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involvement in the extended services agenda can be reflected most effectively in their 
contractual arrangements.  It was noted earlier that opening hours and the definition of the 
‘school year’ are specific issues that a number of school leaders have highlighted in this 
regard. More generally, the moves made by some schools towards the multi-agency managed 
model (discussed earlier in this report) present opportunities for providing greater clarity in this 
area.  And, finally, school leaders have articulated clearly the need to ensure that, irrespective 
of which specific form of contract or leadership model is adopted, the additional responsibilities 
that emanate from extended services provision should be recognised and reflected clearly in 
their contracts. 

7.51 Finally, there are a number of other additional issues addressed in this report that have 
specific implications for contractual arrangements, including: 

• Opportunities for secondments and sabbaticals; 
• Moving towards a wider range of school –level indicators of success; and 
• Ensuring that serving heads undertake appropriate CPD. 

Conclusions 
7.52 It was clear from our research that reward is an area of concern, but what is less clear to us is 

that the current system of reward requires wholesale reform to accommodate new models of 
leadership. The basis of the current system is that it places each school into groups by 
reference to the numbers of pupils (adjusted to give more weight to pupils in higher Key 
Stages). Progression through the pay scale is linked to performance. Besides the number of 
pupils, there are other aspects of job size that could, either together or separately, be used to 
determine the salaries of school leaders and these include: 

• Numbers of staff for whom the job holder is responsible; 
• Financial responsibility, based on revenue budgets; 
• Deprivation (or socio-economic factors), recognising the additional complexities of working 

in schools in deprived areas; and 
• Specific additional responsibilities, such as responsibilities for Children’s Centres. 

7.53 We have considered adopting an extensive job evaluation system to measure the specific 
responsibilities of each leadership role under a set of generic headings incorporating some or 
all of the items mentioned above. However, such a process would be complex and 
administratively expensive, and for most leadership roles it would be unlikely to result in 
significantly different outcomes to those which result from using pupil numbers.  

7.54 We have considered whether it might be appropriate to recommend a shortening of the pay 
scales to which individual school leaders are allocated and rewarding performance through the 
use of non-consolidated cash bonuses rather than annual increments. This approach would 
serve to tie reward in more closely with individual performance, provide for a more flexible 
system, and would be a significant step forward in the modernisation of the pay system. 
However, such a radical change would result in a significant disruption and, in the absence of 
evidence that the system is in need of radical reform we concluded that this should not be a 
recommendation. 

7.55 Although the use of numbers of pupils might be an imperfect approach, it does have the 
advantage that it is straightforward to operate and understand. We do not see a case for 
making wholesale changes to the system although we do believe that some refinements and 
additional flexibilities are needed. Notably the following issues were identified in our research: 

• The system does not readily accommodate aspects of the new models of leadership, such 
as co-headships, executive heads and federations; 
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• If school leaders take on additional permanent responsibilities, which have an impact which 
is beyond the schools for which they are responsible then the reward system should 
recognise these, since they will not be captured through pupil numbers; 

• It is questionable whether the weighting of pupils by reference to Key Stages is 
appropriate. Under the current arrangements the headteacher of a large primary school 
receives a lower salary than would be the case for a headteacher of a secondary school 
with the same number of pupils. This difference may be justified by the additional 
complexities in managing a secondary school, but it is important to note that the view of 
78% of primary heads that the phase of school should not be a determinant of reward.  In 
addition, policies that have increasingly emphasised the importance of primary education in 
recent years, together with the absence of job evaluation evidence to support the current 
arrangements, suggest that this aspect of the pay system should now be reviewed. 

7.56 It was the overwhelming view of participants to our survey that pay should be linked to 
individual performance. In England 70% of primary heads and 81% of secondary heads 
agreed that individual performance should be taken into account in determining pay. The 
current pay structure does enable pay to be linked to performance through an incremental pay 
scale. However, some of our respondents raised questions about how well this system was 
operating, due to budgetary constraints and questions about the capability of governors to 
manage the system. We believe that the development of a nationally recognised balanced 
scorecard approach to measuring the performance of school leaders, which takes account of 
outcomes for children, partners, school development and resources, could contribute 
significantly towards linking reward to the performance of school leaders more effectively. 

7.57 It is not uncommon for differentials to be highlighted when asking employees to comment on 
their pay structures. We believe that within the same school the pay system provides for 
reasonable differentials, but that there could be an issue with school leaders moving from 
larger to smaller schools. The question of whether differentials are reasonable in this context 
can only be resolved through a formal job sizing exercise, which is beyond the scope of our 
current research. However, there is a case for carrying out such an exercise to review the 
calibration of pay between different sizes of schools and also to review whether the current 
system of weighting pupils is appropriate. 

7.58 In relation to contracts, we do not see merit in the use of fixed term contracts more widely.  We 
also support the ongoing work that the DfES is currently undertaking on the position of senior 
support staff in schools, especially in the light of some feedback that schools are finding these 
posts difficult to fill. The level of reward for senior support staff members needs to be sufficient 
to enable people with the necessary skills to be recruited and retained in schools. We also 
believe that there is a strong case for asking the STRB to make recommendations on a 
flexible framework for the salaries of senior support staff in schools, enabling the Review Body 
to take a holistic view of school leadership when making its recommendations. 

7.59 Teachers, support staff and associated professionals are working side-by-side, on different 
terms and conditions and many school leaders expressed concern about this issue. 
Furthermore, with the emergence of all-year extended services being located on school sites, 
and the recommendation for these centres to have staff with teacher training, it is conceivable 
that teachers in these centres might be required to work significantly longer hours than others. 
Our view is that there is nothing inherently wrong with having people working side-by-side on 
different terms and conditions where they fall into clearly different professional groups, 
provided that the differentials between these groups are fair. What matters is that the different 
terms and conditions, such as holiday arrangements, should not impact on the delivery of 
services. 
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7.60 The main solution to this problem will be to apply more flexibility in the way in which the 
reward systems for the different groups operate, and our impression from the research is that 
the reward systems are not being used as imaginatively as they could be. For example, school 
leadership teams increasingly need to work together to ensure that appropriate cover is in 
place throughout the calendar year, including the school holidays. However, this cover does 
not always have to be provided by the headteacher and where school leaders need to work 
substantially during the school holidays, arrangements should be made so that they can take 
their holidays at other times. There is also a need to adopt more flexible approaches to 
reward, recognising the importance of other benefits. 
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8 Recommendations 

Introduction 
8.1 Responding to the challenges identified in this Report requires important changes in policy, 

legislation, behaviours and mindsets. In this section we outline a series of evidence-based 
recommendations which, taken together, we believe could transform the face of school 
leadership in England and Wales, and ensure that school leaders are equipped to embrace 
and deliver on their new challenges. A number of points are worth noting at the outset about 
how we have approached the recommendations: 

• Direction; the recommendations are presented in such a way as to provide a clear 
indication of the direction in which the sector and the government need to travel. Further 
development is necessary of the detail that will be required in order to implement specific 
initiatives. This is necessary given the very wide scope of the study, and the large number 
of factors that leadership impinges upon. Related to this, some of the recommendations 
represent specific initiatives that the sector, the DfES or others can take forward in the 
short term - in other words ‘quick wins’ - whereas others are wider issues that are only 
likely to be addressed effectively as part of a longer-term strategy; 

 
• Responsibility; the responsibility for implementing the recommendations needs to be 

shared across a wide range of stakeholders. There are a number of key areas in which the 
sector itself, either individual school leaders or their representative bodies and 
associations, need to take responsibility for moving the leadership agenda forward. For 
some, the DfES and its agencies will be largely responsible; and for others, parents and 
the wider public need to accept that they too have a key role in delivering change. 
Ultimately, if change for the good is to happen, there needs to be a recognition of the 
collective challenge posed; no one group of people or organisation can resolve the 
challenges alone;  

 
• Evidence; all of the recommendations are based on our analysis of the evidence that has 

been gathered as part of the research or our wider knowledge of reform in the public and 
private sectors. In a number of areas, it is clear that further research needs to be 
undertaken in order to develop the recommendations more fully; where this is the case we 
have said so, and the need for further research has become a recommendation in itself; 
and 

 
• Resources; one of the key features of some of the recommendations we make is that, 

from the DfES's point of view, they can in principle be implemented in a relatively cost-
neutral way. For these recommendations, the key resource required is not funding but, 
rather, the imagination and commitment of those in and around the sector to think through 
and deliver on them. Notwithstanding this, other recommendations will require additional 
funding to be made available, and where this is the case, it will be important to develop an 
indication of the broad orders of magnitude involved.54  

 

                                                      
54Ultimately, if the DfES decides to move forward with the recommendations a full cost-benefit analysis will need to be 
undertaken. It will be important for such an analysis to adopt a long-term, system-wide assessment of the costs and benefits, 
in particular, factoring in potential benefits of some of the measures such as the long-term impact on recruitment and 
retention. 
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8.2 In the remainder of this section we have set out discussion of our key recommendations under 
the following headings: 

• School leadership models; 
• Capacity building; 
• Reward; 
• Promoting the role of parents and learners; 
• Winning hearts and minds;  
• Measuring and managing the change; and 
• Conclusions. 

School leadership models 
Diversifying leadership models 

8.3 We have identified a number of existing, emerging and potential models of school leadership. 
The new structures have often emerged as a response to the new policy imperatives (e.g. 
flatter management-style structures with a head of learning, a head of inclusion and a 
Finance/HR Manager may be a response to the wider set of responsibilities). We have also 
sought to identify the local contexts in which these models are likely to yield most benefits, 
without being overly prescriptive. In addition, the new models are often a response to the fact 
that many school leaders are increasingly feeling that they are stretched across a number of 
broad areas which were not previously within their remit (e.g. supervising and developing new 
projects, liaising with other agencies, dealing with the wider workforce associated with the 
extended school). In addition to feeling over-stretched, many headteachers suggested that 
these additional demands were taking them away from the core business of teaching and 
learning. Pressures were felt to be particularly significant in smaller schools (often primary 
schools) which generally had less capacity and flexibility.  

8.4 We know that a ‘one size fits all’ approach will not be acceptable or appropriate for the sector, 
and would not in any case be practical given the high level of school autonomy that exists. 
Schools cannot be compelled to adopt new structures but they can be invited and encouraged 
to review their current arrangements and be offered examples of alternative ways of 
organising themselves. A key aspect of any change in this area is that the teaching and 
learning environment and focus of schools is maintained and enhanced. Any new model that 
does not achieve this is unlikely to deliver benefits and be sustainable.  
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Recommendations 
Diversifying leadership models 
• The DfES should publish and promote the findings on the models identified and described 

in this report, together with other material on new models developed by NCSL and the 
Innovation Unit, to all schools and their governing bodies, through a simple guide 
containing examples of good practice appropriate to different contexts.  

• The DfES should consider developing a national programme, led by the NCSL, aimed at 
encouraging and supporting school leaders, governing bodies and local authorities, to 
develop new models. 

• The DfES should pump-prime a further series of innovative models beyond the current 
Next Practice programme supported by the Innovation Unit and NCSL, in order to 
establish a greater range and depth of experience on which schools can draw.  

• Building on the success of existing Federation regulations and the potential of Power to 
Innovate, the legal and regulatory barriers to some of the more innovative school 
structures should be removed, e.g. sharing accountability across a number of school 
leaders, and formally recognising in the legal framework the post of executive head. 

• The DfES should continue to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of different models of 
school leadership as they develop and mature, so that their benefits can be further 
captured and disseminated. This should include consideration of formal longitudinal 
evaluations. 

 
Distributing responsibility with accountability  

8.5 The evidence suggests that the new models require greater levels of distributed leadership 
and that it is not possible to distribute leadership in schools without also distributing 
accountability. Our research has also highlighted the fact that many of the new models exist 
within a regulatory framework that was defined for an earlier period, and hence find 
themselves operating at the limit of current legal and statutory guidance and sometimes 
beyond, or at least in an area of ambiguity.  

8.6 A key change is to encourage the school to distribute responsibility away from the 
headteacher to whichever named responsible officer within the school is most appropriate for 
the function in question. This will allow bursars, and other members of the senior leadership 
team from teaching and support backgrounds, to fully exercise leadership functions and 
relieve the pressure on headteachers.55 It would include ensuring that there is a responsible 
officer for leadership of teaching and learning in schools where this is not the responsibility of 
the headteacher, along the same lines as the model in the health service where there is a 
distinction between the Chief Executive and head of clinical services. It is also important to 
note that many of the flexibilities which school leaders requested in our research, actually exist 
already under the provisions of the 2002 Education Act which gave governing bodies greater 
choice in the delegation of duties and decisions. Notwithstanding this, the research has shown 
clearly that there is a lack of understanding across the sector in relation to the nature of these 
flexibilities. 

 

 

 

                                                      
55These should be treated as new roles and should not adversely impact on the overall workload of existing members of the 
school workforce. 
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Recommendations 
Distributing responsibility with accountability 

• The DfES should review the policy and practice relating to school accountability in order 
to simplify the accountabilities for headteachers and facilitate greater distributed 
leadership, specifically. This is likely to involve the following: 

 Reviewing current legislation and regulation impinging on schools and headteachers to 
ensure that accountability for the maximum number of functions can be distributed in 
an appropriate way. For some functions the legislation may allow for the accountable 
individual(s) to be determined at school or LA level;  

 Further communicating and explaining the existing and new flexibilities afforded to 
governing bodies under the 2002 Education Act; 

 Reviewing the resource implications of moving towards a more distributed leadership 
model, in particular the incentives for members of the wider SLT and workforce to take 
on additional responsibilities; 

 Clarifying the accountabilities of executive heads and heads of schools in the 
partnership; 

 Encouraging school leaders to structure their functions with clear and distinct 
responsibilities and accountabilities, and communicate these structures to parents and 
the wider community; 

 Including a greater emphasis on distributed leadership in the National Standards for 
Headteachers and in qualifications and training design; 

 Legitimising and promoting models that support shared accountability and work-life 
balance such as co-headship; 

 Extending the provision of training and licensing (including, but not exclusively, in the 
areas of child protection and duty of care) to leaders who do not have QTS in order to 
help distribute accountabilities across the school; and 

 Requiring schools to identify and designate a head of teaching and learning where this 
is not the same as the headteacher. 

 
Interaction with governing bodies 

8.7 Generally, the evidence suggests that a number of key aspects of school governance need to 
be reformed. For example, a significant minority (one fifth) of headteachers in both primary 
and secondary schools described the governance arrangements in their own schools as ‘very 
ineffective’ or ‘quite ineffective’, with a lack of suitable/required skills being, in their view, a key 
element of this. In addition, the development of new leadership models suggests the need for 
a corresponding development of new and innovative governance models.56 

8.8 A particular issue arising from our research is the need to balance the representative role that 
governors and governing bodies fulfil on behalf of their local communities and parent bodies, 
and the extent to which they bring professional skills and expertise that can support school 
leaders. This links to how governors are recruited and rewarded for the role they play, and 
how this needs to be set in the context of the increasing demands on their time and 
commitment. There is also some evidence to suggest that governing bodies could be smaller 
and more strategic. On the other hand, the emergence of extended schools also opens up the 
possibility of co-opting representatives from other services such as, for example, health, social 
services and the voluntary sector. 

                                                      
56Note that DfES is already taking steps in this direction through the governance model being adopted in relation to Trust 
schools via the new Education and Inspections Act. 
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Recommendations 

Interaction with governing bodies 

• The DfES should further examine a number of key issues in relation to governance that 
have been identified in this study, and have an important impact on school leadership, 
including: 

 The size and composition requirements of governing bodies, balancing the need to 
reflect the various constituencies e.g. parents, staff, local authority, church, with the 
increasing need for people with the required range of skills, knowledge and 
experience. As part of this it will be important to explore in particular the possible 
development of a ‘slimline’ executive governance model; 

 The key implications for school governance of the emergence of multi-agency 
involvement in schools, driven by the delivery of the ECM and the 14-19 agendas; 

 How Government, the National Governors Association, local authorities and schools 
can best work with employers and employers’ organisations to increase the pool of 
potential governors with the right skills to offer; 

 Whether aggregating governance structures is a good way of accommodating new 
school models such as federations; 

 The extent to which a more formal modus operandi could be developed for pro-bono 
contributions to governance from the private sector, focusing initially on support to 
schools with the greatest levels of need, and building on the existing work of the 
School Governors One Stop Shop; and 

 The extent to which there is a requirement for further guidance on the roles and 
responsibilities of governors, particularly in regard to their strategic involvement in the 
school, and to wider accountabilities in relation to, for example, extended services. 

 
Streamlining policy  

8.9 Over the last five years, the DfES has made a considerable effort to minimise the policy, 
research and regulatory burden placed on the sector by government and other bodies, not 
least through the establishment of the IRU, which was set up following the PwC Teacher 
Workload review, and the ongoing work of the Star Chamber and bodies such as WAMG. 
However, it is clear from the research evidence that the sector still feels overwhelmed by the 
complexity and scale of the initiatives they have to deal with from the DfES, local authorities 
and other agencies. For example, the word ‘initiativitis’ was used frequently by school leaders 
in our school visits.  

8.10 Such concerns were articulated clearly to the study team on many occasions and we have 
reported them faithfully in this Report. However, it is our view that the level of concern 
expressed in this area cannot go unchallenged. There is a sense in which many leaders in the 
sector seem to be wishing for a stability and consistency in their environment which cannot be 
delivered, and which is not enjoyed by any other organisation in the public or private sector. 
Change, diversity and complexity is an inevitable feature of the current and future environment 
of all sectors, and leaders need to accept and embrace this. A more legitimate concern is not 
with change itself but with the way in which change is managed and communicated by 
different agencies. It is therefore incumbent on the DfES, local authorities and other agencies 
to re-examine the efficacy of the arrangements that are currently in place to minimise the 
burden on the sector, and to ensure that they are acting in consort to deliver a coherent and 
‘joined up’ message. 
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8.11 It is worth noting that the problem of administrative burden is not unique to the education 
sector, and is a recurring feature of debate in most other parts of the public and private sector. 
From work that PwC has done elsewhere, a particular issue appears to be that while the 
actual number of new regulations and policies may be small, they are surrounded by a 
plethora of (often well-intentioned) advice that, whilst not mandatory, appear as 
recommendations to schools. To put it another way, the number of ‘musts’ may be low but the 
number of ‘shoulds’ and ‘coulds’ can be high, and difficult to ignore for schools. Thus clarity 
from central and local government in these areas is vital. This is particularly the case within 
the context of an inspection regime that examines the 'shoulds ', the 'coulds' and the 'musts' 
and in the view of some stakeholders, does not distinguish explicitly between them. 

Recommendations 
Streamlining policy  
• The DfES should consider strengthening its various mechanisms for limiting the creation 

of unnecessary burdens on schools from its own policy development activities, and from 
those of other government bodies operating in the schools sector. 

• As part of this, the DfES should provide greater clarity in new policy and regulation 
between the mandatory and the optional/advisory aspects. 

• The DfES should ensure that any changes required or recommended in schools are 
adequately supported. This will involve further consideration of how a school might spend 
its budget in order to meet any required changes, and what the exit strategy may be if the 
initiative is time-bound. We are not proposing ring-fenced funding around each new 
change, but rather a process of ‘sense checking’ that a recommended change can 
plausibly be implemented by a school or local authority within the available budget. 

• The DfES should undertake a regular mapping exercise in relation to existing and future 
regulations, programmes and policies and how they impact on schools. Such a mapping 
exercise would be aimed at addressing any unnecessary requirements, and streamlining 
and linking different initiatives. The aim should also be to achieve a proportionate 
reduction in burdens on schools that can be balanced against any additional requirements 
resulting from new policies. 

• In addition to existing performance indicators, the DfES should consider how best to 
promote measures that recognise the wider contributions of schools to areas such as 
extended provision, social outcomes, collaboration between groups of schools, and inter-
agency networking.  

 
Capacity building 
Developing people, diversity and succession planning 

8.12 The research evidence strongly suggests that there is a clear need to renew leadership 
capacity in the sector in order to enable leaders to embrace and deliver on the new policy and 
delivery agendas, both within existing traditional models of school leadership and in the 
emerging and new models. For example, many school leaders feel they do not have the 
necessary experience and expertise to enable them to cope with the challenges of the new 
ECM and 14-19 agendas, manage major investment or building programmes and network 
effectively on an inter-agency basis, in spite of the fact that NCSL is already investing in a 
range of training initiatives in these areas. At the same time school leaders have also 
expressed concerns around their capacity to develop themselves and their staff in an effective 
and strategic manner, and in such a way as to equip them to deal with the challenges of the 
‘new world’.  
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8.13 These new challenges are, to a large extent, the logical implication of the key new policy 
initiatives that have been developed in recent years and have changed the face of schools and 
school leadership in the country. But alongside this, the evidence from the research suggests 
strongly that there has not been an associated transformation in, for example: the approach 
leaders adopt to their own CPD; the social and demographic composition of the leadership 
cadre; the career pathways into headship and beyond; the expansion of school leadership 
teams to accommodate longer opening hours; and the provision of more diverse services on 
school sites. In other words, the capacity ‘on the ground’ to deal with the new policy agendas 
is relatively immature and is, in a sense, playing ‘catch up’ with the fairly mature thinking on 
and acceptance of the policy initiatives themselves. Given this, there is a clear need to 
‘renew’, or transform the strategic and operational capacity in the sector to deliver on the new 
policy agendas.  

8.14 School leaders have expressed a clear need for support in relation to managing, developing 
and supporting all their people not just teachers. It is also clear from our review of the private 
sector's approach to leadership that this is one of the most important agendas in relation to 
leadership more generally. This has been recognised by leading thinkers in education 
management too, as illustrated by statements like ‘the job of leaders is to create more 
leaders’.57 The people and succession planning agendas, therefore, need to be placed more 
firmly at the core of the school leadership agenda. The outcomes of the on-going pilots of the 
NCSL succession planning strategy will be very informative in this regard. 

8.15 Furthermore, our evidence suggests that professional development is not a priority for all 
school leaders, with one in ten heads and one in five senior support staff claiming to have 
undertaken no significant professional development activity in the last three years.58 There 
was also a clear need to further develop professional support networks. Related to this, and in 
order to meet the leadership demands of these new organisations, there is a necessity to 
promote greater diversity within leadership teams. Diversity must be considered in its broadest 
sense, e.g. to include gender, ethnicity and age as well as BME representation, and must also 
encompass new leadership opportunities and career routes for senior support staff and other 
professionals working in schools.  

                                                      
57Fullan (2003). 
58 While this finding may be due to a lack of recognition of the full range of activities encompassed by professional 
development (so that heads are only recording particular types of training, or formal training), it still suggests, to some extent, 
a lack of a strong CPD culture in the sector. 
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Recommendations  

Developing people, diversity and succession planning 

• The DfES should, where appropriate, promote and encourage the possibility of suitably 
experienced professionals who currently work in senior support positions within schools, 
or outside the schools sector, taking on school leadership roles. This is likely to involve 
the following: 

 Providing ‘permission’ – without being over-prescriptive, the DfES should endorse 
proactively the possibilities around suitably experienced and qualified professionals 
(other than teachers) playing key roles on the leadership team in schools, up to and 
including taking lead responsibility for the school (whilst also ensuring that there is a 
senior leader with QTS responsible for teaching and learning in cases where this is not 
the overall leader);  

 Paying particular attention to applications from non-traditional groups in the ongoing 
review of NPQH; 

 Integrating leadership and management modules into initial teacher training59; and 
 Reviewing the effectiveness of SIPs and other support networks for school leaders for 

both teaching and senior support staff. 
• The DfES should proactively encourage and promote ways of shortening the time from 

QTS to headship (currently, the average time is around 20 years, although there is no 
formal regulation requiring this). 

• The DfES should consider a pilot initiative involving the rotation of leaders at periodic 
intervals around a cluster of schools, similar to the approaches being adopted in many 
parts of the private sector. This would need to be carefully managed, incentivised and 
evaluated, possibly by NCSL.  

• The DfES should review good practice in relation to initiatives that promote diversity in 
school leadership teams, particularly as regards gender and ethnicity, and consider 
further how to roll out the lessons from this review across the sector. 

• The DfES should further encourage and support ‘system leadership’ (i.e. leading beyond 
the institution), and consider how it can be used as a vehicle for more effective and co-
ordinated succession planning. In addition, succession planning should be further 
prioritised as a key strategic issue, building on the success of the recent NCSL pilots. 

 

Adopting a new approach to leadership qualifications and programmes 

8.16 The main existing leadership qualification is the NPQH, which is currently under review by the 
NCSL, and the main programme for serving heads is Head for the Future (formerly LPSH). 
There is mixed evidence from school leaders and stakeholders on the appropriateness of 
these qualifications and programmes. In particular, the evidence suggests that some key 
aspects of these qualifications require reform in order to ensure that they are appropriate and 
fit-for-purpose. 

 

 

                                                      
59 In relation to this, note that the TDA does not specify course content for initial teacher training. Rather, the TDA develops 
professional standards for teachers and it is then for training providers, inspected by OfSTED, to develop their courses in 
ways they think best meet the QTS standards and the needs of their trainees.  



PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP  151

8.17 Some school leaders have also indicated to us that other qualifications such as MBAs and 
Masters degrees have proved, in their view, to be very useful in terms of helping them deal 
with leadership challenges. This suggests the need to widen the concept of leadership 
qualifications, and draw on the best of what is already in the market in terms of other bespoke 
management and leadership qualifications, for ongoing leadership development. 

8.18 Related to this, the development of new ‘multi-agency’ or ‘managed’ leadership models in 
response to the ECM agenda, and the associated involvement of non-QTS professionals on 
school leadership teams, suggests that there are likely to be benefits from ‘joining up’ 
leadership qualifications and training across the public sector and perhaps also with the 
private sector. 

Recommendations 
Adopting a new approach towards leadership qualifications and programmes 
• Building on the ongoing review of NPQH, the DfES and NCSL should give consideration 

to reforming key aspects of NPQH and Head for the Future (formerly LPSH), in particular: 
 Content; ensuring that the key needs articulated by school leaders in this research are 

given further prominence, in particular financial management, extended services and 
the associated implications for team working and people management; 

 Delivery; modernising the delivery vehicle to include, for example, e-learning solutions; 
a greater element of modularisation and tailoring to individual need; cross-sectoral 
inputs and participation; and less emphasis on what often comes across as a formulaic 
‘tick box’ approach; 

 Accreditation; ensuring that NPQH is fully ‘joined up’ with the outputs from 
secondments, exchanges and other CPD initiatives, so that participation in these 
initiatives can provide significant accreditation towards modules of NPQH. Ensuring 
also that this is the case, and understood to be so, in relation to relevant elements of 
other professional qualifications including, for example, Masters degrees and MBAs;  

 Positioning; ensuring that NPQH and Head for the Future are widely understood 
across the sector, not as one-off exercises, but rather part of an ongoing development 
process;  

 Constituency; ensuring that leadership training for support staff and senior support 
staff leaders (e.g. the Bursar Development Programme, delivered by NCSL) is 
accepted across the sector as being as important as leadership training for teachers; 
and 

 Mentoring and support; promoting ongoing mentoring and support programmes in 
order to increase the successful number of NPQH candidates who take up headship or 
other leadership positions in schools.  

 

Mainstreaming innovative, experience-based CPD activities 

8.19 The research has highlighted a number of examples of good practice in relation to innovative 
CPD activities such as business or public sector secondments, and international exchanges of 
school teachers and leaders. 

8.20 The evidence suggests that initiatives such as these, although they are not without their 
challenges, contain many of the key elements required in order to transform leadership 
capacity in the sector, e.g. experience in other sectors or other countries, time out to reflect 
strategically, and experienced-based learning by doing. The problem is that the scale of such 
activities remains relatively small, and participation in them often relies on the proactivity of the 
individuals concerned. In other words participation tends to be driven by the motivation of 
individuals, rather than the infrastructure and culture of the system.  
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8.21 Consequently, in our view there needs to be a step change in innovative experience-based 
activities of this nature; in effect a re-balancing of the basket of CPD activities away from 
traditional ‘chalk and talk’ training programmes, towards more experience-based programmes 
that include opportunities for critical reflection. In doing so, it will be important for NCSL to 
build upon the success of its more experiential and blended programmes such as New 
Visions. Although the DfES and its agencies and providers have an important responsibility for 
this, the agenda needs to be owned and driven by the sector itself. 

Recommendations 
Mainstreaming innovative, experience-based CPD activities 
• DfES should consider how it can stimulate a major ratcheting up of participation in 

innovative CPD initiatives including at least some of the following elements: 
 Secondments into business or the public sector, cross-sectoral mentoring 

programmes, international exchanges, and study or research opportunities (all of 
which should be undertaken within a clear set of parameters that focus on outcomes 
that will have benefits for participants' institutions and/or the wider system); 

 Work-shadowing other school leaders in different contexts; 
 On-going CPD, some of which might be made compulsory, for all sectors of the school 

workforce, especially those in leadership positions. CPD should include an element of 
verifiable training in core subjects relating to system-level priorities60; 

 Ensuring that school funding includes a sufficient allocation that recognises funding for 
CPD for leaders; and 

 Tailoring of CPD to sector specific needs, e.g. schools in challenging circumstances, 
targeting pupils with Special Educational Needs, or effective approaches to 
collaborative working. 

• Children's Trusts should be encouraged to develop training that brings together senior 
leaders from education, health, social services, and other relevant services to provide a 
joined-up approach and a greater understanding of the ECM agenda. 

 

Developing system-wide e-learning solutions  

8.22 In order to renew leadership capacity in the sector, a series of new training initiatives will be 
required. The evidence suggests that, driven by the new policy agendas, school leaders have 
a fairly clear idea about their training needs.. Two key areas they have identified are: 

• Management – dealing with the new challenges around devolved funding, e.g. managing 
finances and buildings; and 

• Extended services – learning how, in practice, to implement the bringing together of the 
learning and social agendas 'on the ground'. 

8.23 The feedback we have received on the existing training provided in these areas is mixed. In 
particular, a number of leaders have indicated that much existing provision is disparate, 
difficult to access, and hard to justify taking time out during term time to complete. The private 
sector provides good examples of delivering appropriate e-learning solutions to particular 
types of training needs. E-solutions work best in situations in which there is a large scale 
training requirement (i.e. a large number of individuals who need to be trained), and the 

                                                      
60 The thrust of current policy is that the school workforce should have a professional responsibility and a contractual 
entitlement to be engaged in effective, sustained and relevant professional development. In this context, the policy around 
devolving funding and decision-making to schools is intended to ensure that such CPD is tailored to sector and institution-
specific needs. 
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delivery of the training needs to be tailored to individuals’ circumstances (i.e. can be done at a 
time and place that suits the individual). In this context, and recognising that it would only be 
part of the overall solution, there is a clear opportunity to develop a suite of innovative e-
learning solutions as a cost-effective way of addressing some of the key training requirements 
of the sector. 

Recommendations 
Developing system-wide, e-learning solutions  
• As part of a wider ‘blended’ approach to learning, DfES and NCSL should consider how 

best to develop further e-learning training solutions to meet some of the key training 
needs currently facing school leaders, particularly in the areas of management, broadly 
defined, and extended services.  

 

Reward  
Maintaining the existing pay framework 

8.24 Our terms of reference require us to consider the reward system in the context of the research 
that we have carried out on existing, emerging and future models of leadership, and it should 
be noted that we have not been asked to undertake a formal and comprehensive review of the 
current reward system and its practical operation. Our recommendations on reward should 
therefore be seen in this context; we advise on the suitability of the reward system to 
accommodate new models of school leadership and also highlight some issues which we 
believe need to be addressed or reviewed in more detail. 

8.25 Our primary conclusion is that fundamental changes to the current reward system are not 
required to accommodate new models of leadership. Some modifications may be required, 
additional guidance is needed, and schools need to be more adept at using the flexibilities that 
already exist. We do not think that any of the new models of school leadership could not be 
accommodated within the existing broad framework, and have not identified other compelling 
reasons for making fundamental changes to the framework. Our recommendation is for 
modification and not radical change. 

8.26 We believe that some aspects of the reward system need to be reviewed to address other 
concerns raised during our research. We make separate recommendations under the heading 
of maintaining the integrity of the reward system.  

Recommendations 
Maintaining the existing pay framework 
• The key features of the existing reward system for school leaders should be maintained – 

we recommend modification of this system, not radical change.  

 
Rewarding new roles and individual performance 

8.27 The emergence of new models of leadership does require some changes to the current 
reward system, although we envisage that much of this should take the form of guidance 
rather than be prescription. For example, the pay range for the executive head of a federation 
of schools could be determined by aggregating all of the pupils within the federation, using the 
Key Stage weightings which currently apply. The aggregated calculation could then be 
discounted by a nationally agreed factor to take account of the fact that within each school 
there is a headteacher to whom most of the responsibilities are delegated. The headteachers 
within the federation would have their pay range determined as at present with a discount 
applied to recognise that they report to the executive head.  
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Recommendations 
Rewarding new roles and individual performance  
• The STRB should be asked to review the current reward structure and provide guidance 

on how new models of leadership can be accommodated most effectively within the 
reward system (for example, through the additional points to the normal salary scale in 
carefully defined circumstances). This should include assessing: 

 How the salary range for executive heads and chief executives could be determined 
where they are responsible for more than one school; 

 How the salary range of heads should be adjusted where they report to an executive 
head or chief executive; and  

 How to deal with reward for school leaders who assume additional responsibilities 
beyond their school that do not impact directly on outcomes for children. 

• The DfES and STRB should further consider how best to provide additional flexibility, to 
enable non-QTS senior support staff in school leadership teams to be rewarded on a 
basis that enables senior support staff with the necessary skills to be recruited and 
retained. The DfES is currently reviewing this matter, and we recommend that the result of 
this work should be some national guidance around the salary levels and wider terms and 
conditions to be provided for senior support staff in all schools. There is also a case for 
asking the STRB to make recommendations on a flexible framework for the salaries of 
senior support staff in schools, enabling the Review Body to take an holistic view of 
school leadership when making its recommendations. 

• We support the use of the new performance management framework for school leaders 
and teachers, developed by the Rewards and Incentives Group (RIG), to ensure that the 
reward of school leaders is properly linked to personal performance. This could be based 
on a ‘balanced scorecard’ approach taking into account a range of measures. 

• Guidance and training should be provided to headteachers, governors and local 
authorities on how to reward leaders. In particular, this should encourage the use of the 
flexibilities that already exist. This should include guidance on how to use the reward 
system flexibly, for example to ensure that school leaders are able to work together, and 
cover responsibilities throughout the year without losing their holiday entitlements. Where 
there are contractual impediments to achieving the required flexibilities (for example in 
STPCD) these should be identified and removed.  

 

Maintaining the integrity of the reward system 

8.28 It was clear from our research that school leaders have some reservations about the current 
reward system. In particular there is widespread concern that differentials do not provide an 
adequate incentive for promotion within the system and it is also notable that only 14% of 
primary heads believe that phase of the school should be taken into account in determining 
reward. These reservations would best be addressed by asking the STRB to review the areas 
that are giving cause for concern. The outcome of this review might result in changes to the 
system, or alternatively in providing the rationale to reassure school leaders as to its integrity. 

8.29 Such a review should also consider the differentials between school leaders in schools of 
different sizes to ensure that they reflect differences between job size of heads, deputies and 
other school leaders. It should also consider whether the continuation of the distinction 
between deputies and assistant heads is merited given the evidence of the lack of distinction 
between the roles in practice. 
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Recommendations 

Maintaining the integrity of the reward system 

• STRB should be asked to review a number of issues as follows: 

 Pay differentials to ensure that these properly reflect differences in job size between 
head, deputy and assistant posts, in different sizes of schools; 

 The different weightings of pupil numbers currently set out in the STPCD to determine 
whether they continue to provide a fair basis for determining the salaries of school 
leaders in the primary, secondary and special sectors; and 

 Whether there should continue to be a distinction between the pay scales for deputy 
and assistant heads. 

 
 
Promoting the role of parents and learners 
8.30 The research suggests that many of the school leaders we spoke to are absolutely focused on 

the needs of learners and parents in the way their school is run. Increasingly, they are also 
adept at responding to a much wider range of users, in order to tailor extended services to the 
wider community. We also know that, as the range of services provided by schools increases, 
the range of such users, and their needs, will become increasingly diverse, and that 
headteachers and the wider workforce will require further development and support to meet 
these needs. Within government, the private sector and the research community there has 
been a rapid growth in the literature and practice relating to ‘customer-centric’ services.61 A 
recent report summarising case studies on dozens of public sector organisations, including 
schools, identified a need for greater feedback channels for frontline staff to shape services to 
meet the changing needs of different users, e.g. through on-line discussion forums.62 We have 
encountered schools which make use of IT in order to allow pupils and parents to give regular 
feedback to schools. Again, there has been some useful thinking in this aspects of public 
sector delivery within the Cabinet Office Delivery Council. 

8.31 In order to support headteachers and governing bodies in taking account of the view of users 
in an effective, but low burden way, DFES and its national partners need to invest in the 
identification and embedding of good practice in the seeking and using of user feedback. In 
addition to supporting school leaders to shape services to respond to users at school level, 
users also need a ‘voice’ in the proposed reforms. We do not underestimate the challenge of 
representing this hugely numerous and diverse group on a national body; but we urge DFES 
and its partners to consider ways to do so.  

Recommendations 

Promoting the role of parents and learners 

• DfES and its national partners should further consider how to ensure the voice of users is 
best represented in the development and implementation of school leadership reforms. 
Part of this may involve school leaders being supported in the use of low burden ways to 
seek and respond to the voice of users of their services. Parent governors on governing 
bodies may also need to be encouraged to provide critical challenge to headteachers 
about this aspect of the school. 

• DfES should review best practice in consulting users and involving them in the 
development of services, building in particular on the experiences of those involved in the 
Children's Trust pathfinders. 

                                                      
61 See for example Customer Insight in Public Services - “A Primer", 
http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/public_service_reform/delivery_council/workplan.asp 
62 http://www.demos.co.uk/publications/thejourneytotheinterface/ 
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Winning hearts and minds 
8.32 Our research indicates that changes to public opinion will help to underpin some of the 

developments in the new models that we have identified. There are two aspects to this. The 
first is explaining the need for schools and their leaders to look different from the traditional 
models of the past. The second is that a broader range of managers and leaders in other 
sectors may want to consider school leadership themselves. 

Key elements of the message to be communicated in public opinion shaping 

Schools have changed… 

• Their raison d’être is different now, and 
they are working to new agendas… 

• In particular, there’s the juxtaposition of 
learning and social agendas… 

• The workforce looks different… and is 
broader 

• Schools are really committed to listening 
and responding to what their communities 
need. 

• And there are clear benefits from all of this. 

School leadership has changed… 

• School leadership now needs to be done 
by teams, not individuals… it’s 
distributed… 

• Leadership teams look different now… 
many of them are not teachers… 

• As a strong leader or manager in another 
sector, you might have a valuable role to 
play in schools of the future. 

• The result of these changes will be 
beneficial for you, for pupils and for society.

 

8.33 Recommendations under this heading relate to the need to shift the thinking around what 
school leadership means in the 21st century. In particular, there is a need to raise awareness 
and acceptance of the concept of distributed school leadership, both within and outside the 
sector. This winning of hearts and minds is one of the fundamental components required to 
turn the acceptance of the principles of distributed school leadership into a reality. This can 
only be achieved effectively through a broad coalition between government, school leaders, 
professional association and unions, local authorities and those representing parents and 
learners. 

Recommendations 

Winning hearts and minds 

• DfES and NCSL should consider developing a communications campaign, possibly as 
part of NCSL’s ongoing succession planning work, in order to challenge the conventional 
wisdom (e.g. around ‘hero heads’), explain the benefits of new school leadership models, 
and enlist new entrants into the talent pool from diverse backgrounds. 

 
Measuring and managing the change 
8.34 At a national level there is a clear need to receive up-to-date, insightful information to allow an 

assessment of the progress of reforms, and whether they are having the desired impact. An 
initial view of the indicators that may be required is provided overleaf. Where appropriate 
these need to be provided at a specific level, e.g. to monitor unfilled vacancies at local and 
regional level, for different school types, as well as at national level.  
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Key indicators of success for implementation of a new school leadership strategy 

Success 
descriptors 

Lead indicator (inputs) Lag indicator (outputs) 

Diversified 
leadership models 

• New models being promoted 
• Legal/regulatory barriers 

removed 
• Distributed accountability 

enabled 
• Different training models 

developed and implemented 
• Governance review undertaken 

• Evidence of effectiveness of 
new models in raising standards 
of educational achievement 
amongst pupils 

• Recruitment and retention 
improved in key regions 

Streamlining 
policy 

• Policy/ implementation links 
reviewed and reformed 

• Programmes, policies and 
regulations reviewed and 
streamlined 

• Publication of broader 
measures to recognise wider 
school performance 

• School leaders are more 
positive about the purpose, 
coherence and manner of 
implementation of government 
policies 

Building capacity • Future leaders identified early 
• Initiatives to recruit under-

represented groups under way  
• Reforms to NPQH implemented 

Reforms to CPD implemented • 
 A suite of system-wide e-•
learning solutions is in place 

• Average shortening of time from 
QTS to headship 

• More diverse leadership 
including gender, ethnicity and 
those from a non-teaching 
background. 

• Increased number of 
headteachers undertaking a 
‘system leadership’ role. 

• School leaders are more 
positive about the qualifications 
required and available for 
school leaders, and their links to 
CPD 
Increa• se in range and diversity 

•

 
of leadership CPD experiences 
Uptake of e-learning solutions  

Reward • New roles and responsibilities 

• able reward for all 

• ard package 

• ore transparent 

• diversity in the 

rewarded 
More equit
school leaders 
Modernised rew

• More leaders aspiring to 
headship 
Clearer, m
system 
Greater 
leadership team 

 



PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP  158

 

Success 
descriptors 

Lead indicator (inputs) Lag indicator (outputs) 

Role of parents 
and learners 

• Appointment of user 
representatives 

• Evidence of views shaping 
reforms 

• Evidence on extent to which 
voice of user shapes leadership 
training and development 

• Schools have tools to interact 
with users in a range of ways 

• Parents/learners say school 
leaders respond to their needs 

• School leaders say they have 
the skills and tools to respond to 
user needs 

Strong steering 
group 
arrangements are 
in place and 
working 
effectively 

• Range and depth of 
representation of school 
leaders, workforce, government 
and users involved in managing 
the change 

• Achievement of key objectives 
by the different representatives 

 

8.35 Active management of the system based on the information received is an even greater 
challenge than collecting the information, and clear responsibility for operational action will be 
required.  

Recommendations 

Measuring and managing the change 

• DfES and WAMG should ensure that the national steering arrangements for school 
leadership reform are based on up-to-date, insightful management information, using our 
proposals above as an initial template. 

• DfES and WAMG should ensure clear ownership for implementation of the 
recommendations, linked to a project plan including active identification and management 
of risks. 

 
Conclusions  
8.36 By way of summary, the key recommendations we have made are as follows:  

• Diversifying leadership models; proactively promote new and emerging leadership 
models; develop a national programme to support schools seeking to move towards new 
models; and remove the key legal and regulatory barriers to the development of new 
models; 

• Distributing responsibility with accountability; review policy and practice in relation to 
accountability in order to facilitate greater distributed leadership. This will involve, inter alia: 
a review of legislation and regulation in relation to accountability in schools (focusing, for 
example, on legislation in relation to co-headship, executive headship and responsibilities 
relating to exclusions and performance management); further communicating the 
flexibilities in relation to accountability afforded under the 2002 Education Act; and 
extending the provision of training and licensing to leaders who do not have QTS; 
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• Reviewing governance; consider further the interaction between leadership and 
governance, addressing issues including: the size and composition of governing bodies, 
the implications of multi-agency working in schools, and the modus operandi for pro-bono 
contributions from the private sector; 

• Streamlining policy; review the mechanisms currently in place for limiting the bureaucratic 
burden on schools; conduct a regular mapping exercise of existing and future regulations; 
and provide greater clarity around which aspects of policies and requirements on schools 
are mandatory and which are optional/advisory; 

• Developing people, diversity and succession planning; promote suitably qualified 
professionals from outside the schools sector taking on school leadership roles; encourage 
shortening the time from QTS to headship; and develop a pilot initiative involving the 
rotation of leaders at periodic intervals around a cluster of schools; 

• Adopting a new approach towards leadership qualifications and programmes; reform 
NPQH and Head for the Future, focusing on a range of aspects including: sharing modules 
with professionals from other sectors and wider accreditation of prior learning; 

• Mainstreaming innovative, experience-based CPD activities; build leadership capacity 
in the sector by promoting and mainstreaming a series of innovative, experience-based 
CPD activities including secondments into business or the public sector and cross-sectoral 
mentoring programmes. Also encourage Children’s Trusts to develop training that brings 
together senior leaders from education, health, social services and other relevant agencies; 

• Developing system-wide e-learning solutions; do this in order to address some of the 
key training needs identified in this study, and as part of a wider ‘blended’ approach to 
learning; 

• Ensuring that the existing reward system works better; i.e. we are not recommending 
radical changes to the existing reward system. We do not think that any of the new models 
of school leadership could not be accommodated within the existing broad framework, and 
our main recommendation relates to modifying the existing system, not changing it 
radically; 

• Rewarding new roles and individual performance; modify the existing reward system in 
a number of areas including: 

 Examining how salary ranges for executive heads and chief executives can be best 
determined, and also how the salary range of heads should be adjusted where they 
report to an executive head; 

 Reviewing the ways in which non-QTS senior support staff are rewarded in order to 
promote effective recruitment and retention; and 

 Providing further guidance and training to headteachers, governors and local 
authorities, on how to reward leaders most effectively. 

• Maintaining the integrity of the reward system; review a number of aspects of the 
existing system including: pay differentials between heads, deputies and assistants; the 
different weightings of pupil numbers set out in the STPCD; and whether there should be a 
distinction between the pay scales for deputies and assistants; 
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• Role of parents and learners; provide support to school leaders in the use of low burden 
ways to seek and respond to the voice of the users of their services, in particular, learners 
and parents; 

• Winning hearts and minds; develop a communications campaign in order to challenge 
the conventional wisdom (e.g. around ‘hero heads’), explain the benefits of new leadership 
models, and enlist new entrants into the talent pool from diverse backgrounds; and 

• Measuring and managing the change; ensure the national steering arrangements for 
school leadership reform are based on up-to-date, insightful management information, and 
that there is clear ownership of all recommendations being taken forward as a result of this 
study. 
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9 Conclusions 

9.1 This report has highlighted a number of key positive aspects of school leadership in England 
and Wales. For example, in terms of the broad trends, Ofsted has indicated that the quality of 
school leadership has been improving generally since the early 1990s. Furthermore, since the 
late 1990s there has been substantial investment in school leadership with the creation of the 
NPQH and the NCSL. 

9.2 Nevertheless, the report has also highlighted a number of key challenges for school leadership 
as we move forward into the 21st century. Many of the challenges faced by school leaders 
today are driven by the increase in the scale and complexity of agendas that school leaders 
are having to take forward. A large part of this is driven by the changes associated with the 
juxtaposition, through Every Child Matters, of the learning and standards agendas on the one 
hand, and the social and inclusion agendas on the other. In addition, as we have outlined in 
the Report, other major policy initiatives including the 14-19 agenda and BSF, all present their 
own particular challenges for school leaders going forward. All of this means that schools and 
schooling are changing radically, and this in turn poses a fundamentally different set of 
challenges for school leadership (although the ultimate aim of promoting better outcomes and 
standards for children and young people remains). 

9.3 These changes are presenting tests to the existing (still dominant) traditional model of school 
leadership and are also leading to the emergence of a number of new models which seek to 
address them more adequately, particularly in schools at the forefront of the new agendas. 
They are responses to the fact that schools must manage a much broader range of issues and 
functions internally, and must also increasingly link with other schools externally. Thus there 
are internal and external pressures on schools to re-examine the ways in which they organise 
themselves and allocate leadership roles. As further changes work through, for example the 
14-19 reforms and the personalised learning agenda, then these pressures are likely to 
intensify.  

9.4 This report has examined a range of existing, new and emerging models of school leadership 
and set out a series of recommendations which we hope will be embraced by school leaders 
and their representatives, Government and wider stakeholders.  
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