RESEARCH AND INFORMATION
ON STATE EDUCATION

September 2013
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factors affect school performance
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The purpose of this review is to present the evidence for the
factors that influence pupil attainment and the extent to which
the performance of schools reflects these factors. Increasing
school performance and reducing educational inequalities remain central policy objectives in English education.

With the advent of the ‘pupil premium’ policy, there has been increased
focus on what schools might do to lessen the effects of pupil background
factors, and this review provides an overview of the effective interventions
that teachers, schools and policymakers may consider.

Key points
• School performance as measured by both exam scores and
Ofsted ratings is strongly related to the prior attainment and the
socio-economic background of a school’s intake.
• The strongest determinants of pupil attainment are located at
the individual pupil level and at the family level. This is not to
say that schools are not important but, once intake characteristics are controlled for, variation in school performance is not
large.

• There is a limit to what can be done to break the link
between pupil background and attainment by interventions
directed at whole school improvement.
• Some pupil level interventions have been demonstrated
to produce gains in attainment for disadvantaged pupils; for
example, there is robust evidence of the efficacy of pre-school
interventions in breaking the link between background and
attainment. However, effective teaching and learning is a
complex activity that cannot readily be reduced into simple
interventions.
• The most effective interventions are those that start early
and are sustained over the course of a pupil’s school career.
• Schools do not operate in a vacuum and some of the
influences on pupil attainment, such as maternal health and
wellbeing, family income, parental job security, the socio-economic mix of peers and access to thriving labour markets,
imply measures that are much wider than those that have
hitherto been the focus of education policy.

1 The relationship between school intake and
school performance
1.1 Attainment measures of school performance
Estimates of the so-called ‘school effect’, that is the percentage of a pupil’s attainment that is attributable to the school attended, tend to range
from around 10% - 20% (Ainscow et al, 2010). The most comprehensive
estimate of the relative influence of individual, family, neighbourhood and
school-level factors suggests that school-level factors make up 19% of pupils’ GCSE grades (Rasbash et al, 2010).
Dividing the school effect between the effect of the secondary school and
the lasting effects of the primary school attended, the secondary school

attended is estimated to make up just 10% of a pupil’s GCSE grades; the
corresponding proportions attributable to the family context and individual
pupil level are 40% and 38% respectively, with primary school and local
area effects making up the rest.
Unsurprisingly, then, school performance in England can be quite accurately predicted simply from observing the intake characteristics of a
school. The most dominant of these characteristics is the prior attainment
of a pupil. Various attempts have been made to devise alternative school
performance measures that control for intake factors. For example, measures of ‘Contextual Value Added’ (CVA) were introduced that attempted to
adjust a school’s performance score based on the pupil intake characteristics. However, these were poorly understood by schools and parents (see
TES, 2011a). Revealingly, CVA measures of school performance found that
once prior attainment and other pupil intake characteristics are controlled
for the performance of the vast majority of schools is statistically indistinguishable from one another and a school’s CVA measure is a poor guide
to school performance in subsequent years (Leckie and Goldstein, 2009;
Gorard et al, 2013).
Beyond the exam-based school performance measures, schools also
are rated by Ofsted inspections that ostensibly give regard to a school’s
intake and context in judging its quality. As figure 1.1 on the next page
shows, however, Ofsted judgements are also strongly dependent on the pupil intake characteristics of a school, i.e. factors over which the school has
no control. Whether this is because pupils in more disadvantaged areas are
served by less effective schools or because having a disadvantaged intake
makes it more difficult to score highly on the measures by which Ofsted
assesses schools is further considered in section 2.2.

1.2 Schools that ‘beat the odds’
It is important to emphasise that the above findings do not signify that
schools are not key institutions in increasing educational attainment and improving life chances. It is more that comparing schools against each other
reveals very little in terms of differential performance between schools and
that, on average, school performance stubbornly reflects the socio-economic characteristics of pupils within a school.
Some schools do seem to be successful despite having a disadvantaged
intake. However, care must be taken in simply identifying such schools
through looking at the attainment of, say, FSM pupils, as FSM pupils are not
a homogenous group and, as such, their performance may vary for reasons
other than the school they attend. Furthermore, the model of analysing

such schools to discover ‘best practices’ that can be applied more widely is
largely discredited (Collins, 2012; Hanushek, 2004; Lupton, 2004). Identifying schools that truly ‘beat the odds’ and, perhaps more importantly, how
they do so can also be hampered by opaque admissions policies (West and
Hind, 2003; Ainscow et al, 2010), favourable funding arrangements (Gorard, 2005) and attempts to ‘game the system’ with regard to exam results
(Jin et al, 2011).
In the USA, extensive research has been done on how schools can reverse the effect of economic deprivation (Curto et al, 2011). The studies
tend to find that schools that appear to reduce the relationship between pupil background and attainment rely on strategies that are resource intensive
and difficult to scale up, such as higher teacher quality and longer school
days. There is also evidence that part of such schools’ success is due to
covert selection of pupils in the admission procedures.

1.3 England in the international context
England is not alone in having a problem with pupil background determining pupil performance. Such a relationship is observed across all OECD
countries (OECD, 2012). However, a number of indicators suggest that,
compared to other countries, the relationship between pupil background
and attainment is stronger in the UK. The UK is particularly conspicuous in
having a low proportion of pupils from disadvantaged backgrounds reaching the highest levels of attainment (Jerrim, 2012), which may possibly be
linked to the high degree to which schools in the UK are segregated along
socio-economic lines.

2 Towards a better understanding of pupil
performance
School performance is strongly related to intake characteristics, firstly because school performance is simply an aggregate of pupil performance,
which is in turn generated by many different non-school factors, and secondly because of the way the mix of pupils within a school may affect how
effective the school can be. These influences are reviewed below.

2.1 Neighbourhood and community level influences
The community within which a pupil is raised and educated has been found
to have effects on their educational attainment, though these are small in
comparison to other factors.

Gibbons (2002) finds that higher levels of education amongst adults in an
area positively affects the level of educational attainment of pupils in that
area, over and above a pupil simply having more educated parents. Concentrated poverty and crime in an area has also been found to affect individual pupils’ test scores negatively, independently of school, family and pupil
factors (Burdick-Will et al, 2011). Depressed labour markets may also affect
pupil effort and therefore attainment. The identified ‘arc of underachievement’ (TES, 2011b) of local authorities in England with lower than average
performance does not have a simple direct correlation with economic deprivation but seems more closely to reflect a lack of access to labour market
opportunities, as in coastal towns for instance (Ofsted, 2013).

2.2 School level influences
The relationships shown in figure 1.1 can be used to argue that schools
serving disadvantaged areas are of poor quality, with the implication that
such schools should be the main focus of school improvement policies.
Such an interpretation is, however, more problematic than would first
appear as it is difficult to separate out whether there are more less-effective schools in disadvantaged areas or that having a disadvantaged intake
causes the school to be less effective. In a study of schools serving disadvantaged areas, Lupton (2004) found that the characteristics of the school
intake disrupted the focus on learning within a school and Allen and Burgess (2010) argue that effective schools are generated, in part, by favourable pupil intake characteristics that lead to more engaged parents and
higher quality staff.
Indeed the quality of individual teachers appears to be more important
than the overall quality of the school in determining outcomes (Sutton Trust,
2011) and not only do schools serving disadvantaged areas tend to attract
teachers with less experience but the turnover of teachers is higher (Allen et al, 2012), which possibly leads to disrupted learning (Ronfeldt et al,
2011). Beyond the quality of teachers, research points towards teacher expectations of their pupils as an important influence on pupil performance
(Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968), which in turn can be shaped by the socio-economic background of the pupils.
Of all the potential influences on a pupil’s performance, the effects of
different peer group compositions within a classroom is perhaps least well
understood (Hoxby, 2000). There is evidence though that pupils’ attainment
benefits from a more female peer group (Lavy and Schlosser, 2007) and
is negatively affected by mobile pupils (Gibbons and Telhaj, 2011) and pu-

pils with behavioural disorders (Fletcher, 2010). Evidence on the effect of
the ability mix of peer groups points towards all pupils benefitting from a
more able and motivated peer group (Proud 2010; Hanushek et al, 2003),
a finding reflected in international comparisons that tend to find that selective and/or segregated school systems tend to reduce overall attainment
(OECD, 2005; OECD, 2010), possibly by restricting mixing between high
ability and motivated peers and other pupils.

2.3 Families and individual level influences
The influence of parents and the family context on pupil performance begins within a few weeks of conception.
Maternal stress whilst in utero is thought to affect pupil performance both
through the direct effect of psychological stress on the foetus (Aizer et al,
2012) and through stress-related behaviour such as smoking (Agrawal et
al, 2010). Inequality in educational outcomes is partially embedded in an
individual at birth.
In early childhood, cognitive development is encouraged by a caring
home environment (Goodman et al, 2010) and stunted through neglect and
family stress (Allen, 2011) – a factor which is known to be related to low
family income (Evans and Garthwaite, 2010). It is during this period that
educational inequalities develop rapidly (Goodman et al, 2010); by age five,
children from households with no working parents are between four and
10 months behind their richer peers in terms of cognitive development indicators (Jones and Schoon, 2008). A significant proportion of educational
inequality has therefore developed prior to entry into compulsory schooling.
Throughout childhood and schooling, parents make choices about the
level of investments in their child’s learning and construct the so-called
‘home learning environment’ that provides resources and sets expectations. Evidence suggests that investments such as help with reading
(Goodall and Vorhaus, 2011), help with homework (Hoover-Dempsey et al,
2001), private tutoring (Ireson, 2004), extracurricular activities (Kaushal et
al, 2011), books in the home (Evans et al, 2010) and computers at home
(Beltran et al, 2008) make a difference to how a child performs at school.
In addition, shocks to family income, such as unemployment (Gregg et al,
2012), have also been found to alter the trajectory of a child’s learning.
Finally, expectations set by parents are also likely to influence individual
attainment (Davis-Kean, 2005). When these factors are taken together, the
home learning environment exerts a powerful influence on pupil attainment,
both contemporaneously and over the long term (Goodman et al, 2010).

At the individual level, innate cognitive ability is strongly linked to pupil performance (Deary et al, 2007). Other pupil-level factors have been
found to affect performance, including pupil effort (Metcalfe et al, 2011) and
self-control (Goodman et al, 2010), though pupil-level influences are often
difficult to separate out from the influences of families and peers.
In summary, we know that pupils begin compulsory schooling at a level
that is determined in part by their family background and upbringing; we
also know that pupil progress over the course of compulsory schooling is
slower for pupils from poorer backgrounds (Clifton and Cook, 2012). The
overall effect, therefore, is that educational inequalities are present on entry
into school and increase throughout schooling (Francis and Wong, 2013).

3 What can be done to weaken the link between
pupil characteristics and attainment?
3.1 Whole school improvement is part of the policy mix,
but on its own is not enough
The school accountability regime of league tables and school inspections
has been demonstrated to raise standards and may reduce educational
inequality (Allen et al, 2010; Burgess et al, 2010) and policies to encourage
collaborative working between schools have shown positive results (Hutchings et al, 2010).
However, given the variety of factors identified above that affect pupil performance, the focus solely on school improvement will do little to weaken
the link between pupil background and attainment. This is for two reasons:
First, as already explained, the school attended appears to count for little
in terms of differences in educational outcomes. Clifton and Cook (2012)
used the National Pupil Database to estimate that even if all pupils claiming
free school meals were attending schools rated as ‘outstanding’ by Ofsted, the attainment gap between FSM and non-FSM pupils would only be
reduced by a fifth and considerable educational inequalities would remain.
Second, though pupils perform better in schools rated good or outstanding, such schools are no more successful at reducing educational inequality
between different types of pupil (Ofsted 2013).

3.2 Sutton Trust/EEF interventions
There is a growing consensus in educational policy that interventions to
reduce the effect of pupil background on attainment will need to focus more

on what happens within schools and be targeted at individual pupils rather
than focusing mainly on school improvement approaches. This is in part
the rationale behind the government’s ‘pupil premium’ policy that provides
funding to schools mainly based on the number of pupils who claim free
school meals, with the explicit direction that such funding is used to raise
the attainment of these pupils.
The Sutton Trust and the Education Endowment Foundation (EEF, 2013)
have published a guide to the cost-effectiveness of different interventions
that schools and/or local authorities might undertake; a selection of the
most effective interventions is outlined below. These are interventions identified by the Sutton Trust/EEF that have been found in previous research
to produce the equivalent of at least three additional months of learning:
• Developing teachers’ skills, e.g. skills related to providing effective, individualised feedback to pupils and teaching pupils strategies of meta-cognition and self-regulation (i.e. ‘learning to learn’).
• Parental engagement strategies, e.g. helping parents with their own
learning needs and involving them in their child’s learning.
• One to one and small group tuition, with academic tutoring rather than
mentoring deemed to be more effective.
• Peer tutoring, i.e. organising a system whereby pupils tutor other pupils
within the same school.
• Providing individual feedback for pupils.
• Early interventions prior to schooling, e.g. parenting classes, school
readiness tutoring, etc.
The toolkit also argues that some methods, despite being widely used,
may not be effective in increasing attainment. These include ability grouping, school uniforms and performance-related pay. It should be borne in
mind that effective interventions in education is a dynamic and active area
of research and much of the evidence for the above interventions may be
limited to certain contexts. Moreover effective teaching and learning is a
complex activity that cannot be reduced readily to simple interventions.

3.3 Wider interventions
Notwithstanding the potential for the above to affect equity in educational
outcomes, it is clear that the major educational interventions identified in
section 3.2. ignore many of the identified drivers of pupil performance, and
that there is a risk, as with the emphasis on school improvement, of a piecemeal ‘panacea’ approach.
Further strategies to reduce educational inequalities include:

• Promoting healthy living within schools and at home: Some studies have
found that providing nutritious school dinners can produce large gains
in both attainment and attendance (Brown et al, 2012; Belot and James,
2009) and the effects are greatest for those pupils from disadvantaged
backgrounds.
• Reducing segregation in schools: Exploiting the peer effects through
efforts to increase the social mix of schools is a relatively inexpensive but
mostly ignored area of potential policy innovation. The OECD suggests
that increasing the mix of pupils within our schools would increase attainment for disadvantaged pupils without reducing performance overall
(OECD, 2012). Improved social mix also increases the ease at which peer
tutoring can be implemented in schools.
• Supporting families’ incomes: Policy on the home learning environment
is perhaps an area where the difference between importance and policy
focus is most stark (Francis and Wong, 2013). Allied to this, the pervasive
effect of family-level economic wellbeing is perhaps too easily ignored
when considering policies to reduce educational inequality since evidence
suggests that raising the income of the poorest households has the effect
of raising the educational attainment of children within them (Dahl and
Lochner, 2012).
Above all, any action to reduce educational inequality is most effective
if sustained over a pupil’s school career. Socio-economic disadvantage
affects not only educational attainment at particular points but also the
educational progress of pupils (Clifton and Cook, 2012). Furthermore, the
phenomenon of ‘fade-out’ of initial positive effects is commonly observed in
educational interventions (Cascio and Staiger, 2012).

4 Conclusion
There is little difference between schools in the extent to which schools
‘make a difference’. At the secondary level, attainment at the end of primary school is the most dominant factor in explaining pupil performance
at GCSE.
At the primary level, pupil-level factors (e.g. family income, parental education) that were present before entry into schooling explain the majority of
variation in pupil performance. This is not to say that schools do not make
a difference in absolute terms, more that, using the very detailed datasets
available on pupil performance, most research points towards there being
little variation in the relative effectiveness of schools once pupil background
characteristics are controlled for.

This suggests that efforts to improve school effectiveness, on their own,
are unlikely to break the link between pupil background and attainment.
Such an approach fails to recognise that educational inequality is present
from a very young age, develops over schooling and is largely generated by
much more powerful factors than school quality.
Policymakers who aim to reduce educational inequalities may wish to
take a view of pupil performance that extends from birth up until the point
at which a pupil leaves school and that considers the multi-level influences
on pupil performance. The research base suggests three areas for consideration:
• Equality in attainment on entry to school; the later that educational
inequality is left, the more difficult it becomes to reduce.
• A focus on all the drivers of pupil performance and the recognition that
efforts need to be sustained over the period of schooling rather than as a
reactive measure towards the end of compulsory schooling.
• Finally, family socio-economics, which substantial evidence shows
has an influence on pupil performance and, as such, may be a factor to
consider when developing other areas of social policy, such as the labour
market, housing and the welfare system.
Efforts to reduce educational inequality are central to the policy programmes of all the main political parties. How exactly to achieve such an
aim continues to be an active policy and academic debate.

References
Agrawal, A., Scherrer, J.F., Grant, J.D., Sartor, C.E., Pergadia, M.L., Duncan, A.E.,
Madden, P.A., Haber, J.R., Jacob, T., Bucholz, K.K. and Xian, H. (2010) The effects
of maternal smoking during pregnancy on offspring outcomes (Preventative Medicine
50[1]).
Ainscow, M., Chapman, C., Dyson, A., Gunter, H., Hall, D., Kerr, K., McNamara, O.,
Muijs, D., Raffo, C. and West, M. (2010) Social inequality: can schools narrow the
gap?, British Educational Research Association.
Allen, G. (2011) Early Intervention: The Next Steps, HM Government.
Allen, R., Burgess, S., and McKenna, L. (2010) How should we treat underperforming schools? A regression discontinuity analysis of school inspections in
England, Department of Quantitative Social Science, Institute of Education Working
Paper.
Allen, R. and Burgess, S. (2010) Evaluating the Provision of School Performance
Information for School Choice, Centre for Market and Public Organisation Working
Paper.
Allen, R., Burgess, S. and Mayo, J. (2012) The teacher labour market, teacher
turnover and disadvantaged schools: new evidence for England, Institute of
Education, Department of Quantitative Social Science Working Paper.
Aizer, A., Stroud, L., Buka, S. (2012) Maternal stress and child outcomes: evidence
from siblings, National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper.
Belot, M. and James, J. (2009) Healthy School Meals and Educational Outcomes,
Institute for Social and Economic Research Working Paper.
Beltran, D., Das, Kuntal K. and Fairlie, Robert W. (2008) Are Computers Good for
Children? The Effects of Home Computers on Educational Outcomes, The Australian
National University Centre for Economic Policy Research Discussion Paper.
Brown, V., Crawford, C., Dearden, L., Greaves, E., Kitchen, S., Payne, C., Purdon, S.
and Tanner, E. (2012) Evaluation of the Free School Meals Pilot: Impact Report, DfE
Research Report (DFE-RR227).
Burdick-Will, J., Ludwig, J., Raudenbush, S., Sampson, R., Sanbonmatsu, L. and
Sharkey, P. (2011) Converging Evidence for Neighborhood Effects on Children’s
Test Scores: An Experimental, Quasi-Experimental, and Observational Comparison,
pp255-276 (in eds Duncan, G. and Murnane, R. (2011) Whither Opportunity? Rising
Inequality, Schools, and Children’s Life Chances).
Burgess, S., Wilson, Deborah and Worth, Jack (2010) A natural experiment in school
accountability: the impact of school performance information on pupil progress and
sorting, Centre for Market and Public Organisation Working Paper.
Cascio, E. and Staiger, D. (2012) Knowledge, tests, and fadeout in educational
interventions, National Bureau of Economic Research Working Papers.
Clifton, J. and Cook, W. (2012) A long division: closing the attainment gap in

England’s secondary schools, Institute for Public Policy Research.
Collins, K. (2012) I’m on the side of the ‘hopeless optimists’ (Times Educational
Supplement)
www.tes.co.uk/article.aspx?storycode=6219949
Curto, V., Fryer, R. and Howard, M. (2011) It May Not Take a Village: Increasing
Achievement Among the Poor, pp483-506 (in eds Duncan, G. and Murnane, R (2011)
Whither Opportunity? Rising Inequality, Schools, and Children’s Life Chances).
Dahl, G. and Lochner, L. (2012) The impact of family income on child achievement:
Evidence from the earned income tax credit (The American Economic Review).
Davis-Kean, P. (2005) The Inﬂuence of Parent Education and Family Income on
Child Achievement: The Indirect Role of Parental Expectations and the Home
Environment (Journal of Family Psychology 19[2]).
Deary, I., Strand, S., Smith, P. and Fernandes, C. (2007) Intelligence and educational
achievement (Intelligence, 2007; 35).
EEF (2013) The Sutton Trust-EEF Teaching and Learning Toolkit
http://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/toolkit/
Evans, M.D.R., Kelley, J., Sikora, J. and Treiman, D.J. (2010) Family scholarly
culture and educational success: Books and schooling in 27 nations (Research in
Social Stratification and Mobility, 28[2]).
Evans, W. and Garthwaite, C. (2010) Giving Mom a Break: The Impact of Higher
EITC Payments on Maternal Health, National Bureau of Economic Research
Working Paper.
Fletcher, J. (2010) Spillover effects of inclusion of classmates with emotional
problems on test scores in early elementary school (Journal of Policy Analysis and
Management, 2010, 29[1]).
Francis, B. and Wong, B. (2013) What is preventing social mobility?: A review of the
evidence, Association of School and College Leaders.
Gibbons, S. (2002) Neighbourhood effects on educational achievement, Centre for
the Economics of Education Discussion Paper, London School of Economics.
Gibbons, S. and Telhaj, S. (2011) Pupil mobility and school disruption (Journal of
public economics, 95 [9-10]).
Goodall, J. and Vorhaus, J. (2011) Review of best practice in parental engagement,
DfE Research Report, DFE (DFE-RR156).
Goodman, A., Gregg, P., Chowdry, H., Crawford, C., Dearden, L., Joyce, R., Sibieta,
L., Sylva, K. and Washbrook, E. (2010) Poorer children’s educational attainment:
how important are attitudes and behaviour?, Joseph Rowntree Foundation.
Gorard, S. (2005) Academies as the ‘future of schooling’: is this an evidence-based
policy? (Journal of Education Policy, 20[3]).
Gorard, S., Hordosy, R. and Siddiqui, N. (2013) How Unstable are ‘School Effects’
Assessed by a Value-Added Technique? (International Education Studies, 6[1]).

Gregg, P, Macmillan, L and Nasim, B (2012) The Impact of Fathers’ Job Loss during
the Recession of the 1980s on their Children’s Educational Attainment and Labour
Market Outcomes (Fiscal Studies, 33[2]).
Hanushek, E., Kain, J., Makrman, J. and Rivkin, S. (2003) Does peer ability affect
student achievement? (Journal of Applied Econometrics, 18[5]).
Hanushek, E. (2004) What If There Are No ‘Best Practices’? (Scottish Journal of
Political Economy, 51[2]).
Hoover-Dempsey, K., Battiato, Angela C., Walker, Joan M.T., Reed, Richard
P., DeJong, Jennifer M. and Jones, Kathleen P. (2001) Parental Involvement in
Homework (Educational Psychologist, 36:3, 195-209).
Hoxby, C. (2000) Peer Effects in the Classroom: Learning From Gender and Race
Variation, National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper.
Hutchings, M., Greenwood, C., Hollingworth, S., Mansaray, A., Rose, A., Minty,
S. and Glass, K. (2010) Evaluation of the City Challenge programme, DfE (DFERR215).
Ireson, J. (2004) Private Tutoring: how prevalent and effective is it? (London Review
of Education, 2[2]).
Jerrim, J. (2012) The Socio-Economic Gradient in Teenagers’ Reading Skills: How
Does England Compare with Other Countries? (Fiscal Studies, 33[2]).
Jones, I. and Schoon, E.M. (2008) Child behaviour and cognitive development (in
eds Hansen, K. and Joshi, H., Millennium Cohort Study Third Survey: A User’s Guide
to Initial Findings) Centre for Longitudinal Studies, Institute of Education.
Jin, W., Muriel, A., and Sibieta, L. (2011) Subject and course choices at ages 14 and
16 amongst young people in England: insights from behavioural economics, DFE
(DFE-RR160).
Kaushal, N., Magnuson, K. and Waldfogel, J. (2011) How is family income related
to investments in child learning?, pp187-205 (in eds Duncan, G. and Murnane,
R. (2011) Whither Opportunity? Rising Inequality, Schools, and Children’s Life
Chances).
Lavy, V. and Schlosser, A. (2007) Mechanisms and Impacts of Gender Peer Effects
at School, National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper.
Leckie, G. and Goldstein, H. (2009) The limitations of using school league tables to
inform school choice (Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series A, 172[3]).
Lupton, R. (2004) Schools in Disadvantaged Areas: Recognising context and raising
quality, Centre for the Analysis of Social Exclusion Working Paper.
Metcalfe, R., Burgess, S. and Proud, S. (2011) Student effort and educational
attainment: Using the England football team to identify the education production
function, Centre for Market and Public Organisation Working Paper.
OECD (2005) School factors related to quality and equity.
OECD (2010) PISA 2009 Results: What makes a successful school?

OECD (2012), Equity and Quality in Education: Supporting Disadvantaged Students
and Schools.
Ofsted (2013) Unseen Children: Access and Achievement 20 Years on.
Proud, S. (2010) Peer effects in English Primary schools: An estimation of the effect
of a more able peer group on age 11 examination results, Centre for Market and
Public Organisation Working Paper.
Rasbash, J., Leckie, G., Pillinger, R. and Jenkins, J. (2010) Children’s educational
progress: partitioning family, school and area effects (Journal of the Royal Statistical
Society, 173[3]).
Ronfeldt, M., Lankford, H., Loeb, S. and Wyckoff, J. (2011) How Teacher Turnover
Harms Student Achievement, National Bureau of Economic Research Working
Paper.
Rosenthal, R., and Jacobson, L. (1968) Pygmalion in the classroom, Holt, Rinehart
and Winston.
Sutton Trust (2011) Improving the impact of teachers on pupil achievement in the UK
– interim findings.
TES (2011a) League tables to ignore race and poverty (Times Educational
Supplement)
www.tes.co.uk/article.aspx?storycode=6086535
TES (2011b) Waiting for a sea change (Times Educational Supplement)
www.tes.co.uk/article.aspx?storycode=6326724
West, A. and Hind, A. (2003) Secondary school admissions in England: Exploring the
extent of overt and covert selection, RISE.

This is the fourth in a series of RISE Reviews. Previous reviews
looked at What parents think of schools, School systems across
the UK and Twenty years of Ofsted inspections.
They are available free from
www.risetrust.org.uk

RISE Reviews are published by RISE, the Research and Information on State Education Trust, and cover a range of education issues.
RISE is an independent registered charity (No 283726) administered
by volunteers. Its aims are to commission research and provide accessible information on state education. RISE depends on donations
to continue its work. For more information or to make a donation
please contact the trustees.
RISE, 21 Fitzroy Court, Shepherds Hill, London N6 5RD • 020 8341
0911
Email: libby.goldby@risetrust.org.uk • www.risetrust.org.uk

