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Introduction
This book makes an uncomfortable argument.

It argues that the promise education has made for generations - that learning 
leads to work, work leads to identity, and identity leads to a meaningful life - is 
breaking. Not because educators have failed, but because the world has shifted 
beneath the foundations faster than institutions can adapt.

It argues that the familiar responses to this shift - adding skills, refining 
assessment, integrating technology - have been necessary but are now 
insufficient. They address symptoms while leaving the deeper architecture 
untouched.

And it argues that what education must now develop, in students and in adults, 
is something I’m calling generative discernment: the capacity to read patterns, 
judge what matters, commit under uncertainty, and create new patterns for 
oneself and others.

This isn't a curriculum change. It's an architectural reorientation.

The argument unfolds in two movements. The first movement traces how we 
arrived at this moment: why this technological disruption is different from those 
that came before, why schools struggle to respond even when educators can see 
what is happening, why the focus on skills is insufficient, and why pressure, and 
identity crises, compound the challenge. 

The second movement asks what can actually be done - not in theory, but inside 
institutions that still have timetables, budgets, inspections, and payrolls.

The audience for this book is educators: teachers, leaders, and board members 
who sense that something fundamental has shifted but haven't yet found 
language for it, nor a way forward that does not require dismantling everything 
they have built.

Nothing here calls for abandoning subject knowledge, discarding rigour, or 
rejecting exams. What it calls for is honesty about what education is actually 
preparing young people for - and the courage to align practice with that honesty.
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1: Why This Time is Different
Every story of educational disruption has ended the same way. Technology 
changes. Jobs disappear. New jobs appear. Schools adjust. Life continues.

Agriculture mechanised, and schools adjusted, catering for the new 
requirements of labour in the industrial revolution. Factories replaced craft work, 
and schools adapted. Computers entered offices, and schools added IT labs and 
computer literacy. Each time, the pattern held: some pain, some lag, but never 
collapse. So when people say “we’ve been here before,” they're not wrong. But 
they may be fatally complacent.

Here is what is different now.

A child starting school this August/September will graduate in thirteen years. In 
that time, artificial intelligence won't simply improve - it will compress. Leaders 
at OpenAI, Anthropic, and Google DeepMind are now publicly discussing human-
level AI systems arriving within “a few years,” with internal timelines clustering 
around the late 2020s. Google DeepMind’s CEO has described such systems as 
“likely just a few years away,” while OpenAI’s leadership has indicated they 
expect artificial general intelligence within a single presidential term.

These systems are already reading legal documents, analysing medical images, 
writing software, and generating lesson plans, reports, and strategic summaries 
- instantly, at scale, for almost nothing. On standardised professional 
examinations, even older GPT-4 AI models score in the top percentiles of future 
lawyers and doctors. The upshot: if you think of GPT-4 as “good enough to pass 
many professional exams,” GPT-5-era systems tend to move from “can pass” to 
“can often score near the top of the class” on more demanding, benchmarks.  
This is now. Not in ten years. So what will these models be capable of by the 
time our students graduate from school?

That alone would be significant. But software is only half the story.

For the first time, intelligence is being embodied. Companies are projecting 
humanoid robot production not in thousands but in hundreds of millions. Tesla’s 
leadership describes its Optimus robot as the company’s future highest-volume 
product, with long-term visions running to tens or even hundreds of millions of 
units annually. Whether these specific projections prove accurate matters less 
than what the ambition reveals: the target is no longer routine labour. It's 
professional competence and physical presence combined.

General-purpose humanoid robots are already being piloted on real automotive 
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production lines, handling thousands of components per day alongside industrial 
robots. In logistics, Amazon alone now operates approximately one million 
warehouse robots, with some facilities running with 25 to 50 percent fewer 
human workers than comparable pre-automation sites. 

Cloud robotics experiments show fleets where navigation or manipulation skills, 
once improved on one robot, can be updated and redeployed across dozens or 
hundreds of units simultaneously. One machine learns; every machine knows.

The claim isn't that robots will replace some workers. The claim is that once a 
physical task is learned by one machine, it can be copied instantly by all - not 
just driving vehicles and factory processes, but complex tasks such as surgery. 
This isn't mechanisation. It's replication leading to human redundancy.

So here is the question we're not asking loudly enough: those children starting 
school this year - what are we preparing them for?

We're teaching them to succeed in a world we already know is disappearing.

We train them for examinations that reward recall, at a moment when recall is 
instantaneous and free.

We prepare them for the promise of jobs that may not exist by the time they 
qualify for them, clinging to assurances that no longer match the world unfolding 
around us.

And we know this. We’ve known it for years.

What has changed isn't the evidence, but the pace.

Technology has accelerated faster than the systems built to contain it, and the 
consequences are no longer theoretical or distant.

The projections aren't hidden. The trajectory isn't secret.

The speed is visible to anyone paying attention.

Previous disruptions gave us time. Time for new industries to emerge. Time for 
retraining. Time for curriculum to adjust. Time for generations to transition. This 
time, the cycle is compressed. ChatGPT reached 100 million users in roughly two 
months - faster than TikTok or Instagram - and continued growing to hundreds 
of millions of weekly users within two years.  But whereas TikTok and Instagram 
are built as social networking and entertainment, ChatGPT and other similar 
models are solving real world problems. Private and corporate AI investment 
now runs at well over 100 billion dollars annually, with forecasts of several 
hundred billion by the late 2020s. Self-driving cars are now commonplace in 
many countries and platform leaders talk openly about self-driving vehicles 
displacing human drivers over the next ten to fifteen years.

The speed of technological change now exceeds the speed of institutional 
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adaptation. And the speed of institutional adaptation exceeds the speed at which 
most people can safely reorient their identities and lives.

There is another difference, less discussed. Previous technologies were tools. 
You learned to use them, or you did not. But they did not pretend to think. AI is 
different. It produces answers. It generates solutions. It performs competence 
- or something that looks remarkably like it. It can produce the artefacts schools 
have long used as evidence of comprehension: the essays, the posters, the 
comparative analyses, the research reports.

Which means humans must now do something they have rarely been trained for: 
discern. Not just know, but judge. Not just receive, but evaluate. Not just 
answer, but question whether the answer is true. If AI tells you four plus three 
equals forty-three, can you recognise the error? That sounds trivial. But scale it 
up. If AI generates a legal argument, a medical diagnosis, a strategic 
recommendation - who decides whether it's valid?

This isn't a skill we have emphasised in schools. And it isn't a skill that machines 
can replace (yet). It is, perhaps, the most human capacity of all: the ability to 
judge what matters, and act on that judgement, even when certainty is 
unavailable.

Education isn't just a pipeline into employment. It's a promise. A promise that 
effort now leads to opportunity later. A promise that learning has a destination. 
A promise that the rules won't change faster than a child can grow up.

That promise is breaking. Not because educators failed, but because the world 
shifted beneath the foundations. And yet we keep teaching as if the destination 
is stable. We keep assessing as if the measures still measure what matters. We 
keep reassuring parents with a confidence we no longer fully feel.

If this really is different - if the timeline is compressed, if the skills we elevated 
are now performed by machines, if the destination itself is unstable - then the 
question isn't “what content should we add?” or even “what skills should we 
teach?” 

The question is harder: why are schools not changing, even when the people 
inside them can see the fire? 

What is holding the system in place? 

And what would it take to break free?
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2: The Trap That Holds Schools in Place
If the house is on fire, why is no one running?

That is the question that lingers after grasping the scale of what is coming. AI 
compressing cognitive work. Robots replicating physical presence. Timelines 
shrinking faster than institutions can adapt. Educators aren't blind. Most of them 
sense it. Many of them know it. So why does so little change?

The easy answer would be resistance - stubbornness, a profession stuck in its 
ways. 

That answer is wrong.

What looks like resistance is usually something else: rational behaviour inside a 
system that punishes risk.

Consider how pressure moves through a school. A teacher wants to try 
something different - project-based, inquiry-driven, less content, more depth. 
But the examination is in May, and the examination does not measure depth. It 
measures coverage. So the teacher hesitates. Not because she does not believe 
in the change, but because she cannot afford to let her students fall behind on 
metrics that still determine their futures. And she has a mortgage. She has a 
performance review. She has twenty or thirty families trusting her to deliver 
results they recognise. And so she teaches to the test - knowing it isn't enough, 
but unable to prove that something else would be better in the time and space 
she has been given.

Move up a level. A head of school sees the same fire. She wants to redesign 
assessment, shift toward competency, reduce content load, create space for the 
capacities that actually matter. But enrolment is fragile. Parents chose this 
school because of its results. Results mean grades. Grades mean university. 
University means safety - or at least the appearance of it. If she moves too fast, 
parents panic. If parents panic, they leave, and if they leave, the budget 
collapses. If the budget collapses, there is no school to reform. So she makes 
incremental adjustments. Pilots a project here. Adds a wellbeing programme 
there. Talks about innovation in newsletters while holding the core structure 
intact. Not because she lacks vision, but because she cannot risk the institution 
on a bet the market isn't ready to reward.

Move up again. A board governs with fiduciary duty. They're responsible for the 
school’s survival - ensuring it exists in ten years, twenty years. They see the 
same horizon. They read the same reports. They feel the same unease. But their 
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role is to protect continuity, and continuity means not deviating too far from 
what parents expect, what inspectors measure, what universities demand. 
Long-term transformation requires short-term risk, and short-term risk 
threatens the stability that makes long-term planning possible. 

So the board approves cautious strategies, measured language, careful pilotsNot 
because they don't care about the future, but because they're accountable for 
the present.

Now look at the system from above. Teachers are constrained by leaders. 
Leaders are constrained by boards. Boards are constrained by parents. Parents 
are constrained by universities. Universities are constrained by employers. 
Employers are constrained by markets. And markets are being reshaped by the 
very technologies that make the whole chain unstable.

Everyone is watching everyone else. Everyone is waiting for someone else to 
move first. Everyone is afraid.

This is the invisible trap. Not a conspiracy. Not corruption. Not incompetence. 
Just a system optimised for stability in a world that no longer rewards it.

International reviews of curriculum reform describe a persistent 
“implementation gap” between the intention to modernise and what actually 
changes in classrooms. Decision-making, consensus-building, and 
implementation, all introduce multi-year time lags. New goals “aren't quickly or 
thoroughly adopted in classroom practice,” especially when governance is 
complex and stakeholder agreement is required. The incentives are misaligned 
- but they're not irrational.

Parents want safety for their children. That isn't unreasonable. Teachers want to 
keep their jobs. That isn't selfish. Leaders want their schools to survive. That 
isn't cowardice. Boards want to fulfil their duty. That isn't obstruction. Each actor 
is responding sensibly to the pressures they face. And yet, collectively, they 
produce paralysis.

In many systems, six to ten percent of qualified teachers leave each year. 
Surveys find that around one in five teachers under thirty plan to exit within five 
years, often citing workload, stress, and burnout. This isn't a profession with 
spare capacity for experimentation. A teacher, already stretched thin, does not 
take risks that might make things worse.

Even where standardised tests are being de-emphasised, university admissions 
offices mostly fall back on the same signals: grades, school reputation, 
conventional application materials. Parent surveys show a paradox: families say 
they care deeply about wellbeing, practical skills, critical thinking, and real-world 
preparation, yet they still judge schools primarily by examination results and 
perceived access to university and stable employment. They demand what they 
know because the alternative feels like gambling with their child’s future.
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There is another layer, rarely spoken aloud. Many educators are holding two 
realities at once. The reality they're accountable to: grades, inspections, 
university placements, parent satisfaction. And the reality they suspect is 
coming: a world where most of what they're measuring will be performed by 
machines before their students reach adulthood.

This produces a particular kind of exhaustion. Not burnout from overwork - 
though there is plenty of that - but fatigue from pretending. From maintaining 
confidence they no longer fully feel. From selling a product they're no longer 
sure they believe in.

We teach the future we can still defend, not the one we suspect is coming.

And every day, the gap between those two futures widens.

Parents are caught in this too. They're terrified. They want their children to be 
safe. They want credentials that open doors. They want the same promise they 
were given: work hard, get qualified, and life will be stable. That promise is 
breaking for them as well. They just don't have language for it yet. So they 
demand what they know - high grades, strong results, recognisable pathways - 
not because they're blind to change, but because the alternative feels like 
gambling with their child’s future. And no parent wants to be the one who 
experimented when the safe path was still available.

The system cannot change because everyone inside it's making rational choices 
that prevent change from happening. Fear holds the structure in place. Not fear 
of innovation - fear of being the one who moved first and failed. Not fear of the 
future - fear of losing the present. Not fear of change - fear of what change 
might cost before its benefits can be proven.

At this point, a reasonable conclusion suggests itself. If schools are trapped by 
incentives, then the problem is structural. Fix the incentives. Change the 
policies. Reform the universities. Shift the market signals. Logical - but also 
insufficient. Because systems don't just constrain behaviour. They shape 
perception. Under sustained pressure, people stop seeing clearly. Risk tolerance 
shrinks. Time horizons collapse. Decision-making becomes reactive.

The danger isn't only that schools cannot change fast enough. It's that the 
pressure itself distorts judgement, making it harder to recognise what kind of 
change is actually needed.

Which raises a question that reform alone cannot answer: if the system trains 
people to respond safely rather than see clearly, how do we know we're even 
solving the right problem?
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3: Why the Familiar Responses Are Failing
When systems can't change structure, they often change language.

New words appear in strategic plans. Curriculum documents are rewritten. 
Mission statements evolve. The work looks different on paper, even when daily 
practice stays much the same. This isn't dishonesty. It's how institutions adapt 
when real adaptation feels too dangerous.

And in education, the language we reached for in recent years was skills.

For years, schools have been told the answer lies in skills. Not just knowledge, 
but critical thinking, creativity, collaboration, communication, adaptability. This 
was important work. It shifted the focus from memorisation to meaning, from 
content as an end to content as a means, from passive reception to active 
application. Frameworks evolved. Taxonomies were revised. Curricula were 
reworded. And these changes mattered. They still matter.

The capacities we tried to develop - analysing, evaluating, creating - remain 
essential. But something has shifted beneath them.

The assumption was that if we taught these skills well enough, students would 
be ready for whatever came next. The skills were the destination. Now it's 
becoming clear they were only ever the foundation. Because the very capacities 
education worked so hard to raise are now being performed by machines - 
instantly, cheaply, at scale.

AI can summarise a text. It can compare arguments. It can generate plausible 
solutions. It can draft essays, write code, plan events, and prepare 
presentations. Recent reviews show that AI systems can now analyse, evaluate, 
and even generate creative ideas at levels that correlate strongly with expert 
human judgements, blurring the line between “higher-order” skills and 
automated capability. Research on AI and higher-order thinking reports that 
generative and analytic tools are already being used to support - and in some 
cases automate - tasks across Bloom’s taxonomy, from basic recall to 
application, analysis, and evaluation.

Which doesn’t mean students no longer need to think. But it does mean that 
performing thinking is no longer evidence of understanding in the way it once 
was. Or more precisely: AI can now produce the artefacts schools have long 
used as evidence of comprehension - the essays, the posters, the comparative 
analyses, the research reports. A student submits an essay. Is it theirs? Did they 
wrestle with the ideas, or outsource the wrestling to AI? Did understanding 
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happen, or just output?

We can no longer tell by looking at the product.

Meanwhile, student AI use has become mainstream. In recent surveys, around 
80 to 90 percent of secondary and university students report using generative 
AI for schoolwork, and a non-trivial minority openly admit pasting AI-generated 
text directly into assignments. A 2025 UK survey found that nearly ninety 
percent of undergraduates now use generative AI for assessments, up from 
around fifty percent the year before with similar figures reported in the US.

Universities and examination boards are quietly redesigning assessment - 
toward supervised examinations, oral defences, and in-class performance - 
because essays and take-home products alone no longer reliably show whose 
thinking they contain. UNESCO’s commentary on the future of assessment 
argues that when AI can generate essays and problem solutions, traditional 
written products lose their value as proxies for learning; assessment must shift 
toward what is harder to fake: in-the-moment reasoning, collaboration, and 
authentic performance. Viva Voce!

This creates an uncomfortable tension. Schools are doubling down on skills 
frameworks at precisely the moment those skills become harder to distinguish 
as uniquely human. So the language intensifies. We talk about deeper learning, 
authentic tasks, transfer, metacognition. All valid ideas. Yet the more we refine 
the language, the more it feels like polishing the surface of something 
structurally unstable.

Because the problem may not be which skills we're teaching. It may be how 
we're defining competence itself.

Skills frameworks tend to assume a certain world: a world where problems 
arrive clearly defined, information is reliable, and the right method, applied 
correctly, produces the right result. In that world, competence means 
performing the right actions, in the right order, under the right conditions. This 
is the natural extension of the industrial-age model of education.

But real life doesn't work that way. Real life presents itself as ambiguity, 
competing signals, incomplete information, pressure to act before clarity arrives. 
And this is where something important breaks down.

Under pressure, people often don't falter because they lack skills. They falter 
because they misread the situation they're in. They apply the wrong framework 
to the wrong problem. They optimise one part and damage the whole. They 
respond to noise instead of signal. They act quickly when they should wait. They 
wait cautiously when they should move. In other words, they perform 
competently - but incoherently. The skills are present. The judgement is 
missing.

And in a world where change is visible in real time, that gap between 
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competence and coherence is no longer a minor problem. It IS the problem.

Years ago, I was leading a school where we sensed student engagement was 
falling in some key areas, and I did what any leader would probably do. Students 
were distracted and results were slipping. Staff were frustrated, and there was 
potentially a downward spiral. You know what it's like - you spend a lot of effort 
building a strong school culture, and when indiscipline or distractions creep in, 
suddenly it seems to spread, affecting the ethos within the entire school or 
section.

So we worked to tighten behaviour policies. Increased accountability. Added 
interventions. More tracking. More consequences. More structure. Every action 
was defensible and every action logical at solving the local problems we were 
seeing.

But it didn't fix the problems.

What I failed to see was that we had a problem with maybe ten percent of a 
cohort. But the policies we wrote had to be applied to everyone. The ninety 
percent who had never been a problem - who would never have broken the rules 
anyway - suddenly felt distrusted. They felt judged and policed. The mutual 
respect we had spent years building felt, to them, like it had been withdrawn.

So we had designed a system for the few and imposed it on the many and while 
the behaviour metrics improved, the culture changed, for the worse. We had 
solved the visible problem and deepened or created an invisible one.

It took me longer than I would like to admit to see what I had missed. The 
problem wasn't behaviour. It was meaning. Students weren't disengaged 
because they lacked discipline. They were disengaged because they couldn't see 
the point and they didn't feel like they belonged - not in the way the other 
students did. And so they sought out others who felt equally displaced. Trouble 
found company!

What I didn't fully understand at the time was that these students had 
somewhere else to look. Twenty or thirty years ago, a disengaged student had 
few alternative narratives. Successful careers were built from a strong school 
start, or at least that was the usual pressure applied. Of course people were still 
building successful businesses without having the academic background, but 
they were less well advertised. Now they can see, every day, people who skipped 
all of this and made it anyway. Influencers. Creators. Dropouts turned 
entrepreneurs. The algorithm serves them a constant stream of evidence that 
formal education is optional - maybe even a waste of time. Why sit through a 
lesson on equations when someone their age is making thousands from a ring-
light and a phone?

When we finally asked them - and really listened to them - what emerged wasn't 
just “why does this matter?” It was: why does this matter more than what I 
could be doing instead? 
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My key takeaway was that I had the skills to write policy and analyse data, but 
I did not have the discernment to know which problem I was actually solving - 
or to see how fixing it in one place might break something more important 
somewhere else.

At this point, another conclusion feels tempting. If skills language is failing us, 
perhaps the real issue is thinking itself. Not what students can do, but how they 
interpret what they see. If we could just help people think more clearly, frame 
problems more accurately, spot patterns earlier - then maybe everything else 
would fall into place.

That sounds like progress. 

But it raises a question we haven't yet faced: if clearer thinking is the answer, 
why does thinking so reliably collapse when pressure rises? 

Why do intelligent people misread situations they should understand? 

Why do well-trained leaders make choices they later regret? 

Why does insight so often fail to translate into wise action?
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4: When Pressure Replaces Purpose
By now, a pattern is emerging. Technology is compressing faster than 
institutions can adapt - AI and robotics squeezing cognitive and physical work 
simultaneously, at a pace we have never seen. Systems constrain even well-
intentioned educators. Skills frameworks fail under real-world pressure. So 
perhaps the missing piece is simpler. Perhaps the real problem is that people 
aren't seeing clearly enough.

After all, many failures look, in hindsight, like failures of perception. Leaders 
chase the wrong priority. Schools respond to symptoms instead of causes. 
Teams invest energy in initiatives that feel busy but change very little. So we 
reach for a familiar remedy: better thinking, sharper analysis, clearer problem 
framing. Teach people to identify patterns, read situations more accurately, 
make sense of complexity before acting.

This feels intuitively right. And it is - up to a point.

In education, clarity is often treated as the breakthrough. If teachers could just 
see the bigger picture, if leaders could diagnose problems more accurately, if 
boards could distinguish causes from symptoms - then better decisions would 
follow. So we invest heavily in analysis, data, and insight. We build dashboards. 
We commission reports. We run strategic reviews. And for a moment, things feel 
sharper. The patterns become visible. The problems get named. The priorities 
get listed.

But then something strange happens. The insight does not translate. People see 
the issue and still make choices that deepen it. This isn't a failure of intelligence. 
Most educators are highly capable. They can analyse complex situations. They 
can identify what is going wrong. They can articulate what needs to change.

The problem isn't blindness. The problem is what happens after something is 
seen.

Under pressure, clarity does not automatically lead to wise action. In fact, the 
opposite often happens. The clearer the risk, the faster the rush to relieve it. The 
stronger the signal, the quicker the move to respond. And response is where 
things unravel.

A school notices falling results. The data is clear - the trend is visible. So they 
narrow the curriculum - more time on tested subjects, less on everything else. 
Results stabilise, for now. But engagement drops. Creativity disappears. Culture 
fragments. The underlying problem deepens.
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Or a leader senses parent anxiety. The emails are sharper. The questions are 
harder. So they increase reassurance - more communication, more visible 
action, more promises. Confidence returns, briefly. But the gap between what is 
promised and what is delivered still widens and trust erodes.

Or a board detects financial risk. The projections are stark - the margin is thin. 
So they apply pressure - cut costs, increase class sizes, demand efficiency. The 
budget balances, on paper. But morale collapses. Staff leave. The institution 
weakens from within.

Each of these actions makes sense locally. Each is defensible. Each is taken by 
capable people who can see the problem clearly. And yet, collectively, they often 
deepen the very problems they were meant to solve.

This reveals something uncomfortable. The failure isn't primarily one of 
recognition. It isn't that people cannot see what is happening. It's that seeing 
does not tell you what must be held steady.

Systems don't collapse because no one noticed the warning signs. They collapse 
frequently because the response to those signs was reactive rather than 
deliberate. Pressure collapses time horizons. It rewards action over restraint. It 
punishes waiting. It makes movement feel like progress. And so people act - not 
because action is wise, but because inaction feels unbearable.

The principal who pauses to think is seen as indecisive. The board that waits for 
clarity is seen as passive. The teacher who resists the initiative is seen as 
obstructive. The system rewards response. It does not ask whether the response 
is right.

Not all resistance is the same.  There is resistance that clings to the familiar 
simply because it is familiar. But there is also resistance that asks better 
questions before moving on.

A teacher who refuses change to protect comfort slows a system down. A 
teacher who pauses to ask how an initiative helps students navigate uncertainty, 
develop judgment, or discern what matters is not obstructing progress - they 
are testing whether it is real.  And under pressure, systems rarely make that 
distinction. They label both as delay.

When outcomes disappoint, pressure increases. Targets tighten. Oversight 
expands. Reporting multiplies. Action accelerates. And for a while, this works. 
Things look more controlled. Processes become clearer. Variation is reduced. But 
something else begins to happen at the same time.

The system starts to treat pressure not as a response to problems but as a 
substitute for orientation.

Instead of asking “are we doing the right work?” it asks “are we doing the work 
right?” Instead of “what must be protected?” it asks “what can be measured?” 
Instead of “does this matter?” it asks “can this be defended?”
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This is a subtle shift, but a decisive one, because once pressure becomes the 
operating system, the system loses the ability to question itself. It can optimise. 
It can standardise. It can enforce. But it cannot pause to ask whether it's 
heading in the right direction.

Under sustained pressure, three things typically happen.

First, time horizons collapse. Long-term coherence is often traded for short-term 
reassurance. The strategic gets sacrificed to the urgent. What matters in five 
years loses out to what is demanded by Friday. Schools stop asking where 
they're going and start asking how to survive the week.

Second, responsibility drifts. People act outside their role - not out of ambition, 
but out of anxiety. Teachers start managing upward. Leaders start doing 
teachers’ work. Boards start directing operations. Boundaries blur. Roles get 
confused and accountability becomes diffuse. Everyone is responsible and no 
one is responsible.

Third, the system confuses motion with direction. Activity increases. Meetings 
multiply. Plans proliferate. Everyone is busy. Everyone is accountable. Everyone 
is exhausted. And yet the deeper issues remain untouched. The system is 
moving, but it has forgotten where it was trying to go.

This is how capable institutions lose their way. Not through corruption or 
incompetence and not through lack of effort. But through over-coordination in a 
world that now requires judgement.

Pressure feels like leadership. Action feels like progress. Control feels like safety. 
But these are illusions. The school that responds fastest isn't necessarily the 
school that responds wisest. The leader who acts most visibly isn't necessarily 
the leader who acts most effectively. The board that monitors most closely isn't 
necessarily the board that governs best.

Speed isn't the same as direction. Activity isn't the same as progress. Control 
isn't the same as coherence.

At this stage, it becomes very difficult to distinguish between stability that 
protects the future and stability that merely delays reckoning. They look the 
same from the inside. Both feel like holding things together. Both feel like 
responsible stewardship. Both feel like doing what must be done. But one builds 
toward something, and the other just postpones collapse.

Many institutions throughout history have reached this point. They didn't fail 
because they stopped working. They failed because they worked too rigidly in 
conditions that no longer matched their design. They optimised for a world that 
had already changed. They enforced standards that no longer served. They 
measured what was measurable and ignored what actually mattered. And by the 
time they noticed, the capacity to adapt had been eroded by the very pressure 
meant to ensure survival.
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If pressure is now the operating system - if action has replaced orientation, if 
compliance has crowded out judgement - then implementation is no longer the 
solution. It's part of the pattern. Adding more pressure to a system already 
distorted by pressure does not produce transformation. It produces 
fragmentation. More initiatives, less coherence. More accountability, less trust. 
More activity, less meaning.

And beneath all of this sits a deeper crisis - one that pressure alone cannot 
address.

For a long time, education has relied on a stable assumption. Learning leads to 
work. Work leads to identity. Identity leads to meaning. The subjects might 
change. The jobs might evolve. But the arc held. You studied. You qualified. You 
entered the workforce or a profession. You progressed. You became someone.

This was not just an economic story. It was a psychological one. Work gave 
structure to time, it gave status to effort, and it gave coherence to a life. When 
someone asked “what do you do?” the answer located you in the world. Schools, 
whether they named it or not, were built around this promise. Study hard. Get 
qualified. Find your place. Become who you are meant to be.

But when work begins to fragment - when careers shorten, automate, disappear, 
or reassemble faster than anyone can track - the promise weakens. And when 
the promise weakens, something deeper is exposed.

People can adapt to new tools. They can retrain for new roles. They can learn 
new systems. What is far harder to adapt to is the loss of a stable answer to the 
question: who am I useful as?

This isn't a future problem. It's already here. Graduates entering professions 
that did not exist five years ago and may not exist in another five. Mid-career 
professionals watching their expertise become automated - skills they spent 
decades developing now performed by software in seconds. Young people asked 
to commit to pathways when no one can tell them where those pathways lead.

Across OECD countries, the average unemployment rate for young adults with 
tertiary degrees is already roughly double the rate for more established 
graduates, and in some large economies, youth graduate unemployment runs 
above twenty percent. This is now, and the full impact of AI combined with 
humanoid robots has not yet filtered down. The question “who am I useful as?” 
is a current concern as well as a distant fear.

So for many people, the question is no longer just “what job will I have?” it's 
deeper: what will make me valuable? What will make me needed? What will 
make me… me?

And education doesn’t have a good answer.

So schools retreat to what can still be defended. Credentials. Benchmarks. 
Comparisons. Not because these give meaning, but because they give 
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legitimacy. A grade is legible. A ranking is comparable. A qualification is 
recognised. These things still open doors - for now. So schools keep producing 
them.

But the gap between credentials and confidence is widening. Students collect 
qualifications and still feel unprepared. They achieve benchmarks and still feel 
anxious. They follow the pathway and still feel lost. Because credentials answer 
the question “can you do this?” They don't answer the question “does this 
matter?”

Students begin to ask questions that curriculum documents don't answer. Why 
am I learning this? What is this for? What happens if there isn't a place waiting 
for me? These aren't rebellious questions, they're honest ones - and adults often 
feel them first.

Global surveys find that around 80 to 90 percent of Gen-Z say purpose is central 
to job satisfaction, yet a third report that their work feels meaningless and over 
a third say their job is a major source of anxiety. Nearly half have left or refused 
roles that lacked purpose or conflicted with their values.

When these questions go unanswered, a quiet substitution takes place. Identity 
becomes borrowed rather than built. From grades. From rankings. From 
institutions. From external validation. Students learn to perform success without 
feeling successful. They learn to achieve without knowing what achievement is 
for. They become very good at meeting expectations - and very uncertain about 
what they themselves expect.

This works until it doesn’t. Until the external validation stops. Until the next rung 
on the ladder isn't there. Until the credential doesn’t convert into meaning. And 
then the question returns, louder: who am I, if not what I do?

Against that backdrop, a majority of Gen-Z say they would like to be influencers, 
even though creator-economy data show that only a small minority make a 
stable living from content - around two-thirds of creators earn under fifty 
thousand dollars a year, often from unstable income streams like brand deals. 
The dream of “making it with a ring-light and a phone” is real for a small 
minority and aspirational for the majority. But the aspiration itself tells us 
something: formal education is competing with alternative narratives that 
promise meaning, autonomy, and visibility without credentials.

In systems under strain, people often continue saying what must be said - not 
because they believe it, but because not saying it feels too dangerous. This isn't 
dishonesty. It's how institutions protect themselves when the future is unclear. 
Schools keep promising employability because the alternative - admitting 
uncertainty - feels like failure. Parents keep demanding results because the 
alternative - trusting a new model - feels like risk. 

Students keep performing because the alternative - pausing to ask why - feels 
like falling behind.
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And so everyone keeps moving on a path that fewer and fewer believe in.

If the real crisis is one of meaning and identity, then perhaps education’s task 
isn't primarily economic at all. Perhaps schools need to focus less on readiness 
for work and more on helping people construct lives of purpose - lives that don't 
depend on a job title to feel whole.

But that raises one question we haven't yet resolved. If identity can no longer 
be outsourced to systems or roles, if work cannot be trusted to tell us who we 
are, if credentials don't carry the meaning they used to - then what capacity 
must people develop to author their own orientation in the world? Not just to 
adapt to change, but to remain coherent through it. Not just to find work, but to 
find worth. Not just to perform competence, but to know what competence is 
for.

Where, inside constrained institutions, could that possibly begin?
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5: Where Leverage Actually Sits
If change is constrained, if pressure distorts judgement, if skills frameworks are 
insufficient, if identity can no longer be guaranteed by work - then what, 
realistically, can be done?

Not ideally. Not in theory. But inside institutions that still have timetables, 
budgets, parents, inspections, and payrolls.

At this point, most systems reach for one of two responses. The first is 
escalation: more urgency, more accountability, more reform energy applied 
more forcefully. The second is retreat: lower expectations, smaller ambitions, a 
quiet focus on survival. Both feel understandable. Neither addresses the 
underlying pattern.

Because what the previous chapters have been circling is this: the deepest 
failures we're seeing aren't failures of effort, intelligence, or care. They're 
failures of orientation. Systems misread what kind of work is required. Leaders 
apply pressure where clarity is needed. Boards drift into operations when their 
role is to hold direction. Teachers are asked to solve problems that aren't theirs 
to own. Everyone works harder, and coherence erodes.

This isn't new. Throughout history, large systems in transition rarely fail because 
no one tried to fix them. They fail because the system loses the ability to 
distinguish signal from noise, action from reaction, movement from direction. 
When that happens, reform accelerates and effectiveness declines.

So where does leverage actually sit?

Not in redesigning everything at once - that, as they say, is above my paygrade. 
And not in predicting the future correctly or in finding the perfect new model. 
But leverage sits upstream of action. It sits in how problems are framed, how 
roles are held, how pressure is distributed, how people decide what not to do. 
In other words, leverage sits in how people see - before they act.

Let me name this directly.

What education needs to develop - in students and in adults - isn't more skills. 
It's "generative discernment."

The capacity to read patterns - not just recognise them, but interpret what they 
mean.

The capacity to judge what matters - to distinguish signal from noise and hold 



26

WHERE LEVERAGE ACTUALLY SITS

that distinction under pressure.

The capacity to commit under uncertainty - to stay with a direction when the 
outcome isn't guaranteed, when persistence is hard, when it would be easier to 
pivot or retreat.

And the capacity to create new patterns - not just adapt to change, but author 
it. To disrupt what isn't working. To build what does not yet exist.

This isn't a skill in the conventional sense. It's a condition for coherence. Without 
it, systems fragment - even when populated by capable people. With it, people 
can navigate uncertainty without panicking, act without overreaching, and 
contribute without outsourcing their identity to external validation.

These capacities aren't new inventions. Research on adaptive expertise 
distinguishes routine expertise - efficient execution - from adaptive expertise: 
seeing underlying structures and flexibly applying knowledge in new problems. 
Work on ill-structured problems emphasises that real-world challenges involve 
ambiguous goals, incomplete information, and competing values, where success 
depends less on procedural skill and more on framing, sense-making, and 
professional judgement. Research on epistemic cognition shows that students 
who see knowledge as complex, uncertain, and evolving are better able to 
evaluate claims, weigh evidence, and resist simplistic answers.

Generative discernment integrates these strands: adaptive expertise plus 
epistemic cognition plus judgement under uncertainty plus the capacity to 
create, not just respond.

But discernment does not emerge from nowhere. It requires a foundation.

You cannot judge whether an answer makes sense if you have no sense of the 
domain. You cannot evaluate an AI’s output if you lack the underlying knowledge 
to question it. You cannot discern patterns if you have never been taught to 
recognise the building blocks.

This is where content still matters - not as an end, but as a foundation. Literacy. 
Numeracy. Conceptual understanding. Not because these are sufficient, but 
because without them, discernment has nothing to work with.

Cognitive science is clear that domain knowledge is essential for critical thinking 
in that domain - students cannot evaluate or problem-solve well with no 
schemas to work from. Reviews repeatedly find that generic critical-thinking 
skills don't transfer well without domain knowledge. So repositioning knowledge 
from “destination” to “material for discernment” is defensible: we still need it, 
but we need to be explicit about what it is for.

The goal isn't to abandon content. It's to ensure that content serves discernment 
- not the other way around.

Some schools are already finding ways.
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Long-running project-based networks like High Tech High show that students 
can do rigorous, authentic work and still achieve graduation rates around 96 
percent, with more than 80 percent accepted to four-year colleges. A quasi-
experimental Harvard study found that attending High Tech High increases the 
likelihood of enrolling in a four-year college by about eleven percentage points, 
suggesting a real impact on post-secondary trajectories.

Competency-based credentials are no longer fringe experiments: the Mastery 
Transcript Consortium now connects nearly 400 schools serving over half a 
million learners a year, and its work has been brought under Educational Testing 
Services and the Carnegie Foundation’s “Skills for the Future” initiative, explicitly 
to shift from time-based to competency-based systems and validate durable 
skills for higher education and employers.

Concept-driven, inquiry-based frameworks such as the IB have scaled far 
beyond boutique status - over 8,000 programmes now operate in 5,700 schools 
across 160 countries, with programme numbers increasing. 

And then there is service learning - not the bake-sale kind, but work that 
requires genuine discernment. In schools I have led, students have designed 
and managed reforestation projects - thousands of trees planted to combat 
deforestation. Wildlife protection initiatives that required navigating local 
politics, ecological data, and community resistance. I know a school where 
students were designing and 3D-printing prosthetic limbs for amputees. Not as 
a simulation, but as a real solution for real people.

These projects don't just teach content. They demand judgement. They require 
students to figure out what matters, what is feasible, who is affected, and what 
trade-offs they're willing to make. That is generative discernment in action - not 
as an abstract goal, but as a lived requirement.

These aren't fringe experiments, they're functioning models - proof that it's 
possible to teach differently inside systems that still require accountability. They 
work because they shift the centre of gravity from content coverage to meaning-
making, from performance to production, from answers to judgement.

And this is where AI changes everything - not as a threat, but as a possibility.

If AI can deliver content, then teachers are freed to do what machines cannot: 
develop discernment, coach judgement, build the capacity to ask whether the 
answer is true, whether the pattern is significant, whether the direction is worth 
pursuing.

This isn't a smaller role for teachers. It's a more important one.

Some systems are already exploring this. In Australia, the government-funded 
a pilot using of AI to draft lesson plans and activities so teachers can spend less 
time on administration and more time with students. In England, a new pilot will 
use AI tutors to offer one-to-one support to as many as 450,000 disadvantaged 
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pupils a year, positioning AI as an equity tool rather than a replacement for 
teachers. In one London pilot, twenty students now learn primarily with AI tools 
and a small team of learning coaches, instead of conventional classroom 
teaching, with teachers shifting from content delivery to coaching and oversight.

Early pilots with AI tutors report that when AI handles routine explanation and 
practice, teachers can spend more time on discussion, feedback, and 
relationship-building. Global reviews now treat AI as a potential co-educator: by 
2024, more than three-quarters of countries had begun integrating or trialling 
AI in their school systems, and AI-supported programmes have increased 
achievement in some contexts while freeing teacher time for higher-value work.

UNESCO explicitly frames AI as a way to “augment teachers’ capacities,” not 
replace them, calling for human-centred use of AI to enhance teaching, learning, 
and assessment while teachers retain pedagogical and ethical responsibility.

But this requires letting go of the old model - the teacher as deliverer of 
knowledge, the student as receiver and reproducer. That's frightening for many. 
It asks teachers to release control over content and trust that something deeper 
can be developed in its place. It asks leaders to defend approaches that don't fit 
neatly into inspection frameworks. It asks parents to accept that their child’s 
education might not look like their own.

The fear is real. And it must be named, not dismissed. Because transformation 
does not fail for lack of ideas. It fails because fear holds the old structure in 
place.

So what can be done on Monday?

Not everything. But something.

You can pause before adding more. Before launching another initiative, before 
introducing another accountability measure, ask: does this help students see 
more clearly, commit more deliberately, or create more courageously? If not, 
consider whether it is truly essential.

You can stop what isn't working. The activities that keep students busy but add 
no cognitive value. The assessments that measure compliance rather than 
understanding. The content that exists only because it has always been there. 
Stopping requires courage. But it creates space - and space is where 
discernment develops.

You can start the conversation that most schools avoid. What are we actually 
preparing students for? Do we believe it? What would we do differently if we 
admitted what we suspect is true?

This isn't a comfortable conversation. But it's an honest one. And honest 
conversations are where change begins.

The window for full-scale transformation - where values, assessments, 
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universities, and incentives could be redesigned together - has likely already 
passed. Five or ten years ago, it might have been possible. Today, most 
institutions are operating in survival mode, protecting revenue, legitimacy, and 
continuity. In that context, incremental tweaking isn't progress. It's motion 
without direction.

But stabilisation is possible. Stabilisation isn't giving up on change. It's what 
makes change survivable. It means holding the line on what matters while the 
ground continues to shift. It means refusing to add pressure where orientation 
is needed. It means protecting the space for discernment - in students, in 
teachers, in leaders, in boards - even when the system rewards busyness 
instead.
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6: What the Work Actually Requires
The previous chapter detailed what education needs to develop: generative 
discernment. But naming something isn't the same as understanding it. And 
understanding it isn't the same as knowing what to do.

So this chapter asks: what does generative discernment actually look like in 
schools? And how do we develop it without dismantling what already works and 
within a system that is constrained by expectations?

Before going further, something needs to be said clearly. This isn't an argument 
against subject knowledge. It isn't a downgrade of academic rigour. And it isn't 
a call to abandon examinations. Strong mathematics still matters. Deep 
disciplinary understanding still matters. Poorly taught subjects undermine 
everything described here.

What has changed isn't the value of knowledge but the role it now plays. 
Knowledge isn't the destination. It's the foundation. Content, conceptual 
understanding, skills - these remain essential. But they serve discernment. 
Discernment does not serve them. That is the reorientation.

Here is the quiet misclassification most schools live with.

Most schools already do many of the things that develop generative 
discernment. They have drama programmes, service learning, sport, history, 
creative arts, leadership opportunities, outdoor education. The issue isn't 
absence. The issue is how these are understood.

For most schools, these activities sit in the same mental category: enrichment. 
Important. Valuable. But ultimately supporting the “real” work, which is 
academic, examinable, credentialed.

And this is the shift that matters most.

These aren't enrichment activities that support the work. They're carrying the 
core human work itself - without being recognised as such.

Take drama. It's often justified in terms of confidence, expression and 
engagement. All true, but incomplete. Drama is one of the few places where 
students must inhabit perspectives they don't hold, navigate power, loyalty, fear, 
and consequence, and act within moral ambiguity without tidy resolution. Drama 
education research links theatre with empathy, perspective-taking, moral 
reasoning, and the ability to hold conflicting viewpoints without simple 
resolution.
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That isn't enrichment. That is judgement under social pressure.

Now take sport. It's often framed as teamwork, fitness and healthy competition. 
Again, all true but partial. Sport trains decision-making under fatigue, recovery 
after failure, discipline without immediate reward, commitment when the 
outcome is uncertain. Sports psychology research shows that high-intensity 
sport trains rapid decision-making, emotional regulation, resilience, and 
recovery from failure in real time.

That isn't character-building as a side benefit. That is the deliberate 
development of commitment under pressure.

Service Learning. Often positioned as “giving back” or community engagement. 
But authentic Service Learning is responsibility for real consequences, ethical 
choice under constraint, action without guaranteed success, discerning what 
actually helps versus what merely feels good. The substantial literature on high-
quality service learning shows gains in civic engagement, sense of agency, and 
complex moral reasoning when students take responsibility for projects with real 
consequences.

That isn't enrichment. That is learning to create patterns that matter for others.

And history - but critically - taught consequentially, not as recall. History is 
pattern recognition across time, understanding how rational decisions produce 
disastrous outcomes, learning humility in the face of complexity, seeing how 
systems trap even well-intentioned people. History education research argues 
that good history teaching develops sourcing, corroboration, and 
contextualisation - skills of reading patterns over time and cultivating humility 
about our own assumptions.

That isn't content to be memorised. That is training in reading patterns - the first 
capacity of generative discernment.

Do you see what is happening?

Drama develops judgement under pressure. Sport develops commitment under 
uncertainty. Service develops the capacity to create patterns that matter. History 
develops the capacity to read patterns across time.

These map directly onto the four capacities we named: read patterns, judge 
what matters, commit under uncertainty, create new patterns.

The architecture is already there. It's just not recognised as architecture and is 
often seen as peripheral.

And this is precisely the problem. Most schools aren't neglectful. They're 
structurally fragmented.

Subjects are protected - rightly - by subject leaders. Drama is owned by drama. 
History by history. Sport by PE. Service learning by pastoral teams. Outdoor 
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education sits somewhere else again. Each does its job well. But frequently no 
one is responsible for the through-line.

No one is asking: what human capacity is being deliberately developed over 
time? Where do students practise judgement under increasing complexity? How 
do these experiences connect rather than simply coexist?

That isn't a teaching failure. It's a curriculum coherence problem. And it's 
precisely the work leadership must own.

Research on curriculum coherence stresses that experiences must be 
intentionally sequenced and connected, not just accumulated. Work on graduate 
profiles and learner profiles - including the IB Learner Profile - argues that they 
only influence outcomes when they shape planning, assessment, and teacher 
talk. The idea that the most powerful learning often happens in the hidden 
curriculum - in routines, culture, and co-curriculars - has decades of support. 
The argument here is that drama, sport, service, and history are already 
carrying the hidden architecture of generative discernment; leadership’s job is 
to render that explicit, align it, and stop starving it of status.

So what does it look like when someone takes responsibility for the through-
line?

It starts with a question asked at every planning conversation: what capacity 
does this develop, and how does it connect to what came before and what comes 
next? Not what content does this cover. Not what skills does this teach. But what 
human capacity is being deliberately compounded.

Some schools use existing frameworks to hold this. The IB Learner Profile, for 
instance, names attributes like “inquirer,” “thinker,” “risk-taker” and asks 
teachers to track development across subjects and years. Other frameworks go 
further. The Learning Deck, which I developed, maps teaching and learning 
across two axes: Inform, Inquire, Inspire - and Enjoy, Engage, Empower. The 
intersections create nine profiles that describe different kinds of learning 
experience. Not to replace subjects, but to give teachers a shared language for 
identifying where discernment is being developed, where it's being assumed, 
and where it's missing entirely.

The specific framework matters less than the discipline of asking the question. 
Because without a deliberate through-line, students’ experience becomes 
fragmented. Good fragments, perhaps. But fragments nonetheless. And 
fragments don't compound into capacity.

At this point, a fair concern arises. If this matters so much, what do we stop 
doing to make space for it? Because if the answer is “nothing,” then this 
becomes just another addition - more weight on an already buckling system.

The answer isn't to remove subjects. It is to reduce work that does not transfer.

Every curriculum contains legacy content that no one has questioned in years, 
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duplication across subjects that no one has mapped, recall-heavy material that 
tests memory but builds no judgement.

The shift isn't from knowledge to skills. We have seen why the framing is 
incomplete. The shift is from content that terminates in recall to learning that 
feeds discernment. This is emphasis, not demolition. And it requires something 
uncomfortable: the courage to stop doing things that feel safe but add no lasting 
value.

Now let me say why this matters beyond schools.

In a world of automated execution, certainty becomes seductive. When thinking 
is hard work and answers are cheap, people stop wrestling and start accepting. 
When complexity is uncomfortable and algorithms offer clarity, people stop 
holding tension and start choosing sides.

This isn't hypothetical. It's already happening.

Political psychology and media studies show how people gravitate toward 
information that confirms existing identities, and how algorithmically curated 
feeds can intensify echo chambers. The issue is less about lack of information, 
and more about  the lack of capacity to hold ambiguity, tolerate dissonance, and 
revise one’s stance.

Studies of online radicalisation emphasise how young people searching for 
meaning and belonging are susceptible to simple, polarised narratives - 
especially when they struggle to evaluate sources or recognise manipulation.

We see it in the rise of ideological polarisation, where people retreat into 
positions rather than engage with complexity. We see it in how quickly young 
people searching for meaning can be drawn toward simple, biased narratives 
online. We see it in the fracturing of shared reality, as algorithmically curated 
feeds serve us the certainty we crave rather than the complexity we need. And 
we see it in political manipulation that bypasses reasoned argument entirely, 
targeting emotional reflex instead.

These aren't failures of information - we have more information than ever. 
They're failures of discernment. Failures to hold ambiguity. Failures to recognise 
when we are being played.

People who cannot hold ambiguity become recruitable. People who cannot 
recognise trade-offs become manipulable. People who cannot judge before 
acting become dangerous - to themselves and others.

Generative discernment isn't a luxury for privileged schools. It's protective for 
our society.

It enables students to resist simplistic narratives, spot manipulation before it 
lands, participate in society without surrendering agency, critique systems 
without abandoning them.
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In a world being reshaped by forces most people don't understand - AI, 
automation, geopolitical fracture, the rewriting of global order - the ability to 
think for oneself isn't optional. It's survival.

So what does this ask of teachers and leaders?

Nothing here diminishes subject expertise. In fact, it raises its importance. 
Because subjects no longer justify themselves by coverage alone, but by the 
kind of judgement they help form.

A history teacher isn't just teaching history. They're training pattern recognition 
and humility in the face of complexity. A drama teacher isn't just directing plays. 
They're developing the capacity to hold ambiguity and act under uncertainty. A 
PE teacher isn't just running fitness sessions. They're building commitment, 
recovery, and decision-making under pressure.

This does not replace what teachers do. It reveals what they're already doing - 
and asks that it be taken seriously enough to align.
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Conclusion: The Question That Remains
This book began with a promise that is breaking.

The promise that learning leads to work, work leads to identity, and identity 
leads to meaning. The promise that the rules won't change faster than a child 
can grow up. The promise that schools know what they're preparing students 
for.

That promise was always partly aspirational. But it held well enough, for long 
enough, that institutions could be built around it. Now the conditions that made 
it credible are eroding - faster than most institutions can adapt.

The argument here has not been that schools are failing. It has been that the 
context has shifted so dramatically that continuing to operate as before is itself 
a form of failure, even when every individual actor is working hard and acting in 
good faith.

We have traced how technology is compressing cognitive and physical work 
simultaneously, at unprecedented speed. How the system traps even well-
intentioned educators in rational responses that collectively produce paralysis. 
How skills language offered a response but is now collapsing under the weight 
of machines that can perform the artefacts of thinking. How pressure replaces 
purpose, and how clarity alone does not produce wise action. How identity can 
no longer be reliably anchored in work.

And we have named what is needed: "generative discernment." The capacity to 
read patterns, judge what matters, commit under uncertainty, and create new 
patterns for oneself and others. Not a skill to be added. A condition for 
coherence.

This capacity isn't new. It echoes what classical thinkers called phronesis - 
practical wisdom. The human ability to decide and act well when rules are 
incomplete and outcomes are uncertain. What is new is the urgency. When 
execution is automated and information is ubiquitous, judgement becomes the 
scarce human capability.

Education does not need to predict which jobs will exist. It does not need to 
solve the future. But it does need to help people develop the capacity to judge 
what matters, to stay with that judgement under pressure, and to create value 
for others - even when the path is unclear.

That isn't a curriculum change. It's an architectural shift.



And it doesn't begin with students. It begins with adults. With whoever is willing 
to pause, name the pattern they're inside, and choose not to add pressure where 
orientation is required.

The schools that will navigate this transition aren't necessarily the ones with the 
most resources or the boldest reform plans. They're the ones where someone 
takes responsibility for the through-line. For asking, at every level, what 
capacity is being developed and how it connects. Where drama, sport, service, 
and history stop being enrichment and start being recognised as human 
infrastructure. Where knowledge is honoured as foundation, not defended as 
destination. Where AI is treated as a potential ally in freeing teachers for the 
work that only humans can do.

These schools won't have solved the future. They will have stabilised the present 
- held the line on what matters while the ground continues to shift.

The window for full-scale transformation has likely passed. Most institutions are 
now operating in survival mode. In that context, stabilisation isn't retreat. It's 
what makes change survivable. It's the discipline to stop adding pressure where 
orientation is needed. It's the courage to ask uncomfortable questions and sit 
with incomplete answers.

So the final question isn't “how do we fix education?” it's quieter, and harder.

In a world that will keep changing faster than institutions can, who is willing to 
help others see clearly enough to act coherently?

What would it take to hold that line?

And if not you - then who?
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Sources and Further Reading
AI and automation: AGI timeline projections draw on public statements from 
leadership at OpenAI, Google DeepMind, and Anthropic (2024-2025). AI 
performance on professional examinations is documented in Katz et al. (2024) 
on the Bar Exam and JMIR Medical Education (2024) on medical licensing. 
Robotics data draws on Tesla investor communications, Figure AI/BMW 
partnership announcements, and Amazon corporate disclosures (2024-2025).

Education systems: The "implementation gap" in curriculum reform is analysed 
in OECD Education Working Papers (2020). Teacher attrition data comes from 
OECD Education at a Glance (2025) and TALIS (2024). Parent expectations 
research draws on OECD's Beyond Grades (2024) and EdChoice polling.

AI and assessment: Student AI use statistics come from HEPI/Kortext (UK, 
2025), Inside Higher Ed (US, 2025), and College Board surveys (2024-2025). AI 
detection reliability is reviewed in JISC guidance (2025) and validation studies. 
UNESCO's work on assessment futures (2025) informs the discussion of 
institutional responses.

Work and identity: Graduate employment and NEET data draws on OECD (2024-
2025) and UK Youth Employment Index. Gen Z attitudes come from Deloitte's 
Global Millennial and Gen Z Survey (2024-2025). Creator economy statistics 
draw on Linktree and industry analyses.

Alternative school models: High Tech High outcomes include a Harvard causal 
impact study (2024). Mastery Transcript Consortium data reflects 2024-2025 
membership and the ETS/Carnegie partnership. IB growth statistics come from 
IB organisation reporting (2024).

Foundational research: The argument for generative discernment builds on 
established work including adaptive expertise (Hatano, Bransford), ill-structured 
problems (Jonassen, Schön), character education and phronesis (Kristjánsson, 
Jubilee Centre), service learning (Billig, Furco), and history education 
(Wineburg, Seixas).
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Nik Bishop has spent thirty years leading international schools across Europe, 
Africa, the Middle East, South East Asia, and China. He has served on the NEASC 
Commission for International Education, the IB Heads' Council, and the boards 
of AISA and FOBISSEA.

This book grows out of a stark realisation: the incremental adjustments that 
have sustained schools through previous disruptions will not be enough this 
time. A fundamental shift in what education values - and what it deliberately 
develops - can no longer be deferred.

Nik now works with boards, leadership teams, and teachers to develop shared 
language for the work that matters most. His Learning Deck framework helps 
schools make learning visible beyond content coverage and identify where 
generative discernment is being developed, assumed, or missing.

Find out more - http://learning-deck.com

Or contact nik@learning-deck.com



Schools are under pressure. Not from one direction, but from many, all at 

once.

Technological acceleration, economic uncertainty, shifting labour markets, 

and growing doubt about what students are really being prepared for.

Inside schools, educators sense that something fundamental is changing.

Outside, systems still demand reassurance, stability, and results that remain 

legible to an older order.

This book does not offer a blueprint or promise transformation.

Instead, it brings together patterns that are often noticed separately but 

rarely held together — and asks what becomes visible when we do.

What’s Worth Learning is an invitation to pause at a crucial junction point, and 

to reopen a conversation about purpose, judgment, and meaning in 

education.


