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Foreword

Britain is a deeply divided nation. Those divisions take many forms. Class, income, gender,
race. In recent years, each has been the subject of much scrutiny. But one form of division
that has received far less attention is that based on geography. In this, our Fifth Annual
Report, we focus on this neglected place-based divide.

We do so through the prism of what we have called the Social Mobility Index. Using 16
indicators, the index assesses the education, employability and housing prospects of people
living in each of England’s 324 local authority areas. The index highlights where people from
disadvantaged backgrounds are most and least likely to make social progress. A similar
approach is taken in Wales, although we have had to use some different data so the index
there is not comparable with that in England. The same is true of Scotland, where there is
still less data available, and it is especially limited in measuring the prospects of those from
disadvantaged backgrounds. There is a separate chapter on Scotland and Wales but the
bulk of the report and remainder of this Foreword focuses on England.

In our previous annual reports we have focused on our country’s lamentable social mobility
track record. It has become obvious that the scale of the problem extends well beyond the
bottom decile in society or the few thousand youngsters who miss out on a top university.
There is a fracture line running deep through our labour and housing markets and our
education system. Those on the wrong side of this divide are losing out and falling behind.

In the labour market, major changes over recent decades have imprisoned five million
workers — mainly women — in a low pay trap from which few find escape: only one in six of
those workers who were low paid in 2006 had managed to find a permanent route out of
low pay a decade later. At the other end of the labour market, our country’s professions —
despite considerable effort to widen the pool of talent from which they recruit — remain
remarkably unrepresentative of the public they serve: only 6 per cent of doctors, 12 per cent
of chief executives and 12 per cent of journalists today are from working-class origins.

In the housing market, owner occupation — one of the foundations for higher levels of

social mobility — has fallen by 17 per cent in the last decade among the under-44s, as

their household incomes have grown at only half the rate of their housing costs. Over recent
years, our education system has benefited from significant investment in early years, rising
standards in schools and growing numbers of working-class youngsters getting a university
place, but there remains an entrenched and unbroken correlation between social class and
educational success: the income gap is larger than either the ethnicity gap or the gender
gap in schools. In short, Britain’s deep social mobility problem, for this generation of young
people in particular, is getting worse not better.
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The divide is not just an economic or social one. It takes the form of a widening geographical
divide. The Social Mobility Index reveals a growing gulf between our country’s great cities
(especially London) and those towns and counties that are being left behind economically and
hollowed out socially. England is a small country with a large and growing gap between those
places that offer good opportunities for social progress — what we have called social mobility
hotspots — and those that do not — the coldspots. Some parts of the country are far more
conducive to social mobility than others:

e Disadvantaged children are 14 percentage points less likely to be school-ready at age five
in coldspots than hotspots: in 94 areas, under half of disadvantaged children reach a good
level of development at age five.

e 51 per cent of London children on free school meals achieve A* to C in English and
maths GCSE, compared with an average of 36 per cent in all other English regions: in
Westminster 63 per cent get good English and maths GCSEs, but in the Isle of Wight
only 27 per cent do.

* In Kensington and Chelsea, 50 per cent of disadvantaged youngsters make it to university,
but in Hastings, Barnsley and Eastbourne, the university participation rate for this group
falls to just 10 per cent.

e One-quarter of young people are NEET (not in education, employment or training) in South
Ribble compared with 1 per cent in North Hertfordshire.

e In 71 largely rural areas, over 30 per cent of people earn below the voluntary living wage:
average wages in the worst-performing area, West Somerset, are £312 a week, less than
half those in the best-performing areas of Wandsworth, Richmond upon Thames and
Westminster.

e |n Bolsover, just 17 per cent of residents are in professional and managerial occupations
compared with 51 per cent in Oxford.

¢ |n Blaby, Rochford and Harborough, 80 per cent of families own their home but in Tower
Hamlets the figure is just 18 per cent.

The chances of someone from a disadvantaged background getting on in life is closely linked
to where they grow up and choose to make a life for themselves. It has been commonplace
in recent decades to think of this geographical divide in terms of a north/south divide. The
Social Mobility Index paints a more complex picture than that. There is a stark social mobility
postcode lottery in our country today.

There are five key trends that our analysis has identified.

Firstly, the biggest divide is between London (and the commuter belt areas around it) and the
rest of the country. London’s formidable global economic strength and excellent schools
make it the index’s biggest winner. The capital provides more opportunities for its residents —
including its poorest ones — to progress than elsewhere. London accounts for nearly two-
thirds of all social mobility hotspots in the index. The best-performing areas of the country

for social mobility are Westminster, Kensington and Chelsea, Tower Hamlets, Wandsworth
and Hackney. London contains no coldspots, although it is not all plain sailing. The capital
has entrenched pockets of deprivation, while high housing costs together with the prevalence
of low-paid employment are structural barriers to achieving a higher level of social mobility.
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Secondly, the inner cities of our country are no longer the worst-performing areas for social
mobility, though they are not yet the engines of social mobility they have the potential to be.
Over recent decades, our cities — both north and south — have grown and have regenerated.
They have benefited from considerable public policy focus since the 1980s — on economic
development and public transport in particular. These efforts have borne fruit for our cities’
young people who now have access to more post-16 education institutions, more teachers
for specialist A-level subjects, more universities, more employers and more quality jobs.
Housing costs, however, can be high, deprivation can be commonplace and low-paid work
can be the norm for city residents. In most major cities, fewer than half of families with
children own their own home. They find themselves trapped between high living costs and
low pay. Nor, outside of London, are our cities’ schools performing nearly as well as they
should. Overall, as a consequence, we conclude that our major cities, although they are not
at the bottom of the table, punch substantially below their weight on a broad range of social
mobility measures.

Thirdly, the new social mobility coldspots in our country are concentrated in remote rural or
coastal areas and in former industrial areas, especially in the Midlands. There, youngsters
from disadvantaged backgrounds face far higher barriers to improved social mobility than
those who grow up in cities and their surrounding hinterland. Perhaps unsurprisingly only

13 per cent of disadvantaged young people in former industrial areas and 14 per cent

in remote rural coldspots progress to university compared with 27 per cent in hotspots.
Many of these places combine poor educational outcomes for young people from
disadvantaged backgrounds with weak labour markets that have a greater share of low-
skilled, low-paid employment than elsewhere in England. Just one-quarter of residents of
these coldspots have managerial and professional jobs compared with over one-third in
hotspots. Remote rural and coastal areas also suffer from poor connectivity by transport,
restricting opportunities still further. Meanwhile, former industrial areas are struggling to throw
off decades of decline. It is perhaps not surprising that the bottom five coldspots are Carlisle,
Corby, Weymouth and Portland, Newark and Sherwood, and West Somerset, which is
overall the worst part of the country for social mobility.

Fourthly, there is no direct correlation between the affluence of an area and its ability to
sustain high levels of social mobility. While affluent areas tend to outperform deprived areas
in the index, a number of places buck the trend. Some of the most deprived areas in
England are hotspots, including most of the London boroughs at the top of the index.
Qutside of London, Slough is a hotspot despite being in the most deprived 40 per cent of
areas. Conversely, some affluent areas are among the worst for offering good education and
employment opportunities to their most disadvantaged residents. Some of the coldspots are
among the least deprived areas in the country — for example, Cotswold and West Berkshire.
Disadvantaged youngsters in these areas can be somewhat neglected, especially if they are
dispersed across isolated rural schools. Similarly, some affluent places have high levels of
low pay despite high average salaries. In St Albans, for example, half the population are in
well-paid professional roles, but a quarter earn below the voluntary living wage.
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Fifthly, local policies adopted by local authorities and employers can positively influence
outcomes for disadvantaged residents. Two decades ago, London’s state schools were
routinely described as the worst in the country. Now they are the best. The education
attainment of disadvantaged children has dramatically improved thanks to initiatives like
London Challenge and the combined efforts of local councils, teachers and governors.
Similarly, until recently, the North East had some of the worst careers advice in the country.
Today, it is leading the way on good-quality careers advice — a consequence of collaborative
efforts to improve performance. Richmond upon Thames has almost doubled the number
of low-income children reaching school-readiness (from 36 to 61 per cent) in the last three
years, partly as a result of a local authority-led campaign to improve support for
disadvantaged children. Islington Council has invested in paying the London living wage
and so helped 6,000 of its residents escape low pay in the last two years. Our report
highlights many examples of areas that are bucking the overall trends through the adoption
of innovative approaches and best practices.

This last point is key. All too often the debate about social mobility becomes polarised
between those who succumb to a weary sense of inevitability about our powerlessness to
challenge the global forces that are reshaping the social landscape and those who subscribe
to the theory that change can only happen if the whole global economic system is turned
upside down. Both positions we believe to be counsels of despair. There is enough evidence
from around the world, in our country’s own history and, contemporaneously, in local areas
to know that, with the right approach, the transmission of disadvantage from one generation
to the next can be broken.

There is, however, a mind-blowing inconsistency of practice. It is the breeding ground for the
local lottery in life chances that exists today. It is, of course, a matter for local decision-makers
to attune their policies and priorities to the needs of their local communities. In a heavily
resource-constrained climate, local councils are continually having to make difficult choices
about where to allocate resources and focus efforts in order to get the biggest bang for their
buck. But all too often schemes start up and then wither away. Initiatives often lack scale.
Experience is usually not pooled. Most worryingly of all, evidence about what works to
improve social mobility is, at best, not properly embedded in local policies and programmes.
At worst, it is ignored. When that happens, precious public resources are wasted and the
potential for social progress is lost.

We make a series of recommendations, drawing on some of the best practice we have
witnessed in different parts of the country, to correct those deficiencies. We suggest, for
example, that:

e Every local authority should develop an integrated strategy for improving disadvantaged
children’s outcomes and that pupil premium funds should be invested in evidence-based
practice.

e | ocal authorities should support collaboration between isolated schools, subsidise
transport for disadvantaged young people in isolated areas and encourage Local
Enterprise Partnerships to follow the North East Local Enterprise Partnership’s approach
to improving careers support for young people.

e Local authorities should all become accredited living wage employers and encourage
others in their communities to do likewise.
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None of this is to suggest that the answer to our country’s social mobility lottery lies purely

in the hands of local communities. National governments have a leading role to play in
tackling the local lottery in social mobility. We make a number of specific recommendations to
the UK government; for example, that:

e [t should launch a fund to enable schools in rural and coastal areas to partner with other
schools to boost attainment.

e Regional School Commissioners should be given responsibility to work with universities,
schools and Teach First to ensure that there is a good supply of teachers in all parts of
their regions.

e The Department for Business Energy & Industrial Strategy should match the Department
for Education’s £72 million Opportunity Area fund to ensure that there is a collaborative
effort across local education systems and labour markets.

But something far bigger is needed. There is currently no overall national strategy to tackle
the social, economic and geographical divide that the country faces. There is much talk
about healing division and pursuing social justice. But the government is understandably
heavily focused on Brexit and seems to have little headspace to inject the necessary energy
and focus to match words with deeds. That is not to say we do not welcome initiatives such
as the 12 Opportunity Areas that have been created by the Department for Education to help
parts of the country that have fallen behind, or the devolution deals that seek to empower
local councils and communities to develop policies appropriate to their areas. Initiatives like
the Northern Powerhouse, the Midlands Engine and High Speed Two rail network (HS2) are
welcome steps towards bridging our country’s geographical divide. We urge the government
to ensure that implementation of the industrial strategy marries economic and social policies
and delivers an effective place-based approach to change.

These are all important pieces of the jigsaw but they lack an overall frame or shape.
Overcoming the divisions that exist in Britain requires far more ambition and far bigger scale.
A less divided Britain will require a more redistributive approach to spreading education,
employment and housing prospects across our country. The UK now has greater regional
disparities in economic performance than any other European country. The reasons for that
are often historic and long-standing. They cannot be corrected by central government alone,
but current patterns of public spending are, if anything, exacerbating the divide not healing it.
One estimate suggests that the north of England is £6 billion a year underfunded compared
with London. The capital’s transport spending is more than three times greater per head than
that of the East Midlands, the South West or North East. Even when HS2 and the Northern
Powerhouse initiatives are taken into account, more than half of planned transport spend will
go to London with less than 2 per cent going to the North East and just over 3 per cent to the
East Midlands. Similarly, in 2016/2017 London spent about £1,000 more per pupil on local
authority-maintained schools than the South East, the South West or the East Midlands, the
three regions with the lowest attainment scores for disadvantaged pupils. The new schools
funding formula will help to narrow these disparities but will not eliminate them.

Of course, the better-off parts of our country contain deep pockets of disadvantage. London
is a good example. There is a need for ongoing investment in education, transport, housing
and employment to improve local prospects of social mobility. But overall there is currently a
mismatch between where public money goes and where it is most needed. No-one doubts
the political difficulties in redistributing resources but if the rhetoric of a fairer Britain is to
become reality the nettle must be grasped. We suggest that government should set out a
new objective over a ten-year period to target an increasing proportion of public resources
into those parts of the country that have been most left behind. The focus should be on local
areas, rather than simply economic regions, since the new social mobility lottery we highlight
in this report is based on specific areas of the country. The government should then report
annually on the progress it is making.

Vii
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It should report, too, on how the balance of spending is changing within regions as well as
between them. The North East, for example, overall currently receives a relatively generous
level of funding for government services per head of population compared with some other
parts of the country. But it is heavily skewed towards welfare spending (taking almost half of
the region’s total), while just 6 per cent goes to stimulating the regional economy through
investment in science, employment and transport. By contrast, only one-third of London’s
spending goes on welfare, with 12 per cent devoted to economic stimulation. Changing that
imbalance will require central government to develop a much more holistic approach

to tackling place-based inequality. It should develop a strategy for doing so, based on

clear targets and fundamental reforms to our country’s education system and labour and
housing markets.

Tinkering with change will not do the trick. A new level of effort will be needed to tackle the
phenomenon of left-behind Britain. The country seems to be in the grip of a self-reinforcing
spiral of ever-growing division. That takes a spatial form, not just a social one. London and

its hinterland are increasingly looking like a different country from the rest of Britain. They are
moving ahead, as are many of our country’s great cities. But too many rural and coastal areas
and the towns of Britain’s old industrial heartlands are being left behind. It is time to challenge
the decades-long assumption that Britain can get by with unbalanced economic growth.

The growing sense that we have become an us and them society is deeply corrosive of our
cohesion as a nation. The analysis in this report substantiates the sense of political alienation
and social resentment that so many parts of modern Britain feel. Whole tracts of our country
feel left behind, because they are. Whole communities feel that the benefits of globalisation
have passed them by, because they have. Whole sections of society feel they are not getting
a fair chance to succeed, because they are not. It cannot go on like this. If we want a
genuinely United Kingdom, not an ever more divided one, a new approach will be needed.

ﬁ(«/w«« fhan ol

Rt Hon Alan Milburn Rt Hon Gillian Shephard
Chair Deputy Chair



Chapter 1: Key Findings

e A stark social mobility postcode lottery exists in Britain today, where the
chances of being successful if you come from a disadvantaged background
are linked to where you live.

¢ There is no simple north/south divide. Instead, a divide exists between London
(and its affluent commuter belt) and the rest of the country — London accounts
for nearly two-thirds of all social mobility hotspots.

¢ The best-performing local authority area is Westminster and the
worst-performing area is West Somerset.

e The Midlands is the worst region of the country for social mobility for those
from disadvantaged backgrounds — half the local authority areas in the East
Midlands and more than a third in the West Midlands are social mobility
coldspots.

e Some of the worst-performing areas, such as Weymouth and Portland, and
Allerdale, are rural, not urban; while some are in relatively affluent parts of
England - places like West Berkshire, Cotswold and Crawley.

e Coastal and older industrial towns — places like Scarborough, Hastings,
Derby and Nottingham — are becoming entrenched social mobility coldspots.

e Apart from London, English cities are punching below their weight on social
mobility outcomes. No other city makes it into the top 20 per cent of hotspots.

e Some of the richest places in England like West Berkshire deliver worse
outcomes for their disadvantaged children than places that are much poorer
like Sunderland and Tower Hamlets.

e Social mobility gaps open up at an early age with disadvantaged children
14 percentage points less likely to be school-ready at age five in coldspots
than in hotspots: in 94 areas fewer than half of disadvantaged children are
ready for school aged five.

e Qutside London, disadvantaged pupils lose out: 51 per cent of London
children on free school meals achieve A* to C in English and maths GCSE,
compared with an average of 36 per cent in all other English regions.

¢ |n some coldspot areas, participation in higher education falls to just 10 per cent.

e Disadvantaged young people are almost twice as likely as better-off peers to
be NEET (not in education, employment or training) a year after GCSEs — up to
a quarter of young people are NEET in South Ribble.



State of the Nation 2017: Social Mobility in Great Britain

1.1 Introduction

Social mobility is about ensuring that everyone has the opportunity to build a good life for
themselves regardless of their family background. In a socially mobile society, every individual
has a fair chance of reaching their potential. But in today’s Britain, where you start from has a
big influence on where you end up. Indeed, for young people it seems that the link between
demography and destiny is becoming stronger rather than weaker.

But Britain’s social mobility problem is not just one of income or class background. It is
increasingly one of geography. A stark social mobility postcode lottery exists today, where the
chances of someone from a disadvantaged background getting on in life is closely linked to
where they grow up and choose to make a life for themselves.

There has been much focus in recent years on the divisions of income and class that exist in
our country but far less on the geographical divide in opportunity. In this State of the Nation
report we aim to redress that. Our focus is on the place-based social mobility lottery. In
England, we have ranked all 324 lower-tier local authorities’ according to a range of social
mobility indicators. This analysis highlights those parts of the country that are social mobility
hotspots and coldspots. We have not been able to perform the same detailed analysis in
Scotland and Wales due to data constraints, but we have nonetheless done some ranking to
highlight geographical variations in outcomes in those countries.

The Social Mobility Index, which is at the heart of this report, provides a unique picture of
England’s social mobility problem at the local level (see Figure 1.1 and Table 1.1). It builds on
the initial version of the index that we published in January 2016.2 The overall picture is
complex, but the broad patterns are clear — and very similar to the initial version of the index.

London (and the commuter belt areas around it) is massively advantaged compared with the
rest of the country. Children, including those from disadvantaged backgrounds, achieve
excellent results at school and benefit from better further and higher education opportunities.
If you live in or near London, you have a much higher chance of being a high earner than
anywhere else in the country.

In contrast, disadvantage has become entrenched in certain areas of the country. Isolated
rural and coastal towns and former industrial areas feature heavily as social mobility
coldspots. Young people growing up in these areas have less chance of achieving good
educational outcomes and often end up trapped by a lack of access to further education and
employment opportunities.

Our report highlights examples of areas that buck these overall trends — often due to strong
local initiatives involving the local authority and other organisations working in partnership to
improve life outcomes for people living in their area. The report highlights examples of best
practice and contains recommendations for how both national and local governments can
work to improve social mobility prospects locally.

1 In some areas of England, local government is divided between a county council (upper tier) and a district council (lower tier),
which are responsible for different services. In other areas, there is a single unitary authority. There are 201 district councils
and 123 unitary authorities plus the City of the London and the Isles of Scilly. We excluded the City of London and the Isles
of Scilly because their size (and the small number of individuals covered by the indicators we look at) makes valid
comparisons with other English local authorities impossible.

2 Social Mobility Commission (2016) The Social Mobility Index. www.gov.uk/government/publications/social-mobility-index
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How the index works

The index measures social mobility prospects in each area through 16 key performance
indicators. These allow us to assess which parts of the country have the best social mobility
outcomes (the hotspots) and which have the worst (the coldspots). These indicators span
each major life stage, from early years through to people’s working lives. The indicators show
what happens in the early years, where significant gaps open up between children from
disadvantaged backgrounds and their more fortunate peers. We then track how this is
translated into differences in educational attainment in the school years and then into different
outcomes as young people prepare for the labour market. Finally, we look at the very different
opportunities people have in their working lives in terms of the availability of top jobs, the
prevalence of low pay and the likelihood of getting a foot on the housing ladder.

This updated index is not wholly comparable with the previous one we published in 2016.That
is because the key performance indicators have been updated to reflect the government’s
decision to adopt new flagship school measures at key stage 2 and key stage 4. We have also
incorporated three-year averages and other technical changes to improve the robustness of the
index. A more detailed explanation of our methodology can be found in Appendix 1.

We were unable to directly compare Scotland and Wales with England as there is currently
much less relevant public data on social mobility available in Scotland and Wales compared
with England. We have therefore examined geographical variations in outcomes in Scotland
and Wales in a separate chapter.
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Figure 1.1: Map of performance against all social mobility indicators
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Table 1.1: The best and worst performers against all social mobility indicators

Hotspots Coldspots
Local authority Local authority
area area
1 Westminster London 1 West Somerset South West
2 Kensington and London 2 Newark and East Midlands
Chelsea Sherwood
3 Tower Hamlets London 3 Weymouth and South West
Portland
4 Wandsworth London 4 Corby East Midlands
B Hackney London 5 Carlisle North West
6 Redbridge London 6 Allerdale North West
7 Islington London 7 Wellingborough East Midlands
8 Hammersmith and | London 8 Ashfield East Midlands
Fulham
9 Barnet London 9 Derby East Midlands
10 Ealing London 10 Mansfield East Midlands
11 Greenwich London 11 Waveney East of England
12 Newham London 12 Blackpool North West
13 Southwark London 13 Nottingham East Midlands
14 East Hertfordshire | East of England 14 South Derbyshire | East Midlands
15 Camden London 15 Wychavon West Midlands
16 Hounslow London 16 North East Yorkshire and The
Lincolnshire Humber
17 Lambeth London 17 Fenland East of England
18 Epsom and Ewell | South East 18 North West Midlands
Warwickshire
19 Waltham Forest London 19 East East Midlands
Northamptonshire
20 Uttlesford East of England 20 Hinckley and East Midlands
Bosworth
21 Kingston upon London 21 Crawley South East
Thames
22 Harrow London 22 Forest of Dean South West
23 Sutton London 23 Amber Valley East Midlands
24 Trafford North West 24 Kettering East Midlands
25 Elmbridge South East 25 Breckland East of England
26 Surrey Heath South East 26 Hastings South East
27 Broxbourne East of England 27 Doncaster Yorkshire and The
Humber
28 Bromley London 28 King’s Lynn and East of England
West Norfolk
29 North Kesteven East Midlands 29 Nuneaton and West Midlands
Bedworth
30 Brent London 30 Scarborough Yorkshire and The
Humber
31 Richmond upon London 31 Norwich East of England
Thames
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Hotspots Coldspots
Local authority Rank Local authority
area (worst) | area
32 Craven Yorkshire and The | 32 Great Yarmouth East of England
Humber
33 Lewisham London 33 Wakefield Yorkshire and
The Humber
34 Haringey London 34 Barnsley Yorkshire and
The Humber
35 Fareham South East 35 Northampton East Midlands
36 Brentwood East of England 36 Leicester East Midlands
37 Woking South East 37 Northumberland North East
38 St Albans East of England 38 Chichester South East
39 Chorley North West 39 Bolsover East Midlands
40 Croydon London 40 Chesterfield East Midlands
41 Merton London 41 Broxtowe East Midlands
42 Rushcliffe East Midlands 42 Torridge South West
43 Stroud South West 43 Gloucester South West
44 Welwyn Hatfield East of England 44 Tamworth West Midlands
45 Slough South East 45 Barrow-in-Furness | North West
46 Reigate and South East 46 Gosport South East
Banstead
47 Bexley London 47 Erewash East Midlands
48 Bromsgrove West Midlands 48 Worcester West Midlands
49 South Hams South West 49 Walsall West Midlands
50 Lichfield West Midlands 50 Thanet South East
51 Dartford South East 51 Liverpool North West
52 Mole Valley South East 52 Wyre Forest West Midlands
53 Enfield London 53 Gedling East Midlands
54 Fylde North West 54 Herefordshire, West Midlands
County of
55 Windsor and South East 55 Babergh East of England
Maidenhead
56 Chiltern South East 56 Sandwell West Midlands
57 Tandridge South East 57 Cotswold South West
58 Tonbridge and South East 58 Arun South East
Malling
59 Solihull West Midlands 59 Bassetlaw East Midlands
60 Runnymede South East 60 West Berkshire South East
61 Hertsmere East of England 61 Forest Heath East of England
62 Maldon East of England 62 North Norfolk East of England
63 Southend-on-Sea | East of England 63 Dudley West Midlands
64 East Hampshire South East 64 Ipswich East of England
65 Hart South East 65 Cannock Chase West Midlands
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1.2 The regional picture

There is no simple north/south divide in opportunity. If anything, the major divide that exists
in England today is between London (and its commuter belt) and the rest of the country.

The economic strength of the capital means that it offers opportunities that other parts of the
country struggle to compete with.

London’s dominance

London accounts for nearly two-thirds of all social mobility hotspots in the index. Out of a total
of 32 London local authority areas, 29 are hotspots and there are no coldspots. No other city
apart from London makes it into the top 20 per cent of best-performing local authority areas.

The huge gap between London and the rest of the country is most evident in the first three
life stages — disadvantaged children growing up in London are more likely to be school-ready
at age five, achieve far higher educational outcomes at school and are about twice as likely to
go to university than their peers in other parts of the country. They are far more likely to
progress into a professional or managerial job as an adult. Despite benefiting from access

to top jobs, however, London’s performance in the working lives life stage is less positive
because of high housing costs that are beyond the reach of ordinary families and the large
number of low-paid workers in the capital.

The commuter belt areas outside London also benefit from proximity to it. The South East has
the second highest number of hotspots after London — almost all of which are in affluent
areas just outside the city. These areas not only have easy access to London’s employment
and education opportunities, but also benefit from lower house prices.

Other regions

The other English regions outside London fare badly in the index. Most contain at least one
coldspot. Some regions fare worse than others, as Figure 1.2 demonstrates, showing the
percentage of local authorities (LAS) within each performance quintile.

Figure 1.2: Percentage of local authorities (by region) within each performance quintile
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The Midlands

The Midlands provides the worst opportunities for social progress for those from
disadvantaged backgrounds. Half the local authority areas in the East Midlands and more
than one-third in the West Midlands are coldspots, while there are only five hotspot local
authority areas in the whole of the Midlands.

The East Midlands performs worse than the West Midlands. It has the lowest social mobility
scores in the country — with the worst outcomes for disadvantaged children during early
years, school and youth life stages. In the West Midlands, outcomes for disadvantaged
people are below average at every life stage, but not as poor as those seen in its eastern
neighbour.

The East Midlands suffers from low-quality secondary schools, poor transport links and
significant rates of low pay. In the East Midlands, almost one in three secondary schools

that children eligible for free school meals attend is judged less than good by Ofsted, and the
region has the lowest attainment and university entry rate for disadvantaged young people.®

The region does contain pockets of good performance. Rushcliffe, Rutland, Harborough and
North Kesteven have above-average outcomes at key stage 2 and key stage 4 and excellent
access to quality schools. Likewise, some parts of the West Midlands have relatively strong
GCSE scores (e.g. in Bromsgrove and Solihull) and it has high university entry rates for people
from disadvantaged backgrounds — especially in its cities.

Northern England

Overall, the northern regions have fairly low performance across the social mobility indicators.
As with the Midlands, the wider region suffers from poor transport links, which makes it
harder for people at all life stages to access opportunities.

The picture is not uniform. The North West has some of the lowest outcomes for
disadvantaged five-year-olds, while the North East has some of the highest. The North East
continues to have above-average primary school outcomes for disadvantaged children, while
Yorkshire and The Humber has some of the worst. In working lives, the northern regions
underperform the rest of the country. Overall, they have fewer high-quality jobs than the
national average and lower pay.

Nonetheless, some areas of northern England have made rapid progress on a number of
social mobility indicators. The North East has achieved the highest uptake of the two-year-old
offer for disadvantaged children and has halved youth unemployment since 2014, while adult
unemployment in the region has also fallen.” The area is also leading the way on careers
support for young people in local schools and colleges. Broader progress should be possible
if other regions follow the North East’s lead, and if planned transport investments and
economic regeneration projects take hold.

3 Ofsted (2016) Ofsted issues warning about education in the East Midlands. Press release, 7 June. www.gov.uk/government/
news/ofsted-issues-warning-about-education-in-the-east-midlands. Department for Education (2017) Level 2 and 3
Attainment in England: Attainment by age 19 in 2016. www.gov.uk/government/statistics/level-2-and-3-attainment-by-
young-people-aged-19-in-2016. Department for Education (2017) Widening participation in higher education.
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/widening-participation-in-higher-education-2017

4 ONS (2017) X02 Regional labour market: Estimates of unemployment by age. www.ons.gov.uk/
employmentandlabourmarket/peoplenotinwork/unemployment/datasets/regionalunemploymentbyagex02


https://www.gov.uk/government/news/ofsted-issues-warning-about-education-in-the-east-midlands
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/ofsted-issues-warning-about-education-in-the-east-midlands
http://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/level-2-and-3-attainment-by-young-people-aged-19-in-2016
http://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/level-2-and-3-attainment-by-young-people-aged-19-in-2016
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/widening-participation-in-higher-education-2017
www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peoplenotinwork/unemployment/datasets/regionalunemploymentbyagex02
www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peoplenotinwork/unemployment/datasets/regionalunemploymentbyagex02
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Worst and best areas

The best local authority areas for social mobility are located in London. Westminster tops the
list, followed by Kensington and Chelsea, and Tower Hamlets. These areas have some of the
best schools in the country — as well as more extra-curricular opportunities than most other
areas — and significantly outperform other local authority areas on educational outcomes for
disadvantaged young people from the early years onwards. Even these top performers have
issues, however — notably unaffordable housing and relatively high rates of low pay.

The worst area in the country is West Somerset, which performs particularly poorly on the
early years and working lives indicators. Disadvantaged people in the area are limited by low
levels of local opportunities and poor transport links to neighbouring districts. The area is now
one of the government’s 12 Opportunity Areas — and will benefit from local initiatives that
bring together local stakeholders to deliver tailored solutions to the area’s problems.

Figure 1.3: Average life stage scores by region
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The impact of devolution

The advent of combined authorities has created new drivers of change within England.
Local authorities have collaborated in Greater Manchester, Liverpool City Region, Tees
Valley, the West of England, Cambridgeshire and Peterborough, and the West Midlands.
In these six combined authorities, metro mayors were elected in May 2017 with
devolution deals based on 30-year investment funds, ranging from £450 million to

£1.1 billion.® London and Cornwall also have devolved agreements, while a number of
other negotiations for additional deals are ongoing.

These deals devolve budgets and responsibility from national government. This includes
powers over housing, transport and skills — crucial areas for unlocking social mobility,
particularly in an individual’s working life. They also enable local partnerships through
additional funding and a voice within national government through their combined
authority metro mayors.

While a welcome move, not all the negotiations and bids from local areas have been
successful and, as a result, many areas are not covered. In fact, the city regions with
metro mayors cover only 17.5 per cent of the population of England.® In the areas
covered, the majority are not social mobility coldspots — only five out of 65 coldspots are
part of these deals and the opportunities they bring. Some areas have Regional Growth
Funds and City Deals, but it is the additional leverage of combined areas that is most
likely to unlock social mobility across the country.

Centre for Cities (2016) Everything you need to know about metro mayors: an FAQ.
www.centreforcities.org/publication/everything-need-know-metro-mayors

Social Mobility Commission calculation based on data from: ONS (2016) Population Estimates for UK: mid-2016.
www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/
annualmidyearpopulationestimates/mid2016. DevoConnect (2017) Devolution Population Map.
http://devoconnect.co.uk/devolution-map


http://www.centreforcities.org/publication/everything-need-know-metro-mayors
http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/annualmidyearpopulationestimates/mid2016
http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/annualmidyearpopulationestimates/mid2016
http://devoconnect.co.uk/devolution-map
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Figure 1.4: Social mobility coldspots mapped against regions with a devolved
model
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1.3 Social mobility in different types of place

The index paints a picture of a social mobility postcode lottery where the type of area people
grow up in shapes their life chances. To examine the impact of area type on social mobility,
we drew on analysis carried out by the Office for National Statistics (ONS), which classifies
local authority areas by ‘supergroup’ type (see Figure 1.5), and mapped this against our
index.

This analysis shows that people who grow up in a remote rural or coastal area or in a former
industrial area face far higher barriers to improved social mobility than those who grow up in
cities and their surrounding hinterland. Many of these areas combine bad educational
outcomes for young people from disadvantaged backgrounds with weak labour markets
that have a greater share of low-skilled, low-paid employment than elsewhere in England.
Remote rural and coastal areas also suffer from poor connectivity by transport, so restricting
opportunities still further.

Figure 1.5: Office for National Statistics supergroups and Social Mobility Index results
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As Figure 1.6 demonstrates, city areas and affluent parts of the country contain a high
proportion of hotspots. Meanwhile, remote coastal and rural areas and former industrial
areas do badly.
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Figure 1.6: Percentage of hotspots and coldspots in different types of area
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Meanwhile, our analysis shows that, while urban areas perform well in most of the life stages —
early years, school and youth, the prospects for disadvantaged people living in cities change
sharply in their working lives (Figure 1.7). In London, the main reason for this is that the high
cost of home ownership leads to very few families owning their own homes. There are other
factors at play too, such as the high proportion of residents in low-paying jobs in many
London boroughs and in our country’s great cities.

Figure 1.7: Average life stage performance by area type
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Coastal and rural areas

The residents of coastal areas, which make up over a fifth of England’s local authority areas,
experience extremely poor outcomes for social mobility. Over a quarter of these areas are
social mobility coldspots and only 6 per cent are social mobility hotspots. One explanation
for this is that many parts of the coast suffer from poor transport links, both in terms of public
transport and roads. This is explored further in Chapter 5.

Schools in highly deprived coastal rural areas have a significantly higher proportion of
unqualified secondary school teachers than do those in affluent inland rural areas (7 per cent
compared with 4.6 per cent). Young people then have limited post-16 opportunities — many
of the worst-performing areas are about an hour each way from the nearest university by
public transport — and often even further from a selective university.

With the exception of Copeland and Suffolk Coastal, all coastal areas are in the bottom
decile for working lives. This conclusion is supported by recent analysis, which found
poorer outcomes in work for coastal residents’ including higher rates of low pay and
more unemployment. Economic growth also tends to be weaker in coastal communities,
compared with other parts of Great Britain.®

Former industrial towns

Our indicators show that older industrial towns with a mining or manufacturing legacy, such
as Barnsley and Mansfield, also do very badly for social mobility. For post-industrial towns,
23 per cent are coldspots, while there are no hotspots (Figure 1.5). Many of these areas have
suffered from a lack of regeneration and few high-paying industries are located there. As a
result, they often have relatively limited job opportunities and clusters of low pay. In these
areas, both school quality and educational aspirations can also be lower.® In Knowsley, for
example, disadvantaged children have no chance of going to a good or outstanding
secondary school. Accordingly, disadvantaged young people in post-industrial areas are half
as likely to achieve two or more A-levels (or equivalent) by 19 and almost half as likely to go
to university compared with those in more socially and ethnically diverse urban areas.

Major cities (excluding London)

Major cities punch substantially below their weight on a broad range of social mobility
measures from early years through to working lives (Table 1.2). In part, this may reflect the
fact that cities have a higher proportion of the most deprived areas than the rest of England,
with a higher prevalence of all types of deprivation.'

Cities tend to have lower-quality childcare than rural areas and this can be prohibitively
expensive for poorer families. Use of early education is also lower in cities and overall
outcomes are below par.

This is reflected in disappointing performance in schools too. In Birmingham, only just over
a third of children on free school meals achieve the expected standard at key stage 2.

The Attainment 8 score per pupil on free school meals in Leeds, Sheffield, Liverpool and
Newcastle ranges from 35.6 to 39, while in London it is 45.

7 Corfe S (2017) Living on the Edge: Britain’s coastal communities. Social Market Foundation.
www.smf.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Living-on-the-edge.pdf

8 Corfe S (2017) Living on the Edge: Britain’s coastal communities. Social Market Foundation.
www.smf.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Living-on-the-edge.pdf

9 Cabinet Office (2008) Aspiration and Attainment Amongst Young People in Deprived Communities. http://webarchive.
nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090113230527/http:/www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/media/109339/aspirations_evidence_pack.pdf

10 ONS (2016) Towns and Cities Analysis, England and Wales, March 2016. www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/
housing/articles/townsandcitiesanalysisenglandandwalesmarch2016/2016-03-18


www.smf.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Living-on-the-edge.pdf
www.smf.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Living-on-the-edge.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090113230527/http:/www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/media/109339/aspirations_evidence_pack.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090113230527/http:/www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/media/109339/aspirations_evidence_pack.pdf
http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/articles/townsandcitiesanalysisenglandandwalesmarch2016/2016-03-18
http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/articles/townsandcitiesanalysisenglandandwalesmarch2016/2016-03-18
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Table 1.2: The ranks on the index of the metropolitan districts of England, without
London

Local authority | Region Overall Early Schools Youth Working
area rank years lives
Newcastle upon | North East 92 53 49 231 189
Tyne
Manchester North West 121 276 48 64 218
Birmingham West Midlands 136 296 123 28 188
Sheffield Yorkshire and 212 213 254 156 124
The Humber
Bristol, City of South West 228 263 128 291 86
Leeds Yorkshire and 246 209 234 281 108
The Humber
Southampton South East 247 94 202 316 213
Liverpool North West 274 311 242 137 176
Leicester East Midlands 289 318 183 102 296
Nottingham East Midlands 312 304 172 308 287

The situation is better at the youth life stage, where young people in cities have access to
more post-16 education institutions, more teachers for specialist A-level subjects, more
universities, more employers and better-quality jobs. Many of these opportunities are limited
or entirely lacking in rural areas or isolated ex-industrial towns — especially for those without
the money or confidence to travel to neighbouring areas.

However, even in areas where there are prestigious universities and more options for young
people, the residents of cities are not necessarily benefiting. For example, Bristol and
Southampton both have prestigious universities, but only one in 60 disadvantaged young
people from those cities goes to a highly selective university.

As adults, residents in cities can face high housing costs and a higher cost of living than is
seen in many rural areas. Even though housing in urban areas in the north of England is
cheaper than in rural areas of the south, in most major cities fewer than half of families with
children own their own home. Many residents of cities are not in the top jobs that can often
be associated with city living. They find themselves trapped between high living costs and
low pay.

Affluent and deprived areas

Affluent areas tend to outperform deprived areas on our social mobility indicators, but a
number of places buck this trend. Some of the most deprived areas in England are hotspots,
including most of the London boroughs at the top of the index. Outside of London, Slough is
a hotspot despite being in the most deprived 40 per cent of local authority areas. This shows
that local policies adopted by local authorities and employers in deprived areas can influence
outcomes for disadvantaged residents.

At the same time, a number of affluent areas perform very poorly in relation to their
disadvantaged residents. Some of the coldspots are among the least deprived areas in the
country, for example Cotswold and West Berkshire. Disadvantaged youngsters in these areas
can be somewhat neglected, especially if they are dispersed across isolated rural schools.
Similarly, some affluent places have high levels of low pay despite high average salaries.

In St Albans, for example, half the population are in well-paid professional roles, but a quarter
are on low pay.
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1.4 Life stage overview

Of England’s 324 local authority areas, not one performs well across all four life stages. Even
when comparing the three stages of education — early years, school and youth — few areas
demonstrate consistently high performance. Just four areas are in the top 10 per cent for all
three stages of education. Performance on the schools and youth indicators are strongly
correlated, but there is only a weak link between early years and schools. This is because
many areas with high-quality early education have very poor primary and secondary
schooling for disadvantaged pupils (for example, the Isle of Wight). This can make it hard

for high-attaining children to sustain academic successes as they move through school.

Early years

The early years of a child’s life have a lasting impact, but there are stark differences in early
education opportunities across the country. In coldspots for early years, disadvantaged
five-year-olds are 14 percentage points less likely to be school-ready than in hotspots.

The South East is the top-performing region at this life stage, with five times as many
hotspots as any other region. This is due in part to high levels of affluence as well as good-
quality childcare. London also has high development outcomes for disadvantaged children
(almost 10 percentage points above the average), in spite of issues with childcare quality.
However, there are 94 local authority areas (29 per cent of the country) where less than half
of disadvantaged five-year-olds reach a good level of development.

Areas with the best support for disadvantaged children have high-quality preschool settings,
effective promotion and use of early education, evidence-based support for parents, and
integrated health and education services. In 11 local authority areas, almost all early
education is good or outstanding, while in the coldspots about one in ten settings requires
improvement. Uptake of the free early education offer for disadvantaged two-year-olds ranges
from 39 to 96 per cent across England. Parenting support is limited in most areas and often ill
evidenced. And only half of authorities have a clear strategy for improving disadvantaged
children’s outcomes.

Schools

Schools should provide children with the skills and confidence to succeed educationally and
in the labour market, but there are substantial inequalities in educational attainment linked to
social disadvantage and place. The attainment gap between disadvantaged and better-off
pupils widens during a child’s schooling. In England as a whole, only 39.2 per cent of pupils
on free school meals achieve A* to C in English and maths GCSE, compared with 67 per cent
for all other pupils.

Over the past decade, London has broken away from the rest of England when it comes to
the educational attainment of disadvantaged children. They do far better than comparable
pupils in any other region at both primary and secondary school. Over half (51 per cent) of
children on free school meals in London achieve A* to C in English and maths GCSEs,
compared with 36 per cent in the rest of England. Disadvantaged children in the coastal area
of Arun do over three times worse at primary school than those in Kensington and Chelsea
(19 per cent achieve the expected standard at key stage 2, compared with 60 per cent).

London schools have enjoyed better financial resources, but they have also benefited from
good leadership, a strong stock of quality teachers, professional development, a diverse
school population, strong school partnerships, better access to cultural opportunities and
a plethora of government initiatives.
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Outside London, disadvantaged children that grow up in deprived rural and coastal areas and
former manufacturing areas do particularly badly. Children on free school meals in Knowsley
have no chance of going to a good or outstanding secondary school, while in Hackney all
children on free school meals go to strong schools. The most deprived coastal rural areas
have one and a half times the proportion of unqualified secondary teachers that the least
deprived inland rural areas have.

Youth

The effect of postcode on prospects is most acute in this life stage. Disadvantaged young
people in urban areas — especially those in London — tend to have above-average outcomes.
In fact, disadvantaged Londoners are almost twice as likely to enter university as those in
other areas. By contrast, rural isolation can have major consequences for youth social
mobility, as it limits access to further education, higher education, and a range of inspiration
and support activities from employers, universities and charities.

In remote rural and coastal areas, disadvantaged young people are half as likely to gain

two or more A-levels (or equivalent qualifications) and half as likely to enter university as those
in our country’s major cities. There are six local authority areas in the country where just

9 to 11 per cent of disadvantaged young people go to university — less than half the average
rate. These areas tend to have limited access to higher education locally, which restricts
choice for low-income youngsters who wish to live at home while studying.

There are also differences in access to opportunity across the regions. The North East and
East Midlands have the lowest performance on the youth social mobility indicators. In both
areas, careers support has — until recently — been the lowest in the country. Both regions also
have fewer high-level apprenticeships and fewer large employers than other regions, which
tends to mean fewer entry-level jobs.

Working lives

The Home Counties in the South East and East of England perform best at this life stage.
Working residents in many of these areas benefit from the clustering of high-skilled, high-paid
jobs, but also have higher than average rates of home ownership than in many other parts of
the country, due to greater levels of affluence.

Rural and coastal areas do the worst in this life stage as many are cut off from access to top
jobs, leading to low rates of pay. Average wages in the worst-performing area, West
Somerset, are £312 a week, less than half of those in the best-performing areas of London.
Many coastal and rural areas experience poor transport links — in the most rural areas, travel
to work times are nearly four times that of urban residents.

Access to good jobs is an important driver for working lives outcomes as it leads to higher
wages and, often, better prospects for pay progression. High-paying knowledge-based
industries are highly spatially concentrated around London and the South East, which limits
access and opportunity for people outside of these areas.

But low pay is pervasive throughout the country, with 5.2 million people in England paid less
than the voluntary living wage, and in 71 largely rural areas more than 30 per cent of people
earn below this living wage level.

High housing costs are also a major barrier to social mobility. There is a stark north/south
divide for housing affordability, with urban areas in the north of England offering more
affordable housing than rural areas in the south. But it is urban areas across England that fare
worst in terms of home ownership. London, in particular, has very few families with their own
homes, as few as 18 per cent in Tower Hamlets.
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e There are stark differences in early education opportunities across the country:
in 94 areas, less than half of disadvantaged children are school-ready by
age five.

¢ Eleven local authorities have almost all ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’ preschool
settings, while in the coldspots about one in ten settings ‘requires improvement’.

e Disadvantaged children in the best areas are twice as likely to reach a good
level of development at age five, compared with similar children in the worst
areas. Three London boroughs — Hackney, Haringey and Newham — have
almost eliminated the development gap between disadvantaged children and
their better-off peers.

e Poor performance is not concentrated in any type of area, and similar places
perform very differently — likely reflecting the role of local authorities and the
importance of parenting.

e The South East region is the top performer on early years indicators with high
development outcomes and good-quality childcare.

e Disadvantaged children in London outperform peers in the rest of England -
probably due to learning at home, since childcare use and quality are lower
than elsewhere.

e Parenting support on child development is very limited in most local authorities
and often not based on strong evidence.

e Uptake of the free early education offer for disadvantaged two-year-olds
ranges from 39 to 96 per cent across England. About 80,000 children —
29 per cent of eligible two-year-olds — are missing out.

Recommendations

e Every local authority should develop an integrated strategy for improving
disadvantaged children’s outcomes. This should include:

— quality improvement support for early education settings, including
collaborative working groups, tailored advice and comprehensive training
for early years teachers

— driving uptake of the early education offer for disadvantaged two-year-olds and
ensuring that they do not lose places to children eligible for the 30-hour offer

— ensuring that all parenting support programmes are evidence based and
experimenting with ways to offer effective advice to more parents.

e Early education and childcare providers should invest pupil premium funds in
evidence-based practice using the Early Education Foundation’s toolkit.

19



20

State of the Nation 2017: Social Mobility in Great Britain

2.1 Introduction

Experiences in the first few years of life play a critical role in shaping later development.

In fact, learning and development at this stage matters more than at any other.” Children
from poorer backgrounds have worse development outcomes than their more affluent peers
during the early years.? For many children, this translates into worse educational outcomes
throughout their school careers and later lives.®

The quality of early education and support received by disadvantaged children varies widely
depending on where a child is born, as do early development outcomes. Children in 11 of
the best areas in England benefit from almost universally ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’ preschool
settings, while in the coldspots more than one in ten settings ‘requires improvement’

(12 per cent).” Outside preschool, there are also wide disparities in the availability and quality
of parenting programmes, health services, family support and housing conditions for young
families.” Partly as a result of these differences, disadvantaged children in the best areas for
early years outcomes are more than twice as likely to reach a good level of development at
age five compared with similar children in the worst areas (69 per cent in Lewisham versus
30.5 per cent in West Somerset over the last three years).®

Today, there are still 94 local authority areas — 29 per cent of the country — where less than
half of disadvantaged children reach school-readiness at five, and 26 areas of the country
where the proportion of children reaching school-readiness has reduced over the last three
years.” By contrast, almost a fifth of local authority areas have greatly increased the
number of poorer children reaching school-readiness at five when compared with 2014
(by 15 percentage points or more).®

The indicators that we used in the index for this life stage are:
e Percentage of nursery providers rated ‘outstanding’ or ‘good’ by Ofsted.

e Percentage of children eligible for free school meals achieving a ‘good level of
development’ at the end of the Early Years Foundation Stage (DfE data).

1 Department for Education (2014) Students’ Educational and Developmental Outcomes at Age 16: Effective pre-school,
primary and secondary education (EPPSE 3-16) project.
www.gov.uk/government/publications/influences-on-students-development-at-age-16

2 Department for Education (2017) Early Years Foundation Stage Profile Results: 2017.

3 Department for Education (2014) Students’ Educational and Developmental Outcomes at Age 16: Effective pre-school,
primary and secondary education (EPPSE 3-16) project.
www.gov.uk/government/publications/influences-on-students-development-at-age-16

4 Social Mobility Commission analysis based on three years of Ofsted data.

5 Ofsted (2017) Unknown Children — Destined for Disadvantage?. Department for Education (2013) Evaluation of Children’s

Centres in England (ECCE): Strand 3: Delivery of Family Services by Children’s Centres.

www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/224096/DFE-RR297.pdf.

Early Intervention Foundation (2016) Foundations for Life: What works to support parent child interaction in the early years.
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Figure 2.1: Map of performance against early years social mobility indicators
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Table 2.1: The best and worst performers against early years social mobility indicators

Hotspots Coldspots

Local authority

Local authority

area area
1 Isle of Wight South East 1 West Somerset South West
2 South Holland East Midlands 2 Bury North West
3 Knowsley North West 3 Vale of White South East
Horse
4 Dover South East 4 Derby East Midlands
B Torbay South West 5 Wychavon West Midlands
6 Greenwich London 6 Halton North West
7 North Kesteven East Midlands 7 Leicester East Midlands
8 Boston East Midlands 8 West Berkshire South East
9 Dartford South East 9 Harborough East Midlands
10 Shepway South East 10 Tameside North West
11 Wandsworth London 11 Sandwell West Midlands
12 Sunderland North East 12 Ashfield East Midlands
13 South South West 13 South Oxfordshire | South East
Gloucestershire
14 Hackney London 14 Liverpool North West
15 Maidstone South East 15 Charnwood East Midlands
16 Rossendale North West 16 Oldham North West
17 Swale South East 17 Hinckley and East Midlands
Bosworth
18 Canterbury South East 18 Cambridge East of England
19 Waltham Forest London 19 Oxford South East
20 Thanet South East 20 Newark and East Midlands
Sherwood
21 Wealden South East 21 Nottingham East Midlands
22 Hartlepool North East 22 Barking and London
Dagenham
23 Hastings South East 23 Rushcliffe East Midlands
24 Sevenoaks South East 24 North West Midlands
Warwickshire
25 Surrey Heath South East 25 Allerdale North West
26 Tonbridge and South East 26 Warwick West Midlands
Malling
27 Southend-on-Sea | East of England 27 Rochdale North West
28 Rother South East 28 Forest of Dean South West
29 Ashford South East 29 Birmingham West Midlands
30 Tunbridge Wells South East 30 Salford North West
31 Kingston upon Yorkshire and The | 31 Blackburn with North West
Hull, City of Humber Darwen
32 South Lakeland North West 32 Bassetlaw East Midlands




Chapter 2: Early Years

Analysis

There are large regional differences in the distribution of hotspots and coldspots for this life
stage — with southern regions doing much better than regions in the Midlands and the north
of England (Table 2.1). The South East alone accounts for half of the early years hotspots.
This is due in part to lower levels of poverty than in most other areas, as well as above-
average preschool settings and more affordable childcare than in London. By contrast,

the worst areas for early attainment are largely concentrated in the East Midlands and

North West, in areas where poverty is higher and preschool quality is lower.®

The geography of the early years hotspots and coldspots differs from that of most other life
stages and shows few clear patterns. Very similar areas have radically different outcomes.
For example, Knowsley is the third best-performing local authority, while neighlbouring Halton
and Liverpool are both bottom performers and St Helens is also a poor performer. This is
likely to be because parenting and the home environment matter more than external
opportunities at this stage — and also because local authorities can significantly influence
outcomes by effective support of disadvantaged families. ™

In contrast with later life stages, urban areas do not significantly outperform rural areas.

In fact, early years hotspots include a number of rural, isolated and coastal areas.™

This is partly because cities tend to have lower-quality childcare than rural areas as well as
prohibitively expensive childcare for many poorer families.’ Use of early education is also
lower in cities due in part to demographics, as use of preschool education tends to be
lower among people from ethnic minority communities. ' In rural areas, distance to a formal
preschool setting is not always a problem because friends and family can often offer high-
quality informal childcare at this life stage.' Indeed, informal childcare tends to offer better
benefits for children’s verbal ability than group settings, though it is less strong at
socioemotional development than formal group settings. '

Deprived areas do not consistently underperform on the early years indicators. Of the ten
most deprived areas in the country, three are early years hotspots (Knowsley, Hartlepool and
Hastings) and three are coldspots (Birmingham, Liverpool and Nottingham). Childcare quality
in deprived areas does tend to be somewhat lower on average, but disadvantaged children in
these areas are often placed in better-quality settings, including maintained nurseries which
are concentrated in deprived areas.'® Likewise, deprived areas are more likely to have a local
Sure Start centre.!” These systems may help counter the problems deprived areas face in the

9 McGuinness F (2016) Poverty in the UK: Statistics. House of Commons Library, research briefing.
http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/SNO7096

10 Department for Education (2017) Studly of Early Education and Development (SEED): Impact study on early education use
and child outcomes up to age three.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/627098/SEED_ECEC_impact_at_age_3.pdf.
Ofsted (2017) Unknown Children — Destined for Disadvantage?

11 ONS (2011) 2011 Census: Population density, local authorities in the United Kingdom.
webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20160110165323/http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171778_304116.pdf

12 Department for Education (2017) Education and Childcare.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/615810/Digest_Childcare____Education_May2017_
FINAL.pdf

13 Department for Education (2010) Exploring the Flexibility of the Free Entitlement to Early Education: Research among Parents.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/184083/DFE-RR217.pdf

14 Department for Education (2017) Education and Childcare.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/615810/Digest_Childcare___Education_May2017_
FINAL.pdf. Department for Education (2010) Exploring the Flexibility of the Free Entitlement to Early Education: Research
among Parents.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/184083/DFE-RR217.pdf

15 Department for Education (2017) Study of Early Education and Development (SEED): Impact study on early education use
and child outcomes up to age three.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/627098/SEED_ECEC_impact_at_age_3.pdf 2017

16 The British Association for Early Childhood Education (2015) Maintained Nursery Schools: The state of play report.
www.early-education.org.uk/sites/default/files/Nursery%20Schools %20State %200f%20Play %20Report%20final%20print.pdf

17 Bate A, Foster F (2017) House of Commons Library, research briefing, Sure Start (England).
http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CBP-7257
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http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CBP-7257

24

State of the Nation 2017: Social Mobility in Great Britain

early years: lower use of early education, worse housing and worse health, all of which hinder
educational outcomes.'®

Regional performance

Comparing the regions on the early years indicators (Figure 2.2), London is a clear outlier with
by far the highest development outcomes for disadvantaged five-year-olds (based on the
Early Years Foundation Stage Profile results), but also the worst childcare quality (based on
Ofsted inspections). Outside London, the South East has the highest inspection outcomes for
early education settings and also the best outcomes for disadvantaged children, while the
North West has the worst Ofsted ratings for early education and also the worst outcomes for
disadvantaged children (Figure 2.2). The East of England and the North East show strong
performance on both indicators. However, broader patterns are not clear; some areas with
high-quality childcare still underperform in terms of development outcomes. This reflects the
importance of other factors, such as health, housing and learning at home on children’s
outcomes.'? It also reflects the relatively small variance in Ofsted inspection results across
most regions.

Figure 2.2: Regional performance against early years social mobility indicators
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Sources: Department for Education (2017) Early Years Foundation Stage Profile (EYFSP) Results. Ofsted (2017) Childcare
providers and inspections as at 31 March 2017.

18 NatCen (2013) People Living in Bad Housing — numbers and health impacts.
https://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/726166/People_living_in_bad_housing.pdf

19 NatCen (2013) People Living in Bad Housing — numbers and health impacts.
https://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/726166/People_living_in_bad_housing.pdf. Dearden L, Sibieta L,
Sylva K (2010) The Socio-economic Gradient in Early Child Outcomes: Evidence from the Millennium Cohort Study.
www.ifs.org.uk/publications/5472
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The London paradox: higher outcomes despite lower use of early
education

London is a story of extremes when it comes to early outcomes and it is worth exploring in
more detail (Figure 2.3). It has by far the highest development outcomes for disadvantaged
children (6 percentage points ahead of the next best region, the South East), despite slightly
worse preschools than other regions and substantially lower use of early education (over

10 percentage points lower than the average). Similarly, London also has the smallest
attainment gap between disadvantaged children and their peers — at 11 percentage points
overall and almost zero in three boroughs — Hackney, Haringey and Newham — while the
national average is 18 percentage points.

Figure 2.3: London’s performance on early years social mobility indicators
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providers and inspections as at 31 March 2017.

Good outcomes in London are likely to be due to better learning at home and outside
preschool, which is known to have a stronger impact on early attainment than preschool.?
This may be due to a mix of demographic factors, parenting styles, social capital and the
breadth of opportunities on offer in London (e.g. parent and baby classes, museums,
libraries, art galleries etc).”!

20 Dearden L, Sibieta L, Sylva, K (2010) The Socio-economic Gradient in Early Child Outcomes: Evidence from the Millennium
Cohort Study. www.ifs.org.uk/publications/5472. Cabinet Office (2008) Aspiration and Attainment amongst Young People in
Deprived Communities.
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090113230527/http:/www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/media/109339/aspirations_
evidence_pack.pdf

21 Burgess S (2017) Understanding the Success of London’s Schools. Centre for Market and Public Organisation Working
Paper No. 14/333. www.bristol.ac.uk/media-library/sites/cmpo/migrated/documents/wp333.pdf. Greaves E, Macmillan L,
Sibieta L (2014) Lessons from London Schools for Attainment Gaps and Social Mobility. Research report for the Social
Mobility and Child Poverty Commission. Blanden J, Greaves E, Gregg P et al. (2015) Understanding the Improved
Performance of Disadvantaged Pupils in London, Social Policy in a Cold Climate Working Paper 21.
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In spite of good outcomes in London, 40 per cent of low-income children are still not
achieving a good level of development at age five — and better preschools would give those
children a significant development boost.** Possible reasons for low-quality childcare and
limited use of childcare in London include cost and insufficiency of childcare places.*
Childcare costs in London are a third higher than the UK average, which prevents low-income
families from benefiting. Additionally, at 32 places per 100 children, London has the second
lowest number of places per child in the country —and care is particularly insufficient for
younger children.”

However, local authorities in London can and should do a lot more to boost availability,
uptake and quality of childcare. Currently, childcare use varies dramatically across London —
with uptake of childcare for three and four-year-olds ranging from 59 per cent in Westminster
to 87 per cent in Hackney.* It is worth noting that Hackney — where there is no attainment
gap between advantaged and disadvantaged children — also has the highest use of childcare
at ages three and four (though not yet at two), given that early education helps close

the gap.”

Hackney’s performance stands out in a number of ways. Since 2011, the council has had a
ten-year strategy in place to boost children’s outcomes, and this has increased focus and
collaboration on the issue. A local network of preschools and schools facilitates regular
knowledge sharing, while a range of other organisations — including housing estates — are
also involved in the effort (see Hackney case study). This enables joined-up thinking, for
example relocating children’s centres to be nearer to the people who need them most.
These efforts have helped Hackney improve outcomes for disadvantaged children and
eliminate the attainment gap.

22 Department for Education (2017) Study of Early Education and Development (SEED): Impact study on early education use
and child outcomes up to age three.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/627098/SEED_ECEC_impact_at_age_3.pdf

23 McNeil C, Cory G (2017) The Future of Childcare in London: Devolving funding for greater affordability, access and equality.
IPPR. www.ippr.org/research/publications/the-future-of-childcare-in-london2017

24 McNeil C, Cory G (2017) The Future of Childcare in London: Devolving funding for greater affordability, access and equality.
IPPR. www.ippr.org/research/publications/the-future-of-childcare-in-london2017

25 Department for Education (2017) Early Years Foundation Stage Results. Main tables: SFR29/2017.

26 Taggart B, Sylva K, Melhuish E et al. (2013) Effective Pre-school, Primary and Secondary Education Project (EPPSE 3-16+).
Department for Education (2013) The Early Education Pilot for 2-year-old Children: Age 5 follow up.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/221778/DFE-RR225.pdf
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Hackney: Pembury Estate’s ten-year plan to boost child outcomes

Following the 2011 London riots, the Pembury Estate in Hackney received bad press
focusing on young people who participated in the riots. In response, Hackney set up the
Pembury Children’s Community, modelled on the Harlem Children’s Zone in New York,
to transform outcomes for every child and young person on the estate. The ten-year
programme has three strands: the early years and primary school, secondary school,
and support for parents. This was one of a number of local programmes designed to
boost early years outcomes.

In the early years, the programme focuses on family literacy and improving access to
childcare and related services. The programme offers free books every month for
children up to four years old, as well as breakfast and after-school clubs. As part of the
programme, the local children’s centre relocated to the estate and offers childcare and
other support sessions four days a week. The programme also includes extra outreach
to families, for example parenting courses, as well as greater capacity at a local nursery
and a ‘Ready for School’ project.

In addition to helping parents with childcare, the programme offers other services to
parents, including careers advice, one-to-one support for job interviews and adult
learning courses (e.g. numeracy, literacy, IT). There are also regular coffee mornings and
a peer support group for fathers.

A core strength of the programme is the collaborative approach, which includes
partnerships between housing, the children’s centre, local schools and youth services.
Collaboration also occurs with other areas, including three best practice sessions a year,
organised by Save the Children.

Early data from 2016 showed that the Pembury Estate programme had helped parents
find work and improve their relationships with their children.

More information:
www.eif.org.uk/case-study/pembury-childrens-community-east-london/
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Integrated support for disadvantaged children by area

The level of local authority leadership, focus and integrated support for disadvantaged
children varies widely across the country — with many coldspots likely to have far poorer
leadership on this issue.

The Childcare Act 2006 places a duty on councils to improve outcomes for all children,
reduce inequalities and ensure sufficient, high-quality early years provision. This requires
joined-up thinking because learning, development and health are inextricably linked for the
under-fives.?’

However, Ofsted research in 2016 found that more than half of local authorities visited did not
take a coordinated, strategic approach to supporting disadvantaged children.?® Even where a
strategic plan was in place, around a third of authorities had no specific targets for improving
disadvantaged child outcomes. In many areas, education and health teams within the same
council did not know that the other was completing the same assessments for the same
children. Likewise, many early years workers expressed confusion about their role in
supporting school-readiness.

Local leaders — across both health and education — require a deeper understanding of
disadvantaged children’s needs and an integrated strategy for supporting them. This
demands strong leadership and ownership (see case study), but a quarter of councils have
no one with responsibility for disadvantaged children’s outcomes. However, in the best local
authorities, Ofsted found that leaders not only had specific responsibilities relating to
disadvantaged children, but also that almost every early years worker could articulate their
role in supporting disadvantaged children, and that information sharing across services
was effective.

Local leadership and integrated support for disadvantaged children

In one local authority area that performs strongly on our early years social mobility
indicators, accountability for addressing the needs of disadvantaged children and
families touches every layer of leadership, from the council cabinet to the early years
classroom. This authority also has an elected member of the council in charge of
tackling disadvantage. The role is considered so critical that this individual holds no
other responsibilities.

A standing agenda item on each executive committee meeting ensures that issues of
disadvantage are never forgotten and that initiatives can quickly be followed up.

The elected member holds bi-monthly meetings with key leaders across education,
health and social care to challenge them about their approaches and ensure shared
accountability. In turn, these leaders have created their own ‘community champions’
from each neighbourhood. These community champions act as the leaders’ eyes and
ears on the ground and as advocates for their work, communicating with hard-to-reach
members of the community.

More information:
www.gov.uk/government/publications/helping-disadvantaged-young-children-ofsted-
thematic-report

27 Childcare Act 2006. www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/21/contents
28 Ofsted (2017) Unknown Children — Destined for Disadvantage?
29 Ofsted (2017) Unknown Children — Destined for Disadvantage?
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Use of early education by area

Early education has been proven to boost outcomes for disadvantaged children — more so
than for better-off children.®° Yet disadvantaged children are still less likely to benefit from early
education than better-off peers in most areas of the country.®" An outlier here is Richmond
upon Thames — the local authority that has improved poorer children’s outcomes the most
dramatically since 2014.%* In Richmond upon Thames, use of early education for the

poorest two-year-olds has consistently outstripped the national average by a wide margin.*
Richmond’s take-up of the two-year-old education offer began at 85 per cent in 2015 —
versus just 58 per cent nationally — and has now reached 90 per cent (compared with

71 per cent nationally).*

However, in many areas of the country, free preschool for the poorest infants is still
underused, despite clear evidence that it can help close the gap between disadvantaged
children and their peers.* Indeed, take-up for two-year-olds from low-income families ranges
from 39 per cent in Tower Hamlets to 96 per cent in Halton.*® Generally, London and the
South East have struggled to boost usage, with take-up around 10 percentage points below
the national average. Preschool use is also lower in deprived areas, partly because maternal
employment tends to be lower.*’

This low take-up is a huge missed opportunity. In 2015, around 80,000 children missed out,
equating to £200 million in investment that failed to reach the children for which it was
intended.* Today almost a third (29 per cent) of eligible two-year-olds are still missing out.*”

Reasons for low take-up of early education vary from area to area, but often include poor
understanding of the benefits of early learning, concerns about the quality of childcare, or
parents’ decisions to stay with their child — as well as insufficiency of childcare places in
some areas.’’ Given the considerable benefits of early education, many local authorities have
found ways to address each concern — including ‘stay and play’ in which parents remain
with children at preschool while the child benefits from socialising and qualified teaching

(see Newcastle upon Tyne case study). Other authorities report positive results from sharing
information on the benefits of early learning and on required teacher standards and
qualifications in preschool.

30 Taggart B, Sylva K, Melhuish E et al. (2013) Effective Pre-school, Primary and Secondary Education Project (EPPSE 3-16+).
Department for Education (2013) The Early Education Pilot for 2-year-old Children: Age 5 follow up.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/221778/DFE-RR225.pdf

31 Department for Education (2017) Education Provision: Children under 5 years of age in England, January 2017.
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/education-provision-children-under-5-years-of-age-january-2017

32 Department for Education (2017) Education Provision: Children under 5 years of age in England, January 2017.
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/education-provision-children-under-5-years-of-age-january-2017

33 Department for Education (2014, 2015, 2016) Early Years Foundation Stage Results.

34 Department for Education (2017) Education Provision: Children under 5 years of age in England, January 2017.
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/education-provision-children-under-5-years-of-age-january-2017

35 Department for Education (2017) Study of Early Education and Development (SEED): Impact study on early education use
and child outcomes up to age three.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/627098/SEED_ECEC_impact_at_age_3.pdf

36 Department for Education (2017) Education Provision: Children under 5 years of age in England, January 2017.
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/education-provision-children-under-5-years-of-age-january-2017

37 Ofsted (2017) Unknown Children — Destined for Disadvantage?

38 Ofsted (2017) Unknown Children — Destined for Disadvantage?

39 Department for Education (2017) Education Provision: Children under 5 years of age in England, January 2017.
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/education-provision-children-under-5-years-of-age-january-2017

40 Department for Education (2010) Exploring the Flexibility of the Free Entitlement to Early Education: Research among
parents. www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/184083/DFE-RR217.pdf. Ofsted (2017)
Unknown Children — Destined for Disadvantage?
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Newcastle: Door-to-door campaign to boost uptake of the two-year-
old childcare offer

Newcastle upon Tyne wanted to boost uptake of the free early education offer for the 40 per
cent poorest children. The council conducted bespoke research to understand local reasons
for low uptake and discovered that the main reason was lack of awareness or experience of
childcare. The council then developed a tailored strategy to address concerns.

The council worked to promote an increased awareness of available childcare options in
parents’ immediate community and also communicated how childcare helped improve
outcomes for children. They worked closely with childcare providers to empower them to
increase take-up. Additionally, they partnered with Sure Start children’s centres, where
staff knew parents in ‘stay and play’ sessions. On top of this, they targeted families using
data from the Department for Work and Pensions to identify those who were eligible but
had not taken up the offer.

The council sent letters to eligible, but not placed, families, and then followed up with
door-to-door visits. They spoke to eligible parents to encourage them to take advantage of
the free education offer — using tailored messages designed to counter the main objections.

Posters, leaflets and social media were also used to promote the childcare offer.
Additionally, partners in health, social care and the voluntary sector formed part of a
city-wide and partner-wide approach to reaching hard-to-reach families and communities.

As a result, uptake of two-year-old education places rose from 76 to 92 per cent in
Newcastle. This is far above the national average of 71 per cent.

One of the main challenges for local authorities is getting this information out to parents.
Most authorities that have successfully boosted use of early childcare have used intensive
door-to-door campaigns to inform parents — often with the help of parent volunteers (see
Lincolnshire case study). Effective promotion of the scheme by all early years workers,
including health visitors, GPs and schools, is also critical — and this requires service
integration and joint training from the local authority. Similarly, using ‘opt out’ rather than ‘opt
in’ principles (i.e. automatically signing up eligible families) helps to reduce the number of
forms that disadvantaged parents must fill out and boosts the use of services.*'

41 Ofsted (2017) Unknown Children — Destined for Disadvantage?
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Lincolnshire: Parent volunteers spreading the word about early
education

Lincolnshire’s children’s centres use parent volunteers — organised by the Parent
Champions programme (funded by the Department for Education and managed by the
Family and Childcare Trust) — to reach disadvantaged families and encourage them to
use the free two-year-old childcare offer and other family services.

Volunteers receive training on local services and how to explain the benefits of early
education for both children and families. Volunteers then signpost families to a variety of
services including early years, health, adult learning and volunteering. Volunteers report
that parents often respond better to the informality of talking to another parent rather
than a member of staff. As a side benefit, the programme also helps parents who
volunteer to gain confidence and re-enter the job market.

The Parent Champions directly support around 600 families in Lincolnshire each year.
Thanks partly to the programme, take-up of the two-year offer in Lincolnshire has been
far higher than the national average — starting at 68 per cent (versus 58 per cent
nationally) and currently at 78 per cent (versus 71 per cent nationally). Additionally, in the
first year of the programme’s operation, the vast majority of all 39,556 eligible children in
the county registered for early education places. Lincolnshire also saw an increase of
nearly 22 per cent in the number of visitors to children’s centres.

Parent Champion programmes are also present in Bradford, Brent, Redbridge and
Wandsworth, among other places.

Preschool quality by area

Use of early education can only provide a significant boost to disadvantaged children’s
outcomes when the quality is consistently high. Numerous studies have shown that childcare
quality has a significant impact on disadvantaged children’s outcomes, and also that quality
matters more for disadvantaged children than others.*? But quality varies a fair amount by
region. In the best areas, almost all preschool settings are rated ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’ by
Ofsted, while in the coldspots one in ten settings is in need of improvement. Similarly, in the
most prosperous areas, only 8 per cent of children are in early years provision that is less than
good, while in the most deprived areas this figure more than doubles, to 18 per cent — though
quality differences between such areas are closing.*”

Local authorities can play a key role in boosting early education quality in their area, but
support and oversight for early education varies greatly across local authorities. Most local
authorities offer continuing professional development (CPD) for early years teachers, as well
as advice on best practice and knowledge-sharing sessions with other early education
workers. However, the quantity and quality of CPD are patchy.** A recent survey found that
half of early years teachers feel that there is not enough CPD available locally and a third feel
that the quality of local CPD is insufficient — often due to lack of training at different levels.
Many cite reductions in local authority training as a problem, as well as difficulty getting to
training. New funding rules may help here by requiring providers to take a more proactive role
in purchasing CPD.

42 Taggart B, Sylva K, Melhuish E et al. (2015) Effective Pre-school, Primary and Secondary Education Project (EPPSE 3-16+).
Department for Education (2013) The Early Education Pilot for 2-year-old Children: Age 5 follow up.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/221778/DFE-RR225.pdf

43 National Audit Office (2016) Entitlement to Free Early Education and Childcare.
www.nao.org.uk/report/entitlement-to-free-early-education-and-childcare

44 National Day Nursery Association (2016) Workforce Survey 2016.
www.ndna.org.uk/NDNA/News/Reports_and_surveys/Workforce_survey_2016.aspx
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Camden: Early Years Quality Improvement Team

The Early Years Quality Improvement Team (EYQIT) in Camden adjusted its support for
local providers to fit around Ofsted’s role as the arbiter of quality. In addition to statutory
support for maintained settings, the team proactively supports private, voluntary and
independent (PVI) settings through tailored advice and collaboration with other providers.
Following budget cuts, the team is more selective about which training sessions each
setting can attend and also relies more on best-in-class settings to offer advice to other
settings. This is possible because the team assigns a personal adviser to each setting
and this person knows the setting’s strengths and weaknesses very well — enabling them
to facilitate connections.

Camden no longer has a support group for PVI settings rated as ‘requires improvement’
or ‘inadequate,’ but previously offered termly advice sessions and a collaborative action
group. The group is no longer needed because, currently, Camden has just one PVI
setting that is not rated ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’.

For PVI settings rated ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’, the team offers a voluntary partnership
agreement setting out the support and benefits to which settings are entitled, including:

e Access to a fully funded CPD programme.
e Access to the Early Years Professional/Teacher Network run with Islington.

e Access to advice on procedures, qualifications, courses, and drop-in EYFS advice
surgeries as well as regular updates on early years policy and issues.

e Support with projects such as forest schools; Sustained Shared Thinking and
Emotional Well-being (SSTEW); Study of Pedagogical Effectiveness in Early Learning
(SPEEL); and Movement Environment Rating Scale (MOVERS).

e Support with self-evaluation.
e An annual conference.
e Peer-to-peer mentoring.

e Alist of settings that exemplify best practice in specific areas and which can offer
advice to other settings struggling in that area.

In return for these benefits, members agree to attend the termly briefings, accommodate
annual visits from the EYQIT advisers and implement a collaboratively developed action
plan. The annual visit sometimes incorporates an audit of practice, which might include
joint observation of teaching, a review of the learning environment, or moderation of
tracking and recording children’s progress.

‘Outstanding’ settings can also attend a termly forum with advanced content (though
this is currently on hold while the team redefines priorities in light of high inspection
grades). The session also encourages the settings to disseminate best practice and
work with settings rated ‘requires improvement’ or ‘inadequate’.

Childminders receive an equitable partnership model, with more forums and training
arranged in the evening and Saturday to better suit their business model.

Thanks in part to the team’s work, nearly every PVI setting is ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’,
while 97 per cent of childminders are ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’. However, funding changes
now threaten Camden’s approach to supporting settings.
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A number of authorities are finding low-cost ways to offer both CPD and other knowledge-
building efforts. In Lewisham, for example, the local authority organises monthly networking
sessions at outstanding preschools around the area. Some other authorities, such as
Camden, go further and play a very proactive role in observing settings and providing tailored
advice on improvement areas (see case study). A number of authorities also put extra
requirements on local preschools. Islington, for example, requires all private and independent
early education providers to meet the same teacher-to-child ratios as maintained nurseries.
Islington has seen particularly good improvements in disadvantaged children’s outcomes as a
result of higher use of early education.

Early education settings can also play a key role in boosting teaching quality for
disadvantaged children — both at their own setting and beyond. Settings should use the Early
Education Foundation’s toolkit for advice on evidence-based activities to invest in (see case
studies).” Funding, such as the pupil premium for disadvantaged children, provides additional
resources to support this. On top of this, some best practice early education settings lead
efforts to raise standards and share best practices across their area.

Hackney and Derby: Two nurseries’ use of the pupil premium

Comet Nursery School and Children’s Centre in Hackney recently won the Early Years
Pupil Premium Award for effective evidence-based practice to support disadvantaged
children. Harrington Nursery School in Derby was the runner-up. Both nursery schools
seek maximum impact from Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) funds by considering the
needs of all their disadvantaged children and developing tailored support packages
rather than opting for a one-size-fits-all approach.

In Hackney, teachers have strategic discussions about each of their children’s needs,
referring to the latest research on best approaches for support. In Derby, teachers
identify each disadvantaged child’s individual learning barriers by visiting children at
home — to understand their home environment and observe them at ease — as well as
observing them at nursery.

In 2016, Derby used the funds for three support groups: a group with speech and
language needs, a group lacking experience and a group needing nurture support.

In Hackney, the nursery school identified language as a critical challenge, but realised
that children faced a range of barriers to communication. For example, some children
had limited vocabulary due to lacking experiences and low confidence. As such, the
school developed several strands of support, including one to bring children new
experiences where they would learn new words (e.g. taking them to a restaurant, a forest
school or an aquarium for the first time). By taking children on these trips in small groups,
teachers could also focus more on each individual, providing extra encouragement to
those with less confidence.

To track impact, teachers take a baseline measure of each child’s performance on
the Early Years Foundation Stage before the interventions start and then run formal
assessments over the year. In 2016, Derby’s programmes helped deliver significant
or outstanding progress in 11 areas of the early years curriculum, while in Hackney
children’s communication and language development has improved steadily.

More information:
www.cometnurseryandcc.co.uk/website/early_years_pupil_premium_eypp/215241
www.harrington.derby.sch.uk/about-us/early-years-pupil-premium

45 Education Endowment Foundation (n.d.) Early Years Toolkit.
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/evidence-summaries/early-years-toolkit/
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Parenting support by area

What happens at home is critical for early years outcomes. Indeed, home learning is known
to be one of the biggest influences on child outcomes — more important even than learning at
preschool.*® Better learning at home is part of the explanation for London’s outperformance
on early education outcomes despite below-average use of formal early education.*” Local
authorities can improve what happens at home through informal advice, formal parenting
programmes, and ‘stay and play’ sessions at children’s centres where parents pick up on
techniques from teachers. But provision of all forms of advice appears to be patchy around
the country.

Britain has 17 evidence-based parenting programmes on offer — including Incredible Years,
Triple P and Family Foundations — but the availability and quality of parenting classes vary
dramatically by area.”® Surveys of children’s centres show huge disparities in the types, reach
and quality of parenting programmes on offer around the country.*® In 2011, a survey revealed
that about half of the 509 children’s centres polled did not offer any evidence-based parenting
programmes, while the other half did. On top of this, data shows wide variance in the number
of courses offered and the number of parents reached. A 2012 survey found that, in many
children’s centres, evidence-based programmes only reached about 20 or so families a year.*
The same work also revealed differences in the number of staff per centre and the degree of
fidelity to the programme’s intended design. Given Sure Start closures and funding cuts since
2012, the availability and quality of services are not likely to be much better today.

However, a number of local authorities are experimenting with innovative new means of
increasing the scale and reach of evidence-based classes. Both Cheshire East and Sheffield,
for example, have new programmes designed for mass audiences that aim to normalise
parenting classes for the entire local population, as well as integrating the advice with other
services (see case studies). These programmes both require thorough evaluation, but early
feedback is positive.

Additionally, the Department for Education recently announced a £5 million trial of home
learning interventions in the north of England. A range of other organisations are also trialling
new approaches to improve learning at home, including Save the Children’s ‘Wonder Words’
programme designed to make home learning easier and more fun for parents.

46 Dearden L, Sibieta L, Sylva, K (2010) The Socio-economic Gradient in Early Child Outcomes: Evidence from the Millennium
Cohort Study. www.ifs.org.uk/publications/5472. Department for Education (2017) Study of Early Education and
Development (SEED): Impact study on early education use and child outcomes up to age three.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/627098/SEED_ECEC_impact_at_age_3.pdf

47 Burgess S (2017) Understanding the Success of London Schools. Centre for Market and Public Organisation Working Paper
No. 14/333. www.bristol.ac.uk/media-library/sites/cmpo/migrated/documents/wp333.pdf. Greaves E, Macmillan L, Sibieta L
(2014) Lessons from London Schools for Attainment Gaps and Social Mobility, Research Report for the Social Mobility and
Child Poverty Commission. Blanden J, Greaves E, Gregg P et al. (2015) Understanding the Improved Performance of
Disadvantaged Pupils in London, Social Policy in a Cold Climate Working Paper 21.

48 Early Intervention Foundation (2016) Foundations for Life: What works to support parent child interaction in the early years.
www.eif.org.uk/publication/foundations-for-life-what-works-to-support-parent-child-interaction-in-the-early-years/

49 Department for Education (2005) The Impact of Children’s Centres: Studying the effects of children’s centres in promoting
better outcomes for young children and their families. www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/485346/DFE-RR495_Evaluation_of_children_s_centres_in_England__the_impact_of_children_s_centres.pdf

50 Department for Education (2005) The Impact of Children’s Centres: Studying the effects of children’s centres in promoting
better outcomes for young children and their families. www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/485346/DFE-RR495_Evaluation_of_children_s_centres_in_England__the_impact_of_children_s_centres.pdf
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Sheffield: parenting classes on a mass scale

Like many councils, Sheffield runs evidence-based parenting programmes, namely Triple
P and Incredible Years. In September 2016, Sheffield launched a new Triple P ‘light
touch’ programme aimed at bringing parenting support to a mass audience. The new
programme involves seminars for up to 200 parents as well as intimate discussion
groups. The aim is to provide parents with easy-to-access one-off support alongside the
more intensive help.

In 2015, Sheffield supported over 500 parents, but realised there were far higher
numbers of parents who would benefit from support. The parenting team had also seen
an increase in demand for parenting support — with two-thirds of referral cases from the
early intervention service citing parenting or home learning problems — and so decided to
experiment with ways to increase access. To deliver new levels of support, the parenting
team reduced the number of longer programmes on offer by a third — with a plan to
evaluate this new approach.

The seminars are 90-minute talks delivered in partnership with schools. Schools help
promote the event and provide the venue, while the parenting team provide the expert
speakers. Five secondary schools are involved and seminars occur once a fortnight on
average. There are six types of seminars — three for parents of children aged 12 and
under (positive parenting; raising confident and competent children; and raising resilient
children), and three for parents of teenagers (raising responsible teenagers; raising
competent teenagers; and getting teenagers connected — social activities).

Meanwhile, the discussion groups are more intimate, with small groups of up to 12
people in two-hour sessions led by a parenting specialist. These are also split into
groups for parents of younger children and groups for parents of teenagers. Topics
include dealing with disobedience, managing family conflict and developing good
bedtime routines. While the seminars operate on a drop-in basis, parents have to sign
up to the discussions or be referred.

The new formats are accompanied by a publicity campaign, using social media to
promote the events and the importance of good parenting. This means the council now
provides a five-level programme of parenting support — publicity (level one), seminars
(level two), discussion groups (level three), group programmes including Triple P and
Incredible Years (level four) and specialist programmes tailored to those who need extra
support, such as the victims of domestic abuse (level five).

Sheffield is currently evaluating the impact of this new approach. Early feedback shows
that the approach is popular. Seminars are already reaching many parents who missed
out in the past, as they did not need the longer course or were unable or unwilling to
commit the time. For example, the council had not previously engaged the local Slovak
community, but the shorter discussion groups have effectively reached these parents.

More information:
www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/working-support-positive--437.pdf
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Cheshire East: 12-stop parenting journey for all

Cheshire East Council has remodelled its children’s centre offer to create a 12-stop
journey that gives all parents access to advice and support. The timeline provides
parents with a definitive route through the first five years — from pre-birth to the start of
school. At each key point, the council provides families with the opportunity to speak to
a relevant key worker such as a health professional, children’s centre worker or a
member of the early years team. The council also distributes leaflets with helpful advice
about parenting and child development.

The 12 stops incorporate standard elements of the Healthy Child programme and
additional support and guidance:

1. Antenatal — a health visit to talk about the mother and family’s health.

2. Antenatal — an advice session on preparing for the arrival of the baby and on the
local children’s centre.

3. Shortly after birth — a health visit to talk about the mother and baby’s health.

4. Four to six weeks — a health visit to support mother and baby and identify whether
other help is needed.

5.  Nine to 16 weeks — an opportunity to meet families of a similar age at a children’s
centre.

6. Four to seven months — a session at the local children’s centre offering advice about
making the home safe, communication and weaning.

7. Nine to 12 months — an opportunity to discuss the child’s health and development
with a health visitor.

8. From 12 months — a play session exploring how parents can support language
development.

9. Eighteen to 24 months — a fun and active session introducing ‘five-a-day’.
10. Two years — the integrated review with a member of the health visiting team.

11. Three to four years — a play session with an opportunity to find out about helping
the child to play, read and write at home.

12. Before school — Ready, Steady, Play session to support school-readiness.

In addition to the universal offer of support for all children O to 5, each stop is an
opportunity to identify families in need of targeted support and refer them to appropriate
services early on.

Roll-out began in April 2016 and extended to the entire area in July 2017. Some 150
front-line staff received training on the new approach. Except for the training and leaflets,
the approach relies on existing budgets. Early feedback is positive.
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2.2 Conclusion and recommendations

It is clear what drives positive development outcomes for disadvantaged children in the early
years: strong promotion and take-up of the free childcare offer, high-quality preschool
settings, effective training and advice for childcare workers, evidence-based support for
parents on home learning, and integrated family services.®' However, regional disparities in all
of these services remain too large — contributing to differences in outcomes for disadvantaged
children across areas.”

Local authorities’ role in supporting disadvantaged children is paramount, as they are
responsible for the sufficiency of high-quality childcare and reducing inequality. There is very
little consistency in the degree to which each council focuses on early years outcomes for the
disadvantaged — or the level of leadership, collaboration and rigour applied. Local authorities
need to develop clear strategies for boosting poorer children’s outcomes in partnership with
all early year services as well as preschools. Government should also do more to ensure that
local authorities carry out this role, via increased funding and accountability structures.

It is particularly important for local authorities to focus on disadvantaged children today as
changes to child benefits and government-funded childcare both take hold, to ensure that
neither change negatively impacts development outcomes.* If budget-constrained local
authorities reduce funding for early years services, recent progress in early outcomes may
reverse and greater challenges may emerge later in school.

Recommendations

e Every local authority should develop an integrated strategy for improving
disadvantaged children’s outcomes. This should include:

— quality improvement support for early education settings, including collaborative
working groups, tailored advice and comprehensive training for early years
teachers

— driving uptake of the early education offer for disadvantaged two-year-olds and
ensuring that they do not lose places to children eligible for the 30-hour offer

— ensuring that all parenting support programmes are evidence based and
experimenting with ways to offer effective advice to more parents.

e Early education and childcare providers should invest pupil premium funds in
evidence-based practice using the Early Education Foundation’s toolkit.

51 Department for Education (2017) Study of Early Education and Development (SEED): Impact study on early education use
and child outcomes up to age three.
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/627098/SEED_ECEC_impact_at_age_3.pdf.
Ofsted (2017) Unknown Children — Destined for Disadvantage?

52 Ofsted (2017) Unknown Children — Destined for Disadvantage?

53 Institute for Fiscal Studies (2017) The Impact of Tax and Benefit Reforms on Household Incomes.
www.ifs.org.uk/publications/9164
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e Geographical differences in attainment for children on free school meals (FSM)
have increased over the past decade despite government efforts to boost
learning for disadvantaged children.

e London has broken away from the rest of England and disadvantaged children
there do better than pupils in any other region at both primary and secondary
school, despite the fact that London has the highest levels of childhood
deprivation in the country.

e Children from disadvantaged backgrounds who go to school in former
manufacturing urban areas, such as Kettering and Doncaster, have among the
poorest outcomes.

¢ Remote countryside and coastal areas also perform badly: over a fifth of the
bottom 20 per cent of local authority areas for school outcomes are in these
areas.

e School quality is hugely variable: disadvantaged children in Knowsley have no
chance of going to a secondary school rated ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’, while in
Hackney all children on free school meals go to strong schools.

e The most deprived coastal rural areas have one and a half times the proportion
of unqualified secondary teachers that the least deprived inland rural areas have.

e Areas with low attainment among secondary pupils on free school meals tend
to have higher teacher turnover.

e Schools in densely populated urban areas benefit from support from nearby
‘outstanding’ schools but schools in rural and coastal areas are isolated and
unable to tap into partnership infrastructure for support.

Recommendations

¢ Regional School Commissioners should be given responsibility for monitoring
and managing the supply of teachers within their regions and should work with
universities, schools and Teach First to develop sub-regional strategies with
the right incentives to attract, recruit and keep teachers, offering region-wide
opportunities for development and progression.

e The government should launch a fund for schools in rural and coastal areas to
explore innovative approaches to partnerships with other schools in order to
boost attainment.

¢ Regional School Commissioners should work with the combined authorities to
ensure coherence between skill development and local industrial strategies.
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3.1 Introduction

Schools should provide children with the skills and confidence to succeed educationally and
in the labour market, but there are substantial inequalities in educational attainment which are
linked to social disadvantage and place. The attainment gap between disadvantaged and
better-off pupils, which starts in the early years, widens during a child’s schooling with long-
term, detrimental consequences for social mobility.

At key stage 4, only 39.2 per cent of pupils on free school meals achieve grades A* to C in
GCSE English and maths, compared with 67 per cent for all other pupils. The average
Attainment 8 score per free school meal pupil is 39, compared with 51.6 for all other pupils.

High-quality teaching is the most influential factor on a child’s learning at school, so the
placement of quality teachers throughout England is essential for educational equality. But
there are major challenges with the way teachers are recruited, particularly in isolated areas.
In coastal rural areas, which are highly deprived, 7 per cent of secondary teachers are
unqualified, compared with 4.6 per cent in more affluent inland rural areas.

Another key factor is the ability of schools to form strong partnerships with other schools in
the area; this helps drive up standards. In high-performing areas, schools often work together
sharing expertise and resources to boost attainment.

Finally, there have been long-standing inequalities in the way funding is distributed in England.
It is recognised that school funding and capital investment have had a positive impact on
standards in London schools while other regions have lost out.

The indicators that we used in the index for this life stage are:

e Percentage of children eligible for free school meals attending a primary school rated
‘outstanding’ or ‘good’ by Ofsted (three-year average 2015-17).

e Percentage of children eligible for free school meals attending a secondary school
rated ‘outstanding’ or ‘good’ by Ofsted (three-year average 2015-17).

e Percentage of children eligible for free school meals reaching the expected standard
in reading, writing and maths at the end of key stage 2 (2016).

e Average Attainment 8 score per pupil eligible for free school meals (2016).

Attainment 8 measures the average achievement of pupils in up to eight qualifications
including English (double weighted), maths (double weighted), three further qualifications
that count in the English Baccalaureate (EBacc) and three further qualifications that can
be GCSE qualifications (including EBacc subjects) or any other non-GCSE qualifications
on the approved list.
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Figure 3.1: Map of performance against school social mobility indicators
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Table 3.1: The best and worst performers against school social mobility indicators

Hotspots Coldspots
Local authority Local authority
area area
1 Kensington and London 1 Corby East Midlands
Chelsea
2 Hackney London 2 Wellingborough East Midlands
3 Westminster London 3 Gosport South East
4 Newham London 4 Amber Valley East Midlands
5 Tower Hamlets London B Isle of Wight South East
6 Lambeth London 6 Fenland East of England
7 Wandsworth London 7 Crawley South East
8 Southwark London 8 Waveney East of England
9 Redbridge London 9 Weymouth and South West
Portland
10 Camden London 10 Scarborough Yorkshire and The
Humber
11 Barnet London 11 Huntingdonshire East of England
12 Hammersmith and | London 12 South Derbyshire | East Midlands
Fulham
13 Islington London 13 Allerdale North West
14 Harrow London 14 Kettering East Midlands
15 Rushcliffe East Midlands 15 Lewes South East
16 Hounslow London 16 Doncaster Yorkshire and The
Humber
17 Sutton London 17 Hinckley and East Midlands
Bosworth
18 Ealing London 18 Blackpool North West
19 Rutland East Midlands 19 High Peak East Midlands
20 Waltham Forest London 20 Hastings South East
21 Greenwich London 21 Bradford Yorkshire and The
Humber
22 Fareham South East 22 Reading South East
23 Harborough East Midlands 23 East East Midlands
Northamptonshire
24 Kingston upon London 24 North West Midlands
Thames Warwickshire
25 Uttlesford East of England 25 Oxford South East
26 Brent London 26 Tamworth West Midlands
27 Haringey London 27 Knowsley North West
28 Barking and London 28 Ipswich East of England
Dagenham
29 South Tyneside North East 29 Great Yarmouth East of England
30 East Hertfordshire | East of England 30 Walsall West Midlands
31 Craven Yorkshire and The | 31 Cannock Chase West Midlands
Humber
32 North Kesteven East Midlands 32 Northampton East Midlands
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3.2 Analysis

London tops the league for disadvantaged children

London is way ahead of the rest of the country when it comes to the education of
disadvantaged children, despite the fact that it has the highest levels of childhood deprivation
in England.

Almost three-quarters of the best local authority areas in the top 10 per cent are in London,

which performs well in both primary and secondary education. Twelve of the best places are
in inner London where 26 per cent of secondary pupils are on free school meals, compared
with the national rate of 13 per cent.

London schools have benefited from visionary leadership, greater resourcing, a stock of
quality teachers, professional development, a diverse school population, strong school
partnerships and better access to cultural opportunities. The capital has also been helped by
many government initiatives such as the National Strategies, the London Challenge, Teach
First and the academies programme. These were London focused or started in London,
enabling new education policies to be implemented over a longer period.’

Inner London is in a category of its own for primary schools with substantially higher
attainment at key stage 2 among disadvantaged children. London schools are known to have
developed strong system leadership and positive school cultures that have been crucial in
lifting attainment.? This helps to explain London’s exceptionally high performance in some of
the most deprived boroughs in England.

Rural, coastal and former manufacturing areas perform badly

A common feature of local authority areas in the lowest 10 per cent is that substantially fewer
children on free school meals attend secondary schools rated ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’,
compared with those who attend ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’ primary schools.

Just over half of the 32 worst local authority areas are urban, mainly in the Midlands. These
are places such as Kettering and Tamworth, which were former manufacturing hubs that have
struggled to regenerate. Other urban low performers are suburban areas with high levels of
unemployment such as Wellingborough and Medway.

Low performance is also characteristic of deprived coastal areas or towns in semi-rural areas.
These areas have an ageing population, suffer from socioeconomic deprivation and inter-
generational unemployment. Indeed, rural and coastal areas make up a high proportion of the
lowest performers in primary schools (e.g. East Dorset, Arun and Scarborough) as well as
secondary schools (e.g. Allerdale, the Isle of Wight and Waveney).

1 Baars S, Bernardes E, Elwick A et al. (2014) Lessons from London Schools: Investigating the success, CfBT Education
Trust, Centre for London.

2 Baars S, Bernardes E, Elwick A et al. (2014) Lessons from London Schools: Investigating the success, CfBT Education
Trust, Centre for London.
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Figure 3.2: Percentage of children eligible for free school meals achieving the expected
level at key stage 2, and average Attainment 8 score per pupils on free school meals
by selected type of area (2015/16)
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Note: This data is based on an average across local authority districts and does not take account of population sizes.

Performance in the East Midlands is polarised, with four local authority areas in the top

10 per cent and nine in the bottom 10 per cent (over a quarter of the total). Rushcliffe,
Rutland, Harborough and North Kesteven — all in the top 10 per cent — perform fairly well at
both primary and secondary level. In contrast, the poorly performing areas in the region are
characterised by low attainment at key stage 2 and low access to quality secondary schools.
Only 14 per cent of children on free school meals attend ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’ secondary
schools in South Derbyshire, compared with 100 per cent in Rushcliffe.

The fact that secondary school attainment is so low among disadvantaged children outside
London is a major challenge for social mobility. This is partly due to children’s narrow
aspirations in many deprived communities, which can reduce further during secondary
school, impacting attainment.® Research from the US shows the importance of building a
sense of belonging and positive connections in order to boost attainment.” Due to concerted
local leadership and strong school-community links, London boroughs have been more
successful in building these all-important local connections than remote and coastal areas
with declining economies where secondary attainment is among the lowest.”

3 Cabinet Office, Communities and Local Government, Department for Children, Schools and Families (December 2008)
Aspiration and attainment amongst young people in deprived communities. Analysis and discussion paper.
http://Ix.iriss.org.uk/content/aspiration-and-attainment-amongst-young-people-deprived-communities-analysis-and-
discussion

4 Tough P (2012) How Children Succeed. Houghton Mifflin Harcourt.

5 Wiseman J, Davies E, Duggal S et al. (2017) Understanding the changing gaps in higher education participation in different
regions of England. Research report.


http://lx.iriss.org.uk/content/aspiration-and-attainment-amongst-young-people-deprived-communities-analysis-and-discussion-
http://lx.iriss.org.uk/content/aspiration-and-attainment-amongst-young-people-deprived-communities-analysis-and-discussion-
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There are some exceptional examples of strong educational performance despite
underperformance in the surrounding areas. For example, South Tyneside is the only area in
the North East in the top 10 per cent. The area benefits from strong local leadership and has
found good ways of working with local employers such as motor manufacturing and creative
and digital companies.

The case study below shows the importance of fostering skills for the world of work even
during primary school, thereby strengthening relevance and boosting aspirations.

Increasing the relevance of learning to the world of work in
Morecambe Bay Community Primary School, Lancashire

Enabling Enterprise has worked with Morecambe Bay Community Primary School and
other schools in deprived areas of England to prepare children for the world of work by
strengthening eight soft skills. The aim is to build this approach throughout the school
curriculum, including assessing progress.

The soft skills are: teamwork; leadership; staying positive; aiming high; listening;
presenting; problem solving; and creativity. These skills were identified based on
academic research on the competencies needed for success with employers and for
further and higher education.

Teachers use a rigorous assessment at the start and end of each year to track progress.
This helps to maintain a focus on skills as teachers see tangible benefits. Students on
the programme make on average 1.2 levels of progress a year versus 0.85 for those not
on the programme. A ‘1’ is the expected level of skill development required to be met
each year, based on employers’ desired skKill levels.

Quiality primary and secondary schools are not distributed evenly across
England

The index shows that very few regions and types of areas have strong performance for
disadvantaged children at both primary and secondary level.

In many parts of England, it is much more difficult for disadvantaged children to access
quality secondary schools than quality primary schools. In the vast majority of local areas (90
per cent), 70 per cent or more of pupils on free school meals attend a decent primary school.
However, this is the case for only 60 per cent of areas at secondary level. This shows that as
the educational stakes get higher, it becomes more challenging for disadvantaged children

to access quality schools.

London and the North West boast exceptionally high levels of access to strong primary
schools, with 93 per cent and 92 per cent of disadvantaged children attending respectively.
The North West, however, fails to maintain this trend at secondary level and, in fact, has the
lowest attendance for disadvantaged children at quality schools. This is due in part to the lack
of formal and informal partnerships between secondary schools — most schools in Greater
Manchester are not in multi-academy trusts or in federations.

More broadly, disadvantaged children in the north of England have substantially poorer access
to quality secondary schools than in other English regions. Between 60 and 64 per cent of
children on free school meals attend decent secondary schools in the North West, the North
East and Yorkshire and The Humber, while over 80 per cent of disadvantaged children in
London, the East of England and the South West access strong secondary schools.
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Figure 3.3: Percentage of pupils on free school meals attending ‘outstanding’ or ‘good’
secondary schools by region (three-year average 2015-17)
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Teachers in deprived areas are less qualified and more likely to leave

A critical factor in top school performance is the number and quality of available teachers.
Inner London has the lowest proportion of primary pupils to teachers with a ratio of 18.2 to 1
— almost three pupils fewer per teacher than the regions with the highest proportion of pupils.
The area also has the lowest secondary pupil-teacher ratio at 13.1 to 1.°

Schools in deprived or remote areas often struggle to recruit teachers, and where they do
manage, they often lack the highest-quality applicants. This is especially true of science and
maths teachers outside London. In fact, some schools have given up trying to recruit subject
specialists.

Coastal rural areas, which are highly deprived, have one and a half times the proportion of
unqualified secondary teachers that inland rural areas with low levels of deprivation have
(7 per cent compared with 4.6 per cent). Moreover, a lower proportion of hours are taught
by specialists at secondary level in the most deprived areas: 89.4 per cent compared with
91.3 per cent in the most affluent areas.” It is noteworthy that disadvantaged children in
coastal schools make less progress between the end of primary school and GCSE than
those in other schools.®

6 Department for Education (2016) Schools Workforce in England 2010 to 2015: Trends and geographical comparisons.
http://dera.ioe.ac.uk/27180/

7  Department for Education (2016) Schools Workforce in England 2010 to 2015: Trends and geographical comparisons.
http://dera.ioe.ac.uk/27180/

8 Thompson D (2015) The pupil premium group in coastal schools, is their rate of progress really any different to schools with
similar intakes. Education Datalab. https://educationdatalab.org.uk/2015/04/the-pupil-premium-group-in-coastal-schools-is-
their-rate-of-progress-really-any-different-to-schools-with-similar-intakes/


http://dera.ioe.ac.uk/27180/
http://dera.ioe.ac.uk/27180/
https://educationdatalab.org.uk/2015/04/the-pupil-premium-group-in-coastal-schools-is-their-rate-of-progress-really-any-different-to-schools-with-similar-intakes/
https://educationdatalab.org.uk/2015/04/the-pupil-premium-group-in-coastal-schools-is-their-rate-of-progress-really-any-different-to-schools-with-similar-intakes/
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In addition to the challenge of securing a quality teaching force, a secondary teacher in the
most deprived area is 70 per cent more likely to leave.

An analysis of teacher supply and turnover shows that there is much greater stability in the
teacher workforce in more affluent areas. Meanwhile, more than one in five schools in former
industrial areas, such as Dudley and Sandwell in the West Midlands, and almost one in three
schools in Thurrock in the East of England (a suburban manufacturing area) has a vacancy or
temporarily filled post. These areas are in the bottom half of the index. This compares with the
rate for all schools in England, where 12 per cent have a vacancy or temporarily filled post.

In fact, in some regions where there is high and continuous teacher turnover, there can be a
negative effect on disadvantaged children’s attainment. It is important to note that London
bucks the trend with the highest teacher turnover and the highest Attainment 8 score. This is
due to a unique set of circumstances, including the fact that teacher vacancies tend to be
shorter and therefore have less impact. The East Midlands has the lowest Attainment 8 score
of 36.4 per pupil on free school meals and the third highest proportion of vacancies and
temporary positions (excluding London). The West Midlands, the North West and the North
East are the highest-performing Attainment 8 regions for poor children and have the second,
third and fourth lowest levels of negative teacher turnover.

The opposite is the case in remote rural and coastal areas, which attract fewer new teachers.
In fact, they face the reverse problem - little infusion of new blood into the teaching
workforce. This is because of the limited number of schools in these areas and restricted
non-teaching employment options due to depressed local economies. This leads to
stagnation where schools may have a waiting list of teachers interested in serving these
communities but the posts are filled for years at a time.° This means schools do not benefit
from new ideas and approaches.

Apart from London, teachers tend to stay in the same region if and when they move schoals.
This ranges from 77 per cent of teachers in the East Midlands who stay in the region to

89 per cent in the North East.” In London, almost half of teachers move to a different region,
probably because of the cost of housing.

This points to the importance of having a region-specific strategy for training and developing
the local teaching force. The strategy should consider the location of teacher training
institutions as well as appropriate incentives as a way of promoting teaching locally.

In Cornwall, for example, schools are joining forces through the Kernow Teaching Schools
Alliance to recruit teachers. There is a higher number of applicants where there are more
schools involved, which enables greater competition, ensures the right fit for the teacher,
school and community and offers greater progression for teachers.

9 Ovenden-Hope T, Passy R (n.d.) The Challenge of School Improvement in Coastal Regions in England. Peninsula
Observatory for Pedagogy and Practice, Cornwall College, Plymouth Institute of Education, Plymouth University.

10 Department for Education (2017) Analysis of Teacher Supply, Retention and Mobility.
http://dera.ioe.ac.uk/29122/

11 The trusts involved in this recruitment drive are Atlantic Centre of Excellence Multi-Academy Trust, Newquay Education Trust
and Trenance Learning Academy Trust.
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A regional approach to improving teacher quality in the Sheffield City
Region, Partnerships for Attainment

The Sheffield City Region suffers like other areas from increasing numbers of teachers
leaving the profession and challenges in attracting a quality teaching force. Eighteen per
cent of schools in Doncaster have 