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Abstract

From the autumn of 2014, a new performance pay scheme was introduced for school teachers in
England and Wales. It makes pay progression for all teachers dependent upon their performance as
evaluated by their line managers by means of performance appraisals. This paper reports the results of
a the first wave of a survey of teachers’ views about performance pay and their beliefs about its
effects on their performance and that of their schools before the first decisions about pay awards
under the new scheme. Further surveys are planned to follow the scheme over time. School leaders
were also surveyed. The results so far confirm a broadly negative view among teachers as to the
desirability and likely motivational effects of linking pay progression to performance, but they also
show a more positive view of the process of performance appraisal. The results are compared with
those of a similar CEP survey carried out in 2000 just before the previous scheme was introduced.
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0. Summary

In the autumn of 2013, a new pay system was introduced for school teachers in England and
Wales, linking future pay progression to performance. For teachers at an earlier stage in their
careers, on the Main Scale, this meant that henceforth annual pay progression would be based
on a performance review against agreed objectives and teachers' standards. For more senior
teachers, on the Upper Pay Scale, this meant a reinvigoration of a link with performance that
was judged to have declined since its introduction in 2000. In addition, schools were given

greater flexibility to manage pay.

To investigate how the new system is working, and to follow its development over time,
researchers at the London School of Economics designed a survey to track how teachers’
motivation and work practices and those of their schools evolve as the new system takes
shape. This paper presents provisional results from the study's first wave that took place
between January and April 2014. This timing was designed to coincide with teachers being
familiar enough with the new scheme to answer questions about it, but before they would
have received any performance-related payments that might colour their perceptions. Some
results are also compared with those of an earlier LSE study of the Threshold system of pay

progression introduced in schools in 2000.

Overall, teachers remain very sceptical as to the benefits of performance-related pay in
schools, with less than a quarter agreeing with the principle, and that it will lead to greater
fairness, or reward good teaching. The great majority are also sceptical that, even if they
perform well, their schools cannot afford to pay for their performance. Part of this scepticism
can be attributed to a widely held belief that performance is the result of teamwork in schools,
and of fears that it will lead to favouritism. Few think it will help retention. Teachers on the
Upper Pay Scale were distinctly more negative than those on the Main Pay Scale, and early
career teachers. School leaders are somewhat more positive about performance pay, but many

voiced concerns about its suitability for schools and possible harm to teamwork.

A significant factor underlying negative attitudes to performance pay appears to be its
perceived impact on groups of teachers at specific points on the former pay scales. In
particular, those at the top of the old Main Scale (M6) experience a very sharp increase in
negative views of performance pay which may be attributed to changes concerning Threshold
progression. Among those at the top of the Upper Pay Scale, there is a similar rise in negative



views of performance pay which could be due toalsk of scope for further pay progression
with or without performance pay, and a feeling tihaly could lose out under the new

performance rules.

On the other hand, the great majority of teacheeregnise that those who do their jobs well
make a real difference to their students, andttieat are significant differences in teaching
effectiveness among their colleagues. Thus thgiosition to the principle is based neither

on a denial of differences in teaching performamoe,that they matter for their students. The
question is whether linking pay to performancehis best way to address them. Some of the
reasons teachers in the survey put forward forvduigtion could potentially be addressed by
pay, for example, motivation or morale differendas, others may be more amenable to other
policies, such as improved professional developnfgrtformance reviews are recognised as

one means by which such needs can be identifiecdddicessed.

Although performance reviews address formally tiertes that are specified in the
regulations, there is more variation on the quidieside, in terms of perceptions of how
supportive they are, and how much influence teachelieve they have over their objectives.
Among classroom teachers who had acted as ap@disere was a general view that the
reviews helped focus on work priorities, and theglded a discussion of poor performance.
However, there was less confidence that they addhesfactors teachers associated with
differences in effectiveness, with the exceptiopmifessional development. Teachers also
reported that the appraisal system had not readlyfHiem to make any radical changes in their
teaching practice, although several acknowledgetllsmmoderate changes. The exception

was to focus more on improving student test scores.

Teachers' use of their non-directed time, how tidcate it between different school
activities, could be seen as an example of wherfenmeance priorities can be altered in
schools. In 2000, with the introduction of Thresh8ksessment, teachers who were eligible
for the assessment appeared to allocate moreiotithe to lesson preparation. There appears
to be no equivalent peak in 2014. However, this ague to uncertainty in the minds of
many teachers about how the new scheme will opeaatkit is possible that the greater
flexibility of the new system spreads opportunifi@sprogression more evenly across the pay

spine whereas in 2000 the initial rewards were weugh concentrated at the Threshold.



Well-conducted performance reviews are associatédmore positive (less negative) views
about whether performance pay is motivating orsivd. Teachers' commitment to their
schools and their trust of their school leadersatse associated with a more positive
assessment of performance pay. On the other hagidwork pressure, in the form of above

median hours of non-directed time, is associateld megative views of performance pay.

It appears that implementation in most schoolsénsurvey is fairly cautious. Although the
sample numbers are small, most school leaderstegptirat their schools would reward
meeting objectives for the current year, and waaldtinue to use whole points on the former
pay scale. Smaller percentages reported rewardirfigrmance if sustained over several years.
Most reported they would apply the same types afeiase for the Main and Upper Pay
Scales. Some reported that if allowed they wolkd 1o use one-off non-consolidated
payments. Written-in replies report widespreadafdemplates from outside providers and

their associations for teachers' standards angdpisystems.

Despite the negative views of performance pay he@t commitment to their schools and
their students remains high, and arguably higheam th many other sectors of the economy.

As one respondent wrote: 'No one comes into tegdbimget rich'.



1. Introduction

School teachers constitute one of the largest grotiprofessionally trained employees in
most advanced economies, and like many other wiofeals, they are highly educated and
can exercise considerable autonomy in how theydo jobs. Their work as educators has
the potential to raise the quality of the natiowatkforce, and to contribute to the future well-
being of their students, Recent research evideoicirms that good teaching has a
measurable effect upon student achievements (Mugfiyl a and b). Hence, understanding
better how best to reward good teaching concertisdmhool communities and national and

local governments.

This paper presents first results of a long-tenmgto examine the relationship between
teachers' pay and teaching performance in primadysacondary schools in England and
Wales. Linking pay to performance is not new facteers in England and Wales. It has
existed for school leaders in various forms simeeintroduction of the new pay structure in
1991, and was introduced for classroom teachetstivit 'Threshold' system in 200The
philosophy underlying this system was that pracgdeachers should pass through a special
Threshold Assessment in order to progress fronficitmeer Main Scale to a new Upper Pay
Scale comprising three additional points. Thisasdal on an evaluation of their teaching,
including an element of pupil performance. Beloe hreshold, progress up the Main Scale
was by seniority, whereas further progress alordipper Pay Scale was to be performance
related. The then Education Secretary, Estelle igldnad pressed for the upper scale to be
'tapered’ so that proportionately higher standeset® required for each step. Research
evidence showed that the Threshold system had sonadly positive effects on performance
(Atkinson et al, 2004, 2009, Marsden and Belfi@i@d)7). However, reporting in 2012, the
School Teachers' Pay Review Body (STRB) judgedttiede had disappeared during the
subsequent years. The review body observed thatgin success rates at the Threshold
assessment meant that progression had becomecpligaiutomatic? It recommended a
reinvigorated link between pay and performanceafbclassroom teachers in England and
Wales (STRB, 2012), and greater flexibility for €shold progression.

Introduced in 2013/2014, the new scheme links gadewgression on the Main Pay Scale to
performance, thus replacing progression by segiaitd providing more flexible pay scales
(DfE 2013). It also seeks to reinvigorate the hvikh performance for the Threshold



Assessment and for progression along the UppeSBale. Schools have been given greater
autonomy as to how they determine performancer@itand the methods of assessment. In
addition, they will no longer be bound by scalenp®i national pay fixing being confined to
determining the minimum and maximum salaries fahescale. Although the new scheme
links pay progression to teachers' performanceevevin schools in both England and Wales,

there are some important differences in how it afger between the two countries.

Teachers' performance is assessed by means ofveestmnducted by senior colleagues, who
may themselves be classroom teachers, especiddyge schools. In these performance
reviews, teachers discuss their objectives foctming year, and their performance is
appraised against those of the previous periodelsaw against teachers' standards.
Individual teachers' objectives are meant to beteelto their school's general objectives as
set out in the School Development Plan, and thiesyss designed to link objectives of
individual teachers with those of their school aghale. In theory, the discussion can be two-
way, covering both agreeing objectives and detangiwhat forms of organisational support
will be provided, such as further professional depment. When performance reviews and
the Threshold were introduced, many teachers faasdormulaic targets, based on student
test scores, would be imposed on them, despiteagoelto the contrary from the DfEE
(1999).

General oversight of the appraisal system withithesthool is the responsibility of the
school's governing body to which the head repdite. quality of the performance review
system, both within schools and nationally, is asbject to the scrutiny of the national

school inspectorates, Ofsted in England and Estylales.

The survey was carried out by online questionriaiteachers in England and Wales in late
January-March 2014. Because there is no genenrdijable list of teachers' addresses, the
classroom and head teacher professional assodatifmmmed their members of the study
either by emailing a random sample of their memhlmrby newsletter, or a combination of
the two. The communication was accompanied by a imébrming teachers that all the
professional associations, the national govermssiciation and the Local Government
employers had expressed a strong interest in tivegs results. Respondents were informed
that identities of all teachers and their schoadsid remain strictly confidential. This was
important because the introduction of performamakeld pay progression was the subject of
dispute between some of the teachers' unions anglovernment at the time of the survey.
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Two questionnaires were administered, one to aassiteachers seeking their views on
performance pay, appraisal, and its relationshtp Wieir work and their school management,
and one to school leaders focusing more on manageaspects of the new scheme and how
it would integrate with existing provisions. Thengey attracted over 4000 responses from
classroom teachers and over 200 from school leadievghich about two-thirds were fully

completed. The results presented in this papenrameighted.

Box 1. The Teachers’ pay system up to 2013 and thew implemented in 2013/14

The 2012/13 pay systerin 2012/13 the salaries of classroom teacherswgidad and Wales
followed a system introduced in 2000 and develapett subsequent years according to
which teachers progressed up the Main Scale byiess# increments based on years'
experience until they reached the point for tramsito their Upper Pay Scale. This transition
involved passing a Threshold Assessment basedeantélaching competence, which should
include an element of student performance, althdbhglthen government faced strong
opposition on this point. Progression on the Ugtey Scale is related to performance. When
the 2012 School Teachers’ Review Body (STRB) reghrit observed that the system had
become somewhat bureaucratic and rigid, and itmeoended a reinvigoration of the link
between pay progression and performance both porhetivate teachers and to assist
recruitment by offering better pay prospects todggmduates.

The new schemeéntroduced during 2013/14, and to apply to safapgression decisions in
the summer of 2014, follows the recommendatiornth®{School Teachers’ Pay Review Body
Report 2012, namely:

» Differentiated performance-based progression omiai@ pay scale to enable teachers
to progress at different speeds, with higher rewarttl more rapid progression for the
most able teachers.

» More flexible performance-based progression towiticin the upper pay scale,
assessed against substantially simplified critemabling abolition of the bureaucratic
post threshold standards.

» Local discretion to pay a higher salary to the nsostcessful teachers if a post (akin to
the ‘Advanced Skills Teachers’) is required and tmsanple yet demanding criteria
on leading improvement of teaching skills.

(STRB 2012 Para 4.61)

It also proposes new more flexible criteria forgnession from the Main to the Upper Pay
Scale (to replace the former Threshold system)
» Substantial and sustained achievement of objectamsopriate skills and
competence in all elements of the Teachers’ Stalsdand
* The potential and commitment to undertake profesdiduties which make a wider
contribution (which involves working with adultsgyond their own classroom.
(STRB 2012 Para 4.72)



2. Arguments for and against linking pay to performane in schools

The quality of teaching is widely believed to bmajor factor in the quality of education
received by students. It is also widely believedat thell-trained and highly motivated teachers
are key ingredients of teaching quality (Murphy128, b). Many of those engaged in public
policy, including in many OECD countries, believat pay and performance management for
teachers can make an important contribution pralttie right system can be found (OECD,
2005). This view has been taken in Britain by sasite governments and in several reports
of the School Teachers’ Pay Review Body, for exanpl1999, 2007 and 2012.

Research on performance pay for teachers com@isamber of interrelated strands.
Although each may be logically distinct, many pitambers would regard them as dealing
with different, but complementary, facets of schidel and posing difficult trade-offs for

both classroom teachers and school leaders. T8tesfrand is based largely on research up to
the late 1990s which was broadly sceptical. Murreamte Cohen (1986), concluded that
performance pay had not spread greatly in the @§pite a number of experiments, because
it was not suited to the special nature of teachewsk. Richardson (1999), and Dolton et al
(2003) reached similar conclusions reviewing Bhitewidence. Teaching involves teamwork;
attempts to link pay to student results mecharbyican be divisive, and may encourage
‘teaching to the test’ and grade inflation. Althbuyggay levels are a frequent source of
dissatisfaction among teachers, financial incesta@ not a major source of motivation
(Vaarlem et al. 1992); many teachers have othengit sources of motivation, such as a
sense of achievement. As one head teacher respgdodée present survey wrote in: ‘No one

comes into teaching to get rich' (#174).

For the second strand, more recent work by econsmsiggests that teachers may improve
their teaching in response to financial incenti(fes example: Atkinson et al, 2004, and Lavy,
2004, 2009, Muralidharan et al., 2011, and Podguii3B07). Lazear’s (1996) study showed
that enhanced performance rewards may also cotdribuecruiting high productivity
employees. Lavy’s study additionally explores sarhthe methods by which teachers sought
to respond to the incentives, such as improvedgmgla increased effort, and focussing on
particular groups of students. In this vein, onacheeacher commented that it will ‘enable
schools to give rewards for good performance’ (#48ever, several others commented on
the risks: budgetary restrictions could make idharfund performance pay (#313), and one
warned that 'additional pay does not motivate ¢éoddgree that non-payment risks
demotivation' (#120).



The third strand draws on the management literature takes another angle on the question.
It looks at how the ways in which teachers’ classni@oals are determined and evaluated
affect performance outcomes. Folger and Cropan@0l) argue that employee perceptions
of the fairness of the methods by which goals ate@sd performance evaluated play a critical
role in their effectiveness. If teachers believenagement lacks the competence to undertake
these processes, or is biased in its evaluatibas,the outcome could as easily demotivate
them. Reviewing research on employee appraisaly bed Williams (2004) argue that
employee voice plays an important part in makingl-getting and appraisal effective: top-
down imposition of goals by management, and apgraigainst these is less effective than
involving employees in both the setting and thelbeek. A similar point is made in relation

to goal setting by Locke and Latham (2002): empdsyare more likely to take ownership of
their work goals if they have been involved in treslection, and the goals are also more
likely to be based on better information. One heamimented that the new system was
making teachers take appraisal 'much more seri@mly...] clearer about the improvements

they need to make' (#141), and several commenteldeoneed for fairness and transparency.

The fourth strand relates to the role of professiamfluences on teachers’ work. In
professional occupations, workers' expert knowlaglges them a major advantage over both
the employer and recipients of their services. ghewide scope for self-seeking behaviour,
that is, taking advantage of such knowledge tocedifort and provide a sub-standard
service (Kleiner, 2006). Often this is restraingdobofessional norms learned during training
and by socialisation within the profession. Onaliger hand, professional norms may conflict
with organisational priorities. For example, schiealders may want improved exam success
for their schools whereas teachers may want to ptetheir pupils' intrinsic interest in their
subjects. The process of reconciling organisatiandl professional priorities can be
discussed at employer and union level, but thecatitevel which affects how work priorities
are applied in the classroom needs discussion keetwelividual teachers with school leaders.
Unless individual teachers agree to changes in wodkities, they are hard to enforce. Thus,
the appraisal and goal-setting process includesbkemdent of negotiation, requiring give and
take on both sides (Marsden 2004). One head wfdteegerformance reviews as a
'supportive process' in which it is possible téebeate teachers' achievements and
contribution to our school... [and].. discuss caespirations and for us to plan CPD to help

them achieve their goals' (#22).



A fifth strand relates to the internal organisasibpressures on management to be lenient,
which can be a common problem with performancelzsgd on appraisals by line-managers.
The need for cooperation from their staff in orttebe able to do their own jobs, can
sometimes cause managers to lenient with appragadsto award performance pay on the
basis of seniority. These may be held in checkieyeixternal pressures on schools from
public inspection reports, and from a quasi-mankiermed by public data on school
performance, which families may use when seledoiwols. This gives schools an incentive
to achieve good results and to develop identibegpérticular types of education
(Glennerster, 2002). One may hypothesise thattitierdocal competition from

neighbouring schools, the greater the pressurelooos leadership teams to use goal setting
and appraisal effectively. Nevertheless, as ond bemmmented on the different values in

education and that 'schools' appraisal can't leeBérclays' appraisal system' (#55).

The head teacher comments illustrate the way ichvbach of these theoretical concerns has
a practical echo in the daily lives of schoolstl#¢ same time, the existing system has many
weaknesses. This is reflected in the commentsad teachers concerning how to reward
teachers who are at the top of their respectivespales, where incremental progression runs
out. One head commented that: 'not everyone candoector or manager!" (#48). Others
commented on the unfairness of teachers at theftthyeir scale who appeared to be working
less hard than their more junior colleagues, asponé: 'this is where the perceived

unfairness is in my school and other local schqgil).

This study explores the potential effects of perfance pay by means of a number of
indicators. Some are attitudinal and relate to mitaeeffects on teachers' motivation. The
latter are widely used by researchers in manageamghbrganisational psychology on the
ground that motivation precedes action. Otherge@tawork behaviour, such as the
prioritisation of different tasks in the classrooshate directly to performance, and the use of
non-directed time. All types of effects need tacbasidered because employees' performance
may sometimes improve even without their positivaivation, for example, as a result of

increased management pressure or tougher econonddions.

The provisional results reported in this papertsigiooking at whether teachers believe that
the new system gives them an incentive to sustammprove their performance, thus whether
they agree with the principle, whether they thinwill make pay fairer, and whether they
think their schools can deliver. It then looks @tne of the factors influencing teachers'
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responses, notably how their position on the exgspiay scales affects their perceptions of
the chance of benefiting or of losing out underrtbes scheme. It also considers some of the
arguments about teachers' work orientations, arethven these affect their attitudes to
performance pay, notably whether those with extios intrinsic orientations make them
more or less favourable to financial incentives] bow far their commitment to their schools
and trust in their school leaders affects thestidés. The report then goes on to look at the
appraisal system, as this will be the key link kestw performance and reward. It asks how
well it functions, and also whether appraisal abpgbctive setting, as presently construed,
focus on the activities that teachers believe affecformance, and whether it has had a direct
effect upon their teaching practice. In other wodtsappraisal and objective setting as
currently undertaken provide the basis for an éffedink between performance and reward.
The report then looks at the potential impact afggenance pay on teachers' work priorities,
using how they allocate their non-directed timensein different school activities. The next
step is to examine the responses from school Ieadetably on the risks and opportunities of
performance pay, and about changes in their schopieparation for implementation. The

paper then concludes with an overview of the mssnés at this early stage of the research.

3. Preliminary results on teachers' attitudes to PRP

The main psychological theories of work performasitess the importance of motivation.
For example, Edward Lawlers's 'expectancy theogyles that to be motivated, employees
have to value the rewards, have scope to incréaseperformance by greater effort or skill,
and believe that management is both capable ofifgiery good performance, and will play
fair by doing so. Hence, a natural point to sty asking teachers whether they believe the

new scheme will motivate them.

3.1 Teachers' views on performance pay overall

About 60% of the teachers responding to the suse&y they opposed the principle of linking
pay to performance for teachers (Q1, Table 1).milar percentage disagreed that it provides
proper reward to good teaching (Q2), and nearly 8@4greed that it would result in a fairer
allocation of pay within schools (Q3). These patages are broadly similar to those
recorded at a similar point before the first outesrof the Threshold system in 2000.
Previous research by the Centre for Economic Redoce (CEP) also showed that the
teaching profession was more sceptical about tialslity of performance related pay to
their work than other groups of public employeesstien and French 1998).
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Associated with this general scepticism about perémce pay in principle are negative views
about its value as an incentive and whether scleamdeliver. Few thought it would give an
incentive to improve the quality of their teachi(@p), and encourage them to remain in
teaching (Q6). There was also scepticism that itldrenake them take their performance
reviews more seriously (Q4). Many thought thatrittividual focus would conflict with
team-working (Q7), and many thought their schoolsl@ not afford to pay for improved
performance (Q8), and feared that school leadetddugse it to reward their favourites (Q9).
The percentages show a similar pattern to thatgilieg at the same point before the
Threshold was introduced in 2000.

The last two questions in Table 1 relate to teaivegws concerning teacher performance:
that good teaching does make a difference to gedents' achievements (Q11), and more
importantly, that there is significant variationteaching effectiveness among experienced
teachers in their schools (Q12). This shows thapitie their scepticism about paying for
performance, respondents recognise that thereearéifferences in teacher performance.

These percentages are also comparable with thasd fa 2000.

These attitudes reflect a particular point in tired in its follow-up work on the Threshold
system in 2001 and 2004, the CEP researchers thabdome of the initial hostility did
moderate as the new system settled in, and tealbbeasne more familiar with its operation.
Teachers' initial fears that the Threshold and uppg scale performance would be assessed
in a formulaic way did not materialise in most salspand in a growing proportion of schools,
appraisal and objective setting appeared to devetopan effective dialogue. On the other
hand, it has been argued that the very high rdtesazess at the Threshold assessment
allayed teachers' initial fears of failure. Nevetdss, some replies give concern. The initial
concerns in 2000 about affordability were met by meoney to pay for the numbers passing
the Threshold and progressing on the new UppeiSeale® At the present time, there is very
little extra money for performance pay so teacheay fear that either they will not get any
performance pay, or that it will be funded by rédisiting money within schools' current pay
bills. Such fears could underlie the replies alfauburitism, which at first sight might seem
surprising given that the appraisal system, on wperformance pay progression will be
based, has now been in operation for almost 15sy@&ae next section explores some of the
differences among teachers that might underliectipagterns. It starts with their position on
the pay scales, and then considers their work @fi@m and questions of workplace

atmosphere in terms of commitment and trust indead
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Table 1. Teachers' views about linking pay to perfamance in schools

Linking pay progression to performance:
Fairness and recognition

1 | Itis a good principle. 2014
2000
2 | It means that good teaching is properly rewarded. 014z
2000
3 | It will result in a fairer allocation of pay. 201
2000
Incentives and retention
4 It V\_/iII make me take the objectives of my perfamoe review more 2014
seriously.
2000
5 | ltwill .give me a real incentive to improve/sustthe quality of my 2014
teaching.
2000
6 It makes it more attractive for me to remain a beac 2014
2000
Perceptions of delivery
7 | Thelink is problematic because it is hard tateethe work done in 2014
schools to individual performance.
2000
8 | Even if my performance is good enough, | doubtyfschool can
afford to reward me with a pay rise. 2014
2000
9 | Leaders will use performance pay to reward theio@aites. 2014
2000
Pupil performance and effective teaching
10 It is.good that individual teachers' pay shdalde some account of 2014
pupil performance.
2000
11 Teachers WhO do their jobs well make a reaédiffice to their 2014
pupils' learning.
2000
12 | There is significant variation in teaching effeeness among
experienced teachers in my school. 2014
2000

Notes: response to questions: in 2000, ¢ 4,200jraR@14, c. 2,950, excluding missing cases. Y&&02

Disagreeeutial

59.7
63.6
64.3
53.7
79.3
73.1

57.1
48.4
73.8

80.0
82.9
54.4

4.7
4.4
8.3

4.4
10.4
15.7

55.8
57.1
15
0.8
18.3
24.5

16.8
11.9
14.0
20.7
12.4
15.3

20.7
28.7
18.5

8.4
121
23.0

8.4
5.6
18.9

9.2
20.0
29.3

21.6

17.4
7.1
1.7
27.0
16.5

Agree

23.5
24.5
21.6
25.6
8.3
115

22.2
22.9
7.6

11.6
5.0
22.5

87.0
90.0
72.8

86.5
69.6
55.1

22.6

25.5
91.5
97.4
54.8
59.0

responses were weighted by sample fractions byostiroe; 2014, overall random sample of individtegchers.

3.2 Attitudes to performance pay and position on the tachers' pay scales

Teachers' positions on their respective pay s@afleeence the opportunities and risks they

experience with the new scheme. Those at the baifdhe Main Scale may have an

opportunity to progress more rapidly than in thetpand the new provisions designed to

simplify Threshold assessment may influence thiens, either making it appear easier, or

more difficult depending on how the changes ardemgnted in their schools. Those on the

Upper Pay Scale, where progression has been penaeyrelated for many years, might be

13



expected to be more relaxed about the new schenfigct, both groups of teachers are quite
negative about performance pay, although Main Sealehers appear moderately less so
about all the questions on linking pay to perforoea(see Table 2). Upper Pay Scale teachers
are more negative about the questions on fairnessesognition, and more pessimistic on
delivery, except for possible favouritism where diféerence between teachers on either scale
is small and not statistically significant. Uppera teachers are also a bit more negative
about its effect on incentives and retention thamr\Ecale teachers.

Table 2 Teachers' views about linking pay to perfanance in schools: Main Scale
compared with Upper Pay Scale teachers.

Linking pay progression to performance: Disagreeeutial  Agree
Fairness and recognition
1 . L Main *kkk
C
It is a good principle. Scale 53.9 18.6) 27.49
Upper 63.2 159 2092
Scale
2 . . Main Fkkk
It means that good teaching is properly rewarded. Scale 78.2 12.8 9.02
Upper  g10 118 7.22
Scale
3 . . . . Main Fokkk
It will result in a fairer allocation of pay. Scale 78.2 12.8 9.02
Upper  g10 118 7.22
Scale
Incentives and retention
1 1 1 i *kkk
4 1t WI|| make me t_ake the objectives of my perfame Main 506 211 2829
review more seriously. Scale
Upper 600  20.6 19.44
Scale
1 1 1 1 1 1 i *kkk
5 1t WI!| give me a rea_1| incentive to improve/stistthe Main 68.4 206 10.98
quality of my teaching. Scale
Upper 76.8 176  5.65
Scale
6 . . . Main Fokokk
It makes it more attractive for me to remain a bheac Scale 82.6 12.0 5.35
Upper  g40 117 428
Scale
Perceptions on delivery
7 | The link is problematic because it is hard tatethe Main *x
' o 55 8.9 85.62
work done in schools to individual performance. Scale
Upper 3.7 7.9 88.46
Scale
1 1 ¥ i *kk%k
8 | Even if my performance is good e_nough, I o_Ioutrnyf Main 113 205 68.17
school can afford to reward me with a pay rise. Scale
Upper 71 18.0 74.94
Scale
9 Leade_rs will use performance pay to reward their Main 10.6 19.4 6997 ns
favourites. Scale
Upper 91 196 71.26
Scale

Notes: N=2691-2695; significance levels: at 1%,**2% *** 5% ** 10% *, ns difference between mastale
and UPS not significant at 10%. Significance lewalkkulated on the original five-scale questions.

14



According to the School Workforce Census, in 2AB26 of teachers were at the top of the
old Main Scale (point M6), and a further 29% at tihye of the Upper Scale (UP3). For the
latter group in particular, there is limited scdpefurther progression, and some might fear
that they could lose out in the new flexibilitysohool pay awards. To take a closer look at
how teachers' views change between different poimtheir salary scale an index based on
the questions in Table 2 was computed (Figure dgtd¥ analysis was used to combine the
answers to the nine questions and compute an iidesw 'motivational' and how 'divisive'
teachers considered the link between their payrpesipn and performance. Figure 1 shows
that negative views on divisiveness peak on UppaleSpoint U3, whereas positive views on
the motivational aspects of linking pay progressmperformance peak for teachers on Main
Scale point M5, and plunge at M6. The dotted liste®v the margin of statistical error for

each index.

Thus, a possible factor behind the greater pessirafdJPS teachers may be that so many of
them are at the top of their scale, and feel thaseHittle to gain from performance pay. Pay
insecurity may also have risen for this group beeapart of the new package on performance
pay is to remove the guarantee that teachers amgsghools will retain their previous salary
level. In addition, the substitution of a scalehamiaximum and minimum points, but no
intervening scale points, also raises the possititiat the pay of teachers on the higher UPS
points may grow more slowly than the average feirtechools, depending on how
performance pay is implemented. As will be seeer]atuch fears may be unfounded, in the
short-run at least, in view of the cautious apphoaicschools to the new pay arrangements

(Section 9 below).

Among teachers on the Main Scale, those on M6 i 2Gould have been due to pass their
Threshold Assessment in 2013/14 under the old geraents. They will have seen the
change of rules, and mooted tightening up of theddrds for passing, combined with
increased competition for progression from teachar®wer points on the Main Scale. They
would therefore feel doubly uncertain about theagpects. With so many teachers on M6
and UPS3, there is a large group facing uncertaamtgt a fear of losing out with the new

scheme's implementation.
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Figure 1 Teachers' views on motivation and divisiveess of linking pay progression to
appraisal
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Notes: The indexes of whether PRP is motivationaligisive are based on a factor analysis usingjtiestions
in Table 2. Factor analysis produces an index wiosan is zero, and for which about two-thirds spanses
fall within plus or minus 1. The dotted lines shthe margin of statistical error such that thera %% chance
that the true figure lies outside the range betwberupper and lower 95% lines. The wide margiarodr for
motivation and divisiveness for salary points M1-k8ects the greater variation among the answgrs b
teachers on these points and their smaller sanypibers.

3.3 Teachers' work orientations and performance pay: itrinsic and extrinsic

motivations

An important distinction made in the literatureremward systems and motivation is between
levels of payhat are needed to recruit and retain employewsh@w rewards are paith

order to incentivise performance (Fernie and M&td&199). It is possible that although many
are attracted to teaching by non-pay factors, tag they are paid is can nevertheless be a
source of dissatisfaction, and this could be as®of general scepticism about the merits of
performance pay in schools. When asked to idetitdythree most important factors that
attracted them to teaching, listed in Table 3, &b%d the sense of achievement from their
work among the top three. Turning to their curdemels of satisfaction, 68% said they were
satisfied with their sense of achievement (TablegBt hand panel). In contrast, 74% cited
their current workload as one of the three top sesiof dissatisfaction with teaching, and
only 9% were satisfied with their workload. Thetnigegree of satisfaction teachers derive
from the scope for achievement in their jobs hanlmbserved in previous studies (see

Varlaam et al 1992, and in previous CEP studi€hp kids' as a source of satisfaction was
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one of the most frequently written-in replies ie gurvey. In common with these studies,
although pay is not high on the list of factorsaatting teachers to the job, only 24% cite it as
an attraction, nearly 40% of the respondents egpredissatisfaction over pay.

Table 3 Teachers views on attractiveness of teaclgand on current satisfaction

What makes teaching attractive to  What is your current level of
you? satisfaction?
% citing among| % citing among
top 3 top 3 Dissatisfied| Neutral | Satisfied
sources of sources of
X . . . % % %
attractiveness | dissatisfaction
of teaching with teaching

The sense of achievement you get 86.2 8.3 18.8 13.0 68.3
from your work
The scope for using your own 54.5 15.5 24.8 164| 588
initiative
Your job security 36.8 25.6 31.3 24.1 44.6
The opportunity to develop your 31.1 18.0 36.2 249 388
skills in your job
The amount of influence you have 244 387 43.4 218 348
over your job
The amount of pay you receive 24.1 23.2 39.6 26.4 34.0
The training you receive 11.8 31.5 42.1 261 319
Your current workload 5.5 74.3 78.2 12.9 9.0

Attractiveness to teaching: In terms of what atsgou to teaching, what are the three most imposaurces of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction for you? (Q2.2ijrént satisfaction: 'How satisfied are you withk tbllowing
aspects of your job?' (Q2.1).

Attractiveness question: percentage citing a pagicop 3 item out of respondents citing any ifarfisted in
Q2_2, n=3377). Current satisfaction: row percerga@a=3458-3464).

Although most teachers emphasise the intrinsic résvaf helping their students develop, an
important minority emphasise the extrinsic, materal financial rewards. Comparing these
two groups enables one to explore the link betvgerh orientations and attitudes to
performance pay. The features that made teachiregtte were simplified into two broad
categories: whether they focused on intrinsic aspafcteaching, namely a sense of
achievement, influence and initiative, or whethneytfocused on extrinsic aspects, notably
pay, job security and work load. Teachers who diieléast two of the three intrinsic aspects
among the three requested were classified as hawimgfrinsic orientation, and those who
cited at least two of the three extrinsic ones vedaissified as extrinsic. The others were

classified as 'in between'.

In fact, answers to several of the general questtiout performance pay for teachers were

not significantly different between the intrinsiechextrinsic groups: they were small enough
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Table 4 Teachers' views on linking pay to performaoce depending on whether they are
attracted to teaching by intrinsic or extrinsic fadors (row percentages)

Disagree Hard to say Agree Sig
It makes it more attractive for me to remain a heac
Intrinsic 81.9 12.5 5.6 *xx
In between 85.9 10.5 3.7
Extrinsic 81.7 13.3 5.0

It will give me a real incentive to improve/sust#ire quality of my teaching.

Intrinsic 73.8 18.7 7.5 ns
In between 75.5 17.9 6.6
Extrinsic 71.2 19.0 9.8

Leaders will use performance pay to reward theiofgites.

Intrinsic 10.6 22.1 67.3 *x
In between 9.2 17.8 73.0
Extrinsic 10.3 16.4 73.3

It is good that individual teachers' pay shouldetame account of pupil performance

Intrinsic 56.9 19.5 23.7 ok
In between 55.3 24.4 20.3
Extrinsic 53.4 24.6 22.1

| share many of the values of my organisation

Intrinsic 9.0 12.7 78.3 bl
In between 16.0 16.5 67.5
Extrinsic 12.0 13.7 74.4

Teachers who do their jobs well make a real diffeesto their pupils' learning.

Intrinsic 1.1 5.8 93.1 Fkkk
In between 2.0 8.9 89.1
Extrinsic 1.9 8.0 90.1

There is significant variation in teaching effeetiess among experienced teachers in my school

Intrinsic 20.5 26.6 52.9 kkk
In between 15.8 29.5 54.8
Extrinsic 15.2 24.5 60.4

N: 2921-3075. Significance: **** 1%, ** 5%, ns, nstgnificant at 10%. (note significance based dhfife-
point response scale).

to have come about by chance. Table 4 focusesase tinat were significantly different.
Even though some of the differences are quite simialthe whole, teachers in the 'intrinsic
group' were more likely to think that performanes pnakes it more attractive to remain a
teacher, and were more sympathetic to considenrgeament of pupil performance in
performance pay. They were also more likely to slilae values of their schools, and to
believe that good teachers make a difference. Hewdlvey were also more likely to be
concerned about favouritism in awarding performagreg Teachers in the 'extrinsic group'
were more likely to think performance pay givesthan incentive to improve their teaching
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quality. An interesting difference between the yvoups can be found in attitudes to
differences in teaching effectiveness: teachetarextrinsic group were more likely to
believe there are such differences in their schools

3.4 School atmosphere: commitment to the school, andust in its leaders
The social environment and teachers' feelings oigogart of a group to which they feel

committed may also affect views on performance fiag.sometimes argued that use of
financial incentives can 'crowd out' more pro-sbgipes of motivation (eg Osterloh and Frey,
2000). Those who undertake many parts of theitf@tthe good of the' school as an
organisation or as a community, may feel that¢bisflicts with the assumptions of incentive
pay, that emphasise both the economic side ofxbleamge, and the contractual authority of
managers rather than employees using their disaréti contribute to a successful school.
The most recent evidence comparing teachers whigr @iccupational groups in Britain is
provided by the Workplace Employment Relations SyfWWERS) for 2011. This asked a
sample of teachers how they felt about the orgtarsghey worked for: whether they felt
proud to work there, if they shared its values,tdiely feel loyal, and did they use their own
initiative a lot to carry out tasks that went begi@nstrict definition of their jobs. In other
words, did they feel a sense of commitment to tbieganisation? The WERS results show
that many employees across the economy feel copthtittthe organisations they work for,
but teachers did so to a greater degree than tieesotAccording to WERS 2011, 81% of
teachers felt proud of their school, and 87% shasadhlues and felt loyal to it (Table 5). As

a result, if we follow the theory of commitmentethregularly used their initiative for the

good of their organisation (84%). The same questwere asked in the LSE teachers' survey,
and they also show high levels of commitment anteaghers, and where similar questions
were asked in 2000, they confirmed the picture. Quezle is the lower level of commitment
among the LSE survey's respondents. It may bddbhlhgs of commitment have declined
since 2011, or that asking the same questionsicdhtext of a contested pay system elicits
different answers. It is also possible that teazindro were more opposed to performance pay

felt more motivated to complete the questionnaire.
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Table 5 Commitment to schools by teachers.

| Disagree Neutral |  Agree
I am proud to tell people who | work for
Teachers 2014 12.3 21.6 66.1
Teachers 2000 10.7 215 67.8
WERS 2011 teachers 5.3 141 80.6
WERS 2011 all employees (excl teachers) 9.3 23.2 67.6
| share many of the values of my organisation
Teachers 2014 114 14.1 74.6
WERS 2011 teachers 3.9 8.9 87.2
WERS 2011 all employees (excl teachers) 7.9 27.7 64.4
| feel loyal to my organisation
Teachers 2014 12.9 15.3 71.8
WERS 2011 teachers 4.8 8.1 87.0
WERS 2011 all employees (excl teachers) 7.9 17.5 74.6
Using my own initiative | carry out tasks that arenot required as part of my job
Teachers 2014* 3.5 28.0 68.5
WERS 2011 teachers 3.8 124 83.9
WERS 2011 all employees (excl teachers) 9.1 20.4 70.5

Notes: * Teachers 2014 classified responses oativg as ‘never’, 'sometimes' 'quite often’
and 'very often'. 'Sometimes' was classified astfak and quite and very often as 'agree'.

Many of the written-in comments as well as somtheftheories reviewed at the start indicate
a link between feelings of commitment to the schasoé collectivity, trust in management to
be fair, and judgements about whether performaagaglikely to be divisive or a positive
factor in the school. To look as this associatiombore detail, indexes were calculated of
commitment, using the questions in Table 5: thasteachers' perceptions of trust and fair
dealing by the school's management, and thoseeoimthbetween pay and performance in
schools. For a simple cross-tabulation, respondeets then divided according to whether
their responses were above or below the medianoftbpttom 50%) in terms of commitment,
trust and whether they thought performance payuigi(Table 6). Thus, among teachers
who were highly committed, 68% had high trust ieitlschool's leadership, and only 47%
considered performance pay to be divisive. Likewtisese who trusted their school's

leadership were less likely to think that perforcapay will be divisive.

The quality of the objective setting process igwfthe weak link in performance pay systems.
If it is done badly, employees often feel that $lgstem is unfair and arbitrary. A first cut at
this question was made by taking the more objecjuestions on teachers' latest objective
setting meeting, and computing a similar indexhtuse above (see Table 7 below). These

guestions were chosen in preference to the mogeudntal ones on this process because
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they are least likely to be coloured by teacheesvs on commitment, trust, and performance
pay. The questions selected include whether speaatifectives had been set, they related to
the School Development Plan, they included measafrpapil progress, whether how they
would be monitored was clear, and whether the medg@at knew how they would be linked to
pay progression. The results shown in Table 6 dingethe importance of the review system
in schools. Teachers who experience good objestttéeng procedures are less likely to
consider performance pay divisive (45:55%), andeiely to feel committed to their
schools (56:43%), and to trust their schools' lestdp (59:41%). This association bears out
the idea that objective setting and appraisal plagry important part in building a good
ethos in schools, and can be the weak link in iticersystems based on peer and
management evaluation. However, it does not estabhusation. For example, it is possible
that tense relations in schools make it very diffito conduct an effective appraisal and

objective setting system.

Table 6 Teachers' judgements about whether performace pay is divisive, commitment
and trust in school leadershif} (row percentages)

Trust in school leaders

Good objective setting procedures Low High

Top 50% 40.7 59.3 100
Commitment to school

Good objective setting procedures Low High

Top 50% 44.3 55.7 100

v

Performance pay will be divisive

Good objective setting procedures Low High

Top 50% 54.9 45.1 100

Commitment to school Low High T

Top 50% 53.1 46.9 100

Trust in school leaders Low High

Top 50% 58.4 41.6 100
Trust in school leaders

Commitment to school Low High T

Top 50% 32.0 68.0 100

N: commitment: 2841 and trust: 2774. Each of tliekes is based on factor analysis of survey questand
the 'Low' and 'High' values correspond to thosewelr above the median. Commitment questions afable
5, objective setting in Table 7, and performancg pae footnote 3. 'Top 50%' indicates that thettess whose
answers were the 50% most positive (least negativehe questions.
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4. Appraisal and objective setting

As in any system of appraisal-based pay, objesttng and appraisal provide the key link
between teachers' work and pay progression. Thigsdooks first at the conduct of
objective setting and appraisal as experience@dshters. It then looks at teachers' and
appraisers' views on the outcomes of appraisal: lemnit changed teachers' classroom
practice, and whether it addresses the factorbiéeadelieve underlie differences in teaching

effectiveness.

4.1 The conduct of appraisal and objective-setting
When pay is linked to performance appraisals, atearly very important that the appraisal

process works well. One possible reason for teatheepticism about performance pay is
that they lack confidence in the appraisal procet&ther it is taken seriously by their school
leaders, whether they have a chance to establiahtivby consider to be realistic and relevant

goals, and whether it will be fairly operated.

Nearly all respondents (88%) reported having hadkgective setting meeting for 2013/14 by
the time of the survey, and in nearly every cdsesé set objectives for the coming year
(Table 7). Allowing for those changing schools, &mdpossible implementation delays, this
suggests that the procedures for performance reaiewperating at least in formal terms.
However, in the experience of respondents, thetgualthe process appears to be more
variable. On the positive side, objectives arercied specific, and they relate to wider
objectives of the school, teachers mostly felt thag the opportunity to discuss their
objectives and knew how they will be reviewed. Ahdy included indicators of pupil
progress. On the negative side, a majority of teectvere less certain about whether their
objectives focused on matters within their contwdigther they were fair and reasonable, and
whether they had much influence over the objectohesen. A good deal of research on
performance appraisals (Locke and Latham, 2002 |&yast al 1998) suggests that employee
influence on the selection of objectives can beebelal because it means that the objectives
chosen are better informed, and that employeesare likely to take ownership of them. A
separate cross-tabulation of questions in TableWws that teachers who felt they had no
influence over their objectives were more likelyctmsider them unfair. Finally, if a
performance pay system is to motivate, then employeed to know how their performance
will translate into pay progression. The last quesin Table 7 suggests that a great many
teachers are uncertain on this score, althougmthischange as the new system becomes

established.
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Table 7 Teachers' views about their own objectiveesting meeting for 2013/14

(Row percentages)

No To some Yes,
extent | definitely

Did the meeting establish specific objectives far turrent school year? 1.1 19.2 79.7
Did they relate to the wider objectives in the siheg., as in the School

4.5 26.5 69.0
Improvement Plan or department or team plans?
Did you understand how they will be monitored aedewed? 9.2 38.9 51.9
Did you have the opportunity to discuss them wibhiryhead or team 12.4 327 549
leader?
Did they include indicators of pupil progress? 4.6 13.3 82.2
Were they focused on matters over which you hasecticontrol? 16.1 64.1 19.8
Do you consider them to be fair and reasonable? 123 57.3 19.6
Could you influence which objectives were chosen? 7.12 50.8 22.1
Do you know how they will be related to your papgression? 42.2 29.8 28.0

Notes: Number of responses: 2722-2730 out of 280 neported having had

4.2 Effects of appraisal on classroom practice

Turning to the outcomes from appraisals, teachere wsked whether appraisal had led

directly to changes in different aspects of thlassroom practice, including such items as
classroom management, instructional practices, |lmgnstudent discipline, and focusing on
improving student test scores. If appraisal isitprove performance, then one would expect
it to work through concrete changes in such prasti©ne of the key findings of Lavy's (2009)
study was to trace a path from the incentive schiarhes sample of Israeli schools through
classroom practices to student performance. Thefligractices in Table 8 is close to that
used in the OECD's TALIS international study of@als to enable future comparisons
(OECD, 2010). The great majority of teachers reggbdither no change or a small change,
suggesting that objective setting and appraisahatevidely used to address these questions,
or if they are, the effect is relatively smallidtpossible that pre-Threshold teachers would
benefit more from such advice than experiencedhtacsuch as those on the Upper Pay
Scale. However, a first test cross-tabulating ed¢he practices in Table 8 with whether or
not a teacher was on the Upper Pay Scale showszl\ilege no statistically significant
differences.
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Table 8 Teachers' views on how appraisal and objage setting at their school has
changed various aspects of their teaching.
(Row percentages)

No A small A moderate | Alarge Not
change change change change applicable

Your classroom management practices| 46.4 22.3 18.9 8.4 4.0
Your kn(_)wledge and u_nder_standmg of 65.6 145 112 48 3.9
your main area or subject field
_Your kn_owledge a_nd u_nderstandmg of 583 18.6 13.7 4.4 50
instructional practices in your area
_Your development or training plan to 49 7 242 15.7 6.1 49
improve your teaching
Your handllng of student discipline and 733 11.9 6.9 33 46
behaviour problems
Your.teachmg of students with special 65.3 16.1 8.9 4.4 59
learning needs
You_r teaching students in a multiculture 76.7 57 33 12 13.1
setting
The emphasis you place on improving 29.2 15.2 19.7 30.9 50
student test scores in your teaching

Notes: Question: Has the process of appraisal bjgttive setting at this school directly led tojmrolved,
changes in any of the following aspects of youctézg? Number of responses: 3124-3136.

4.3 Does appraisal address the factors underlying diffences in teaching effectiveness

A second test of how effective a link appraisal abgbctive setting could establish between
pay and performance is to consider how appraisabkdeith the reasons attributed to
variations in teaching effectiveness (Table 1 QP2pviding support to less effective teachers
is one way in which schools can raise their ovgratformance. The results of the current
survey are shown in Table 9 for both classroomleeatl teachers. They are broadly similar
between the two groups and for 2000 and 2014. Tdia difference is that classroom
teachers place more emphasis on workload diffiestt his may be because head teachers
have a more synoptic view of the link between waoeakl and effectiveness than classroom
teachers especially in large schools. Another ptes$actor is the current level of concern
among teachers about workloads (see Table 3 above).

As in 2000, differences in teaching skills andha ability to motivate their pupils are among
the most important reasons, and so one might thiakimproved professional development
would be the most suitable remedy. The ability wtiwate pupils in most cases would seem
also to be a skill that can be learned. Moralerantlvation are often somewhat diffuse issues
that need to be explored in order to find remedisss often the case with workload problems.

Thus, these would seem to be issues for which éiahmcentives may have an indirect effect,
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but the appraisal and objective setting meetingsldveeem necessary in order to give them

focus.

Table 9 Reasons given for differences in teachindfectiveness among experienced
teachers in their schoolcolumn percentages)

Classroom teachers Head teachers
Main reason = Second reason Main reason = Main reason Main reason

2014 2014 2000 2014 2000
leferences in teaching 244 18.8 235 50 a4
skills
Differences in motivation 28.7 288 315 19 2
and morale
Differences in age 2.1 5.1 1.4 1 1
lefere_nces in the ability 99 16.6 213 18 18
to motivate pupils
Difficult workload 32.8 25.3 12.8 5 6
Other 2.2 - 5.9 7 7
Multiple reasons 3.6
N 2853 2644 3055 95 260

Source: 2000 and 2014 surveys

To explore the issues addressed by appraisalsigective setting, head teachers and
classroom teachers and who had carried out apfzaisae asked how appraisal had
addressed a number of issues, including thosedeatiought related to teaching
effectiveness (Table 10). Both groups think thaf/tbontribute to teaching effectiveness by
means of professional development, imparting apgrdocus on work priorities, and relating

them to those of their school. Both groups alsagjnb that the reviews provide an

Table 10 Appraiser and head teacher views on how ppaisal has helped in their school

APPRAISERS (Classroom Head Teachers

teachers)

No Hzigiyto Yes No Hzr;jyto Yes
Appraisals help:
More systematic focus on work priorities 26.2 22| 51.2 7.7 21.2 71.2
Opportunity to discuss poor performance 23.4 20 56.6 18.8 20.0 64.7
Address problems of teacher morale or
motivatiolr31 S 20.6 24.2 45.4 23.7 30.9
Identify and resolve difficult workload issues 65.5 16.4 18.1 Na
Teachers with difficulty motivating students 48.1 27.1 24.8 47.7 31.1 21.2
With professional development needs na 15.1 17.0 68.0
With difficult workloads Na 46.4 33.1 20.5

Notes: respondents: Classroom teachers 944, Haeldets: 170

opportunity to discuss issues related to poor perémce, and help identify teachers
professional development needs. In contrast, npst#sers thought that reviews did not help

them to address problems of teacher motivationnamicle, difficulty to motivate students,
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and workload. It is perhaps a reflection of thiattbnly one fifth thought reviews represented

good value for money in terms of the time investethem.

In summary, while the appraisal process appeas twell on the elements specified in
regulations, it appears to do less well, accortlinggachers, on the supportive elements, and
according to appraisers, it appears to provide bmged help in tackling some of the sources
of less effective teaching. It also appeared toesawodestly on stimulating changes in
classroom practices that might lead to improvedhieay, with the notable exception of a

greater emphasis on improving students' test scores

5. Work priorities and teachers' use of non-directed lours

One of the aims of appraisal and objective settiagked up by performance pay, is to
facilitate alignment of teachers' classroom obyagiwith those of their schools. Clearly, no
school relies exclusively on appraisal to achidwng, tand there are many other occasions
when teachers and team leaders work together @ctolgs, but the justification of appraisal
related pay progression is that it should supstrocess. Such discussions are particularly
important in occupations where employees are relph to exercise a good deal of
discretion in their jobs, as this relies on agrpedrities. One notable area of work discretion
in schools concerns teachers' non-directed hotness&8relate to non-timetabled activities
which are a required part of a teacher's job, @awhbse time allocation depends on a teacher's
discretion it will reflect their work priorities.fus, an increased emphasis on student results
might lead teachers to allocate more of their @igonary time to lesson preparation, whereas
if the emphasis were on subject knowledge or iesitvoal techniques they might allocate
more time to professional development. To explbre question more fully, we shall need to
await the findings of the second wave of this sfuadter performance pay has been fully
introduced. Nevertheless, preliminary results ftbenfirst wave illustrate the potential for

change in teachers' working time allocation.

Among respondents, the median full-time teachekewi18 hours a week of non-directed

time. This was spread across a number of actiyitsgying from lesson preparation through
to individual professional development (Table M/)th some allowance for answers based
on memory, it is clear that more than half of narected time is used for lesson preparation
and student feedback, followed by administratioth mreetings, as indeed it was in the 2000

survey. These are averages for all teachers, &nd #ne variations: for example more
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experienced teachers need to do less preparatibthdy also spend more time on leadership

activities.

Respondents were asked to select the two mainne#égoundertaking these activities (Table
12). Giving a high quality of education is promih@mong the replies in both 2014 and 2000,
especially for lesson preparation and seeing psuamd pupils. This is consistent with the
large numbers reporting that the sense of achientaral other intrinsic aspects of their work
attracted them to teaching. Signs of work presatgealso apparent: 'getting the work done'
for preparation and administrative activities. Tehalso appears to be a subtle change from
2000 in terms of management direction becoming maweninent for meetings,
administration and professional development in 28dmpared with benefiting the school
and quality of education in 2000. In 2000, the perfance review system was in the process
of being set up, and so did not figure among tlheoas for use of non-directed time.
However, in 2014, meeting objectives of the perfamge review had become the most
important reason cited for individual professiodalelopment, displacing the more diffuse

and less directed idea of 'quality of education’.

Table 11. Distribution of non-directed time acrosglifferent activities.

Percent of non- % non-directed

Non-directed activity directed time 2014 time 2000

Lesson preparation and marking (including repoiting, pupil

0

records, etc) 54.8% 54
General administrative tasks (e.g organising resmjrgeneral record-

i . 16.2% 14
keeping, photocopying)
School/staff management meetings, managementtadieitc
. X 2 11.1% 11
(including appraising staff)
Seeing parents and pupils outside class time ¢e.gdditional help

. . 7.7% 10

with work, guidance)
Involvement in school clubs, sports, orchestras etc 5.1% 5
Individual & professional development activitiesg@rofessional

. . . : . 5.1% 5
reading, courses, conferences, and being trainbding appraised)
Total % 100 100
Hours (non-directed time) 18.4 17
N 2989 3939

Notes: Data for 2000 from Marsden (2000: TableP&rcentages of hours computed on the basis obtale t
hours teachers reported for each activity. Totaldivected hours as reported in the survey retand,relate to
the most recent full teaching week at the timehefdurvey. Total hours based on full-time teacheescentages
of time use for full and part-time teachers.
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Table 12 Most important reasons for undertaking seadcted activities outside directed
hours

2014 2000
Main reason Second reason Main reason Secondreaso
Lesson preparation| Quality of education| Get the work done | Quality of
etc. (50%) (22%) education Get the work done
General Get the work done | Management Get the work Benefit the school
administrative tasks (47%) pressure (12%) done
School/staff Activities occur
Management Management .
management ressure (32%) after school hours ressure Benefit the school
meetings etc P (25%) P
. o Quality of education
Seellng parents and Activities occur after| Quality of education Activities oceur & don't want to let
pupils outside class after school
: school hours (23%) | (20%) down colleagues &
time hours
students
Involvement in Activities occur after Benefit of my school Activities occur Benefit of my school
(19%) & enjoy the | after school ;
school clubs etc school hours (22%) & enjoy the work
work (18%) hours
Ind|V|du_aI Meet the objectives | Activities occur . o
professional Quality of Activities occur after
of my performance | after school hours .
development ; education school hours
L review (17%) (14%)
activities
Other

Notes: 2000 data from Marsden (2000 Table 3).

The potential effect of performance managemeneanhers' work priorities can be illustrated
by the introduction of the Threshold in 2000 on heachers allocated their time between
different activities, and notably towards lessoagaration. In 2000, it concentrated the 'prize’
for good performance at the top of the old Mainl&c@oint 9% With the 2000 reforms,
teachers approaching the Threshold had the prospaabving onto the new Upper Pay Scale.
The results of both the CEP study (Marsden andd3&)f2007), and that of Atkinson et al.
(2007), using different methodologies, suggestatlttie Threshold did have an impact on
teachers' work and contributed to improved testlte$or their students. Atkinson et al
emphasised the incentives for individual teachkg#xe for the Threshold, whereas Marsden
and Belfield highlighted more general improvementsoordinating teachers' and school
goals through performance review. These are notatiytexclusive, and the impact can be
seen in increased allocation of non-directed tionkesson preparation, that is activities that
were likely to be most beneficial for passing theéshold. At the time, there was much

discussion of including measures pupil progregsaaisof the assessment.

Figure 2 shows that in the run-up to Point 9, whnosst teachers could apply for the
Threshold, there was a moderate increase of abmaé percentage points to 55.5% of non-
directed time. Because many teachers also heldmsgplity points, the second series shows
the percentage of preparation time by scale poicluding responsibility points, and so gives

an approximation to what were then called 'expeggoints’ of which there were nii&@his
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series may also include the effect of points awdufde other types of duties, and it is possible
too that some respondents misreported their regpbtyspoints. Nevertheless, with some
allowance for potential inaccuracies, both serfesisthat teaching preparation time
increased in the run-up to Threshold eligibility2®00. A separate analysis of total non-
directed hours by scale point for both series shoevequivalent increase between points 8
and 9, so one may conclude that the extra timeefson preparation was diverted from other
activities. Teachers were changing their work [itis in response to the Threshdld.

The 2012 School Teachers' Pay Review Body tookithe that any performance link for the
Threshold and indeed of Upper Pay Scale progres$sdrbeen lost during the subsequent
decade. Figure 3 shows the distribution of nonetir@ time between different activities by
scale point in 2014. Although the new provisionstf@ Threshold give schools greater
flexibility as to its timing for individual Main Sade teachers, evidence in Section 7 below
suggests that many schools' are starting cautipsslthat widespread use of early Threshold
assessment seems unlikely. Therefore, one migle &gvected to see a similar peak in 2014
to that in 2000, which is not apparent in Figur@®is may be a result of the considerable
uncertainty at the time of the survey about howrtbéw system will operate, as many teachers
did not know how their appraisal would relate ty fsee Table 7, last line). Nevertheless,
there was also a great deal of uncertainty in 208ut future operation. The chart may also

reflect the STRB's view that the performance Imkdachers' pay progression has faded.
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Figure 2 Non-directed time (%) on lesson preparatio etc. by salary scale point: 2000.

60%
55% —A
P!
~ -~ g- MRS 'EL ~ -
~ . R . b "El\
50% o’ >
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- -0- = hrsprep % experience pts
45%
40%
35%
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Salary scale points 2000

Notes: weighted sample, for wave 1, 2000.

Figure 3 Non-directed time (%) spent on different ativities, by salary scale point: 2014.
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Apart from the decline in preparation time as teasiprogress up the scale, which may be
linked to increasing experience, there is an irsgdgroportion of time spent on coordinating
activities (meetings), and which include appraiséle other notable point is the gradual
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increase in the share of time devoted to continygoofessional development (CPD), once
teachers have passed their induction stage at pdinThis is displayed in more detail in
Figure 4. A question to be explored later in tleisearch is how far this reflects an emphasis
on CPD in appraisals and objective setting: patheforganisational support offered to

teachers to help them achieve agreed objectivestioned earlier.

Figure 4 Percent of non-directed time spent on CPRctivities by salary scale point
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6. Overview and interrelationships
So far, a number of facets of performance pay gptagsal have been examined separately.

This section seeks to provide a first view of sah#he interrelationships. It also provides an
opportunity to see how work pressure, which emesged major source of dissatisfaction in
Table 3, might colour some of the interrelationstyetween pay, appraisal, and the work
environment. For example, it was mentioned thhbslks may find it difficult to run a good
appraisal system in a tense work environment. Migtkloads could be one factor, reflecting
an imbalance between the pressures on some s@rabtbeir resources. Their effect is
explored using the number of non-directed hourskeamas their reporting is unlikely to be
biased by views on appraisal and performance pey Work pressure would make the
environment for objective setting and appraisdiaift, and so could underlie the earlier
observation of a link between appraisal qualitynoatment, and views on performance pay
(Table 6 above).

31



To explore this relationship, the same questioasiaed as in Table 8 on the experience of
performance reviews. They were combined in an iradé¢kese two dimensions using factor
analysis: whether key procedures were followedtaowl supportive they were. The
responses were divided into those above and bélewnedian: comparing the top 50% and
bottom 50% of appraisals in terms of appraisal @doces and supportiveness. The same
procedure was used earlier for commitment andnisitimotivation. Position on the teachers'
pay spine was included because that has alreadydeea to influence attitudes to
performance pay. Gender is included because onlat exgect women teachers to experience
greater pressure from family commitments than thmgile counterparts, and so find
performance pay more challenging. Finally, workafigpve median non-directed hours is
taken as an indicator of work pressure, and abadian percentage of time on CPD
activities could be seen as a measure of orgamnsdtsupport provided by schools. A logit
regression using all these variables was carri¢doocshow how they relate to the probability
of teachers judging PRP either motivational orglix@. The coefficients in the top row show
that experiencing the best 50% of appraisal proeedis associated with a 5% increase the
likelihood that teachers will be more favourabld’®P, and a 10% reduction in the likelihood
that they will find it divisive. The 50% of teaclsemost committed to their schools are 7%
more likely to judge PRP to be motivational, and &%s likely to judge it divisive.

Turning to the current pay scales, teachers otJpiper Pay Scale appear to be the most
sceptical of any motivational benefits of PRP dmase most convinced of its divisiveness:
20% less likely to judge it motivational, and 13%nelikely to judge it divisive. Despite the
competing pressures on women teachers' time, fhy@yaa more favourable to PRP than men.
In the present very limited analysis, the typedbfa®l does not seem to make much

difference, whether primary or secondary, and wéretin not an academy.

Finally, the 50% of teachers working the most noealed hours are 8% less likely to judge
PRP motivational and 5% more likely to considetivisive. In a similar regression, in the
lower panel of Table 13, teachers working aboveiaredon-directed hours were 10% less
likely to find objective setting and appraisal sagjve. A similar result, not shown in the
Table, was found when using the question on teattiesatisfaction with their current

workloads.
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Table 13 Factors associated with more positive mettional, and more negative divisive

views of performance pay for teachergfull-time only).

More favourable Signific- PRP is divisive Signific-
to PRP ance ance
Good objective setting 0.053 - 0.106 _—
procedures
Commitment to school 0.070 Fkckk -0.043 *
Intrinsic motivation 0.025 - -0.015 -
Upper Pay Scale -0.203 Fkkk 0.127 Fokk
Main Pay Scale 0.110 * 0.057 -
Unqualified Teacher 0.027 ) 0.190 )
Scale
Female 0.142 ok -0.048 *
Primary school -0.006 - -0.033 -
A_bove median non- 0.076 _— 0.053 -
directed hours
i 0,
Above median % CPD 0.057 - -0.016 )
hours
N 1863 1883
Pseudo R2 0.0348 0.0193

Good objective setting

Supportive objective setting

procedures procedures
Upper Pay Scale 0.002 - -0.108 *
Main Pay Scale -0.123 * -0.056 -
Female 0.025 - -0.013 -
Primary school 0.064 rkk -0.014 -
Above median non- 0.028 ) -0.100 _—
directed hours

i 0,
ﬁbove median % CPD 0.044 . 0071 _—
ours

N 1942 1948
Pseudo R2 0.0129 0.0129

Logit regressions, marginal effects. All judgemértaiables coded 1: >median for sample, 0 <= nredtall-
time only. Significance levels: 1% **** 204 *** 504* 10% *, based on robust standard errors.

7. School Leaders' views on performance pay in theirchools

One of the aims of the head teacher survey wasdotit how schools are adapting to the

new pay system. The low number of responses (étfif)tmeans that the results cannot be

treated as representative, but they do cover arahdifferent schools, and so present a good

deal of interest. They divide 56:44 between primang secondary schools, and 41% were

local authority maintained and 18% were academies.

School leaders were asked some of the same quessahose put to classroom teachers

about the link between pay and performance (Tabjelh many respects, they expressed

similar misgivings to classroom teachers, althotngly were somewhat more positive about

performance pay. It was also possible to compaerefor some questions with those posed
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before implementation of the Threshold system idQR@&Ithough schools have run appraisals
for nearly 15 years, and had performance progredsiathe Threshold and the Upper Pay
Spine, in principle, many of the misgivings expegss 2000 remain: in particular concerns
about effects on teamwork and tensions with thdse @o not receive performance
increments. With caution because of the small sapighders are a little more positive about
the link with pay reinforcing the review procesat bhare of 'disagrees’ and 'hard to says' also

reveal a wide scepticism among many of them.

Turning to the review process, adding the link via#ly progression changes the stakes for
both parties in the review process. When bad apglreatings and poorly conducted meetings
have potential consequences for their pay, emptogezmore likely to challenge the result.
To avoid this situation, management may tightemhepprocess, to ensure that appraisers
prepare well for review meetings, that they havedgmformation, and that they conduct the
process fairly. School leaders play a pivotal ioléhe appraisal and objective setting process:
in the sample, 84% either did appraisals themsalvesoderated appraisals done by other
colleagues. They are therefore the 'expert witrg2ésetheir schools. They were asked
whether they had introduced any changes to theodts objective setting and appraisal
reviews, and if so, why, and what they were. Justeun half had done so, and of these, 80%
were in preparation for the link with pay. Thoseonttad not made changes reported that they
thought their system was already sufficiently rabAsnong the changes made, the most
commonly cited were steps to ensure greater cemsig(82%), to improve the identification
and support for weak performance (77%), and bbitties with school-wide objectives (71%).
Other common changes were greater use of botpasstrates and classroom observation, as
well as greater involvement of senior leaders ijedive setting and appraisals. Many heads
also gave written-in examples, and their varietiegia flavour of the concrete measures

adopted within schools.

School leaders' answers on the weight given tewfft types of evidence used in appraisals
highlights the primary emphasis on classroom olagenv (75% answered 'a great deal’), and
on pupil test scores (50% 'a great deal'). Howdhere was also emphasis, albeit less, on
other factors such as examples of lesson plangyations, contributions to teamwork, and

continuous professional development.
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Table 14 School leaders' views about linking pay tperformance in schools
(row percentages)

Linking pay progression to performance: Disagreeeutral  Agree, N
Fairness and recognition
1 | Itis a good principle. 20144  25.54 17.2 57.3 157
2000 52.1 12.5 35.1
2 | It means that good teaching is properly rewarded. 0142 - - -
2000 35.7 20.1 41.8
3 | It will result in a fairer allocation of pay. 2014 419 22.6 348 155

2000 40.3 28.9 28.8
Incentives and retention

4 It will make everyone take the performance revieare

. 2014 26.0 11.0 63.0 154
seriously.

2000 25.9 17.6 55.2
5 | It will help schools motivate teachers who are &tiog' 2014 29.7 32.3 38.1 155
2000 - - -

2014 30.3 25.8 439 155
2000 36.2 27.3 36.6

6 | It will give teachers greater incentive to focuspupil
attainments

Perceptions on delivery
7 | The link is problematic because it is hard tatesthe work

done in schools to individual performance. 2014 28.4 12.3 >9.4 15

2000 10.6 11.6 77.3
2014 38.1 23.9 38.1 155
2000 30.9 19.7 58.0
2014 135 37.4 49.1 155
2000 7.9 15.7 76.7

8 | It can do little to raise performance becausehess already
work as hard as they possible can.

9 | It will cause jealousies among teachers whoegst pay
progression than other teachers in their school.

Pupil performance and effective teaching
10 | Itis good that individual teachers' pay shdalkk some

) 2014 14.3 12.3 73.3 154
account of pupil performance.

2000 46.3 16.7 36.7
11 Teachers who do their jobs well make a reaédiffice to

. o . 2014 0.6 0.0 99.4 176
their pupils' learning.
2000 0.4 0.5 90.1
12 = There is significant variation in teaching effeeness among 2014 116 45 539 178

experienced teachers in my school.
2000 42.6 11.5 45.3

The new system gives schools a greater margireetibm as to how they link pay
progression and appraisal. During interviews wahiaus stakeholders, the author was told
that schools were likely to be cautious in thet fjsar. Given the annual cycle of performance
review in most schools, pay for achieving objediuethe current year is arguably the
simplest adaptation, and that would explain why bbthe respondents cited this option
(Table 15). However, given budgetary pressurestlamdimited number of points on the
former pay scale, one can understand why some kchvoolld look at sustained performance

over several years.
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The CEP's earlier work on performance pay in thmiaistrative public services revealed a
widespread perception among employees that thosaedeived performance payments
were either more able or more adept at negoti@asy objectives (Marsden and French,
1998). Either way, there was a perception thatgoerdnce pay would always go to the same
group of employees. The questionnaire thereforedgskhether schools anticipated using a
more sophisticated approach, for example, linkiag o exceeding objectives, to achieving
more challenging objectives, particular workloamsto making greater progress towards
some objectives than others. In this small sanifppéeems that for the moment schools are

proceeding cautiously.

Table 15 How schools propose to link pay progressido performance: (row percentages)

Pay progression for performance:

. sustained in

in the over current

No (4) %Léiﬁ'z(g SEVERAL | year N
onl YEARS AND
y (6) only | sustained

Pay for achieving objectives 21.3 51.6 20.0 7.1 155
Pay for exceeding objectives only 80.9 9.6 8.8 0.7 136
Greater pay for more challenging objectives 74.1 12.2 13.0 0.7 139
Pa_y fqr above average progress towards their 50.4 36.7 93 36 139
objectives even if some are missed
Pay for exceptional workloads (e.g, piloting a
new reform, covering for a long-term sick 59.7 31.6 6.5 2.2 139
colleague)
Other 85.2 3.7 3.7 7.4 27

Q6.1 How will your school link teachers' pay praggien to performance appraisal for the current aicyear?
N=155.

As for the manner of the link with pay, 90% of schieaders answered that their schools
would continue to award whole points based on dneér scale, and just under 85% planned
to award increases on the same basis on the MditharUpper Pay Scales. In difficult
budgetary times, one might expect schools to waatard a larger number of fractional
points, and about one sixth of schools were plaptordo this. Finally, again given budgetary
pressures, the survey asked whether schools wigeldflallowed by pay regulations, to
award one-off, non-consolidated, increases for gxaeal performance, and about half
replied that they would.

8. Conclusions

The results reported here are for the first wava pllanned multi-year study of performance

related pay progression for teachers in Englandvélakgs, and this analysis needs to be
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completed by linking the replies to additional daleut schools from other sources.

Therefore, any conclusions must be provisional.

One of the head teacher respondents (#120) exprdsséear that the motivational effect of
performance pay could be outweighed by the riskdeafotivation on non-payment. There is
prima facie evidence among the teachers' replastiiose at the top of the old Main Scale
and the Upper Pay Scale may be experiencing jisstAh areas of potential demotivation
can be seen in the drop in positive judgementstdiiking pay to performance among those
on the old point M6 who would, a year ago, havenbaigible for Threshold Assessment
under the old rules (Figure 1). Likewise, anothateptial area of loss of motivation can be

seen in the increase in perceived divisiveness grttmse at the top of the Upper Pay Scale.

One of the big puzzles about performance manageimechools in England and Wales is
what happened to the scheme introduced in 2000.r€&grch found evidence of a gradual
but progressive improvement in objective settind appraisal between 2000 and 2004, and
that where this occurred, there was some eviddratesthool exam performance had also
improved relative to other schools (Marsden andi&@d| 2007). Finer grain research by
Atkinson et al (2009) found that teachers who vetigible for the Threshold improved the
test performance of their students. Evidence showinis paper, also suggests that teachers at
the Threshold in 2000 had increased the sharesofribn-directed time towards lesson
preparation. Yet, when the 2012 STRB reportedqulat find little evidence of any effective
link with performance. The distribution of non-dited time reported in 2014, albeit with
caveats, appears to show no clear sign that newctda time is being reallocated towards
lesson preparation at any of the crucial pointddachers' career advancement, notably the
Threshold. As in 2000, teachers' judgements albeuiriotivating and divisive aspects of
performance pay appear remarkably similar to tld2000. Many of the same concerns
remain about possible damage to team-working, piatdavouritism, and even more this
time, lack of money to fund performance incremeBtith classroom and head teachers
pointed out that increased performance in schamds dot bring increased revenue to pay for
it, which means that schools have either to makehters who perform well wait their turn for
pay progression, or they have to find the monemnfother sources, with some higher paid
older teachers fearing this could be at their egpeAs the study progresses, it may find that
schools use the new flexibility over pay in constive ways that avoid this dilemma. For
example, some head teacher respondents mentionetkeest in one-off, non-consolidated

payments.
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The initial effect of the Threshold in 2000 alswitas other interpretations. At the time, it was
often seen as a form of performance related payit luas also a gateway to a higher status in
schools, a form of promotion. Its initial inteng stressed in a number of government papers
at the time was to increase the scope for teatbeénsprove their rewards while remaining in
the classroom rather than taking on manageriatt@rauties. Thus, one could interpret the
extra time devoted to lesson preparation amongetkbgible for the Threshold in 2000 as
preparing for promotion instead of responding tdgrenance pay. One head teacher
respondent mentioned self-determination theory@sde to understanding motivation in
schools (#34). The difference between promotionertbrmance pay is that whereas the
former is chosen by employees, the latter is aftggpsed upon them.

Another feature of the period in 2000 was thatheag pay had fallen behind, and many
schools faced serious problems of recruitment atehtion. Then, teachers on Point 9 were
earning less than average white collar pay. Thedrwold pay rise would change this, and so
many schools were faced with a dilemma: did theglément the assessment as it was
intended by the then government; or did they gei tieachers fill in the forms and to do what
was necessary to apply for the extra money. UdfMacancies trump considerations about
performance. The findings of the earlier CEP stsulygest that many schools only began to

look at performance more seriously once retentexhlieen dealt with.

The status quo on rewards for teachers is not.itldrly 30% of teachers are bunched at the
top of the Upper Pay Scale with no scope for furffegy progression, with or without
performance, and a further 15% are bunched abfheftthe old Main Scale (see Appendix).
For many of those at the top of the Upper Scal@psigéy progression ceased several years
ago, and there is the possibility that some ofdhatisthe top of the old Main Scale will remain
there. This creates a potentially difficult sitwatin which a large percentage of teachers will
not benefit from the new system, but it is also famevhich schools can use it neither as an
incentive nor as a reward. The STRB judged thaptr®rmance element in pay progression
had been lost since 2000, but did not comment onthik had occurred. One risk with the
current imbalance of eligibility is that it will eate an environment in which it is difficult to
establish a link between appraisal and pay prognesand this may imprint on how the new
scheme will operate in the future. How this is tesd may depend on how schools use their
new flexibility over pay to redesign, somethingsthésearch hopes to explore in more detail

in the future.
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On a more positive side, this survey's results ssigdpat the practice of performance reviews
and objective setting has taken root, and condelitiaver time. Although the survey so far
has highlighted some of its limitations, the resuit Table 7 show that many teachers
experience a reasonable degree of peer suppodialodue over their work objectives and
how they relate to those of their schools. It wias aotable that when schools offer support,
such as time for CPD, teachers are likely to redpoore positively about appraisal and

performance pay progression.

Objective setting and appraisal are less catchypdisehan pay for performance. However,
given the complexity of teachers' work and the l@fgob discretion they enjoy, it seems
unlikely that any simple formulaic approach to pemiance and pay will work. This means
that for the foreseeable future, any link to paly depend upon the review process, how it is
used to link teachers' individual work prioriti@sthose of their schools, and how it can be
used to foster a dialogue between teachers analdelaolers so that objectives are well-
informed and felt to be fair. This process can talleee without pay being linked to it. Indeed,
if the STRB was correct about the link betweengenaince and pay progression fading, the
consolidation of appraisal over the years sincéZi@gests that the two policies can be
considered independently. The link with pay may enp&ople take them more seriously, but
as with all policies, one has to consider the bienef alternatives. In a previous project, the
LSE researchers interviewed the Human Resourcetnmeof two similar NHS hospital
trusts. One used a hospital-wide bonus, and ther dgtidividual performance payThe first
believed strongly that linking pay to appraisal Webecontaminate appraisals. The second
believed equally strongly that the link with paysaeeeded to make line managers take

appraisal seriously.
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10. Endnotes

! There had been a long period of performance foosicteachers in England and Wales between 1863 and
1890, when it was abandoned (Nelson, 1987, Jaldé8)2Dam grateful to Peter Dolton for this infortioa.

% This view is challenged on the ground that scheadlers will only propose colleagues for the Thosiif they
believe they have a good chance of success. Thiswas put to the STRB, but there is no easy weagssess
how far this changes the situation.

% On passing the Threshold, teachers would gairD@@pay increase combined with the scope for farthe
progression on the then new Upper Pay Scale.

* The trust questions were Q9.4 in the questionrairecomprise four questions about school lea@as:they
be relied upon to keep their promises (1), Are tsiagere in attempting to understand classroonhtratviews
(2), Do they understand about staff having to megponsibilities outside work (3), and Treat staiifly (4).
The PRP questions were from Q7.1, and compriséslaligood principle (1), It means that good teaglis
properly rewarded (2), It will result in a fairdiazation of pay (3), It makes it more attractive fme to remain a
teacher (4), The size of payments is too smallagemme want to work harder to get them (5), It eéluse
resentment among teachers who feel they performbwedo not receive an award (6), It will haveeftect on
the quality of my work because it is already atdppropriate standard (7), It will give me a reentive to
improve/sustain the quality of my teaching (8)will make me take the objectives of my performaredew
more seriously (9), Even if my performance is geadugh, | doubt if my school can afford to reware with a
pay rise (10), The link is problematic becauss hard to relate the work done in schools to imtlis
performance (11), Leaders will use performancetpagward their favourites (12), It is good thaliindual
teachers' pay should take some account of pudibeance (13), For all that is said about improviegching
quality, the new pay system is simply a devicedbrgore work done (14). In case these results affeeted by

42



PRP divisiveness questions being too closely rélat¢hose on trust, the same analysis was dong osily
those that asked positive questions about thewittk pay. The results were the same to within oc@etage
point.

> Up until 2000, advancement by experience poinis at Point 9, and further advancement depended
taking on additional responsibilities, responsipipoints, and on points awarded for other quadifian or job
demands. Up to 2000, the teachers' scale incluagegh&ience points, 5 for responsibility, 3 forrrétnent and
retention, and for excellence, and 2 for qualifimas and for SEN (STRB 1999, Table 13).

® In fact, the great majority of responsibility ptirwere awarded to teachers who already had niperiexce
points.

" By use of regression it is possible to look atftheres in Figure 2 while controlling for otherctars, and in
2000, notably school effects. These regressionfiroted that points 8 and 9 were indeed associatddhigher
percentages of time assigned to preparation, andssthat they were statistically significantly @ifént from
other points on the scale.

8 At this stage of the research it not possibleaip\sith any certainty whether such pressure relatésdividual
teachers or their schools as a whole.

® Marsden and French, (1998).
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11. Appendix 1: Survey methods and sample characterists

The survey was carried out electronically, usin@l@ix, a secure method designed for ease of use
and protection of respondent data. Contact witbhess inviting them to complete the survey was
made by email by the teachers' professional assmtsato a sample of their members, and to most
head teachers by newsletter from their associatidoaming them of the link. All communications
stressed the value of the survey, and that idestdf respondents and their schools would remain
strictly confidential. They survey went live aetend of January 2014, and closed three months
later. It was timed to take place before teacharsladvknow the results of their first appraisals

under the new system.

The contents of the questionnaires were discusgdive professional associations and at
meetings with their members. They were also disaliggth the National Governors' Association,
and the Local Government Association which represkacal authority employers, and with the
Department for Education in London. At all timesyas stressed that the project is independent

academic research, but results would be discusigbdhe stakeholder organisations.

Where possible, respondents' gender, age, salalg/gaint and type of school are compared below
with equivalent data from the School Workforce Genfor 2012 (England).

https://www.qgov.uk/government/publications/schodariforce-in-england-november-2012

The survey response was higher in secondary thannrary schools, and higher among older

teachers on higher salary scale points, and eslyemmmong those on the Upper Pay Spine.
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Classroom teachers: demographic characteristics

Gender % School Years a teacher %

work-

force

census

2012 (%)
Female 71.1 75 Less than 1 year 2.1
Male 28.9 25 1-2 years 3.4
Total % 100 100 3-4 years 7.3
N 2876 5-9 years 22.8
Employment status 10-19 years 35.5
20 or more years 28.9
Full-time 81.8 76 Total % 100
Part-time 18.2 24 N 2876
Total % 100 100
N 2875
Age % Years at the %
present school

Under 25 years 2.4 6 Less than 1 year 11.
25-29 10.0 18 1-2 years 11.4
30-34 12.7 17 3-4 years 15.0
35-39 13.3 14 5-9 years 28.8
40-44 15.7 13 10 or more years 33.8
45-49 16.0 11 Total % 100
50-54 15.1 10 N 2873
55-59 11.4 9
60 and above 3.4 2
Total % 100 100
N (complete replies) 2883
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Pay spine Survey School
2014 workforce
% census
2012 (%)
Leadership scale 4.2 -
Upper Pay Scale 65.5 49.8
Main Pay Scale 28.8 41.2
Unqualified Teachers Scale 0.5 -
Other 0.9 9.0
Total % 100 100
N 2865
Salary Scale Point %
uQT 0.53
M1 2.47 7
M2 2.64 6
M3 4.02 6
M4 3.56 5
M5 4.09 5
M6 12.29 15
Ul 11.55 15
u2 11.38 11
U3 36.03 29
u>3 7.19
L1-2 0.42
L3-5 0.85
L>5 2.99
Total 100.00 100
N 2839
School type and status
Survey 2014 School workforce
census 2012
School type Classroom teachers School leader$ rotaegeachers|
% % %
Primary 37.7 55.6 48.7
Secondary 53.8 43.5 47.7
Sixth Form College 3.0 0.8 -
Special School 5.5 - 3.6
Total 100.0 100 100
2332 124

School status

Classroom teachers

School leaders

ssrétam teachers

%

%

Local Authority 16.0 41.2 70.5*

Maintained

Academy 68.1 18.5 26.6

Other 15.9 40.3 2.9

Total 100.0 100 100
1284 119

*Note many schools became academies after 2012: Noh-response was higher for the questions
about teachers' schools.
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12. Appendix 2: teachers' questionnaire and summary ofesults

Appendix: LSE Teachers survey questionnaire and sumary of replies

Note: Replies received by 19.5.2104, unweightealsot

Q2.1 How satisfied are you with the following aspeof your job?

Very . - - Very
Dissatisfied Dlssg)'Sf'ed Ne(g;[ral Sa?[ls)fled Satisfied | Total % N
(1) (%)

The sense of achievement
you get from your work 4.6 14.2 13.0 50.4 17.9 100 3464
(1)
The scope for using your 58 19.0 16.4 44.7 14.1 100 3458
own initiative (2)
The amount of influence 12.9 30.5 21.8 29.6 5.2 100 3462
you have over your job (3
(Th)e training you receive 12.9 29.2 26.1 26.6 5.3 100 3463
4 ) ) . ) )
The opportunity to develop —,, , 25.8 24.9 31.8 7.0 100 3460
your skills in your job (5) ' ' ' ' '
The amount of pay you 10.4 29.2 26.4 30.6 3.4 100 3460
receive (6)
Your job security (7) 10.9 20.4 24.1 36.3 8.3 100 463
Your current workload (8) 44.9 33.3 12.9 8.3 0.7 010 3463

Q2.2 In terms of what attracts you to teaching, viteae the three most important sources of satisfaotand

dissatisfaction for you?

SATIS- DISSATIS-
FACTION | FACTION N
(1) % 2)

clicked % clicked
The sense of achievement you get from your work (1) 92.7 8.9 3140
The scope for using your own initiative (2) 79.1 22 2325
The amount of influence you have over your job (3)  39.2 62.4 2098
The training you receive (4) 27.3 73.0 1458
The opportunity to develop your skills in your j(§) 64.1 371 1640
The amount of pay you receive (6) 38.3 63.2 2129
Your job security (7) 59.7 415 2080
Your current workload (8) 7.0 94.0 2667
Other (9) (write in) 27.8 73.5 1004

Note: % based on 1 and 0 not including -99s

Written-in responses (689 replies)
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Q3.1 | should like to ask you about the objectiveet in your performance review for the current satigyear.

Because arrangements differ between England andsMalease say where your school is located:

O England (1) 3091
O Wales (2) 243
O Skipped 85
O Missing 1003
O Total 4422
Q3.2 | should like to ask you about the objectiveet in your performance review for the current satig/ear:
Not
Yes (1) No (2) | applicable| Total % N
3
Have_ you already had an objective setting 843 11.4 43 100 3326
meeting for the current school year? (1)
Q3.3 Please tell me about the objectives estabtisiteyour review meeting:
To some Yes,
No (1) extent defin- Total % N
2) itely (3)
Did the meeting establish specific objectives for 11 19.2 79.7 100 2732
the current school year? (1)
Were they focused on matters over which you have 16.1 64.1 19.8 100 2729
direct control? (2)
Did they relate to the wider objectives in the
school, eg., as in the School Improvement Plan pr 4.5 26.5 69.0 100 2730
department or team plans? (3)
. H -t)
(D4|;j they take account of your professional needs? 35.5 453 19.2 100 2799
Did they include indicators of pupil progress? (5 4.6 13.3 82.2 100 2728
Did you_understand how they will be monitored 92 38.9 519 100 2796
and reviewed? (6)
Did you have the opportunity to discuss them with 12.4 327 549 100 2798
your head or team leader? (7)
Could you influence which objectives were 271 50.8 291 100 2798
chosen? (8)
Are you in a position to achieve them? (9) 12.3 267. 20.5 100 2728
(Dl%)you consider them to be fair and reasonable? 231 573 19.6 100 2792
Do you know how they will be related to your pay 422 290.8 28.0 100 2793

progression? (11)

Q3.4 How many objectives were recorded?

1t03(1) 73.7
4t05(2) 21.3
More than 5 (3) 4.9
Total % 100
N 2699
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Q3.5 Are your objectives very similar to those #012/13? Please answer 'not applicable' if for exgle you only

joined your current school this year.

Are your objectives very similar to those for
2012/13? (1)

Yes (1)

46.2

No (2)

42.3

Not
applicable

©)
115

Total %

100

2715

If No Is Selected

Q3.6 If they are different, would you like to givan example?

795 written-in replies

Q4.1 Could you please tell me about the feedbaak seeived on your past year&#39;s work at your fsgmance

review? Please answer 'not applicable' if for expha you only joined your current school this year.

Not
Yes (1) No (2) | applic- | Total % n

able (3)
Did you recelYe feedback from your appraiser on 618 233 14.9 100 3979
your last year's performance? (2)
If Yes Is Selected
Q4.2 Did this feedback:

To some Yes,
- 0
No (1) extent (2) definitely | Total % N

3
Give clear reasons for the assessment? (1) 13\9 9 46. 39.2 100 1990
Help you identify areas for your further 329 438 233 100 1995
professional development? (2)
Refer to evidence that you have met the
objectives agreed in your previous performarce 10.1 36.5 53.4 100 1989
review? (3)
Refer to _ewdence based on classroom 16.3 319 518 100 1991
observation? (4)
Include a recommendation on pay, if you arejon
the Upper Pay Scale? (5) 72.3 8.6 19.1 100 1896
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Q4.3 Please tell me how supportive you found yoeicent appraisal and objective setting meetings

Disagree| . Agree
strongly Dls(gggree '::;d(;()) A?‘{)e € strongly | Total % N
(1) (%)

They enable me to discuss
how my own work priorities 12.3 23.5 23.4 35.2 5.6 100 1953
fit with those of my school (1
They make school leaders
better informed about the 25.2 35.9 20.5 15.8 3.6 100 1952
demands of my job (2)
| was able to discuss what |
want to achieve in my job 17.8 27.1 16.5 32.2 6.5 100 1951
with school leaders (3)
| could have a frank and open
discussion about how to 15.8 25.1 18.4 32.7 8.1 100 1950
improve/ sustain my
performance (4)
The discussions make more
confident to try out new ideas 23.1 34.8 23.3 15.4 3.5 100 1952

in my teaching (5)

Q4.4 Has the process of appraisal and objectivéisgtat this school directly led to, or involvedhanges in any of

the following aspects of your teaching?

Your classroom
management practices (1)

Your knowledge and
understanding of your main
area or subject field (2)

Your knowledge and
understanding of
instructional practices in
your area (3)

Your development or
training plan to improve
your teaching (4)

Your teaching of students
with special learning needs

(5)
Your handling of student

discipline and behaviour
problems (6)

Your teaching students in a
multicultural setting (7)

The emphasis you place on
improving student test
scores in your teaching (8)

No
change

1)

46.4

65.6

58.3

49.7

65.3

73.3

76.7

29.2

A small
change

)

22.3

14.5

18.6

24.2

16.1

11.9

5.7

15.2

A
moderat
e change

®3)
18.9

11.2

13.7

15.7

8.9

6.9

3.3

19.7

A large
change

(4)

8.4

4.8

4.4

6.1

4.4

3.3

1.2

30.9

Not
applicab
le (5)

4.0

3.9

5.0

4.2

5.2

4.6

13.1

5.0

Total %

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

3134

3131

3124

3136

3135

3136

3132

3134




Q4.5 In the last three years, have you tried anywieleas that have helped you teach better? (exeigdiational

initiatives)
Yes (1) No (2) Total %
Have you tried any new ideas? (1) 93.0 7.0 100 3120
If this was the result of your own or a group inétive, would you like to give an example?
906 written-in answers
Q4.6 Were these new ideas something that you urats«t
Aizifila%ir\?;p As the As the
Yourself, with a resultofa | result of
at your small manageme| discussion
own nt proposal ata Other (5) Total % N
s number of
initiative? our or perform-
(1) coI)I/eagues decision? ance
iew?
2 3) 2) review? (4)
Please
select the
most 47.7 23.4 21.1 3.4 4.4 100 2879
appropriate
description
1)
Q5.1 | should like to ask your views about perfornee among teachers in your school
sDtIrSoargI?/e Disagree | Hard to | Agree ':t?(r)izly Total N
2 say (3 4 %
Teachers who do their jobs well make g , , 1.0 7.1 35.1 56.4 100| 3092
real difference to their pupils' learning (1)
There is significant variation in teaching
effectiveness among experienced teachessl 15.1 27.0 35.7 19.1 100 3084
in my school. (2)
If you answered ‘agree’ or 'agree strongly' to tpe€5.1, please answer Q5.2;
Q5.2 In your school, what do you believe are thetmost common causes?
Some teachers
Differences in Differences in Ability to have a very
levels of motivation or Differences | motivate difficult Other | Total N
teaching skills in age (3) | their pupils workload / (6) %
morale (2)
(2) 4) group of
students (5)
Most
common 24.4 28.7 2.1 9.9 32.8 2.2 100 2853
cause (1)
Second
most 18.8 28.9 5.1 16.6 25.3 54 100 2644
common
cause (2)
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Q6.1 In your most recent full week of teaching, apgimately how many hours did you spend working siate
directed hours such as in the evenings, before sisbool day and at weekends?

Non-directed hours Mean Standard N
deviation
Full-time 19.5 9.7 2341
Part-time 14.2 7.3 504
All 18.5 9.6 2845
Q6.2 If this was NOT a typical week, did you work:
More hours than Less hours than Total % N
usual (1) usual (2)
Did you work:? (1) 37.2% 62.8% 100 999
Hours Hours
Average hours: FT 21.0 17.4
Average hours PT 14.5 13.2

Q6.3 Considering the two most recent school weekluding holidays and INSET days), roughly how mahours
per week have you spent on each of the followingi\dties outside directed hours such as in the ewgys. before the
school day and at weekends?

Please answer to the nearest whole hour (1)
Lesson preparation and marking (including report
b . 54.8%
writing, pupil records, etc) (1)
Seeing parents and pupils outside class time ¢e.g f 7 794
additional help with work, guidance) (2) 70
Involvement in school clubs, sports, orchestras(8lc 5.1%
School/staff management meetings, management 11.1%
activities etc (including appraising staff) (4) 7P
General administrative tasks (e.g organising resssyr
i i 16.2%
general record-keeping, photocopying) (5)
Individual & professional development activitiesge
professional reading, courses, conferences, amg) bei 5.1%
trained or being appraised) (6)
Total % 100
Hours (non-directed time) 18.4
N 2989
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Q6.4 What was the most important reason for undditey these activities outside directed hours? Them-down
menus list some common reasons why teachers wodhdwurs. Please select the one that best descryoes

position:
(Activities appear in the columns, and the reagonsndertaking them, in the rows: column perceetlg
Seeing
parents School/staff Individual
Lesson and Involvement General .
. . . management . . professional
preparation | pupils in school . administrative devel t
etc. (1) outside | clubs etc (3) meetings etc tasks (5) evelopmen
(4) activities (6)
class
time (2)
- | wanted to get
the work done 21.9 4.2 1.0 4.1 46.9 7.1
@)
- | felt under
pressure from 9.1 8.4 13.9 31.8 11.8 8.1
management (2)
- To meet the
objectives of my 1.6 2.4 3.5 5.6 1.6 16.8
performance
review (3)
- Itis the only
way to give high | 5 4 20.3 6.5 2.1 18.1 12.9
quality education
to my pupils (4)
- | had taken on
extra
responsibilities 0.3 0.7 1.0 2.2 0.6 1.2
because | need
the money (5)
- | enjoy the 0.8 23 18.3 0.1 0.3 13.5
work (6)
- I do it for the
benefit of my 1.1 12.8 18.8 14.2 3.7 7.0
school (7)
- I don't want to
let down my 10.5 17.5 5.6 5.0 7.2 3.1
colleagues or my
pupils (8)
- The activities
are available
only outside 3.1 22.6 21.5 24.7 6.3 14.1
formal school
hours (9)
Other (10) 15 8.7 9.9 10.3 3.5 16.2
N 2939 2359 1726 2533 2772 1913
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Q7.1 |1 should like to ask your views about linkingay progression to the performance review:

Neither
Strongly : Agree
Disagree Dls(z;?ree nor Agree (4) f trrggg(lg) T(())/tal N
(1) Disagree 9 0
3)
Itis a good principle (1) 34.4 25.3 16.8 21.2 2.3| 100 | 2949
It means that good teaching is properly 318 326 14.0 18.9 27 100 2949
rewarded (2)
It will result in a fairer allocation of 116 377 12.4 70 13 100 2941
pay (3)
It makes it more attractive for me to 53.0 29.9 121 3.7 13 100 2943
remain a teacher (4)
The size of payments is too small to
make me want to work harder to get 5.2 9.4 43.2 26.5 15.7 100 2942
them (5)
It will cause resentment among
teachers who feel they perform well 3.7 2.0 4.5 37.8 52.0 100 2948
but do not receive an award (6)
It will have no effect on the quality of
my work because it is already at the 2.8 4.3 18.8 38.3 35.8 100 2950
appropriate standard (7)
It will give me a real incentive to
improve/sustain the quality of my 42.7 31.1 18.4 6.5 1.2 100 2947
teaching (8)
It will make me take the objectives of
my performance review more seriously 29.8 27.3 20.7 18.0 4.2 10( 2945
9)
Even if my performance is good
enough, | doubt if my school can afford 2.6 5.6 18.9 32.3 40.5 100 2950
to reward me with a pay rise (10)
The link is problematic because it is
hard to relate the work done in schools 1.9 2.7 8.4 32.1 54.9 100 2945
to individual performance (11)
Leaders will use performance pay to |, 7 7.7 20.0 31.8 379 | 100 2938
reward their favourites (12)
It is good that individual teachers' pay
should take some account of pupil 27.5 28.3 21.6 20.5 2.1 10( 2942
performance (13)
For all that is said about improving
teaching quality, the new pay system|is , g 4.9 22.0 325 380 | 100 2945
simply a device to get more work done
(14)
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Q8.1 To what extent do you agree with the followistgtements about working in your school?

SFroneg Disagree Azfelt:iror Strongly | Total
D|s(?§]ree (2) Disagree Agree (4) Agree (5) % N
3)
'rns;"'s“gfu;'c’)"f‘?i’)"f the values af g 8.5 14.1 54.4 20.2 100 2938
| feel loyal to my school (2) 4.2 8.8 15.3 45.8 @5. 100 | 2937
| am proud to tell people 4
which school | work for (3) 4.1 8.2 21.6 39.3 26.8 100 2937
Q8.2 How often do you engage in the following adiis in your school?
Some- Quite Very Total
Never (1) times (2) | often (3) | often (4) % N
Q:gellr;)dlt;zn;hc&r;ferences for the age/subject o5 3 35 6 232 15.9 100 297
Teach jointly as a team in the same class |(2) 582 30.7 6.8 4.4 100 | 2926
Engage in joint activities across dlffgrence 317 485 13.6 6.2 100l 293
classes and/or year groups (e.g projects) (3)
Using my own initiative, | carry out tasks
that are not required as part of my job (4) 35 28.0 330 355 100) 297
Q9.1 Does your school use any of the following madk to try to produce better academic performance?
Occas-
) Regul- | Notsure| Total
No (1) |o?§;lly arly (3) ) % N
Learning about educational practices used at
comparable schools scoring strongly in school d
'league t8ables' (England) or school banding 225 35.9 24.9 16.8 100 28¢
(Wales) (1)
Discussing ways to improve your school's
academic performance at group or dept. 5.4 20.8 71.2 2.6 100, 289
meetings within your school (2)
Learning about educational practices used at 11.9 48.2 332 6.7 100 290
other comparable schools (3)
Q9.2 When important educational targets are, or kolikely to be, missed in your school, in your viewhich of the
following best characterize the response of leadiargour school?
Leaders Stlﬁg?ggv\gﬁ? Seek to
consider the ear or identify the lanore the
problem, and| Consult and year individual 9
subject problem and | Total
propose a | then propose teachers who Lo o N
. groups to : hope it will %
course of a solution (2) might be
X work our a . go away (5)
action to the . responsible
school (1) solution @)
together (3)
?g‘s’;t()ﬁzg‘g‘)’” 55.8 9.5 12.1 18.4 4.2 100 2865
Second most
common respons 19.1 27.8 20.8 23.9 8.5 10d 2686
4
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Q9.3 Overall, how good would you say managers & #thool are at:

Neither Very
Very Good Good Total
Bad (1) | B29@ | o Bad| (1) Good | o, N
3 (5)
3)
Seeking the views o_f classroom teachers or 211 274 236 234 46 100 2885
teacher representatives (1)
Responding to suggestions from classroom 17.4 290.6 26.7 228 35 100 2884
teachers or teacher representatives (2)
Allowing classroom teachers or their 218 | 325 | 268 | 167 21| 100 2880
representatives to influence final decisions (3)
Work together with teachers to developthe | - 155 | 593 | 285 | 193 41| 104 2877
priorities in the School Improvement Plan (4)
Q9.4 The leadership group in my school:
Never Rarely Some- tlr\1/|e0§i'tir(r)1fe Always | Total N
Q) 2 times (3) @) (5) %
Can be relied upon to keep theirl ¢ , 18.8 39.6 30.1 51 | 100| 2879
promises (1)
Are sincere in attempting to
understand classroom teachers' 11.7 25.6 32.3 22.2 8.2 100 2884
views (2)
Understand about staff having to
meet responsibilities outside work 13.5 24.2 30.0 23.5 8.8 100 2880
3)
Treat staff fairly (4) 6.7 14.8 34.5 35.8 8.2 100 8692

Q10.1 Have you acted as the APPRAISER for one orenof your colleagues at their Performance Review?

Yes (1) 33.3
No (2) 66.7
Total % 100
N 2888

56



Q10.2 On the basis of your experience as an APPRAR, would you say that the performance review niregt
have helped your school in any of the following vty

Yes
A | M@ | G| Yes@| g | TE
Re_late_ teachers' objectives to th_e wider
Sehool Improvement Plan, o hatofthelr 34 | 88 | 186 | 556 136 100 944
department or team? (1)
o v e el ) 30 | 107 | 183 se1| 100 100 ok
Provide an opportunity to discuss issues 37 19.7 20.0 496 70 100 941

related to poor performance? (3)

Encourage teachers to think more
systematically about their own work 4.0 22.2 22.6 45.3 5.9 100 943
priorities? (4)

U

Identify and deal with problems of teacher

morale or motivation? (5) 20.9 34.4 20.6 21.0 3.2 100 943
_Identlfy and resolve difficult workload o5 g 397 16.4 16.3 18 100 940
issues? (6)

Help teachers who have difficulty 14.8 333 271 297 21 100 942

motivating their students? (7)

In terms of staff time, the meetings
represent good value for money for my 16.5 27.8 34.0 18.7 3.0 100 943
school (8)




1331

1330

1329

1328

1327

1326

1325

1324

1323

1322

1321

CENTRE FOR ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE
Recent Discussion Papers

Andrea Tesei

Andy Feng
Georg Graetz

Alex Bryson
Andrew E. Clark
Richard B. Freeman
Colin P. Green

Esther Hauk
Javier Ortega

Alex Bryson
Rafael Gomez
Tingting Zhang

Stephan E. Maurer

Erik Eyster
Kristof Madarasz
Pascal Michaillat

Joan Costa-Font
Mireia Jofre-Bonet
Julian Le Grand

Martin Foureaux Koppensteiner
Marco Manacorda

Réka Juhész

Edward P. Lazear

Kathryn L. Shaw
Christopher Stanton

Trust and Racial Income Inequality: Evidence
from the U.S.

Rise of the Machines: The Effects of Labor-
Saving Innovations on Jobs and Wages

Share Capitalism and Worker Wellbeing

Schooling, Nation Building and
Industrialization: A Gellnerian Approach

All-Star or Benchwarmer? Relative Age,
Cohort Size and Career Success in the NHL

Voting Behaviour and Public Employment in
Nazi Germany

Preferences for Fair Prices, Cursed
Inferences, and the Nonneutrality of Money

Vertical Transmission of Overweight:
Evidence From English Adoptees

Violence and Birth Outcomes: Evidence
From Homicides in Brazil

Temporary Protection and Technology
Adoption: Evidence from the Napoleonic
Blockade

Making Do With Less: Working Harder
During Recessions



1320

1319

1318

1317

1316

1315

1314

1313

1312

1311

Alan Manning
Amar Shanghavi

Felix Koenig
Alan Manning
Barbara Petrongolo

Edward P. Lazear
Kathryn L. Shaw
Christopher T. Stanton

Tito Boeri
Pietro Garibaldi
Espen R. Moen

Christopher Stanton
Catherine Thomas

Andrew E. Clark
Conchita D’ Ambrosio
Simone Ghislandi

Ghazala Azmat
Caterina Calsamiglia
Nagore Iriberri

Saul Estrin
Ute Stephan
Suncica Vuji¢

Nicholas Bloom
Renata Lemos
Raffaella Sadun
John Van Reenen

Erling Barth
Alex Bryson
James C. Davis
Richard Freeman

"American Idol" - 65 years of Admiration

Reservation Wages and the Wage Flexibility
Puzzle

The Value of Bosses

Financial Constraints in Search Equilibrium

Landing The First Job: The Value of
Intermediaries in Online Hiring

Adaptation to Poverty in Long-Run Panel
Data

Gender Differences in Response to Big
Stakes

Do Women Earn Less Even as Social
Entrepreneurs?

Does Management Matter in Schools?

It’s Where You Work: Increases in Earnings
Dispersion across Establishments and
Individuals in the US

The Centre for Economic Performance Publications Unit
Tel 020 7955 7673 Fax 020 7404 0612
Email info@cep.lse.ac.uk Web site http://cep.lse.ac.uk



mailto:info@cep.lse.ac.uk
http://cep.lse.ac.uk/



