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CONFERENCE SUMMARY 
 

Background 

Co-hosted by the Flemish Ministry of Education and the OECD’s Centre for Educational Research and 

Innovation (CERI), this seminar brought together state of the art research with country experiences of effective 

modern education governance. Plenary and workshop discussions explored shared responsibility and stakeholder 

involvement, participatory governance, and accountability and professionalism. Main themes of the first day 

included strategies for strengthening and sustaining participatory governance, building accountability systems 

that work, with a focus on shared responsibility, and exploring how to achieve national goals in decentralised 

systems, with a specific look at the GCES Flemish case study. The second day focused on professionalism and 

governance, and what we can (and cannot) learn from other sectors. All presentations and background papers 

from the meeting can be found at http://www.oecd.org/edu/ceri/gces. 

MONDAY, 17 OCTOBER 

Opening session 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Henno Theisens (The Hague University of Applied Sciences), who chaired 

the workshop over both days. Mr. Philip Demuynck, Advisor to Minister Crevits welcomed the conference 

participants on behalf of Flanders. Speaking for the Minister, he welcomed all the participants and highlighted the 

importance of a complexity approach for the governance of educations systems, which are increasingly 

characterised by multiple layers of governance and a growing number of actors. He underlined the changing role 

of public administration in such a context; governments must pay attention to generating trust and stimulating 

knowledge circulation among empowered actors.  

Mr. Dirk Van Damme, Head of CERI/IMEP in the OECD Directorate for Education and Skills then welcomed 

the participants of the conference on behalf of the OECD. In his presentation, Mr. Van Damme focused on the 

need to adapt our understanding of the policy making and implementation processes. As he pointed out, “the 

State is losing the monopoly of shaping public policy”, which requires the revision of the traditional policy cycle 

inherited from the enlightened way of thinking. Complexity theory appears to be a useful tool to undertake such 

an enterprise, as it introduces valuable elements that help understand reality of governance today such as 

emergence, trust, and path-dependency. 

 

http://www.oecd.org/edu/ceri/gces
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First keynote address – Complexity and Modern Governance 

The first keynote was given by Mr. Martijn van der Steen, Vice Dean and Deputy Director, Netherlands 

School for Public Administration & Erasmus University Rotterdam, The Netherlands. In his presentation, entitled 

“Complexity and Modern Governance", Mr. van der Steen highlighted a number of new trends and approaches in 

governance, with a particular emphasis on collaborative action and network governance. These developments 

bring about new problems and opportunities and require innovative modes of governing public value production.  

Mr. van der Steen presented a number of examples for bottom-up creation of public value. While such 

approaches have direct positive effects on local society, they require new ways of thinking about governance to 

sustainably accommodate their positive effects. For bottom-up approaches the distinction between public and 

private does not fit the reality of arrangements anymore. One of a number of insightful examples Mr. van der 

Steen presented to the audience is the joint employment of a professional care-giver for four senior citizens in 

their shared private home. While this directly contributes to the care of the senior citizens, enabling them to live 

on their own while receiving the specialised care they need, it raises questions about the responsibility of the 

state regarding governance arrangements – particularly if something goes wrong. 

As Mr. van der Steen described, governance has followed changing paradigms regarding outputs, legitimacy 

and actors involved in governance arrangements: Historically the oldest paradigm is Public Administration, which 

focused on ensuring rule of law and impartiality. This was followed by a trend of (New) Public Management, 

which revolved around performance management and liberalisation. Network Governance, which works through 

tapping into the creative energy of chains and networks, then emerged. Among its core concepts are 

coordination, integration and collaboration emerging from within the network. A fourth, and most recent 

paradigm, coined Societal Resilience, focuses on the creation of public value entirely from the bottom up; here 

the government’s role is one of a co-producer and partner.  

Based on this elaboration, Mr. van der Steen introduced the conference participants to the concepts of layering 

and sedimentation: Instead of the adoption of a new paradigm in its entirety, public governance incorporates 

elements and approaches from each of these, all operating on different levels and potentially at the same time. 

The question we need to ask ourselves is how we can make room for new societal developments and suitable 

governance arrangements within the still necessary traditional elements such as the rule of law and 

accountability. Making this room requires thinking about societal steering, international organisation of 

government, the role of civil servants, and the nature of politics. 

Discussion 

Opening the discussion, it was noted that a discussion about governance and policy concepts need a 

common language, which this framework and presentation can provide. The discussion then moved towards 

potential downsides of bottom-up approaches, for example local initiatives of excellence in education may affect 

negatively equal access to services depending on the context. In this respect not only equal treatment but also 

equity around public services need to be considered. A core question here was the degree of fragmentation a 

society can accept. It was pointed out that some of the concepts of more citizen-led policies may be understood 

as welfare state retrenchment and might thus be construed as ideology. Mr. van der Steen elaborated that there 

is an important interplay between policy and politics and that we need the technology and approaches to system 

governance capable of managing fragmentation. One unresolved question was the role of traditional civil society 

in a fully bottom-up and organic governance system, which is work that will be emerging in the future. 
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Second keynote address – Governing Education in a Complex World 

The second keynote was given by Ms. Tracey Burns, Project Leader in the OECD’s Directorate for Education 

and Skills. Her presentation introduced the GCES project and its analytical framework, which combines elements 

of governance such as priority setting, steering and accountability with the use and production of knowledge. She 

highlighted the three main themes of the GCES project – accountability, capacity-building and strategic thinking – 

underlying all outputs (thematic conferences, case studies and working papers) and the two volumes published in 

2016 that bring all the work of the GCES project together. 

Ms. Burns then presented the main findings that emerged from the work of the project, which included the 

need to focus more on processes of governance than on structures, and the acknowledgement that there is no 

magic solution that will answer all of our governance challenges. Rather, it is continuous building capacity, open 

dialogue, and stakeholder involvement that is required to govern a system well. There is thus a need for 

mechanisms to include all stakeholders and voices (not only the most vocal) in the governance process and 

designing ways to strengthen participatory governance mechanisms. In addition, education systems must resolve 

tensions between potentially conflicting forces such as accountability and trust, innovation and risk-avoidance, 

and consensus building and making difficult choices. Finding the right balance (or, perhaps more accurately, the 

right combination of mutually reinforcing dynamics that are designed to strengthen both accountability and trust 

(for example)), will depend on the context and history of the system, as well as the ambitions and expectations 

for its future. 

Another main finding is that there are systemic weaknesses in capacity which contribute to today’s 

governance challenges. A key element of successful governance is ensuring that stakeholders have sufficient 

capacity to assume their roles and deliver on their responsibilities, but in many countries this is not adequately 

realised. The central level still has a role in steering and guiding the system even in very decentralised systems, 

particularly to ensure equality across regions and the achievement of national goals. And the last main finding is 

that there is a need to develop key principles for system governance (not just agreement on where to go, but how 

to get there). 

These main findings have given rise to five key principles. Modern educational governance: 1) focuses on 

processes not structures; 2) is flexible and can adapt to change and unexpected events; 3) works through building 

capacity, stakeholder involvement and open dialogue; 4) requires whole system approach (aligning roles, 

balancing tensions); and 5) harnesses evidence and research to inform policy and reform. 

Discussion 

It was noted that focusing on processes instead of structures is not easy and often despite best intentions to 

do so, conversations soon tend to return to structures. Ms. Burns acknowledged the difficulties in pursuing a 

process-focused discussion and argued that such a transition requires a sustained effort over a long term. Other 

questions focused on the role of knowledge and indicators in defining policy, and the sometimes difficult to 

reconcile differences between policy-making and politics. Ms. Burns acknowledged the challenge, and the 

difficulties involved in reconciling the very different timelines of politics with those of policy-making, and still 

more those of research and data development. One of the key challenges for all systems is how best to balance 

evidence obtained from indicators and research with expert knowledge and teacher professionalism. Another is 

developing policy that uses this formalised knowledge while at the same time respecting the unique role that 

education plays in our societies in terms of developing identities and establishing mores. This has an emotional 

element that cannot be ignored.  
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Panel: Reflections on modern education governance 

This panel provided an opportunity to reflect on the main messages of the GCES project and modern 

education governance in general. The input for this discussion was provided by three panellists: Mr. Gábor Halasz, 

Professor/Head of Department, Eötvös Loránd University; Ms. Micheline Scheys, Secretary-General, Flemish 

Department of Education and Training; and Mr. Wouter Van Dooren, Professor, Antwerp University. 

The discussion began with the question of modern education governance. It was highlighted that one of the 

major outcome of the GCES project is applying complexity theory to education governance. Complexity theory 

might help linking two parallel worlds in education systems, one being the classic world of legal relations and 

public administration controlled by lawyers and politicians and the other world of people who are actually trying 

to change real processes in daily education practice. In order to bring about real change, a unifying and consistent 

vision is needed, particularly in situations with highly autonomous schools. That vision should not be elaborated 

top down using traditional linear methods of policy making. There is a need for more ownership and true 

participation of stakeholders from the beginning and have a clear alignment of roles and responsibilities.  

The panel underlined the need to focus on processes rather than on structures, or with a more nuanced 

view, to take structures not as an end, but as a means to bring about the desired processes. In addition the panel 

stressed the importance of more evidence in policy proposals, indicating that policy experts should not only do an 

analysis but at the same time need to engage with a wider public in order to make use of this evidence. Ideally, 

policy makers possess three eyes: a bird’s eye to have an overview, the eyes of an insect to discern the details and 

the eyes of a fish to be aware of the flows and processes.  

A lively discussion ensued about the role of research and evidence in policy making, and more specifically the 

role of school rankings. In most contexts indicators and school achievement data are seen as essential elements 

of decision-making, important for policy makers as well as other actors such as parents and teachers. However, 

the role of the media and the power of simplified rankings of schools was argued to be detrimental to the broader 

goals of education, insofar as it could create pressures to teach to the test and game the system. Despite some 

misgivings, it was generally agreed that it was not possible to avoid rankings in systems that publicly post data. 

The question then became how to ensure a meaningful use of data for governance, and particularly how best to 

support those communities/schools/families that were least able to use it.  

Workshops 

Two parallel rounds of workshops took place during the afternoon sessions of the first day of the conference, 

so that all participants could take part in each workshop. In the following, the main points that arose from the 

discussions in the workshop sessions are presented. 

Workshop I: Participatory Governance: country examples and views from students 

Ms. Tracey Burns (OECD/CERI), Mr. Jørn Skovsgaard (International Relations Division of the Ministry of 

Children, Education and Gender Equality, Denmark) and Mr. Marc Fuster (OECD/CERI) each led one of the three 

sessions of this workshop. Ms. Céline Ibe and Mr. Ergys Brocaj (Flemish Pupil Organization) and Ms. Rachel 

Sunderland and Ms. Ellen Birt (Empowering Schools Unit, Government of Scotland) provided lead inputs in the 

first session, Mr. Skovsgaard and Mr. Maarten Vollenbroek (Department of Education, Culture and Sciences, The 

Netherlands) in the second, and Ms. Sien Van den Hoof (Department of Education and Training, Flanders) and Mr. 

Klaas Heemskerk (Amsterdam Institute for Social Research, The Netherlands) in the third.  

The workshop looked at countries’ initiatives to encourage stakeholder involvement in policy making, the 

incentives of actors for engaging in governance processes, the challenges such participation entail, and the actual 
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and potential role of new technologies and social media to reach stakeholders and allow for participation in 

education policy. Participatory governance processes are intended to increase the knowledge-base, acceptance, 

ownership and understanding of a policy initiative. For this to happen, they need practical orientation, and they 

also need to deliver what they promised: if actors feel like the process is simply “checking a box” or their views 

are not taken into account, this has a negative impact on the process and the legitimacy of the policy and the 

process more generally. Guiding questions or initial expert input will help to build an agenda that frame the 

discussion and provide a common and clear focus for deliberation, but it is difficult to balance all the different 

inputs. Thus, the level of transparency of a participatory process in terms of its objectives, procedures, and 

outputs is decisive for achieving productive outcomes. 

The workshops and discussion underscored three principles for participatory governance: 1) it needs 

practical orientation to frame the discussion; 2) co-creation is about bottom up processes (not tokenism or voices 

cherry-picked from the ministry); 3) it should focus on quality of participation not just quantity (and perhaps 

different voices are more relevant at different times). Interestingly, despite a wide-spread use of new 

technologies and social media platforms to encourage participation and reach out to a broad set of actors and 

diverse communities, workshop participants reported that a traditional face to face methodology was the most 

effective way of getting a meaningful dialogue and open conversation. The workshop participants reported very 

different levels of use of participatory governance processes across their countries and regions, with some 

countries actively developing and strengthening their engagement while others did not see this as very high on 

the political agenda and unlikely to become part of the decision-making process in a formalised way in the near 

future. 

Ongoing challenges discussed in the workshop included how to include the voice of all stakeholders, 

especially those that are otherwise excluded or less represented in decision-making. Hard questions arise about 

what the best pace of change is, and whether using such processes mean that you must limit ambition (i.e., going 

at the pace of the slowest to ensure consensus and agreement).  

Workshop II: Shared Responsibility and developing accountability systems that work 

Mr. Marc Fuster (OECD/CERI), Mr. Lorenz Lassnigg (IHS-Institute for Advanced Studies, Vienna, Austria) and 

Ms. Tracey Burns (OECD/CERI) each led one of the three sessions of this workshop. Mr. Florian Köster 

(OECD/CERI) and Ms. Bente Barton Dahlberg (Directorate of Education and Training, Norway) provided lead 

inputs in the first session, Mr. Florian Köster (OECD/CERI) and Ms. Suzanne Dillon (Inspectorate of Education, 

Ireland) in the second, and Mr. Bernhard Chabera (Department for Quality Development and Educational 

Research, Federal Ministry for Education, Austria) and Ms. Melanie Ehren (Institute of Education – UCL, London, 

England) in the third.  

The workshop looked at countries’ systems of accountability in education and the extent to which these 

allow for shared responsibility among stakeholders. It discussed the forms and effects of horizontal accountability 

mechanisms, and the challenges of their introduction, such as potential tensions with traditional vertical 

accountability. Defining vertical and horizontal accountability in education and presenting the potential tensions 

and challenges with concrete examples is an important component of the GCES work, and it was very useful to 

complement this theoretical structure with concrete examples from Ministries, Inspectorates, and academia.  

Participants discussed the importance of balancing external and internal school evaluation. Among the main 

elements is a concise framework, which leaves room for school specific interpretation. One key point important 

for an approach’s success was reported to be the independence of internal evaluation process where the 

presence but not the content of the internal school evaluation is monitored. In terms of involving other actors, 

there was wide variety of approaches, with some countries actively developing and strengthening the input from 

networks and communities/parents while others still had relatively traditional mechanisms of accountability, with 
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an emphasis on compliance to regulations and a focus on measures of student achievement. Still others were 

actively developing their data systems in order to use student achievement measures to assess what was 

happening across their system in a comparable fashion. 

Participants discussed negative implications of excessive standardisation and blaming and shaming games in 

accountability mechanisms. Accountability should not be at odds with schools’ capacity to improve their pupils’ 

learning. This way, accountability should try to better reflect all different aspects of teaching and learning as well 

as the school environment and daily life. It should consider differences in school students’ composition and 

individual and collective capacities across the system, and should be oriented towards measures that strengthen 

rather than diminish the capacity of schools and their staff to learn and improve collectively.  To this end, vertical 

accountability is essential to ensure and support quality schooling in the overall system, but professional and 

multiple forms of accountability, when well designed and consolidated, are important supporting processes. The 

challenge is to find the right balance between them that works for the specific context and goals of the system. 

Workshop III: Meeting national goals in decentralised systems: the Flemish Case Study 

This workshop was held in English as well as in Dutch, the latter for a broader Flemish audience. The English 

spoken workshop looked at the newest GCES case study on Flanders (Belgium), its findings and policy implications 

for Flanders and other education systems. Mr. Rien Rouw from the OECD presented the GCES case study on the 

Flemish regime of attainment targets. Attainment targets are system level educational goals to be met by 

students. As the Flemish system is one of the most decentralised within the OECD, with a high degree of 

autonomy for schools to decide on their curricula and a strong position for intermediary organisations, the 

question arises if and how attainment targets are realised at school and classroom level. Mr. Rouw noted that 

sustainable realisation of attainment targets was hindered by a lack of common understanding, but also by the 

absence of a collaborative implementation and capacity-building strategy. Particularly for evaluation and 

assessment capacity at school level a more aligned and long term approach is needed. A ‘guiding coalition’ of key 

stakeholders could provide for a shared and strategic agenda, aligning the activities of all actors involved in 

developing and implementing attainment targets.  

Mr. Peter Ortmanns, working for the Standing Conference of the Ministers of Education and Cultural Affairs 

of the Laender in Germany, then presented the introduction of national standards in secondary education in 

Germany. After the PISA-shock in the beginning of the 21st Century the German Laender decided jointly to 

introduce national standards together with a comprehensive monitoring strategy. It took 10 years before the 

standards came into force, during which time teams of mainly experts were developing standards and tests, the 

latter being informally binding. Teachers were asked to give feedback and were involved in devising the tests. Mr. 

Ortmanns noted that particularly the tests triggered a lot of discussion eventually resulting in a common 

understanding.  

In the following discussion the issue was raised if the distinction between ‘what’ and ‘how’, meaning that the 

central level determines what is being taught while regional and local levels are free to decide how it is 

implemented, is actually feasible. Both speakers argued that models of teaching and learning are inherent to 

standards. In the Flemish case for example the designers of attainment targets were very much aware of the new, 

interactive pedagogies required to reach the goals.  

There were also questions about the measuring of the education goals. Remarkably in both countries 

standardised testing is treated with great caution. Although arrangements for system level testing are in place, 

there is a great deal of discretion on the level of the Laender respectively the schools, with no ranking taking 

place. 
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The Dutch spoken workshop started with presentations from Mr. Maarten Simons of the Leuven University 

and Mr. Rien Rouw. Mr. Simons presented their review of the effectiveness of attainment targets, focusing on the 

great variation in user perspectives on attainment targets and subsequently on possible tensions between 

attainment targets and those user perspectives and interests. After the presentations a panel consisting of 

representatives of all layers of the system also representing various perspectives ignited the debate on how to 

reach a broadly supported curriculum. There was consensus in the room that at least every stakeholder in 

education should know the attainment targets and their role and function in the system, which need not be the 

case now. Furthermore the idea of a guiding coalition was embraced aimed at aligning the design and particularly 

the implementation of attainment targets.  

TUESDAY, 18 OCTOBER 

Third keynote address – On Professionalism and Governance 

Based on his 40 years’ experience in different roles in education the third keynote speaker, Mr. Graham 
Donaldson of the University of Glasgow, Scotland, confronted the audience with two great challenges. First he talked 
about the Learning Challenge, i.e. “creating an inclusive, engaging and challenging set of learning experiences in 
pursuit of ambitious and agreed purposes of education”. According to Mr. Donaldson our rapidly changing and 
challenging societies, driven by technological development, require an education both broad and deep. An ambitious 
curriculum should make a shift from learning to ‘becoming’; the development of the person is at the heart of it. In 
that sense it balances basic skills and subject knowledge with deeper conceptual understanding, creativity and 
broader preparation for future life. This calls for engaging teaching, for authentic and collaborative pedagogical 
strategies, to ensure that every young person gets relevant and high quality learning.  

No less important is the Realisation Challenge. Mr. Donaldson noticed a huge gap between growing 
expectations of education and high ambitions on the one hand and daily reality in schools on the other hand. 
Referring to John Hattie, Mr. Donaldson stated that “we have in education a long history of innovation but it rarely 
touches but a chosen few”.  This reform conundrum has to do with metrics driven short-term reductionism often 
being deployed to pursue policy goals, without really engaging teachers, school leaders and students. An 
‘implementation & delivery’ paradigm is symptomatic of this approach, which should be replaced by what Mr. 
Donaldson calls realisation through ‘strategic exploration’, recognising that teachers form a profession, not a 
workforce simply implementing top-down instructions. Core to strategic exploration is a compelling vision, able to 
win the hearts and minds of diverse stakeholders. In addition a value-driven teaching profession is needed, with 
teachers having high levels of expertise and taking responsibility for continuous development and professional 
learning. Equally important is distributive leadership primarily aimed at creating a culture of learning and collegiality. 
For those who doubt that such far-reaching changes can be realised, Mr. Donaldson pointed to curriculum reforms 
underway in Scotland and Wales. Although still in an early stage, both trajectories look like a promising way forward 
in making a sustainable change.  

Discussion 

The discussion was opened by pointing out that the legal setup in the Welsh education system is very similar 

to the one in England. In the latter, it was observed, the tight accountability system in place has raised tensions 

and potentially reduced initiative and ownership. Mr. Donaldson responded that the negative effects observed in 

the English system were taken into account in the reform in the Welsh education system. He elaborated that tight 

accountability measures were suspended during the time of the reform. The question of designing a sustainable 

accountability system conducive to the curriculum reform will be addressed subsequently. In doing so, building 

and sustaining trust among teachers will be important points to address. It was pointed out that accountability 

tends to take a deficit perspective instead of one of confidence and improvement, which is something that should 

be avoided. Replying to how resistance to change could be overcome, Mr. Donaldson emphasized that change 

cannot be imposed – for sustained changed one needs to also “win the hearts” of actors and stakeholders. 
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Panel: A cross-sectoral perspective on professionalism and governance 

This panel aimed to explore professionalism in other sectors as a different departure for thinking about 

professionalism in education. The input for this discussion was provided by three panellists: Ms. Sarada Das, 

Deputy Secretary-General of the CPME Standing Committee of European Doctors (representing the medical 

profession); Mr. Julian Lonbay, Senior Lecturer, Birmingham Law School (representing lawyers); and Mr. Stecy 

Yhgemenos, Executive Director, Eurocarers (representing informal care givers).  

Participants described how their professional associations aimed at ensuring adequate remuneration, 

professional development and high standards of job performance. It is common that medical and law associations 

define codes of conducts for their members, the means for professional training and also guarantee that the 

access to the profession is open only to those who are qualified. Although in many countries national regulation 

of these professions exist, professional associations often play a role in conceding licences for the exercise of the 

profession and setting the standards according to which individuals must adhere. For informal carers, the 

situation is of course entirely different, as they do not have a professional association and are often not 

remunerated or trained for their role. There is thus an issue around raising awareness, building connections and 

understanding of the importance of the role of informal carers, not just for individuals and their families, but for 

society as a whole. 

In a second stage, the panel addressed potential implications of the conception of professionalism in their 

field for education. When asked about the elements that should be considered in keeping the profession 

attractive, which is an important issue for the attraction and retention of teachers, the panel highlighted efforts 

made in their sectors to improve labour safety, possibilities for career development, remuneration, high 

professional standards and social recognition.  

An element that attracted particular attention during the discussion was professional independence. Setting 

high standards of performance and mechanisms for holding professionals accountant of their work should not be 

at odds with providing practitioners with their own space to apply their professional judgement and techniques to 

perform as well as possible. On the contrary, the profession should be based on recognising individual expertise 

and fostering collaboration among professionals. This contributed to the status of the profession as well as 

ensuring the continued quality of the services (medical and legal) provided. Many of these elements transfer over 

to the discussion of professionalism in education. The panel provided an interesting opportunity to explore what 

could (and could not) be extended across sectors and possible opportunities for education. 

Panel: Professionalism in education 

This panel explored professionalism from different perspectives and country contexts. The input for this 

discussion was provided by three panellists: Mr. Geert Kelchtermans, Professor, Catholic University of Leuven; Mr. 

Brendan O'Dea, Deputy Director, The Teaching Council of Ireland; and Ms. Heli Aru, Advisor, Estonian Ministry of 

Education and Research.  

The discussion began with the question of what professionalism in education meant to the panellists. The 

panellists agreed that in education professionalism is strongly related to competence and commitment. Allowing 

for time and space for teachers to develop as well as nourishing professional development and collaboration were 

identified as important issues in education professionalism. In the continuing discussion three themes in 

professionalism in education received particular attention: The autonomy of teachers, whether teaching is unique 

in its professional nature, and the status of the profession in society. It was noted that the autonomy of teachers 

is important in promoting commitment to teaching.  
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The question was raised whether the nature of education requires a different view on professionalism of 

teachers than other professions (such as lawyers or medical doctors). Can we really learn from other sectors? On 

the one hand, a potential reason to answer no to this question was the specificity of education. Every stakeholder 

has participated in education in one form or another, making it difficult for teachers to claim unique professional 

knowledge. It was remarked that compulsory education warrants the state’s involvement potentially more so 

than in other professions. On the other hand, a number of participants argued that standards, recognition, and 

quality assurance were essential to the professionalism of the profession and that, in their countries, these 

initiatives were not so unlike those from other sectors. 

Discussing the status of the profession, the career structure was identified as important to promote 

motivation across the career. In many systems the transition of teachers to principal is less a promotion than a 

transition into a different job , one that is not always very attractive in terms of pay. Yet staying in the same role, 

or returning to teaching from a different post, can be seen as a demotion. Such perception would be damaging to 

the status of classroom teaching and thus the teaching profession as a whole. Finding a compelling career 

structure that keeps the best teachers motivated is a key goal.  

A number of issues remained unresolved. For some participants, polices such as Teach for America in the 

United States and Teach First in the United Kingdom were viewed as potentially damaging the status of the 

teaching profession. While aimed at attracting the top graduates from universities for teaching, these 

programmes may send the signal to society and teachers alike that teaching does not require unique professional 

knowledge. For others, this was not an issue and the introduction of high achieving young graduates was a 

positive development for their system and for the teaching workforce. Context is clearly important here, also in 

terms of whether there is a shortage of teachers in the country or not. There is clearly a broad and varied 

landscape of views on professionalism in education and it remains to be seen how this will evolve over time. 

Closing Remarks 

Ms. Micheline Scheys, Secretary General, Flemish Department for Education and Training, thanked the 

organising team, the speakers and all the participants for an interesting and stimulating conference. She argued 

that our diverse and complex world requires new modes of governance that are not more of the same. Rather, 

we are in the middle of a paradigm change and we must move away from trusted ways of working without losing 

our values. This means moving from fateful implementation to strategic adaptation, focusing on capacity building, 

participation, and collaborative partnerships. The role of evidence is key in this process: not to determine the 

path of policy, but rather help transcend politics and interests to identify challenges and possible solutions. She is 

confident that this can be achieved and encourages the continued focus on governance issues in the OECD and 

member countries. 

Mr. Dirk Van Damme, Head of CERI at the OECD thanked the Flemish organisers and the participants on 

behalf of the OECD and the GCES team for making this conference such a success. He then highlighted some 

successes of the GCES work, notably its impact in terms of playing a critical role (promoting reflection, asking the 

right questions), a constructive role (convincing policy makers that this approach is possible and effective) and a 

mobilising role (bringing policy makers on board, appealing to actors). He warned, however, that at the end of the 

day any governance process will only be judged a success if it can demonstrate that it will improve teaching and 

learning. This meeting, and the work in general, is the start of the conversation rather than the end of it, and 

further work needs to be done on identifying limits to the new system, unpacking the role of knowledge in 

governance, and better defining professionalism and leadership in governing education. 

The chair, Mr. Henno Theisens (The Hague University of Applied Sciences), closed the conference.  


