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Effective Leadership:
In Search of the Holy Grail
During the last half-century, the concept of leadership and management in schools has morphed
from being something fairly ad hoc in the late 1960s to becoming one of the most centralised and
controlled features of the educational landscape in the United Kingdom.
During the period following the promulgation of the famous Butler (Education) Act in 1944 to
the mid-1980s, the term leadership was interchangeable with administration. The time was one
where education was described as a national system locally administered. The key players were
local educational authorities and schools who operated in a culture underpinned by the
bureaucratic-professional modus operandi.
The values that drove the system – especially with the creation of the comprehensive school –
were those of equity and social justice. Local Authority officers were drawn from a cadre of
headteachers and senior teachers in schools. But training was one associated with serendipity
rather than planned and fashioned by the needs of the service. I can recall how, in the early 1980s
when I moved from being headteacher of an independent primary school to that of Assistant
Education Officer in a local authority, I was out of my depth and, unsure about how and where I
could learn – on and off the job. I bumbled and bumped along at the bottom of knowledge and
understanding of what my function was, what I should do and how to become effective.
When Kenneth Baker pushed through the Education Reform Act 1988, the expectations on school
leaders became more explicit. There was an increasing focus on the identification of standards
and competencies. Assessment centres mushroomed. In the early 1990s, the Teacher Training
Agency (TTA) and the National Development Centre (NDC) were established. The concept of
management – as opposed to administration – took shape. Local authorities were given control of
funds to provide for the development of management and leadership for teachers.
The Labour Party came into government in 1997, following which it built on the Conservative
paradigm of school autonomy and accountability adding the ingredient of “leadership” to help
force speedier improvements in performance and effectiveness in the public sector – especially in
schools. To accelerate its plans, the government established the National College for School
Leadership (NCSL) in 2000. The NCSL created a development framework for leadership with
four programmes - Leading from the Middle, Leadership Pathways for Senior Leaders, the
National Professional Qualifications for Headteachers (NPQH) – later taken over by the TTA –
and the Leadership Programme for Serving Headteachers (NPSH.)
In his seminal article for Educational Management, Administration and Leadership (EMAL) –
Volume 40 No 5 September 2012 - Tim Simkins, Professor of Educational Management at
Sheffield Hallam University, described the three perspectives of leadership that emerged over this
period - the functionalist, constructivist and critical.
Initially, leadership was seen as essentially functional. Good leadership had objectively
determined and agreed targets – defined competencies, qualities and skills “that effective
performance requires and best practice sought”. Researchers explored “the causal relationships
between practices and outcomes in order that purposes could be better achieved”. There were
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problems with this model of leadership because the perspective diverted attention from the
important management development processes that included unanticipated outcomes and
informal, more covert episodes, and ignored major ethical and moral questions.
These problems resulted in the birth of the constructivist approach, which aimed to resolve the
dilemmas. The new approach conceived blended learning which combined face-to-face and online provision, supplemented by in-school activities. The constructivist model spawned a cadre
of coaches and mentors, generally “expert” and recently-retired (and sometimes redundant –
where schools were closed) headteachers.
Leadership and management developed a second constructivist, development strand. Role
transition, career development and identity formation became as important as training leaders for
school improvement.
The concept of distributed leadership took shape.
The successful
headteacher was not viewed as a mover and shaker – a charismatic, miracle-worker – in the way
in which Michael Gove views Michael Wilshaw (HMCI) – as “my hero”. The interactions
between the individual leadership trainee, the programme (generally mounted by the NCSL) and
the school became messy as tensions grew.
In an attempt to resolve the complexity, a critical perspective of leadership brought the important
issue of values into the frame. Questions were asked.
(i)

What are the purposes of education?

(ii)

Where should power be reposed – the government, the school, the community, Ofsted,
the local authority, universities, the profession, private organisation, private individual –
or is there any room for power-sharing?

(iii)

What are the levers and mechanism through which control is achieved?

In the current set-up, the piper government controls the funding and calls the tune. It promotes
an educational market, but places pressures on schools and local authorities to respond to central
initiatives and demands – not least through Ofsted. Even the NCSL, which was created by
Labour to operate at arm’s length from the Department for Education, has become, from April
2012, an arm of government.
The government’s agenda to create a nation where the overwhelming number of institutions are
academies and free schools is an open secret. The overt justification for this is to liberate them
from the fetters of local authorities and to promote a “self-improving school system”, according
to Professor David Hargreaves, Associate Director of Development and Research at the Specialist
Schools and Academies Trust and Fellow of Wolfson College, Cambridge. The covert motive,
according to critics, is to control schools from the centre creating the mirage of freedom.
Teaching schools – which must work with the universities and other schools (of excellence) – are
selected to act as individual agents to develop the new, central model of leaders at all levels. Also,
the NCSL has nominated the headteachers of outstanding (in Ofsted parlance) schools for their
capacity to act as agents.
The scene is evolving because at this stage we are uncertain about how the tensions between the
centralisation of power in the DfE and NCSL will square with the devolution of powers to
schools – in particular, academies and free schools.
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Despite the above developments, the functional message of schools dominates. Children are
regimented to pass tests and examinations so that their schools feature highly in league tables and
the nation must do well to dominate the international league tables when it comes to the OECD’s
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), the Progress in International Reading
Literacy Study (PIRLS) and the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Studies
(TIMSS).
Denis Mongon and Charlie Leadbeater in High Level Leadership; Improving Outcomes in
Educational Settings (2012) described a study they conducted on the headteachers of 10 very
good schools in the country. They discovered that there were five critical ingredients for their
successes in increasing the capacity of those who worked in and benefited from their schools.
(i)

These headteachers improved the core activity, teaching and learning, measured by
educational attainment.

(ii)

They drew on and enhanced capacity from within the community.

(iii)

They developed the ability of immediate, social networks and families to improve pupil
attendance and attitudes towards learning.

(iv)

They generated activities which had an indirect impact on educational attainment and a
positive impact on other outcomes for the pupils.

(v)

They made resources available for community activity building community capacity.

The headteachers made it clear to the researchers that without good teaching and learning – the
first feature – the other four would be stillborn.
The Ofsted framework for inspection – which focuses on teaching and learning – pays little (if
any) attention to the other four relevant activities. Timescales are driven by political imperatives
and do not relate to the everyday and long-term experiences of schools, families and
communities.
Successful leaders, it seems, run with the grain of government diktat but go much further by
embracing other strategies that involve their governors, staff, parents, community, and, of course,
the young people whom they serve. Perhaps this is the secret, the Holy Grail, of good school
leadership which both, governors and headteachers would do well to nurture.

I

Under the Ofsted Microscope

So now, at last, we know how inspectors are to judge school governance. This article focuses on
those aspects of governors’ work that inspectors will scrutinise and draws the reader’s attention to
the questions that the All-Parliamentary Group invites governors to ask of themselves when
engaging in a modicum of naval-gazing.
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Ofsted has issued guidance to its inspectors on the issues that are to be teased out when they visit
schools. Spare a thought for the poor inspectors because they will have to cope with myriad
models of governance in different institutions – what with academy chains, free schools and
federations.
However, whatever the school type, certain common strands will guide them, i.e. the inspectors,
through the complexities and miasma of school structures. A key strand is the extent to which
governors challenge and support the school, holding the senior staff, including (and possibly
especially) the headteacher, to account for the achievement of pupils. Ofsted has made it explicit
that its inspectors must not expect governors to be routinely involved in day-to-day, humdrum
activities, such as, for instance, observing lessons. However, they are responsible for the
strategic development and improvement of their school and will be held to account for this.
Ofsted’s Ten Commandments to its inspectors on how they should evaluate governance are worth
considering. Inspectors have been instructed to consider the extent to which governors
(i)

carry out their statutory duties;

(ii)

understand the strengths and weaknesses of the school, including the quality of teaching;

(iii)

ensure clarity of vision, ethos and strategic direction;

(iv)

understand and take sufficient account of pupil data, or whether they are misled by
‘headlines’;

(v)

are aware of the impact of teaching on learning and progress in different subjects and
year-groups;

(vi)

are challenging and supporting leadership in equal measure;

(vii)

are providing support for an effective headteacher, or whether they are hindering school
improvement by not successfully tackling key concerns;

(viii)

understand how the school makes decisions about teachers’ salary progression;

(ix)

performance-manage the headteacher rigorously; and

(x)

are failing to perform well and contributing to weaknesses in leadership and
management.

The 10 commandments encapsulate the three overarching functions of governors, i.e. that they
(i)

are responsible for strategy,

(ii)

hold the school to account and

(iii)

act as the critical friends of the headteacher and senior leadership team.
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As part and parcel of discharging these functions, governors have to consider the impact of the
school’s provision on the achievements and progress of the pupils. Accordingly, an in-depth
grasp of pupil achievement-and-progress data is an essential. The data must relate to pupils of all
ages and not just those at the end of the key stages. Where inspectors are dissatisfied with the
progress made by any particular age or ethnic group or category of children – such as those with
special educational needs (SENs) and others who have English as an additional language,
governors will be caught short.
Governors also have to ensure that the school operates within the law covering education,
equality of opportunity and safeguarding, among other things.
While the best things in life may be free, a good education comes at a cost. Inspectors, therefore,
will make judgements on how well governors oversee the finances of the school and ensure that
they are managed well, giving the pupils, parents and tax-payers value for money. As part-andparcel of this area, they will investigate governors’ role in deciding how the school is using its
Pupil Premium.
Where governance is weak or failing, Ofsted will write to the responsible authority, which could
be the local authority, the overarching body of an academy chain, the diocese or religious trustees
or, in the case of a free school, the Department for Education (DfE) drawing this failing to its
attention and making appropriate recommendations for action, such as replacing the governing
body with an Interim Executive Board (IEB) if not, appointing additional governors.

II

The All-Party’s Parliamentary Group’s take on good governance

Following extensive consultations, the All-Party Parliamentary Group 2012 posed 20 key
questions (under seven headings) on which school governors, at self-reviews, should reflect.
(a)

Right skills:

Do the members have the right skills?

(i)

Have governors completed a skills audit?

(ii)

Do governors appoint on the basis of their skills and do they know how to
find people with the necessary skills?

(b)

Effectiveness: Are the governors as effective as they can be?

(i)

Do governors understand their roles and responsibilities?

(ii)

Do they have a professional clerk and run meetings efficiently?

(iii)

What is the governors’ training and development budget and does every governor receive
the support she/he needs to carry out her/his role effectively?

(iv)

Do the governors know about good practice from across the country?

(v)

Are the size, composition and committee structure of the governing body conducive to
effective working?
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(vi)

Do all governors make regular, ‘useful’ (my word) contributions and do they carry out an
annual review of their performance?

(c)

Strategy:

(i)

Have governors developed long-term aims for the school with clear priorities on an
ambitious school development plan which is regularly monitored and reviewed?

(ii)

Does the strategic planning cycle drive the governing body’s activities and agendasetting?

(d)

Accountability of the executive:

(i)

Do governors understand the school’s performance data well enough to hold
leaders to account?

(ii)

How effective is the performance management of the headteacher?

(iii)

Are the financial management systems robust and do governors ensure best value for
money?

(e)

Engagement: Are governors fully engaged with the school community, the
wider school sector and the outside world?

(i)

How do governors listen to and understand the pupils, parents and staff?

(ii)

Do governors report to parents and the local community regularly?

(iii)

What benefit do governors draw from collaboration with other schools and
sectors locally and nationally?

(f)

Role of the chair:

(i)

Do the governors carry out a regular 360o review of the chair’s performance?

(ii)

Do the governors engage in good succession planning?

(iii)

Are the chair and committee chairs elected/re-elected annually?

(g)

Impact:

Does the school have a clear vision?

Do governors hold the school leaders to
account?

Does the chair show strong and effective leadership?

Are the governors having an impact on outcomes for the
pupils?

How much has the school improved over the last three years and what has the governing
body’s contribution been to this?

III

Commentary

School governance has come a long way since over 30 years ago the Education Act 1980 required
every school to have a governing body or, failing that, schools that shared a site to also shared
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their governors. At that time governor meetings were characterised by tea and sympathy. They
were social occasions that enabled the lonely and not-so-lonely to have get-togethers and share
stories about old times.
Not so, now, where school governance requires that the members have a range of skills which
complement one another and move the school through an upward trajectory of continual
improvement.
In late November 2012, the Education Select Committee announced an enquiry into the role of
school governing bodies. (See http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-az/commons-select/education-committee/news/the-role-of-school-governing-bodies/) The
Committee will look at the existing role of governing bodies, the implications of recent
government policy developments on them and a range of allied issues such as recruitment,
rewards and responsibilities.
It was most unfortunate that minimal notice (the deadline for responses being 17 December 2012)
was given to governors to make written submissions covering the following points.
(1) The purpose, roles and responsibilities of school governing bodies, within the wider context
of school governance and leadership.
(2) The implications of recent policy developments for governing bodies and their roles.
(3) Recruiting and developing governors, including the quality of current training provision, and
any challenges facing recruitment.
(4) The structure and membership of governing bodies, including the balance between
representation and skills.
(5) The effectiveness and accountability of governing bodies.
(6) Whether new arrangements are required for the remuneration of governors.
(7) The relationships between governing bodies and other partners, including local authorities,
Academy sponsors and trusts, school leaders, and unions.
(8) Whether changes should be made to current models of governance.
From 2013, the Committee began to take oral evidence.
The Secretary of State has been criticised for making disparaging remarks about governors in
2012 giving rise to his being censured for not giving sufficient recognition to the sterling work
that most governors across the country do – essentially for the love of children and an urge to add
value to their education. So be it. Parliament has now picked up the baton on school governors’
behalf to give them a higher profile nationally. This is timely given that Ofsted has raised the
stakes.
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In the meantime, research evidence suggests that it is very difficult, if not impossible, for
governors to receive a good rating if the headteacher and senior management team at the school
are falling short. We have bodies on the battlefield as evidence.
This is a bit rough on governors generally, given that they have little prospect of getting into the
black box of teaching and learning because they are not school inspectors or school improvement
advisers. All that governors can extract is second-hand evidence on the quality of teaching and
learning, albeit they are able to receive evidence from a number of sources. There is an onus on
headteachers to keep their governing bodies fully informed (through their reports) on how pupils
are progressing in every year group and what measures are being taken if any one year group,
gender, ethnic class or special needs cohort is not doing as well as it should. Trust, in the system,
must permeate the school ether if the children are to benefit. Governors and senior management
have to hang together in order to be hanged separately.

I

Introduction

The Secretary of State for Education, Michael Gove, and Department for Education (DfE)
instructed the National College of School Leadership (NCSL) to develop a model of school
governance. The NCSL had already created a new category of “highly effective chair of
governors”, the aim being to use their skills to support the chairs of other governing bodies in
schools and academies “to increase leadership capacity to help raise standards so that
improvement can be sustained”. It is likely that in the not-too-distant future, the NCSL will open
up applications from effective governors who are not necessarily chairs of their governing
bodies. To find out more visit
https://www.nationalcollege.org.uk/signin?indexidol=no&url=http%3A//www.nationalcollege.o
rg.uk/index
So what makes for effective governance? To find answers, the NCSL established the Fellowship
Commission, an ad hoc body that comprised the great and the good, who came up with
proposals to “transform school governance” by “drawing on evidence from the public, private
and voluntary sectors”. The Commission stated that it was keen for governors to focus on the
right functions so that they could play the most effective possible role in schools”.

II

Core Functions

The Commission set out five core functions for governors.
(1)

Governors have to ensure clarity of vision, ethos and strategic direction.

(2)

They have to hold the Executive to account, “the Executive” being defined as the
Headteacher and senior leadership team.
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(3)

Governors have to ensure solvency and probity. Given the significant sums of money
delegated to schools – sometimes multi-million-pound budgets - managing the finances
of schools is a profound responsibility.

(4)

Governors have to ensure that the leadership (and they are part of it) complies with
statutory regulations.

(5)

Finally, they have to engage stakeholders, chief of whom are the parents who send their
children to their schools.

III

Instruments Needed

To achieve the above aims, the Commission is of the view that governors need the following
instruments.
(1)

The right information

Governors require the right information.
proposed.

In this connection, four key improvements are

(i)

A national data dashboard to highlight vital information to enable governors to focus on
where improvements are most needed.

(ii)

A communications campaign to encourage governing bodies and school leaders make
the most of increased flexibilities (which, according to the Commission, came in from 1
September 2012).

(iii)

The 256-page governor manual (and possibly the 207-page Guide to the Law for School
Governors) should be replaced by on-line, high-quality support and training.

(iv)

New governors could be interviewed using a competency matrix.

(2)

Incentives

The Commission is of the view that we need to attract young and ethnically diverse governors.
A new business-backed Govern First programme – similar to the Teach First one – would raise
the profile for governance. Those who become or seek to become governors are being urged to
perceive the wider, moral purpose, beyond their own schools, and have access to high-quality,
accredited training.
An additional incentive for potential governors and businesses would be to give corporate taxbreaks for members of governing bodies.
(3)

Interventions

The Commission wants Ofsted to focus its governance judgements on the five core functions
mentioned in II above. Schools judged to be requiring improvement should be subject to an
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independent, external review of governance to prevent failure and promote improvement.
Where a school is placed in special measures, Ofsted should recommend the replacement of the
governing body with an Interim Executive Board (IEB) to support improvement, states the
Commission, with the IEB being established within six weeks of the publication of the inspection
report.
The IEB membership would (as is the current case) comprise a small, focused group of members
led by a paid chair who is a member of the National Leaders of Governance. The IEB would build
(or rebuild) the school by focusing on the five core functions and train members of the new
governing body to eventually take over.
(4)

Innovations

Effective governing bodies are being urged to consider governing more than one school, “to
derive improvement and benefit from economies of scale”. With the growth of federations and
chains, converter academies should actively contribute to systems leadership. Ofsted should
inspect federations and chains separately to ensure that they have the capacity to succeed and
support vulnerable, underperforming schools.

IV

Reflections

There is much to commend the recommendations of the Fellowship Commission established by
the NCSL – in particular, the five core functions of the governing body, i.e. clarity of vision and
strategic direction, holding the school executive to account, securing solvency and probity,
ensuring that the school complies with the law and involving stakeholders – especially the
parents (which is implicit in the report) in the school’s development.
I am less sure about the instruments that the Commission proposes to deploy to achieve the
core objectives.
(1)

They do need to have the right information. Having access to a website would help –
whatever name you call it. (The Commission suggests a national data dashboard.) The
Commission also talks about replacing the 256-page governor manual with something
on-line and high-quality training. This is fine but why does it have to be one or the
other? Why can’t governors have both?
The Commission is being disingenuous when it refers to the “increased flexibilities” that
came into place from September 2012.
It is presumably referring to the
“opportunities” that schools have to escape from the ‘clutches’ of local authorities and
become converter academies. “Flexibilities” is a misnomer. Local authorities lost
considerable control of schools long ago, when the local management of schools (LMS)
was introduced in 1990. So, to what “freedoms” is the Commission alluding?
Schools may be free or freer of local authorities but are still beholden to the diktats of
Ofsted and very much accountable to the government. The new freedoms that they are
supposed to have are equivalent to the length of a one-foot iron chain tied to a sturdy
obelisk within the lobby of Sanctuary Buildings in the Department for Education.
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The proposal that new governors could be interviewed using a competency matrix is, at
first sight, eminently sensible. However, let us not forget that governance activities are
voluntary and depend very much on the goodwill of parents and members of the wider
school community.
In some parts of the country – particularly the inner-city
conurbations – it is exceedingly difficult to recruit governors. Would we be driving away
potential recruits by setting the bar too high, though I am one of the first who will
acknowledge that anyone wishing to be a school governor should first count the cost in
terms of time and social, professional and intellectual capital.
(2)

The Commission’s suggestion that we need to attract young and ethnically diverse
governors is to be applauded. Creating a Govern First programme – similar to that of
Teach First – will raise the status of governors. But at a time when we are looking into a
fiscal abyss, is it sensible (if not viable) to propose that we can give potential governors
and businesses succour with potential tax-breaks?
What is comforting is that there are a number of businesses (large and small) that
encourage their staff to work voluntarily in schools. HSBC is one of the national trailblazers in urging its personnel to become school governors. They not only make it
possible for their staff members to become governors but also provide training and
support and give them time off for the governance work. There are other large
organisations like the BBC who mirror the HSBC pattern.

(3)

I do agree that schools requiring improvement or placed in special measures need
external interventions. However, the interventions must be focused on those areas that
are deemed to be weak. More often than not, where pupils’ progress is poor, teaching
and learning are poor. The school leadership must take responsibility. However, it is
not always the case that the governing body is failing because of this. It could just be
possible that the “Executive” or senior leadership team has been withholding vital
progress information from the governors. Where this arises, it would be quite wrong to
sack the governing body and replace it with an Interim Executive Board.

(4)

I am concerned about the last proposal of the Commission which is urging an effective
governing body to govern more than one school to derive economies of scale.
Governors discharge their functions voluntarily. While they are rewarded with
considerable satisfaction and growth in knowledge and stature, and develop a raft of
new skills, they have to find time for their “day-jobs” and other domestic responsibilities
and commitments. A day has only 24 hours and life on this planet is finite. Besides, in
terms of economics, there is such a thing as diminishing returns in terms of impact. The
notion of good governors operating in more than one school is theoretically novel and
inviting but practically daunting and counterproductive. Surely, less is more.
Perhaps a governing body is effective because it is focused on one school. Taking on
more than one school could result in governors spreading themselves too thinly. This
may well lead the effective governing body to becoming one that ends up running itself
ragged and causing Ofsted to place its school in special measures.
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Whether or not governors should be paid for their expenses is a pricey, thorny issue – totally
separate from that of getting time off for governance duties and responsibilities, which is a
matter for employers. Employers may give time off with pay but do not have to do so.
Governing bodies with delegated budgets can choose whether or not to pay allowances to
governors and associate members. The Department for Education is of the view that governors
should not be “out of pocket” in discharging their duties as school governors. However, no
extra funding is made available to schools for this purpose.
If a governing body chooses to pay its members expenses, it must be in accordance with a
policy. This is the only area in which governors can discuss an issue or policy and decide on how
to proceed when they have a direct fiduciary interest.
A scheme can include reimbursing governors for expenses incurred in carrying out governance
duties. The expenses may cover
(i)

care arrangements for a dependent relative – including child-care and baby-sitting;

(ii)

telephone charges, photocopying and stationery; and

(iii)

travel and subsistence (i.e. reimbursement for meals purchased that would not have
otherwise been bought).

The list is not exhaustive. However, payments cannot cover the loss of earnings for attending
meetings.
Travel expenses must be paid at a rate not exceeding the maximum level of HM Revenue and
Customs (HMRC) authorised mileage rate, which can be found on the website,
www.hmrc.gov.uk If governors are in doubt about whether or not payments made under its
scheme attract tax liability, they should contact HMRC for advice. Expenses should be paid on
the provision of a receipt and limited to the amount shown on it.
Where the governing body has an Expenses Policy (see below for a sample policy), it should, of
course, provide for it from within the school budget. Payments should extend to making
adjustments for disabled governors and giving support to those whose first language is not
English.
Most governing bodies in the country don’t have an expenses policies for themselves because
they are averse to the notion of taking “bread out of their pupils’ mouths”. However, if you a
governing body does have one, it’s critical to ensure that it is affordable and there is provision
for it within the school budget.
At a seminar for HSBC personnel who are school governors, the delegates, were keen to ensure
that schools budgets are used to improve the quality of teaching and learning so that the
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children benefit directly. Notwithstanding, they were conscious that some of the members of
their governing bodies – especially young mothers and carers - would be debarred from
attending if the issue of expenses was not addressed.
The officer responsible for community projects, Ms Eleonora Distafano, reminded her colleagues
that the bank has a pound-for-pound scheme. For every hour’s voluntary work an HSBC staff
member – who is a school governor - consumes in her/his own time on school governance work,
the bank pays the employee £10 up to a maximum of £500 annually which is given to the school.
She suggested that this sum of money (or part of it) could be used for governor expenses.
Before concluding this piece, governors need to take cognisance of unusual situations that may
arise. For example, a community/co-opted governor, living in the school neighbourhood, may
move out of it to a distant part of the country but wish to continue as a governor - especially if
there is a policy for paying governor expenses. If the governing body has an agreed policy for
paying car travel at the rate of 40p a mile or, alternative, for petrol expenses, and the governor
has moved 100 miles away from the school, it will blow a huge hole in the budget that the
governing body can ill afford. Imagine such a situation arising at a small nursery school. So
what would be remedy be? Set a ceiling on how much can be paid under each category.

Sample Policy on Governors’ Allowances
1.

Purpose

The purpose of this policy is to set out a framework for governors to claim for reasonable
expenses in the exercise of their duties. The Education (Governors’ Allowances) Regulations,
that came into force on 1 September 2003, replacing the Education (Governors’ Allowances)
Regulations 1999, and made under sections 19 (3) and 210 (7) of the Education Act 2002 permits
the Governing Body to pay governors such expenses from the school budget.
This policy is to be reviewed annually by the appropriate (usually Finance) Committee at the first
meeting of the financial year – in the summer term.

2.

Who was consulted?

Members of the Governing Body considered a draft outline of this paper before agreeing to the
provisions contained within it.

3.

Relationship to other policies

One of the key responsibilities of the Governing Body is to determine the direction in which the
school should develop. In effect, governors are required to construct new policies and bring
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14

extant ones up to date. In carrying out this function, it is not unusual for governors, who work in
a voluntary capacity, to receive reasonable expenses.

4.

Expenses governors may claim

The following expenses may be claimed by governors.
a.

Travel
(i) Claims may be made by governors to cover for the cost of travel by public transport.
They should provide the appropriate bus, tube and train tickets.
(ii) Physically disabled governors may claim for expenses when travelling by taxi.
Receipts must be produced for the governors to be reimbursed.
(iii) Mileage may be claimed for the use of private cars at the following rates, which
does not exceed those set out by the Inland Revenue.
1) For a car or van, 40p a mile. 1
2) For a motorcycle, 24p a mile.
3) For a bicycle, 20p a mile.

b.

Care for relatives
(i) Child care expenses will be paid at the rate of £7.00 an hour.
(ii) Care for an elderly or disabled relative will be paid at the rate of £7.00 an hour.

5.

What expenses may not be paid

The regulations specifically proscribe governors from claiming attendance allowances for
meetings or for loss of earnings.

6.

How should claims be made?

a.

Governors (including the Chair and Vice Chair) should submit their claims on the
appropriate form (see Annex) to the Headteacher and, where possible, receipts should
be attached to these claims. The Headteacher will ratify such claims. Where a claim is
subject to question, the Headteacher should refer it back to the governor who has made
it.

b.

In the event of a dispute, the decision of the Chair is final. Where the Chair makes the
claim, the Vice Chair’s word will be final.

1

You will be wise to decide on a ceiling in case a governor, for whatever reason, decides to move
to faraway, exotic places like Timbuktu in Mali but continues as a governor and consequently
charges for travel.
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c.

Where the Headteacher makes a claim, the Chair of Governors will ratify it. In the event
of a dispute arising between the Chair and the Headteacher about the veracity of a
claim, the Vice Chair of Governors’ judgement will be sought and her/his decision will be
final.

7.

Other Expenses

The Governing Body sets aside a small budget annually to provide governors’ refreshments
when they arrive at meetings of the Governing Body and its Committees or go on training
events.

8.

Availability of Policy

All existing governors (and new governors at their first meeting) will be given a copy of
this policy.

9.

Evaluation

Once, annually, during the Summer Term, this policy will be reviewed, in particular the rates for
paying the expenses – by the appropriate (usually Finance) Committee.

See suggested Governors’ Expenses Claim form on the next page.
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Annex
............................................... SCHOOL GOVERNING BODY

GOVERNORS’ EXPENSES CLAIM FORM
NAME: __________________ADDRESS:___________________________________________
I WISH TO CLAIM £____________ (PLEASE INSERT AMOUNT TO BE CLAIMED AND TICK
APPROPRIATE BOXES)
1. TRAVEL EXPENSES
□
Bus Ticket – please attach bus ticket
□
Mileage for car – please list mileage incurred and cc of vehicle
Mileage __________ cc of car _____________

□

Mileage for motorbike – please list mileage incurred and cc of vehicle
Mileage __________ cc of car _____________

□

Taxi fare – please attach receipt

□

2. CHILD CARE / DEPENDENT RELATIVE
Please request babysitter / childminder to sign and date below, and insert
amount to be claimed above.
Name (print) _________________ Signature ___________________ Date _________

□

3. CLERICAL EXPENSES
□
Please list below the items purchased, and attach a receipt to this pro forma
_______________________________________________________________________
4. OTHER
□
Please provide details of claim and proof of expenditure
_______________________________________________________________________
I CERTIFY THAT ______________________ (INSERT NAME OF GOVERNOR CLAIMING) ATTENDED A
MEETING ON ____________(date)
____________________Chair of the Meeting/Course Tutor (please print name)
________________________ Signature of Chair/Course Tutor
I CERTIFY THAT I HAVE SEEN THE RECEIPT / PROOF OF EXPENDITURE AND HAVE REIMBURSED THIS
CLAIM ACCORDINGLY
_____________________ Headteacher or authorised Deputy (please print name)
_____________________ Signature of Headteacher or Deputy
_____________________ Date
I CERTIFY THAT I HAVE RECEIVED ______________ (AMOUNT) IN RESPECT OF GOVERNORS’
EXPENSES
_______________________ Claiming Governor (please print name)
_______________________ Signature
_______________________ Date
THIS COPY TO BE RETAINED BY THE HEADTEACHER TOGETHER WITH ANY SUPPORTING RECEIPTS
RECEIVED
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The Educational Scene
I

Holland Park given state-of-the art make-over

In October 2012, students entered Holland Park, a school that had been transformed by a huge
capital injection of a mouth-watering £80m. The alma mater of the children of the movers and
shakers of the country’s socialist elite and the comprehensive movement – and I am thinking of
Tony Benn and Anthony Crossland – who chose to send their children, the new campus has a
£25m swimming pool in the basement – in addition to a dance studio and gym. Every chair for
a pupil costs £335 each and those for teachers, which have arm rests and padded seats, £400
each. Award-winning furniture-designer Russell Pinch conceived of the 700 laboratory stools at
£286 a throw.
At the height of the Labour government’s sponsored academy initiative, architects, Richard
Rogers and Norman Foster, were setting up schools and spending between £25m to £35m for
each one. The government expects rebuilding a secondary school today for £12m.
Holland Park is unique. From where did all this money come for the school? The Royal Borough
of Kensington and Chelsea decided to sell off in 2005 some of the school land for residential
development, which brought in £105m, £80m of which was diverted to rebuilding the school. A
spokesman told the Times Educational Supplement that the new school was built while the old
one was fully operational, thus not compromising the curriculum.
While critics will question whether this is value for money (even with the affordable claim of the
Royal Borough) and argue that it is more important to focus on what goes on in the buildings
than creating a palace for the pupils, Colin Hall, the Headteacher, said that the new school will
send a message to its pupils that they are worthy of this investment.

II

New arrangements for criminal records checks introduced

The Protection of Freedoms Act 2012 received the Royal Assent on 1 May 2012, repealing much
of the earlier legislation related to the Safeguarding Vulnerable Groups Act 2006 which created
the Vetting and Barring Scheme. The Act took effect on 10 September 2012.
Under the provisions of the Act, the governing body of a school or academy (acting as employer
or on behalf of the employer, if it is the governing body of a community school) has
responsibility for ensuring that the school complies with the Act, carrying out the necessary
checks and keeping records up to date and fit for purpose.
Regulated activity is work that a barred person must not do. As a key part of changes to reduce
the scope of regulated activity, the Protection of Freedoms Act removes from regulated activity,
broadly, supervised work such as instructing or looking after children, which if unsupervised
would be regulated activity.
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Governors are not required to undergo Criminal Record Bureau (CRB) checks in undertaking
governance activities. However, where they have unsupervised access to the children in the
school or academy, governors must first be vetted by the CRB. At any rate, Gillian Allcroft,
policy manager of the National Governors’ Association (NGA), advises (in Governing Matters,
November/December 2012) that the governing body should carry out a risk assessment of the
activities they undertake and “determine whether the fact that they are in an inherent
position of trust requires a CRB check”.
All staff members must be the subjects of enhanced CRB checks. The school must go further
and request copy of the appropriate barred list – when applications are received - from the
Disclosure and Barring Services (DBS) which, since 1 December 2012, replaced the Independent
Safeguarding Authority (ISA). It is a criminal offence to appoint knowingly anyone who is on the
barred list to undertake regulated activities.
The Act has changed the definition of “regulated activities”, activities that an individual is barred
from undertaking by the DBS. Volunteers, i.e. those supporting teachers in the classroom to
hear children read or putting up displays/washing paint pots, are not necessarily involved in
regulated activities. The nub of the issue is whether an activity is supervised or not. If the
person undertaking an activity is supervised by someone with a CRB check, the activity is not
regulated. The Home Office and DfE have issued guidance on regulated activities and volunteers
on www.homeoffice.gov.uk/agencies-public-bodies/crb/about-crb/crb-pofa-2012
In brief, regulated activities are those ones that are unsupervised, i.e. where an individual
teaches, trains, instructs, cares for or supervises children, or provides advice/guidance on wellbeing or drives a vehicle for children. Regulated activities also covers work involving contact
with young people in children’s homes and child-care premises, giving personal care – for
example washing or dressing or health care by or supervised by a professional. Child minders
and foster carers, under the definition, will (continue to) require enhanced CRB checks. The DBS
is in the process of providing statutory guidance about the supervision of activities which would
be regulated if unsupervised.
From 2013, an updated service was introduced. For a fee, an individual may apply for an initial
CRB check. If a further check is required later, the individual may reuse the existing certificate
with an online facility from the DBS to allow the relevant organisation to satisfy itself that the
information is still valid.
Meanwhile, the Home Office has downloadable leaflets which explain the changes to disclosure
and barring which are available on the Home Office website. There are separate leaflets for
England, Wales and Northern Ireland.

III

Union action on inaction

The National Union of Teachers (NUT) and the National Association of Schoolmasters, Union of
Women Teachers (NASUWT) launched industrial action on 28 September 2012 in protest against
changes to pay, pensions and working conditions. Altogether, 27% of the NUT members voted
and of those 82.5% were in favour of taking industrial action. This represents 22.28% of the
overall membership.
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The unions issued 25 instructions to their members taking this action, including those related to
teacher appraisals, lesson observations and attendance at meetings. Malcolm Trobe of the
Association of School and College Leaders (ASCL) warned that some of the measures that the
strikers are taking are probably not “protected” under the legislation and could be in breach of
their contracts.
Among other things, the NUT and NASUWT members have been instructed not to
(i)

take part in more than three lesson observations per year, lasting a maximum of three
hours altogether;

(ii)

send emails outside their directed working hours;

(iii)

complete more than one set of reports for each class per year;

(iv)

cooperate with practice inspections; and

(v)

supervise pupils during lunch breaks.

Headteachers and governors (via their local authorities) will be able to access advice from the
Local Government Association (LGA) at
http://www.lge.gov.uk/lge/core/page.do?pageId=119275.
Headteachers are caught between the proverbial rock and a hard place. On the one hand, they
have to run their schools and ensure that the pupils are receiving their just desserts; on the
other, they will be keen to support their staff and offer them succour. The unions claim that
their aim is to get at the government. But they are aiming badly because they are ending up
damaging their own colleagues and certainly the children, whose future, they claim to be
safeguarding.
The unions appear to have little support, even from within their membership. Certainly, they
have not won many friends from the public at large and the parents of the children – many of
whom have been recently made redundant. At a financially difficult time like this, the country
will not have much patience with the small number bent on acting not to act.

IV

Special Education Needs reforms likely to be pushed back

The largest overhaul of special educational needs since the Education Act 1981 which was due
to occur in early 2014 is likely to be delayed because pilot studies have been hampered by a lack
of evidence of the costs and the impact of the proposed reforms.
Under the government plans, statements for children with the most profound needs will be
replaced by combined education, health and care plans. Families will receive budgets to buy
what they consider to be the best and most cost-effective services for their children.
Edward Timpson, the Children’s Minister, admitted to the Commons Education Select
Committee in November 2012 that the pilot schemes to test the fundamental changes has
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produced some “embryonic” data and the legislation needed to bring in the new arrangements
will have to be pushed back to get it right. While he stated that some good evidence has been
collected, “in other areas, we still need more evidence – particularly, for instance, around
personal budgets – to be satisfied that we will be able to come up with the right regulations and
code of practice”.
Timpson added: “In meetings that I have already had with members of the special educational
needs groups, parents and those taking part in the pathfinders (pilots), it is clear that here are
some issues that have been raised about whether the legislation is clear enough, sharp enough
and whether it sets out in a robust form what the rights of parents and young people will be.”
Meanwhile, the proposed, new arrangements have spawned a rash of concerns and a rush
towards assessments causing a meltdown of the system in some local authorities. Anxious
parents and worried schools are putting pressure on LAs to have an increasing number of
children assessed and statemented before the changes take effect, because once the youngsters
are given statements, they cannot be taken away from them, whatever the new arrangements
from 2014 onwards. This could not have come at a more awkward time given the cut in LAs’
budgets. It is adding pressures to an overworked cadre of reduced officers and educational
psychologists who are required to complete a statement in 20 weeks. They are, now more than
ever before, likely to miss their deadlines.

Schools given wriggle-room
While there could be winners and losers to the school funding arrangements for
2013/14, the swing to misfortune (if this is likely) will be controlled by something called the
Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG). The MFG means that no school will lose more than 1.5%
of the school budget it received for 2012/13 for each child.
School governors, who are lay-people – unless they work for banks and/or are fund managers are often turned off by the whole business of funding, because the method of allocation appears to
be extremely complex. In this short piece, I will try hard to make this area easier to comprehend.
School funding is predicated on two Department for Education (DfE) beliefs.
follows.

These are as

(1)

Similar schools should be funded in a similar way with similar funds.

(2)

Central and not local government should decide how state schools are funded, which
leads the lay person to conclude that the DfE fails to understand why a local authority
might want to spend more or less per pupil than another.

The money for schools comes from the taxes we pay Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs
(HMRC). Some schools, however, raise additional funds locally from sponsors, donors, lettings
and through parental activities. The DfE uses local authorities as revenue post-offices to fund
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schools. Local authorities also raise Council taxes but this has now become a miniscule
proportion of its overall spending. Local authorities collect Business Rates and pass these over to
central government. Central government receives the money, counts the sums and allocates them
to local authorities according to a formula based on perceived needs and not in proportion to how
much the different LAs collected.
The government (via the Education Funding Agency-EFA) dishes out the Dedicated Schools
Grant (DSG), which is based mainly on pupil numbers. The DSG is made up of three blocks: the
Schools Block, the Early Years Block and the High Needs Block. The LA must delegate as fully
as possible the Schools Block to schools. Only exceptionally will the DfE allow the LA to hold
back any money from this area. The exceptions are as follows.
(a)

If there is agreement that a service should be provided centrally, the LA will be allowed
to retain the funds to pay for this service. However, the decision to allow money to be
withheld is not made by the maintained schools but rather the Schools Forum on which
governors and headteachers are represented. The funding – whatever the decision – is
delegated but then it is ‘un-delegated’ and could be spent on contingencies, free school
meals administration, insurance, licences, subscriptions, staff costs/supply cover, support
for ethnic minorities and under-achieving pupils, behaviour support, libraries and
museums. A second mechanism that can be used to ‘un-delegate’ is where the school
chooses to buy these services if they wish.

(b)

The LA can hold back money to continue with local and historic commitments.

(c)

Some of the LA’s functions – such as coordinated admissions, carbon reduction and the
cost of the Schools Forum – are statutory and therefore must be appropriately funded.

(d)

The funding of SEN places in independent schools is held back by the LA.

(e)

Provision must be made for a growth in pupil numbers – that is unforeseen when the
budgets are allocated.

As we mentioned is Issue 53 of Governors’ Agenda, the government has reduced to (essentially)
10 the factors on which the DSG is shared out among schools to simplify matters. (Critics have
alleged that this has led to inequity.) It’s worth reminding ourselves what these were.
(i)

The per-pupil factor, which was formerly called the pupil numbers, weighted by age –
based on the Key Stages.

(ii)

Deprivation – measured by free school meals (FSM) and/or the Income Deprivation
Affecting Children Index (IDACI).

(iii)

The number of Looked-After Children.

(iv)

Low-cost but high index special educational needs.

(v)

Other SEN costs.

(vi)

English as an additional language costs.
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(vii)

A single lump-sum of up to £200,000 per school – designed to protect small – especially
rural – schools.

(viii)

Split site and Private Finance Initiative (PFI) costs.

(ix)

Exceptional premises factors, such as where the school buildings are Listed.

(x)

Sixth-form costs and pupil turnover.

Every local authority was required to submit its formula to the EFA in the Autumn Term 2012
and will be awaiting approval on it. Where schools are dissatisfied with the sums they will be
receiving, they can formally complain to the EFA.

Does it detract from good practice?
I

School Structure

The education structure in England is complex, fragmented and confusing because of the
number of different schools that have mushroomed, owing to successive governments keen to
promote a learning market-place. Critics aver that the obsession with creating myriad types of
schools is detrimental to the good practice in which we should be engaged. Here is a quick
sweep of them what exists in England.

(I)

Community Schools

Community schools are established by local authorities and run by them. Of all state schools,
they have the least freedoms though the recent government legislation has led to local
authorities having much less control of them.
The governing body of a community school has a delegated budget from the local authority in
accordance with a formula on which the LA must consult all the stakeholders and has to have
the approval of the Department for Education. The governing body also recruits staff members
and determines when they cease to work at the school though the local authority is the
employer.
We can have community primary, secondary and special schools.

(II)

Foundation Schools

Most foundation schools were at one time grant maintained (GM) schools. GM schools ceased
to exist in 2000, three years after the Labour Party took control of government. However, they
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allowed GM schools to return to community or voluntary aided status but also created a new
category of schools to which many ex-GM schools now belong. They are foundation schools.
Foundation schools have governing bodies that, in addition to all the powers and responsibilities
held by the governing bodies of community schools are
(1) the employers of staff;
(2) own (collectively) the school property and site; and
(3) are the admissions authorities for their schools.

(III)

Voluntary Aided Schools

Voluntary aided schools are those that were set up by independent (generally religious) bodies,
but come under the local authority umbrella and receive their finances from them. Voluntary
aided schools have a religious character. They belong to the Catholic Church, the Anglican
Church, or may be Jewish, Muslim, Hindu, Sikh, Greek Orthodox, Methodist or come under the
umbrella of some other religious body.
The governing body of a voluntary aided school has similar powers to that of the governing body
of a foundation school.

(IV)

Voluntary Controlled Schools

Voluntary controlled schools were at one time like voluntary aided ones. However, because of
difficulty running them, they decided to cede powers as the employing body, owning the school
property and site and being their admissions authority to the local authority and became, to all
intents and purposes, like community schools except they continue to subscribe to a specific
religious character.
About 15% of primary and 3% of secondary schools are voluntary controlled most being
attached to the Church of England.

(V)

Technology Colleges

Technology Colleges were set up by Kenneth Baker, when he was Secretary of State at the time
of Margaret Thatcher. There are 15 of them in England.
The aim was to have institutions that promoted the STEM subjects – i.e. Science, Technology,
Engineering and Mathematics.
They are independent state schools and receive their funding directly from the government,
completely free of LA control.
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(VI)

Academies

Academies were established under the Education Act 2002 by the Labour Government. The first
ones came into existence in September 2003. The brainchild of Lord Adonis, the aim was to
convert failing schools into academies provided that they had business sponsors.
Initially, a business sponsor would “stump up” £2 million and the government a further £25
million to £30 million to pull down the failing school and build a spanking new one. In course of
time, sponsors have had to give less and less in terms of cash, provided that they are able to
give in kind. Accordingly, we have a University Sponsored Academy today in Camden – the
sponsoring institution being University College which is part of London University.
Ever since the coalition took control in 2010, it brought in a new type of institution called the
converter academy and opened up the prospect of all good or outstanding schools becoming
academies.
Academies are totally independent of the local authorities and answer directly to the Secretary
of State. About 50% of secondary schools in England are now academies. This model has been
less popular with primary schools and there are hardly any special ones that are academies.
Academies are likely to grow in volume, essentially because the government is resolute about
forcing those that fail their Ofsted inspections to convert, of course, with support from
succeeding academies. The problem that this has created is that the succeeding academies
willing to engage in such partnerships have become conspicuous by their absence.

(VII)

Free Schools

Free schools are the construct of the Coalition, based on the Swedish model. The first tranche
of 14 free schools were born in September 2011. These are schools established by individual
groups that consider that there is a need for more school places and/or are unhappy with the
existing provision and proceed to make cases to the Department for Education for funding
them. Currently, there are about 100 free schools in the country.

(VIII) University Technical Colleges
University Technical Colleges are a new concept in education and one category of Free Schools.
They offer 14-19 year olds the opportunity to take a highly regarded, full-time, technicallyoriented course of study. They are sponsored by universities or businesses, such as the JCB, and
offer clear progression routes into higher education or further learning in work.
The students combine hand and mind to learn in a very practical way, integrating national
curricular requirements with the technical and vocational elements. The UTC ethos and
curriculum is heavily influenced by local and national employers who also provide support and
work experience for students.
They are sub-regional, taking students from a wide geographical area. This reduces negative
impact for any one local school in terms of student roll.
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UTCs specialise in subjects that require technical and modern equipment, for example,
engineering, product design, health sciences, construction, and land and environmental
services.
However, they all teach business skills and the use of ICT. The chosen specialism reflects the
university's areas of excellence and the needs of local employers.
A fundamental principle of UTCs is that they do not judge students on their past performance.
Students are given new opportunities and ways of learning which allow them to achieve to a
higher level than they may have done before.

II

Practice

Parents are regularly reminded about how lucky they are to have such a vast array of schools
from which to choose. However, the different types of schools confuse many of them. Besides,
they don’t have a choice in the sense in which they imagine: simply the choice to nominate a
school. It is then up to the admissions authority – which could be governing body or the local
authority – to decide whether or not there is room for a child.
What all parents would be keen to know is (whatever the type of school) whether or not their
children are learning. An academic, who has taken on guru-like stature in this regard, is
Professor John Hattie, who grew up in New Zealand and worked in the Antipodes and then in
Canada, the United States and Hong Kong before ending up where he is currently now, as the
director of the Melbourne Educational Research Institute at the University of Melbourne,
Australia. The author or co-author of 12 books and the writer of 500 papers, Hattie has
(probably more than anyone else) redirected our vision to what really matters in education.
For the last score of years, he has carried out research on what works best in the classroom. He
has attacked professionals and laypersons for focusing on what does not matter – such as school
structure (academies in England and charter schools in the USA), class sizes and homework.
In Visible Learning, which he published in 2008, based on the largest collection of evidence of
what works best in schools, he identified 136 classroom interventions, listing them in order of
effectiveness. Recently, he added another 14 interventions to his original list. At the top of his
list is teacher feedback to pupils to move them on. Almost keeping pace with that is the quality
of the instruction, the classroom environment and the challenge of goals.
Hattie acknowledges that there are student and parental factors that impact on learning. For
instance, if the student has good cognitive ability, she/he spurts ahead. The antithesis is also
true. Social factors and home life also play a huge part. However, he states that there is not
much one can do about these, though he exhorts schools to use strenuous efforts to engage
parents.
He has criticised the British system for expending huge energy and time on testing rather than
focusing on the growth of the students – a case of constantly weighing the pig rather than
fattening it. He urges teachers to think more about evaluating their own impact on the children
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in their care. He says that most teachers don’t need more resources but rather they need
‘different’ – i.e. different ways of working. For instance, teachers still operate too
autonomously when they should be collaborating much more.
Hattie’s focus is on good practice. Ministers’ have an obsessive preoccupation with structure.
They appear to believe that academies and free schools are the panacea to all our educational
problems. But are they? In the 2007 McKinsey study of the international education scene,
Professor Michael Barber’s conclusion, that “the quality of an education system cannot exceed
the quality of its teachers” is one that ministers would do well to digest.

I

Key Recommendations

The School Teachers’ Review Body (STRB), chaired by Dame Patricia Hodgson, former
Principal of Newnham College, Cambridge, presented its 21st report on teachers’ pay and
conditions to the Secretary of State, Michael Gove, on 5 December 2012 making the following
recommendations on the salaries of teachers, which was accepted in full by the latter and
presented to Parliament the following day for consideration and adoption.
(1)

The increments for teachers on the main scale, currently based on the length of service, to
be replaced by a system of rewards for excellence and performance improvement.

(2)

Pay progression for all teachers to be linked to annual appraisals based on a single set of
teaching standards and individual objectives with a strong emphasis on professional
development.

(3)

Mandatory pay points within the pay scales for classroom teachers to be abolished to
enable individual pay decisions, but retain the current points for reference only in the
main pay scale to guide career expectations for entrants to the profession.

(4)

Retain the broad national framework, including the higher pay bands for London and
fringe areas and an upper pay scale as a career path for experienced teachers who make a
wider contribution to the school.

(5)

Replace the unnecessarily detailed threshold test for progression from the main to the
upper pay scale with simple criteria based on one set of teacher standards, which will
create a consistent progression path from graduate entry to the top of the upper pay scale
and allow schools to promote the best teachers more rapidly.

(6)

Provide local flexibility for schools to create posts paying salaries above the upper pay
scale, enabling some of the very best teachers to remain in the classroom and lead the
improvement of teaching skills.
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(7)

Give more discretion to schools in the use of allowances for recruitment and retention
and freedom to pay fixed-term responsibility allowances of up to £2,500 a year for timelimited projects.

(8)

Reinforce the responsibility of headteachers to manage staff and resources and governing
bodies to hold school leaders to account for managing and rewarding the performance of
teachers in the interests of pupils.

(9)

By adopting the above proposals, create a much simplified School Teachers’ Pay and
Conditions Document, including a brief guide to the national framework and flexibilities
open to schools.

II

Remit of the STRB

On 21 February 2012, Gove charged the STRB to consider three issues when framing its
proposals, i.e.
(i)

how the (teachers’) pay framework should be made more market-facing in local areas;

(ii)

how the pay scales, including the main and upper pay scales, should be reformed to link
more effectively pay and performance, including arrangements for progression; and

(iii)

what other reforms should be made to teachers’ pay and conditions in order to raise the
status of the profession and best support the recruitment and retention of high-quality
teachers in all schools.

III

Research

The STRB looked at the international scene and studies by, among others, the Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). They discovered certain consistent themes,
which were as follows.
(a)

The quality of teaching is central to delivering pupil outcomes.

(b)

The status of the profession is important and successful countries are able to draw their
teaching recruits from the highest calibre pools of candidates.

(c)

To attract high quality candidates, pay levels need to be competitive against other
graduate professions. While general levels of pay are important, so is the flexibility to
adjust pay to address localised labour-market challenges.

(d)

Teachers’ effectiveness can be assessed although this is not straightforward and clear
frameworks for assessment are required.

The OECD’s report, Building a High Quality Teaching Profession – Lessons from around the
World, made the following observations on teacher evaluation and compensation. (For
“compensation” read “salary reward”.)
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(a)

Performance-based rewards imply rewarding something more than credentials and years
of experience, which themselves have been shown to be weak indicators of teacher
effectiveness.

(b)

It is possible to evaluate effective teaching, linked with improved student results, thus
making it possible, in principle, to include evaluations of both, teacher performance and
student performance, as part of a teacher-compensation scheme.

(c)

Measures of teacher performance need to be valid, reliable and agreed by teachers
themselves to be fair and accurate. These can include multiple observations and
contributions to school-specific improvement efforts.

(d)

Surveys show that teachers welcome appraisal and feedback and many report that a good
appraisal too often does not lead to any recognition or reward.

The STRB did a number of case studies which disclosed certain common themes, i.e. the
importance of
(i)

appropriately recognising the highest performers;

(ii)

offering continued scope for pay progression to boost motivation and retention;

(iii)

recognising, through pay progression, achievement towards organisational objectives;
and

(iv)

achieving transparency and equality in pay-progression systems.

IV

The Case against Regional Pay Differentials

The STRB considered Gove’s (and the Chancellor’s) request for regional pay and knocked this
into touch on a number of grounds.
(a)

Such a system would create additional ‘cliff-edge’ issues, with the associated impact on
recruitment and teacher mobility.

(b)

There are significant data challenges in defining the zones, including the need to consider
how they would be updated on a timely basis as local economies change.

(c)

A zonal system would have inherent inefficiencies as zones would not be optimal in
targeting very localised recruitment and retention issues.

(d)

Basing a system on the type of detailed data presented by the DfE’s evidence could lead
to the development of a very large number of local zones/bands.

(d)

There would be increased bureaucracy and costs in managing a more complex system.

V

Pay Progression

Schools Support Services Ltd ………………………………………………………………………………………………… Page

29

The STRB reviewed carefully the current arrangements on teacher pay progression, making the
following recommendations.
(a)

The existing points on the main scale should be used purely for reference.

(b)

Progression to the maximum of the main scale should be subject to good performance.

(c)

Progression should not automatically be coupled with capability proceedings.

(d)

Every pay progression will be dependent on a written recommendation based on a timely
completion of an annual performance appraisal.

(e)

Teachers applying to access the upper pay scale must be highly competent classroom
teachers who have already progressed substantially towards the maximum of the main
scale. They should be placed on the upper pay spine only if they have demonstrated
substantial and sustained achievement of objectives, appropriate skills and competence in
all elements of the Teachers’ Standards and have the potential and commitment to
undertake professional duties which make a wider contribution beyond the classroom.

(f)

The amount and timing of any progression recommendations on the upper pay spine
should be at the school’s discretion, reflecting individuals’ differential contributions.

(g)

The school should be given discretion to create a post for a teacher whose prime purpose
is the modelling and leading of teaching skills, the salary range being from £37,461 to
£56,950.

(h)

The DfE should produce guidance to help schools develop systematic and transparent
local approaches to pay progression.

Subsidiary recommendations were as follows.
(i)

There should be no obligations on a school when recruiting a teacher to match her/his
existing salary on either the main or the upper pay scales.

(ii)

The requirement for two consecutive, successful appraisals for progression purposes on
the upper pay scale should be discontinued.

(iii)

The existing post-threshold, Advanced Skills Teacher (AST) and Excellent Teacher (ET)
standards should be abolished.

(iv)

The AST pay spine and the ET pay range should be discontinued.

The STRB stated that it did not wish the Secretary of State to change the current arrangements for
Teaching and Learning Responsibilities. However, it did commend to him allowing schools to
establish TLRs for time-limited projects, with non-safeguarded allowances ranging from £500 to
£2,500 annually. It also asked for the removal of the three-year time-limit to recruitment and
retention allowances provided that the school reviews all rewards on a regular basis.
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A glaring omission from the report was consideration of the salaries of headteachers. However,
Dame Patricia Hodgson invited the Secretary of State to charge the STRB with the task of
reviewing the salaries of school leaders too.

VI

Commentary

The publication of the STRB’s report and the immediate acceptance of all the recommendations
by the Secretary of State to the proposals went down in the teacher unions’ headquarters like a
lead balloon. Reactions in places were even worse – as if the Mayans’ prediction of the
apocalypse that was due to happen on 21 December 2012 actually occurred.
Schools that are currently having to cope with teacher action (or is it inaction?) on the issues of
pensions, pay and conditions of service are likely to face the prospect of widespread strikes.
What sticks in the craw for many is the move to link teachers’ salary increases to performance.
Christine Blower, general secretary of the National Union of Teachers (NUT) said the
implementation of the STRB’s recommendations would “effectively demolish the national pay
framework” causing “inconsistency and unfairness” for teachers. “It will cause schools to spend
more time concerned with appraisals and performance management than on the curriculum and
student behaviour,” she remarked, adding that the uncertainty over pay would deter graduates
from entering the profession. Martin Freedman, head of pay at the Association of Teachers and
Lecturers (ATL), warned that the proposals would greatly “damage morale in schools. This is a
mechanism that allows schools to hold down teachers’ pay for as long as they want.” Chris
Keates, general secretary of the National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women
Teachers (NASUWT), alleged that the proposals “place virtually unlimited discretion on
teachers’ pay in the hands of headteachers at a time when unfairness and discrimination are
already rife.”
In the run-up to the Christmas break, the leaders of the NUT, NASUWT and ATL began
sharpening their knives during discussion about further industrial action. When the DfE learnt
about this, a source in Sanctuary Buildings (its headquarters) claimed that Gove was on a “war
footing”. The battle lines are being drawn while the clouds of conflict gather.
Dame Patricia Hodgson had a different take on the proposals that her body had made. In an
exclusive interview with the Times Educational Supplement (TES), she claimed that giving
headteachers (she omitted to mention that governors have a locus in salary matters) more
flexibility over pay would strengthen the hand of schools still under local authority control.
The STRB is of the view that its recommendations if adopted would create
(a)

flexibility for schools to recruit and reward talented teachers in the context of local labour
markets using the broad framework of the four existing geographic pay bands – i.e. Inner
London, Outer London, the London Fringe and the rest of the country - and more
flexible recruitment and retention allowances;

(b)

a closer link between pay progression and individual performance, enabling teachers to
progress more quickly where their performance and contribution to the school justifies it,
with an emphasis on professional development for teachers at each stage of their career;
and
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(c)

a career path for those teachers who wish to stay in the classroom, as well as for those
who aspire to leadership roles.

The jury is still out on this one. Research studies provide a compelling argument for changing
the current arrangements which, in places, has fallen into disrepute. What is the justification for
giving teachers automatic annual rises in salaries if they are performing (just) adequately? What
does it do for their colleagues who work tirelessly for their schools? Is there not a case for
appropriately recognising the highest performers and boosting motivation and morale?
Problems remain. For a system of performance pay to succeed anywhere, there must be
transparency and equality of opportunity.
Headteachers up and down the country do a marvellous job with their commitment and dedication
to the pupils. They are now on the cusp of having to take on a whole lot more of work if the new
teacher salary arrangements are to come to fruition. Most will be up to the challenge. However,
(and there is always a caveat) we do know that a few rogue headteachers can corrupt such a
system to suite their own purposes and grab power to achieve unscrupulous ends. Favourites will
be given a leg-up and teachers who have had the guts to challenge malpractices could come
croppers. Governors must be trained to have robust oversight over teachers’ pay and conditions
if unintended consequences are to be minimised if not banished.
The STRB has invited the DfE to devise a toolkit for schools to use to make the proposed
arrangements, if and when implemented, work efficiently and equitably. The $64 million
question will be: “Who will police the system?” Governors are in a prime position to do so, but
as volunteers will they have the time and expertise to take this on in the manner expected.
Dame Hodgson and Michael Gove are trying to make a new salary omelette. In doing so, they
have cracked eggs and will be cracking eggheads. Will what they produce be fit for a feast or will
much of the concoction be a dog’s dinner? The unions are banging their war drums and
threatening Armageddon and, like the Mayans of Mexico, the end of the world.

I

Introduction

PISA, TIMMS and PIRLS are three acronyms that have become prominent in the international
educational scene. They are measures that are used for different age groups of pupils to assess
the impact of the educational systems of different countries on pupils’ development. The
Trends in International Mathematics and Science Studies (TIMMS) and Progress in International
Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) are not as well-known as the Programme for International
Student Assessment (PISA) [not to be confused with the site of the leaning tower] but are
playing an increasingly influential role in shaping the educational policies of countries, especially
those in the United Kingdom.
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II

The Programme for International Student Assessment

PISA is an international study, launched in 1997 by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development. It attempts to audit international evaluate systems triennially by assessing
15-year-olds’ competencies in reading, mathematics and science.
Andreas Schleicher, a
German academic who runs the PISA tests, recalls how education was viewed by international
power brokers in the early 1990s when up to 40 education ministers would gather around a
table averring that they all had the best educational systems in the world.
“If you had a meeting of ministers today,” Schleicher says, “it will start with: ‘We have seen in
Finland this and this,’ and ‘How did you do that?’ It has really changed the debate. It has
globalised the field of education. I think it has been very important.”
To date over 70 countries and economies have participated in PISA, albeit the OECD comprises
34 different countries. The students chosen to take the tests in reading, mathematics and
science come from mixed backgrounds. In addition, the school headteachers and principals are
invited to complete questionnaires to provide information on the backgrounds of the students
and the manner in which the schools are run. In some countries, parents, too, fill out separate
questionnaires.
The papers which students tackle test not so much the knowledge they have imbibed during
their education but rather how they apply knowledge and whether they can solve (real-life)
problems. In 2000, the focus was on reading; in 2003 it was in mathematics and problemsolving; in 2006 it was in science and in 2009 on reading again. The analysis of the assessments
carried out in September 2012 is now well underway. The tests are not directly linked to the
school curriculum and provides context through the background questionnaires which help
analysts interpret the results.
The findings are compelling. PISA has revealed that girls – across the countries – do much
better than boys in reading. In many cases, they are a full year ahead of their male peers. In
mathematics, boys do better, albeit the marginal difference is not as great as that of reading
where the girls are ahead. In science, there the difference is negligible.
PISA also discovered that while home backgrounds matter greatly to how well (or otherwise)
children progress educationally, all children have huge potential. Some countries channel
children through academic or vocational streams, which may negatively impact on their
development. Some of the best systems in the world are in Shanghai and Korea where children
from poor backgrounds do as well as if not better than those from the more well-heeled classes.
Shanghai, Korea, Finland, Hong Kong and Singapore were the top five countries/areas in the
2009 tests. The United Kingdom was in the 25th place (out of 65), below Canada, New Zealand,
Japan, Australia, Estonia, Poland, the United States, Sweden, Ireland, France and Germany.
From the year 2000 to 2009, the UK dropped from seventh to 25th place in reading, eighth to
27th in mathematics and fourth to 16th in science.
An analysis of the 2009 results revealed the following.
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(1)

Successful schools systems provide all students, regardless of their socio-economic
backgrounds, with similar opportunities to learn. Systems that show high-performing
and an equitable distribution of learning outcomes tend to be comprehensive, where
teachers embrace diverse student populations through personalised educational
pathways.

(2)

In countries and schools where students repeat grades, overall results tend to be worse
and socio-economic differences in student performance tend to be wider, suggesting
that people from lower socio-economic groups are more likely to be negatively affected.

(3)

In countries where 15-year-olds are divided into more tracks based on their abilities,
overall performance is not enhanced and the younger the age at which selection for
such tracks first occur, the greater the differences in student performance by socioeconomic background by the age of 15 without improved overall performance.

(4)

Most successful school systems grant greater autonomy to individual schools to design
curricula and establish assessment.

(5)

After accounting for the socio-economic and demographic profiles of students and
schools, students in the OECD countries who attend private schools show performance
that is similar to that of students enrolled in public (maintained) schools.

(6)

School systems considered successful spend large amounts of money on education and
tend to prioritise teachers’ pay over smaller classes.

(7)

In more than half of all the OECD countries, over 94% of 15-year-old students reported
that they had attended pre-primary (nursery) classes or schools.

(8)

Schools with better disciplinary climates, more positive behaviours among teachers and
better teacher-student relations tend to achieve higher scores in reading.

III

The Progress in International Reading Literacy Study

The Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) is an international study of reading
achievements of children of 9 to 10 years of age. The survey is carried out by the International
Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement based in Boston College, USA. The
tests are designed to “measure children’s reading literacy achievement, to provide a baseline for
future studies of trends in achievement and to gather information about children’s home and
school experiences in learning to read”. There are, altogether, 49 countries (including England)
that participate.
The PIRLS study consists of a written reading comprehension test and a background
questionnaire.
The assessment focuses on three areas of literacy: the process of
comprehension, the purposes for reading and reading behaviours and attitudes. The two
purposes for reading that are examined are reading for literacy experience and reading to
acquire and use information. Every student is given 80 minutes to complete two passages and
then time to complete the survey.
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The first PIRLs survey was carried out in 2001. A second survey was completed in 2006. The
2011, (45 countries participated) results were issued in December 2012. Altogether, 136
primary schools in England and 129 in Northern Ireland participated.
The National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER) did an analysis of the results of
students in England, the key findings of which were as follows.
(1)

England’s performance in 2011 was well above the international average and
significantly higher than that of English students in 2006. However, while the best
readers were among the best in the world, there was a greater proportion of weaker
readers than in many other high-achieving countries. Also, the difference between the
reading achievements of boys and girls was greater than that of many other countries,
with the girls outstripping the boys.

(2)

Pupils’ attitudes to reading were less positive in England than the average
internationally. The more able readers were more likely to enjoy reading and be
motivated to read than the weaker readers. Fewer pupils in 2011 than in 2006 reported
never or almost never to read for fun out of school. Over 50% of pupils reported
reading for half-an-hour or more every day out of school.

(3)

England tied with the Republic of Ireland in the 10th place in the league table with an
average scale score of 552 which was significantly above the scale centre point of 500.
Those above England in the table with their scores in brackets – in order of attainment
were Hong Kong (571), Russia and Finland (568), Singapore (567), Northern Ireland
(558), the USA (556), Denmark (554) and Croatia and Taipei (553).

(4)

Following a fall in 2006, England’s performance is now very close to that attained in
2001. Of the higher achieving countries, only two, Taipei and the USA, showed a
greater improvement between 2006 and 2011.

IV

The Trends in International Mathematics and Science Studies

The Trends in International Mathematics and Science Studies (TIMMS) provides data on the
achievements of pupils of 9-to-10 and 13-to-14 years of age. Data have been garnered every
four years from 1995 onwards, the last time being in 2011.
In 2011, 63 countries (including England and Wales) participated in TIMMS. Pupils of 13-to-14
years of age in England and Wales came 10th in mathematics, in order of attainment, below
South Korea, Singapore, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Japan, Russia, Israel, Finland and the United States.
In science, England and Wales did marginally better in the rankings coming 9th after (in
attainment order) South Korea, Singapore, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Japan, Russia, Israel and Finland.
In 2007, England and Wales did better in the rankings coming 7th and 5th in mathematics and
science respectively.
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V

Commentary

Thanks to TIMSS, PIRLS and PISA, the globalisation of education has taken root and plays a
significant part in shaping our educational policies in Britain. Many influential people, Michael
Gove, the Secretary of State for Education in Britain being one, see the use of these assessment
tools as a good thing.
However, other educationists view this development with extreme concern. Pasi Sahlberg, the
Finnish education official, coined the acronym Germ - Global Education Reform Movement –
when describing the growth of this industry. They aver that the obsession with international
assessments and league tables ignore the local contexts in which schools in different countries
operate. Constant measurements tend to create a very homogenised system to the ruination of
local cultures and ignore those aspects of education that cannot be measured or are difficult to
do so, they state.
Sahlberg claims that the current developments stem from the Conservative programme of
testing and league tables instituted by the Education Reform Act 1988. He observed: “This
process, where education policies and ideas are lent and borrowed from the business world is
often motivated by national hegemony and economic profit, rather than by moral goals of
human development.”
However, Schleicher says the response to the Pisa results in Germany, where the pupils did not
fare well at all, improved their average progress by the equivalent of half a school year.
Sir Michael Barber, the chief education adviser of Pearson – based at central London and
working in 70 countries on school improvement, curriculum development and testing – has
taken a deep interest in these international tests. He carried out a study of the 10 best
performing countries in 2007 when he was at McKinsey and concluded that “the quality of an
education system cannot exceed the quality of its teachers” – which is blindingly obvious. The
present coalition government has made this a central plank of its educational reform but,
according to critics, is allowing the structural issues – with its fixation on the desire for failing
schools to convert to academies - to hijack the standards agenda.
Andreas Schleicher has difficulty in finding anything wrong with PISA. He remarked that about
40 years ago, South Korea had the same standards of living as Afghanistan today and was one of
the lowest of educational performers. The situation is dramatically different today. Poland has
overhauled its educational systems to ratchet up standards and turn around the schools with
the poorest results without sacking its teachers, paying them more or changing its culture. PISA
has been a significant influence. Germany too reduced the impact of social background on
student success.
Schleischer wrote in the TES (16 November 2012 – You must emulate and innovate to keep pace)
that over the last 10 years, Britain has increased its expenditure by 68%, but its PISA results have
remained flat. It appears that spending in education does not have that much of an impact on
raising standards.
So what lessons can be learnt from international assessments?
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(1)

First, states Schleicher, high-performing countries have prevailed on their population to
value education more than consumption.

(2)

Second, from the results of countries such as South Korea and Poland and cities such as
Shanghai and Hong Kong, it is clear that all children can succeed, no matter what their
social backgrounds.

(3)

Third, it isn’t sufficient to enable students to go through the hoops of securing five good
GCSE grades. “The toxic mix of unemployed graduates on the streets and employers
who cannot find workers with the skills they need tells us that more education does not
translate into better skills, better jobs and better lives,” write Schleicher. Schools have
to prepare young people to be ready to adapt to constant change and reinvent
themselves by learning to learn – through ways of thinking, being creative, solving
problems and making decisions.

(4)

Fourth, in the current industrial milieu, it is not enough to focus on a small cadre of
high-achieving youngsters. Schleicher states that the generation born in the UK in 2012
is likely to lose £4.5 trillion in economic output over its lifetime because UK schools
aren’t delivering what other countries’ education systems show can be achieved.
“Schools need to prepare students for more rapid change than ever before; for jobs that
have not yet been created, using technologies that have not yet been invented, to solve
problems that we don't yet know about. Schooling now needs to be much more about
ways of thinking, involving creativity, critical thinking, problem-solving and decisionmaking. For a more inclusive world, we also need people who can appreciate and build
on different values, beliefs and cultures.”

(5)

Fifth, the current, challenging environment requires a special calibre of teachers who
are high-knowledge workers, who welcome and encourage innovation, new ideas and
work in a collaborative culture.

(6)

Sixth, the international testing regimen has revealed that it is possible to strive for and
attain both, excellence and equality.

Whatever the merits or demerits of the international assessment and league table regime, the
lessons that we are learning from a globalised educational system are hard to ignore. We now
need to act on them.
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AST
ATL
CRB
DBS
DfE
DSG
EFA
ET
FSM
GERM
GM
HMCI
HMRC
IDACI
IEB
ISA
LA
LMS
MFG
NASUWT
NCSL
NDC
NFER
NPQH
NPSH
NUT
OECD
PIRLS
PISA
SEN
SLT
STEM
STRB
TLR
TIMMS
TTA
UTC

Advanced Skills Teacher
Association of Teachers and Lecturers
Criminal Records Bureau
Disclosure and Barring Service
Department for Education
Dedicated Schools Grant
Education Funding Agency
Excellent Teacher
Free School Meals
Global Education Reform Movement
Grant Maintained
Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Schools
Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs
Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index
Interim Executive Board
Independent Safeguarding Authority
Local Authority
Local Management of Schools
Minimum Funding Guarantee
National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers
National College for School Leadership
National Development Centre
National Foundation for Educational Research
National Professional Qualifications for Headteachers
National Programme for Serving Headteachers
National Union of Teachers
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
Progress in International Reading Literacy Study
Programme for International Student Assessment
Special Educational Needs
Senior Leadership Team
Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics
School Teachers Review Body
Teaching and Learning Responsibility
Trends in International Mathematics and Science Studies
Teacher Training Agency
University Technical College
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