brought into the mainstream system by stripping back the 
curriculum to essential ‘big ideas’ and competencies, enabling teachers to engage students in different kinds of 
learning. The Ministry has committed to removing barriers to innovation, encouraging teachers and students to  
‘think beyond courses’ and work towards more authentic assessments. 

Another focal point for the second screen might be the work of foundations that are able to work outside the current 
system. The Jaume Bofill Foundation provided a model in their shift in strategy from a focus on ‘education reform’ 
to thinking in terms of innovation at the micro, meso and macro levels of education systems. This means finding 
‘catalyzing processes’ at the classroom, network and system level, points where a relatively small intervention or 
program can create a bigger reaction in terms of awareness amongst the public and the profession and demand for 
new opportunities. 

the role of accountability in times of transition 

A major challenge recognized around the table was how to promote 
innovation towards new way of learning, while maintaining accountability 
for improving the existing learning system. System leaders had very different 
attitudes towards the role of accountability: in Finland and New Zealand, 
they are trying to stick with a high-trust model that attracts teachers to 
the profession; in other systems, the thought of removing any layer of 
accountability seems inconceivable. 

‘Maybe we place too much emphasis 
on accountability, and not enough on 
capacity-building.’
Heather Peske  

‘How do we incrementally improve, 
while also doing more of the things we 
know are developmentally appropriate?’
Bob Schwartz  
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Processes for teacher evaluation were high on some participants’ minds as the state of Massachusetts is currently 
debating its approach. A number of jurisdictions had strong feelings about what teacher evaluation can and cannot 
achieve. Some proposed that evaluation did not seem to be the best route for either removing ‘bad’ teachers – because 
it was too difficult to prove incompetence – or for improving teachers, because the context of evaluation gets in 
the way of real professional learning. Rod Allen reflected that in British Columbia, since getting rid of ‘the spectre of 
evaluation’, teachers have been much more willing to engage in professional development conversations with their 
principals, inviting them into their classrooms. 

Another approach to pursuing teacher improvement is through the supply of professional learning. But participants 
from South Africa and the US exchanged ideas on the challenge of creating professional learning opportunities that 
teachers will actually use. As Stephanie Hirsh of Learning Forward reminded us, the market for professional learning 
in the US is an $18 billion market. There are a huge number of options for teachers but it is very unclear whether 
that range of choice is in the best interests of students or teachers or which of those is really worthwhile. Godwin 
Khosa agreed that funding for professional development has often not been used effectively, such as in the case of 
technology purchases that were not coupled with sufficient professional learning. He described how in South Africa 
efforts to mitigate the effects of poor teacher training have led to a growing specification and standardization of what 
should happen in the classroom. The more comprehensive – and more costly – teacher education that would be 
necessary to go beyond this has been difficult to initiate.

Generating new energy 

A particularly powerful insight across the meeting was that it is necessary  
to see systems as moving entities: focusing getting all the pieces in place can neglect 
attention due to the motivations and energies that keep those pieces moving to 
produce desired outcomes. 

Jal Mehta reminded us that US schools face a major challenge of engagement as 
well as achievement. As we know from previous GELP research1 and a variety of other 

studies, this challenge is shared in many countries. Even students who are attending school, completing their work 
and getting good grades often say they are bored, uninterested in topics, and remember little. And they are meant  
to be the success stories. 

Richard Elmore argued that an entirely different orientation to engagement can be seen in the ‘learning sector’.  
This sector does not spend time trying to quantify learning or measure results; it only cares about whether people 
are interested. Elmore argued that the trick of digital technologies and digital culture is it makes us discover needs 
we did not know we had; thus we can expect the exponential growth of the learning sector as more and more people 
discover new interests online. 

But here the purposes of schooling around moral and civic development come back into play. So long as those are 
valued, the learning sector cannot replace all the functions of school. If school is to remain relevant, however, it must 
take engagement more seriously. Rod Allen of British Columbia emphasized that it is not just kids that need to be 
engaged; teachers also need engagement. And kids can become engaged when they see their teachers are engaged. 
Whether in Korea’s Free Semester Program or New Zealand’s new opportunities for teacher leadership and school-to-
school collaboration, many of the jurisdictions around the table were focused on ways to create new space in their 
systems for both teachers and students to pursue individual interests. 

This might seem like a very different approach to a strategy of tight coherence, and indeed, there is some discrepancy, 
but system leaders point out that teachers in their contexts are working within a clear and aligned system, created by 
government. These leaders know that their systems need to become more enabling of innovation – to create more 
‘white space’ – but they hold no belief that the way to do this is by clearing away the system altogether. 

‘Engagement is the underlying 
building block.’
Jal Mehta  

1.  http://www.gelponline.org/?q=node/21
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APPENDIx PArtICIPANtS 

Robert Randall has been 
Chief Executive Officer of 
the Australian Curriculum, 
Assessment and Reporting 
Authority (ACARA) since 
November 2012.

Robert brings significant 
experience and success in 
curriculum, assessment and 
reporting projects to this role. 
This experience has been 
gained at both state and 
national levels and has ranged 
from program design through 
to implementation.

He has worked at ACARA 
since 2009 and was previously 
Deputy CEO and General 
Manager, Curriculum, of 
ACARA.

Jorma Kauppinen is Director 
of General Education and Early 
Childhood Education and 
Care at the Finnish National 
Board of Education. FNBE is 
a state agency working for 
the Ministry of Education and 
Culture and responsible for 
development of education and 
national core curriculum. Mr 
Kauppinen has been working 
at FNBE since 2001, first as a 
Head of the Upper Secondary 
School Unit and since 2009 as 
Director. He has a Master of 
Philosophy, degrees in History, 
Social Studies and Education 
Science.

Previously he worked as a 
subject teacher in compulsory 
basic education and as 
principal in upper secondary 
education. He has been a 
Member of the former Finnish 
Education Evaluation Council. 
Currently he is a member 
of the Steering Committee 
for Educational Policy and 
Practice of the Council 
of Europe and in 2012 he 
was elected Chair of the 
Committee. Mr Kauppinen 
is also Head of the Finnish 
Delegation at the Board of 
Governors of the European 
Schools. Mr Kauppinen has 
been chairing the Steering 
Group of the National Core 
Curriculum Development for 
Basic Education 2012–2014 
and the Steering Group of 
the National Core Curriculum 
Development for General 
Upper Secondary Education 
2014–2015. Currently he is 
Chair of the Steering Group of 
the National Core Curriculum 
for Early Childhood Education 
and Care.

Jennifer McCrea joined the 
BC Public Service in 1990 as a 
co-op student with the Ministry 
of Advanced Education. 
Jennifer is currently the 
Assistant Deputy Minister of 
the Learning Division within 
the Ministry of Education. 
The Learning Division is 
responsible for transforming 
education to ensure BC 
students remain among the 
best in the world. The Learning 
Division reflects the diversity 
of BC students and provides 
leadership and support to 
school districts in the areas 
of Aboriginal Education, 
Curriculum, Assessment, 
Student Wellness and Safety, 
Jobs for Skills Blueprint, 
French Programs and Inclusive 
Education for learners with the 
highest needs.

Before taking on her current 
role with the Ministry of 
Education, she served in two 
different roles in the ministry: 
Director for Strategic Human 
Resources and Director of 
Communications for seven 
years as part Government 
Communications and Public 
Engagement. Prior to her time 
in the Ministry of Education she 
has been part of the ministries 
of Aboriginal Affairs, Small 
Business, Tourism and Culture 
and the government’s central 
policy office. Jennifer has been 
with the BC public service for 
25 years and holds a Bachelor 
of Science in Business 
Management, a diploma 
in Public Administration 
and certification in Human 
Resource Management.

Rod Allen, formerly the 
Assistant Deputy Minister/ 
Chief Superintendent with 
the BC Ministry of Education, 
is now the Superintendent 
for the Cowichan Valley 
School District. Rod was 
the architect of British 
Columbia’s transformation to 
personalized learning. Under 
his leadership, BC became a 
major contributor to global 
transformation efforts.

Prior to joining government he 
was Superintendent for School 
District 54 (Bulkley Valley). 
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Aija Rinkinen, Master of 
Education, is a Counsellor 
of Education at the 
Finnish National Board 
of Education. FNBE is a 
national development 
agency responsible for 
the development of pre-
primary, basic, general 
upper secondary, vocational 
upper secondary and 
adult education. FNBE is 
subordinate to the Ministry 
of Education and Culture and 
its tasks and organization 
are set in the legislation. 
Aija´s primary duties consist 
of developing the quality 
of Finnish basic and upper 
secondary education. Her 
responsibilities include 
developing guidance 
counselling in Finland, 
renewing the core curriculum, 
issuing guidelines and 
recommendations, guiding 
schools in their work and 
lecturing at various events. Her 
responsibilities also consist of 
development and coordination 
of the education provider’s 
development plan KuntaKesu 
and facilitation of the 
Lighthouse school innovation 
network in Finland. 

Aija has a long background 
in education and prior to 
the position at FNBE she 
has worked as head of 
education in one of the Finnish 
municipalities, principal, 
and a special education 
teacher. After completing 
her master’s degree in 1992, 
she has continually studied 
educational leadership.  
At the moment she is a 
doctoral candidate at the 
University of Helsinki. Her 
research interest is to find 
out what does the future of 
Finnish basic education look 
like and what are the means 
to make the change according 
to directors of education in 
Finnish municipalities.

Dr Graham Stoop is the 
Chief Executive of the 
Education Council of New 
Zealand. Previously he 
was Chief Executive of the 
Education Review Office, a 
Deputy Secretary Ministry 
of Education, and Pro Vice 
Chancellor at the University of 
Canterbury. Earlier in his career 
he was a secondary school 
teacher and the Principal of 
Australasia’s largest secondary 
school. 

Godwin Khosa is the founding 
Chief Executive Officer of 
the National Education 
Collaboration Trust. The 
NECT is a South African 
partnership initiative involving 
government, business, 
labour and civil society with 
a primary aim of promoting 
intersectoral collaboration 
to implement the education 
chapter of the National 
Development Plan. Prior to his 
appointment at the NECT, he 
was the Chief Executive Officer 
of JET Education Services, a 
large South African research 
and development non-
governmental organisation. 
He also served as a team 
member and leader of several 
education change and 
research programs when he 
was employed at the Human 
Science Research Council and 
the Centre for Education Policy 
Development.

Lynn van der Elst is a  
co-founder and CEO of MIET 
Africa, a South African-based 
not-for-profit NGO committed 
to improving the lives of 
children and youth through 
quality education. Her career 
in education spans over 35 
years and includes teaching 
at primary and high school 
levels; lecturing university 
students; training teacher 
educators and teachers; 
developing pre- and in-service 
teacher development courses 
and spearheading innovative 
education models that 
address barriers to teaching 
and learning, especially those 
experienced by the most 
vulnerable. Lynn serves on the 
Boards of several NGOs in the 
education and health sectors.
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Professor Okhwa Lee is 
a specialist in educational 
technology and a practitioner 
in preservice teacher 
education, she has been a 
pioneer of software education, 
e-learning, smart education 
who invented and was 
involved in the planning and 
implementation of information 
technology application in 
education at the national 
level in Korea. She was a 
member of the Presidential 
e-Government Committee 
to plan the Smart Education 
strategy which comprised 5 
major subprojects, including 
digital textbook. She has 
also rich experience of 
international collaboration 
in educational innovation 
such as the BRIDGE (Building 
Relationships through 
Intercultural Dialogue and 
Growing Engagement) project 
between Korea and Australia 
since 1996. She has conducted 
KE LeGE (Korea EU Leaders of 
Global Education), a bilateral 
program among Korea and 
the EU to promote university 
preservice teacher students 
mobility. Recently she has 
been involved in ODA (official 
development assistance) 
projects with Nigeria, Vietnam 
and Ethiopia for education and 
e-Government.

Mitchell Chester began 
his tenure as Massachusetts 
Commissioner of Elementary 
and Secondary Education in 
May 2008. From 2001 through 
2008 he worked for the Ohio 
Department of Education, 
where he was the second 
ranking educator. Dr Chester 
served as the Executive 
Director for Accountability and 
Assessment for the School 
District of Philadelphia from 
1997 through 2001. Prior to 
working in Philadelphia, he 
was Chief of the Bureau of 
Curriculum and Instructional 
Programs of the Connecticut 
State Department of 
Education. Dr Chester was  
a teacher, assistant principal, 
and curriculum coordinator in 
three school districts. He holds 
a doctorate in education from 
the Harvard Graduate School 
of Education.

Heather Peske is Senior 
Associate Commissioner for 
Instructional Support at the 
Massachusetts Department 
of Elementary and Secondary 
Education with a portfolio 
that includes the Offices 
of Educator Effectiveness, 
Curriculum and Instruction, 
and English Language 
Acquisition and Academic 
Achievement. Dr Peske has 
spent her career committed 
to transforming education 
for low-income and minority 
students. Prior to coming to 
the Department, she served 
as Vice President of Programs 
at Teach Plus, a nonprofit 
organization designed to 
amplify teacher voice in 
policymaking. She was the 
Director of Teacher Quality at 
the Education Trust, a national 
nonprofit organization 
dedicated to raising standards 
and closing achievement 
gaps in education, where 
she built the strategy for the 
teacher policy work, including 
codification of equity policies 
in federal statutes that 
continues today. Dr Peske 
began her career in education 
as an elementary school 
teacher and Teach For America 
corps member in Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana. 

Dr Peske earned her master’s 
degree and doctorate in 
Administration, Planning and 
Social Policy from the Harvard 
Graduate School of Education. 
At Harvard, she was a founding 
member of the ‘Project on the 
Next Generation of Teachers’ 
working with Professor Susan 
Moore Johnson. Dr Peske is 
coauthor of the award-winning 
book, Finders and Keepers: 
Helping New Teachers Survive 
and Thrive in Our Schools and 
coeditor of Learning from the 
Experts: Teacher Leaders on 
Solving America’s Education 
Challenges and has written 
reports and articles on teacher 
policy, teacher evaluation, 
alternative certification 
programs, new teachers’ 
experiences, and conceptions 
of career. Dr Peske graduated 
from Kenyon College with 
magna cum laude honors.
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Cliff Chuang currently 
serves as Senior Associate 
Commissioner for Educational 
Options at the Massachusetts 
Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education. In this 
newly created role, he supports 
and oversees the development 
and sustainability of a variety 
of high quality educational 
options in Massachusetts, 
including charter schools 
and other redesigned school 
models; college, career, and 
technical education; adult 
basic education; and early, 
out-of-school, and digital 
learning. He also oversees the 
Department’s efforts to provide 
student and family support 
and the state’s problem 
resolution system, to ensure 
equitable access to these 
educational options.  
Cliff previously led charter 
school authorizing for the 
New York State Education 
Department. He started his 
career teaching middle and 
high school mathematics and 
science in Boston, in both 
district and charter school 
settings. He holds an AB in 
mathematics from Harvard 
University, and a MEd in 
Secondary Mathematics 
Teaching from Boston College.

Robert Schwartz is 
Professor Emeritus of 
Practice in Educational 
Policy and Administration, 
and a Research Fellow at the 
Harvard Graduate School of 
Education. He held a wide 
variety of leadership positions 
in education and government 
before joining the HGSE 
faculty in 1996. From 1997 to 
2002, Schwartz also served 
as president of Achieve, Inc., 
an independent, bipartisan, 
nonprofit organization created 
by governors and corporate 
leaders to help states improve 
their schools. In addition to his 
work at HGSE, Achieve, and 
The Pew Charitable Trusts, 
Schwartz has been a high 
school English teacher and 
principal; an education adviser 
to the mayor of Boston and 
the governor of Massachusetts; 
an assistant director of the 
National Institute of Education; 
a special assistant to the 
president of the University of 
Massachusetts; and executive 
director of The Boston 
Compact, a public–private 
partnership designed to 
improve access to higher 
education and employment for 
urban high school graduates. 
Schwartz currently coleads 
the Pathways to Prosperity 
Network, a collaboration 
among a group of states, 
HGSE, and Jobs for the Future 
designed to ensure that many 
more young people graduate 
high school, attain an initial 
postsecondary degree or 
credential with value in 
the labor market, and get 
launched on a career while 
leaving open the possibility of 
further education.

Richard Elmore is the 
Gregory R Anrig Research 
Professor Emeritus of 
Educational Leadership at 
the Harvard Graduate School 
of Education. Richard joined 
the HGSE faculty in 1990, 
having previously taught at 
the College of Education, 
Michigan State University, 
and the Graduate School of 
Public Affairs, University of 
Washington. He is a member 
of the National Academy 
of Education, and a past 
president of the Association 
for Public Policy and 
Management, the national 
organization representing 
graduate programs in public 
policy and management. 
He has held positions in the 
federal government as a 
legislative liaison with the 
US Congress on education 
policy issues. He is the former 
director of the Doctor in 
Educational Leadership (EdLD) 
program at HGSE. His current 
research and clinical work 
focuses on building capacity 
for instructional improvement 
in low-performing schools. 
He spends at least one 
day per week in schools, 
working with teachers and 
administrators on instructional 
improvement. He is coauthor 
of Instructional Rounds in 
Education: A Network Approach 
to Improving Teaching and 
Learning (Harvard Education 
Press, 2009), and author 
of School Reform From the 
Inside Out: Policy, Practice, 
and Performance (Harvard 
Education Press, 2004).

Paul Reville is the Francis 
Keppel Professor of Practice 
of Educational Policy and 
Administration at the 
Harvard Graduate School 
of Education (HGSE). He 
is the founding director of 
HGSE’s Education Redesign 
Lab. He recently completed 
nearly five years of service as 
the Secretary of Education 
for the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. As Governor 
Patrick’s top education 
adviser, Reville established 
a new Executive Office of 
Education and had oversight 
of higher education, K–12, 
and early education in the 
nation’s leading student 
achievement state. He served 
in the Governor’s Cabinet and 
played a leading education 
reform role on matters ranging 
from the Achievement Gap 
Act of 2010 and Common 
Core State Standards to the 
Commonwealth’s highly 
successful Race to the Top 
proposal. Prior to joining the 
Patrick Administration, Reville 
cofounded the Massachusetts 
Business Alliance for 
Education (MBAE) and played 
a central role in MBAE’s 
development of and advocacy 
for Massachusetts historic 
Education Reform Act of 1993. 
Reville has been a member of 
the HGSE faculty since 1997 
and has served as director 
of the Education Policy and 
Management Program.

Reville’s career, which 
combines research, policy, and 
practice, began with service 
as a VISTA volunteer/youth 
worker. He served as a teacher 
and principal of two urban, 
alternative high schools. 
Some years later, he founded 
a local education foundation 
which was part of the Public 
Education Network. He is a 
board member and adviser to 
a host of organizations, and a 
frequent writer and speaker on 
education reform and policy 
issues. He holds a BA from 
Colorado College, an MA from 
Stanford University and five 
honorary doctorate degrees. 
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Jal Mehta is an associate 
professor at the Harvard 
Graduate School of Education. 
His primary research interest 
is in understanding what it 
would take to create high 
quality schooling at scale, 
with a particular interest in the 
professionalization of teaching. 
He is the author of The Allure 
of Order: High Hopes, Dashed 
Expectations and the Troubled 
Quest to Remake American 
Schooling (Oxford University 
Press, 2013) and the coeditor 
of The Futures of School 
Reform (Harvard Education 
Press, 2012). He is currently 
working on two projects: In 
Search of Deeper Learning, 
a contemporary study of 
schools, systems, and nations 
that are seeking to produce 
ambitious instruction; and The 
Chastened Dream, a history 
of the effort to link social 
science with social policy to 
achieve social progress. Jal is 
also the proud recipient of the 
Morningstar Teaching Award at 
the Harvard Graduate School 
of Education.

Fernando M. Reimers 
is the Ford Foundation 
Professor of Practice in 
International Education at 
the Harvard Graduate School 
of Education. He focuses his 
research and teaching on 
innovative global education 
policies and programs that 
help students develop 
competencies necessary for 
civic participation and work 
in the twenty first century. He 
works also in the area of global 
citizenship education and in 
how to align education policies 
with the achievement of the 
Sustainable Development 
Goals. He teaches courses for 
graduate students and online 
through Harvard Extension 
School. He is a cochair of 
Harvard Advanced Leadership 
Initiative, and chairs an annual 
Think Tank that examines 
state-of-the-art practices and 
programs to help students 
gain global competency. He 
directs a cross-national effort 
to advance the improvement 
of public education towards 
greater relevance in supporting 
students to gain the cognitive 
and socio-emotional 
competencies essential to 
thrive in the 21st century 
Global Education Innovation 
Initiative. Reimers is a member 
of the Massachusetts Board 
of Higher Education, a fellow 
of the International Academy 
of Education, as well as a 
member of the United States 
National Commission for 
UNESCO. He serves on the 
board of several educational 
organizations and foundations.

Connie K Chung is the 
Associate Director for Global 
Education Innovation Initiative 
and a lecturer on education 
at the Harvard Graduate 
School of Education. Her 
field of research is in civic, 
global citizenship, and 21st 
century education, including 
building the capacity of 
organizations and people to 
work collaboratively toward 
providing a relevant, rigorous, 
meaningful education for 
all children that not only 
supports their individual 
growth but also the growth of 
their communities. She is the 
coeditor of the book, Teaching 
and Learning for the Twenty-
First Century: Educational 
Goals, Policies, and Curricula 
from Six Nations (Harvard 
Education Press, 2016) and a 
contributor in the multiyear, 
multisite research project 
about school reform in the 
United States which resulted 
in the book, A Match on Dry 
Grass: Community Organizing 
as a Catalyst for School Reform 
(Oxford University Press, 2011). 

A former high school English 
literature teacher, she was 
nominated by her students 
for various teaching awards. 
Dr Chung received her BA 
in English Literature from 
Harvard College and her 
master’s degrees in Teaching 
and Curriculum (1999) and 
in International Education 
Policy (2007) from the Harvard 
Graduate School of Education. 
Her doctorate is also from the 
Harvard Graduate School of 
Education.

Claudia Costin, on leave 
from her professorship at the 
Getulio Vargas Foundation 
in Rio de Janeiro on Public 
Policy, is currently Senior 
Director for Education at the 
World Bank Group. From 
2009 to 2014, she served as 
Secretary of Education for the 
city of Rio de Janeiro. Costin 
has held academic positions 
at the Catholic University of 
São Paulo, INSPER Institute 
of Education and Research, 
and École Nationale 
d’Administration Publique in 
Québec. At HGSE, Costin would 
teach courses on topics such 
as implementing educational 
change in the developing 
world and on education, 
poverty, and inequality in the 
developing world. She holds a 
master’s degree in Economics 
and Management and an 
undergraduate degree in 
Public Administration from the 
Escola de Administracao de 
Empresas de São Paulo of the 
Fundacao Getúlio Vargas.
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David Istance has spent 
most of his professional 
life in Paris at the OECD. 
He led the international 
projects Innovative Learning 
Environments and Schooling 
for Tomorrow and was the 
main author of the OECD’s 
learning principles and 
schooling scenarios, as well 
as many books, reports and 
articles emerging from these 
projects. He is now preparing 
new OECD innovation work 
on pedagogy. He is currently 
contributing to another 
OECD study on indigenous 
education, mainly with 
Canada, and in 2015 led 
the OECD review of Scottish 
schooling and the curriculum. 
He has designed and compiled 
knowledge resources aimed 
at practitioners, including the 
‘Trends Shaping Education’ 
and ‘Education Today’ 
published series, and now an 
‘ILE Handbook’ in preparation. 
Earlier OECD work was on 
equity, quality and teachers. 
Lifelong learning has been 
one of David’s longstanding 
interests on which he put 
together an international 
reader as coeditor and author 
published in 2002; most 
recently this interest has 
focused on learning among 
seniors and the retired. He was 
a consultant and academic in 
Wales in the 1990s, including 
research on Welsh youth 
not in education, training or 
employment. He grew up in 
Herefordshire, England, and 
his university degrees are in 
the social sciences from the 
University of Oxford.

Michael Stevenson is 
Senior Advisor, Programme 
for International Student 
Assessment (PISA) at the 
Organisation for Economic 
Development and Co-
operation in Paris. He is also 
leading the development 
of the Future of Education 
and Skills: an OECD 2030 
framework. From 2007–2013 
Michael led Cisco’s global 
education business, using 
digital technology to 
develop the quality, reach 
and profitability of Cisco’s 
education services in the USA, 
Australia, Korea, Brazil, Mexico 
and UAE. He also founded 
and cochaired the Global 
Education Leaders Program. 
Michael began his career at 
the BBC, initially in television 
current affairs, later as BBC 
Secretary and Director of 
Education. He went on to lead 
strategy, communications and 
technology at the Department 
for Education in Whitehall.

Charles Fadel is a global 
education thought leader and 
expert, futurist and inventor; 
founder and chairman of 
the Center for Curriculum 
Redesign; visiting scholar 
at Harvard GSE; Chair of 
the education committee 
at BIAC/OECD; coauthor of 
recently published Four-
Dimensional Education and 
best-selling 21st Century Skills; 
founder and president of the 
Fondation Helvetica Educatio 
(Geneva, Switzerland); senior 
fellow, human capital at 
The Conference Board. He 
has worked with education 
systems and institutions in 
more than thirty countries.  
He was formerly Global 
Education Lead at Cisco 
Systems, visiting scholar at MIT 
ESG, and angel investor with 
Beacon Angels. He holds  
a BSEE, an MBA, and six 
patents. 

Dr Anthony Jackson 
leads Asia Society’s work 
in education which strives 
to enable all students 
to graduate high school 
prepared for college, for 
work in the global economy, 
and for 21st century global 
citizenship. Jackson oversees 
the Asia Society Center for 
Global Education, a global 
platform for collaboratively 
advancing education for global 
competence for all.

Trained in both developmental 
psychology and education, 
Jackson is one of the nation’s 
leading experts on secondary 
school education reform and 
adolescent development. 
Jackson directed the Carnegie 
Corporation’s Task Force 
on the Education of Young 
Adolescents which produced 
the ground breaking report 
Turning Points: Educating 
Adolescents in the 21st Century, 
and coauthored the seminal 
follow-up blueprint Turning 
Points 2000, considered one 
of the most influential books 
on middle school reform. His 
most recent work is Educating 
for Global Competence: 
Preparing Our Youth to Engage 
the World. Jackson holds 
a BA from the University of 
California at Berkeley, and 
MA and PhD in Education and 
Psychology from the University 
of Michigan.
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Jessica Kehayes is the 
Executive Director at Asia 
Society’s Center for Global 
Education, which brings 
together leaders and 
institutions from around the 
world to tackle one of the most 
critical education challenges 
today: how to educate all 
students for employability and 
citizenship in a global era.  
In this role, Jessica is part 
of the leadership team 
focused on graduating all 
students both college-ready 
and globally competent by 
promoting the study of global 
knowledge, skills and world 
languages in K–12 education. 
In addition to operational 
oversight for the department, 
she leads the Global Cities 
Education Network, a network 
of cities focused on best 
practice sharing in education. 
She writes and speaks 
regularly on global education, 
and authored Leading with the 
World in Mind, a study of global 
leadership, with colleagues 
at Project Zero at the Harvard 
Graduate School of Education. 

 Prior to joining Asia Society, 
Jessica was with the Office of 
Strategic Partnerships at the 
New York City Department of 
Education, worked with City 
Harvest, and was a Fulbright 
Scholar in Sunchon, South 
Korea. She attended the 
College of William & Mary and 
holds an MBA from the Stern 
School of Business at New York 
University. She is an adjunct 
graduate lecturer at Columbia 
School of Social Work and a 
mentor with Big Brothers Big 
Sisters.

 

Stephanie Hirsh is executive 
director of Learning Forward. 
Learning Forward’s more 
than 10,000 members and 40 
state and provincial affiliates 
are committed to increasing 
student achievement and 
educator effectiveness 
through standards-based 
professional learning. 
Before her appointment 
as executive director, Hirsh 
served the association as 
deputy executive director 
for 18 years. She began 
her career as a secondary 
teacher and later served as a 
school district administrator 
in the Richardson (Texas) 
Independent School District. 
In 1996 she was elected to the 
Richardson school board and 
served for three terms.

Today, Hirsh advises 
policymakers, state and local 
superintendents, foundation 
leaders, and other thought 
leaders on improving student 
learning through effective 
professional learning and 
school improvement. 
Her recent books include 
Becoming a Learning System 
(2014) coauthored with 
Frederick Brown and Kay 
Psencik, A School Board 
Guide to Leading Successful 
Schools (2013), coauthored 
with Anne Foster, A Playbook 
for Professional Learning 
(2011), coauthored with 
Shirley Hord, and The Learning 
Educator (2009), coauthored 
with Joellen Killion. Hirsh 
serves on advisory boards 
for several organizations 
including Learning First 
Alliance, University of Texas 
College of Education, National 
Stem Equity Pipeline, Great 
Teachers and Leaders Center, 
and Chief Learning Officer. 
Hirsh earned her masters and 
doctorate degrees from The 
University of North Texas and 
undergraduate degree from 
The University of Texas.

Valtencir Mendes is Head 
of International Projects at 
the Jaume Bofill Foundation, 
designing and managing 
different educational research 
programs, projects and 
international conferences in 
partnership with organizations 
such as the OECD, UNESCO, 
IAU, CIDOB and IBE among 
others. He was previously the 
Observatory Co-ordinator 
at the Global University 
Network for Innovation, a 
UNESCO, United Nations 
University and UPC joint-
project. He is a member of 
the International Association 
of Universities (IAU) reference 
group on higher education 
for Education For All. Val 
completed his PhD in Project 
and Systems Engineering 
from BarcelonaTech (UPC) 
in collaboration with the 
University of Glasgow, UK. 
His research focused on the 
multistakeholder partnerships 
working towards the 
achievement of the UNESCO 
Education for All (and other 
UN campaigns), and the 
contribution of emerging 
innovative ICT. He also holds a 
master’s degree in Leadership 
and Social Innovation in Non-
Governmental Organizations 
from ESADE. 

Mònica Nadal is the Research 
Director of the Jaume Bofill 
Foundation, where she 
started working in 2002. From 
2003–2009 she was head of the 
Department of Immigration 
research and projects, and 
from 2010 was Head of 
Foresight and Prospective. 
She is now a member of 
the Executive Board. She 
has been codirector of the 
annual report The State of 
Immigration in Catalonia (2003 
to 2009) and Vice President 
of the Bureau for Diversity in 
the Media at the Audiovisual 
Council of Catalonia (2005 to 
2009). Mònica has a degree 
in sociology and MA from the 
Autonomous University of 
Barcelona (UAB) and MPhil in 
Women’s Studies from Trinity 
College Dublin (Ireland). 
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Marc Tucker is the President 
and CEO of the National 
Center on Education and the 
Economy. Mr Tucker is an 
internationally recognized 
expert on academic and 
occupational standards and 
assessment, and has also 
been among the leaders in 
researching the policies and 
practices of the countries with 
the best education systems 
in the world. Mr Tucker 
created New Standards, a 
23-state consortium designed 
to develop internationally 
benchmarked student 
performance standards 
and matching student 
examinations. He authored  
the 1986 Carnegie Report,  
A Nation Prepared: Teachers for 
the 21st Century, which called 
for a restructuring of America’s 
schools based on standards; 
created the National Board 
for Professional Teaching 
Standards; created the 
Commission on the Skills 
of the American Workforce 
and coauthored its report, 
America’s Choice: high skills 
or low wages!, which called 
for a new high school leaving  
certificate based on standards; 
and was instrumental in 
creating the National Skill 
Standards Board and served as 
the chairman of its committee 
on standards and assessment 
policy.

With Ray Marshall, Mr Tucker 
coauthored Thinking for a 
Living: Education and the 
Wealth of Nations, selected 
by Business Week as one of 
the ten best business books 
of 1992; with Judy Codding, 
coauthored Standards for Our 
Schools: How to Set Them,  
Measure Them, and Reach 
Them, published in 1998; 
and coedited The Principal 
Challenge, 2002. Mr Tucker 
created the National Institute 
of School Leadership, a 
state-of-the-art executive 
development program for 
school leaders. Mr Tucker 
was the lead author of Tough 
Choices or Tough Times, the 
report of the New Commission 
on the Skills of the American 
Workforce and the editor 
of Surpassing Shanghai: 
An Agenda for American 
Education Built on the World’s 
Leading Systems. In 2014, the 
Education Commission of the 
States awarded Mr Tucker the 
James Bryant Conant award 
for his outstanding individual 
contribution to American 
education.

Betsy Brown Ruzzi is Vice 
President of the National 
Center on Education and the  
Economy and Director of its  
Center on International 
Education Benchmarking. 
Since 2011, Betsy has directed 
NCEE’s efforts to help countries 
around the world understand 
the principles, policies, and 
practices that top-performing 
countries use to drive their 
education systems. She 
oversees a grant program 
supporting scholars from 
around the world to study the 
practices of countries whose 
students regularly top the PISA 
league tables. She helps states 
redesign their primary and 
secondary education systems 
to match the performance of 
the world leaders in education. 
Betsy also manages the 
National Center’s advocacy, 
outreach and public relations 
work including its website, 
newsletter, blog and other 
social media. Most recently 
she managed the research, 
publication and outreach for 
the Center’s studies: Strong 
Performers and Successful 
Reformers for the OECD, 
Surpassing Shanghai (Harvard 
Education Press), Fixing Our 
National Accountability System, 
Chinese Lessons: Shanghai’s 
Rise to the Top of the PISA 
League Tables, The Phoenix: 

Vocational Education and 
Training in Singapore, and 
What Does it Really Mean to 
be College and Career Ready? 
During her career at the 
National Center she helped 
create the National Institute 
for School Leadership, the 
National Skill Standards Board, 
the Commission on the Skills 
of the American Workforce, 
and the National Board 
for Professional Teaching 
Standards, all initiatives 
to improve the academic 
performance of our nation’s 
students and strengthen 
the skills of our workforce. 
She serves on the Board of 
Governors of the Academy of 
Education Arts and Sciences 
and is a member of the 
Comparative International 
Education Society. In addition 
to working at the National 
Center, Betsy worked in the 
United States Congress, in 
the British Parliament and 
in the Governor’s Office in 
Massachusetts.
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Nathan Driskell conducts 
research and data analysis 
on state and international 
education systems for the 
National Center on Education 
and the Economy’s Center 
on International Education 
Benchmarking. He also staffs 
NCEE’s state-level research 
and policy work, including 
the International Education 
Study Group in partnership 
with the National Conference 
of State Legislators, and 
several research initiatives to 
benchmark state education 
systems against those of 
top-performing international 
jurisdictions. Prior to joining 
the National Center on 
Education and the Economy, 
he documented innovations 
in state-level early childhood 
policy and practice for the 
Harvard Family Research 
Project. He has also served 
as a Program Associate at 
the Flamboyan Foundation, 
a private, family foundation 
serving low-income students 
in Washington, DC and Puerto 
Rico. He holds a Master’s 
degree in Education Policy and 
Management from the Harvard 
University Graduate School of 
Education and a Bachelor’s 
degree in Comparative 
Literature from Brown 
University.

Anthony Mackay is Senior 
Advisor NCEE, Washington 
DC and Deputy Chair of 
the Education Council, 
New Zealand. Anthony 
is Co-Chair of the Global 
Education Leaders Partnership 
(GELP) and Inaugural 
Chair, Innovation Unit Ltd 
(London). He is an expert 
advisor to OECD/CERI and to 
the Global Cities Education 
Network. Anthony is Chair 
of the Australian Council 
for Educational Research, 
and Deputy Chancellor, 
Swinburne University, 
Melbourne, Australia. 
Anthony was Inaugural 
Chair, Australian Institute 
for Teaching and School 
Leadership, and Inaugural 
Deputy Chair, Australian 
Curriculum, Assessment and 
Reporting Authority. Anthony 
is the Moderator of the 
Annual International Summit 
on the Teaching Profession 
and moderates Informal 
Ministerial Meetings for OECD 
and Debates for the annual 
World Innovation Summit for 
Education.

Kathe Kirby joined the Centre 
for Strategic Education as 
Principal Consultant and 
Executive Director of the 
Global Education Leaders 
Partnership In 2015 where 
she had responsibility for 
convening the GELP New 
Zealand 2015 event and 
working as GELP advisor to 
China, India and South Korea 
from 2009–2016. Kathe was 
Executive Director of the Asia 
Education Foundation and 
Asialink at The University of 
Melbourne from 1993 to 2015 
where she led AEF’s strategic 
planning, curriculum policy 
and advocacy, curriculum 
resource development and 
teacher professional learning 
and she remains a Director of 
the AEF. Prior to that Kathe 
worked as a senior policy 
advisor in the Victorian 
Department of Education, 
as a teacher educator at The 
University of Melbourne and 
as a teacher. For three years 
she established and ran her 
own business in the hospitality 
industry. Kathe is a Board 
Director of the Foundation for 
Young Australians and was 
awarded a Churchill Fellowship 
in 1995 to investigate 
the internationalizing of 
curriculum.

Amelia Peterson is currently 
a third year in the PhD 
in Education at Harvard 
University, and an Inequality 
and Social Policy fellow at the 
Harvard Kennedy School. Her 
research focuses on reforms 
to school exit assessments in 
liberal market economies.  
She is also developing a 
project led by Jal Mehta 
to study design-based 
approaches to education 
reform. For the past few years 
Amelia has been an Associate 
with Innovation Unit, where 
she worked primarily as a 
researcher for the Global 
Education Leaders’ Partnership 
(GELP). She has also worked 
on writing projects for the 
Royal Society of Arts, the OECD, 
and the World Innovation 
Summit on Education. She is 
currently writing a book with 
Valerie Hannon about new 
purposes of education, and 
her book chapter with Howard 
Gardner on ‘Good Work’ in 
Education will come out this 
fall. She has masters in Human 
Development and Psychology 
from the Harvard Graduate 
School of Education, and a 
BA (Hons) in English from the 
University of Oxford. 
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The Global Education Leaders Partnership (GELP) 
is an international initiative of the Innovation 
Unit (UK) and the Centre for Strategic Education 
(Australia). Information on GELP can be found 
on the website gelponline.org/ or follow us on 
Twitter #GELPedu or contact Kathe Kirby, GELP 
Executive Director, on kirbykathe@gmail.com

For more information on the National Center  
on Education and the Economy and its Center 
on International Education Benchmarking go to: 
www.ncee.org, www.ncee.org/cieb or find them 
on Twitter at:@CtrEdEcon or Facebook at:  
www.facebook.com/theNCEE


