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Executive summary 

In recent years, the Department for Education has struggled both to recruit new teachers and to retain 

existing teachers in the profession. This report reviews the supply of teachers and considers whether 

further changes to pay policy, particularly at a local level, may improve the situation. 

 

Covid-19 has not solved teacher retention problems 

 The teaching profession faces problems with retention at all levels of experience. The 5-year 

retention rate has fallen by 6.8 percentage points since 2010, from 74.2 per cent to 67.4 per 

cent. However, the 9-year rate has also fallen by 6.2pp since 2011, and even the 12-year rate 

has fallen by nearly 4pp. 

 The Covid-19 pandemic has created a recession that will temporarily increase recruitment to the 

profession and reduce attrition, but international evidence shows that the teachers who were 

drawn into the profession by a recession may also be more likely to leave the profession when it 

ends. The government should aim to retain the additional new entrants after the pandemic and 

ensure a sustainable level of attrition. 

 

Pay policy should continue to support retention 

 Pay is one channel through which the government can support recruitment and retention. It 

may not be the principal factor in decisions to enter or leave the teaching profession, which are 

complex, personal, and influenced by numerous factors ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ; 

however, it is one of the few that can be rapidly altered by a change in government policy. 

 Using pay to affordably improve recruitment and retention requires a package of measures that 

target pay rises at the teachers most at risk of leaving the profession: those in shortage subjects, 

those in challenging schools, and those in areas with high-paying alternative occupations. 

 Earlier work by EPI and Gatsby has recommended that targeted retention payments in shortage 

subjects and challenging schools be extended to all existing staff, not just new teachers. Doing 

this and doubling the extra payments for teachers in challenging schools would cost about £45 

million each year. However, the government has instead cut the retention payments in response 

to the pandemic. It should reconsider that decision, which may hinder efforts to retain the large 

intake of new ITT graduates. 

 

Differences in pay across regions can lead to teacher supply difficulties 

 There are significant differences in the pay of non-teachers across England, which makes it 

harder to recruit and retain teachers in regions where they are relatively underpaid. In some 

parts of England, particularly areas bordering London, teachers earn over 11 per cent less than 

non-teaching professionals, which corresponds to about £5,400 per year. 

 These local pay gaps are associated with greater difficulties in recruiting and retaining teachers 

so reducing the gaps could mitigate some teacher supply problems. Within a region ς defined by 

local labour markets - a 1 percentage point reduction in the average pay gap is associated with a 

2.6 per cent decline in the proportion of teachers without QTS and a 5 per cent decline in the 
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proportion of vacant posts. Most teachers without QTS will be in their NQT year and a large 

number of NQTs is likely to indicate high teacher turnover. 

 If the pay gap were closed by 10 per cent in the regions where teachers earn less than other 

professional occupation it could reduce teacher attrition by 0.5 percentage points each year and 

increase recruitment by 3.4 per cent. That roughly equates to an extra 720 teachers in the 

workforce, and in the schools with some of the greatest recruitment and retention difficulties. 

More importantly ς though it is difficult to measure ς matching local wages is also likely to help 

headteachers attract and retain better teachers. 

 

Regional pay and funding adjustments should be reviewed together 

 The existing teacher pay regions do not provide enough of a pay increase to match the pay of 

non-teaching professionals in London, nor do they cover the many other high-paying, high-cost 

regions of the country. They create too little differentiation to match local labour market 

conditions and there are too few of them to adequately account for the diversity of conditions 

across the country. 

 The national funding formula differentiates school funding across regions with an area cost 

adjustment, which is largely based on the pay regions. That means that school leaders in high-

cost areas do not have sufficient funding to respond to local labour market conditions, even 

when they do have the freedom to set pay. 

 However, changing the pay regions and area cost adjustment to better support the recruitment 

and retention of schools in high-cost areas would be likely to redistribute funding to more 

affluent areas of the country. In some parts of the country, such as London, pupils in the high-

cost areas also have high levels of academic attainment, which may affect the value-for-money 

of redistributing funding towards those areas.  

 The existing policies intended to deal with regional cost adjustments no longer match the 

distribution of costs and should be reviewed. The review should consider both funding and pay 

policy together because neither can effectively support recruitment and retention on its own. It 

should also consider the distributional impact of any changes. 

 Finally, if the adjustments for local costs are changed, other measures that reduce pay flexibility 

may prove counterproductive. For example, the recently introduced advisory pay points are 

ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ Ǉŀȅ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎΦ The {ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅ 

(STRB) could consider whether it allows headteachers sufficient flexibility to meet local labour 

market conditions. 

 

  



 
 

3 
 

Introduction 

The struggle to recruit and retain enough teachers to stabilise class sizes has dominated the Department 

ŦƻǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦƻǊ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ȅŜŀǊǎΦ Lƴ нлмоΣ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƘǊŜŜ-quarters of new teachers 

were still teaching in state schools after five years; in 2019 that had fallen to barely more than two-

thirds. Until the Covid-19 pandemic, teacher recruitment had fallen short of its targets for several 

successive years. 

In response to these difficulties, the government introduced a broadly well-received recruitment and 

retention strategy in 2019, which has so far led to a series of new measures, including the new Early 

Career Framework (ECF), accountability changes, and the scrapping of the Professional Skills Test for 

entry to teacher training.1 The strategy also led to a shift in financial incentives for teacher training, with 

the previous training bursaries to encourage recruitment being restructured to put some of that funding 

towards early-career pay supplements. These are designed to support retention over the first four years 

ƻŦ ŀ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ. The restructure focussed the new retention payments on shortage subjects, 

including physics and maths, and supplied an added top-up for teachers who worked in challenging 

schools. These changes were recommended by researchers at EPI and Gatsby to address the sizeable 

gap between what a STEM graduate could earn in teaching and what they might earn in another 

profession.2 

The government later committed to increasing teachersΩ starting wages by 23 per cent, to £30,000, by 

2022. The move was intended to lift the status of the teaching profession among graduates and improve 

recruitment figures that remained below target.3 

The changes have been welcomed by the profession and there are hints that early-career retention 

might have improved in the past couple of years. Nonetheless, the profession has still struggled to 

attract and retain graduates in shortage subjects like maths and physics, and supply difficulties remain 

more acute in some parts of the country. 

The alterations to financial incentives acknowledged that pay may be one of the reasons that the 

profession struggles to recruit and retain teachers. Pay may not be the principal factor in decisions to 

enter or leave the teaching profession, which are complex, personal, and influenced by numerous 

factors ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŎŀǊŜŜǊΦ4 However, it is a prominent consideration for many teachers, 

and one of the few that can be rapidly altered by a change in government policy.5 That makes it a 

particularly important channel through which the government could support recruitment and retention. 

9tLΩǎ ŀƴŘ DŀǘǎōȅΩǎ earlier work on pay and incentives focussed on the benefits of differentiating pay 

between subjects to support recruitment and retention. We recommended financial incentives to 

support retention in shortage subjects and to encourage teachers to work in challenging schools.6 In 

both cases, there is strong overseas evidence that targeted pay boosts could help overcome shortages in 

schools in England. 

 
1 Department for EŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ Ψ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ wŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ wŜǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΩΦ 
2 {ƛōƛŜǘŀΣ Ψ¢ƘŜ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ [ŀōƻǳǊ aŀǊƪŜǘ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩΤ {ƛƳǎΣ Ψ²Ƙŀǘ IŀǇǇŜƴǎ ²ƘŜƴ ¸ƻǳ tŀȅ {ƘƻǊǘŀƎŜ-Subject Teachers More 
Money? Simulating the Effects of Early-/ŀǊŜŜǊ {ŀƭŀǊȅ {ǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ {ǳǇǇƭȅ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩΦ 
3 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ΨϻолΣллл {ǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ {ŀƭŀǊƛŜǎ tǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩΣ лллΦ 
4 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ Ψ!ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ {ŎƘƻƻƭ ŀƴŘ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ [ŜǾŜƭ CŀŎǘƻǊǎ wŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ {ǳǇǇƭȅΩΣ ŎƘŀǇΦ оΦ 
5 {ƳƛǘƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ wƻōƛƴǎƻƴΣ ΨCŀŎǘƻǊǎ !ŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ 5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ [ŜŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴΩΦ 
6 {ƛōƛŜǘŀΣ Ψ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ {ƘƻǊǘŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩΦ 
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In this report, we turn to the differences in pay across regions and the effect that has on teacher supply. 

We first consider the recruitment and retention challenges that continue to face the profession, despite 

the increased recruitment generated by the pandemic. We then review the evidence for allowing 

ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ ǘƻ ǾŀǊȅ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ŀǘǘǊƛǘƛƻƴΦ CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǿŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜƭƭ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ 

presently paid, compared to other professionals, in local areas and relate those estimates to measures 

of teacher supply difficulties. 
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Teacher numbers and retention 

¢ƘŜ нлнлκнм ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅ (STRB) requested views on the state of the 

teaching labour market and received a clear message from consultees:7 

The Department [for Education] stated that the current teacher supply situation presents 

challenges, while the unions representing teachers and school leaders characterised this situation 

ŀǎ ŀ ŎǊƛǎƛǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƭǎƻ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ were particular challenges 

ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎŀǊŜŜǊǎΦ Lƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŜŜǎ ŎƻƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ 

that retention was a pervasive issue, affecting classroom teachers at all career stages[...] 

There are differences over the precise characterisation, but all agreed that there is an acute problem 

with low recruitment and falling retention. Moreover, most consultees agreed that there is a problem 

with uncompetitive pay for early-ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ ƛǎ ƭow compared 

to other graduate professions. 

However, that consultation was prepared before the consequences of the Covid-19 pandemic were felt 

and did not fully address the changes in the teaching labour market that it precipitated. Recruitment 

and retention both rose as graduates struggled to find jobs, and the department decided to cut many of 

its teacher training bursaries. 

Below, we briefly review the current evidence on teacher numbers, recruitment, and retention to 

outline the scale of the problems the sector faces. We also consider whether the retention problems are 

isolated to early-career teachers, as the department contends. 

 

Numbers are below forecast requirements 

Pupil numbers are surging in secondary schools and teacher numbers are falling. Secondary pupil 

numbers have been rising for several years and are forecast to increase by another five per cent 

between 2021 and 2024.8 To manage its funding of teacher training the department annually projects 

how many teachers are needed to support the current pupil-teacher ratios, given the expected number 

of pupils. As Figure 1 below illustrates, each year that projection shows the number of teachers needs to 

rise and, each year until 2019, the number of secondary teachers has fallen. 

The projected targets are being missed year on year, even though the targets adjust to more achievable 

levels each year. That is not because pupil numbers fall but because the projections rely on an expected 

pupil-teacher ratio. The pupil-teacher ratio is revised upwards annually, to reflect the reality of recent 

years, resulting in a smaller number of teachers being needed. The implication is that achieving the 

projection would still only maintain the current class sizes, which have grown from under 15 pupils per 

teacher in 2011 to 16.6 in the latest projections. 

 
7 {ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅΣ Ψ{ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅ ¢ƘƛǊǘƛŜǘƘ wŜǇƻǊǘ - нлнлΩΣ ǇŀǊŀΦ нΦонΦ 
8 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ Ψbŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tǳǇƛƭ tǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ wŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ¸ŜŀǊ нлнлΩΦ 
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Figure 1 The number of secondary teachers is still short of projected needs 

 
Sources: Department for Education Teacher Supply Models 

Note: Each line represents an annual projection of teacher need by the DfE. Historical figures are revised each year but only the latest historical 

figures are shown, which is why forecasts do not necessarily start at the latest historical value.\  

 

Retention is falling 

The ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ retention statistics show the proportion of teachers who stay in the profession each 

year and, as Figure 2 below shows, that proportion has been falling for the past decade and falling for 

teachers of up to at least twelve years of experience. Most of the attrition from the profession happens 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŦŜǿ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ career but Figure 2 shows that the retention problems are not 

isolated to early-career teachers. For example, the 5-year retention rate has fallen by 6.8pp since 2010, 

from 74.2 per cent to 67.4 per cent. However, the 9-year rate has also fallen by 6.2pp since 2011, and 

even the 12-year rate has fallen by nearly 4pp. 
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Figure 2 What proportion of teachers are still in the profession after... 

 
Source: School Workforce in England, November 2019. 

Note: Figures shows the percentage of teachers who still teach in a state-funded school, 2010-2019 

Only in the most recent data ς gathered in November 2019, before Covid-19 struck ς is there a sign that 

teachers in the first few years of their careers might now be more likely to remain in state-funded 

schools. In 2018-19, the retention rate for that group flattened out and, now that cohort is in their 

second year, they are slightly more likely than their predecessors to remain in teaching. Their successors 

as first-year teachers are more likely again to remain in the profession. However, we should be cautious 

about interpreting two years of data, particularly when the numbers for nearly all other cohorts of 

teachers still show falling retention.  

!ƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎΣ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Dŀǘǎōȅ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ нлмуΣ ƛǎ 

that a dramatic increase in recruitment is not necessary to stem the fall in teacher numbers.9 All that is 

required is that retention improves to the level of a decade ago. 

 
9 {ƛƳǎΣ Ψ²Ƙŀǘ IŀǇǇŜƴǎ ²ƘŜƴ ¸ƻǳ tŀȅ {ƘƻǊǘŀƎŜ-Subject Teachers More Money? Simulating the Effects of Early-Career 
{ŀƭŀǊȅ {ǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ {ǳǇǇƭȅ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩΦ 
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The pandemic boost to recruitment is likely to be temporary 

In recent years, the government has struggled to reach its recruitment targets for initial teacher training, 

despite the targets being revised down each year. In 2019/20 only 87 per cent of the target number of 

teachers were recruited, with huge variation across subjects. In some shortage subjects, like physics, 

recruitment was only 42 per cent of the required number.10 

However, the onset of the Covid-19 pandemic led to a surge in applications to teacher training 

programmes (Figure 3) and the target level of recruitment was achieved for the first time in some years. 

Figure 3 Initial teacher training applications have surged since the pandemic 

 
Source: UCAS ITT Statistics 

Note: Adjusted number of new ITT applicants UCAS has received each month in England and Wales, 2016-2020. UCAS statistical releases occur 

at uneven intervals. We have adjusted for that by reporting 30.4 x the average number of applications per day during the period, which allows 

the points on the chart to be interpreted as if they were monthly. 

A similar surge in teacher recruitment was seen following the 2008 financial crisis, and these surges 

during recessions have also occurred internationally. When job opportunities dry up in the private 

sector, stable jobs like teaching tend to experience an increase in demand. However, when the recession 

passes, international evidence shows that the teachers who were drawn into the profession by the 

stability may also be more likely to leave the profession.11 That makes a focus on retention particularly 

important at a time when more recruits have entered the profession. 

However, in response to the surge in demand, the DfE began to roll back the financial incentives that 

were designed to encourage recruitment and support retention. It cut bursaries by up to 75 per cent in 

some subjects, dropped the planned retention payments for new ITT entrants, and postponed its 

ambition to lift starting salaries to £30,000.12 These measures reduce the targeted support for 

 
10 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ΨLƴƛǘƛŀƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ ¢ǊŀƛƴƛƴƎΩΦ 
11 bŀƎƭŜǊΣ tƛƻǇƛǳƴƛƪΣ ŀƴŘ ²ŜǎǘΣ Ψ²Ŝŀƪ aŀǊƪŜǘǎΣ {ǘǊƻƴƎ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩΦ 
12 ²ƘƛǘǘŀƪŜǊΣ Ψ5Ŧ9 {ƭŀǎƘŜǎ L¢¢ .ǳǊǎŀǊƛŜǎ ŀǎ /ƻǾƛŘ /ŀǳǎŜǎ {ǳǇǇƭȅ wƛǎŜǎΩΦ 
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recruitment and retention in challenging areas. 

 

Differences exist across regions 

Nƻǘ ŀƭƭ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ǎǳŦŦŜǊ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΦ 9tLΩǎ 

recent work has shown the stark distinction between London and the rest of England in the type of 

teachers that can be recruited.13 That work used the proportion of secondary teachers who hold a 

qualification in their subject as a proxy for teacher supply problems. It found, for example, that while 

less than 20 per cent of the hours of key stage 4 physics in disadvantaged schools outside of London are 

taught by a teacher holding a physics degree, in more affluent schools and London schools that rises to 

about 50 per cent. 

The STRB came to a similar conclusion in its most recent report. Using data at a regional level, it 

highlighted the stark difference between recruitment difficulties around London and in the rest of 

England. ¢ƘŜƛǊ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀƭƛƎƴ ǿƛǘƘ 9tLΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭs in the London area are far more likely to 

carry vacancies and temporarily-filled posts (Figure 4). 

Figure 4 Proportion of schools reporting a vacancy or temporarily-filled post 

 
Source: STRB report 2020/21 drawing on analysis of DfE School Workforce in England, November 2018 by the Office of Manpower Economics14 

It also found that retention rates are far lower in London than in the rest of the country. Five years after 

graduating, 39 per cent of new teachers who began in London had quit the profession. In contrast, for 

the rest of England, only 29 per cent were no longer teaching in state-funded schools. 

Summarising its investigations into regionaƭ ƭŀōƻǳǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎΣ ƛǘ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǇay progression for 

teachers in Inner London is lower than that for the wider graduate market. The earnings of teachers 

compared to those in other professional occupations have deteriorated in recent years. The gaps are 

widest for younger teachers and for those in LondonΦέ15 These facts illustrate the complexity of the 

 
13 {ƛōƛŜǘŀΣ Ψ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ {ƘƻǊǘŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩΦ 
14 {ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅΣ Ψ{ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅ ¢ƘƛǊǘƛŜǘƘ wŜǇƻǊǘ - нлнлΩΣ ŦƛƎΦ мпΦ 
15 {ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅΣ ǇŀǊŀ. 3.64. 
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teacher labour market: it is both easy to recruit highly qualified young graduates in London but difficult 

to retain them in the region. Each area of the country has similar complexities of its own, which 

contributes to the difficulty of finding a single pay policy that works for all regions and all schools. 

These findings suggest that it is worth revisiting the question of regional pay differences. Regional pay 

was last thoroughly explored in 2012 after the government asked all pay review bodies to examine the 

issue.16 !ǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘŜ {¢w. ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ōŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳȅ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ 

within a broad national framework but felt that the existing pay regions remained suitable.17 Most pay 

bodies agreed, and the majority stuck with a London weighting that is similar to the system employed by 

the STRB.  

However, some pay review bodies have recently begun to question whether having only a London 

weighting is sufficient to support recruitment and retention across the country. In its 2020 report, the 

NHS pay review body expressed concern that the London weightings no longer reflected genuine 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ŎƻǎǘǎΣ άparticularly the rationale for differentials between inner and outer London, and 

between Χ. areas to the south-east and north-west of the zones Χ [There] does not appear to be 

evidence to justify these boundariesέΦ18 The police pay review body was similarly concerned in its 2020 

report and called for an urgent review of all geographical allowances.19 Finally, the prison service pay 

review body heard that the expiry of market supplements - paid at 31 sites across the country ς would 

reduce the ability of the service to retain experienced staff in the face of competition in local labour 

markets.20 

 
16 HM Treasury, Autumn Statement 2011, para. 1.110. 
17 {ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅΣ Ψ{ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅ нмǎǘ wŜǇƻǊǘΩΣ ǇŀǊŀΦ оΦрфΦ 
18 bI{ tŀȅ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅΣ Ψ¢ƘƛǊǘȅ-¢ƘƛǊŘ wŜǇƻǊǘ нлнлΩΣ ǇŀǊŀΦ пΦнуоΦ 
19 tƻƭƛŎŜ wŜƳǳƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅΣ ΨtƻƭƛŎŜ wŜƳǳƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅ {ƛȄǘƘ wŜǇƻǊǘ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭŜǎ нлнлΩΣ ǇŀǊŀΦ отΦ 
20 Prison ServiŎŜ tŀȅ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅΣ ΨtǊƛǎƻƴ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ tŀȅ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅ bƛƴŜǘŜŜƴǘƘ wŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭŜǎ нлнлΩΣ ǇŀǊŀΦ 
4.32. 
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Pay and retention 

The most notable feature ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ remarkably similar across the country, and across 

teachers with differing experience and qualifications. Whereas a physics graduate is likely to earn more 

than a history graduate in the private sector, they will earn similarly if they both become teachers. 

Someone working as a professional in Manchester is likely to earn more than a similar person working in 

Cornwall, but teachers in the two areas will earn about the same. 

¢ƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǾŀǊƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ ƘƛƎƘ-earning regions, or with high-earning 

qualifications, will need to sacrifice income to work as a teacher. Conversely, people in lower-earning 

regions are likely to be paid well, compared to their job alternatives. This has clear implications for the 

recruitment and retention of teachers in particular subjects and regions. In high-cost regions, it is likely 

to make it slightly more difficult to attract and retain staff, while schools in lower-cost regions may find 

that the relatively high pay in the teaching profession helps. 

In this section, we outline the reasoning behind the influence of relative pay differences, the policy 

decisions that have led to the current situation, and the earlier research on the subject. 

 

Relative pay differences 

Pay varies among jobs due to the characteristics of the employee, the job, and the location, among 

other things. People with greater experience, or greater skill, tend to earn more. People in dangerous 

jobs will earn a premium for the risk they take, and people living in regions with limited amenities, or a 

high cost of living, will ask for a higher wage to compensate. Both the costs of living and the amenities of 

a region affect its attractiveness. For example, even though teachers in London typically face a higher 

cost of living than in other regions, London schools do not struggle to attract young teachers because 

young people want to live and work in London. 

Some of the differences in average pay across regions are explained by the type of jobs in the region, 

while others are explained by differences in the characteristics of the region: the cost of living and the 

attractiveness to potential residents. However, those pay differences across regions can be blunted by 

national pay bargaining, as happens in teaching, and pay ends up being set very similarly across regions. 

That leads to the situation described by the stylised Figure 5 from Ma et al (2010).21 

Private sector wages vary across regions to a far greater degree than teaching wages, which leads to a 

wage premium for teaching in low-cost areas with the best amenities, and a wage penalty for teachers 

in high-cost areas with poor amenities, compared to local jobs in the private sector. 

 
21 aŀΣ .ŀǘǘǳΣ ŀƴŘ 9ƭƭƛƻǘǘΣ Ψ[ƻŎŀƭ tŀȅ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ±ŀŎŀƴŎȅ wŀǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ {ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭŜǎΥ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 
Differences in TeacƘŜǊǎΩ wŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ tŀȅ ŀƴŘ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ ±ŀŎŀƴŎȅ wŀǘŜǎΩΦ 
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Figure 5 A stylised theory of teaching wage premia 

 
Source: Ma et al (2010) 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǎŜŜƴ ōȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎ ǿƛǘh the wages of other professionals. 

Figure 6 plots the wages of teachers against the wages of non-teaching professionals across 155 local 

labour markets in England.22 The scales on the two axes are the same and ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ annual earnings vary 

little across regions, while the earnings of non-teachers are far more dispersed.  

Figure 6 Earnings of teachers and non-teachers across local labour markets 

 
Source: EPI calculations using ONS ASHE 2012-2019; Department for Education, School Workforce in England 2019 

Note: Each point shows the average annual earnings for one travel-to-work area. 

 
22 The local labour markets are travel-to-work areas defined by the ONS and described in more detail later in the report. 
The non-teaching professionals include all employees classified in SOC 1-2. 
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¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ǿƘȅ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀt there 

are different pay bands for teachers in the vicinity of London, which create some variation. Secondly, 

there may be differences in the school workforce composition. Salaries increase with experience so a 

region with a more experienced workforce would, on average, pay higher salaries than a region with 

many newly qualified teachers (NQTs). While this may explain some of the differences it does not 

explain everything as teachers in the north-east tend to be younger than those in the south-west but 

earn more. Finally, schools in some regions might have been more likely to use their pay freedoms 

granted in 2013 than others.23 

Mapping the same data ς again with an identical scale across maps ς highlights the lack of variation in 

ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 9ƴƎland (Figure 7). ¢ƘŜ ƳŀǇǎ ōŜƭƻǿ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎ 

to the distribution of non-ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŦǘ ŀǊŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎΣ ǿhich vary 

little across the country, though the increased wages in the London pay regions are visible. On the right 

are the wages of people in professional and managerial occupations outside teaching, which vary 

dramatically. 

The difference in distributions means that people with the right skills have far greater opportunities for 

high earnings in some parts of the country, while teachers earn more only in London. Even then, the 

difference in London for teachers is far less than the difference for people in other professional and 

managerial occupations. In contrast, the wages of non-teaching professionals vary dramatically, with 

some regions having average earnings over twice as high as others. 

Figure 7 Map of earnings across local labour markets 

¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ     Non-ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ 

 
Source: EPI calculations using ONS ASHE 2012-2019; Department for Education, School Workforce in England 2019 

There are two possible consequences of this mismatch in areas where teaching has a wage penalty. The 

first is that schools in regions where teaching has a wage penalty will have a harder time recruiting and 

retaining teachers. The attraction of higher wages in another job will prove too much for potential 

teachers and schools will experience supply difficulties. This is consistent with the evidence gathered by 

the STRB and described above (for example, Figure 4). 

 
23 {ŜŜ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŜ {ƘŀǊǇ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ Ψ9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ tŀȅ wŜŦƻǊƳΩ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀȅ ǊŜŦƻǊƳǎΦ 
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The second possibility is that schools will be forced to settle for teachers who may not have been their 

first choice and the quality of teaching in the school will suffer. If some of the best candidates are drawn 

away from teaching by the promise of higher wages in another job, then the school may not be able to 

hire from as strong a pool of candidates as in regions where there is less of a penalty.24 

There are also areas of the country where teachers, on average, earn more than other professionals. 

This is particularly the case in parts of the south-west of England. In these areas, it may sometimes be 

difficult to attract excellent candidates for reasons unrelated to the cost of living and pay of other 

professionals in the region. In some cases, pay incentives can help to attract and retain teachers in these 

areas, which is why the differences in relative pay across regions are only one part of a complete pay 

policy. In addition to accounting for regional differences in relative pay, a pay settlement must at least 

account for subject-specific shortages and the recruitment difficulties faced by schools in challenging 

circumstances.25  

 

Pay policy for schools in England  

Pay policy for schools in England has undergone significant changes over the past decade, much of it 

intended to introduce more differentiation in pay to retain and reward good teachers. Before 

September 2013, there was a national pay scale for maintained schools and teachers progressed up the 

scale as they gained experience.  

Teachers began on the unqualified ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ pay scale, moved to the main pay scale when they 

qualified, and could then progress to the upper pay scale once they reached the top of the main pay 

scale. Moving to the upper pay scale required the approval of the headteacher but nearly half of the 

teachers at the top of the main pay scale progressed each year.26  

Movement up the main pay scale was automatic as teachers gained experience. Each year, the School 

¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅ ό{¢w.ύ would recommend a new set of pay scales, which would then be decided 

on by the government. Academy schools were never bound by the pay scales but most chose to adhere 

to them.27 

The pay scales differed across four pay regions in England: Inner London, Outer London, the London 

fringe, and the rest of England. 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ǿŀǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƛǎΣ 

intended to recognise broad labour market differences that bear on recruitment and retention.28 

 
24 ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ƛƴ .Ǌƛǘǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ tǊƻǇǇŜǊΣ Ψ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ tŀȅ ŀƴŘ {ŎƘƻƻƭ tǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩΦ 
25 {ƛōƛŜǘŀΣ Ψ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ {ƘƻǊǘŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩΦ 
26 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ Ψ9ǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {¢w.Υ ¢ƘŜ /ŀǎŜ ŦƻǊ /ƘŀƴƎŜΩΣ ǇŀǊŀΦ .фΦ 
27 aƛƭǎƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ²ƛǘƘŜǊǎΣ Ψ!ŎŀŘŜƳƛŜǎΩ !ǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ tŀȅΩΦ 
28 {ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅΣ Ψ{ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅ нмǎǘ wŜǇƻǊǘΩΣ ǇŀǊŀΦ оΦрфΦ 
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Figure 8 TeachersΩ Ǉŀȅ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ 

 
Sources: Department for Education, Get Information About Schools; TTWA 2011 shapefile from ONS 

Note: Regional boundaries for local labour markets defined by ONS travel-to-work areas. 

The figure above shows that the three differentiated pay regions around London each cover a small 

ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ-of-England region. In addition, the 

local laōƻǳǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǇ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǘŜǎǎŜƭŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀȅ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩ 

region collects well over 100 local labour markets in England together in a single pay region. 

In 2012 and 2013, that system underwent intensive scrutiny and alteration. The government asked the 

STRB to consider removing automatic progression, ending the pay scales, and allowing for more local 

flexibility in pay.29 The 2011 Autumn Statement acknowledged that, because public sector pay is often 

set nationally, it does not always reflect individual local labour market conditions.30 TƘŜ 5Ŧ9Ωǎ 2012 

evidence to the STRB suggested changes to the pay regions to avoid the level of ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇŀȅΣ relative 

to local pay levels, leading to shortages in some areas.31  

In response, ǘƘŜ {¢w. ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ōŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳȅ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ 

within a broad national framework to enable schools to set salaries in the context of their local labour 

markets, but felt that the existing pay regions were suitable at the time.32It recommended allowing 

performance-based progression through the pay scales and removing the reliance on pay points so that 

they became purely advisory. However, it recommended keeping the four pay regions because it felt the 

meaningful vaǊƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŜȄƛǎǘ ŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ level and could not be effectively targeted 

with a centrally-determined regional pay structure. 

In his response, the Secretary of State for Education agreed to the STRB recommendations and, from 

September 2014, all maintained schools had to implement a performance-based system of pay 

progression. Progress up a pay scale could no longer be automatic with experience. The STRB continued 

to produce recommendations for pay each year but issued only minima and maxima for the pay ranges, 

 
29 Department for EdǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ Ψ9ǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {¢w.Υ ¢ƘŜ /ŀǎŜ ŦƻǊ /ƘŀƴƎŜΩΦ 
30 HM Treasury, Autumn Statement 2011. 
31 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ Ψ9ǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {¢w.Υ ¢ƘŜ /ŀǎŜ ŦƻǊ /ƘŀƴƎŜΩΦ 
32 {ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅΣ Ψ{ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅ нмǎǘ wŜǇƻǊǘΩΦ 
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rather than also producing the pay points along the range (Figure 8). It was then up to headteachers to 

decide how to assess performance and what pay progression to provide. However, teaching unions 

continued to publish recommended pay points and negotiating positions to their members so it is still 

common to find people referring to the points on the pay scales. 

Figure 9 Allowable pay ranges in local authority schools for 2020/21 

 
Source: Department for Education, Get Into Teaching 

After the changes, headteachers were free to begin adjusting pay at their schools to better match the 

local circumstances. Burgess et al (2019) found that there was a marked increase in the proportion of 

teachers who did not receive their expected pay progression in 2014 and 2015, which suggests that 

headteachers did begin to use their newfound freedoms.33 However, the decisions of most 

headteachers are still guided by the annual STRB advice, which sets both the minima and maxima of the 

pay scales and includes a regional adjustment for teachers living in London and its environs. 

That system has largely persisted between 2013 and 2020 but, in 2020, the government decided to ask 

the STRB to consider reintroducing advisory pay points within the pay ranges, and to flatten the pay 

structure by significantly lifting the minimum of the main pay range. This was then recommended.34 

These moves, which add greater structure to the existing pay requirements, are a reversal of the earlier 

trend towards greater delegation of pay decisions to school leaders. 

 
33 .ǳǊƎŜǎǎΣ DǊŜŀǾŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ aǳǊǇƘȅΣ Ψ5ŜǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƴƎ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ [ŀōƻǊ aŀǊƪŜǘǎΩΦ 
34 {ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅΣ Ψ{ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŜǾƛŜǿ .ƻŘȅ ¢ƘƛǊǘƛŜǘƘ wŜǇƻǊǘ - нлнлΩΦ 
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Measuring regional pay variation 

In this section, we investigate the relationships between local pay and teacher supply difficulties by 

calculating the gap between professional pay and teachersΩ pay for each of 155 local labour markets. 

This allows us to estimate the association between the wage gap and indicators of teacher shortages. 

 

Regional pay differentials 

Figure 6 illustrated the differences in wages of both teachers and other professionals across England. 

Those differences are striking but can be caused by many aspŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŀōƻǳǊ 

market. For example, regions with younger residents will tend to have lower wages. Regions with many 

financial services jobs will tend to have higher wages. 

To compare regional wage premia on a like-for-like basis we can adjust the wage differences for these 

factors. We refer to these adjusted, region-specific, pay premia as adjusted pay differentials. They are 

calculated as the percentage extra that employees in an industry are paid in a particular region after 

accounting for the other measurable factors that might influence wages. In some other studies, they are 

termed standardised spatial wage differentials.35 For more detail on the estimation of the pay 

differentials in our datasets, see Appendix B. 

In this project, we account for regional differences in age, gender, occupation, and industry, which 

leaves many things that might influence the pay differentials ς from the weather to house prices to the 

quality of local amenities. Not all of these are ƳŜŀǎǳǊŀōƭŜ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ 

pay differential. This means that the pay differential reflects the entire bundle of characteristics 

associated with a region and measures how much of a premium an employer must pay to retain staff in 

that region, compared to other regions. 

We estimate pay differentials for 154 of the 155 travel-to-work areas (TTWAs), with the remaining 

region, Birmingham, used as the reference group. That means all pay differentials are reported as the 

percentage pay premium, or deficit, compared ǘƻ .ƛǊƳƛƴƎƘŀƳΩǎ Ǉŀȅ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ 

 

Regional data 

Regions 

²ƘŜƴ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ŀ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŀōƻǳǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΣ ǘƻ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ it must be 

small enough to accurately capture local differences in labour market conditions but large enough to 

capture where most teachers live and work. The ONSΩǎ travel-to-work areas (TTWAs) are a geography 

created to approximate labour market areas. Each TTWA is a self-contained region where at least 75 per 

cent of the economically active resident population work in the region and at least 75 per cent of the 

people who work in the area also live in the area. We use the most recently released TTWAs, which 

were estimated for England in 2011. There are 149 that fall wholly within England and 6 that cross the 

borders with Scotland or Wales.  

 
35 For example, Ma, Battu, and 9ƭƭƛƻǘǘΣ Ψ[ƻŎŀƭ tŀȅ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ±ŀŎŀƴŎȅ wŀǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ {ŎƘƻƻƭ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭŜǎΥ 
wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ wŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ tŀȅ ŀƴŘ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ ±ŀŎŀƴŎȅ wŀǘŜǎΩΦ 
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The travel-to-work-areas of England do not contain similar populations and schools are unevenly 

distributed across them. The largest TTWA, London, has 2,300 schools, 63,700 teachers, and 1,230,000 

pupils in our sample, while the smallest has only 3 schools and fewer than 1,500 pupils. 

These TTWAs also do not closely correspond to school administrative boundaries such as local 

authorities or regions. For example, a single TTWA covers all inner London, which contains several local 

authorities. Measuring at the TTWA level encompasses these local labour markets in a way that 

administrative boundaries do not. 

 

Pay data 

TƘŜ hb{Ω !ƴƴǳŀƭ {ǳǊǾŜȅ ƻŦ IƻǳǊǎ ŀƴŘ 9ŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ (ASHE) is the largest survey of earnings in England and 

we intended to use it to estimate wages for both teachers and non-teachers. Unfortunately, the 

ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ DfE data at a regional level (see 

Appendix A for a comparison). Instead, we estimate the wages of non-teachers using ASHE and rely on 

5Ŧ9 Řŀǘŀ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎΦ 

For non-ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎ, we only include the earnings of full-time employees and pool eight waves of 

ASHE across 2012-2019 to increase the sample size and precision of our estimates, which leaves us with 

approximately 358,000 non-teachers in our sample across 155 TTWAs. Wages are inflated to 2019 levels 

using the consumer price index. 

Teaching is a graduate profession so our estimates of non-ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛŘŜŀƭƭȅ match that, and 

other characteristics of the teaching profession. However, ASHE does not provide detailed personal 

information about respondents, so instead, we limit non-teachers to those employed in occupations 

described as managers, directors and senior officials, or professional occupations, all of which require at 

least an undergraduate degree. These groups are often referred to as SOC 1-2 and in this report, we 

ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ ΨǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ. 

CƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎ, we have used the 5Ŧ9Ωǎ published School Workforce in England (SWiE) data, based 

on the November 2018 School Workforce Census. This data is published at school level and includes the 

average salary of classroom teachers.  

For comparability, we limit our analysis to mainstream schools, which include academies and 

maintained schools delivering primary or secondary education. That excludes, for example, nurseries, 

special schools, and post-16 provision. These schools are treated differently under pay arrangements 

and cannot be pooled with mainstream schools. 

With those restrictions, our SWiE sample has 20,164 schools, which employ 406,319 teachers. 

 

School and region characteristics 

5ŀǘŀ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΩ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀǊŜ ŘǊŀǿn from 5Ŧ9Ωǎ {ŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ tǳǇƛƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ /ƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ, 

January 2019, and from Get Information About Schools, which provides location data to match schools 

to TTWAs. In combination with the School Workforce in England data, they supply a rich set of statistics 

about the school workforces and pupils in each TTWA. 

In key stage 2 and key stage 4, we also match progress measures as an indicator of school performance. 

At key stage 2, the average of the progress scores in reading, writing, and maths is used. At key stage 4, 

the Progress 8 measure is used. 
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Finally, we include ONS median house price data from the house price statistics for small areas (HPSSA) 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢¢²!ǎΩ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƛƴŘŜȄ ƻŦ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ from the English Indices of Deprivation 2019. 

All measures are aggregated to TTWA level using weights based on the appropriate population. For 

example, the proportion of children eligible for free school meals is aggregated using the number of 

pupils in the TTWA, while ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ  

 

Pay differentials across England  

Figure 10 shows the distribution of regional pay differentials across England. The first thing to note is 

that, for both teachers and other professional occupations, the average pay differential is slightly 

negative because the reference region is Birmingham, which is an area with high pay. 

Secondly, the dispersion of pay differentials for non-teaching professionals is far greater than the 

ŘƛǎǇŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ pay differentials. That reflects the far greater variation in non-ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇŀȅΣ 

compared to teachers, that was previously seen in Figure 6. 

Finally, ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ pay differential is greater than non-ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ. This is simply an artefact of 

ǿƘŜǊŜ .ƛǊƳƛƴƎƘŀƳ ǎƛǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ƴƻƴ-ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ and does not 

indicate that teachers are better paid on average. Both sets of pay differentials are estimated within an 

occupation and differences in the distributions do not reflect average differences in pay between the 

groups. 

Figure 10 Distribution of pay differentials 

 
Source: EPI calculations using ONS ASHE 2012-2019; Department for Education, School Workforce in England 2019 

Note: All percentage differences are expressed relative to Birmingham. 

Mapping the pay differentials shows that, for both groups, the pay differentials are greatest around 

London. IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ pay differentials are high only in a narrow area around London, 

reflecting the official pay regions. Across the rest of the countryΣ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ Ǉŀȅ ƛǎ ŦŀƛǊƭȅ similar. 
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In contrast, the high-paying region around London is far larger for non-teaching professionals and 

extends much further from London than the teacher pay regions. In addition, the low-paying regions pay 

far less, with several having pay differentials of -20 per cent, compared to the reference region.  

The implication is that, in Ƴŀƴȅ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ pay differentials are high, teachers are not 

enjoying the same pay premium as professionals who work within their region but in other occupations. 

That suggests the existing teacher pay regions no longer accurately reflect the geography of the broader 

labour market. 

Figure 11 Pay differentials across England 

¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ pay differentials   Non-ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ pay differentials 

 
Source: EPI calculations using ONS ASHE 2012-2019; Department for Education, School Workforce in England 2019 

Note: The Birmingham TTWA has been used as the reference level and is left blank. All percentage differences are expressed relative to 

Birmingham. Values have been restricted to the -15 per cent - 11 per cent range for legibility, affecting 16 of 154 TTWAs. 

 

/ƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴ-ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ pay premia: the adjusted pay gap 

The regional pay premium, or penalty, that teachers enjoy can be summarised by the difference 

between the pay differentials of professionals and teachers. We refer to this as the adjusted pay gap. It 

is the regional pay premium that non-teaching professionals receive, over and above the premium 

teachers receive. This is the key measure for understanding whether teachers are paid relatively well, or 

relatively poorly in their local labour market, as described in Figure 5. 

To illustrate how it worksΣ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ .ŀǘƘΩǎ ¢¢²!Φ Lƴ .ŀǘƘΩǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŀōƻǳr market non-teaching 

professionals earn about the same as their counterparts in the reference region who are of a similar age 

and work in similar industries and occupations. They have a pay differential ƻŦ ȊŜǊƻΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ .ŀǘƘΩǎ 

teachers earn nearly 3 per cent less than teachers in the reference region, after similarly adjusting for 

the characteristics of teachers in the two regions, so they have a pay differential of -3 per cent. That 

ƳŀƪŜǎ .ŀǘƘΩǎ adjusted pay gap about 3 per cent, which is the added premium that non-teachers receive 

in Bath, in comparison to teachers. 

That is likely to make it slightly more difficult to attract and retain teachers around Bath because 

teachers suffer a small pay penalty for living in Bath compared to other professional occupations. Of 
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course, there may be many other reasons why people choose to teach in Bath that outweigh the slight 

pay penalty and it is only one of the many factors that affect teacher supply in a region. Nonetheless, it 

may still affect the decision of some prospective teachers in the area. 

Figure 12 maps the distribution of adjusted pay gaps across the country. Comparing the adjusted pay 

ƎŀǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ƳŀǇǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴ-ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ pay differentials (Figure 7) shows that the gap 

is strongly influenced by the pay premium among non-teachers. That is to be expected because non-

ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎ ǾŀǊȅ ŦŀǊ ƳƻǊŜ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ǘƘŀƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎΦ However, the effect of the 

teacher pay regions can still be seen on the map: the greatest gaps are not in London itself but in the 

surrounding regions of High Wycombe and Reading, which both have an adjusted pay gap of over 11 per 

cent, which corresponds to about £5,400 per year. At the other end of the distribution, regions in the 

south-west such as Penzance and Falmouth have adjusted pay gaps of -20 to -25 per cent or over £9,000 

per year. 

Figure 12 Adjusted pay gaps 

 
Source: EPI calculations using ONS ASHE 2012-2019; Department for Education, School Workforce in England 2019 

Note: The Birmingham TTWA has been used as the reference level and is left blank. All percentage differences are expressed relative to 

Birmingham. Values have been restricted to the -15 per cent - 11 per cent range for legibility, affecting 11 of 154 TTWAs. 

The differences between regions can be seen in Figure 13, which shows the adjusted pay gap, and the 

raw pay differences from the national median, for all local labour markets. The pay figures in this chart 

are not adjusted for the composition of the workforce, so the differences across regions may be due to 

differences in the age or qualifications of the population and will be greater than the percentage 

difference in the left panel. 
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Figure 13 Pay differences and adjusted pay gaps 

 

Source: EPI calculations using ONS ASHE 2012-2019; Department for Education, School Workforce in England 2019 

Note: The percentage gap between pay columns will differ from the adjusted pay gap because the adjusted pay gap considers the composition 

of the workforce in each TTWA. 
























































