*9MJ MKal2ZMMKIFL GML
OF< . JG?J=KKAGF

Niccolo Babbini & Sam Tuckett
September2024




About the Education Policy Institute

The Education Policy Institute is an independent, impartial aedidencebased research institute
that promotes high quality education outcomes, regardless of social background. We achieve this
through dataled analysis, innovative research and higirofile events.

Education can have a transformative effect on the life chances of young people, enabling them to
fulfil their potential, have successful careers, and grasp opportunities. As well as having a positive
impact on the individual, good quality education and ddiwellbeing also promotes economic
productivity and a cohesive society.
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policy in Englandd shedding light on what is working and where further progress needs to be

made. Our research and analysis spans a young person's journey thenearly years through to
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Our core research areas include:
A Benchmarking English Education
School Performance, Admissions, and Capacity
Early Years Development
Social Mobility andvulnerable Learners
Accountability, Assessment, and Inspection
Curriculum and Qualifications
Teacher Supply and Quality
Education Funding
&A? @=J #<M; 9LAGFJZ1] $MIL@=J #<M; 9LAGF/]" 9F<

A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

Our experienced and dedicated team works closely with academics, think tanks, and other
research foundations and charities to shape the policy agenda.
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Executive summary
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For outcomes in secondary education, we found that:

A Laurus Trust students, on average, achieved higher GCSE results (Attainment 8 scores)
than other students in England and Greater Manchester.

A When controlling for student characteristics, we found that students who attended the
Laurus Trust after the rollout of the EC programme achieved Attainment 8 scores 6.2
points higher than their peers who attended the Trust before the EC rollout, and 8ititp
higher than their peers nationally. A difference of one point is broadly equivalent to an
average increase of one grade in a GCSE subject.

A Compared with similar students in England, disadvantaged students who attended the
Laurus Trust after the rollout of the EC programme achieved higher Attainment 8 scores by
5.3 points, on average. This is equivalent to an average increase of one graide BESE
subjects.

A Laurus Trust schools had a lower percentage of persistently absent students (those who
miss more than 10 per cent of sessions) than other schools in England and Greater
Manchester. However, in our modelled analysis we found no statistically significant
differences in the likelihood of students in the Laurus Trust being persistently absent,
compared to similar students nationally.

A When comparing similar students within the Trust, we found that those who attended
after the introduction of the EC programme had lower rates of persistent absence (a
decrease in odds of 87 per cent). For example, if 9/100 students were persistently absent
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before the rollout of the EC programme, this change in odds would correspond roughly to
1/100 students afterwards.

For post 16 outcomes, we found that (without controlling for student characteristics):

A Cheadle Hulme High School students chose to study A levels more commonly (67 per
cent), than other students in England (49 per cent) and Greater Manchester (45 per cent).
A 40 per cent of students from Cheadle Hulme High School, the first school in the Trust for
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For post 18 outcomes, we found that (without controlling for student characteristics):

A Students at the Laurus Trust were, on average, more likely to enter higher education than
other students in England and Greater Manchester.

A After the rollout of the EC programme, 17 per cent of students at the Laurus Trust entered
Russell Group universities, compared with 14 per cent before the rollout.

A Laurus Trust students had higher university completion rates than their peers in England
and Greater Manchester. However, once we controlled for student characteristics, we did
not find a statistically significant difference in the likelihood of completitnggher
education between Laurus Trust students and similar students in other schools.
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A higher Attainment 8 scores;
A lower levels of persistent absence; and
A a higher proportion of students entering A levels.
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Introduction
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A Section 1, secondary school outcomesyplores the differences in student outcomes by
the end of key stage 4, focusing on GCSE results (measured by Attainment 8) and
attendance records.

A Section 2, post 16 outcomefpcuses on the qualification or training which students
progressed to after their GCSEs. This section focuses on the type of educational setting
attended, level of study, and whether students opted for A levels or vocational/applied
gualifications.

A Section 3, post 18 outcomes, considers the education destinations which students
progressed to by age 18. We considered all educational pathways students may pursue at
this age, with a particular focus on higher education.




Methodology

Data
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A The Spring School Census to identify the cohorts of interest, and whether students
attended a Laurus Trust school in any given year.
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A The Spring School Census, P Learning Aims (PLAMs) and (lrilividualised Learner
Record) datasets to identify the post6 pathways students enrolled on; and further
education destinations of students aged 18.
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Outcome measures
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Secondary school
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8 GCSEs, with additional weighting given to English and maths)
A Persistent absence (missing more than 10 per cent of required sessions)

16-19 education

A Highest level of qualification studied towards (A level, other level 3, level 2 or below)
A Post16 destinations: sixth form, apprenticeship or FE/sixth form colleges
A Entry into apprenticeships

Post-18 education

A Highest level of qualification
A Entry into higher education, of which Russell Group universities
A Completion of university degree, of which first class degree

Descriptive statistics
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Modelled analysis
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A Match 1, Laurus postEC v Laurus preEC In which we compared students within the
Trust, before and after the roll out of the EC programme. Students who attended a school
AF L@= 2JMKL >GJ 9L D=9KL GF= Q=9J >JGE TIPpp:
those who attended the Trustenli=DQ : =>GJ= 9J= AF L@= | ; GFLJG
A Match 2, Laurus preEC v similar students in other schools In which Laurus Trust
students entirely before the roll out of the EC programmere compared to their peers in
other schools.
A Match 3, Laurus postEC v similar students in other schools In which Laurus Trust
students for at least one year from the rollout of the EC programme (2017/18) onwards
were compared to their peers in other schools.
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Student characteristics:

A Gender

Ethnicity

Disadvantage status at the end of key stage 4

Any identified special educational needs or disabilities (SEND) at the end of key stage 4
Prior attainment: Percentile rank in the distribution of key stage 2 results

A Year in which they finished key stage 4

LD > > >

School-level characteristics:

A School type
A School size
A Average prior attainment of other students in the same school and year group

Area factors:

A Type of area where the school was locat@dtban, rural, etc.)
A Level of deprivation in the area the student lives (Decile of the Index of Multiple
Deprivation)
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For models analysing post8 destinations and outcomes, we constructedsecond version

including Attainment 8 as an additional covariate. By doing this, we try to answer the question: do
Laurus Trust students have increased progression to higher education because they have better
GCSE results, or is there a broader benefiatiénding the trust associated with progression to
higher education?




Results

Secondary School Outcomes

In this section, we present our analyses of Laurus Trust students' outcomes during secondary
school. We have focused on students’ Attainment 8 scores and their levels of absence and have
estimated how these differed both from other students in England, asidce the rollout of the
extra-curricular (EC) programme in 2017/18.

We first present descriptive statistics, which represent a raw comparison between students in the
Trust and their peers. Figures for Greater Manchester and England are provided throughout and
relate to the average over all years covered in thefaed pog-EC Laurus Trust columns.

The years labelled on the charts relate to the academic year in which students finished key stage 4.

We then present our matched, modelled analysis adjusted for the characteristics outlined in the
methodology section, which are known to be associated with students' academic achievements
and progression. As mentioned, for each outcome we defined three sétaodels to estimate the
effect associated with being in the Laurus Trust at different points in time.




Figure 1. Average Attainment 8 scores, Laurus Trust students compared to all other students in
England and Greater Mancheste?
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Figure 1 shows that Laurus Trust students achieved higher Attainment 8 scores than their peers in
Greater Manchester and in England. There has been a slight increase within the Trust since the
introduction of the EC programme (equivalent to about half aage in one GCSE per student, on
average), although there have been equivalent increases nationally.
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Figure 2: Attainment 8 scores, changes since the rollout of the EC programme, compared to similar
students within the Laurus Trust pre -EC programme
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the propensity score matching method outlined in the methodologgation. From Figure 2, we

can see how Attainment 8 scores of Laurus Trust students post EC programme were higher than

those of similar students who attended the Trust before 2017/18. The difference was statistically

significant when we considered all stuas in our dataset, with an increase of 6.2 points in their

score (equivalent to an increase of one grade in six subjects per student on average, or three

grades across English and Maths which are double weighted). We also found positive effects for

SEND ad disadvantage students, but these results were not statistically significant.

Note that our match which paired similar students within the Laurus Trust before and after the EC
programme was introduced, by definition, could not match students with those who finished key
stage 4 in the same academic year. Part of the increase sedttainment 8 scores since the

rollout of the EC programme may therefore reflect the increased grades in 2021/22, as a result of
the COVIEL9 pandemic.




Figure 3: Attainment 8 scores, Laurus Trust students compared with similar students in other schools
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Figure 3 compares Laurus Trust students with similar students in other schools. Therefore, rather
than estimating the effect of the changes that took plas@ce 2017/18, these models provide an
account of value added for students in the Laurus Trust, and we consider this both before and
after the rollout of the EC programme. The chart shows that students at the Trust perform better
than similar students elsethere both pre and postEC programme. Both effects were statistically
KA?FA>A; 9FLJ/] OALl @ 1?PQBIMH>GF AIF@= KDAGKIL DQ D9J?2=J¥4
directly comparable as we use two different control groups to estimate the treatment aff@tiey

do however provide useful evidence that is consistent with the conclusions reached using the
models which analyse changes within the Laurus Trust. We also found a positive, statistically
significant effect among disadvantage students who attenddukt Trust after the rollout of the EC
programme. The effect size was equivalent to an increase in one grade in both English and Maths,
and one other subject at GCSE level. We did not find a statistically significant result for students
with an identified special educational need or disability.

When analysing absence data, we consider absence records from 2017/18 onwards for post EC
programme students. For example, for those in year 11 in 2018/19 we take absence data from
when they were in year 10 and 11 only.




Figure 4: Percentage of students who were persistently absent, Laurus Trust students compared to all
other students in England and Greater Manchester
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Figure 4 shows that Laurus Trust students had lower levels of persistent absence than their peers
in other schools in both England and Greater Manchester. We see that there was a slight increase
in the proportion of students who were persistently absenttwin the Laurus Trust following the
rollout of the EC programme. However, this should be considered in the context of national trends
in absence rates, which were much higher nationally in 2021/22 after the effects of GOVID

Official statistics show thanational persistent absence rates in state funded secondary schools
were stable at around 14 per cent up until 2018/19. However, in 2021/22, the equivalent figure was
27.7 per cent.lt is therefore likely that the small increase in absence post the EC programme (data
based on 2017/18, 2018/19 and 2021/22) may have been driven by this national trend rather than
changes specific to the Laurus Trust.
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Figure 5: Rate of persistent absence, changes since the rollout of the EC programme compared to
similar students within the Laurus Trust pre -EC programme
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Figure 6: Rate of persistent absence, Laurus Trust students compared with similar students in other

schools
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16-19 outcomes
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Figure 7: Proportion of Cheadle Hulme students who continued study in the Cheadle Hulme sixth form
compared to other study destinations, 2016/17-2017/18
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Figure 8: Post16 student destinations by type and level of qualification, 2016/17 -2018/19

Cheadle Hulme School All other schools
100%

75%

50%

25%

0%
England Greater Manchester

. A Level or AS Level . Other Level 3 Below Level 3

$A?MJ = XPKh@ECGKK LHAGKOLL AGFK : Q D=N=D G> | MODA>A; 9LA
r I MOIDA>A; 9LAGFKKE 'L K@GOK L@9L ! @=9<D= &MDE= KL
: GEEGFDQ OBRKFOO ; GEH9J=< OAL@=RILMI=FDOIK; @REKELEIDY
| @=9<D= &MDE= KLM<=FLK 0O=J= 9DKG >9J D=KK DAC=DC
DAC=DQ LG : = 9KKG; A9L=< OAL@ L@= @A? @=1J LL9AFE-=
K=; GF<9JQ GML; GE=K K=; LAGF#4

| GE: AF=< OAL@ $A?MJ /] $A?MJ= X ; GF>AJEK L@9L E

GJ KAPL@ >GJE ,; GDD=?= OGMD< @9N= : == KLM<QAF? L
*GGCAF? :: =QGF< D=N=D G> | MO9DA>A; 9LAGFJ] GMJ 9F9DC
*9MI MK 2JMKL KLM<=FLK KLM<QAF? D=N=DK O9K EAJJ

9HHJ=FLA; =K@AHKAn ppKr H=J :ORL@GPpKLMH=FLK=RE @F
. =FL >GJ #F?D9F< 9F< %J=9L=J +9F; @=KL=J J=KH=; LA




Figure 9: Change in likelihood of entering A levels among Laurus Trust students, posEC programme
compared to similar students in the Trust pre -EC programme
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Figure 10: Post16 destinations of Laurus Trust students compared with similar students in other
schools
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Post-18 outcomes
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Figure 11: Proportion of Cheadle Hulme students finishing key stage 4 in 2016/132018/19, that
continued in further education in the academic year they turned 19, &°
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