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Making Missions Statements Meaningful
The principal, overarching function of a school governing body is to set a strategy for the school to
develop and grow. Governors do this in myriad ways, many of them right and some less so.
Occasionally, governors decide to go on an away-day once annually or biennially to review how they
(and the school) have been doing and set the objectives and strategy for the future. Others decide to do
this with less frequency – i.e. once every three or four years.
A few governing bodies leave the construction of the strategy to their headteachers – who, in
conjunction with their staff members – especially the members of the senior management teams –
review the school’s strengths and weaknesses, audit the opportunities and threats in their environments
and pull together the objectives and the School Development Plans (SDPs) for the following year, two
years or three. These SDPs are then presented to their governing bodies for comment. Given the
constraints of time at meetings, more often than not, they are rubber-stamped and approved with little or
no comment.
This last method is a less effective way of enabling governors to discharge this primary function. It
causes them to become semi-detached to the schools they govern. The upshot of this is that instead of
being the drivers of development and improvement, governors become passengers and many
headteachers then bemoan the quality of their school’s governance. The reader, no doubt, will recall the
famous Chinese proverb:
Tell me, and I’ll forget.
Show me and I’ll remember
Involve me and I’ll understand (and, may if I add, be committed)
Assuming that a school is developing the plan in a manner in which both, governors and staff, are fully
involved, it makes sense to establish the overall purpose of the institution and the path which the key
players want take. This calls for developing a vision. Seneca, the Roman philosopher, said: “If a man
knows not what harbour he seeks, any wind is the right wind.” Having an agreed-on destination enables
governors and staff to employ their efforts towards moving in a set direction.
But is this the same as hammering out a mission statement for the school? The answer must be “Yes” if
the mission statement is clear on the direction of school development. The value of a mission statement
is negated if it consists of a lengthy string of words, setting out an amorphous, ephemeral purpose lost in
meaningless verbiage.
The internet is teeming with such statements. Here’s one.
“The multiethnic community, parents, business partners, administrators, student and staff work together
to create an academic, physical, emotional, social and safe environment where everyone can learn and
respect one another. We care about ourselves and others to create, support and maintain powerful,
engaged learning in the Arts and Science. We dare to use innovative techniques to enhance lifelong
learning through technology, the multiple intelligences, varied instructional strategies and
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interdisciplinary units. We share our cultural backgrounds to nurture growth, responsibility and
productivity by celebrating our diversity in a positive, school-wide atmosphere and by promoting
sportsmanship, school spirit and pride in ourselves through our studies and our educational
accomplishments.”
On the other hand, consider the mission statement of a school in Massachusetts, USA, for children with
emotional and learning difficulties.
“Kolburne School provides a safe, caring, therapeutic environment where students with psychiatric,
educational challenges can best develop the skills and character necessary to rejoin their communities
with success.” The statement describes the raison d’être of the school. Those who govern, lead and
work in and for the school figure out swiftly and sign up to its mission.
The mission statement becomes even more powerful if it is short and pithy. Shakespeare’s Polonius (in
Hamlet) could not been more on the nail than when he said, “Brevity is the soul of wit.”
One of the most potent mission statements is owned by Lyon Park Infant School in North West London.
“Small steps, big strides,” captures the central purpose of a school which educates 400 pupils from the
ages of 3 to 7. It is easily remembered and constantly at the forefront of the minds of the governors,
school managers and staff.
Mission statements not only have to be meaningful and brief but also remembered and the heartthrob of
school life. There is no point in governors and staff spending a full day agonising about framing a
mission statement and then filing it on a shelf or saving it on forgotten folder of the computer.
Most important of all, mission statements have to be accepted and owned by all those who work at the
school, guiding everything they do. A little over a score of years ago, I recall (when Assistant Director
of Education), being bundled off with other colleagues –senior and junior – to the Town Hall, where we
were subjected to an evangelical show, which attempted to stir the attendees’ cockles and motivate them
to commit themselves and their faith in the authority. Tina Turner was blaring out from the hidden
loudspeakers, Simply the Best! The Chief Executive and others gave rousing speeches, reminiscent of
the sermons of Billy Graham, exhorting the local authority’s staff to believe and take pride in the
authority and themselves and make the area the very best in the country.
An aside from a colleague sitting beside me said it all: “I wish I could have been left alone to get on with
the work that I do which would have addressed a number of problems that I have had to tackle to ensure
that schools are properly staffed.” To all intents and purposes, the Chief Executive was talking to this
colleague “in tongues” as one would do at a Pentecostal revival.
Senior officers (later) – including me - were asked to comment on the event and propose ideas for the
future. I burnt my fingers when I said that I thought much of the day was meaningless. Staff members
were subjected to shibboleths, I added. Words got in the way of meaning and action. A month later,
the local authority was reorganising, a euphemism for “downsizing”. I was one of the casualties and
made redundant. Even though it was withdrawn later, I thought it was in the best interests of the
authority and me that we part company.
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The Department for Education (DfE) issued draft governance regulations published in late December
2014.
Stakeholders are invited to respond to the Advisory Group on Governance (AGOG) at
AGOG.Communications@education.gsi.gov.uk on the consultation document by no later than 19
February 2015. The aim is to rationale and tidy up the many changes that were brought about by recent
legislative initiatives and are mainly of a technical nature.
For instance, the proposed regulations will, when enacted, ensure that rules about shadow governing
bodies and the transition from Interim Executive Board (IEBs) to full-blown governing bodies are
brought into line with the 2012 Constitution Regulations.
The detail is as follows.
(1) Temporary governing bodies, established during a time of school reorganisation or in the run-up to
opening a new school, will no longer have provision for appointing community governors.
(2) Regulation 13 of the School Governance (Constitution)(England) Regulations 2007 will be removed
no longer requiring the governing body of a community school, or maintained nursery school or
community special school to have
(a) one third or more parent governors;
(b) at least two but no more than a third of staff governors;
(c) one fifth or more community governors; and
(d) one fifth local authority governors.
(3) Members of the temporary shadow governing bodies will be required to appoint governors on the
basis of skills which contribute to effective governance and make the schools successful.
(4) The role and procedures for shadow, temporary governing bodies and governing bodies per se with
joint working arrangements will be brought into line with the procedural arrangements set out in the
Rules, Procedures and Allowance Regulations 2013 for mainstream governing bodies by aligning
various regulations and procedures so that they provide for governing bodies to work in collaboration
with joint committees.
(5) To ensure that governors are more “visible” and promote transparency and probity, the regulations
will require every school to publish the names of its governors on the website along with their
categories, terms of office and any committees on which they serve and maintain and publish the
governors’ register of interests.
Schools Support Services Ltd …………………………………………………………………………………………………................................. Page
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(6) To give the appointing bodies more flexibility and choice, the government proposes regulations that
give individual governors within every category different terms of office extending from one to four
years. Currently, such flexibility exists between the categories and not in them. For instance, a
governing body may appoint parent governors for two years (as sometimes happens in nursery
schools) but the other governors for four. However, the draft regulations propose that within any
category – say parent governors – one parent may be appointed for one year and another for two or
more years. The proposal – if promulgated – will apply only to newly appointed governors and not
existing ones who will continue with their current terms of office.
(7) The draft regulations propose amending the School Staff Regulations to state that staffing functions
may be delegated to one or more governors working together with an associate member. Also,
where the governing body establishes a joint committee with another governing body, associate
members may be appointed to such a committee with similar responsibilities.

I Why have self-reviews?
Governors are exhorted to be effective. To assess how well they are doing, they, naturally engage in
self-reviews, because self-reviews, which like motherhood and apple pie, are “good things”. But are
self-reviews what they are trumped up to be and do they pave the way to good governance? This article
explores the issue and while encouraging governors to engage in it, sounds three health warnings.
Governance literature is awash with tools to help school governors carry out self-reviews. The reasoning
for doing this work goes like this.
The powers and responsibilities of governors have grown exponentially – proportionate to the
diminution of the powers and responsibilities of local authorities. Membership now, based on
government diktat, must be drawn from people who have the necessary skills to make governing bodies
effective. Previously, members represented various stakeholders – i.e. parents, the local authorities,
staff, faith bodies and, of course, the community. There has been a sea-change since from stakeholders
to a make-up of skilled and knowledgeable people. This is despite the continuing requirement for every
governing body of a school that is not a free school or academy to have one staff representative and at
least two parents on the governing body.
The corporate governing body must have a range of abilities and know-how on, among other things,
human resources, problem solving, legal, financial, property development, inter-personal, information
and, of course, the curriculum.
There are three reasons why governors would do well to carry out individual and collective self-reviews.
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First, governors have to demonstrate that they are effective if their schools are to grow and develop.
Why? They owe it to the children who are being educated in these institutions, who have only one
chance, and who deserve to live fulfilled and happy lives.
Second, Ofsted has lifted the bar on governance. When inspectors from the watchdog visit a school to
assess how well it is doing, they will put governors under the microscope and seek to establish how well
they are discharging their functions in the following areas.
(i)

Carrying out statutory duties while operating within the boundaries of governance.

(ii)

Promoting tolerance and respect for all.

(iii)

Ensuring clarity of vision and establishing a learning, collaborative ethos and strategic direction.

(iv)

Contributing to the school’s self-evaluation on the basis of knowing its strengths and
weaknesses, including the quality of teaching, and reviewing the impact of their own work.

(v)

Have an understanding and taking sufficient account of pupil data to assure themselves of the
rigour of the assessment process.

(vi)

Developing awareness of the impact of teaching and learning and pupil progress in the different
subjects and year groups.

(vii)

Providing challenge and holding the headteacher and other senior leaders to account for
improvements at the school.

(viii)

Ensuring that the Pupil Premium and other resources are being used well to overcome barriers to
learning.

(ix)

Securing solvency and probity and ensuring that financial resources are used effectively.

(x)

Monitoring performance management systems including appraisals and salary progression.

(xi)

Engaging with key stakeholders.

Third, governors are made aware, through the self-assessment process, what knowledge and skills they
have and lack, which can then guide them into appropriate training and recruiting – when vacancies
arise – suitable and willing people to serve on their governing body.

II

How to carry out a self-review

The School Governors’ One Stop Shop (SGOSS), a national governing body recruitment agency
established by the Department for Education (DfE) and supported by various business organisations,
requires prospective applicants to complete a form giving information on the skills the applicant has and
is prepared to offer the school. The National Governors’ Association (NGA) has established a tool for
governors to carry out self-reviews.
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Different authorities also have self-review templates on their websites. One that is particularly good has
been produced by Sheffield City Council.
The Key (formerly called Ten Governors), a support organisation for governors, has published a selfevaluation tool for the governing body which will help members to reflect. The tool invites governors
to consider how well it is doing in six discrete areas, i.e.
(i)

clarity of vision, ethos and strategic direction;

(ii)

contribution to the school’s self-evaluation and an understanding of its strengths and weaknesses;

(iii)

supporting and strengthening school leadership;

(iv)

providing challenge and holding the headteacher and other senior leaders to account for
improving the quality of teaching, pupils’ achievement and pupils’ behaviour and safety;

(v)

use of the performance management system, including the performance management of the
headteacher, to improve teaching, leadership and management; and

(vi)

ensuring solvency and probity and that the financial resources available to the school are
managed effectively.

The governors are asked to flesh out how well they are doing in each area by addressing three sub-issues
– current practice, actions to improve, and appoint members who will ultimately be responsible for
meeting the objectives and the timeline for the action.
There is considerable merit in governors engaging in an away-day with school staff once annually or
biennially spending time in a modicum of corporate navel gazing. Doing a SWOT analysis at an event
like this can help move matters forward. Governors and staff members – focusing on governance –
could review strengths and weakness within themselves individually and collectively.
They could then determine the opportunities within the educational and school environment to exploit
them in building on the strengths and tackling weaknesses. Finally, identifying threats (also in the
environment), they could strengthen themselves to deal with them as and when they become tangible
dangers to the school’s well-being.
The Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development (CIPD), uses the PESTLE analysis to audit an
organisation’s environmental influences, the acronym standing for the political, economic, social,
technological and legal environment. Governors could do the same.

III

Health Warnings

And now for three health warnings.
A small-scale study carried out by researchers, which is due to be published in the Educational,
Management, Administration and Leadership (EMAL) – a magazine produced by the British
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Educational, Management and Administration Society (BELMAS) – cautions the reader about “the
complexities and limitations of self-assessment by governing bodies”.
The researchers explore the literature on self-assessment and then focus on the experiences of nine longserving governors. On the basis of their findings, they warn that human beings are adept at bluffing
themselves about how good they are in what they do. They cite the infamous comment of Professor
Blackburn of Princeton University, i.e.: “We are good at deceiving ourselves about our own merits and
only need to believe that we have done better than others to become satisfied that this is what we are
like. It is as if, when it comes to failures, we coat ourselves in Teflon and they do not stick, whereas our
supposed successes sit firmly in our memory banks. We also give different kinds of attention to
successes and to failures. The former are due to ourselves; the latter to bad luck.”
It is easy to slip into a delusional mode, though this does not have to be the case. Provided that
governors are mindful of this hazard and resist “group think”, self-assessment can be a useful exercise.
Secondly, the benefits of self-assessment will prove as daunting as Ulysses discovered when searching
for the Golden Fleece if the culture within a governing body is not one that promotes collaborative,
supportive and positive working. Consequently, prior to carrying out a self-review on the knowledge
and skills contained among members of the governing body, it would be, perhaps, useful to establish
what kind of culture pervades the workings of the members, ‘culture’ being defined as “the way we do
things here”.
Here are a few questions – by no means exhaustive - that merit reflection.
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

v.
vi.
vii.

Is the culture one where members undermine or support one another?
Do governors engage in one-upmanship using every opportunity to show themselves superior to
other members, or do governors celebrate other members’ contributions and achievements?
Do members disagree agreeably or are they pre-occupied in engaging in win-lose situations with a
view to winning?
Are governors assertive, dealing with the issues, divorcing them from the personalities and
confronting one another with their concerns, or do they become personal and/or talk behind one
another’s backs?
Do members volunteer to lead on governance issues or do the chair, headteacher and clerk operate
like dentists pulling teeth in getting governors to take on responsibilities?
Do governors promise to take action on discrete matters and fail to deliver, or are they reliable and
do what they promise to do?
Is the climate that pervades the workings of the governing body one where members are eager to
ascend the heights on a learning curve, or is there an atmosphere where they think they know it all
and don’t need to improve?

Third, a self-review can be only a starting point to good governance. Dr Andrew Wilkins of the
University of Roehampton’s School of Education, found that strategic planning (which presumably
starts with a self-review) was often controlled by a “big four” or “senior clique” who tended to exercise
“hard and fast influence” over decision-making. “Amateur governors” who were interviewed for the
study which was funded by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) said decisions were
presented to the wider governing body as fait accompli rather than enabling them to consider the issues
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and making decisions based on democratic tools. He concluded that if such practice was not prevalent
worst case scenarios like the Trojan Horse issues in Birmingham schools could have been avoided.
The government has been keen to promote the appointment of skills-based governors. Dr Wilkins was
of the view that while such people were needed in schools, especially in academies, non-experts willing
to ask “stupid questions” were as, if not more, important. “The redistribution of power from Whitehall
to local communities, as envisioned through David Cameron’s ‘Big Society’, can only be truly realised
if civic empowerment and participation is at the heart of governance,” he concluded.
My belief is that until governors can be brave and honest about what they know and the skills and
abilities they have, until they clear the Augean Stables of negativism in the way in which they work and
ensure that all members on a governing body engage in the work of school improvement, self-reviews
will not be of the value it is trumped up to be.

I

Background and Context

The link between the performance management of headteachers and deputy headteachers in England and
the salaries they receive has been in existence since 2000. However, it was only in September 2013 that
all teachers became the subjects of annual performance reviews linked to pay. Performance reviews go
by the name of appraisals in the business world. For the purpose of this article, I will stay with
“performance reviews”.
Autumn 2014 saw the end of the first cycle. During the term, governors formally reviewed how the
system worked or didn’t. The researchers are busily beavering away to assess the success of teachers’
performance linked with pay. However, it would be apposite to make a few observations based on firsthand experiences and anecdotal evidence, and signal health warnings to improve the process for
teachers, school managers and, most important, the children.
In the autumn of 2013, teachers were made aware of the fact that, for the first time, they would not
receive increases if they simply performed satisfactorily – or, to use the Ofsted terminology – required
improvement. Previously, a salary increase was withheld only if a teacher was the subject of the
capability procedure.

II

Assessment and Judgements

For teachers to do well, headteachers have to ensure that they fully or mainly meet the three to six
objectives that their line managers set them and they discharge their functions in accord with the
national teaching standards, which requires them to
Schools Support Services Ltd …………………………………………………………………………………………………................................. Page
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(i)

set high expectations that inspire, motivate and challenge pupils;

(ii)

promote good progress of and outcomes from pupils;

(iii)

demonstrate good subject and curricular knowledge;

(iv)

plan and teach well-structured lessons;

(v)

adapt teaching to respond to the strengths and needs of all pupils;

(vi)

make accurate and productive use of assessment;

(vii)

manage the behaviour of pupils effectively to ensure a good and safe learning environment; and

(viii)

fulfil wider professional responsibilities.

The headteacher, with whom the buck stops, has ultimate responsibility at management level to make
the system rigorous. If that is the case, where do the governors feature?
Since 2000, two or three nominated governors – with support from first, an External Adviser (EA) and
later a School Improvement Partner (SIP), carried out the performance review of the Headteacher.
These governors annually apprised the Pay Review Committee of the Governing Body on the outcome
and where the headteacher had not reached the top of the Individual School Range (ISR) – i.e. her/his
salary band – recommended a one or two point salary increase on the leadership scale.

III

The Pay Review Committee’s Remit

The Pay Review Committee acted on the recommendations, decided on salary increases for the deputy and
assistant headteachers and uplifts for those teachers on the Upper School Spine based on the headteacher’s
reports on their performances.
In September 2014, the Performance Review Committee expanded its remit to include the following duties.

1. Operate whole school pay policy in a fair and transparent manner.
2. Apply the criteria set by the whole school pay policy in determining the pay of each member of staff
at the annual review.
3. Comply with all statutory and contractual obligations.
4. Minute clearly the reasons for all decisions and report the facts of these decisions to the next meeting
of the full governing body.
5. Recommend to the governing body the annual budget needed for salaries and ensure that appropriate
funding is allocated for pay progression at all levels.
6. Keep abreast of relevant developments and advise the governing body when the school’s pay policy
needs to be revised
7. Work with the headteacher in ensuring that the governing body complies with the Appraisal
Regulations 2012 (for teachers).
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Of the seven functions, the first is the most daunting. Though governors’ powers and responsibilities
have mushroomed, they have to be careful not to trespass into the roles of managers. There are many
crocodiles (some in the guise of teacher unions) hiding in the swamps ready to gobble them when they
do. However, were they to take a hands-off approach, the process would become risible and a rubberstamping one.
So what can members of the Pay Review Committee do (and be careful not to do) to “ensure that the
school’s pay policy is operated in a fair and transparent manner” without blowing themselves up as they
tiptoe through the teacher appraisal minefield of teacher appraisals?
Here is a possible checklist – not exhaustive – but rather an attempt to get the little grey cells working.
(a)

It would be reasonable to ask the headteacher to provide the other members with the objectives
that line-managers set teachers. The purpose of this would be to reflect on whether or not they
are tied to the School Development Plan (SDP) and ensure that they take account of the
continuing professional development (CPD) of staff members.

(b)

Members of the Pay Review Committee have no right to be informed of the names of the
teachers who have been appraised and how they have done. However, they have a right to be
apprised of how the teachers have performed on a non-attributable basis and the tools – such as
lesson observations and the progress of pupils, and other criteria the headteacher and senior staff
members have used - to assess their colleagues. A possible mechanism would be for the
headteacher to provide a grid with numbers or letters for the teachers setting out information on
performance against gender and ethnicity. Sensitive matters such as making pay determinations
on the performance of teachers who may have been away for part of the year on maternity leave
would be taken into account. The purpose of this exercise would be to give governors the
opportunity to ask questions that elicit information about the rigour and fairness of the system.

(c)

Finally, the members of the Pay Review Committee could reasonable request the headteacher to
give two or three exemplars (on a non-attributable basis) of the teachers whose performances
were reviewed and the evidence senior managers used to assess how they did. This will give a
handle to the governors serving on this Committee to delve into the methods deployed and
satisfy themselves that evidence used to come to determinations were fit for purpose. In this
manner, members of the Committee would be in a position to make teacher appraisals fair,
rigorous and transparent.

So good so far! However, for a teacher, who is unhappy with the outcome – having been judged as
merely satisfactory and therefore not entitled to a salary increase - what then? Does the Pay Review
Committee have a role to play in taking matters forward? I would suggest that there is a continuing role
for the members of the committee in that the teacher should be able to make representations to them and
provide a view different to that of the headteacher, if she/he so wishes. The headteacher must be given
the opportunity to respond. In the light of this further information, the members can then review the
original decision.
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Where there is no change, they should inform the teacher of her/his right to appeal to a committee of
disinterested governors who would have had nothing to do with the original decision. It would be up to
the chair to defend the decision of the Performance Review Committee.
The minutes of the meetings of the Pay Review Committee are confidential and cannot be disclosed to
the parents, staff and general public; so displaying it on the school website is definitely out of the
question. However, should governors who are not members of the committee be privy to the minutes?
The received wisdom is that the minutes should not be made available to the rest of the governors for
two reasons.
(i)

First, at least one of the members of the governing body (other than the headteacher) will be a
staff governor. Staff governors are not permitted to serve on the Pay Review Committee,
although the headteacher may do so. Making the minutes available to this staff governor will be
breaching confidences. Besides, it could just be possible that the minutes may contain
information about this staff governor – albeit on a non-attributable basis. Further, In a small
school, staff members can be identified from the minutes.

(ii)

Governors, who are not members of the Pay Review Committee, may well be called on to serve
on the Appeal Committee to deal with any dissatisfaction arising from staff members about their
salary determination. It, therefore, makes sense that they come to the issues with clean and
untainted minds. This is best done if they have not had sight of what transpired at the meetings
of the Pay Review Committees.

V

Commentary

Managers who carry out the performance reviews of employees tend to view the exercises in one of two
ways or a mixture of both – i.e. an accountability stick with which to beat the appraisees or occasions
when performances are recognised, applauded and celebrated. Performance reviews are tools used to
hold people to account for the salaries they are paid, but also to celebrate their achievements and, in the
process, consider how the quality of work could be improved further.
Given that from 80% to 85% of a school budget is used on staff salaries, governors have the
responsibility of ensuring that they are deriving good value for money. In doing so, governors would
do well to remind themselves that staff members are their most valuable assets. For children to succeed,
staff must also do so. (This sometimes is forgotten when they have to deal with the fall-out and detritus
of dealing with an incompetent staff member.)
However, many find it questionable to place any value of tying performance reviews to salary increases.
In my experience (especially when I was a senior education officer in a local authority), bonus payments
on the back of our annual performance reviews became an annual expectation – i.e. the norm, having
been a novelty in the first year of implementation. Withholding these payments was a turnoff that
demotivated my colleagues.
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs sets out a five-stage model for human motivation. At the bottom are
physiological needs (the filling of an empty stomach, for instance), progressing upwards from a desire to
be safe on to social (wanting to love and be loved), going on to esteem (the wish to be appreciated by
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fellow-human beings) and culminating at the apex in self-actualisation (doing something well if not
perfectly simply for itself; wishing to be “good for nothing” because being good is a reward in itself).
At the end of the last calendar year, banks and several other commercial companies doled out bonuses.
Many of the recipients – including the bosses of companies that failed to meet targets and satisfy their
customers – nevertheless received (undeserving) bonuses. (The chief executive of Network Rail was –
thank God – an exception who voluntarily forfeited his bonus because of the Christmas debacle that
resulted in the Kings Cross and Paddington Station chaos.) It is not unlike knighting Fred Goodwin who
ruined the Royal Bank and Scotland and caused financial chaos to the United Kingdom five years ago.
There are others who have received royal gongs simply because of who they have known and what
donations they have made to the three main political parties rather than the good they have done, which
makes a mockery of these honours.
In an ideal world, one may argue, salary progression should not be dependent on performance reviews.
Employees should perform well because they owe it to their clients and customers. In schools, staff owe
it to the children they teach; so an appraisal system where pay is linked to performance, I would argue,
is questionable. However, the government has made it clear that we live in an imperfect world and is
not willing to give anyone (except every Key Stage 1 child in a maintained school) a free lunch.
Four years ago, Atlanta, Georgia, in the USA, was heralded as a beacon of educational excellence.
Beverley Hall was named the school superintendent of the year because of her work in improving results
in its public schools. Arne Duncan, the US education secretary, hosted Ms Hall in the White House and
Barack Obama, the President, rolled out the red carpet for her when a year later she was given the
distinguished public service award by the American Educational Research Association for boosting the
life chances of Atlanta’s poor and needy children.
In September 2014, the trial began of 12 of the 35 principals, administrators, teachers and back-office
staff of Atlanta’s schools, accused of manipulating children’s test scores to improve their performance–
related pay deals. Ms Hall’s trial was postponed because she is being treated for breast cancer. Twentyone of the 35 staff members of the schools have already confessed to cheating for more lenient
sentences. In all, 80 teachers, principals, administrators and educated admitted to so-called “test
tampering”.
At the heart of the scandal lie monetary incentives. The arrangement was that if 70% or more of the
district’s schools passed the state’s threshold, teachers were awarded bonuses. If schools fell short they
were threatened with restructuring, job losses and school closure. The Atlanta health warning could not
have come sooner for us on the other side of the Atlantic.
Be that as it may, governors have the responsibility of carrying out the performance reviews of their
headteachers and ensuring that the salary rewards for teachers are administered fairly, transparently and
ethically. In the process, they have to maintain the boundaries between governance and management.
The skills needed in carrying out this task are those required by a tight-rope walker. One particular
governor, I have learnt, who is a senior human resources officer in a large organisation, has gone into his
school and scrutinised samples of teachers’ evidence to ensure that their performance reviews were
correctly done. That, may be a step too far.......
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Sir Michael Wilshaw, Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Schools (HMCI), published his third annual
report on 10 December 2014. The report was based on information derived from the inspections of over
7,000 schools, colleges and providers for further education and skills during the academic year 2013/14.
His key findings were as follows.
(a)

Standards in the primary sector continued to rise, but progress in secondary schools stalled.
Altogether, 82% of primary schools were judged to be good or better. This meant that nearly
700,000 more pupils were now in good or outstanding primary schools than was the case in
January 2012, when Sir Michael first took up his current position.
However, only 71% of
secondary schools (a similar figure to that of 12 months previously) were good or better.
The 11% gap between the primary and secondary schools of good or outstanding schools has
grown from 3% in January 2012. Over 170,000 pupils were now in secondary schools rated
inadequate, 70,000 more than in 2012. In fact, there were 50 more secondary schools in special
measures in 2013/14 as compared to the previous academic year, which Sir Michael found
worrying.
When delving deeper into the reasons why primary schools were ahead of secondaries he came
up with the following factors.
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)

The quality of leadership in primary schools had improved.
Governing bodies provided headteachers with challenge as well as support.
Teaching was focused on getting the basics right, including phonics.
Good attendance and behaviour were the norm.
More of the brightest pupils were reaching their potential by the age of 11.
The gap between those on free school meals and other pupils had narrowed.

The factors causing the secondary schools to lag behind were as follows.
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)
(vii)
(viii)
(b)

Teaching at Key Stage 3 (11 to 14) was failing to build on prior learning
There was poor and inconsistent leadership.
Middle management was ineffective.
There was too much low-level disruption.
The schools were not challenging the most able.
The schools were failing to narrow the gap between disadvantaged pupils and the rest.
The schools provided poor careers advice.
The schools suffered from weak governance and oversight.

In two thirds of local authority (LA) areas, pupils had a higher chance of attending a good or
outstanding primary school than secondary school. (There are 13 local authority areas in
England where children have a less than 50% chance of attending a good or outstanding
secondary school.)
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(c)

There were big regional differences in the performances of schools.
Altogether, 98% of
Camden’s primary schools were good if not better. In the Medway, it was a mere 53%. In
Haringey, 100% of secondary schools were good or outstanding. On the other hand, only 17%
of secondaries in the Isle of Wight were.

(d)

In 2013, the lowest achievements were of white pupils on free school meals. Sir Michael found
this particularly worrying. However, there were again stark regional differences. Seven of the
best 10 (of 150 local authorities in the country) with white pupils on FSM attaining 5 or more A*
to C grades in their GCSEs were in London, with Westminster at the top. Hackney was the only
London authority that featured in the bottom ten. Bracknell Forest came last in this league table.
(See figure below).
Data of the proportions of White British FSM pupils in 2013 attaining 5 or more A* to C
GCSEs in the best and worst local authority areas
Top 10
Westminster
Lambeth
Haringey
Bromley
Windsor and Maidenhead
Southwark
Brent
Kingston-upon-Thames
Kensington and Chelsea
Halton

58.3%
54.2%
51.9%
49.8%
49.1%
48.6%
48.5%
47.7%
47.6%
47.4%

Bottom 10
North Lincolnshire
Leicester
Southend-on-Sea
Barnsley
Hackney
Isle of Wight
Portsmouth
West Berkshire
Northumberland
Bracknell Forest

29.4%
27.1%
28.7%
28.6%
28.3%
28.0%
27.6%
27.2%
26.9%
22.9%

(c)

Although there were many good or outstanding secondary schools, HMCI wrote, more needed to
be done to narrow the gap in achievement between disadvantaged pupils and their peers. The
potential of the most able pupils was not always being realised, he added.

(d)

Teaching in Further Education (FE) had improved. However, Sir Michael expressed concern
that learners were not being prepared well enough for work or further study. He averred that FE
practitioners were not always equipping learners with the skills they needed to succeed in work.

(e)

While he noted that the quality of new entrants to the teaching profession and the initial training
they underwent was good if not better, he highlighted concerns about the overall supply of new
teachers as well as their distribution across the country.

Speaking on the BBC’s Today programme on the day he published his report, Sir Michael deemed the
lack of good leadership as being the key issue, when a school – whatever the type – academy, free
school or local authority controlled - does not do as well as it should. He added that two other negative
aspects of the country’s education system were the transition arrangements for young people from the
primary to the secondary stage of education and low-level disruption in the classrooms.
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Random Thoughts
The words, “Ofsted will be visiting” tend to strike fear in the hearts of professionals – especially
headteachers – to the point of transfixion. Accordingly, well before any impending visit, it would be
good for school leaders (including governors) and teachers to develop mind-sets that take such visits in
their strides. The headteacher is the key person who establishes the tone for creating these mindsets.
But to do so, she/he must first engage in a type of thinking and action planning that is simple and
practical. Here are a few random thoughts (thanks to Geoff Barton, a secondary headteacher) for the
headteacher to get the grey cells functioning.
(1)

Do what you can before the inspection notice arrives. Ensure you have ready and published your
documents, such as the School Development Plan, Self-Evaluation Form (SEF) and on-line
information about the curriculum and Pupil Premium, in place.

(2)

Set out the sequence of actions you must take when the call comes – such as at 2.05 p.m. talk to
the chair of governors and clerk to the governors and 6.00 p.m. walk through the school with the
caretaker.

(3)

Once you know that inspectors are visiting the following day, get the leadership team together
and inform them of the news. They should be ready to slip into their roles to enable a new,
urgent routine to kick in.
Hold an end-of-day meeting with staff and go through, as calmly as possible, what you know of
the inspection team and the flavour of the conversation you had with the lead inspector. Remind
staff that it is no longer about 20 minutes of cabaret performances. Rather, it is about consistency
(in teaching and learning) and high expectations of pupils.

(4)

Satisfy yourself that teachers are making their rooms tidy, functional and fetching, that marking
guidelines are visible, books are up-to-date and displays represent high expectations. Order
refreshments/takeaways such as kebabs and pizzas for staff members who want to stay late prior
to and on the first day of the inspection. However, set a deadline when all go home and tell them
to stop fretting.

(5)

Write a brief letter to the lead inspector and her/his team welcoming them to your school, setting
out in syllables of one and briefly what kind of school they are inspecting, what it stands for and
what you hope the inspectors will take time to notice and celebrate. Leave the letter in the
inspection room with a small file of key documents they expect to see, e.g. the SDP, specific
action plans and the SEF.
On a notice-board, ensure that there are plenty of leaflets and pictures showcasing everything
about which you feel proud such as impending concerts, newspaper articles and celebrations of
past and present student achievements.
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(6)

Finally, keep your nerve, smile – a lot – and be the visible presence in your school that staff,
pupils and parents expect – support everyone in the school community. This is what the
headteacher’s role is meant to be – leading the team and modelling values that matter.

Governors – especially the Chair and Vice Chair - in turn, need to be cognisant of the overarching
objectives in the school development plan (SDP) and a summary of information contained in the selfevaluation form (SEF) – including data on the progress and achievements of the pupils. Governors
should also make strenuous efforts to be there for the headteacher and attend interviews with inspectors
when requested.

Ask teachers, headteachers and governors what their views of good education are and they will tell you
more often than not that it is to educate the whole child to grow, develop, take her/his place as an adult
in the world to make it better place and, ultimately, live fulfilled lives. But the school practice can be
something completely different, driven by two aspects of our education system that is now dominating
the provision we make for our youngsters. These are
i.
ii.

preparing for the next Ofsted inspection and
ensuring that the pupils achieve excellent results in the Standard Assessment Tests/GCSE/A
Levels so that the school is as high up as possible in the league tables.

Both, the model of inspections and the manner in which we assess our children’s progress and
achievements, are in a constant state of flux. Elsewhere, I have written about the abandonment of levels
in primary assessment and the changes in the secondary examination system. For the purposes of this
article, I wish to focus on Ofsted’s inspection model that never fails to bewilder and petrify so many of
our teachers, headteachers and governors.

I

Myths Document

(a)

What Ofsted does and doesn’t do

On Friday 17 October 2014, the Secretary of State for Education, Nicky Morgan, wrote to all
schools about a myths document published by Ofsted. The document sets out the “facts” and attempts
to dispel myths about what Ofsted requires from schools both, before and during the inspection process.
According to Ms Morgan, this has emerged from the current programme of talks between the
Department for Education and trade unions. She welcomed the publication as a positive step towards
tackling teacher workloads in schools.
Ofsted recommends that the document be read alongside the ‘School inspection handbook’. Governing
bodies are also exhorted to look at the National Governors’ Association’s (NGA’s) guidance on
preparing for Ofsted.
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However, does the myth document enlighten or add to the bewilderment of those subjected to these
inspections? It states, for instance that Ofsted does not require the school being inspected to provide
lesson plans for inspectors. It goes on to add that inspectors will not award grades for the quality of
individual lessons. However, God help the teacher who attempts to teach an unplanned, unstructured
lesson. And, by the end of the inspection, you can bet your bottom dollar that the school will receive an
overall grade for the quality of teaching and learning.
Staying with the quality of teaching, the document states that inspectors will not expect to be apprised of
the individual salary grades of teachers. However, it is a given that the headteacher will need to report
overall on the performance reviews of the teachers and the links to the teacher standards on an nonattributable basis to convince the inspection team that the leadership has a firm grasp of teaching quality
and the direction in which the school is moving.
Further on, the document mentions that the watchdog does not require self-evaluation to be provided in
a specific format. What must be read between these lines is that Ofsted does, however, require a school
to know precisely what it is doing in the light of what it wishes to be in three to five years’ time, to know
what its strengths and weaknesses are, the reasons for them, how it builds on the strengths and what it is
doing to deal with the weaknesses. All this information is normally included in the self-evaluation form
(SEF).
Inspectors also, according to the document, will not expect “see a particular frequency or quantity of
work in pupils’ books or folders”, acknowledging that the amount of work in books will depend on the
age and ability of the pupils. However, they will expect to see written work, per se, and that it is marked
in a way that will help pupils to know how they have done, what they should do next and how they can
improve in the future.
(b)

What Ofsted will do

So, in preparing for an inspection, the school’s headteacher and staff should be familiar with the
contents of the inspection handbook, which makes explicit that inspectors will assess how well the
school is doing by taking account of pupils’ performance in their daily work and test/examination
results, and judge pupil progress through a scrutiny of the school’s tracking data.
Finally, and especially for governors, inspectors will judge whether or not the leadership is complying
with the statutory arrangements – covering issues like safeguarding, equal opportunities, the admissions
arrangements, provision for pupils, staff and the wider public members who have special educational
needs and disabilities, and, most important of all (in my view) whether pupils are receiving an education
in line with their statutory entitlements.
In July 2014, Ofsted drew special attention to the following inspection features which a school ignores
at its peril.
(i)

There is now a great emphasis on requiring a school to promote British values actively.

(ii)

There’s an expectation that schools will have a system for tracking pupils’ progress with
assessment tools that are reliable and consistent, now that levels have been removed.
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(iii)

The governing body must be clear about its strategy for the long-term future of the school and
engages in succession planning.

(iv)

A school (especially a secondary one) will need to have robust career provision for its pupils
resulting in a positive impact on their futures – so it would be well-advised to keep itself briefed
on pupils’ destinations.

II

Reflections

The watchdog has been operating in its present form for over 22 years now. Over that period it has
morphed, a not-necessarily bad feature of Ofsted. Many mistakes were made in its infancy. It is now a
young adult and even though it might surprise many on these shores, Ofsted is held up as a shining
exemplar of an excellently functioning body across the Atlantic and in areas like Shanghai and
Singapore, which are high on the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) league tables.
Ofsted continues to be an organic body that will change further over time. This is to be welcome,
because there is, in the view of many, scope for improvement in one area in particular. Its raison d’être
is based on a model of improving schools by humiliating them. Yes, of course, the Chief Inspector
“rejoices” (as the early Christians did) when schools are improving and/or on an upward trajectory as
they are at present across the country. However, what lingers in the educational psyche is the Old
Testament model of “the wrath of God” when schools fail – the naming and the shaming.
The number of schools in special measures on 31 August 2012 was 332. Two years later, 447 schools
were in this category. The watchdog claims that schools in special measures make much swifter
progress than the rest. This is true for a host of reasons, not least that there is more ground to make.
Rebecca Allen and Simon Burgess of University College London and the Institute of Education suggest
that the average grade improvement for pupils is 10% higher in the special measures category.
However, is “naming and shaming” the best way to improve institutions? Teachers are trained to
improve pupils’ behaviour and performance without demeaning the children. Can we not do something
similar for teachers and schools?
Sir Tim Brighouse, former Education Chief in Birmingham and Commissioner for Education in London,
writing in The Times Educational Supplement (TES), said that the time has come to “give greater respect
and trust to schools by shifting the balance of inspection to a rigorous self-evaluation”, which can be
“externally scrutinised and validated”.
He welcomed the move of Sir Michael Wilshaw, the Chief Inspector, to make inspection judgements
more reliable by bringing inspectors in-house and abandoning the outsourcing practice to contractors.
However, he questions the addiction of inspectors to rely on pupil attendance and performance data to
the neglect of other information that is not easily measurable. Where inspectors rely less on these data,
it is mainly because of the compelling self-evaluation of the school and the eloquence of its leaders
when guiding the inspectors through the SEF.
Sir Tim goes on to add that inspections could be based on school’s self-evaluations – moderated by the
inspectors at regional level and in accordance with a timetable drawn up by the Chief Inspector.
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Teachers from other schools (not being inspected) could be trained to join inspectors and engage in a
scrutiny of these SEFs as part of their own professional development. Inspection judgements could then
be based on both, the pupil attendance and performance data, as well as the self-evaluation findings.
Other types of inspections would be surveys across the country on different aspects of education in our
schools – such as the quality of teaching, transition, truancy, behaviour and special educational needs.
HMCI could then base his annual report on the information derived from such surveys making Ofsted
similar to the Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR).
The third function of Ofsted would be to advise the Secretary of State on policies and procedures,
similar to the advice that the Head of the Bank of England gives to the Chancellor to the Exchequer.
Sir Tim Brighouse, in the past, was the Pipe Piper of the educational world. He has lost none of his
compelling wisdom. But is anyone paying heed?

I

The Issue

Many governors are keen to create conducive working conditions that attract quality teachers into the
profession and their schools to provide a first-class education for the pupils in it. Conditions of
employment that go towards achieving this noble objective include leadership that nurtures learning and
creates a positive, happy atmosphere which motivates the workforce to take initiatives which, in turn,
motives pupils to work well, make good (if not outstanding) progress and attain high standards Central
to this is securing a work-life balance for these teachers.
Accordingly, one of governors’ default responsibilities is securing the well-being of all staff, most
especially teachers, albeit this duty is mainly exercised through the headteacher. The problem is that
there are a number of factors outside the control of governors such as constant legislative changes vis-àvis the curriculum, testing and examinations, league tables and, of course, the pressures emanating from
Ofsted, the watchdog. These factors increase the stress levels for teachers.
II

Action by Secretary of State

The education secretary, Nicky Morgan, has recognised this and begun taking steps to do something
about addressing the problem. On 22 October 2014, she launched a consultation with the profession, the
Workload Challenge, calling on teachers to
(i)

send her their solutions and strategies for tackling workload and describe good practices already
in their schools;

(ii)

apprise her about unnecessary tasks that take away from teaching and where these emanate; and
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(iii)

let her know what they think should be done to tackle unnecessary workload – by government,
their schools and others.

When appointed Secretary of State, Ms Morgan promised to address teacher workload as her first
priority. Addressing the Conservative Party conference in September 2014, she said: “We forget that
teachers are not just teachers. They are also friends and relatives, mothers and fathers, brothers and
sisters. And when we hear of teachers working late into the night marking books, planning lessons,
preparing for inspections that may or may not come, I do two things. I marvel at their dedication, but I
also think that there may be a better way.
“I don’t want my child to be taught by someone too tired, too stressed and too anxious to do the job
well.”
Ms Morgan is keen to ameliorate the teaching force in an alkaline attempt to neutralise the acidic and
toxic environment that her predecessor created for good and real reasons. Ms Morgan recognises that
there is a recruitment crisis with schools struggling to recruit English, mathematics and science teachers,
a very good reason for addressing teachers’ workload.
A survey carried out by the Association of School and College Leaders (ASCL) revealed that two-thirds
of secondary schools were unable to appoint sufficient mathematics teachers and half had problems
finding science and English teachers, according to the 800 secondary schools that responded. Also, 25%
of schools were finding it hard to recruit teachers for computing and 10% struggled to fill vacancies for
geography, modern languages and design and technology.
The real reason for the measures Ms Morgan is taking is probably to win back the alienated teaching
force in the run-up to the general elections in May.
In a live Times Educational Supplement (TES) web-chat on the subject of workload David Law, Liberal
Democrat MP and Minister of State for Schools, acknowledged that Ofsted needed to make inspections
less onerous by selecting institutions “proportional to the challenges in schools” and the avoidance of
“the burden placed on teachers by headteachers who may think they have to follow whatever methods
have been praised by Ofsted in other schools”.
There are two problems with this prescription. First, schools that face the greatest number of challenges
(which Mr Laws says Ofsted should not trouble too much) are those where there are greatest concerns
about the progress and achievements of pupils. Second, while good headteachers tend to act as punchbags for the pressures coming from outside, the fact of the matter is that when inspectors visit and judge
that teachers are not performing up to the standards required, it’s these same leaders who have their
heads on the block.
Ms Nicky Morgan’s consultation closed at the end of the November 2014 following receipt of 43,855
responses – a record for a DfE consultation. She pledged to issue an action plan early in 2015 based on
recommendations that an expert panel is in the process of putting together. Altogether, 20,394 teachers
submitted views over the consultation period.
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III

International workload comparison

In England and Wales, teachers are contracted to work for 200 days and 1,265 hours annually.
However, what is not factored in is the extra planning and marking time that they do on top of what the
law specifies.
The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) carried out a workload survey
in 28 countries in 2013. The OECD asked teachers about their average working week broken down by
the number of hours they spent teaching and the average total hours they worked each week. English
teachers spent 45.9 hours a week working. Only Japanese and Singaporean teachers worked longer, i.e.
53.9 and 47.6 hours respectively. Chilean teachers appeared to have the most leisure time in this survey
– working on average 29.2 hours a week with the Italians close behind at 29.4 hours.
Shanghai, which was at the top of the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) league
tables did not participate in the Teaching and Learning International Survey (Talis). However, it is
committed to doing so when the OECD does its next round of Talis enquiries in 2018.
The fascinating aspect of this finding was that of the 45.9 hours English teachers work, only 19.6 hours
were spent teaching – commonly called “contact time”. Teaching takes up less than half the work time!
In Finland, a country which is near the top of the international league table of pupil achievement,
teachers spend 20.6 hours teaching and 36.1 hours at work a week.
In the survey that the DfE commissioned in 2013 in which there were 1,004 returns, teachers revealed
that on average, they worked for 50 hours a week with primary and secondary headteachers stating that
they worked for more than 60 hours over that period.
Teachers described what dominated their non-contact time – i.e. time away from teaching the pupils.
Pupil or parent contact made up 10% to 14% of a classroom teacher’s workload. On average, less than
10% of the workload was spent on general administrative duties. Only 5% or less of a classroom
teacher’s time was spent on individual or professional development.
The most common reasons given to explain the increase in unnecessary and bureaucratic tasks were
preparation for an Ofsted inspection, an increase in forms and paperwork, in particular duplication in
terms of marking and recording pupil progress and data analysis, reporting and evidence gathering.
Three in 10 deputy headteachers and classroom teachers felt that spending more time discussing work
with individual pupils would be one of the three things that would improve the quality of teaching and
pupil learning. One in four thought collaborative planning with colleagues would improve pedagogy
and the learning environment and another quarter the selection of appropriate resources would.
Headteachers (36%), on the other hand, were more in favour of observing colleagues teaching and
another 32% considered that observing good practice in other schools would enhance educational
quality and classroom practice in theirs.
Jo Brighouse, a part-time primary school teacher in the Midlands and a TES columnist, said that teacher
workload has crept up on her and her colleagues to a point where, after “dealing with the intense and
exhausting act of teaching itself, teachers now end each day facing a mountain of paperwork and spend
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as many if not more hours planning, marking and bureaucracy out of school as they do working face-toface with children. So it’s hardly surprising that the pressure of family life is becoming untenable.”
Ms Brighouse appeals to headteachers to be accommodating to the demands of family life and create an
ethos of family-friendliness. She remarked that while many are ‘family-friendly’, just as many are not.
This is especially galling as many women go into teaching to share the school terms and holidays with
their children. However, during term time, they are both, washed up and washed out, and have little
time for their families. Their conditions threaten domestic bliss. It takes them time during the holidays
to wind down and just when they begin to enjoy the experience, they start preparing for the resumption
of the following term.
Dr Fiona Hammans, a headteacher, observed: “It always strikes me as a bit incongruous that schools –
all about children and young people – shouldn’t be as family-friendly as they can possibly be, even with
the constraints that a teaching timetable brings.”
IV

Governors’ Role

So what can governors do to improve the situation? Governors have a duty of care to all the staff in the
school. This is fundamental when reviewing working arrangements.
Equally, governors have
responsibility for ensuring that the pupils get the best possible deal – a basic entitlement. It is not
always easy to square these two sometimes antithetical requirements.
However, if teachers are overworked, stressed and spent, the children will suffer. Teachers become
unhappy, disorganised and (eventually) so unwell that they go off on long-term illness – generally
depression – which is not easy to define leave alone cure – to the detriment of the pupils. It is then that
the pupils suffer big-time.
Many governors have a standard item on the agenda of each governing body meeting – Staff
Attendance. This issue is generally considered ‘below the line’ – i.e. confidentially. The average
attendance of teachers in England is 95.9%. Where the attendance is at or above this level, governors
could praise and thank teachers for their dedication and devotion to the school. Where attendance is
below this figure, the governors need to dig below the surface.
It could be that the absence rate is skewed by long-term absence caused by physical problems that have
nothing to do with teacher stress. It could be that the attendance is suffering because some teachers
have developed the Friday-Monday illness syndrome – placing unfair pressure on the colleagues who
are assiduously working at school and causing them work overload. Governors would do well to
support the headteacher, who is in the frontline for dealing with this, to take appropriate measures – in
extremis – through the capability procedure.
However, where all things are equal and many teachers are the limping unwell (or the walking dead –
God forbid) – action is required to review their workloads and see how this may be addressed without
damaging the children at the school – who, after all, have only one chance in life.
Of course, the main action falls to the headteacher and the kind of management style she or he has. This,
in turn, is affected by the huge responsibilities placed on the shoulders of the headteacher, who not only

Schools Support Services Ltd …………………………………………………………………………………………………................................. Page 23

has to carry the staff and pupils, but the parents and, sometimes, inactive governors. Needless to say,
the governors have a responsibility for the headteacher’s welfare too, which is an issue that will have to
be explored in another article......

I
Academies – how well are they doing?
In the week of 24 October 2014, the National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER) released
figures which showed that pupils in sponsored academies in 2013 were performing marginally better in
the progress they made from KS2 and KS4 and attaining five A*-C GCSEs (and equivalent
qualifications, including English and Maths) than maintained schools.
The report noted that there was no significant difference in GCSE attainment between converter
academies and non-academy schools after two years. The difference reduced between sponsored
academies and non-academies when non-GCSE equivalents were taken out of the measurements. NFER
observed that the differences could be because sponsored academy schools were either entering more
candidates into BTECs or other similar, non-GCSE, qualifications or were entering the same number of
pupils for these qualifications as non-academy schools, and getting better results.
Overall, the report concluded that converting to academy status made no significant difference to pupil
attainment. Academy pupils were performing at a similar level to their non-academy peers.
This will not come as a surprise to many but has (probably) not been welcome news to Ministers and Mr
Michael Gove, former Secretary of State for Education and current Chief Whip and Parliamentary
Secretary to the Treasury.

II

Proposal to establish Royal College of Teaching develops head of
steam

The College of Teachers has been garnering support from the great and the good to establish a Royal
College of Teaching. In mid-December 2014, the Secretary of State, Nicky Morgan, announced that
government funding could be made available to get the project off the ground. According to the
College’s web-post, the Royal College will be founded on a revamped Royal Charter updated to reflect
the needs of a modern fit-for-purpose chartered professional association.
In 2012, all three main political parties supported the Education Selection Committee’s recommendation
to establish a College of Teaching which would enhance the profession’s standing in society. Were
such a college established and have the royal tag to it, the body would be charged with setting high
standards of practice, require the members to follow a professional code of practice, act ethically and,
(this will please Tristam Hunt, the Shadow Education Secretary) possibly require teachers to take a
Hippocratic-style oath. (At present, teachers are more inclined to vent their spleens with other oaths
given the pressures placed on them.)

Schools Support Services Ltd …………………………………………………………………………………………………................................. Page 24

The College will give teachers a greater say in professional standards, curriculum and assessment as
well as offer support to develop their knowledge, skills and understanding. It will also play a role in
representing their members on issues to do with pay and conditions of service.
Angela McFarlane, chief executive of the College of Teachers, wrote in the Times Educational
Supplement, that the College would be of the teachers, for the teachers and run by the teachers.
However, she envisaged that the membership would be extended to all those working in allied fields
such as research, psychology, sociology and development. The diversity would give the organisation
strength.
Three surveys by the Prince’s Teaching Institute (PTI), the Sutton Trust and the TES indicated that 80%
of teachers are in favour of and interested in creating such a body.
A public consultation was launched in December 2014 inviting people and organisations to express their
support to establish such a college. The DfE has been positive in its response. It offered start-up funds
and said that the college could assume responsibility for professional standards, initial training and
continuing professional development (CPD).
Meanwhile, the PTI, the Teaching Development Trust and the College of Teachers, are keen to secure
funding through philanthropic donations.
Earlier in 2014, it was announced by the proposers that membership would be voluntary. Fees would
range from £30 to £130 a year.

III

Well-heeled parents accused of “affluent neglect”

Public opinion is suffused with commentaries from pundits of how parents from the lower strata of
society let down their children big time by not giving them the love, kindness and attention they deserve.
In November 2014, Ms Clarissa Farr, the Headteacher of St Paul’s Girls’ School in West London, one of
the most prestigious not only in this country but the world and where fees are £21,000 (circa) annually,
told The Times, that many of her charges were falling victims of “affluent neglect”.
While rich parents have come to realise that youngsters would much prefer to be brought up at home
than wheeled (or flown) off to boarding school from the age of 4 – they have been overtaken by a
disease so elegantly defined by Ms Farr. Children of the rich and the ultra-rich may not be confined to
dormitories; rather they are put in the care of nannies – generally from Eastern Europe or the Orient receive extra dollops of tutoring after school and coached by sports women and men – but are left bereft
of the breakfast and dinner time family conversations because both, their mums and dads, are at work in
this country or abroad. Parenting is, effectively, outsourced.
Suniya Luthar, professor of psychology at Columbia University, has put her finger on the button, when
stating that children from affluent backgrounds suffer “literal and emotional isolation”. In the three
studies she conducted comparing the children from the poorest with those from the richest backgrounds,
she discovered that both spent tiny amounts of time with parents, but the richer – especially teenage girls
- suffered far more from anxiety, depression and drug and alcohol misuse.
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In one of the studies, she wrote: “Although in no way detracting from the formidable challenges faced
by the poor, it is vital that psychologists correct their long-standing lack of concern with the isolation
unique to affluence. No child should want for either food or affection; at the same time it is worth
remembering that, forced to choose, baby monkeys preferred the latter” – i.e. affection.
A prep school teacher told Helen Rumbelow, The Times journalist, that her pupils behaved exactly like
those in a deprived neighbouring state school. Both lots hardly saw their parents and had problems
speaking English, the children from the deprived backgrounds because there was so little interaction
with their parents and those from the richer classes because they spent considerable time with Filipina
nannies, who had little vocabulary.
Two out of three children in England eat their main meal with parents at least three times a week. It is
considerably fewer with those who come from families that are monetarily laden. Parents in this bracket
are so busy earning more than a living that they have forgotten how to live and why they have brought
their children into this world.
At the other extreme and within the affluence bracket, we have “helicopter” parents, who are constantly
on the backs of their children wanting them to be at the top of their classes. Second-best is never good
enough for them. They sometimes, as a consequence, drive their children to a state of insanity. Ms Farr
has described them as “snowplough” parents.
Amy Chua, Yale Law Professor, and her book, The Battle Hymn of the Tiger Mum, spring to mind. She
advocated a strict approach often found in East Asia. However, Stanford University researchers, Alyssa
Fu and Hazel Markus, suggested that there is a place for culture-centric approaches to good parenting.
Motivation is understood to come from within individuals in Western families while children of Asian
origin find strength in parental expectations.
Fu, a doctoral student of psychology and the lead author of the study wrote: “While European American
parents give their children wings to fly on their own, Asian American parents provide a constant wind
beneath their children’s wings.” This appeared to be the aim of Chua when bringing up her daughters.
I am not talking about that kind of parenting; rather the parenting that berates children for being
“beaten” at school by their compatriots and seldom if ever encourages them for their successes. This
leads to emotional suffocation. I recall when I was the headteacher of an independent primary school in
London arguing strenuously with parents that their children were sometimes only good or very good
rather than being brilliant.

IV

NSPCC and TES create digital child-protection toolkit

In partnership with Times Educational Supplement (TES), the NSPCC has created a digital resource to
assist schools in reviewing their safeguarding arrangements.
Given that local authorities’ capacity to take measures in response to schools’ concern about neglected
and abused children are shrinking owing to the severely diminished resources they have available,
schools have to rely on their own initiatives. This tool helps schools to be thorough in their approaches.
It is the first of its kind and aims to reassure schools that they have the correct safeguarding procedures
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in place. Where they may be guilty of sins of omissions and commission, they are advised to take
remedial measures.
Every school should have its designated teacher completing the checklist under four headings.
(i)

Child Protection:

Safety and Security

(ii)

Pupil Behaviour, Emotional Health and Well-Being

(iii)

Working with Parents and Multi-Agency Working

(iv)

Staff and Governance

The toolkit includes advice and training materials. It deals with everyday issues where teachers might
need advice in internet safety and includes a code of conduct for staff covering how to listen to children.
The resource – which covers the new statutory requirements of safeguarding in education outlined by
Ofsted in April 2014 – includes the role of the designated teacher, how to recruit staff safely and how to
manage allegations against staff members.

The Pupil Premium is an invaluable resource which has lifted the progress and achievements of some of
the most deprived in our country. The government has informed schools what they will receive in the
next financial year, i.e. 2015/16, under this heading, when the total allocation will be £2.545 billion.
The breakdown is as follows.
i.
ii.
iii.

£1,320 per (eligible) pupil of primary-school age (rising from £1,300 this financial year)
£935 per (eligible) pupil of secondary-school age
£1,900 for every pupil who has been looked after for one day or more or has been adopted from
care or has left care under a special guardianship order, a residence order or a child arrangement
order

For the first time, pupils in nursery schools and classes will also attract this funding if they and their
families qualify under at least one of the following criteria.
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

Income Support
income-based Jobseeker’s Allowance
income-related Employment and Support Allowance
support under part VI of the Immigration and Asylum Act 1999
the guaranteed element of State Pension Credit
Child Tax Credit (provided they’re not also entitled to Working Tax Credit and have an annual
gross income of no more than £16,190)
Working Tax Credit run-on, which is paid for four weeks after they stop qualifying for Working
Tax Credit
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viii.
ix.
x.
xi.
xii.

Universal Credit
Where a child has been looked after for one day or more
Where a child has been adopted from care
Where a child has left care under a special guardianship order or residence order
A child must be eligible for free early education in order to attract Early Years’ Pupil Premium
(EYPP) funding. Children become eligible at different points in the year depending on when
they turn three. Details of the dates when children become eligible are available.

The funding is being used with varying levels of success mirrored in different parts of the country.
Fifteen of the 25 parliamentary consistencies where children in low-income families read with the
greatest felicity and competence are in London. These include Hackney North and Stoke Newington,
Hampstead and Kilburn, Holborn and St Pancras, Kensington, Lewisham, Poplar and Limehouse,
Vauxhall and West Ham.
None of the bottom (reading performance-wise) 25 parliamentary constituencies in which children in
low income families live is in London. Three are in seaside towns - Clacton, Great Yarmouth and
Scarborough and Whitby - and the rest being in other towns and cities and in the shire counties.
According to the Reading England’s Future report, Read On, Get On, while one in four pupils leaves
primary school unable to read well enough, the figure rises to four in 10 in “town and country”.
Something is going seriously awry and causing the government and Ofsted to experience a sense of
jitters.
It’s worth recalling what Ofsted’s findings were two years ago about the success or otherwise of how
schools used the Pupil Premium.
Where schools were successful they
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

viii.

carefully ring-fenced the funding so that they always spent it on the target group of pupils;
never confused eligibility for the Pupil Premium with low ability, and focused on supporting
their disadvantaged pupils to achieve the highest levels;
thoroughly analysed which pupils were underachieving, particularly in English and mathematics,
and why;
drew on research evidence and evidence from their own and others’ experience to allocate the
funding to the activities that were most likely to have an impact on improving achievement;
understood the importance of ensuring that all day-to-day teaching meets the needs of each
learner, rather than relying on interventions to compensate for teaching that is less than good;
allocated their best teachers to teach intervention groups to improve mathematics and English, or
employed new teachers who had a good track record in raising attainment in those subjects;
used achievement data frequently to check whether interventions or techniques were working
and made adjustments accordingly, rather than just use the data retrospectively to see if
something had worked;
made sure that support staff, particularly teaching assistants, were highly trained and understood
their role in helping pupils to achieve;
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ix.
x.
xi.
xii.
xiii.
xiv.
xv.
xvi.

systematically focused on giving pupils clear, useful feedback about their work, and ways that
they could improve it;
ensured that a designated senior leader had a clear overview of how the funding was being
allocated and the difference it was making to the outcomes for pupils;
ensured that class and subject teachers knew which pupils were eligible for the Pupil Premium so
that they could take responsibility for accelerating their progress;
had a clear policy on spending the Pupil Premium, agreed by governors and publicised on the
school website;
provided well-targeted support to improve attendance, behaviour or links with families where
these were barriers to a pupil’s learning;
had a clear and robust performance management system for all staff, and included discussions
about pupils eligible for the Pupil Premium in performance management meetings;
thoroughly involved governors in the decision-making and evaluation process; and
were able, through careful monitoring and evaluation, to demonstrate the impact of each aspect
of their spending on the outcomes for pupils.

In contrast, inspectors found where schools were less successful in spending the funding, they tended
to have at least some of the following characteristics. They:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.

vii.
viii.
ix.
x.
xi.

had a lack of clarity about the intended impact of the spending;
spent the funding indiscriminately on teaching assistants, with little impact;
did not monitor the quality and impact of interventions well enough, even where other
monitoring was effective;
did not have a good performance management system for teaching assistants and other support
staff;
did not have a clear audit trail for where the funding had been spent;
focused on pupils attaining the nationally expected level at the end of the key stage (Level 4, five
A* to C grades at GCSE) but did not to go beyond these expectations, so some more able eligible
pupils underachieved;
planned their Pupil Premium spending in isolation to their other planning, for example, it was not
part of the school development plan;
compared their performance to local rather than national data, which suppressed expectations if
they were in a low-performing local authority;
compared the performance of their pupils who were eligible for free school meals with other
eligible pupils nationally, rather than all pupils, again lowering expectations;
did not focus their pastoral work on the desired outcomes for pupils and did not have any
evidence to show themselves whether the work had or had not been effective; and
did not have governors involved in making decisions about the Pupil Premium, or challenging
the way in which it was allocated.

About two years ago, Sir Michael Wilshaw, the Ofsted supremo, warned that “some schools still lacked
good enough systems for tracking the spending of the additional funding or for evaluating the
effectiveness of measures they had put in place in terms of improving outcomes.
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“We will continue to take an active interest in this issue in the coming months. Where we find funding
isn’t being spent effectively on improving outcomes for disadvantaged pupils, we will be clear in our
criticism.
“It is vital that schools get this right. Every child who leaves school without the right qualifications faces
a far more difficult path to fulfilling their potential and finding employment.”
However, other siren voices are calling for schools to do much, much more than concentrate on the
narrow disciplines of English and mathematics – which appears to be the focus in using the Pupil
Premium well. The Social Mobility and Child Poverty Commission, led by Alan Milburn, the former
Labour Minister, who resigned from Tony Blair’s government to spend more time with his family, said
that narrowing the gap between the rich and the poor would take decades. In his latest report he called
for ambitious targets to solve the issue of stagnant social mobility.
His report urged the School Teachers’ Review Body (STRB) to consider a new pay band for teachers
prepared to work in the toughest areas. He goes further. The report that his task force wrote, Cracking
the Code, proposes that the government launch a pilot of a new “Teachers’ Pay Premium” offering a
25% pay rise to 2,000 top teachers to entice them to move to challenging areas.
In an examination of what successful schools do, his task force identified four strategies.
1.

Use the Pupil Premium strategically to improve social mobility.

2.

Establish a culture of high expectations and inclusivity.

3.

Incessantly focus on the quality of teaching.

4.

Prepare students for all aspects of life, not just for exams.

For most people in education – especially in schools where work is a labour of love - this will be
received in the same vein as advice given to grandmothers asked to “suck eggs”.

Michael Gove, former Secretary of State for Education, abolished levelling – the tool schools have been
using to determine the standards of pupils and the progress they make. This was because it was
supposed to be too complex and confusing. Schools now have to decide how best to measure the
advancements of their pupils. On 23 October 2014, the DfE started a consultation on performance
descriptors, which its experts aver will be a more effective method for making judgements on pupils’
abilities at the end of Key Stages 1 and 2. The deadline for responses was 18 December 2014.
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Should these descriptors be adopted by the government, they will come into effect in 2016. For the end
of each key stage, the government will set the expected standards in reading, writing, mathematics and
science.
During the in-between years, schools will be expected to make their own assessment
arrangements. Performance descriptors for pupils at the end of Key Stage 1 will be in reading, writing
and mathematics. The government will provide one descriptor for the expected standard in science. It
will set a number of descriptors for English at the end of Key Stage 2 and a single descriptor at this stage
for each of the subjects – reading, mathematics and science. Key Stages 1 and 2 test results will be
reported against scaled scores rather than levels.
At Key Stage 1, pupils’ achievements will be measured at four levels in reading, writing and
mathematics – i.e. below national standard, at national standard, above national standard and mastery
standard. For science, it will be one measure – i.e. at national standard (or not). In all cases, the
judgements will be made by teachers and, with the exception of science, included in the floor standards.
At Key Stage 2, teacher assessments will be the basis of making judgements on pupils’ achievement in
writing. Again, there will be four levels, below, at and above national standard and at mastery standard.
There will be no writing test. However, there will be a separate English grammar, punctuation and
spelling (SPAG) test.
For reading and mathematics, there will be separate tests, externally marked and pupils will be judged to
be working at the national standard (or not). For science, there will be sample test papers issued once
biennially and teachers will make assessment judgements on whether or not their pupils are working at
national standards.
Each performance standard is linked to a lengthy checklist – some of which include 40 criteria. A child
is assigned to a given standard based on whether or not she/he has met the majority of requirements.
However, this is causing concern if not confusion. Nansi Ellis, assistant general secretary of ATL
(Association of Teachers and Lecturers) posed the questions: “When it says pupils must meet the
majority of elements, what does that mean? Does it mean 51%? What if a pupil can count in multiples
of 2 and 10 but not 5? Is she/he at the national standard or not?”
Michael Tidd, in his blog on 13 November 2014, savaged the performance descriptors saying that they
were the former (confusing) levels by another name.
The consultation posed five key questions for the reader.
(i)

Do the names of the draft performance descriptors allow teachers and parents to understand the
meaning of, and differentiate between, each performance descriptor?

(ii)

Are the performance descriptors spaced effectively across the range of pupils’ performance to
support accurate and consistent judgements?

(iii)

In your opinion, are the performance descriptors clear and easy to understand? If no, which
bullets lack sufficient clarity to allow for effective teacher assessment?
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(iv)

In your opinion, does the content of the performance descriptors adequately reflect the national
curriculum programmes of study? If no, please state what amendments are required.

(v)

Should any element of the performance descriptors be weighted (i.e. should any element be
considered more important or less important than others)? If yes, please detail which
performance descriptor(s), which element(s) and why.

The document invited the reader to provide comments on the performance descriptors with supporting
information that would be helpful in understanding and using performance descriptors.
The consultation is now over and the ball in now in the government’s. We wait with baited breath to see
what will follow and the steep learning curve that teachers, headteachers and governors must take to
ensure that they are able to measure reliably the progress and attainment of pupils in their care.
In the meantime, inspectors will scrutinise how well schools are assessing the progress and
achievements of pupils in the light of their own measures. The guidance Ofsted issued to its inspectors
in summer 2014 explained this in detail. They will
(i)

spend more time looking at pupils’ work to assess the progress they are making in the different
disciplines;

(ii)

talk to the school managers about the use of formative and summative assessment and how this
improves teaching and raises achievement;

(iii)

evaluate how well pupils are doing against relevant age-related expectations as set out by the
school and the national curriculum (where it applies);

(iv)

consider how the assessment information identifies pupils falling behind or who need additional
support to reach their full potential, including the more able, and what teachers are doing about
addressing the issue; and

(v)

evaluate how the school reports to parents/carers on their children’s progress and attainment and
assess whether the reports help the parents/carers understand how the children are doing in
relation to the standards expected.

I

A Parental Dilemma

In autumn 2013, an employee at my newsagent, who is of Sri Lankan origin, was fretting about the
choice of primary school for his child who was three-years old. He had gathered that Ofsted had judged
his neighbourhood state (community) school as “requiring improvement”. Unsurprisingly, he was keen
to find another further afield, but every one of them appeared to be over-subscribed. It was unlikely that
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the local authority would offer his son a place at a school other than the one which he did not want. He
asked my opinion.
I happened to know the school rather well as I worked with the governors. However, I advised him to
go with his wife and visit the school to see what it was offering the children. As he was shy, retiring and
from another country with an educational system a world away from ours, he felt lost. He did visit but
placed much more weight on what I said.
Not wanting to mince my words, I said that how good a school is will be unique to every child. What
may be good for one child may not suit another. Further, a pupil may have a fantastic experience and
progress leaps and bounds one year with a class teacher and do diabolically the next, because of the
unfortunate quality of learning he experiences at the hands of the next class teacher. The leadership
does its best to promote high standards of education across the school but occasionally, it’s a game of
roulette.
However, I informed him that the governors and staff at this particular school had been working
assiduously over the previous year and certainly since Ofsted had given the institution a notice to
improve. Staff members not pulling their weight had made their exit and new, high quality teachers,
including some from Teach First, had been recruited to take their places. The school was also in the
process of growing from two to four forms of entry and had spanking new buildings to assist with that
expansion.
The choice of school, I added, had to be his. But whatever he did, it was important that he or his wife or
both of them take an interest in the child’s development at the school of choice.
The government and media constantly place education in the marketplace. Parents view schools
differently. Goods that are defective can be returned and replaced with others. Schools which are
defective cannot be replaced that easily. Besides, once a child begins at one school, it is not in her/his
interest, when problems arise, to be placed somewhere else where the youngster is bereft of friends and
familiar faces. There is a semi-permanence of schools not found in the supermarkets or departmental
stores.
Accordingly, parents are subjected to agonising and nagging concerns when choosing schools for their
charges. Headteachers and governors are keen to make it that much easier for them to do so but can
hardly be blamed if they set their schools up as shining examples and, consequently, mark down other
institutions consciously or unconsciously. Parents are very much on their own in this respect.

II

Criteria for making judgements

“So what do savvy parents do when selecting a school?” headteachers and governors often ask.
The first two sources of information they inevitably mine are test/exam results and the latest Ofsted
report. The data are easily found on the internet. At primary level, the government set a minimum
benchmark below on pupil achievement in 2013/14. Altogether, at least 65% of children at the end of
Key Stage 2 were expected to attain level 4 and above in both, English and mathematics. At the end of
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Key Stage 4, a school’s floor standard was for 40% of pupils to achieve five or more GCSEs at grades
A* to C, including GCSEs or International GCSEs in both, English and mathematics.
Staying with test and exam results, parents are keen to see where schools are in the league tables. In the
halcyon days, public (i.e. private) schools were ahead of the pack. Much less so now with state schools
breathing down their necks. Grinling Gibbons Primary School in Deptford, London, the highest
performing state primary school in the country vis-à-vis SATs results, did better in Reading and English
Grammar than the Haberdashers’ Aske’s Boys Preparatory School in Elstree – the school that topped the
independent league table. (The fees at Haberdashers’ range from £12,561 to £16,662 a year.) At
Grinling Gibbons, where 40.5% of pupils are on free school meals and 48.3% have English as another
language (EAL), education is free at the point of delivery.
How well a school has done during the last Ofsted inspection would be a second criterion that parents
use. If a school has been judged good or outstanding, there is more likelihood that it will be the one of
choice. If it has been given a “requires improvement” or “in special measures grading”, it becomes
much less desirable.
In helping parents to decide, governors and headteachers could organise open days for school visits.
Parents could then spend time looking at the displays of work in the classrooms and around the school
and enquiring about the range of extra-curricular activities, including music, drama and sport, and the
quality of pastoral care.
Governors and headteachers could make it possible for those who wish to see the school during a normal
school day. A powerful way in which this could be organised is if the senior-most pupils in the school
show these parents around. Viewing the school through the eyes of the pupils makes the experience that
much more authentic. Children are powerful ambassadors for the school. And for the parents being
shown around, children are often the mothers and the fathers from whom the adults learn.
Finally, before wise parents choose a school for their children they watch and assess how the
headteacher operates and interacts with pupils, parents and staff. Does the headteacher know the names
of staff – and the pupils? How does she/he treat them and vice versa. Is the atmosphere permeated with
fear and/or disrespect or dignity and civility?
The headteacher and/or governors could also give parents the opportunity of asking questions, which
frequently focus on the quality of the curriculum being offered – including the hidden curriculum.
Parents will want to establish whether the school merely concentrates on examination results or provides
a curriculum which is well-rounded and prepares children for life beyond the school gates.
And what of the father
The other day, when I
he had a smile that
when I asked him how
response
was
was delighted with the
and relieved that his

of the child of Sri Lankan origin?
bought my newspaper from him,
could eat a banana sideways
his child was doing.
His
overwhelmingly positive.
He
progress his child was making
wife and he had chosen well.
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I

Schools falling short on careers guidance

On 15 October 2014 the Sutton Trust published a report commissioned from Derby University,
called Advancing Ambitions which looks into the role of career guidance and its relationship to social
mobility. The report suggests that young people are being subjected to a “postcode lottery” with quality
career support available to some but not others.
In his Foreword, Deputy Chair of the Sutton Trust, David Hall, rues the decline in good careers guidance
in secondary schools, which is impairing the futures of young people, especially those who come from
the lower echelons of our society. This is mainly due to the poor quality career advice they are receiving
at schools and academies. As a consequence, their chances of becoming upwardly mobile are severely
diminished.
In the 1970s, the Careers Service worked very successfully in partnership with schools. At the turn of
the millennium, Connexions replaced the Careers Services and the provision was weakened, according
to the Sutton Trust report. The problems were exacerbated in 2011, when the coalition government
decapitated Connexions and transferred responsibility for careers advice to schools. The government’s
statutory guidance was weak and there were few or no additional resources to give schools the
wherewithal to do the business. They were expected to discharge this additional function mainly within
existing resources resulting in a decline in the quality and quantity of career guidance to young people.
Notwithstanding, some youngsters continue to have better careers guidance than others. This had led to
a postcode lottery.
The National Careers Service has an overarching responsibility for ensuring that young people are given
a lift into their futures. However, all it appears to do is provide web-based advice and a telephone
hotline. The report recommends that the remit of the NCS be extended to offer specialist advice to
schools and students where and when required.
The Sutton Trust has also called on the government to frame stronger statutory guidance, improved
accountability and access to real work experience. The charity is concerned for all students but most
especially those who find it most difficult to become socially mobile. They observed that some teachers
had deep-seated misconceptions of elite (Russell Group) universities and were unwilling to recommend
to their (financially poorer) students – even the brightest - that they apply for them.
Teachers, apparently, were also lacking in awareness of the apprenticeship scheme.
The University of Derby academics make 10 recommendations most of which are directed at the
government. They are to do with strengthening the legal requirements. The report also urges the
government to make more resources available to schools. However, the sixth recommendation is
directed at schools and colleges who are requested to develop and publish (on their websites) their
policies and plans on career guidance to demonstrate that they meet their statutory responsibilities of
apprising pupils, parents and employers with information about their schools’/colleges’ activities.
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II

Stakeholders critical of government

Training providers have criticised the government for not going far enough to promote apprenticeships.
The Skills Funding Agency (SFA) – an arm of the Department for Business Innovation and Skills
(DBIS) – announced on 26 November 2014 that for the academic year 2013/14, 851,500 funded
apprentices participated – a small decrease on 2012/13. Altogether, 440,400 young people took up
apprenticeship for the first time during the academic year 2013/14 – down from 495,100 in 2012/13, a
decrease of 13.7%. However, there was an overall increase in apprenticeship achievements to 255,800
and 10,400 traineeship starts for the full year.
In late summer 2014, the government began a campaign urging young people to “Get in. Go far.” But
when the Association of Employment and Learning Providers (AELP) asked delegates at their autumn
conference 2014 how many had been contacted by employers or young people as a result, none
responded. Stewart Segal, chief executive of the AELP stressed that the government’s attempt to
motivate employers and young people to create and take up more apprenticeship places through a
government website would be fruitless until and unless its representatives followed this up with visits to
the employers. He added that the government should put more resources into helping training providers
and colleges to coordinate follow-up action with employers.
Nick Boles, the Skills Minister, admitted to the TES that he had already been apprised by officials about
what was happening. However, he thought that the “most important point is that the campaign is
directed at young people and their parents. It is not aimed at the sector.”
A spokeswoman for the DBIS added that the early findings arising from the campaign were encouraging
with more than 700,000 views of the advertisement on YouTube and a “significant” increase in the
number of visitors to the apprenticeship website. Further television and press advertising is planned for
2015.
Jennifer Coupland, deputy director of the DfE/DBIS apprenticeship unit observed that the government
was still on course for two million apprenticeship starts by the end of the life of the current Parliament.
However, the Sutton Trust had the last, jeremiad statement on the subject with an observation that fewer
than 20% of employers offered apprenticeships and a fifth of small firms could not find a framework to
meet their needs.
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AELP
ASCL
ATL
BELMAS
CIPD
CPD
DBIS
EA
EAL
EMAL
FSM
HMCI
IEB
ISR
LA
NCS
NFER
NSPCC
OBR
OECD
Ofsted
PESTLE
PISA
PTI
SATs
SDP
SEF
SFA
SGOSS
SIP
SPAG
STRB
SWAT
Talis
TES

Association of Employment and Learning Providers
Association of School and College Leaders
Association of Teachers and Lecturers
British Educational Leadership, Management and Administration Society
Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development
Continuing Professional Development
Department for Business Innovation and Skills
External Adviser
English as another language
Education, Management, Administration and Leadership
Free School Meals
Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Schools
Interim Executive Board
Individual School Range
Local Authority
National Careers Service
National Foundation for Educational Research
National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children
Office for Budget Responsibility
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
Office for Standards in Education
Political, Economic, Social, Technological and Legal
Programme for International Student Assessment
Prince’s Teaching Institute
Standard Assessment Tests
School Development Plan
Self-Evaluation Form
Skills Funding Agency
School Governors’ One-Stop Shop
School Improvement Partner
Spelling, Punctuation and Grammar
School Teachers’ Review Body
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats
Teaching and Learning International Survey
Times Educational Supplement
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