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Executive Summary

Introduction 

Despite a lack of consistent national statistical data, available evidence suggests that certain groups are under-represented as school governors in the UK (see for example, Bird, 2002 & 2003; Sharpe and Attan, 2000; Scanlon, Early and Evans, 1999). The Department for Education and Skills (DfES) commissioned the Institute for Volunteering Research to carry out a study to discover the reasons for this, particularly focusing on six groups which were identified as being under-represented in school governance. These six groups were people from black and other minority ethnic groups, young people, disabled people, lone parents, people with low incomes and people who are unemployed, and business people. 

Background

Over the past 20 years there have been considerable changes in the way that schools in England and Wales are governed. As a result of these changes school governing bodies have gained an unprecedented number of roles and responsibilities. For example, they must take responsibility for the financial and staffing management of schools, be accountable to their stakeholders (e.g. staff, pupils and parents) and have their performance inspected. 

At present there are four major categories of governors: parent elected, staff elected, LEA appointed, and community co-opted. In March 2003 new legislation was introduced, with changes to the proportion of governors in each category, and the creation of sponsor governors and associate members. 

Recruitment of governors takes place on a number of levels, but there is little evidence on which to judge the effectiveness of any of the methods. Available evidence does, however, suggest that existing recruitment methods are failing to create a group of governors that are representative of the wider general population as certain groups are apparently under-represented as governors (see for example, Sharpe and Attan, 2000; Bird, 2003; Scanlon, Early and Evans, 1999). 

Aims of the study

Research was commissioned to assess recruitment difficulties among the identified groups and to explore the reasons behind these, focusing on issues pertinent to groups of the population that have been identified as being particularly under-represented as school governors.  

The overall aims of the research were to:

· Provide a review of the literature on the participation of target groups (groups mentioned above) with regard to their under-representation in governing bodies and other volunteering groups;

· Identify barriers to participation in governance for under-represented groups;

· Provide suggestions for future recruitment and retention of governors based on removing those barriers highlighted by the research, including an examination of current recruitment materials and practices.

Methodology

The research was conducted in three phases: 

· Phase 1: A literature review was undertaken reviewing, condensing and analysing approximately 110 books, articles and other literature, dated 1983 and onwards, on school governance and volunteering more generally. The aim of the review was to identify commonly reported barriers to participation in governing bodies and other volunteering groups and to bring disparate evidence into clearer focus for making progress in research, policy and practice. 

· Phase 2: Interviews were undertaken with a total of 19 organisations representing each of the six under-represented groups and with umbrella/membership organisations specifically representing school governors. 

· Phase 3: A total of 33 interviews were conducted with individuals who were school governors and who belonged to one of the six under-represented groups. Respondents were identified through a number of sources; many put themselves forward to be involved in the research after being contacted through established governor networks, others responded to a call for research participants placed in various newsletters. A majority of the interviews were carried out over the telephone; a small number were carried out face-to-face. 

Key Findings from the research

The research was able to identify a number of barriers, of which the majority were cross-cutting for most under-represented groups in governance. The literature review and the interviews with organisations draw on evidence about general barriers to volunteering in addition to particular evidence on barriers to participation in school governance. While the literature review and the interviews with organisations identified some barriers which were specific to certain groups, the interviews with governors found that many of the groups faced common barriers to participation in governance. Many of the barriers identified through the interviews with governors were broadly similar to those with organisations. However, the evidence from the interviews with organisations tends to highlight more practical barriers while those with the governors tend to highlight more attitudinal and experiential ones. 
Key findings from Phase 1: Evidence from the literature

· The following groups are currently under-represented in school governance: black and other minority ethnic groups, disabled people, people with low incomes and people who are unemployed, young people, lone parents and (to a lesser extent) business people. There is, however, a lack of evidence on the underlying factors causing low levels of involvement in school governance
· Having enough time is one of the key common barriers to participation in school governance. Potential volunteers lack the time to participate or perceive that volunteering will take up too much of their time leaving them unwilling to commit. 

· Recruitment materials are insufficient in many respects: lack of targeted recruitment materials and practices as well as the unrepresentative use of language and imagery within existing recruitment materials were key barriers identified. 
· The organisation of volunteering is seen to create a barrier as some governors faced problems around access to meetings and the costs involved, opportunities for meaningful contributions and the lack of informal support structures.  
· A lack of knowledge about volunteering and school governance creates a barrier to participation. 
· Issues surrounding the attitudes of existing volunteers (and staff) towards certain sections of the population are also raised within the literature, particularly highlighting a lack of cultural and disability awareness, and negative attitudes towards young people.  

Key findings from Phase 2: Evidence from interviews with organisations

· A general lack of publicity in school governance was identified through the interviews with organisations as a major barrier and as contributing to the persistence of stereotyped images of volunteers on governor bodies being dominated by white, middle class, middle aged members of the community.
· The cost of volunteering in school governance and the lack of reimbursement of out-of-pocket expenses created particularly serious barriers to participation for certain groups (people on low income and people who are unemployed, lone parents, disabled people). 

· A lack of time and/or competing time commitments was identified as a key barrier for a number of the under-represented groups (lone parents and people on low incomes).
Key findings from Phase 3: Evidence from interviews with governors
Perceptions of involvement in school governance 

· Respondents felt that many members of the public hold stereotyped perceptions of who school governors are (white, middle class, well educated, prominent figures of the community) and what they do leave many people feeling insecure about their abilities to fulfil the requirements of the role, or to fit in with existing governors. As the role is seen to be one with high levels of responsibility, school governorship is not something that all people can identify with.

· Barriers were the perceptions of existing governors, who were seen to make judgements about the eligibility of groups and individuals to become governors.
Capacity for involvement in school governance

· A lack of confidence or self-esteem, and alienation from the education system, left some people feeling unable to volunteer as governors. 

· The formal recruitment, application and election procedures may potentially create barriers for people who feel they lack the necessary skills. 

Awareness of opportunities for involvement 

· There is an apparent lack of knowledge and general awareness about school governance, which leads to a misconception of school governors and leaves people unaware of opportunities for involvement.

· A majority of existing governors had found out about involvement through word of mouth, but this was acknowledged as being problematic and exclusionary. 

· Some of the language and imagery used within recruitment materials was off-putting and did not make it clear who could get involved in school governance and what the role would entail.
· The benefits of volunteering in school governance, to both the volunteers and the schools are considerable. For example, taking part in school governance had led to a sense of satisfaction, a sense of pride, new skills, friendships and networking opportunities, personal development and, for some people, enhanced employment prospects.
The cost of involvement

· Governors incur costs in terms of travel and childcare expenses, and these costs are a barrier to many people.
· Many schools had policies to reimburse expenses but a majority of governors did not claim them. The reason for the low take up of reimbursement was the lack of ring-fenced budgets for volunteer expenses, leaving governors feeling guilty if they took much needed resources from the school.  

The time for involvement 

· Competing time commitments create barriers to participation, both in terms of the availability of ‘spare’ time and also in terms of conflicts with work time. 

· The usual term of office for governors is four years. Some respondents felt that, even though governors can resign at any time, this length of tenure may be off-putting for some as they may feel obliged to serve for the whole period. 
Accessibility 

· A lack of physical access to buildings and facilities created barriers to people with certain disabilities, particularly for people with mobility-related and sensory impairments. 

· A further barrier for some people was the lack of transport to meeting and training venues. 

· The format and wording of documents and reports created barriers for some individuals.  

Conclusions and recommendations

The findings of the primary research (interviews with organisations and governors) largely confirmed the findings of the literature, but some differences emerged in the issues identified. Several concluding issues, and solutions, can be identified through combining all research elements.

· Volunteers within school governing bodies do, at present, tend to be drawn from certain sections of the population. Ensuring that school governing bodies are representative of their communities should be a key aim for all stakeholders (e.g. staff, pupils, parents), but care is needed to ensure that it does not become tokenistic. 

· According to the interviewed organisations and governors there is a relatively low level of knowledge among the general public on school governance in general, and an even greater lack of knowledge on who gets involved and how. There is a need for widespread promotional campaigns to address this issue. 
· The research highlighted the need for meaningful opportunities for volunteers, which reflect the range of different motivations and expectations, draw on individuals’ expertise and develop their skills. This also requires the need to recruit and match individuals to specific tasks/ roles and build up appropriate support structures for volunteers. 
· The most common way people get involved in school governance is through word of mouth, but this is perpetuating existing diversity problems. New tools to effectively ‘ask’ more people (and a more diverse group of people) to get involved are needed. One possibility would be targeted outreach work to tap into networks and community groups that exist for those groups currently under-represented in school governance. 

· The messages presented to potential governors also need refining. Despite generally positive responses to existing recruitment materials there are improvements to be made. For example, the benefits of participation in school governance should be stressed within recruitment materials, as should the value of diversity. This furthermore requires the use of appropriate language within tailored messages in targeted campaigns.
· Capacity building is needed to enable people to get involved and stay involved in school governance. For example, a lack of confidence is a barrier to involvement, which could be overcome through capacity building initiatives. Retention of governors could be improved by providing ongoing support, training and recognition for the contributions they make. 

· Some governors were put off getting involved by a perception that they would be required to commit considerable amounts of their time. This could be addressed by being clear in recruitment materials about time commitment required and potentially by working with employers to support volunteering among employees.

· The cost of volunteering in school governance is a further barrier to participation. This could be overcome by ensuring all expenses are reimbursed. However, evidence suggests expenses will not be claimed unless they are ring-fenced within school budgets. 

· The issue of access is of key importance if governing bodies are to become more inclusive. In particular there is a need to make school buildings physically accessible, an issue which is currently being addressed through the Disability Discrimination Act. 

Chapter One - Introduction

This research was commissioned by the Department for Education and Skills (DfES) to explore the barriers to participation for under-represented groups within school governing bodies. The call to undertake the research follows increasing evidence that certain groups among the population are under-represented as school governors (see for example, Bird, 2002 & 2003; Sharpe and Attan, 2000; Scanlon, Early and Evans, 1999). The report focuses on findings from research into governorship among six groups that the DfES has identified as being under-represented - black and other minority ethnic people, young people, disabled people, lone parents, people with low incomes and people who are unemployed, and business people. This report considers the barriers to involvement and the potential solutions to overcome these barriers. It looks first at existing evidence from research literature for each of the under-represented groups, before outlining the research findings and describing the recommendations for policy and practice.   

1.1 Contextual background

Over the last 20 years there has been a dramatic change in the way that schools in England and Wales are governed. Power has been shifted to individual schools, leaving head teachers and governing bodies responsible for their governance and management (see for example, Farrell and Law, 1999; Deem, 1996). Broadly comparable moves towards increasing local management of schools through school governing bodies (or equivalents) have occurred in many other countries; few (if any) however have resulted in the level of power and responsibility now resting with governing bodies in England and Wales (Thody, 1999). In addition, Bird (2003) argues that, since 1997, while schools have been given more autonomy, LEAs have been given more strategic responsibilities.   

Deem (1996) provides a useful outline of the history of the policy framework that has shaped the evolution of school governing bodies in England and Wales. The origin of lay school governors predates the nineteenth century; school governing bodies (in state schools at least) for most of their (recent) history have, however, been dominated by political appointees of LEAs whose roles were limited. All was to change with the 1980 Education Act, which made it a requirement for all schools to have a governing body, and for each school governing body to include both teacher and parental representation (see also Johnsen, 1983; Farrell and Law, 1999). The 1986 Education Act introduced further changes to the constitution of governing bodies, outlining more detailed requirements for co-opted governors (stating, for example, that they should include business representatives) and also increasing the level of responsibility given to governors. Again, the 1988 Education Reform Act significantly enhanced the role of governing bodies (see also Farrell and Law, 1999). Deem (1996) notes, however, that these changes left ambiguities as to the boundaries between the roles of heads and governors. The 2002 Education Act resulted in yet more changes to governing bodies, most significantly with a change in the constitution of governor body membership, with the introduction of community (previously co-opted) governors and associate members (see below). 

As Farrell and Law (1999) have noted, school governing bodies have become increasingly like boards of directors; they have responsibility to the financial and staffing management of the school, must be accountable to their stakeholders (e.g. staff, pupils, and parents), and their performance is inspected by the Office of Standards for Education (OFSTED). Deem (1996:58) summarises this transition within school governance, stating: ‘In a 10 year period then, lay governors moved from being symbolic appointees with a range of ceremonial duties and a requirement to attend a termly meeting, to having a range of complex formal obligations.’
Four major categories of governors are currently required within each school governing body: parent elected; teaching and non-teaching staff elected; LEA appointed; and co-opted representatives (including businesses and local community organisations) who are nominated by the first three. Head teachers are also included in governing bodies in an ex-officio role. 

However, as of March 2003 new regulations on the constitution of governing bodies came into force. By 2006, at least one in three governors must be elected or appointed parents; at least two, but not more than one in three governors must be school staff; one in five governors must be LEA appointees; and one in five governors must be appointed community representatives. In addition, sponsor governors and associate members (experts drawn from outside the body) can be appointed at the discretion of the governing body. 

Across these categories it is now widely recognised that governors should broadly reflect and/or represent the community they serve (see for example Community Development Foundation (CDF) et al., 1990).

The recruitment of school governors among all categories takes place on a number of levels (DfES, 2002a). The DfES initiates national activities; local governor support services within individual LEAs undertake regional recruitment promotions; individual governing bodies initiate local promotions; and face-to-face recruitment also takes place by individual governors talking to friends, colleagues and family. In addition a number of specialist organisations such as the School Governors’ One-Stop Shop (SGOSS), which was set up in 1999 to recruit and place business and industry leaders as governors, the National Association of Governors and Managers (NAGM), which was formed in 1970 by governors for governors, and the National Governors’ Council (NGC), which was formed in 1994 giving school governors a voice on issues that impact on their work, all contribute to the recruitment drive. 

There is scant evidence available on which to judge the reach or effectiveness of these combined (or individual) methods. Based on a survey of LEAs in England, Bird (2003) found that the average amount spent by LEAs per governor on recruitment and retention was £2.28. This figure, however, differed considerably between types of LEA, indicating the variability of practices across the country. For example, in London the average amount spent per governor was £3.70, in Metropolitan authorities it was £1.06. The survey reported that a majority of authorities used a mixture of recruitment methods, but that the four most common methods were word of mouth (used by 93% of LEAs); other governors (91%); local press (89%); and head teachers (81%). The use of other governors to recruit new volunteers and word of mouth were reported to be the two most effective methods. 

However, Sharpe and Attan (2002) state that the existing recruitment methods (which they feel to be fragmented and reactive) are failing to broaden participation to create a more representative group of governors. This finding confirmed CDF et al.’s (1990) earlier conclusion that the existing routes into school governing bodies (i.e. elected, appointed, or co-opted) are not yet producing representative governing bodies. 

Anecdotal evidence suggests that with the changes to school governance of the past 20 years, with the considerably increased burden of responsibility and time on individual governors, it has become increasingly difficult to recruit new governors while at the same time existing governors are dropping out. This is despite the multiple recruitment drives, which have been undertaken by various stakeholders. This research report aims to assess recruitment difficulties and to explore the reasons behind this, focusing on issues pertinent to groups of the population that have been identified as being particularly under-represented as school governors: black and other minority ethnic people, young people, disabled people, lone parents, people with low incomes and people who are unemployed, and business people.

1.2 Research aims 

The aim of the research was to examine the barriers that the six identified under-represented groups face in becoming school governors. 

The specific objectives of the research were to:

· Provide a review of the literature on the participation of the target groups (groups mentioned above) with regard to their under-representation in governing bodies and other volunteering groups;

· Identify barriers to participation in governance for under-represented groups;

· Provide suggestions for future recruitment and retention of governors based on removing those barriers highlighted by the research, including an examination of current recruitment materials and practices. 

1.3 Methodology

The research involved three phases: a literature review; interviews with organisations; and interviews with governors. 

1.3.1 Phase 1: Literature review

The literature review is based on a search of websites, databases, libraries, and resources accessed through the Institute for Volunteering Research, as indicated in Appendix B.  The databases were searched using a series of key search terms (Appendix B), with the criteria that the literature should have been produced within the past 20 years (i.e. dated 1983 and onwards). Only the literature available in English was reviewed, but international comparisons were sought where available. However, while the international literature on participation in school governance was reviewed it was not included in this report due to the difficulties of making comparisons across the different contexts in which schools governance operates.    

Overall hundreds of abstracts were scanned, a couple of hundred abstracts given closer reading, with approximately 110 books, articles and other sources (including both published and grey literature) being reviewed for the report. In reviewing the literature precedence and weighting was given to methodologically rigorous research and that which was published in the last five years. Small-scale studies and case studies within the published and grey literature were included, but were given less weighting.  

The review sought to analyse from these various studies the common findings and also to recognise the divergences and ambiguities between them. The task of the review has been to bring disparate evidence into a clearer focus that offers a broad basis for making progress in research, policy, and practice. The review necessarily summarises and simplifies, and so there must be caution in applying the recommendations without recourse to the original texts and without further analysis and testing. 

1.3.2 Phase 2: Interviews with organisations

In order to explore the issues on participation that emerge from the literature, and indeed to test out ideas of ‘what works’ with regards to recruitment practice, semi-structured interviews were carried out with 19 organisations. Organisations were selected to represent each of the six under-represented groups, and to represent the umbrella/membership organisations for school governors/school governing bodies. They were selected after extensive Internet searches to identify relevant organisations in England. Where more organisations were identified than were required for each under-represented group, they were selected according to the scale of the organisation (e.g. geographical coverage) and relevance to the research topic. In most cases, however, this was not necessary as for many of the groups it was problematic to identify relevant organisations that were willing or able to take part in the research. 

The individual interviewees within the organisations were selected according to the relevance of their jobs to the research project. They were identified on the basis of descriptions on the organisations’ Internet sites, or contacted through organisations’ switchboards by outlining the research task and asking to speak to the most relevant individual. 

A majority of interviews were carried out over the telephone, although a small number were carried out face-to-face, in order to undertake more in-depth analysis. Semi-structured topic guides were used to direct the interviews (see Appendix C). 

The aim of the interviews with organisations was to provide information on the barriers to general volunteering and more specifically to participation in school governance by the under-represented groups, and on recommendations for overcoming these barriers. However, it is important to note that many respondents felt that while they could talk generally about the barriers to volunteering for their target/member group they had far less experience or expertise on issues around school governance. A number of respondents stressed that the evidence upon which they were drawing on was anecdotal. These limitations should be kept in mind when reading the report.

1.3.3 Phase 3: Interviews with governors

Thirty-three semi-structured interviews were conducted with individuals who were school governors and who fell into the different target groups. Five interviews were conducted with young people; six with business people; six with lone parents; five with people from black and other minority ethnic groups; five with disabled people; and six with people with low incomes and/or people who were unemployed. 

The aims of the interviews were to understand governors’ motivation, perceptions of existing governor recruitment materials, and to explore any barriers they faced in becoming a governor and how they were overcome. Respondents reflected on their own experiences of becoming and being a governor, but also drew on their wider perceptions of barriers faced by others. A majority of the interviews were carried out over the telephone; a small number were carried out face-to-face. Semi-structured topic guides were used to direct the interviews (see Appendix D), and interviews lasted on average approximately 30 minutes. 

The governors involved in the interviews were identified through snowball sampling methods, where individuals and groups were contacted and asked if they could identify potential governors to take part in the research. The NGC and NAGM contacted their members to ask participants to come forward. Calls for research participants were also put out by SGOSS, and on the YouthNet website; on the National Centre for Volunteering members email bulletin; on the Intranet of a major private company; and on an internal newsletter within the Cabinet Office. In addition, a number of individual school governing bodies were also approached with a request for respondents. A majority of the governors interviewed were those who responded to these calls for research participants directly, contacting the research team to express a willingness to take part. Each response was then followed up by the research team to provide potential respondents with further details, establish agreement to participate, and to arrange a suitable time for the interview. In a number of cases individuals were asked to participate in the research directly by other research participants or by governor organisations. As such the sample was largely self-selecting as a majority of respondents put themselves forward for involvement after identifying themselves as members of one of the under-represented groups. As such, it is likely that those involved in the study were relatively well connected (a large majority for example were contacted through NGC members). The research is further limited by the small sample size of governors from each category. Also problematic is the lack of inclusion of people who were not already governors. The challenges faced in recruiting interviewees from certain categories (e.g. young people) reinforced the evidence that points to a scarcity of school governors from these groups. These limitations should be kept in mind when reading the report. 

The governors involved in the research were drawn from a number of regions around the country, including: London (Tower Hamlets; Greenwich; Brent); Sheffield; Devon; Leicester; Durham; Manchester; Croydon; Stockport; and Bedfordshire. 
Most of the research respondents sat on one governing body, but a number sat on the boards of two schools. The research respondents represented the main current categories of governor: 12 were co-opted; 11 were LEA governors; eight were parent governors; one was a community governor; one was a foundation governor and one was a non-teaching staff governor. The governors interviewed represented a range of experience, with three having been involved for less than a year (with one still in the process of applying); ten having been involved for between 1 and 3 years; eight for 3 to 6 years; ten for 6 to 12 years; and three for over 12 years. A small number of the respondents held senior positions within the governing bodies, as either chair of vice chair. 

The comments made by research participants that have been used within this report have been coded to ensure anonymity while enabling readers to identify which category of respondent the comment came from. Details of the coding can be found in Appendix A. 

1.4 Structure of the report 

The report has been written in four distinct chapters. The first has provided a contextual framework for the research. The second chapter reviews the existing literature on school governance and on volunteering more generally among the six under-represented groups. The third chapter analyses the findings from the primary research (interviews with organisations and governors) undertaken within this project, the first section analysing results from the interviews with organisations and second section analysing the results from the interviews with governors. The fourth chapter concludes by bringing both sets of evidence together to make recommendations to policy makers, practitioners and researchers. 

Chapter 2 - Phase 1: Literature review

This chapter outlines the findings from the literature review. Firstly, general trends in participation in school governance, and in volunteering more broadly, will be examined. Then, the discussion will move on to look at the evidence for each of the under-represented groups. This will include findings from issues arising from specific literature on governance, and will be supplemented by findings arising from general trends in volunteering for these groups. This will enable us to gain a broader appreciation into governance as a volunteering activity and will help understanding some of the underlying issues in their under-representation in school governance. 
2.1 General trends in participation in school governance

‘No national data exists, but anecdotal evidence suggested that the profile of school governors was biased towards white, middle classed, middle aged men.’ (Sharpe and Attan, 2000:1)

As Sharpe and Attan note, while no national data exists on the profile of governors (not least because accurate records are not kept on governor demographic profiles or vacancies - see also Bird, 2002 & 2003), anecdotal evidence, approximate figures and estimates based on large surveys, do provide a reasonably detailed picture. According to a recent survey of school governance with LEAs in England undertaken by The Education Network, there are currently 347,518 governor places nationally (Bird, 2003). Indeed, the DfES (2002a) argue that school governors constitute the largest volunteer workforce in the country. However, The Education Network survey found that on average 12% of these places are vacant at any one time; varying according to the type of governor (e.g. 11% of parent governor posts are vacant compared to 19% of co-opted posts) and according to geography (Bird, 2003; see also DfES, 2002a; NAGM, 1999). 

In a large scale quantitative study of 2,750 governors, chairs, heads and teachers from 672 schools in England, Scanlon, Earley and Evans (1999) found that almost half of the schools had problems in recruiting ‘suitable’ people as governors; they were finding it especially hard to fill LEA appointed, community co-opted and parent governor places. However, such recruitment problems were not geographically even; difficulties in governor recruitment were more likely to occur in inner city schools, in areas of social disadvantage, and for special schools. Nor were the recruitment problems even across different demographic groups.  

Scanlon, Earley and Evan’s (ibid) study also provided a demographic profile of governors, which highlighted who was and who wasn’t getting involved, and what positions they were holding. Just over half of all governors were found to be female, but this fell to only 36% of chairs. (The Education Network’s study of English LEAs found very similar results, with 54% of all governors being female, but just 37% of chairs.) Minority ethnic groups made up 5% of governors, but only 2% of chairs. One in twenty governors were disabled, increasing to 7% of chairs. Eighty percent of governors and chairs were from professional or managerial professions, and a majority of governors were well educated and well qualified. Three-quarters of governors and two-thirds of chairs were in employment. Eighty percent of chairs and 57% of governors were over 45 years old. 

Over three-quarters of respondents to Scanlon, Earley and Evan’s (ibid) survey felt that their governing body was representative of the community and a majority felt that their governing bodies had the correct balance of people in terms of skills and interests (less so in inner city schools). However, the profile data led them to conclude that a number of groups were in fact under-represented as governors. The under-represented groups were: minority ethnic groups; lower socio-economic groups; and members of the business community. In addition, there was an over-reliance on teachers and those with an educational background. 

These findings largely replicated those of an earlier national survey of school governing bodies carried out by Keys and Fernandes (1990), which found lay governors to be white, and drawn from the middle class, highly educated sections of the population.

As Deem (1996:63) states: ‘Active citizens may turn out to be recruited disproportionately from a narrow sector of society, namely those who have the time, money, cultural and political capital to enable them to assist others in a voluntary capacity’. Following on from this realisation, Deem asks ‘does this matter?’ She concludes that it does; unrepresentative governing bodies will impact adversely on the school, not least by acting as a force against change.

The focus of this literature review is on the participation of some of those groups identified as under-represented by the studies outlined above, alongside other groups also believed to be under-represented. The groups are: black and other minority ethnic people; disabled people; young people; people with low incomes and people who are unemployed; business people; and lone parents.     

However, once we begin to sift the literature on school governing bodies for evidence on the under-representation of these groups and underlying reasons, it soon becomes apparent that there is a dearth of information. The literature on school governing bodies is dominated by studies on the roles, responsibilities and accountability of governors, with a considerable amount also devoted to the training and support available for governors. While a number of research reports have been produced which highlight the under-representation of certain groups of the population as governors, very few explore the reasons behind this under-representation, let alone suggest potential solutions. As such, it is necessary to turn to the wider volunteering literature, to draw lessons on the under-representation of these groups as volunteers to see if we can gain a new insight, which can be used to address the under-representation of certain sections of the population as school governors. 

2.2 General trends in volunteering 

The 1997 National Survey of Volunteering (Davis Smith, 1998) found that 21.8 million people in the UK, or 48% of its adult population, were involved in formal volunteering. With volunteers working for a mean of 4 hours per week, the economic value of volunteering was estimated to be £40 billion per year. 

However, the 1997 survey found a decline in the percentage of people volunteering since the previous survey of 1991; it also found that certain groups within society tended to volunteer less than others. Similar patterns of participation and the under-representation of certain groups are found across the broad spectrum of volunteering. Groups which are under-represented as volunteers include young people, older people, people who are unemployed, disabled people, people from black and other minority ethnic communities and ex-offenders. A lack of participation in formal voluntary initiatives mirrors exclusion from other areas of civic life.

Reasons for not volunteering given in the National Survey included: lack of time (58%); don’t know how many people are involved as volunteers (53%); concerns about having the right skills or experience (52%); don’t how know to go about getting involved (39%); and put off by bureaucracy (36%). Beyond these reasons for non-participation, a number of more specific barriers may also exist. These issues are going to be explored with regard to becoming a governor in the following sections. 

2.3 Participation among black and other minority ethnic groups 

2.3.1 School governors for Black and other Minority Ethnic groups
According to the 2001 Census, 9% of England’s population are from black and other minority ethnic communities. However, despite a lack of concrete evidence, with no existing requirement to monitor the ethnic composition of governing bodies (CDF et al., 1990; Bird, 2002 & 2003), research suggests an under-representation of black and other minority ethnic (BME) people as school governors in the UK (see for example, Troyna, 1995; CDF, 1990; Streatfield and Jefferies, 1989; Deem, Brehony and Heath, 1995, Bird, 2002). 

For example, although now quite dated, a study by Streatfield and Jefferies (1989) found that from a sample of 500 schools in 10 LEAs less than 3% of school governors were black or Asian. In Scanlon, Earley and Evans’ (1999) more recent and robust study of 2,750 governors, chairs, heads and teachers from 672 schools in England, members of minority ethnic groups made up 5% of governors across England, and just 2% of chairs. 

In a study of LEAs, Bird (2003) found that in London 23% of governors were from BME groups, compared to 47% of pupils or compared to 29% of London’s population as recorded in the 2001 Census data. 

Apparently contrary to such findings, Brehony (1995; see also Deem, Brehony and Heath, 1995) reports on a study of approximately 250 governors which found that 8% were black or Asian, suggesting that in fact minority ethnic groups were over represented as governors (the 1991 Census found that just over 5% of the population was from BME groups). However, the study found that the level of participation was not even across the country, with 1 of the 10 case study school governing bodies involving 65% of BME governors and so skewing the results considerably (particularly given the relatively small sample size). In addition, Brehony notes that beyond actual numbers of participants from BME groups further questions need to be asked about access to power even once participation has been gained.

Fewer studies have looked at the factors that contribute to this under-representation, although there are exceptions. Based on 14 group discussions with governors and non-governors and 10 individual interviews, Sharpe and Attan (2000) conducted a qualitative piece of research into the recruitment of parent governors, which included a consideration for the recruitment of minority ethnic parents. They found four main barriers to participation of BME parents as governors:  

· First hand knowledge of the British education system was felt by Asian fathers to be a pre-requisite for school governors, and therefore excluded many [first generation] BME people; 

· Language difficulties;

· Concerns among minority ethnic parents about tokenism;

· A lack of role models in education for people of African-Caribbean origin was felt to increase the remoteness of the position of school governors. 

However, beyond these four points, the issues that Sharpe and Attan’s (ibid) respondents identified were consistent across white and ethnic minority parents – on the whole they were identifying the same issues (discussed in greater detail in below). 

Very little literature exists which catalogues or evaluates attempts made to overcome these barriers. The limited amount of research that has been undertaken on attempts to overcome barriers for participation in school governance among BME groups points to a lack of engagement with the issue. In a survey of 26 LEAs by CDF et al. (1990), less than half were taking ‘positive action’ to recruit minority ethnic volunteers. In the attempts that had been made to recruit parent governors from BME groups, five LEAs had translated governor recruitment leaflets into community languages; and a few others had targeted groups or liased with community groups. Just four LEAs had tried to involve BME groups as LEA nominees and two had tried to encourage BME people to stand as teacher governors. Only one LEA encouraged schools to co-opt BME governors from the business community (although 10 LEAs had provided some guidance on co-opting community governors from BME groups). More encouragingly, 15 LEAs had made links with minority ethnic community organisations such as Race Equality Councils (an approach suggested by Sharpe and Attan (2002), to overcome the barriers to participation). Overall, however, their report found very limited effort to engage with the issue of redressing the balance of ethnic representation on school governing bodies. 

By 2002, research by The Education Network (Bird, 2003), suggests that on average over half of all LEAs still did not have a strategy for BME governor recruitment, indicating little if any improvement since CDF’s study 10 years earlier. In London 64% of LEAs did have a BME recruitment strategy in place, but in Unitary authorities just 36% had specific strategies, 40% in County LEAs, and 48% in Metropolitan LEAs. Further, the study argues that often when these strategies do exist they are still in developmental stages, and as no data is available to substantiate them it is very difficult to judge their effectiveness. 

Building on the results of their study, CDF et al. (1990) make a series of recommendations to individual schools, LEAs, and the DfES for action necessary to increase the level of BME representation on school governing bodies. The recommendations they make include: 

· Monitoring the ethnicity of governors; 

· Producing accessible recruitment literature; 

· Improving community links; 

· Gearing training and support services to the needs of BME groups; 

· Encouraging schools to co-opt more representatives from ethnic minority groups; 

· Giving advice to school governing bodies on diversity.

Bird (2002) goes one step further in suggesting that there should be a national target for recruitment of minority ethnic governors against which schools could be assessed. 

2.3.2 Volunteering and participation among BME groups

The broader volunteering literature shows a similar pattern of under-representation among BME groups; it also offers further insight into the barriers to participation and provides suggestions to overcome these barriers.

The 1997 National Survey of Volunteering (Davis Smith, 1998) suggested that levels of volunteering were lower among black and other minority ethnic groups than they were among their white counterparts. 49% of people of white British origin volunteered; 41% of black and Asian; and 36% of other ethnic groups).  It is worth noting, however, that the non-white sample size for the survey was quite small and as such firm conclusions were not possible. 

A number of other studies have provided further evidence on the under-representation of black and other minority ethnic groups from formal volunteering. The National Coalition of Black Voluntary Organisations’ (2000) survey of 95 charities that together involved 263,000 volunteers, found that only 3% of all volunteers were black, and a third of all groups had no black volunteers at all. Further, 43% of charities had no black trustees (a group perhaps more comparable to school governors), and of those charities that did involve black trustees, black trustees accounted for just 9% of all trustees. In a more localised study, Foster and Mirza (1997) found similar results: 96% of volunteers in Luton’s mainstream volunteer-involving organisations were white (see also MacLeod, 1988 for similar results in Scotland’s voluntary sector). 

However, a number of studies have highlighted different participation rates among BME groups across different forms of voluntary action. As Niyazi notes, (1996; see also Leigh, 2000; Davis Smith, 1998), BME communities have a long tradition of community involvement, but the voluntary action that takes place tends to be informal rather than formal involvement in mainstream voluntary organisations. As such, it is important to be careful when interpreting generalised research results.

A number of research studies have been undertaken to explore the reasons why those from minority ethnic groups are less likely to become involved as volunteers in mainstream organisations. For example, the barriers identified by Niyazi (1996) and Foster and Mirza (1997) include: 

· A lack of outreach work by mainstream organisations to black and other minority ethnic people;

· Bureaucracy within mainstream organisations;

· The need to offer interesting and challenging volunteer work; 

· Language issues – both in terms of access to information about volunteering, and in the language of ‘volunteering’ itself; 

· Childcare and family responsibilities, which can be a particular issue for Asian Women;

· Racism (implicit and explicit) within mainstream organisations;

· A general lack of knowledge about volunteering opportunities and the benefits they may offer;

· Tokenism. 

More specifically, Akpeki (1995) identified barriers to participation of BME groups as trustees. The identified barriers included: use of inappropriate marketing strategies; a lack of commitment by mainstream organisations to involving black trustees; a lack of strategies to recruit, support and retain trustees; an absence of monitoring systems; no support of equal opportunities policy; no exit interviews; isolation felt by lone black volunteers; a lack of clarity in voluntary organisations about why black trustees were being recruited. 

Stemming from such research findings, a number of recommendations have been made that could overcome these barriers and increase levels of participation among minority ethnic communities (see for example, Niyazi 1996; Britton, 1999; Foster and Mirza, 1997; Akpeki, 1995; Bhasin, 1997):

· Targeted recruitment – mainstream organisations should specifically target recruitment at black and other minority ethnic people, stating that BME volunteers are welcomed and sought after, and placing recruitment materials in community centres, the Black Press and other relevant outlets. In addition, organisations should not rely on word of mouth recruitment as such methods perpetuate existing biases. 

· Use appropriate terminology within recruitment materials – for example, ‘helping’ may be more accessible than volunteering, or ‘sewa’ is the word used by Hindus and Sikhs, or ‘Khidmat’ for Muslims.  

· Less bureaucratic recruitment procedures should be developed, for example, minimising the paperwork to be completed by volunteers and using more informal language.

· Equal opportunities should be fundamental to an organisation’s philosophy; rather than simply being a written document, equal opportunities policies should be fully implemented and monitored. 

The literature on volunteering from those in BME groups provided also some more general recommendations:

· Efforts should be made to ensure prospective volunteers get an immediate response to their applications.

· Unnecessary police checks should be removed.

· Volunteers should be encouraged to utilise and develop their skills.

· Expenses should be paid up front.

· Volunteers should be able to work flexible hours. 

· Childcare facilities or expenses should be provided. 

Although drawing on evidence from a broad cross-section of voluntary action within general volunteer-involving organisations, the barriers and recommendations identified in the research provide useful insights and guidance for increasing the representatives of school governing bodies. However, further research is needed to identify particular barriers to participation by BME groups as school governors, and to identify methods to overcome such issues. 

2.4 Participation among young people 

2.4.1 Young people as school governors

‘Young people’ are generally classified as those aged 25 years old and younger, for the case of this research however the main focus has been on 18-25 year olds as the minimum age for full participation as a school governor in the UK is 18 years of age (this compares, for example, to 21 years of age for local councillors (Bird, 2002)). As such, it is unlikely that students from within a school will be represented on their governing body.

As of September 2003, however, school governing bodies may include young people aged under 18 years old as Associate Members. Whilst Associate Members are not formally governors and do not have any voting rights, they can serve on committees (see Carnegie Young People Initiative, 2001). 

Beyond the lack of student participation on British school governing bodies, evidence suggests that ‘young people’ as a whole are under-represented. For example, Scanlon, Earley and Evans (1999) found that 80% of chairs and 57% of governors were over 45 years old; with just 3% of governors and 0.4% of chairs being under the age of 30 years old. Similarly, McKeown, Donnelly and Osbourne (1996) found that in Northern Ireland 90% of school governors were aged over 40 years old. 

However, more recently in an evaluation of a national scheme to recruit business leaders as school governors (the School Governors’ One-Stop Shop – see below) Punter and Neale (2001) found that the modal age range for new business governors was 30-39 years old; considerably younger than previous business school governors (40-49 year olds). Such evidence could suggest that this type of specifically targeted campaign and matching programmes could potentially be a successful strategy for encouraging young(er) people to get involved as governors. 
2.4.2 Volunteering and participation among young people 

Mirroring the low levels of participation as governors, the 1997 National Survey of Volunteering (Davis Smith, 1998) found that not only were young people under-represented as volunteers, but also the number of young people volunteering had declined considerably since the previous survey. The 1991 National Survey of Volunteering had reported that 55% of 18-24 year olds volunteered, this had fallen to 43% by 1997. The mean number of hours contributed by 18-24 year olds in 1997 was also considerable lower than the national average, at just 42 minutes per week.
A more localised (and more recent) study by Brunwin (2002) of 235 young people aged between 14-25
 years old living in Manchester found very similar trends, with 43% of respondents currently volunteering or having done so in the past.  

However, not all reports of youth participation have been so pessimistic. Roker, Player and Coleman (1999), for example, in their study for the Trust for the Study of Adolescence of 1,600 14-16 year olds, found that over 50% of the young people were involved in some form of volunteering or campaigning. A separate study within the Trust by Roker and Eden (2002) found over 1,000 youth social action groups across the UK, indicating a high level of participation in social action forms of volunteering. Indeed, a recent report by the Carnegie Young People Initiative (2001) suggests that young people are keen to get involved in decision-making activities. They state: ‘Contrary to the despairing or dismissive views of some young people, our work has shown us a real hunger by young people to take greater responsibility for their own lives, and frustration when this is thwarted’ (ibid p.4).   

As for the activities that young volunteers are involved in, the evidence suggests that young people get involved in activities which follow their existing skills and interests. They tend, for example, to be pulled to volunteering around sports, arts and computers (Davis Smith, 1998; Department of National Heritage, 1997; National Youth Agency, 1998). 

Within the literature there are relatively few studies that focus specifically on either the differentiated likelihood or motivations for young people to volunteer (although see Davis Smith, 1998; Sundeen and Raskoff, 1994; Davis Smith, Ellis and Howlett, 2002). Writers have however been more prolific on why young people are not volunteering, with a number of studies compiled in both the UK and the US on the barriers to young people volunteering. 

A number of research studies have been undertaken to explore the reasons why young people are less likely to become involved as volunteers in mainstream organisations. For example, the key barriers identified by Niyazi (1996), Roker, Player and Coleman (1999) and Brunwin include:

· A lack of awareness among young people of the benefits that volunteering can bring;

· A perception among young people that volunteering is boring;

· An image of volunteering as an activity for white, middle classed and middle aged women, and not something for young people;

· Volunteering is thought by many young people to be badly organised, expensive and time consuming. 

· A lack of information about volunteering and volunteering opportunities;

· A lack of resources, training, and appropriate support for young people who volunteer. 

These barriers are expanded upon below. 

Firstly, Niyazi (1996) argues that young people are unaware of the benefits that volunteering can bring. Despite evidence from a number of studies that have attempted to measure the impact of volunteering on young people, the positive impacts of volunteering are not advertised enough to young people.

Secondly, young people see volunteering as something that is boring. A study by Popowski (1985) of 440 young people in the US, for example, found that 97% of respondents felt that people had a negative image of volunteering (see also Evans et al. 2002). Due to the image of volunteering held by young people, Duffy (1998) notes that many were not recognising the activities that they were involved in as volunteering. Similarly, Walker and Fisher (2002) found that with approximately one half of the young people they surveyed reporting that there were not enough opportunities for them to give time, there is a need to provide a broader set of the ‘right kind’ of opportunities. Only by expanding the opportunities available, and making them relevant to young people’s lives, will they get involved.
Related to the overall image of volunteering, research suggests that young people view it as something that is for white, middle classed and middle aged, women and therefore not something with which they would automatically associate themselves. They are further put off volunteering as it has a reputation of being poorly organised. Finally, Niyazi argues that young people view volunteering as being expensive and time consuming (see also Roker, Player and Coleman, 1999). 

Roker, Player and Coleman (1999) identified a number of additional barriers. They argue that young people simply do not know how to go about volunteering. This lack of information was confirmed by Brunwin (2000) who found that 53% of young people interviewed in Manchester who were not volunteers had simply never thought about it, while 38% had never been asked, and 29% didn’t know what opportunities were available (see also Popowski, 1985). Roker, Player and Coleman (1999) also found young people to be anxious about doing something on their own; they faced transportation and locality issues (see also Evans et al., 2002); and were fearful of getting involved in violence or being arrested during campaigning activities. 

Beyond young people themselves, however, a number of studies have identified barriers within organisations. For example, Evan et al. (2002) argue that the external barriers to young people participating as volunteers include: older people’s attitudes to young people (see also Piper and Piper, 2000; Niyazi, 1996); infrastructural and organisational rigidity; a lack of resources; insufficient training for young volunteers; and a lack of support from youth workers and other leaders (see also Department of National Heritage, 1997). 

Brunwin (2002) found that 47% of the volunteer-involving organisations surveyed in Manchester felt that staff time was the biggest barrier to involving young people as volunteers, respondents felt young people would place greater demands on staff time. Thirty-nine percent felt that they lacked the time and the resources to train volunteers, while 29% lacked time and/or resources to supervise and support young volunteers. However, 26% also said that they felt concerned that young people lack the maturity and life skills and that they are unreliable. 

In a study of Youth Forums (a comparable form of participation to volunteering in school governing bodies), Mathews (2001) notes that, despite the popularity of such Forums as methods of increasing youth participation, they were, in fact, inappropriate. In particular Mathews raises concerns around issues of exclusivity, accountability, tokenism, partiality and sustainability within Youth Forums; he goes on to identify three main barriers to full participation of young people in community decision making. Firstly, the nature of local decision-making within Youth Forums is complex, multifaceted and bureaucratic; in order to engage young people Forums need to be transparent. Secondly the attitude of adults is de-motivating young people– adults must be genuinely interested in involving young people. And thirdly, the characteristics of young people, some of which meant they were unlikely at present to participate. In conclusion Mathew states: ‘Getting young people involved depends on using methodologies that are guided by sound ethical principles, appropriate and sensitive to their needs and which recognise their diversity of interests, background and experiences’ (p.157).

In order to start breaking down such barriers Gaskin (1998) took a different approach, asking what young people want from volunteering. The answer became known by the acronym ‘FLEXIVOL’ - Flexibility, Legitimacy, Ease of access, eXperience, Incentives, Variety, Organisation, Laughs. Similarly, a report by the National Youth Agency (1998) argues that young people will become more responsive to volunteering if it is interesting, challenging, worthwhile, relevant to the rest of their lives and concerns, and can make a difference to others.  

Once involved, however, evidence suggests that the impact of volunteering on young people is considerable. For example, the national evaluation of Millennium Volunteers (MV) (Davis Smith, Ellis and Howlett, 2002), which is aimed at involving 16-24 year olds in a variety of volunteering activities, found that young people had accrued a range of benefits from personal development through to skills development and enhanced employability. 84% of MVs, for example, felt that their confidence had increased through volunteering; 81% felt that they were better at working with others and 65% felt MV had increased their chances of employment (see also Brunwin, 2002; Evans et al., 2002). 

In drawing on some of the key lessons from the literature on school governors and volunteering, in order for school governing bodies to attract young people as volunteers they need to:

· Be sincere in their desire to involve young people; 

· Challenge people’s views of young people; 

· Recognise the value that young people can bring to a school governing body (and other voluntary activities); 

· Ensure that recruitment processes and volunteering opportunities are relevant to the lives of young people. 

However, while many such general lessons can clearly be learnt from the volunteering literature, again it is apparent that more detailed research is needed in order to identify the particular barriers to participation by young people in school governance, and subsequent methods to overcome these barriers.   

2.5 Participation among disabled people

2.5.1 Disabled governors 

According to the 2001 Census data, almost 9.5 million people (18.2%) in England and Wales have a long-term illness, health problem or disability. However, there is a dearth of statistics and research into the participation of disabled people as school governors (and in other areas of civic life).

The only available evidence on the number of disabled school governors comes from Scanlon, Earley and Evans (1999) who found that 1 in 20 governors and 7% of chairs were disabled – suggesting that disabled people are considerably under-represented as governors. No other studies have been found that discuss the disability status of governors, let alone explore the underlying causes.

2.5.2 Volunteering and participation among disabled volunteers

The body of evidence on disabled people volunteering is growing, but is still small. Traditionally disabled people have been seen as the passive recipients of volunteering (Skill, 1998b; Knight and Brent, 1999; Niyazi, 1996) rather than being viewed of as volunteers themselves. This is now changing as the social model of disability gains increasing currency, the reciprocal nature of volunteering is increasingly recognised, and the potential benefits of volunteering as a route out of social exclusion for disabled people are also increasingly recognised (see for example, Goss, 2000). Few studies exist, however, which record the number of disabled people volunteering at a national level, or trends in participation. 

A survey of 500 organisations by the Retired and Senior Volunteer Programme (RSVP, 2000) found that of the 265 organisations that involved volunteers, 149 involved volunteers who were disabled. From a total of 24,250 volunteers involved in the organisations, 1,435 (6%) were disabled, and 1001 were older disabled volunteers. These findings suggest a considerable under-representation of disabled people as volunteering. 

A number of reports (see for example, Niyazi, 1996; RSVP, 2000; Skill, 1998) draw on survey and anecdotal evidence to highlight the barriers that exist for disabled people to getting involved in volunteering. Identified barriers include:

· Physical inaccessibility of premises;

· Lack, or inadequacy, of transport provision;

· Advertising not making it clear that disabled people are welcome as volunteers (only 14% of the organisations involved in RSVPs study specifically targeted disabled people); 

· Organisations are not always able or willing to fund extra disability-related support for volunteers;

· Training rarely takes account of needs of disabled people; 

· A lack of meaningful volunteering opportunities (within the RSVP survey it emerged that sometimes disabled volunteers felt they were given the most unpopular jobs);

· Prejudices and a lack of disability awareness among staff, other volunteers and clients within volunteer-involving organisations;

· A lack of confidence among some disabled people (Skill, 1998, notes that many disabled people have their confidence destroyed as they come to accept the negative stereotypes that society holds about them thus creating a vicious circle of exclusion);

· Fear among disabled people that they will loose their benefits if they volunteer. 

As Knight and Brent (1999:19) note ‘Paradoxically, for some disabled people the barriers and prejudices evident in the labour market are also found when wishing to volunteer’.  

In order to overcome these barriers, the existing literature suggests a number of key recommendations (see for example, Niyazi, 1996; Independent Living Resource Centre, 1991; Skill, 1998):

· Where possible, make physical space accessible to disabled people; 

· Provide plenty of support and training for volunteers;

· Provide disability awareness training for staff and existing volunteers;

· Provide meaningful volunteering activities – do not assume anything about what a disabled person can and cannot do, rather ask what skills each individual has and establish how they can be utilised. In general, RSVP (2000) recommend that organisations should make the volunteering task fit the person, rather than making the person fit the task; 
· Advertise through specialist disability press;

· Recruit through specialist centres and by giving presentations to organisations run by disabled people – e.g. day centres, special schools; local university disabled students’ coordinators or committees;

· Stress the attraction of volunteering in terms of the positive impacts it can have on disabled people, such as satisfaction, breaking the cycle of exclusion by meeting people and increased confidence (see Niyazi, 1996; Volunteer Development Scotland, 1995 for a list of benefits to disabled people gaining through volunteering);

· Draw up an equal opportunities policy, and refer to people with disabilities in recruitment literature;

· Monitor how effectively the equal opportunities policy is working; 
· Use large print or Braille in communications. 

In the volunteering literature on disabled people some more general recommendations were made:

· Have an awareness of the financial status of volunteers – for example, it may be necessary to reimburse expenses immediately; 

· Enable flexible volunteering hours.

2.6 Participation among people with low incomes and people who are unemployed

2.6.1 People with low incomes and people who are unemployed as governors 

The fifth under-represented group to be identified is people on low-incomes and people who are unemployed. However, as a group ‘people with low incomes and people who are unemployed’ are hard to identify or draw boundaries around (what level of income, for example, should constitute the cut off point for classification as ‘low income’?). Further, it is problematic to group together people with low incomes and people who are unemployed as the two groups are not coterminous and the issues that effect them will be different. While acknowledging these problems, however, the issues haven’t been differentiated for the two groups within this research due to the limitations of the project specification. Identifying trends of participation is therefore problematic from the outset. 

There is, however, some evidence of the over-representation of the middle classes and under-representation of lower/working classes and people who are unemployed on school governing bodies. Social class or socio-economic status is often being used synonymously with income level, and while this is again problematic as socio-economic status can not be strictly related to employment status, it does enable some insights into the potential barriers faced by people with low incomes. 

Scanlon, Earley and Evans (1999) found that 80% of governors and chairs were from professional or managerial professions; governors were also well educated and well qualified. In addition they noted that three-quarters of governors and two thirds of the chairs were in employment
. Similarly, Brehony (1995), reporting on a much smaller study of approximately 250 governors, concluded that it was harder to recruit governors from working class areas, and that even when working class people were represented on governing bodies they were typically a ‘silent’ minority (along with women and people from Black and other Asian groups). McKeown, Donnelly and Osbourne (1996) found that in Northern Ireland 68% of governors earned £15,000 per annum or over and that the majority worked full time (69%) or were retired (20%). Indeed, Bird (2003) concludes that available qualitative data suggests that the under-representation of lower socio-economic classes among school governors may be higher than that of BME groups. Bird states: ‘In fact, although ethnicity has been the main focus of this study, social class arguably poses a greater challenge’ (p.109).  

Providing apparently contradictory evidence, however, Thody (1989) reports on a survey of 1,457 governors in Leicestershire, which found that in terms of occupation, governor bodies could claim to be representative. Eighteen percent of responding governors were not economically active, of which 8% were retired (compared to 22% of Leicestershire’s population), and less than 10% were housewives. Further, she found that while representation of business and managerial classes was high (21%), working class representation was in fact much higher than expected, at 27%. Despite these apparently promising statistics, however, Thody concludes that school governors were predominantly from social classes I to III (professional and skilled occupations); the social composition of governing bodies did not correspond to that of Leicestershire’s population. 

No existing literature has been found, however, which explores in more detail the reasons behind this low level of participation by people from lower socio-economic groups as school governors, and none at all has been found explicitly on people with low incomes or people who are unemployed. 

It is interesting to note also the paradox that exists in attempts to address the under-representation of people with low incomes/people who are unemployed at the same time as also addressing the under-representation of business people. In the words of Thody (1989:145) ‘If more representatives from businesses are encouraged, then governing bodies will remain, and possibly become, more middle class’. 

2.6.2 Volunteering and participation among people with low incomes and people who are unemployed 

As with participation in school governance, research evidence on volunteering among people with low incomes is scarce, but some evidence is available on people who are unemployed and on participation according to social class. 

Deem, Brehony and Heath (1995) compare low levels of participation as governors among low socio-economic groups, to the literature on volunteering. Drawing on evidence from the 1991 National Survey of volunteering, they found similar trends in which higher socio-economic groups are the most likely to take place in voluntary action (Lynne and Davis Smith, 1991).

The 1997 National Survey of Volunteering (Davis Smith, 1998) not only confirmed the under-representation of lower socio-economic groups, it also found that levels of volunteering among people who are unemployed had fallen dramatically between 1991 and 1997, from 50% to 38%. On average, people who are unemployed also volunteered for fewer hours than those in work or retired. Similarly, the Cabinet Office (1998) quotes results from the 1998 Survey of English Housing, which found that only 7% of residents living in the most deprived areas are recorded as likely to volunteer, compared with 20% in the most affluent.

A number of studies have been carried out to ascertain the reasons why people who are unemployed and people on low income participate less (see for example Gay and Hatch, 1983; Gay, 1998; Niyazi, 1996; Cabinet Office, 1998). The key barriers that these studies identify include: 

· Organisations not paying enough attention to the specific needs of unemployed volunteers; 

· Organisations finding it difficult to provide meaningful opportunities for unskilled or semi-skilled people; 

· Organisations lacking resources to invest in targeted programmes to recruit, and support, people who are unemployed; 

· A lack of knowledge among many people who are unemployed about where to find out about volunteering; 

· Confusion about benefits regulations; 

· A lack of childcare facilities for people on low income and those who are unemployed; 

· Language barriers; 

· Non-payment of expenses, which have a substantial impact on their household budget; 

· A poor image of volunteering among people who are unemployed and have low income; 

· Simply never being asked. 

In addition, the Cabinet Office (1998) note that one of the reasons for an apparent under-representation by people with low incomes, is that poor people might be more likely to take part in informal, rather than formal, participation – which is not captured by statistics. 

2.7 Participation among lone parents

2.7.1 Lone parent governors 

According to the General Household Survey, in 1998/9 22% of families with dependent children were lone mother families, this compares to 7% in 1971 (Office for National Statistics, 2000).

However, while the encouragement of parental involvement in school governing bodies has been a key policy objective and as such there is a (relatively) large body of literature on parental participation, within this literature no reference has been found specifically to lone parents. As such, the following section draws from the general literature on parental involvement, to make inferences about the implications for participation as school governors by lone parents. However, it has to be pointed out that parental involvement can take many forms, of which participation as a parent governor at the school is only one. As such, the inferences made here need to be treated with extreme caution as the barriers to those particular forms of parental involvement may differ substantially. 

Farrell and Jones (2000) note that the 1980s and 1990s saw the development of two main trends concerning parental involvement in schools – an emphasis on parents as consumers of education (for example, with a choice of schools, and the increased provision of information); and the encouragement of collective participation by parents. However, Farrell and Jones go on to state that the rhetoric of increased parental involvement has not as yet become a reality (see also Mayall, 1990, who claims that parental involvement in secondary schools remains uncommon). 

A number of studies have explored the factors that may inhibit the participation of parents as school governors. Most notably, Sharpe and Allan (2000) undertook a relatively small-scale qualitative research study into recruitment of governors in the UK, focusing specifically on parents. Through the research a number of barriers to parental involvement as school governors were identified, including: 

· A lack of knowledge about governors, their roles and responsibilities (see also, Deem, Brehony and Heath, 1995);

· Secondary schools were particularly intimidating for parents;

· Contact for parents with governors was virtually non-existent;

· There was a sense among parents that governors were irrelevant;

· A lack of time – in particular there was concern about the number of hours required and the scheduling of meetings (especially in work hours);

· A concern over financial loss;

· Uncertainty about what skills and knowledge they could offer as governors;

· Anxiety about fitting in with other governors – there was a widely held perception of governors as being drawn from the middle class, middle aged, establishment elite, and as such it was hard for ‘ordinary’ parents to identify with governing bodies;

· A general lack of confidence among parents;

· The predominance of ‘closed circle’ recruitment - most parents had been asked to become governors by existing volunteers, and as such recruitment was likely to be restricted. 

The key to addressing these barriers, Sharpe and Allan (2000) concluded was a publicity campaign to increase parents’ understanding of school governors and generally raise the profile and status of school governors. They state that: ‘…without a campaign to raise the profile of school governors, recruitment initiatives will continue largely to fall on deaf ears’ (p.8).

However, a number of studies have identified issues even once parental participation is achieved. For example, Farrell and Jones (2000) found that parents often feel powerless and marginalized on governing bodies both in terms of access to decision-making and in terms of representing the parent body as a whole. They state that: ‘They [parent governors] feel threatened by the position of professionals, excluded from decision making, have crises over who they represent and also have problems in feeding back decisions which have been taken’ (p.259). (Simpson and Cieslik, 2002, also recognise the problematic nature of unequal power relations in Education Action Zones, where the interests of education professionals and previously active parents predominate over new parent participants). Further, Farrell and Jones (ibid) found the parents who had become governors were not representative of all the parents in the community in general. As Deem, Brehony and Heath (1995) have also argued, parent governors tend to be white and middle class. None of these studies, however, reported a differentiation in participation according to whether or not parents were from lone parent or dual parent families. 

2.7.2 Lone parent volunteers and participants

Outside of education, no evidence on the participation of lone parents has been found in the general volunteering literature (other than that most recommendations for overcoming general barriers to participation include the need for the provision of child care facilities or expenses). 

2.8 Participation among business representatives

2.8.1 Business involvement in school governing bodies

In recent years there has been increasing attention paid to encouraging representatives from local businesses and industries to volunteer as school governors. Evidence, to date, however, has been inconclusive on the extent of participation by business representatives on school governing bodies, not least due to the difficulties in defining ‘business representatives’. 

Scanlon, Earley and Evans (1999) found that 80% of governors and chairs were from professional or managerial professions – suggesting a potential high level of representation of business interests. However, a number of subsequent studies have highlighted the difference between being on governing body as a parent representative and coincidentally having a professional occupation, to being recruited specifically as a business representative for the business skills you have to offer. In a majority of schools there is not a specific category of governorship for business/industry representatives, and as such any business representatives were generally found among other categories of governors who brought with them their business skills (Industry in Education, 1998; Thody and Punter, 2000; Deem, 1996). 

Indeed, Industry in Education (1998) recommend that schools should seek to separate business governor appointments from parental governors with coincidental links to business in order to make the distinctions clearer, and to enable school governing bodies to draw more explicitly on the skills business representatives have to offer. 

In a study undertaken by Punter and Thody (2000; see also Industry in Education, 1998) of a pilot initiative to involve business leaders as school governors, it was found that business leaders could bring considerable benefits to school governance and that the benefits were reciprocal. (See also Mulligan and Burden 1995; Department for Trade and Industry and Business in The Community, 2001, for a list of benefits for all stakeholders derived from different forms of business involvement in schools) However, it was pointed out that there were still not enough representatives from the industry acting as school governors. The barriers which the study identified to further participation of business representatives, included: 

· A lack of time for school functions – business representatives tended to have time for the main governing body meetings only (see also Deem, 1996);

· Delays in matching and induction processes for business leaders as governors– the skills that business representatives have should be identified in early induction meetings to ensure they can operate effectively as soon as possible; 

· Distance between the schools and employees places of work (Mulligan and Burden’s (1995) study of business involvement in schools found that proximity to the school was key to success);

· A lack of company support for governors;

· Old style governing bodies – governors were still given functional rather than strategic roles and this was frustrating for business leaders;

· Lack of team building among governors;

· Resistance to business approaches among existing governors;

· LEA budgeting – which business governors found frustrating;

· Style of meetings – which were frustrating to business leaders as meetings were not run efficiently.

In order to overcome these barriers, Thody and Punter (2000) recommend that:

· There needs to be a structured way of getting business people into governing bodies; 

· There needs to be careful matching of governors to school;

· Induction and training processes need attention.

Addressing many of these barriers and recommendations, in 1999 the School Governors’ One-Stop Shop (SGOSS) was established to recruit and place governors with management skills in schools within Excellence in Cities areas, which in September 2000 between them had 4,500 governor vacancies. An evaluation of SGOSS by Punter and Neale (2001) found that between January 2000 and February 2001 they had recruited 761 business representatives willing to be governors, of which 177 had subsequently been appointed. The evaluation (which had a response rate of 59% from the 177 appointed governors) highlighted considerable successes in increasing access to school governorship to all working age groups in business and industry. They had even attracted a younger than typical age group, and representatives from minority ethnic groups. This had led to the filling of a significant number of vacancies. Many of the business governors had found out about SGOSS and opportunities in school governance through company magazines or intranets, highlighting the potential value of working with/through employers in a targeted campaign approach.

However, despite the potential of working with and through employers to recruit governors, Punter and Neale (2001) found that many companies did not have explicit policies on time off for school governors, and this may act as a deterrent for some employees to getting involved (see below). In addition, they found that while SGOSS was an overall success more information and high levels of communication were being demanded by new recruits, and that it was vital to ensure the time between coming forward as a potential governor and being placed in a school was kept to a minimum. After initial recruitment, therefore, the ease and speed at which potential new governors are placed in school governing bodies becomes of vital importance.  

2.8.2 Volunteering among business groups

Over the past 10 years there has been a move towards increasing encouragement of volunteering by employers and enthusiasm for participation among employees. For example, the 1997 National Survey of Volunteering (Davis Smith, 1998) found that 18% of respondents said their employers encouraged voluntary work, while 40% said that they would be very or quite interested in a volunteering scheme if it were organised by their employer. Studies that have focused specifically on employee volunteering (EV) have recorded varying levels of participation. A poll of employee volunteering by MORI (1990) with a sample of 680 adult employees in Great Britain, found that 42% of respondents said their workplace was involved in EV. Of those respondents who had taken part in some form of volunteering, 32% had done so through work. However, larger companies were more likely to have EV schemes than smaller and medium sized employers. Additionally, one-quarter of those whose companies did not have an EV scheme said that they would be more inclined to get involved in volunteering if their company introduced a scheme, again indicating the considerable potential for such initiatives.

A study by Business in the Community (1998) of its members (which include 75% of the top FTSE 100 in the UK) showed that 83% are using EV as an element of their community involvement programmes. In a separate study of the top 50 UK companies, Business in the Community (1998) report that 11% of their community investment budget is devoted to managing employee volunteering, or employer supported volunteering programmes. These studies, however, do not indicate what employment grade such volunteers are coming from – whether they are business managers and leaders, or whether they come from lower grades. 

The Charities Aid Foundation’s (Walker and Pharoah, 2000) survey of one third of top business leaders in the FTSE 350 companies, however, found that two-thirds of senior executives give time to charities, voluntary or community organisations, and chairmen were two times more likely to give their time compared to others. 

There is however little available data on the levels of EV within public sector organisations. 


Davis Smith and Howlett’s (1999) survey of public sector organisations showed that local authorities spend less than £0.5 million supporting their staff to volunteer, out of an estimated £118.5 million that they spend on supporting volunteering locally. Offering a further indication of the possible scale of EV within the public sector, a survey by the Industrial Relations Service (1998) of 70 organisations in private, public and voluntary sectors found that 34% of organisations operated secondments and/or EV/ESV schemes. Meanwhile, Forster (1997) reports on a study that looked at six public and private sector companies and involved questionnaires with 236 employees. The study found that 16% of respondents had taken part in ESV and 6% had been introduced to volunteering for the first time through EV. 

Research from a number of sources has explored the factors that create barriers to companies/organisations establishing EV schemes. Research from Business in the Community (1998) explored factors that inhibit companies from developing EV, while research from Forster (1997) and Coe (1994) has identified barriers to employees getting involved in volunteering scheme. The key barriers identified include:

· The reality that it is often easier for companies to make monetary donations than it is to establish EV schemes;

· A fear among employers that they may end up giving differential support to employees who get involved in EV and so favour one staff member over another;

· Employers may lack the necessary information (and time) to develop such schemes;

· A lack of knowledge among employees about opportunities to volunteer through their companies. Forster (1997), for example, found that 28% of the employees that were surveyed did not know their employer had an EV scheme; 

· A lack of time, for employers and employees. For example, Coe (1994) found that two-thirds of respondents from a survey undertaken for the Institute of Managers said that they would do more if their job allowed time for volunteering. 

Once these barriers have been overcome, however, the benefits that employee volunteering brings to all key stakeholders are numerous (see for example, Tuffrey, 1995; 1998; Business in the Community, 1998; Action Research Centre, 1993; Institute for Volunteering Research, 2002).

2.9 General conclusions from the literature 

The most striking finding within the review of literature is the lack of research evidence on participation within school governing bodies. While the available evidence does suggest the under-representation of black and other minority ethnic groups, disabled people, people with low incomes and people who are unemployed, young people, lone parents (although there is very little evidence of this), and (to a lesser extent) business people, there is a general lack of research into the underlying factors causing these low levels of participation.

The existing evidence within the school governance and broader volunteering literature highlights a number of both internal and external barriers to participation, some of which cut across different forms of volunteering, and different demographic groups, some of which are particular to specific actions and groups. However, from the literature, a number of key crosscutting barriers can be identified across all six groups and the different forms of volunteering:

· Time is one of the key common barriers identified – potential volunteers lack the time to participate or perceive that the volunteering activity will demand too much of their time leaving them unwilling to commit. Interestingly, evidence from the 2000 UK Time Use Survey found that on average people spend just 8 minutes a day volunteering, 4 minutes helping others, 44 minutes socialising, but 4 hours and 33 minutes undertaking other ‘free time activities’ (Ruston, 2003). Evidence from the Time Use Survey suggests that people feel that their free time has become scarcer, especially for women, fitting with people’s perceptions that they do not have the time to volunteer. Interestingly, however, the survey showed that approximately 150 minutes per day were spent watching TV or videos (the third greatest use of time, after sleep and work). 

· The language and image of volunteering can create barriers to some people getting involved. For example, volunteering is not a word that everyone associates with and indeed it does not exist in some languages, while for other people the traditional stereotyped image of volunteering as a middle class, middle age, female activity creates a further barrier. 
· A lack of knowledge about volunteering and volunteering opportunities creates a further barrier, as too does a lack of knowledge about the environment within which volunteering takes place (e.g. schools). This lack of knowledge means that many people might simply not think about volunteering, others might not know where to go to find out about it, while still others will lack the confidence to venture into the unknown. 
· A lack of targeted recruitment is another major issue – without the use of targeted campaigns that use appropriate language and imagery for particular forms of participation among particular groups of the population, individuals and groups may feel inadvertently excluded. This barrier is exacerbated by a lack of targeted outreach work to develop networks and relationships between volunteer-involving and community organisations.

· The organisation of volunteering also creates a barrier to participation for some people. For example, barriers can be created by a delay in the time taken for organisations to respond to requests for information about volunteering or in time taken for volunteers to be placed in actual roles. A lack of appropriate and meaningful opportunities, which are tailored to individual volunteers, can also create barriers. The support structures within organisations can create further barriers when there is a lack of appropriate support and training, or a general lack of efficiency and flexibility. 
· The attitudes of existing volunteers and staff to certain section of the population causes a major structural barrier – in particular a lack of cultural awareness (and even racism); a lack of disability awareness and negative attitudes towards young people.    
· A lack of awareness of the financial status of some governors and the non-payment of expenses can create barriers to may volunteers, in particular for travel costs and childcare, but also for the provision of extra support needs. 

A number of key recommendations can also be identified from the literature, which crosscut all six under-represented groups. The literature suggests that the implementation of these recommendations would help to reduce the barriers to participation and broaden access to volunteering (including to school governance) across the board. 

· Develop targeted promotion, advertisement and recruitment of volunteers. Organisations should develop targeted recruitment campaigns, with careful consideration given to the use of appropriate language and imagery, stressing the attraction of volunteering in terms of the positive impacts it can have, and by making use of specialist press and ‘community’ networks.  

· Ensure ease of access into volunteering opportunities. In order to attract more volunteers it is important to make it as easy as possible to access volunteering opportunities. For example, minimising the paperwork to be completed by volunteers, using more informal language, removing unnecessary police checks, and ensuring prospective volunteers get an immediate response to their applications should develop less bureaucratic recruitment procedures.

· Provide appropriate and meaningful volunteering activities. By developing volunteer tasks that fit the person (rather than making the person fit the task), and encouraging volunteers to utilise existing skills and develop new ones within appropriate and meaningful volunteer roles, would help to remove some of the barriers to volunteering. 

· Provide appropriate support and training. Appropriate support and training should be provided for all volunteers, but also for staff working with volunteers.  

· Encourage awareness of financial status and reimburse expenses. All out of pocket expenses should be reimbursed, and when necessary should be paid up front. 

· Provide facilities for childcare and enable flexibility in the timings of the meetings.

· Establish an effective equal opportunities and diversity policy. Equal opportunities and diversity should become fundamental to an organisation. For example, an equal opportunities and diversity policy should be drawn up, which is then referred to it in recruitment literature, and fully implemented and monitored. 

· Ensure physical access. Both the buildings in which volunteering takes place and the literature produced to promote and support volunteers should be fully accessible.  

The existing literature also identifies an interesting mutually dependent link to the recruitment of people from the identified under-represented groups. For example, evidence suggests that if recruitment of business people is increased so too will the number of young people and minority ethnic groups be increased; however it may also lead to a decrease in the participation of people with low-incomes and people who are unemployed.

In general, however, while the review of existing literature has highlighted a number of key issues, it has tended to focus on participation by particular groups (e.g. BME groups, lone parents, young people) across the broad spectrum of voluntary action, rather than participation within particular forms of volunteerism (i.e. governors). Additionally, while there is a considerable body of evidence focused on black and other minority ethnic groups, disabled people and young people, far less attention has to date been paid to participation by business people, people with low incomes and lone parents. As such, more details are needed about the specific barriers that exist for volunteer participation in school governor bodies, particularly for members of these groups. The research undertaken as part of this project begins, in a small way, to fill in some of these gaps. 

Chapter Three - Phases 2 & 3: Findings from the interviews 

This chapter outlines the primary research findings on the barriers to participation in school governance for the six under-represented groups. The first section draws on evidence from the interviews with organisations, the second section draws on evidence from the interviews with governors (as outlined in section 1.3). 

3.1 Phase 2: Interviews with organisations

The interviews with organisations provided information on the barriers to general volunteering and more specifically to participation in school governance. The interviews also explored recommendations for overcoming these barriers. However, it is important to note that many respondents felt that while they could talk generally about the barriers to volunteering for their target/member group they had far less experience or expertise on school governance. A number of respondents stressed that the evidence upon which they were drawing on was anecdotal. These limitations should be kept in mind when reading this section of the report. 

Many of the barriers and recommendations that were identified through the interviews with organisations were applicable to both general volunteering and to school governance. As such, within the following section they have been reported upon together although, where applicable, the specific issues that were raised in relation to school governance have been highlighted. 

3.1.1 Business representatives

3.1.1.1 Barriers for business representatives
A number of specific and more general barriers were identified for business representatives getting involved in volunteering and school governance. 

Time was identified as a barrier for business people in a majority of the interviews with organisations. However, the time barrier was broken down in a number of different ways. Some respondents spoke about difficulties for employees to take time off during working hours in order to attend school governance meetings (or other volunteering activities); one respondent spoke about the difficulties for small business owners to give a regular commitment of time. Another respondent felt that the normal term of office for school governors requiring a four-year commitment could be problematic for some business people. This was felt to be particularly so for those who work in rapidly changing job markets, the respondent said: ‘This may be especially problematic in areas such as London where people are often fairly transient and change jobs and locations frequently’. However, one respondent did point out that the time barrier is both actual and perceived. 

The distance that people are willing to travel was also raised as a potential barrier to participation. One respondent noted that some business people may only want to become governors in schools close to work, and so reduce the work-volunteer distance and time, while others would only want to volunteer in schools close to their homes.  

A lack of knowledge about volunteering and school governance was also identified as a barrier. Business people may not fully understand what is involved in becoming a governor, they may think that they need to have prior knowledge of the education system, or they may fear being held personally financially liable for problems resulting from advice and recommendations.

More specifically, the unfamiliarity of an educational environment was identified by some interviewees as a potential barrier to school governance for business people. The educational environment was seen to be very different from the sector in which many business people work in and this may leave them lacking in confidence or feeling unable to contribute. As one respondent said: 

‘Business people may not be able to relate to or feel able to perform in an environment which is so different to what they are used to.’ (OBR2)
3.1.1.2 Overcoming the barriers 
In order to overcome these barriers the interviews with organisations that represented business people discussed two key recommendations. First they felt that there was a need for targeted recruitment materials – to advertise opportunities in formats and places that were specific to business people. Second, they felt that there was a need to work with employers to engender support for volunteering and school governance – this could potentially serve to address the issue of time and to provide an additional source of encouragement for volunteering among business people.   

3.1.2 People who are unemployed or on low incomes

3.1.2.1 Barriers for people who are unemployed or on low incomes
For people who were unemployed or on low incomes, the biggest barriers that were identified in the interviews with organisations were time and costs, but a number of other significant barriers were also raised. 

Finding the time to volunteer, and the timing of meetings, were both seen as time-related barriers to volunteering. Specifically, a number of respondents noted that it could be difficult for people on low wages to schedule volunteering commitments (e.g. regular school governance meetings) as they often work unpredictable and inflexible shifts and/or long hours. 

The cost of volunteering was also seen to be problematic for people with low incomes and people who were unemployed. Expenses for both childcare and transport were particularly highlighted, with an added dimension of access to transport being raised as an issue for people with a low income in rural areas. 

A lack of awareness and/or knowledge about opportunities to volunteer and participate in school governance, about what would be expected of participants, and about what individuals could contribute or hope to get out of being a governor were also highlighted as barriers. 

Another significant barrier for this group was the lack of confidence and low self-esteem among people with low incomes and people who are unemployed. A couple of respondents reflected on the widespread exclusion from society experienced by people with low incomes which resulted in many people feeling totally isolated from their community and subsequently unable and/or unwilling to get involved. One respondent commented that this was exacerbated in situations when existing groups (e.g. school governing bodies) are cliquey and less welcoming to outsiders, making it harder for people to penetrate the group, particularly if they lack confidence.  The high levels of responsibilities associated with school governance further enforced the lack of confidence of being able and skilled enough to meaningfully contribute to meetings. 

The bureaucracy and paperwork associated with school governance was also identified as a barrier to people with low incomes and/or people who are unemployed, especially if individuals have low level academic qualifications. One interviewee highlighted the election procedures for parent governors as being particularly problematic for those people with low incomes or people who are unemployed and who have low level academic qualifications, or lack confidence. 

For school governance, this lack of confidence was further added to for some people by the unfamiliarity of the educational environment and a lack of knowledge of the system. This may lead to being put off volunteering in a system s/he does not understand or has not been successful him/herself. 
More specifically, one respondent talked about a lack of role models for people with low incomes and/or people who are unemployed in visible positions such as school governance.  As there was no one for people with low incomes to compare themselves to they see it as being ‘not for the likes of me’. However, as the respondent pointed out, there is ‘a chicken and egg situation’ – you need people to get involved in order to create role models, but people won’t get involved until they have role models to look up to.

3.1.2.2 Overcoming the barriers

In order to overcome the barriers to involvement in school governance by people with low incomes and/or people who are unemployed the interviews with organisations identified a number of key recommendations. 

Recruitment should be targeted specifically for people with low incomes and/or people who are unemployed through, for example, the use of appropriate language and appropriate imagery. Specifically, recruitment materials should stress what individuals with low incomes and/or people who are unemployed can contribute, what would be expected of them, and what they might hope to get out of it. For example, one respondent said that the benefits of school governance in terms of individuals being able to help their children through education, and also enhancing their own skills would be particularly relevant. Respondents suggested that recruitment materials should be placed in job centres, welfare benefits agencies, factory newsletters, and sent out with pay slips.

Full reimbursement of all out-of-pocket expenses, including childcare and travel, would help to overcome the cost barrier to volunteering for people with low incomes and people who are unemployed. This is particularly the case for members with very low or none household incomes.
3.1.3 Black and Other Minority Ethnic groups

Through the interviews with organisations who were representing black and other minority ethnic groups a number of barriers and recommendations were highlighted. However, two respondents pointed out that attention should be given to differences between different minority ethnic groups, as well as the common barriers which are faced by most minority ethnic groups.  

3.1.3.1 Barriers for Black and other Minority Ethnic groups
Language was identified as a major barrier to volunteering for people from black and other minority ethnic groups. There were however a number of dimensions to the language barrier. The word ‘volunteering’ itself was identified as a barrier by some respondents, with some languages not having a word for volunteering and some minority ethnic groups not relating to the stereotyped image often conjured up by the term volunteering. The style and complexity of language used on recruitment materials was also identified as a barrier by a number of respondents. Further, one respondent commented that while DfES governor recruitment materials are translated into a number of languages, the official papers and minutes for governing bodies are all produced in English, which is a problem for those who find technical language hard to understand. Another respondent commented that people may feel that due to language difficulties in meetings they might not be able to show their expertise and so would not want to get involved. 

Existing methods of recruitment were felt to exclude some people from black and other minority ethnic groups. For example, one respondent talked about the dangers of relying on word of mouth, while another talked about a lack of outreach work to develop networks and relationships with groups that represent black and other minority ethnic people. 

A lack of time for people from black and other minority ethnic groups to get involved in volunteering and school governance was also highlighted as a barrier in the interviews with organisations. 

3.1.3.2 Overcoming the barriers

The main recommendation coming through from the interviews with organisations representing black and other minority ethnic groups was that school governing bodies (and other volunteer-involving organisations) should work with and through established community groups and networks. As one respondent said: 

‘If schools want quality, if they want to attract BMEs, they need dialogue with [them]’  (OBME1)

More specifically, one respondent said that once community organisations and leaders had been identified to work with, then educational and school governance issues should be gradually introduced so that people feel that they own the agenda and that by becoming a governor they could make a difference to that agenda. The respondent said ‘[The] agenda has to be owned, if not people won’t feel part of it, or it will be seen to be too political’. Developing the relationships, building trust and a sense of ownership of the agenda takes time, but this is necessary in order to attract volunteers from black and other minority ethnic groups into school governance.  

Additionally, a culture of involvement within education for people from black and other minority ethnic groups needs to be established. One respondent suggested that this might best be done by initially working with parents who themselves have been through the British education system and whose children are now at school – they are likely to be familiar with the education system and with the specific environment of the school. By gradually introducing people into the education system and then school governance a culture of involvement may be created. 

The messages within recruitment material for school governors should also be targeted to black and other minority ethnic groups, through the use of appropriate language and imagery. Specifically, one respondent felt that the skills which people can contribute but also gain should be highlighted. Another respondent felt that involvement in school governing bodies should be promoted as a ‘political’ role – stressing the potential for people to have an influence on education of their children and/or highlighting involvement in school governance as a way of tackling exclusion faced by their children.  

3.1.4 Disabled people

3.1.4.1 Barriers for disabled people
Issues of access were highlighted as barriers to volunteering and school governance for disabled people through the interviews with disability organisations. Access was discussed from a number of different angles – barriers were identified in terms of physical access to school buildings, and to information about school governance (recruitment materials for potential governors, and official documents for governors). As one respondent said: 

‘People … think about physical things first – such as access issues, but they need to remember all sorts of access – for example, to information and how that is presented’ (ODP2)

A lack of knowledge and awareness among disabled people about the potential for their involvement in school governance was also highlighted as a barrier, with some respondents noting that this was due to a lack of targeted outreach work with disabled people and organisations representing them.  Comments included:  

‘[Some people] don’t know how to get involved or think that you have to be a parent to get involved’ (ODP1) 

‘There needs to be more positive things said about welcoming disabled people’ (ODP3) 
The cost of volunteering and involvement in school governance was seen as prohibitive to some disabled people. A lack of payment of expenses for transport and for support workers was identified as particularly problematic. While schools in general are covered by the Disability Discrimination Act, one respondent noted that volunteers are not. As such, disabled people who are volunteers have no access to the funding that disabled people in paid work have such as funding for specialist equipment, and organisations do not need to make adjustments to facilitate disabled people as volunteers. 

Prejudicial attitudes among existing staff and volunteers and a general lack of understanding about ‘what taking on a disabled person means’ was highlighted as another barrier. As one respondent said:

‘Organisations are not aware what taking on a disabled person means, so they tend to fear the worst and think they have to make massive changes. There is a lack of awareness among staff about what it means’ (ODP2)
A lack of awareness around benefit regulations was also highlighted as a barrier, with the interviews with organisations identifying that some disabled people are put off volunteering by a belief that will have their benefits withdrawn if they volunteer. 

3.1.4.2 Overcoming the barriers

A number of key recommendations were made through the interviews with organisations that respondents felt would help to overcome the barriers to participation in volunteering and school governance for disabled people. 

An accessible environment needs to be created both in terms of the physical environment of schools and other venues where volunteers meet and the written materials produced for volunteers. By providing staff and other volunteers with disability awareness training the emotional environment would also be made more accessible. 

Recruitment drives should be targeted by advertising in disability press and in disability organisations, but also by working with disability organisations and ensuring that recruitment materials are appropriate. In particular, it was felt that the personal benefits of volunteering should be well promoted in recruitment materials, highlighting the potential for skill development and personal development through volunteering, while also demonstrating how the governing body will draw on the existing expertise and experience of disabled people.

All out of pocket expenses should be reimbursed, covering transport and other costs.

3.1.5 Young people

In discussing the participation of young people in school governance the interviews with organisations highlighted a general sentiment that more should be done to engage young people into school governance, particularly given the current policy agenda of engendering active citizenship among young people. More specifically, a number of respondents expressed a view that pupils should become more engaged in school governance, and that under-18 year olds should be allowed, and indeed encouraged, to participate. As one respondent said, this was necessary not least because ‘young people should be given the opportunity to get involved in decision making’.

The regulatory framework aside, however, a number of more general barriers to volunteering and school governance for young people were also highlighted. 

3.1.5.1 Barriers for young people
A lack of knowledge and awareness about volunteering generally and school governance more specifically was identified. It also became clear that there is a lack of awareness about what volunteering and school governance encompasses was identified. 

This lack of awareness was also related to the image of volunteering, as respondents felt that many young people perceive volunteering to be quite narrow in scope and not something that appeals to them. As a result, respondents felt that young people often did not equate the voluntary activities that they undertook with volunteering. Comments included:   

‘A lot of young volunteers do not call themselves volunteers and are terrified when you say they are volunteers, so it is interesting that we do try and hang everything on the hook of volunteering’ (OYP1) 

‘Young people often do not realise what they are doing is volunteering’ (OYP2)

More specifically with regard to school governance, respondents felt that some young people saw this as ‘tedious’ and ‘dull’. At the same time it was also seen as overly formal and imbued with legal responsibilities that may further serve to put young people off getting involved. As one respondent said: 

‘School governance is a classic example of something which is volunteering that doesn’t appeal to anyone’ (OYP1)
However, one respondent pointed out that young people do get involved in certain forms of governance, highlighting in particular Youth Banks. The respondent felt that this was because young people could see that there was a purpose to what they are doing in such organisations and a commitment from the organisation to look at the structures of the ways in which they involve young people. 

In a similar way, a number of respondents identified a lack of appropriate opportunities and a lack of appropriate support structures as barriers to young people getting involved in volunteering and school governance. For example, some respondents stressed that boardroom-style meetings might not be the best way to involve young people in school governance. Also, others noted that in order to get young people involved they need to be assured that their voices will be listened to. Comments included: 

‘Our data suggests that young people are likely to get involved where the circumstances are right.’ (OYP1) 

‘From the point of view of young people, are they likely to be listened to? Teachers need to see the difference between young people as students and young people as valid representatives around the table.’ (OYP3)
More broadly, beyond challenging negative views on the involvement of young people and recognising the value that young people could bring to a governing body, it was recognised that existing governors would need to learn how to ‘listen to young people in appropriate ways’ and so ensure that young people’s contributions are appreciated and their opinions taken seriously.

One respondent also identified a lack of time as a barrier for young people. It was felt that young people face increasing pressures on their time, with conflicting time pressures such as the need for students to take on paid employment due to the decline of student grants. 

3.1.5.2 Overcoming the barriers

In order to get more young people involved in volunteering and school governance a number of key recommendations were made in the interviews with organisations. 

Recruitment materials and procedures should be specifically targeted to young people. For example, recruitment materials should explicitly stress why school governance is relevant to young people, that there might be real outcomes as a result of their engagement, and what benefits they may gain through their involvement. One respondent stressed that innovative ways of selling volunteering are needed, while another respondent suggested getting young people to design the recruitment materials for other young people. In addition, organisations wanting to involve volunteers (i.e. school governing bodies) should work with local youth organisations in order to bring groups of young people together to introduce the idea of volunteering to them and to draw on the expertise of engaging young people within such organisations.  

It is important to ensure that access to volunteering opportunities is made as easy as possible for young people. For example, one respondent noted that it is important to make sure that when young people first enquire about volunteering that they get a positive response. This was necessary because young people will ‘get put off if you put the slightest barriers in their way as they have lots of other things competing for their time’. 

There is a need to provide appropriate and meaningful opportunities, support structures and systems of recognition for young people. In particular, a number of respondents stressed the importance of induction training because, as one respondent said, it is important to ‘make sure young people are as well prepared as possible’. Other respondents discussed the importance of ongoing formal training and mentoring, necessary for  ‘equipping young people with the knowledge about what it means to be a governor’, but also for building confidence among young people. 

More fundamentally, some respondents stressed that schools and school governing bodies need to understand the added value they would gain from having young people on their governing boards. In doing so they need to learn how to ‘listen to young people in appropriate ways’ and to ensure that the views of young people ‘are taken seriously’. Without the trust in the value of involving young people in school governance and a commitment to their full participation in decision-making, it will be hard to overcome the other barriers to involvement, recruit young people into governing bodies and retain them. 
3.1.6 Lone parents

3.1.6.1 Barriers for lone parents
The key barrier to lone parents participating in school governance to be highlighted through the interviews with organisations was the cost of volunteering, or the failure to reimburse expenses. Respondents felt that many lone parents simply cannot afford to volunteer in school governance if they are not reimbursed for their out-of-pocket expenses, particularly for childcare. While it was acknowledged that often policies do exist for the payment of expenses, as budgets have not been ring-fenced governors, may feel that if they claim their expenses they will be depleting the school’s budget. As such, expenses are often not claimed for. As one respondent said: 

‘If [we] do not change regulations on expenses then we are … excluding single parents’ (OG2) 

Not only was the financial cost of volunteering felt to be prohibitive to lone parents, but so too was the cost in time. Time pressures on lone parents are great, both in terms of parenting and paid employment, often meaning that they are ‘just too busy’ to volunteer. As one respondent said: 

‘Sheer logistics can be a problem as there are limits to what they can do’ (OLP1) 

They went on to say:

‘There is a great deal of pressure on lone parents to participate in work’ (OLP1)  

The (perceived) attitudes of staff and existing volunteers in schools were also identified through the interviews with organisations as a barrier to participation. Respondents felt that lone parents were often negatively stereotyped within schools and, more generally, that schools are not sensitive to the practical problems faced by lone parents. Together these attitudes and insensitivities may alienate lone parents from the schools. As a result, they may not want (or feel able) to get involved in school governing bodies. Comments included:      

‘Schools also see lone parent families as problematic: they are given figures on deprivation, which include lone families as an indicator. Lone parents therefore feel that the school is being judgmental’ (OLP1)

‘Parents need to have their views heard and respected and this will encourage them to get involved in things such as governing’ (OLP2)
Respondents also felt that lone parents could be put off getting involved in school governance due to concern about the high levels of responsibility and liability that they associate with the role. As one respondent said: ‘governing is seen as being a huge responsibility as there is a lot of preparation and paperwork involved in being an active member’. 

More generally, the interviews with organisations identified that some lone parents may feel alienated from the education system, particularly if they had a negative experience of education themselves and/or had low levels of academic achievements. However, one respondent pointed out that such feelings are very much dependent on personal experience, while for some people educational institutions may be associated with negative memories, for others education may be seen as route out of deprivation. As such care must be taken when making generalisations. 

3.1.6.2 Overcoming the barriers

In order to overcome the barriers to participation in volunteering and school governance faced by lone parents, a number of recommendations were made through the interviews with organisations. 

Firstly, all out-of-pocket expenses should be reimbursed, including the expenses for childcare. More specifically, some respondents noted that expenses for governors should in fact be ring-fenced within school budgets, as this would encourage people to claim expenses without the worry of depleting the school budget. One respondent suggested that beyond (or instead of) providing expenses for childcare, provisions could be made for childcare facilities, they said: ‘It would be good if there were reciprocal arrangements for lone parents who are volunteering – child care facilities would make it much easier to get involved’. 

Sensitivity is needed in acknowledging and dealing with the time constraints that lone parents are under. This could be through, for example, efforts being made to finding suitable meeting times and recognising the conflicting time pressures which lone parents are under. 

Creating a welcoming environment within schools for lone parents would help to build the confidence and capacity for entering the educational system. For example, one suggestion was to gradually introduce lone parents to the school in a more informal way through encouraging them to become classroom helpers before progressing on to become governors. Comments included: 

‘People need to be encouraged to become more involved in the school and the schools need to be more open to parents and listen to their concerns. Parents need to have their views heard and respected and this will encourage them to get involved in things such as governing.’ (OLP2) 

 ‘A lot of parents haven’t had a good experience with schools and they learn to be confident when using the education system. This might stimulate interest in being parent helpers before moving on to becoming governors.’ (OLP2)
3.1.7 Crosscutting barriers and recommendations from interviews with organisations

A number of crosscutting barriers and recommendations can be identified from the interviews with organisations, which apply to all identified under-represented groups. 

In summary, the key crosscutting barriers to volunteering and school governance identified through the interviews with organisations were:

· A general lack of publicity on volunteering and school governance. As one respondent pointed out: ‘Where is governance talked about apart from the [Times Education Supplement]?’; 

· A lack of knowledge and awareness about available opportunities, expectations, their value as volunteers, about how to get involved, ways of getting involved and ways of individual contribution; 

· The persistent existence of stereotyped images of volunteering and school governance;

· The cost of volunteering/governance and social pressures of not claiming expenses. As one respondent said: ‘Only those who can afford to do so do volunteer’, and another said ‘It is very hard to claim expenses when you know the school is struggling’;
· A lack of appropriate opportunities;

· The need to develop appropriate support structures;

· A lack of time and/or competing time commitment.  

In summary, the key crosscutting recommendations to overcome these barriers were: 

· Targeted recruitment programmes that combine carefully designed recruitment materials with outreach work through community groups and organisations;

· Ensuring that it is as easy as possible to access volunteering and school governance opportunities;   

· Creation of appropriate and meaningful volunteering/school governance opportunities with appropriate support structures; 

· Encouragement for claiming out-of-pocket expenses (which in the case of school governors need to be ring-fenced to ensure people feel able to claim). 

3.2 Phase 3: Interviews with governors

Within the analysis of the interviews undertaken with governors, rather than separate out specific barriers affecting individual under-represented groups it became apparent throughout the research that many of the groups faced the same barriers to participation in school governance. The barriers have been separated out into key overarching issues: perceptions; capacity; awareness; costs; time and accessibility. In many cases the issues are overlapping and reinforce one another. Within each of these overarching issues are a number of individual barriers. 

However, while these issues have been identified as crosscutting as they represent key barriers for all the under-represented groups, in many cases they are compounded for certain groups or individuals. As such, while the following sections focus on the issues that were common to all the under-represented groups, specific examples will be highlighted to draw attention to the extra barriers presented for members of particular groups.

3.2.1 Perceptions of involvement in school governance 

One of the key issues and barriers to emerge through the interviews with governors was around peoples’ perceptions – perceptions of governors, who they are and what they do; but also perceptions of peoples’ potential to become governors. These perceptions were identified as creating both an implicit and an explicit barrier. The issue of peoples’ perceptions is fundamental as it underlies many of the other barriers that were also identified within the research. 

3.2.1.1 Perceptions of school governors 

There was a commonly held view that the general public perceived school governors in a very narrow way. The common perception was seen to be based on three key facets – that governors are middle class, well educated, and professional. The common stereotype also presents governors as white, male and ‘upstanding members of the community’. This narrow perception of ‘who governors are’ was felt to alienate many people who could not identify themselves with the image. Comments from governors included: 

‘I think that many BME parents have a perception that governor boards are filled with skilled and professional people who use big words.’ (GBME4) 

‘There is an image of governors that they are professional people – not for the likes of me.’ (GLI1)

‘I still get the feeling that governors are perceived to be upstanding members of the community – somewhere I can’t go. This is the feeling I get from others and what I probably had too – it is us and them. It is changing, but they were all middle aged, white, male.’ (GLP6)

‘People tend to think governors are the great and the good, but actually they are not; we are just a mix of people. It is getting that across, what you want is the ordinary people, not the great and the good.’ (GDP1) 

‘I’ve got friends who would make good governors, but we are not getting a certain type - the young business, management type. I think it is because it isn’t publicised to them and the image of governors is wrong, it is rather a dowdy one’ (GLP8)

In addition, a number of respondents felt that governors were commonly all perceived to be parents of children at the school. Comments included:

‘I did get the impression from some that unless your children attend the school they are not interested in you being a governor’ (GBR7)

‘It is elitist and very hard to get into - it is about being involved for years locally and governing bodies are then seen as not having opportunities available for people unless they have children at the school’ (GYP5) 

In general then, the respondents suggest that a clear perception exists among the general public that governing bodies are made up of a narrow, self-selecting group of the population; indeed it is a perception which is to some extent confirmed by statistical evidence (see chapter two). As one respondent said:

‘Governing bodies are not open institutions – they are closed, selective and they are all appointed which then doesn’t actually advocate for people to get involved and therefore they are not going to be attractive and there is not an opportunity for people to get involved’ (GYP5)

The perception of what governors do was also felt to be alienating – with an image based around onerous tasks with high levels of responsibility, and long, time-consuming meetings. For example, one respondent said: 

‘It is perceptions; most people who don’t know a lot about school governing just know that it is increasingly onerous and there are increasing responsibilities so they are put off. We need to make more of the positives of it and more of the contributions that people can make. There is a lot to be gained of it. The press coverage is usually negative. … And it is also letting it be known that not every school governor is a well educated middle class person – that would help to encourage people.’ (GLI5)

Together, these perceptions of who governors are and what they do lead many people to feel displaced and unlikely to participate; school governorship is not for them as they cannot identify with it. 

3.2.1.2 Self perceptions

The general public’s narrow perceptions of school governing bodies leave potential governors feeling insecure about their abilities to fulfil the requirements of the role, and nervous about the reaction of existing governors to their involvement. As such, not only are common (mis)conceptions of governors creating a barrier to involvement, so too are aspiring governors’ (mis)conceptions about themselves. Existing governors express their perceptions, either reflecting on their own experience or making more general reflections about people’s perceptions with regard to their eligibility, in the following comments:

‘There is a lack of awareness of opportunities and a feeling that it is not for me. It is daunting as there is a feeling that it is only for professional people or those with lots of time on their hands’ (GBR5) 

‘I think that there are social barriers. People from disadvantaged areas of society would not think that they have the skills or that what they have to say would be of benefit’ (GLI6)

‘When I was coming up to leaving [school] I talked with the head in a jokey way; I really didn’t think they would want me; the average age was like 99 or something so I thought they would not be interested…’ (GYP1) 

‘It comes down to people’s perception of themselves; if they think that they are not very well educated then they are put off even thinking about being a governor as it is an academic environment. That is more of a key concern than a low income.’ (GLI5)

‘It is all perceptions – as an unemployed person or single parent people think that it is not acceptable for them to be a governor. An awful lot won’t go through the door and make enquiries.’ (GLI4)

As the comments indicate, weak self-perceptions and difficulty in identifying with governing bodies were more problematic for some under-represented groups than others. In particular, young people, lone parents, and people with low incomes (which was often used synonymously for having low educational attainment) were seen to be more likely to question their own ability to become governors. 

However, in common across all groups there was a further specific (mis)conception which made a number of people question their ability to take part in school governance. A number of respondents commented that there was a perception that in becoming a governor required a high level of prior knowledge of the education system. Potential governors are discouraged by the belief that they have to have the knowledge and skills before they get involved, rather than being able to develop this capacity once involved. 

These issues around self-perception and confidence to take part shall be returned to below in the discussions around capacity (see section 3.2.2). 

3.2.1.3 Governor perceptions

Barriers were not only identified in terms of the perceptions held among non-governors looking from the outside in (i.e. perceptions of what a governing body is and who governors are). Perceptions of existing governors, looking from the inside out, and making judgements about the eligibility of groups and individuals to become governors, were also seen as a barrier. As one respondent said:

‘Everyone has prejudices – we need to overcome these barriers and prejudices. There should be cultural awareness training.’ (GBME5)

Not only did the (perceived) views of existing governors create barriers to volunteers coming forward as governors; they also created potential barriers to retention. A number of respondents felt that other members of their governing body held prejudiced or stereotypical views towards certain minority groups of people (whether that group be defined by ethnicity, age, social class or disability). These views were resulting in people feeling marginalised within their governing body. The following comments were made by existing governors – reflecting on their experience of the reaction of other members of the governing body to their involvement: 

‘It was a bit scary to be the youngest person on the governing body, and one who hasn’t got any children. It was more my perception than reality, but I felt that people were thinking ‘why is she here’ – I felt that I had to prove myself more.’ (GYP2)

‘There are also comments made at meetings, people put you into types when talking about issues. It is disrespectful – we are there because we care and it makes you wonder what that person thinks of you.  … When I first went I did feel that other governors were there to make me look small.’ (GLP8)

‘I am a single parent, disabled, living on an inner city estate and so people say that I can’t be a governor – they see what governors are supposed to be, i.e. middle class and white, this is who they are supposed to be. …  I have never had an image of governors as I had not even heard of them so I had no concept of what a governing body was.  … The other governors were lovely; they explained everything. But the head was off-putting. There was one instance when he asked me to leave the meeting as he said I was a parent governor and so I could not be present for a discussion that they were going to have on teachers’ pay. I was upset so I went back home and read up on it and on my rights and roles – I went back to the meeting and fought against it.’ (GLI4)

‘There were two places up for grabs and four of us were interested, and I came third. They had a spare co-opted place and asked me if I was interested. I think they asked me partly because I am black and they wanted a black person. … I don’t want to be singled out and I don’t want to be pigeon holed. … Sometimes I do wonder if I am glorified by people saying we have one ethnic person. I am not there as an ethnic face.’ (GBME5)

‘I think people are suspicious of me as a young person, especially as one they used to teach.’ (GYP1)

One specific issue was raised around the need to challenge existing views on the involvement of young people in school governing bodies. A number of respondents argued that pupils within a school should be represented on a school governing body, particularly given that they were increasingly being encouraged to participate in other areas of school and community life. 

For some people, particularly business representatives, but also young people, other governors’ perceptions of them as a member of a ‘minority group’ meant that they were being pigeon holed into certain activities according to stereotypes. Conversely, for others it meant that their skills were not fully utilised, as the individual’s full potential was not recognised. As one respondent said: 

‘I am an ex-financial banker so people assume I can do finance and so my role is automatically assumed to be ‘miss finance’, ‘miss numbers’, ‘miss business woman’.’ (GBR7)

As the comments above suggest, peoples’ perceptions of governors are creating both implicit (perceived) barriers to participation and explicit (actual) barriers through which certain groups or individuals are excluded from school governance. It is also apparent from the above comments, that while this is a crosscutting issue, it may be particularly problematic for young people, people from lower income groups, lone parents and people from black and other minority ethnic groups. 

3.2.1.4 Overcoming the barriers: Challenging perceptions 

In order to challenge the barriers to participation around the (mis)conceptions people hold around school governorship, respondents made a number of suggestions focusing around three key areas:

· Increasing the profile and awareness of governors with messages that explicitly state that anyone can be a governor, and thereby challenging the perception that governors are drawn from a narrow section of the population (see below for further discussion around the profile of governors);

· Increasing the confidence of potential governors from under-represented groups through capacity building (see section 3.2.2 below for further discussions around capacity building);

· Challenging prejudices within governing bodies by undertaking cultural awareness training courses, to ensure that people from different backgrounds are all equally perceived as having a positive contribution to make.  

In essence, respondents felt that there is a need to embrace diversity and to recognise the valuable contribution that each individual can make. As two respondents said: 

‘Young people have something to offer to the school – they need to recognise this. … Sometimes students and ex-students should be there as they have the skills base and the knowledge and they need respecting just because they have been students at the school and they have been recipients. That experience would bring a wealth of knowledge to the board and it would be a great benefit to the school.’ (GYP5)

‘We need schools to look positively at the contribution of different groups.’ (GBME8)

3.2.2 Capacity for involvement in school governance 

Related to the barriers created through peoples’ perceptions of school governance, the second key barrier, or set of issues, to emerge was around the capacity to participate. Capacity was talked about in a number of ways – building and/or realising the capacity to get involved, and supporting and developing capacity during involvement. 

3.2.2.1 Confidence to put yourself forward as a governor
A number of governors identified barriers in terms of a lack of self-confidence and/or self-esteem, which left potential volunteers feeling incapable of putting themselves forward to become governors. This was particularly true for people who experienced exclusion in other areas of life. As one respondent said:

‘Basic confidence building is not there.’ (GDP2) 

This lack of confidence was linked primarily to the perception that governors are middle class, well educated, professionals (as highlighted in section 3.2.1 above), but also more specifically to a lack of relevant skills. As one respondent said: 

‘I work with a local disabled group and lots of people are willing people but they would no way put themselves forward for job which they think they needs skills to do.’ (GDP1) 

Again, the lack of skills prior to involvement may be a perceived or actual barrier. 

In addition, a lack of confidence, or fear, created by the unfamiliarity of the school environment was also identified as a barrier to some potential governors. This was felt to be particularly the case for people who had a bad experience of education themselves and were therefore uneasy about returning to an educational institution. As one respondent said:  

‘[One barrier is] a lack of formal education and fear of the education system. People who have had a bad experience in school will be unlikely to come forward, and yet they might have a great deal to offer’ (GLI1)

3.2.2.2 Capacity to apply

Once a volunteer has taken the step to apply to become a governor, the next potential ‘capacity’ related barrier they face is around the application and/or election process. While a majority of the respondents in this study found the application and election procedures straight forward, there was indication that these formal recruitment processes may potentially create barriers for people who feel they lack the necessary skills. As one respondent said: 

‘With elections people pull out as they get jittery’ (GLP6)

Another governor reflected on their experience of being rejected twice as a parent governor, highlighting a potential lack of capacity and/or confidence to go through the established recruitment processes for governors:

‘It was probably because my own education is only secondary and I wasn’t confident in putting myself over, that is my downfall. I am confident when it comes to talking, but I find it hard to write it down. It was my lack of ability in selling myself that meant I didn’t get the position’ (GDP5) 

This person had eventually found a route into school governance by becoming an LEA governor; it is unknown how many other people would have given up. 

3.2.2.3 Capacity during involvement 

Once a new volunteer has been appointed or elected, they face further barriers relating to their capacity (actual or perceived) to function as an effective governor. 

Unfamiliarity with processes and procedures 
The first barrier they may face as a new governor arises through the initial governor body meetings they attend. A number of respondents talked about their experience of feeling nervous and intimidated during their first few governor meetings. This lack of confidence in early meetings came from a number of sources: the unfamiliarity of the school environment; the structure and style of meetings; a lack of understanding of the education system; and a general lack of clear understanding about what the role of a school governor entails. For most, these problems had subsided with time; others indicated that some people drop out before they overcome this barrier. Comments included:   

‘There are also issues around a lack of confidence and a lack of understanding of a governor’s role. When you go to a meeting it goes straight over your head for the first couple of months, and that is why people drop out.’ (GDP2) 

‘At first it was a bit scary as I did not know enough about the system, how much to get involved and whether I would be treading on toes.’ (GYP2)

‘At the first meeting I wondered what I had let myself in for; it was like learning a new language.’ (GBR4) 

‘It can be very daunting, especially for those who do not have children of school age, to get to grips with the complexity of the education system.’ (GBR5) 

‘I think it is difficult trying to function in meetings – if you don’t speak well in meetings then you are relying on people coming to speak to you elsewhere.’ (GLP2)

Language 

The language used within meetings, but also within the reading and paperwork that accompanies school governance, was also felt to create a barrier. In particular, respondents felt that the language used was often unnecessarily jargonistic or technical, leaving people feeling excluded or intimidated when they were unable to understand it. Comments included: 

‘As a set rule it is paperwork. The reading of all the bits and pieces. They are very long documents and they are not easy to read. They are not written in friendly English so they are off-putting. To be honest, I will come across a word I don’t know and I have to check it in a dictionary and that makes me feel inadequate which is off-putting, especially when you are getting material from five different sources.’ (GLI4)

‘Need to break down the jargon – if you can understand English but not a specific jargon word you will not put yourself forward. It was just foreign words to me so I did not want to go ahead. You need to break down the language – it all comes down to that.’ (GLI3)

‘Barriers of language – if someone is a professional person then they tend to look down on you and use big words and they do it on purpose. And then there are tactics of chairing and setting agendas – for example by putting important issues last and shutting people up – it ensures that people are not included.’ (GDP2)

For people from black and other minority ethnic groups the issue of language was felt to be particularly pertinent, as illustrated in the following comment: 

‘People from ethnic minorities face language barriers because of the accent – this makes people feel shy and they don’t want to join in as they don’t know if they would be heard.’ (GBME5)

But language issues were also compounded for other groups, especially those with lower educational qualifications – often associated with people with low incomes, some disabled people (e.g. people with learning difficulties), and young people. 

Recognition

Even for established governors, a subsequent issue was identified in relation to supporting capacity among existing governors around recognition. A number of governors within this research expressed some frustration at a lack of recognition for the contributions they make, and for the importance of the role. As one respondent said:  

‘It is a lot of responsibility for no recognition.’ (GLI5) 

This lack of recognition was identified on a number of levels, from parents not valuing the role, to a lack of recognition in the media, through to a lack of recognition in the government. Comments included: 

‘Parents don’t appreciate the importance of the role’ (GBME1)

‘[I dislike] the ignorance of the media and certain government ministries (outside the education department).’ (GLP3)

‘I dislike the way that more and more is put on a school governor, and when a governor says they don’t think a change is right, the government still goes ahead with the change’ (GDP2) 

‘… some of the head teachers think that governors don’t know anything and they patronise governors and that is very insulting. Governors need to be valued if they want them to stay there.’ (GBME5) 

A particular issue arose around recognition from the DfES and LEAs in terms of valuing the voice of governors within consultation processes. Some respondents felt that, at present, the DfES and LEAs were at times failing to recognise the importance of governors within consultation processes. By seemingly not always including governors in decision-making processes the DfES and LEAs were seen to be undermining the role, potentially leading to governors becoming disenchanted and dropping out. Comments included: 

‘It is wrong not to be allowed to make comments on policies that we will have to implement.’ (GDP5)

‘What I dislike is that sometimes I get the feeling that governors’ power is underlined when it suits the LEA, but sometimes when you wish to challenge the LEA they say no and they won’t listen to you. … They told me that it is a very important role and that we can influence things, but if you then try to use that influence they then try to fob you off.’ (GDP1)

‘At times … there are consultations going on concerning schools and there is no place for representation from school governors in that process. We have a very active association of governors in [this LEA] and we are aware of the issues but it is frustrating that we get increasing responsibility but they don’t want to talk to us when they are setting up the process. We have a crucial role in schools but we are sidelined. Those in government chose to ignore governors. They can’t have it both ways.’ (GLI5)
From the issues identified above it is clear that not developing, releasing, and supporting the capacity of existing and potential school governors creates a considerable barrier to recruitment and retention. In general, all the capacity barriers identified within school governance were likely to be compounded for people from black and other minority ethnic background, young people and for people from low-income groups, and also for lone parents and disabled people. 

3.2.2.4 Overcoming the barriers: Developing and releasing capacity

In discussing these barriers, the respondents put forward a number of solutions – methods that they had found to be useful in increasing or realising capacity within their own governing bodies, or ideas for solutions which they thought might work. Three main stages for capacity building were identified: before, during and after becoming a governor. 

Building confidence

Respondents felt that before many people would even consider becoming a governor capacity building would help overcome barriers such as a lack of self-confidence. This often comes from a lack of understanding of school governance, and undervaluing of ones’ own skills base. In order to develop the confidence of individuals to even think about applying to become a school governor one of the key elements was around developing a general understanding of school governance and education. Suggestions included: getting people familiar with the school environment by getting them into the school for different events; running governor preparation courses; allowing interested people to observe governor meetings; creating a category of  ‘apprentice governors’. Some of these suggestions are reflected in the following comments: 

‘With parents what we have found works really well is that it is about overcoming the barrier of walking back into school so you need to get parents comfortable being in school and seeing that they have lots to offer the school. For example, adult education classes, someone I was talking to said that if she had not done those she would not have had the confidence to come back into school as a governor. Now she feels that a year or two on she would have the confidence to be a governor. … If you have a bad experience of school it takes a lot to get over the physical barrier of going back into the school environment. … Anything that gets people in to see what the school looks like and feels like is good as generally once people have left school they never come back in.’ (GLI5)

‘We need to break down the idea that it is only for professionals. Anyone can do it. We need to introduce people to what it entails, perhaps by offering taster days where people can attend one meeting to see it in action.’ (GLI2)

As one respondent said:

‘… it is about people being made to feel that they can actually do the job. It is building up people’s confidence to feel that they have those qualities….’ (GLP6)

In terms of helping people with the actual process of becoming a governor, respondents focused their suggestions very generally around making the process as straight forward and transparent as possible. More specifically, a small number of respondents felt that assistance could be offered with application forms, to ensure people with certain disabilities or low educational attainment were not excluded by their inexperience of filling out forms. 

Help and support through individual induction programmes

Once new governors have overcome any initial barriers, the research highlighted a number of innovative methods that were already being used, or were suggested, in order to support and facilitate the continued involvement of governors. 

Key to facilitating participation for new governors was felt to be effective induction training, during which the roles and expectations of school governors were carefully explained. By increasing knowledge levels at an early stage about what school governance entails it was felt that peoples’ confidence to participate fully would increase. A majority of respondents themselves had gone through induction training, and most were satisfied with it, but a considerable number felt that the role of governors and what would be expected of them was never explicitly outlined. In general it was about making people aware. As one respondent said: 

‘Induction helps – I felt lost … for the first three meetings until I started to grasp things. Especially for the young ones it is very difficult for them to straight away understand – that is why we are pushing for induction training.’ (GBME5)

Secondly a number of respondents pointed to the success, or potential success, of buddying or mentoring schemes, in which new governors could be linked to more experienced volunteers.  

‘…at the secondary school they were very welcoming, and we have a buddy and are encouraged to get there 20 minutes before the meeting for a chat. It makes it much easier to meet on that basis – to get to know people in smaller groups.’ (GLI4)

‘One of the processes that we have put in place is to link a new governor to an experienced one. That does help. But if you have got a lot of new members, older governors are taken up with other things so they just don’t have the time. Especially if people have never been a governor before, what we call ‘raw governors’, it really helps them.’ (GDP5)

The value of more general and ongoing peer support was also highlighted. 

‘I am not very good at writing reports, so the first report I had to write was all new and exciting, but I felt I was out on my own.  Because I was worried about it, my other governors gave me previous reports to use as a base – so there was support there from other governors.’ (GDP5)

Ongoing training

Of particular value was also the availability of ongoing training. However, most respondents said they had potential access to, but not all had been able to take it up. While existing training courses were reflected upon positively, a number of barriers were identified which limited the take up of training. The barriers to training included: physical access issues; transport; time; and child care provision.   

In addition a small number of respondents suggested that altering the format of meetings would be beneficial, as by making them less formal they would become less intimidating. As one respondent said: 

‘Meetings don’t have to be structured in a set order or sat around a table.’ (GDP2) 

Recognising and awarding efforts

Finally, in order to keep governors involved it was felt to be important to give them recognition for their involvement. The most important form of recognition was to truly value and take on board each person’s contribution. It was felt that recognition would empower individuals by increasing their confidence. The following comments illustrate this further:  

‘Need to make governors feel useful and valuable and that their contribution counts. Schools need to find out more about what each governor can offer and wants in return and try as far as possible to match them to appropriate tasks. Need to offer support to cut their way through the jargon and acronyms which plague the role.’ (GLI1)

‘From a personal perspective I think that the fact that it is volunteering is that you must feel that you are making a contribution which is taken seriously. Is the school listening to the views of governors? You begin to think is it worth it? That is most important to retain governors – we have to feel part of the school and are valued.’ (GBR2)
‘Should give young single mothers a real stake in the school by empowering them – especially through respecting their knowledge etc.’ (GYP5)  

But recognition was also about saying thank you to someone for their contribution. The following comments give suggestions for ways in which governors could be recognised:  

‘Even if it was as simple as a letter being sent out once a year to say we recognise the time and effort you put into it. Thank you is just two little words which make such a difference. It takes up a lot of time each year.’ (GLI5) 

 ‘[There is a need for] greater recognition of the high importance of the role, perhaps by giving long service certificates or public honour… also a nationwide advertising campaign would help by raising the profile of governors and what they do.’ (GLP3)  

3.2.3 Awareness of opportunities for participation in school governance 

An apparent lack and/or inappropriateness of publicity on school governance was seen as leading to a lack of knowledge among the general public on what governing bodies do and who and how people become governors, thus creating sometimes misleading perceptions about school governance (section 3.2.1).

3.2.3.1 General awareness

In general, there was felt to be an overall lack of information available about school governance. The fact that school governance was not publicised in the general media was felt to create a considerable barrier. If people do not see publicity materials and governance is generally not talked about in the media, there will be a lack of awareness meaning that people will not even be able to begin to think about getting involved. 

As one respondent noted:

‘The awareness of the whole community needs raising – when I say I am a governor people think I am a governor of a prison so that is the level of awareness. If we raise awareness then we will have broken the first barrier.’ (GBME5)

They went on to say: 

‘That is why there are no ethnic people on governing bodies – we are not aware’ (GBME5)

More specific, however, was the issue of recruitment materials – publicity that was designed specifically to get people interested in becoming a governor. Issues emerged around how people are currently finding out about opportunities for volunteering in school governance, attitudes towards existing recruitment materials and the potential barriers that they created, and potential solutions or improvements to materials.  

3.2.3.2 Recruitment methods and materials

Confirming the findings of the existing literature (see for example, Bird, 2003) a majority of the governors involved in this research had found out about opportunities for volunteering in their school governing bodies through word of mouth. However, word of mouth recruitment encompassed a number of elements. Most often, people had been asked to become governors through conversations with head teachers, with other existing governors, or with local councillors. In addition, respondents had also found out about opportunities for involvement through: LEA campaigns; parent newsletters from the school; political parties; or by approaching the school directly (often in response to a specific issue). 

However, it was widely acknowledged, both within this research and within existing literature, that to rely on word of mouth as a method of recruitment is problematic and exclusionary. As one respondent said ‘merely asking people to be governors in general will not work’. Word of mouth recruitment generally takes place within narrow circles of existing contacts; as such it represents a barrier to broadening participation. 

Beyond word of mouth, one of key ways in which people can find out about opportunities for volunteering in school governing bodies is through specific recruitment materials. 

Those people who had seen the existing recruitment materials were asked to give their opinions of them. A majority of respondents were unable to distinguish between materials that came from the DfES or the LEA, and as such the following comments refer to issues with the materials in general. While a small number of respondents were asked to review the latest DfES leaflet aimed at recruiting governors (DfES, 2002b); these comments have however been integrated with the more general responses as similar issues were identified. When specific issues have arisen, with regard to the DfES materials, these have been highlighted.  

Accessibility of recruitment materials 

The first issue to arise in relation to recruitment materials, however, is their apparent scarcity despite the number of organisations that are producing them. Many respondents felt that the lack of recruitment materials was creating a barrier to participation, as people were not able to find out about opportunities available in school governing bodies. Comments included:

‘I was quite surprised at the lack of material.l’ (GBR3)

‘There is an information barrier. At university, tutoring [children in schools] was popular among those who were interested in that. If I had been asked to be a governor before I started that then I would have considered it, but I was not told about it. University students would benefit quite a lot from it.’ (GYP4)
Indeed, a number of governors involved in the research had not seen any of the recruitment materials, and neither had many of the organisations interviewed. 

The lack of wide distribution and availability of the materials emerged as the key challenge, which needs to be addressed. As one respondent said: ‘To have the printed materials is no use what so ever until you reach the person.’ A number of respondents felt that the quality of the materials at present was good, but that they needed to be more prolific; the issue was how many materials are ‘out there’ and where they are being distributed to ensure that the reach out beyond the narrow circle of people already being recruited through word of mouth. As one respondent said: 

‘It is not so much the materials, as I doubt that anyone on my governing body has seen the materials. They need the materials as back up, but to me it is more about how you get in touch with people in the first place. What is wrong with recruiting school governors is that we are recruiting through a limited field – through our own networks. People say they will never be a governor as no-one asks me.’ (GDP1) 

Content of recruitment materials

In general, many of the respondents were quite positive about the materials. However, there were a number of issues that did arise around: language used; imagery; the general style and feel of the publications. Together these issues were potentially seen as serving to alienate people from school governance, rather than attracting them to it. 

Language

With regard to the use of language on the recruitment materials, there was a general perception that it was often too jargonistic and technical. The complexity of language alienated people who could not immediately understand it, thus creating a potential barrier to involvement. Comments included:

‘They are fairly good but they could be more simplified, for example by using plain English, and they could be more targeted. This is especially because language can be a barrier.’ (GBME8) 

‘You don’t have to be a specialist before you start but the recruitment materials make it feel like you do; even if they say in the text that you don’t have to be a specialist, they make it feel like you do.’ (GDP5)  

‘They were very complicated. It made me question whether I was capable of doing it. There is lots of jargon and it is unclear. It made me think it was above my level.’ (GLI2)

Intonation

Not only was it the complexity of language that was problematic but also the intonation, which was sometimes felt to give confusing messages. Reflecting on one specific piece of recruitment literature, one governor made the following comment:  

‘[One LEA] gave us marketing material called ‘So you want to be a governor’ … I didn’t like the fact that it said ‘so you want to be a school governor’ and the ‘you’ was in red. I didn’t like it as it sounded insulting to have the ‘you’ accentuated so it gave the wrong impression as it made it sound as if you were not up to it. It would have been better if the emphasis was on school governor.’ (GDP1)
Problems of language were compounded for certain groups. In particular, reference was made to difficulties for people with low incomes and lone parents, who were perceived to be more likely to have lower levels of educational attainment, and for people from BME groups for whom English may not be their mother tongue.

Imagery

A further issue identified around recruitment materials was around pictures, or imagery, used. For example, some respondents talked about a lack of diversity presented in the pictures of governors in recruitment materials – the photos of governors did not include people with whom individuals from the under-represented groups could identify. More specifically, there was a particular issue that arose around the activities that were conveyed in the images. Within the DfES’s most recent recruitment leaflet (DfES, 2002b) in particular, respondents felt that the images used were of teachers in classrooms rather than of governors. By focusing the images (apparently) of teachers interacting with young people within the classrooms it was felt that the distinction between the role of a teacher and that of a governor was not distinguished enough, potentially putting people off getting involved in school governance. As one respondent said: 

‘It is very schooly – it is almost like a teaching thing’ (GYP3)

Overall presentation of school governance

Respondents also made comments on the overall presentation of school governance within the recruitment materials. In general, it was felt that they were at risk of being seen as boring; they were not selling school governance as something that was exciting and interesting to get involved with. Comments included: 

‘It is boring and staid – a typical DfES document but they are not dealing with people who are typical DfES recipients. They need to use exciting concepts, and the need needs to be explained a bit more – people don’t realise that schools are run by volunteers.’ (GYP3) 

‘The print is clear but it is like reading a legal document. It doesn’t make people gain interest from the front cover. It is not the type of leaflet that you will look at, pick up, and think ‘that is interesting’ – it is too heavy.’ (GDP5) 

‘I think they are a bit plain and do not show how being a governor is a lot about how you can shape and how you can get involved… I think people are put off because governors seem to make things complicated for the sake of it.’ (GYP1)  

By failing to make it explicit why people might want to get involved, what they can contribute and what they can get out of it, the materials were seen to be at risk of failing to excite people to get involved. Or as one respondent put it ‘They are not making it sexy’.

More specifically, a number of respondents felt that the recruitment materials gave the impression that they were targeting only certain groups of the population, potentially reinforcing people’s perceptions that school governance is only for a narrowly defined group of the population rather than serving to challenge these myths. Comments included: 

‘It can put ordinary people off as it outlines too much. It targets people which are at the right level to be doing that already – ABC classes.’ (GDP2) 

‘A lot of the stuff I saw was aimed at parent governors rather than co-opted governors.’ (GYP4)
This issue was intensified for those people for whom access to the materials was an issue. For people with certain disabilities, for example, the materials may be inaccessible, so too might they be for people for whom English is not their mother tongue. 

3.2.3.3 Overcoming the barriers: Enhance awareness and quality of recruitment materials 

While it is recognised that word of mouth is currently the most commonly used recruitment method, and the most effective, it is also generally acknowledged that it will not be effective in terms of increasing the diversity of governors. As such the solutions and recommendations presented to overcome recruitment barriers focused on what alternative tools are or should be used to ‘ask’ people to get involved in school governance.  

Widespread campaigns and distribution of materials

In terms of reaching people from the under-represented groups with ‘the word’ about school governance, respondents generally felt that targeted campaigns and outreach work was necessary. In particular, respondents spoke about the need to work through networks and community organisations that exist for/of the groups, and to tap into specialist media. This was felt to be important in terms of reaching any of the currently under-represented groups, but especially with regards to reaching people from minority ethnic groups, disabled people and young people. As one respondent said: 

‘There are lots of associations for BME groups- if we send information to them then we will start breaking barriers and saying we are there and we want you to get involved. It is about making people aware. You need to go into temples and mosques and places where people congregate.’ (GBME5) 

Targeted and improved materials 

With regard to the content of the recruitment materials, broadly speaking respondents felt ‘It needs a hook’. Recruitment materials must be designed carefully to ensure that they appeal to a diverse group of people. 

Primarily respondents felt that it was important to make it clear through the content and presentation of recruitment materials that school governance is open to all sections of society. Respondents suggested using images of a diverse group of governors, using plain English, and providing case studies of individual governors from under-represented groups – creating an image of school governors that people can identify with. In general the idea was that recruitment materials ‘Need to put real faces to governors’. Specific comments included: 

‘Make it clear that anyone can do it. … You don’t need huge intelligence.’ (GLI2) 

 ‘Show people from minorities, whether they are ethnic minorities or disabled people, in the recruitment materials so that they are saying it is something for you too.’ (GDP4) 

‘In the literature that is sent out the language used should be more ordinary and more friendly and if they are going to have case studies of governors then they need to try and find governors who are single parents, unemployed, etc to get other people to follow suit. If you are disabled and you see an able-bodied person as a governor you can’t identify with it.’ (GLI4) 

‘It is getting the message across bolder and louder that everyone has something to contribute.’ (GLP6)
Motivations for participation in governance

Respondents felt it was important for recruitment materials to highlight the diverse reasons why people become school governors; again presenting a story or image that individual people can identify with. In particular, by stressing the diverse motivations for involvement it was felt that the misconception that people only become governors because they are interested in their own children’s education might be challenged. The main motivations that the governors in this research presented for becoming governors reflect this diversity, and could be used in materials, focused around four issues: 

· The link into education – whether this was to increase the level of knowledge about children’s education; out of a general interest in education; or for potential future career. 

· To utilise existing skills and develop new ones;

· To do something worthwhile;

· To instigate change in response to a specific issue. 

Comments on motivations included: 

‘I want to understand what the issues are with my daughter’s education, and I think I have some skills that would be of use and I wanted to get involved.’ (GBME4)
‘it is the school where I was at before, they helped me and I wanted to be useful and give something back.’ (GYP1)

‘I had a daughter at the [local] primary school … and I worked at a hospital, and I never realised that there was governors in this country (I come from [another country]). When my daughter went to school I started to think about the playground which was just a bit of hard concrete … and lots of the kids used to have accidents and end up coming into the hospital. I went to the head and said that something needed to be done about it; I protested about it and drew up a petition. He then said we have a governing body; before that I knew nothing about it. …. That is why there are no ethnic people on governing bodies – we are not aware.’ (GBME5)

‘I relocated here in 1997 from [another country] and my older kid was being bullied at school but there was no policy at school for this, so I went to the head and complained and he said about the opportunity for parent governors and so I said put my name forward and then I can change things from the inside.’ (GLI3)
Benefits from participation

In general though, one of the key messages that respondents felt should be included on recruitment materials was that through being involved governors would make a difference. Or, as one respondent said ‘that something will happen as a result of their involvement’.  As Susan Ellis (1996) stresses with regards to volunteering in general, no one wants to give their time for something that has no impact.

In addition, however, respondents felt that the recruitment materials should highlight the benefits that people get out of involvement in school governance. It was acknowledged that it is rare for people to volunteer out of purely altruistic reasons; rather people tend to get involved when they recognise a potential for a reciprocal relationship. The benefits that people can get out of school governance therefore need to be marketed, alongside what they can contribute. 

In order to determine what benefits should be included on recruitment materials, respondents were asked what impact being a school governor had had on them. 

Satisfaction

Taking part in school governance led to a sense of satisfaction and pride for a number of people, particularly through seeing changes made to the school and to the education of children. Comments included: 

‘I like the fact that I have made a contribution to a successful school.’ (GBR2) 

‘I suppose I feel I am being useful to the community and I come with a wide experience of education and have something to contribute.’ (GBME1)

‘It gives me a buzz of satisfaction that things work well, but it is also nice camaraderie. Doing the job is important and it can be stimulating, but it is also nice to feel it is a group of friends.’ (GDP1) 

‘There is a sense of pride that you have achieved a better environment for the kids then to achieve better in. … It has given me a bit of responsibility and a bit of payback to the education system. … I really enjoy it.’ (GDP5)

Skills

People also gained new skills through their involvement in school governance. These were either hard skills, such as interviewing or financial management; but also soft skills such as leadership and teamwork. Knowledge was also increased through school governance - specific knowledge around individual schools and the education system, but also more general knowledge about people and organisations, for example. Comments included: 

‘It has helped refine my chairing skills and my knowledge of education.’ (GLI5) 

‘I have acquired a lot of experience through doing it. For example, helping interviewing staff is very valuable experience. I have learnt a lot.’ (GLP2)

‘I am learning about relationships.’ (GBR7)

‘I like the fact that I can go into school and find out what is going on, I like the sense of belonging and the feeling we are achieving something.’ (GLP8)
School governing bodies were also a source of friendships, social contacts and networking opportunities. Comments included:

‘Good to meet other people in the local community.’ (GBR4)

‘You meet a variety of people from different walks of life, and you are always striving to make improvements in education, that is the buzz.’ (GLI4)

‘I will get some camaraderie from the other governors and over time I will see people on the street so that will engender neighbourliness.’ (GBR7)

Socialising 

Through their involvement in school governing bodies respondents had also gained through personal development, particularly through building confidence and self-esteem. Comments included:

 ‘Personally it has given me more confidence.’ (GLP4) 

‘Over a long period of time I am more outgoing and confident, so it has done me some good in that respect; I can speak in front of people.’ (GDP3)  

‘It has made me a more busy individual. … It boosts my self-confidence. … It gives me satisfaction and makes me feel part of the community.’ (GDP4)

Employment opportunities
Ultimately, involvement in school governance had for some people led to enhanced employment opportunities. Governors who felt that through the skills, knowledge, confidence and contacts they gained through volunteering they had gained access to new employment opportunities made the following comments:

‘It is important to emphasise the benefits of volunteering for the volunteer. I moved from being a shop-floor factory worker to a volunteer manager within an NHS trust, via a degree. But it wasn’t the degree that fitted me for the job, but being a school governor, which introduced me to strategic planning, management, staff issues, budgeting etc. We should emphasise the transferable skills which you can learn from being a school governor.’ (GLI1)

‘I feel it has been useful in my career development and personally it has been rewarding.’ (GBR5) 

‘It will help me in the long term; there are not many young people who are governors so I think it will help with employers that they can see I’m involved, I want to get into education anyway so that should help. It is also good to see the school change as a result of being involved.’ (GYP1)

 ‘That [school governance] combined with other things has probably led me into employment … I got the experience, and it me made challenge the system with my own children. Through it I have increased my confidence – but it has not been on its own.’ (GDP2) 

‘For young people I think it is really good for job applications and CVs. It has been one of the most significant factors in me getting interviews. People are really impressed and I can talk abut it a lot during interviews, especially as job applications have changed with more need to talk about positions of responsibility and roles in the community.’ (GYP3)

More specifically, however, a number of respondents felt the recruitment materials should be targeted by stressing specific benefits most relevant for individual groups of the population. For example, young respondents felt that the potential to enhance employability should be highlighted, for lone parents on career breaks the benefits in terms of skills development, networks, and confidence building should be stressed. 

Clarity of presentation

Other recommendations for the content and format of recruitment materials were that they should be concise and simple; clearly outline what would be expected of governors; and give an estimation of the time commitment involved. Comments included:  

‘It would be useful if they not only outlined the role of the governor but also gave a brief context about the education system and how the governing body fits in - what’s it for; what does it do etc. It can be very daunting, especially for those who do not have children of school age, to get to grips with the complexity of the education system.’ (GBR5)

‘The approach needs to be simple, without jargon.’ (GLP8)

‘Need to stress that you don’t have to give up a lot of time to be a governor. You can get really committed if you want but you don’t have to.’ (GBR4)  

3.2.4 The cost of involvement in school governance 

3.2.4.1 The expense of involvement 

A common barrier to be identified in the research, and confirming previous findings in the literature was around expenses: the cost of volunteering as a school governor. Volunteering as a school governor is not free – the volunteers are likely to incur costs around childcare and transport. If expenses are not readily reimbursed then there is a barrier created to those who cannot afford to cover these costs themselves. 

School policy on claims for reimbursement
In many cases the respondents were unclear what the schools’ policy on the claiming of expenses was – it was not an issue that was openly discussed within governing bodies. A number of respondents, however, stated that while expenses are available they are often not claimed. As one respondent said:

‘There is a culture of not claiming expenses; they are offered but no-one I know claims them. It discriminates against those on a low income who don’t like to think they are the only ones claiming them.’ (GLP3)

In many cases this was because expenses polices were not explicit, they were not talked about or acknowledged. One respondent said:  

‘By law they [expenses] are there but nobody does claim them; they are not mentioned in reality. It has come up recently, but it is a difficult one as our budgets are so tight. It shouldn’t be eating into the school budget. If we encourage governors to claim then it might open up a floodgate of claims.’ (GLP6)

When policies allowing claiming of expenses do exist it appears they are not really talked about or acknowledged. One commonly held view to emerge from the interview was that to claim expenses would be to take (scarce) money directly from the schools’ budget. Thus any expenses paid to governors were often felt to be at the cost of the children. As such, even when policies did exist for payment of expenses they were seldom claimed. As one respondent said:

‘I dislike that it is awkward to claim expenses which I need as a single parent because it comes from the school budget and we would be seen to be taking it from the school’ (GLP8)

Again, the issue of expenses was a crosscutting one, creating a barrier to involvement for all the under-represented groups. In particular, however, the issue was felt to be most pertinent for lone parents (particularly around the need for childcare expenses- see below) and people with low incomes. 

‘I think there is a dilemma that needs to be sorted out – if we want younger parents and single parents to be involved then it is about childcare costs. I would love to say that we could pay expenses but our budget is tight so it is tacitly agreed that we never claim expenses. If we did claim expenses then the awful truth is that it would come out of the school. Childcare is a major issue. If we really want to make it inclusive… we have to ask where the funding is coming from… then we might get more parents.’ (GDP1)

Expenses for childcare

The lack of expenses for childcare and/or a lack of childcare facilities were felt to be a major barrier. Some respondents felt it was hard to find a suitable person to undertake childcare (especially problematic when children have special needs), and additionally time spent in meeting (even when childcare was available) was time spent without your children. The following comments highlight the barrier created by a lack of appropriate childcare provision: 

‘The main barrier for single parents is lack of childcare facilities and difficulties attending all the meetings. … Schools should think of offering crèches.’ (GLP4) 

‘I could not be a governor then as meetings were in the evening and I didn’t have childcare’ (GLP5)

‘Childcare is a major problem – expenses are often paid but people won’t take them because they think they are taking from the kids’ (GLI1)
3.2.4.2 Overcoming the barriers: Ensuring the reimbursement of expenses

The barrier created by governors not claiming expenses was felt to be relatively easy to remove, through the creation of a policy in which all expenses are paid. More specifically, however, respondents stressed that a budget for governor expenses needed to be ring fenced
, to ensure that claimants are not doing so to the detriment of the school and its pupils. 

With regards to childcare, a number of potential solutions had been tested, and were commented upon: 

‘As a single parent there is an issue of having my children looked after but we decided to use the budget in the school to pay for babysitting; this wasn’t happening before I was a governor.’ (GLI5)

‘We used to hold one meeting in the morning at 8am; when they said could I do the meeting I said only if I could bring the kids and so they sit in the library. So they have worked around me’ (GLP6) 

‘…we make some [childcare] available in the school so we can bring our children along and that helps. But it does not solve all the problems because if it is a long meeting it takes up a huge chunk of the evening which is a problem if you are a single parent.’ (GLP2) 
3.2.5 Time for involvement

Arguably the biggest cost of participation in school governance, and a frequently talked about barrier to participation, was time. Taking part in school governance was perceived to be very time consuming, and many people perceive the amount of time they have available for such involvement to be limited. 

3.2.5.1 Availability of spare time

A number of specific issues were identified around time. Firstly, there was the issue of available ‘spare’ time within which governance activities could take place. As one respondent said: 

‘I am at university and working, so I find it hard to keep up sometimes.’ (GYP1)

Following on from the issue of a lack of spare time, was the issue of how to fit voluntary activities (i.e. school governance) in with work time, which was generally felt to be becoming increasingly pressured. While some employers were very supportive of their employees who were school governors, often giving a limited number of days off per year for governance activities, others were less supportive. This was a particular issue for the business representatives included in the research who often had high-level jobs. The issue was also one for people with low incomes who often had long, inflexible and unsociable work hours or undertook shift work. Comments included: 

‘…the only other issue I have is that on occasions I have work commitments where I have to work away and have had to break commitments to the school. Work has to come first when there is a clash.’ (GBR2) 

‘Whilst I know that governors are regarded as doing necessary duties it is hard to justify the time off work. I don’t know if whether there was an allowance for time off work it would allow people to do more and to actually get into school. … The role needs to be recognised [by employers] as something that is important.’ (GLI6)

‘…at work people never understand why I have to have time off. One manager refused to let me off work for it. I had to fight for it within the NHS. We get allocated two days in a whole year for governors and that is not enough and it is at the discretion of managers whether you get any further days. That really victimises me as I have to take unpaid leave. I have been penalised for being a governor.’ (GBME5)

‘The biggest thing I think for people my age is the timing of the meetings and the time to be involved. Companies will give you time to be a councillor, but it is unclear if being a governor counts.’ (GYP4)
3.2.5.2 Timing of meetings
As the last comment indicates, there was also a specific issue around the time of meetings. As  different groups of people tended to have different times which would be suitable for them to hold meetings in, it was hard to find a time which suited all members of the governing body. 

‘If meetings are always held outside of school hours then that discriminates single parents who have trouble getting childcare’ (GLP3)

‘I talk to the other governors who are single parents and we all say that we need timescales for meetings so we know when we can be home’ (GLP8) 

‘Meeting times [are a barrier]- probably some people might live a long distance away from the school so if the meeting is in the evening it might be hard as they can’t get a bus there’ (GLI3)
Not only was the timing of meetings problematic, but so too was the length of meetings. Meetings were often perceived to be excessively long, and a number of respondents felt that the difficulty in predicting how long a meeting would go on for created an additional barrier to participation. Comments included: 

‘Meetings do go on for too long – they are over three hours long and even if you have childcare it is hard to overcome – that is a major, major problem. … You need flexibility of meeting times and that is a problem for single parents as we often have flexible work time so it is hard to get a time for meetings to suit all of those who are involved with full-time and part-time jobs.’ (GLP2) 

‘As a single parent when I was working it was very difficult to go straight from work, I couldn’t get home to feed my child and then at certain points in the meeting I become completely distracted because I need to get home to feed my child. This is especially so when meetings go on unnecessarily.’ (GLP8)

3.2.5.3 Terms of office and other time issues

Time spent on school governance during meetings was however only the tip of the iceberg for some governors. The time needed to do the necessary reading and paperwork associated with school governance was also problematic, so too was time needed to attend training courses and the time for some people to travel to meetings.

Finally, a couple of respondents felt that the normal term of office for school governors being four years
 also created a time barrier. While governors can resign at any time during their term of office, some may feel obliged to serve for the whole of their four-year term of office and this may people off getting involve. This was highlighted as a particular issue for business representatives, but could also be problematic for young people: 

‘Time is a barrier – with meetings and homework it is not an issue, but having a tenure of three to four years could be an issue for people who move between jobs, so they could reduce the tenure. People do not want to be tied in too long as they don’t like to let people down.’ (GBR7)

Beyond reducing the normal term of office and tightening up meetings to ensure they stick to the agenda and subsequently the timetable, very few suggestions were made on providing solutions to the problem of time. 

3.2.6 Accessibility  

A final barrier that was identified was accessibility. Access was felt to be problematic in a number of ways. 

3.2.6.1 Physical accessibility of building 

Firstly, a lack of physical access to buildings and to the facilities within them presented a barrier to people with certain disabilities, particularly mobility related impairments and sensory impairments. School buildings were felt to be particularly inaccessible for disabled people. The following comments highlight the considerable physical barriers which people face to participating in school governance:   

 ‘Mine, as a wheelchair user first of all was wonderful, as when I phoned to meet the head she didn’t know I was a wheelchair user and to get into the building there was a step, and I couldn’t reach the buzzer! I had to wait for someone to come and let me in. … Now they have done the work to make it accessible, but before it was so well out it was hilarious!’ (GDP1)

‘I have experienced the barrier of access as I have a disability. With the governor training there is always an issue of being upstairs and there is no parking nearby. I have had a constant battle with the education department about it.’ (GDP2)
3.2.6.2 Transport

A more general access problem was access to transport to get to meetings. A lack of transport was raised as a particularly issue for young people, disabled people, and for people with low incomes. For individuals who rely on public transport they then face issues to do with the time of meetings coinciding with the time of transport, a lack of public transport in rural areas, and the cost implication. As the following respondent noted these issues may be compounded in certain regions of the country:

‘Poor public transport hits those on a low income, especially in rural areas.’ (GLP3)

3.2.6.3 Reports and printed material

The final access issue was related to the literature associated with school governance and other printed material. This was a particular issue for disabled people with certain impairments (e.g. sight impairment, hearing impairment, learning disabilities), but also for those with low educational attainment levels or for whom English is not a first language – even if recruitment materials are available in community languages and accessible formats few other documents were translated. 

The following comment, however, relays a positive story of how this barrier has been overcome in one governing body: 

‘I thought that the paperwork was going to be a barrier as I am blind, but it has not been a problem and it can be reduced to an amount which makes it possible. … They have produced materials on tape, and they have been very good at training courses.’ (GDP4)

3.3 Concluding comments and additional themes from the interviews

The barriers identified through the interviews with organisations and interviews with governors were broadly similar, all identifying similar issues such as perceptions, attitudes, recruitment materials and practices, time, and expenses. However, while the interviews with organisations tended to highlight the more practical barriers, those with governors tended to highlight more attitudinal ones.  

In addition to the specific issues around the barriers to participation in school governance, it is worth noting that a number of respondents in both the interviews with organisations and interviews with governors raised questions around the whole notion of ‘representation’. The presumption behind the research was that school governing bodies should be representative of their communities and as such it is important to uncover and then challenge the barriers to participation that stand in the way of full representation. 

A number of research respondents, however, raised important questions around exactly what is meant by the term ‘representation’. While respondents overwhelmingly agreed that school governing bodies should represent their communities, there was some disagreement as to whether this meant numeric representation (i.e. school governing bodies as microcosms of the community), or the ability of individuals (who ever they are) to represent the interests of their communities on the governing body. In general, there was concern that to become too focused on numeric representation was to risk becoming tokenistic. Comments included: 

 ‘It is very important that a governing body represents its community, but I am not sure that it matters if you have all those people on a governing body’ (OBR1)

‘I question the validity of the social inclusion agenda. I am more interested in the efficiency and effectiveness of the governance role. That may not be compatible with greater representation. But if governing bodies are to become more representative they need to avoid quotas and the like and focus on capacity building and developing the skills of those currently under-represented, otherwise it will be mere tokenism’ (GBR6) 

Chapter Four: Conclusions and Recommendations 

4.1 Concluding on the key barriers to participation

The literature and both the elements of primary research have highlighted barriers to participation for these under-represented groups in school governance, and provided potential solutions to overcome them. While the findings of the primary research have largely confirmed the findings of the literature, some interesting differences did emerge. The key barriers identified through the primary research with school governors themselves were around perceptions, attitudes and experiences whereas previous evidence found in the literature has tended to focus more on practical barriers as did much of the evidence from the interviews with organisations. By bringing the literature and the primary research together it is possible to understand better the experience of becoming and being a governor and the barriers or challenges that people face in doing so.

Volunteers within school governing bodies tend to be drawn from certain sections of the population. Although the existing statistical evidence is very limited, it does suggest that lone parents, people from black and other minority ethnic groups, disabled people, young people, people with low incomes and people who are unemployed, and (to a lesser extent) business representatives are under-represented in school governing bodies. Central government, LEAs and individual schools must all take steps to tackle this issue. 

Ensuring that school governing bodies are representative of their communities should be a key aim for all major stakeholders. Suggestions for the creation of quotas (see for example, Brehony, 1994) for under-represented groups on governing bodies have also been made in the literature. However, care needs to be taken to ensure that any moves towards increasing participation of under-represented groups are not just tokenistic, and that it is not simply procedural – a concern which was raised throughout the research. If representation becomes a purely numeric and target based objective then there is a risk of undermining the principles of diversity and equality. Attention is also needed to consider evidence that shows even when numerical participation is achieved that there is not necessarily an equal sharing of power within school governing bodies. As such, while it has not been a focus of this research, it is clearly important not only to consider issues of diversity within recruitment of governors, but also within their retention. 

At present it would seem that there is a relatively low level of knowledge on school governance in general, and an even greater lack of knowledge on who gets involved, and how. The literature and the primary research highlight the need for general awareness-raising about the role of school governors. Sharpe and Attan (2000), for example, stress that: ‘…without a campaign to raise the profile of school governors, recruitment initiatives will continue largely to fall on deaf ears’ (p.8). The provision of such information may serve to broaden people’s perceptions of who governors are and what they do, and so lead to an increase in participation. At the same time national profile raising campaigns would give recognition to existing governors for their contribution. 

The literature suggests that there is a potential need for an overhaul of the systems of democracy within school governing bodies, pointing to an inadequacy of appointments and/or elections as recruitment methods. However, this was not raised as an issue within the primary research, perhaps due to the changes that are already underway as governing bodies adopt new constitutions as outlined in the 2003 Statutory Guidance on School Governance Regulations. However, what may be more problematic are the routes through which potential governors find out about opportunities and through which they subsequently get involved. At present these routes in are not always clear, with the DfES, LEAs, individual school and specialist agencies (e.g. SGOSS) all providing information and potential points of contact. Evidence suggests that to include more volunteers, particularly those who have traditionally been under-represented, it is important to make the route of access into the role as clear, simple and straightforward as possible. Evidence also suggests that the quick placement of new volunteers into school governing bodies is important in order to sustain interest, reinforcing the need for a simple but efficient access route into school governance.  

Volunteers get involved in school governance with a range of motivations and expectations, both altruistic and instrumental. Many school governors are motivated by a desire to engage with and learn about the education system, but many also get involved to learn new skills or to utilise exiting ones, and to make a worthwhile contribution to their community. Different motivations, aspirations and expectations of volunteers need to be recognised, and they need to be reflected in the way, for example, volunteers are recruited. It is also important to recognise the different aspirations, expectations and skills that governors bring with them when matching them to specific tasks; the matching of expectations with experience is vital in terms of increasing retention. 

The most common way that people find out about opportunities in school governance (and most other forms of volunteering) is word of mouth. Head teachers, local councillors, other governors, family members, friends or colleagues are recruiting new governors. However, it is clear that these methods are perpetuating the existing recruitment diversity problems, as they do not reach outside existing networks of contacts. As such there is a need to develop new or more effective tools and methods to ‘ask’ more people to get involved. Indeed it is who is ‘asked’, or how the message is disseminated, that is the key. 

Targeted outreach work is needed to tap into the networks and community groups that exist for those groups that are under-represented in school governance; similarly community press and other media can be used to advertise in a targeted way. While building up relationships and trust with these community organisations and networks may take time, evidence suggests that it is time well spent. Such an approach has already been developed for business leaders through SGOSS and is proving a success. Further evidence is needed to access whether a similar programme would be effective for other under-represented groups. 

Beyond finding new ways to spread the message of opportunities in school governance, there is also a need to refine those messages and how they are presented. Despite quite positive responses to the existing recruitment materials (with the key message that it is about how they are disseminated, not what they look like) there are some improvements to be made. 

A key to recruiting new governors is putting over the benefits to be had from being involved with school governance. The benefits which governors accumulate are numerous. Indeed, evidence suggests that volunteering as a school governor may provide a positive role in providing a route out of other forms of exclusion for individuals who get involved. For example, it can provide opportunities for personal development, for skills development and may lead to employment opportunities. Benefits are being accrued by other stakeholders, most notably the individual schools and children within them, but also employers who benefit from the skills gained by their employees who become governors, and the wider community. School governors really do make a difference, and this needs to be stressed within recruitment materials and through more general promotional campaigns. 

It is also vital that recruitment materials make it clear that governors are made up of a diverse range of people. The diversity of governors can be reflected in the language and images in recruitment materials. It can be made more explicit in targeted materials, aimed at each of the under-represented groups, highlighting why it is important that people from that group get involved, what they can offer, what difference they will make and what they will get out of it. 

On a general level, recruitment materials should: stress that decision making is collective and everyone’s views will be listened to; stress that full induction training and support is available; not frighten people by being too specific about necessary skills; avoid using dry administrative or jargonistic terms; and be explicit about what is expected of governors particularly in terms of the time commitment. In essence, they should be honest and up front about what being a governor involves, while also being straightforward and providing potential governors with a clear picture of how their contribution will make a difference. 

With the DfES, LEAs and individual schools producing recruitment materials the literature also begins to raise questions about duplication and a lack of clarity. While this was not raised as a particular issue through the primary research it was apparent that governors were unclear about where different recruitment drives were coming from. Recruitment efforts need to be co-ordinated, to ensure a consistency of message for potential recruits, and in particular to make it clear to potential new governors where/who exactly they should go if they wish to find out more.  

However, publicity or recruitment materials alone are not enough. The research has highlighted a clear need for capacity building and support in order to enable people to get into and stay in the role of school governor. A key barrier to involvement as a school governor is a lack of confidence, stemming from perceptions of governors, from self-perceptions, and from the unfamiliarity of the school environment. In order to overcome this barrier, capacity building is needed through, for example, making potential governors familiar with the educational environment and providing clear information on what (and who) is involved in school governance. 

Once representatives of previously under-represented groups are recruited evidence suggests that considerable attention is needed to ensure that participants continue to be supported through various forms of capacity building. Support can come from within a governing body, through for example peer mentoring or buddying for new governors, but also from LEAs and the DfES in the form of induction and ongoing training. It is important to ensure that all members of each governing body have access to this support.

Within the continued capacity building, it is also important to ensure all governors have equal access to decision-making and are appropriately recognised for their contribution. By ensuring existing governors are properly recognised and are therefore more likely to stay being governors, recruitment of new governors is enhanced as existing governors are more likely to be happy ‘selling’ school governance to their contacts. 

One of the clear issues to come out of the literature and primary research is to do with time. Potential and existing governors are put off by a perception that they will be required to commit a great deal of their free time – this can be particularly problematic for groups such as lone parents and business representatives whose time is at a premium. In order to address the issue of time, the literature suggests that recruitment materials must highlight honestly the level of time commitment required. In addition the value of participation in school governance should be promoted to employers, encouraging them to develop time off work policies for volunteers. More generally, raising the profile of governors and giving additional status to the role may challenge people’s perceptions of time if it resulted in school governance becoming more of a priority in people’s lives.

The cost of volunteering in school governance is a further barrier to participation, highlighted in the literature and reinforced through the primary research. Governors incur costs for childcare provision and for transport; unless these costs are reimbursed school governing bodies will continue to exclude those who can not afford to get involved. Policies on reimbursement of expenses need to be enforced (or created where they do not already exist) to create a culture in which it is the general practice to claim expenses. However, more significantly, evidence suggests that in order for this to happen it is vital that governor expenses are ring-fenced within budgets to ensure that governors claiming expenses are not doing so at the detriment of the school or its pupils. 

The issue of access is also of key importance if governing bodies are to become more inclusive. In particular there is a need to make school buildings physically accessible, but there is also a need to make the materials that are produced for potential or existing governors accessible.   

The underlying message is that all stakeholders, from the DfES, through LEAs, down to schools and individual governors, need to embrace diversity. Diversity and equal opportunity issues must be taken seriously if governing bodies are to be successful at attracting new volunteers from previously under-represented groups. For example, once schools and existing governors truly recognise the importance and value of diversity, the limitations of word of mouth recruitment will be recognised and work can begin on removing some of the barriers to participation. 

4.2 Specific recommendations 

This final section outlines key recommendations for broadening participation in school governance emerging from all stages of the research. The recommendations have been grouped according to the key barriers that they seek to address. However, many of the recommendations are crosscutting and their implementation will facilitate the removal of a number of barriers. 

Some of the following recommendations need to be implemented at a national strategic level by Central Government; others need to be actioned at the regional level by LEAs; others are the responsibility of individual schools. As many of the recommendations are relevant to all stakeholders they have not been separated into groups, but indication has been given after each one as to whom it is particularly pertinent to. 

Many of changes recommended need to be incremental; others can be acted upon more immediately. Most are dependent on resources.

4.2.1 Enhancing strategies and systems

The first set of recommendations refer to the general systems and structures that need to be enhanced, or put in place, in order to ensure the effective recruitment of a diverse range of school governors. 

· 4.2.1a Ensure a strategic and co-ordinated approach: Central Government, LEAs, individual schools and other stakeholders need to work together on governor recruitment and retention strategies in a co-ordinated way. This is necessary in order to ensure a consistency of message for potential recruits, making it clear to potential new governors where/who exactly they should go if they wish to find out more. 

Importantly, this strategic and co-ordinated approach is needed to provide a clear, simple and efficient access route into school governance. For example, one body or agency could be established as the contact point for all people interested in becoming school governors from across the country and this agency would then be responsible for placing them. Alternatively, existing agencies (e.g. Volunteer Bureaux) in each area could act as the central point for enquiries. Centralised databases of existing vacancies and standard recruitment forms/systems may help to reduce the time taken to place a new volunteer with an individual school governing body. 

Adopting a more co-ordinated approach would also help to ensure that all governors have access to the same support regardless of which LEA they come under or which school they are governors for.   

Responsibility: Central Government, LEAs, Schools, other stakeholders 

Timeframe: Long-term

Nature: Strategic

· 4.2.1b Establish effective record keeping and monitoring systems: In order to monitor governor numbers and diversity effectively, Central Government should consider developing an effective database system which would provide nationally comparable information. Such a database would enable the Central Government, LEAs and schools to monitor inclusiveness and diversity, and it would also facilitate the collection of future research evidence. Individual LEAs would be responsible for managing the database for schools in their regions. However, it would be important to consider how the data is collected and vital to ensure that only essential information is requested from governors as to create lengthy monitoring forms may create an additional barrier to new governors. 

Responsibility: Central Government, LEAs

Timeframe: Short term

Nature: Strategic 

· 4.2.1c Research: Research is needed in the short term to further explore barriers to participation, and in the longer term to monitor the effect of any changes put in place to enhance recruitment. 
There is a need for more systematic research into the barriers that exist for participation for under-represented groups. While this research has gone some way to address the holes identified in the literature on participation in school governance, it was a small-scale study and it has not included the experiences of people who are not governors. It is important to research the views of people who are not currently involved in school governance as to the barriers which exist to participation and what could be done to overcome them. 

There is also a need to undertake research to monitor the impact of any mechanisms put in place to address the identified barriers to participation in school governance. 
Responsibility: Central Government

Timeframe: Short term and long term

Nature: Strategic and generic

4.2.2 Challenging perceptions and raising awareness

The following set of recommendations has been made with the aim of beginning to address the perception/attitudinal and awareness issues identified. These two groups of barriers have been brought together with common recommendations, as it is believed that through addressing one issue the other will also be addressed. 

· 4.2.2a Raise the profile of school governance: In order to attract more people to volunteer in school governance, to broaden people’s perceptions of it, and to engender support from stakeholders, Central Government, LEAs and individual schools need to work towards raising its profile. Co-ordinated national, regional and local campaigns are needed to increase the level of awareness of governors among the general population. 

In general, promotion campaigns need to present a clear image of school governance, reflecting the diversity of people who can get involved, the diversity of motivations people have, the various roles governors assume, and the impact they have.

Responsibility: Central Government, LEAs, Schools 

Timeframe: Short term 

Nature: Generic

· 4.2.2b Enhancing recruitment campaigns: School governor recruitment materials must be explicit in terms of who can get involved, what roles governors perform, what is expected of school governors, the time commitment necessary, what difference school governors make (to themselves and others), and how governors are supported in their role. Such messages can be conveyed in the images and text used in promotional materials.

Recruitment materials should be targeted on specific communities whose representation is sought. For example, stressing benefits, which are pertinent to that group, and highlighting why their contribution would be particularly valued. 

Of key importance, however, is ensuring that recruitment materials are distributed effectively. Through establishing relationships and partnerships with the existing networks and community organisations and using community press and other media forms, ‘the word’ about school governance will be spread more effectively. This could be done at a national, regional and local level. The amount of time needed to develop such relationships should be acknowledged.  

Responsibility: Central Government, LEAs, schools 

Timeframe: Short term (materials) and medium term (developing relationships)

Nature: Generic 

4.2.3 Enhancing capacity 

The following recommendations have been made with the aim of addressing the barriers that have been identified around people’s capacity to get involved in school governance, and to stay involved. 

· 4.2.3a Capacity building for potential governors: A series of measures is needed to help build the capacity and confidence of potential new governors to get involved. For example, schools could consider encouraging community members into the school for events specifically designed to introduce people to the school environment, who could then be targeted for recruitment. Individual school governing bodies could also consider developing a strategy whereby potential new governors can attend meetings as observers or become ‘apprentice governors’ in order to introduce them to school governance in a gradual way. 
LEAs could consider providing pre-governor training courses for potential governors, in order to introduce them to school governance and the education system as a whole. 

Central Government should consider developing and showcasing good practice for capacity building for potential governors, for example through publications or through conferences where particularly effective governing bodies could be asked to share their experiences with others. 

Responsibility: Central Government, LEAs, Schools 

Timeframe: Long term

Nature: Strategic

· 4.2.3b Enhance training provision: Central Government and LEAs should continue to work towards ensuring that all governors have access to training, not least because ongoing training may be important for the retention of volunteers. All governors should be encouraged to undertake induction training, during which the role of governors should be made clear, highlighting what is expected of school governors, and what they can expect from their involvement. Ongoing training should (as in many regions it already does) cover the practical skills needed by governors, meeting facilitation skills, and cultural awareness. Central Government, while not responsible for delivering training, could consider creating generic training programmes, to ensure all these issues are covered.

As the training course content is largely in place already, what is needed is to ensure that everyone has equal access to this training. The barriers that are reducing take-up of available training need to be further explored. In the meantime, barriers such as costs for transport and childcare should be removed through the reimbursement of all out of pocket expenses, and consideration should be given to the location of training courses to ensure that they are easily accessible. The provision of additional ‘in-house’ training during governor meetings may reduce barriers of time, transport and cost.   

Responsibility: Central Government (strategic), LEAs (delivery)

Timeframe: Medium term

Nature: Strategic

· 4.2.3c Facilitate peer support: Buddying or peer mentoring schemes should be set up in schools to ease the transition into school governing bodies for new volunteers. Simple steps such as ensuring that all new governors receive a visit by a fellow governor before their first meeting, or inviting them to meet the governors informally before their meeting would help to build people’s confidence.  

Central Government should consider developing and showcasing examples of good practice for peer support for new governors.

Responsibility: Schools, Central Government

Timeframe: Short term

Nature: Generic
· 4.2.3d Establish a programme of recognition: In order to recognise and show appreciation for the contribution made by school governors a series of initiatives should be developed.  

Recognition must be demonstrated through enhancing the role of governors in decision-making processes. Central Government needs to ensure that governors are consulted in a meaningful way, ensuring that they become an integral part of their decision-making processes. Within individual governing bodies, steps need to be taken to ensure that each individual is given an equal voice in decision-making and that everyone’s views are listened to and taken on board. The national governor membership bodies (i.e. NGC and NAGM) could play an important role in ensuring Central Government hears the voice of the governors.  

On a more individual level, recognising the contribution that governors make can vary in scale from sending thank you letters once a year to school governors, to highlighting the contribution of governors in the media (both education specific and more general), to running school governor awards. For example, one recommendation within the literature was to create ‘Investors in Education’ award scheme (House of Commons – Education and Employment Committee, 1999) or a ‘governor of the year’ award schemes. 

Additionally, schools could link into existing volunteer recognition schemes, such as Volunteers Week, or Make a Difference Day where they could bring together different volunteers within the schools – school governors but also class room assistants, readers, peer mentors and pupils who volunteer (e.g. on the school council).

Responsibility: Central Government, LEAs, Governor associations, Schools 

Timeframe: Short term

Nature: Generic 

4.2.4 Covering costs

· 4.2.4a Expenses policy: The existing expenses policies for school governors need to be reviewed and revised if necessary. A specific budget for governors should be created to ensure that volunteers can claim for expenses incurred without taking money directly from the school. Expenses should cover travel and, importantly, childcare provision.

Additionally a system could be established whereby all expenses are reimbursed, but if governors wish, they could then donate their expenses back to the school. This payment and donation system develops a culture in which everyone claims expenses and therefore those who can not afford not to claim are not deterred from doing so, thus removing one of the barriers to school governorship. To be most effective, the donation of expenses back to schools should be made a confidential activity to ensure that people do not inadvertently come under pressure to donate when they cannot afford to do so.

Responsibility: Central Government

Timeframe: Short term

Nature: Strategic
4.2.5 Enhancing time

· 4.2.5a Maximising time: While it is clearly not possible to make more time available to people, steps could be undertaken to alter people’s perceptions of and priorities for their time, and to ensure time spent on governor duties is used well. 

In the short term, recruitment materials must highlight honestly the time commitment required to ensure that new governors are aware of what will be expected of them. 

In the medium term, good practice should be developed for meeting facilitation, in order to ensure that time is used effectively and efficiently. For example, providing training on chairing meetings could help to ensure that times and agendas are kept to.  

A strategy could be developed to encourage and facilitate the development of employer supported volunteering for school governors to enhance the time available to (employed) school governors in the long term. In particular, strategies should be developed to raise the profile of school governors with employers and working with them to recognise the valuable contribution governors make, and to highlight the potential positive business benefits it could bring them and their employees. Encouraging the development of employer supported volunteering schemes for school governors would potentially help to overcome some of the time barriers.

Responsibility: Central Government, LEAs

Timeframe: Short, medium and long term

Nature: Strategic and generic  
4.2.6 Accessibility

· 4.2.6a Improving access: Every attempt should be made to ensure that school buildings are made accessible for disabled people, and also the buildings used for governor training. All documentation for governors should be made as accessible as possible. Reading materials and forms should be produced in formats accessible for disabled people; but more generally all documentation should strive to use plain English, avoiding unnecessarily technical language or jargon. These issues are currently being addressed through the Disability Discrimination Act.

Responsibility: Central Government, LEAs, Schools 

Timeframe: Medium term 

Nature: Generic
Summary Table of Key Issues and Recommendations 

	Report section
	Key barriers identified from primary research
	Broad recommendations for overcoming barrier (report section)

	3.2.1


	Perceptions of involvement:

· Perceptions of governors: Many people hold narrow perceptions of who school governors are, and may not identify with the role.

· Self-perceptions: Some people feel insecure about their ability to fulfil the requirements of the role or to fit in with existing governors.

· Governor perceptions: Existing governors occasionally made judgements on the eligibility of certain people to participate, creating a barrier to participation. 
	Raise the profile of school governance through clear and diverse promotional campaigns (4.2.2a)

Stress value of diversity within materials (4.2.2b)

Undertake capacity building (4.2.3a)

Enforce equal opportunities policy & diversity training for governors (4.2.2b)

	3.2.2


	Capacity for involvement:

· Confidence to put yourself forward: A lack of confidence and alienation from education left people feeling unable to become governors. 

· Capacity to apply: Some people felt they lacked the necessary skills to go through the application and election processes. 

· Capacity during involvement: Governors face capacity barriers once involved, such as a fear of joining the group, meeting formats and styles, language used and paperwork required.
	Capacity building - introducing people to education institutions & pre-governor training (4.2.3a)

Capacity building (4.2.3a)

Simple and transparent access routes (4.2.1a)

Facilitate peer support (4.2.3c) 

Enhance training provision (4.2.3b)

Establish a system of recognition (4.2.3d)

Simplify and summarise paperwork (4.2.6a)

	3.2.3


	Awareness of opportunities for participation:

· General awareness: There is an apparent lack of knowledge about school governance and the opportunities available to get involved.   

· Recruitment methods and materials: Existing recruitment materials were felt to be narrow in reach. Some of the language and imagery within recruitment materials were off putting.  
	Undertake national campaigns alongside targeted outreach work with local communities (4.2.2a&b)

Use plain, concise and explicit language and provide diverse images of governors (4.2.2b) 

	3.2.4


	The cost of involvement:

· The expense of involvement: Governors incur travel and childcare expenses, and these costs are a barrier to many people.  

· Ensuring the provision of expenses: While many schools had policies to reimburse expenses, the lack of ring-fenced budgets meant that many people did not claim.  
	Ensure the provision of travel and childcare costs, and/or provide childcare facilities (4.2.4a)

Ring fence budget for expenses, and establish system for claiming whereby donations can be made back to school if desired (4.2.4a)

	3.2.5


	Time for involvement:

· Availability of spare time: Competing time (free time and work time) commitments create barriers to participation. 

· Meeting times: Both the timing and lengths of governor meetings created barriers. 
· Length of tenure: The four-year commitment required of governors was a barrier for some. 
	Encourage employer supported volunteering in school governance (4.2.5a)

Enhance training provision in meeting facilitation (4.2.5a & 4.2.3b) 



	3.2.6


	Physical access to schools:

· Accessibility of buildings: Many school buildings and training venues presented accessibility barriers for some disabled people. 

· Transport: A lack of transport created barriers for some people. 

· Reports and printed materials: The format and wording of documents and reports created barriers for some individuals.  
	Ensure buildings are physically accessible (4.2.6a)

Hold meetings in accessible locations (4.2.6a)

Produce reports in plain English and alternative formats where possible (4.2.6a)
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Appendix A: Interview Codes

The interviews have been coded to ensure that individuals involved in the research cannot be identified, while important information on which under-represented group they are speaking for or fall under is available for readers. The codes can be read as follows:

· The type of respondent they represent

· O for organisations 

· G for governor

· The under-represented group they come from 

· BME for black and other minority ethnic people

· DP for disabled people

· YP for young people

· LP for lone parent

· BR for business representative

· LI for people with low incomes or people who are unemployed

· G for generic organisations that either represent all governors (e.g. NGC and NAGM) or which spoke for all under-represented groups.  

· The number of the interview

For example, GDP3 is a governor who has a disability and who was the third disabled person to be contacted. OBR1 is an organisation for business representatives, and was the first business representative organisation to be contacted. 

Appendix B: Searching The Literature

Summary list of search sites:

· Arnova – www.arnova.com
· Bids (Education database – ERIC and BEI) - www.bids.ac.uk
· Bids (social science index) – www.bids.ac.uk 

· Ingenta – www.ingenta.co.uk
· British Library - http://www.bl.uk/catalogues/toppage.html 

· Community Development Foundation – www.cdf.org.uk 

· Community Service Volunteers – www.csv.org.uk  

· Energize – www.energizeinc.com
· John Hopkins university – www.jhu.edu/
· National Centre for Volunteering library 

· Non-profit scan – www.nonprofitscan.ca
· Independent Sector – www.independentsecotr.org/ 

· Roseph Rowntree Foundation – www.jrf.org.uk 

· www.philanthropy.iupui.edu
Summary of search terms used:

· Governor* (narrowed down where necessary to: school govern*; govern* & volunt*; govern* & inclusion; govern* & participation; parent & govern*; ethnic minorit* & govern* etc)

· Parent Teacher Association 

· Trustee* (narrowed down if necessary as above)

· Councillor* (narrowed down if necessary as above)

· Participat* & parent

· Participat* & ethnic minorit*

· Participat* & young people / youth

· Participat* & disab*

· Participat* & low income / unemploy*

· Participat* & business/industry

· Volunteer** & parent

· Volunteer* & ethnic minorit*

· Volunteer* & young people / youth

· Volunteer* & disab*

· Volunteer* & business/industry

· Volunteer* & low income / unemploy*

Appendix C: Topic Guide for Interviews with Organisations 

Semi-Structured Topic Guides for Interviews with Organisations

Telephone interviews are to be conducted with organisations representing groups who are currently under-represented as school governors. The groups are as follows: black and other minority ethnic people; young people; business people; lone-parents; people with low incomes and/or people who are unemployed; disabled people. 

The purpose of the interviews will be to explore issues around patterns in and attitudes towards volunteering among the group, access to volunteering, and challenges/barriers to recruiting volunteer governors.  

Each interview will last approximately 30 minutes and will be carried out by a member of the Research Team from the Institute for Volunteering Research.

Structured questions have not been predefined, rather a series of topics have been identified each of which will be covered within the interview. The topics are as follows: 

· Evidence on levels of participation and trends in volunteering and/or community participation among the community they represent.

· Attitudes towards volunteering held by members of the group the organisation represents.

· Preference for different types of volunteering e.g. formal, informal, service delivery, governance, campaigning, mutual-aid

· The nature and extent of community-based structures of involvement – including membership organisations, infrastructure bodies, service delivery organisations etc. 

· Attitudes towards education and experience of the education system.

· Knowledge and perceptions of school governing bodies and school governance. 

· Barriers preventing involvement in school governance and volunteering more generally. 

· Recommendations for overcoming these barriers. 

· Ideas for stimulating interest among the group the organisation represents in becoming governors. 

· Opinions on existing school governor recruitment materials [where applicable/possible].

Appendix D: Topic Guide for Interviews with Governors

Semi-Stuctured Topic Guide for Interviews with Governors

Face to face interviews with 30 school governors will be conducted. The purpose of the interviews will be to explore issues around recruiting volunteer governors, particularly focusing on barriers to volunteering as governors (perceived and actual), access to volunteering, the experience of being a governor, and the impact of being a governor on an individual.  

Each interview will last approximately 45-50 minutes and will be carried out by a member of the Research Team from the Institute for Volunteering Research. 

The following is a list of the broad themes and questions to be covered in each of the interviews. 
Role as a governor:

· How long have you been volunteering as a governor? (< 1 year; 1-3 years; 3-6 years; 6-12 years; >12 years) 
· What type of governor are you? (e.g. community, parent, LEA, foundation, other)  

· How would you define your role as a governor? 

Becoming a governor:

· Why did you want/decide to become a school governor?

· How did you find out about becoming a school governor? e.g. saw recruitment material and approached school

· Did you see any of governor recruitment materials before you got involved? What did they think of them? What would you suggest as changes to the recruitment material?

· Do you have any suggestions for new recruitment materials? Could the benefits of being a governor be used in the recruitment materials for governors?

· What processes did you go through to become a governor? e.g. application form, interview; appointment by nomination; co-option; election.  

Training and support:

· Were you offered, or did you receive any induction training to your role as a governor? 

· Have you received any further training for your role as a governor? 

· Was your role as a governor explained to you? If yes, by whom and when? 

· Was it made clear to you what was expected of you as a governor, and what you could expect in return for your involvement? 

· Do you receive any support in your role? What do you think of this support? 

The impacts of being a governor:

· What do you like about being a governor? 

· What impact has being a governors had on you? 

· What do you dislike about being a governor? 

Retention:

· Will you continue to volunteer as a governor when your current term ends? What factors do you feel are important in increasing the retention of governors?

Barriers to involvement:

· Did you experience any barriers/difficulties/challenges in becoming a governor or since you have been a governor? (e.g. didn’t think it was something you could get involved in; attitudes of staff; attitudes of existing governors; expenses; child care? - Expand)

· If yes, how have you overcome these barriers?

· Other than yourself, do you think that there are barriers to certain individuals getting involved as school governors? 

· What suggestions would you make in order to overcome these barriers, and to make school governing bodies more inclusive?

Representation: 

· Do you think that the governing body you are involved in is representative of your community? (Expand)

� The different age ranges included as ‘young people’ in these studies is worth noting. 


� It is pertinent to note, however, that all governors in the ‘staff’ category (i.e. teaching and support staff) are self-evidently employed. 


� An issue which NAGM have been campaigning on for a number of years, see for example Adams, 1999. 


� The official (and normal) term of office for all governors is four years, but individual school governing bodies may decide to shorten the term of office for one or more categories of governors. However, any governor may resign at any time during their term of office. 
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