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Foreword

In Spring 2025 one in five young people are still missing a day or more of school every
fortnight in England. At a system level the contributing factors are well rehearsed,
including the long-term impact of Covid19, challenges in recruitment and retention
of the best teachers, increasing numbers of young people with SEND and budgetary
constraints for schools. And while policy and politics will move those big levers slowly
over time, our teachers, leaders and children cannot wait, their time is now.

This is why | was so honoured to accept the invitation to Chair the Research Commission
on Engagement and Lead Indicators. Because it was the Commission’s instinct - and
thanks to this research from ImpactEd Group, TEP and Professor John Jerrim, now our
understanding - that engagement of young people in their education is something that
we should seek to get a measure of and unravel, as it can act as a valuable predictor
for attendance, motivation and at the simplest level, enjoyment of school. Importantly,
understanding the engagement of different classes, groups, cohorts and schools can
serve as a lead indicator and give leaders actionable insights in a dynamic way, that
enables them to shape practice and channel resources for these children today.

Together with a group of committed Trust CEOs, School Leaders and Local Authority
representatives, and alongside ASCL, CST, Reach Foundation and Challenge Partners,
we set out to shape a research project with ImpactEd Group and TEP to give our schools
a better understanding of the role pupil engagement plays in driving positive outcomes
for young people. Building on research from the USA we hypothesized that if we
understood more about pupils’ engagement in a more granular way, that could act as a
lead indicator, or early warning signal for outcomes such as attendance, drive to succeed
and attainment. And while this national data set on engagement is still in its infancy, over
80,000 pupils have now participated over two waves of data collection and the insights
are both sobering and rallying. | urge you all to read this report’s findings with care and
consider the actions we can take in our schools now.

Dame Sue John, RCELI Chair




Note from
ImpactEd Group

At ImpactEd Group our mission is to support education and
purpose-driven organisation to maximise and realise their potential.
Ataschool level that means helping leaderstounderstand and evaluate
what works and what doesn'’t in their setting, to enable resources to be
used most effectively to drive pupil outcomes. It is in service of this mission
that we became deeply interested in the emerging international research
around engagement of pupils, employees and other key stakeholders in schools

and how that relates to a suite of outcomes. This interest that led us to establish and
fund the Research Commission on Engagement and Lead Indicators.

Working alongside the formidable Dame Sue John, our convening partners and 22 system
leaders who kindly served as Commissioners, we have reached out into the sector to
build the largest dataset of its kind on engagement in the UK, with support from the TEP
Platform, that enabled us to collect data from over 100,000 pupils.

In the enclosed report we synthesise the data so far to share themes back with schools,
that we believe we should all be paying attention to, including:

e Understanding both the national picture of engagement, and how students
experience this at alocal level, using benchmarked data to serve as alead indicator
in school improvement planning.

e Seeing which cohorts of young people are most engaged with their education, and
leveraging this understanding to better support students for whom motivation
and agency drops away.

¢ Analysing and understanding which pupil groups feel most and least safe and
trusting of their teachers in school.

e Surfacing the relationship between student and employee engagement and how
this links to pupil attendance and employee retention.

e Presenting the correlation between engaged teachers and engaged pupils that
achieve better outcomes and have a more positive experience of school.

We would like to thank all Commissioners and members of the Research Cohort for
participation in this work so far and we owe a huge debt of gratitude to Professor
John Jerrim for his analysis of the data. As we continue to build the UK evidence base
on engagement together, we hope that the early warnings, or lead indicators that are
emerging, are things that we can all act on together. We are committed to continuing to
build this research and welcome more schools and trusts to join us for the next phase.

Jonny Boddington,
Founder and Group Director,
ImpactEd Group, RCELI Commissioner
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Background on the concept
of engagement

School Engagement, at its core, refers to the commitment and enthusiasm that various stakeholders have towards
their respective role with a school and its activities. Prior academic literature has divided school engagement into three
components:

e Cognitive engagement. What stakeholders think and believe about their role, its importance, and their ability
to influence important outcomes related to the school’s goals.

¢ Emotional engagement. The extent of positive (and negative) reactions to colleagues, students, leaders and
other stakeholders in the school. A central component is therefore interpersonal relationships, though it also
incorporates enjoyment at schools.

e Behavioural engagement. This draws on the idea that stakeholders take action to support their (and their
school’s) goals.

Commissioned by ImpactEd Group and the Research Commission on Engagement and Lead Indicators (RCELLI), this
study is measuring different components of pupils cognitive, emotional and behavioural engagement, with the data
being collected from more than 80,000 pupils in November 2024 and March 2025. During a three-week window,
pupils from across 200 schools were asked to participate in the TEP engagement census. Whilst these schools were
not randomly sampled, they are nevertheless broadly representative of schools in England in terms of key observable
characteristics.

Inthe March 2025 data collection (the main focus of this report) 142 out of the 200 schools achieved a pupil participation
rate of over 75%, with more than 90% of pupils responding in half of the schools. The final pupil sample is thus very
similar in terms of observable characteristics to all pupils in the school. It is also similar to the state school population
as awhole. In total, 81,283 pupils completed TEP in March 2025 (see Appendix A and B for further details on response
rates and attrition across waves).

As part of TEP, pupils were asked a series of questions capturing key facets of their emotional, cognitive and behavioural
engagement, including:

Value placed on education (cognitive engagement)

Determination to succeed in education (cognitive engagement) -
November 2024 only.

e Views of behaviour (cognitive engagement)

e Agency (cognitive engagement)

e Enjoyment of (and worries about) school (emotional engagement)
¢ Views ininclusion (emotional engagement)

e Peer relationships (emotional engagement)

e Pupil-teacher relationships (emotional engagement)

e Self-reported effort at school (behavioural engagement)

Each of these components is measured using a set of three or four
questions, which pupils responded to using a 0-10 reporting scale. Key
findings for each area are reported below.




Executive summary of key findings

John Jerrim, Professor of Education and Social Statistics at University College London Institute of Education and Part-
Time Research Director at ImpactEd Group, has analysed the full datasets across both waves of data collection in
November 2024 and March 2025, to extract a number of emerging themes:

Views of pupil behaviour
e Around a third of pupils in England award their feeling of safety at school a score of five out of ten or below.

e Secondary pupils report behaviour amongst pupils to be substantially worse than their primary school peers.
One-in-seven (15%) primary school pupils do not express clear agreement with the statement “/ feel safe at
school”, compared to one-in-three (37%) secondary pupils.

e Gender differences in views of pupil behaviour are relatively modest, though with boys consistently awarding
scores around 0.3 points higher than girls.

e Girls report feeling marginally safer than boys at school during primary education. However, between Year 7
and Year 9, girls increasingly feeling less safe at school than their male peers.

e Pupils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) hold similar views of behaviour at school (including
their feelings of safety) as pupils without a special educational need. Pupils with other forms of SEN support
perceive behaviour to be slightly worse.

e There is a reasonably strong negative association between school’s exclusion rate and pupils’ views of
behaviour (correlation = -0.52). This indicates that - at the school level - there is reasonable agreement
between pupil views of behaviour and school exclusions.

Views on the value of school

¢ Almost athird of pupils in England to some extent question whether
what they are learning at school will help them in the future.

e There are clear differences in the value primary and secondary
pupils place on school. Over a third of primary pupils to some extent
question whether school teaches them what they need to know,
compared to just a tenth of primary pupils.

e White pupils are the least likely to agree that what they are learning
at school will help them in the future. Around a third (32%) of White
pupils award a score of 5 out of 10 or below in response to this
statement, compared to 21% of Asian and 20% of Black pupils.

e Inprimaryschool, differences in the extent pupils believe school will
be useful in their future is similar across ethnic groups. However,
through secondary education, White pupils value schooling less
than other ethnic groups.

e FSM pupils are slightly less likely to value what they are learning at
school than their non-FSM peers (differences of around 0.2 to 0.3
scale points).

10



Determination to succeed at school

Pupils in England report high levels of academic drive.
Most pupils want to do well at school (average score
of 8.8) and want to achieve good marks in most of
their classes (average score of 8.7).

Pupils with SEN tend to have lower levels
of academic drive than pupils without such
additional needs. Around a quarter of pupils
with an EHCP responded to the statement “I care
about my marks in tests” with a score of 5 out of 10
or below, compared to one-in-nine (11%) pupils
without SEN.

White pupils have lower levels of academic drive
than other ethnic groups. Around one-in-six (16%)
White pupils indicated a degree of ambivalence
towards their marks on school test - twice the
percentage of other ethnic groups.

White pupils consistently less likely to say they care about the
marks they achieve on their school tests than other ethnic groups
throughout their time at school. This difference can be observed
across all year groups, from Year 3s through to Year 11s.

Girls have higher levels of academic drive than their male peers. For instance,
in response to the statement “I want to do well in school’, girls - on average -
award a score of 8.9, compared to an average of 8.6 for boys.

FSM Pupils award scores in response to TEP’s four academic drive questions
that are on average around 0.3 points lower than their non-FSM peers.

Feelings of agency

Pupils’ sense of school agency is captured by questions such as “my marks are my responsibility” and “I do well in
school if I try hard”. The average response of pupils to such questions is around 7 to 7.5 out of 10, with around
a fifth of pupils awarding a score of five or below.

Primary school pupils are more likely to believe that hard work at school will lead to success than pupils in
secondary school. Pupils in secondary schools respond to the statement “I do well in school if | try hard” with an
average score of 7.2, compared to 8.8 amongst those in primary school.

There is no difference in the sense of school agency amongst boys and girls.

Pupils that are eligible for FSM respond to the school agency questions with scores that are - on average -
around 0.3 points lower than their non-FSM peers.

Almost a third (31%) White secondary pupils respond to the statement “my marks are my responsibility” with a
score below six out of then. This compares to around 25% amongst other ethnic groups.
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Enjoyment of school

Many pupils in England do not look forward to going in to school. On average, pupils respond to the statement
“I feel happy to go to school in the morning” with a score of around 4.6 out of ten.

There is a particularly big decline in school enjoyment scores between pupils in Year 6, Year 7 and Year 8. The
average school enjoyment score falls from around 6amongst pupils in Year 6 to 3.8 to pupils in Year 7 and to
3.2 amongst those in Year 8.

Boys and girls provide similar responses - on average - to questions capturing the extent that they look
forward to going to school.

Girls are, however, more likely to express worry about school than boys. The average score girls award to the
statement “I don’t worry about the next day after school” is 5.6, compared to an average score of 6.6 for their
male peers.

Within primary school, boys and girls are equally likely to report worrying about school. A gender gap then
emerges during secondary education, with average scores awarded by girls in response to the statement ‘I
don’t worry about the next day after school” being almost 1.5 points lower than for boys.

Pupils with an EHCP feel happier about going to school than those without special educational needs. They
report an average score of five in response to the question “I feel happy to go to school in the morning”, compared
to an average score of 4.6 amongst those without additional needs, and 4.3 amongst those receiving SEN
support.

White pupils are less likely to report enjoying school than other ethnic groups. They, for instance, respond with
an average score of 3.1 in response to the statement “I look forward to going to school on Monday”, compared
to average scores of 4.4 for Black and 3.8 for Asian pupils. This is being driven by the difference amongst
secondary pupils.

FSM pupils are less likely to enjoy school than their non-FSM peers. For instance, FSM pupils responded to
the statement “/ feel happy to go to school in the morning” with an average score of 4.3 out of 10; 0.4 points
lower than pupils not eligible for FSM. This difference grows to 0.7 points amongst secondary pupils.
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Inclusion

Pupil-teacher relationships

Secondary pupils hold much more negative views of inclusivity than primary pupils. For instance, nearly
two-thirds (66%) of secondary pupils awarded a score below six when asked whether “people at school treat
everyone the same”, compared to almost a third (31%) of primary pupils.

Black pupils view their school to be less inclusive than pupils of other ethnicities. When asked whether “People
at school treat me the same as everyone else”, Black secondary pupils responded with an average

score of 4.7 out of 10, compared to an average of 5.6 amongst Asian pupils, and 5.8
amongst Indian pupils.

There is no evidence that pupils feel a greater sense of inclusion when there
are more pupils of the same ethnicity within their school.

Girls provide more positive responses with respect to diversity and
inclusion in primary school. This reverses in the secondary school
sample, where boys provide more positive responses than girls.

Pupils that are eligible for FSM believe their school to be less inclusive
than pupils not eligible for FSM, though differences are generally
small (around 0.3 scale points for each statement). The FSM gap
grows to around 0.5 scale points to most of the diversity and inclusion
guestions amongst the secondary school sample.

Pupils in England on average rate the extent they can trust teachers, like
teachers and feel they have an adult in the school they can talk to at just above six

out of 10. Their response as to whether they respect teachers is somewhat higher (7.7
out of 10).

There are sizeable differences in pupil perceptions of pupil-teacher relations across the primary and
secondary sectors. When asked whether they trust their teachers, only 11% of primary pupils responded
with a score of 5 or below, compared to 46% of secondary pupils.

Boys are more likely than girls to report trusting teachers at their school. Girls are, however, more likely to
say that they respect school staff.

Boys and girls in primary school overwhelmingly say that they trust teachers at their school. A gender gap
then emerges during secondary school.

Black pupils are less likely to report trusting teachers at their school (average score of 5.2 compared to 5.7 for
White pupils in secondary school) and less likely to feel there is an adult that they can talk to (average score
of 5.1 versus 5.5 for White pupils in secondary school).

Pupils with an EHCP report having a better relationship with staff at their school than pupils with less
intensive SEN support and those without special needs.

FSM Pupils report having worse relationships with teachers than their non-FSM peers, particularly among
secondary pupils.
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Peer relationships

On average, pupils in England rate the extent they trust
other children at their school at 5.4 out of 10, with close
to half (51%) responding with a score below six.

Girls are less likely to say that they trust other
children in their school than boys (average scores of
5.1 versus 5.6), but are more likely to say that they
respect their peers (mean scores of 7.6 versus
7.2).

During primary school, there is little difference
between genders in the extent that they trust
other children. Trust of peers declines for both
genders during secondary school, though by a
much greater extent amongst girls.

Girls in Years 9 rate their average trust of other
pupils in their school as 4.3 out of 10 (compared to
5.2 out of 10 amongst boys).

Pupils that are eligible for FSM are less likely to like
and trust other children in their school than their peers
from more advantaged socio-economic backgrounds,
particularly amongst secondary pupils.

Black pupils are less likely to report that they trust other
children than pupils from other ethnic groups.

Self-reported effort at school

On average, pupils report their effort at school (e.g. whether they pay attention during lessons; do their best
in their schoolwork) at around 7 out of ten.

In secondary school, White pupils report putting the least effort into their schoolwork, followed by Black
children, with Asian and Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi pupils scoring highest.

During Years 9 and 10, the self-reported effort amongst White pupils is around half a point lower than Asian,
Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi pupils.

FSM pupils put in less effort at school (across various dimensions) than their more socio-economically
advantaged peers. The biggest difference is for handing homework in on time (mean score of FSM pupils of
5.3, compared to 6.7 for pupils not eligible for FSM).

Girls to some extent report putting more effort into their schooling than boys, though most differences are
relatively modest.

Disadvantaged, white boys are the least likely to say they try their best with their schoolwork (average score
of 6.4), while not disadvantaged Black girls, Asian girls and Asian boys are the most likely to say they try their
best at school (average scores above 7.5).
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Change in engagement between Autumn and Spring terms

Across all dimensions with comparable data, average school engagement scores fell between the Autumn and
Spring terms.

The average agency score fell by around 0.4 points, with a 0.35-point decline in self-reported effort and
diversity and inclusion.

Smaller falls were observed in terms of pupil views of behaviour (0.15-point decline) and headline engagement
(0.2-point decline).

For some measures, this fall is almost entirely due to the decline in engagement amongst Year 7 pupils.

Headline engagement scores fell from 7.7 to 6.3 out of ten amongst Year 7 pupils between November 2024
and March 2025. Amongst all other year groups, average headline engagement scores were broadly stable.

All secondary school year groups saw average agency scores decline between the Autumn and Spring terms.
There was minimal decline in Agency scores amongst primary pupils.

Between Autumn and Spring terms, average headline engagement scores fell by more amongst EAL pupils
and those eligible for Free School Meals.

Black and Bangladeshi secondary pupils saw the greatest declines in their headline engagement scores across
the two terms.

The link between employee
and pupil engagement

e In schools where teachers are more
engaged in their work, their pupils are
more engaged in their studies. The
correlation coefficient sits around 0.6,
indicating a reasonably strong association.

e Part of this association is due to the
differences in school engagement that
occurs across the primary and secondary
sectors.

e Aftercontrollingforasetofpupilandschool
characteristics, the association between
staff and pupil levels of engagement is
reduced. There does however continue to
be a moderate positive relationship, with
the correlation standing around 0.4.
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The link between pupil engagement and attendance

There is a strong link between headline engagement scores and attendance amongst secondary pupils.

Secondary pupils in the top 25% of headline engagement scores in November 2024 are 10 percentage points
less likely to be persistently absent from school than pupils in the bottom 25% of headline engagement scores.

The link between engagement and attendance amongst primary pupils is weaker.

Primary pupils with the lowest engagement scores are three percentage points less likely to be persistently
absent from school than their peers with moderate to high levels of engagement.

Amongst secondary pupils, higher engagement scores are also associated with a lower risk of being late for
school, over and above their link to attendance.

Differences between persistently absent and non-persistently absent pupils are greatest for headline
engagement scores and levels of self-reported effort. Differences are smaller with respect to pupils’ sense of
agency, peer relations and views on behaviour.
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Mind the Engagement Gap:
A National Study of Pupil
Engagement in England’s Schools

Professor John Jerrim (ImpactEd Group)

1. Introduction

Engagement, in its broadest sense, refers to the level of commitment, involvement, and emotional investment an
individual has towards an activity, organisation, or community. It encompasses how deeply people feel connected, how
actively they participate, and how much they invest themselves in their roles and relationships.

1.1 Defining engagement in educational contexts

Engagement in educational settings is multi-faceted, encompassing not just pupils but also employees, parents, families,
and a broader array of stakeholders such as school governors and community partners. Our methodology defines
engagement in the school setting, and then explores the significance of measuring and reporting the engagement levels
across these groups, recognising its impact on pupil outcomes, school effectiveness, employee turnover, and community
integration.

School engagement, at its core, refers to the commitment and enthusiasm that various stakeholders have towards their
respective role with a school and its activities. Prior research has divided engagement into three components (Fredricks
etal., 2011):

¢ Cognitive engagement. This is defined as what stakeholders think and believe about their role, its importance,
and their ability to influence important outcomes related to the school’s goals. It includes how important they
believe their role is to obtaining a future outcome, for example, whether a pupil thinks that studying hard will
enable them to get a better job, and their ability to influence these outcomes. Cognitive engagement also
incorporates the extent that stakeholders have the drive and motivation to work towards these goals.

 Emotional engagement. This focuses on the extent of positive (and negative) reactions to colleagues, students,
leaders and other stakeholders in the school. A central component is therefore interpersonal relationships. It
also encompasses stakeholders’ enjoyment in their role. Positive emotional engagement is presumed to create
ties to the institution and a willingness to work towards its goals.

o Behavioural engagement. This draws on the idea that stakeholders take action to support their (and their
school’s) goals. These actions are considered crucial for achieving positive outcomes.
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1.2 Why there is a need for a new measure of school engagement

There already exists several standardised instruments attempting to capture engagement amongst certain stakeholders
in the education sector. These however have notable limitations, including:

e Focusing only on pupil engagement, and not integrating this with engagement amongst other stakeholders
(teachers, parents, governors),

e Have been developed and validated outside of the UK (mainly in the United States),

¢ Only modest evidence on the psychometric properties of the instrument, particularly for outcomes relevant in
England (Education Endowment Foundation, 2025a),

e Some instruments do not - in our view - adequately cover some key components of engagement.

1.3 Importance of multi-stakeholder engagement

The importance of considering various stakeholder groups in engagement strategies is twofold. First, it acknowledges
that the educational outcomes of pupils are not solely dependent on their individual efforts but are significantly
influenced by the environment created by all stakeholders’ collective contributions. Second, it allows for a holistic
approach to school improvement that includes and goes beyond academic achievement to encompass emotional
support, community integration, and resource allocation.

1.4 The TEP theory of engagement

Figure 1 presents our theory of engagement, that can be applied to different stakeholders across the education system
(pupils, parents, teachers, governors).

This broadly builds on existing theoretical frameworks of engagement, though with some important differences.

Like previous measures, we divide engagement into three components - cognitive, emotional and behavioural. Our
conceptualisation of these domains of engagement are as follows:

¢ Cognitive engagement: What a stakeholder thinks. For instance, a cognitively engaged pupil will think that doing
well at school is important for their later outcomes. They will also believe that they have the capacity to influence
these outcomes - that they are the masters of their own fate. They will consequently be driven and determined
to succeed. The level of pupils’ cognitive engagement may vary across subjects.

¢ Emotional engagement: What a stakeholder feels about their role/situation regarding school. For instance, an
emotionally engaged pupil will have a strong sense of belonging within school, have positive relationships with
other pupils, and have positive, mutually respectful relationships with staff. Emotionally engaged pupils will
enjoy school, and not be overly worried about their schoolwork.

¢ Behavioural engagement: The action a stakeholder takes in their role. For instance, a behaviourally engaged
pupil will ensure they consistently attend school, on-time and well-prepared. They will concentrate in lessons,
work hard to achieve their goals and complete their homework on time to a high standard. They will adhere to
classroom rules, demonstrate persistence when challenged and actively participate in class.

Our theory of engagement can thus be summarised in three key words:
e Think (cognitive).
e Feel (emotional).
e Act(behavioural).

Note that we explicitly see behavioural engagement (what an individual does) as a direct outcome of cognitive and
emotional engagement (what an individual thinks and feels). See Figure 1 for a visual representation of these
hypothesised relationships.



Figure 1.1. Overarching model of school engagement.
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1.5 The role of the engagement drivers and why they matter

Cognitive engagement

Cognitive engagement for students is measured using four drivers: views on behaviour, value placed on education,
agency and drive. These drivers may be measured with regards to engagement in school overall, or with respect to
particular subjects/tasks. Within our question set, we are choosing to measure engagement in school overall, over
diving into individual subjects for practical purposes.

The importance a stakeholder attached to school, or their role can be measured via questions such as “what I'm learning
at school will be important in my future” (pupils) and “what my child is learning at school will be important in their future”
(parents). Thisisimportant to measure because cognitive engagement is linked to higher grades; for example, in England,
Year 9 pupils who believe what they learn in school to be worthwhile obtain higher GCSE grades (Jerrim, 2024).

Agency refers to the extent that stakeholders believe their actions lead to outcomes. For instance, a parent with high
levels of agency will believe it is within their gift to get their child to attend school, be well behaved during lessons and
obtain better grades. This is important to measure because higher levels of agency has been linked to higher levels
of productivity; for example, prior research has shown that employees with higher levels of agency tend to be more
motivated and productive in their jobs (Ng et al., 2006).

Drive refers to the extent that one is willing to push themselves to reach ambitious goals, and thus for a given
stakeholder to succeed in their role. This is important to measure because higher levels of drive have been linked to
better attainment levels; for example, prior research conducted in England has demonstrated how Year 11 pupils with
higher levels of academic drive go onto obtain substantially better GCSE grades than their peers who low levels of drive
(Jerrimetal. 2020). Likewise, it has been shown that, when parents hold high academic standards/expectations for their
children, school outcomes are improved (Yamamoto & Holloway, 2010). Ambition and drive amongst employees have
also been linked to higher levels of job performance amongst staff (Hirschi & Spurk, 2021).
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Emotional engagement

Cognitive engagement of pupils is measured using four drivers: relationships with peers, relationships with teachers,
views on inclusion and enjoyment of role.

Relationship with peers refers to how well stakeholders get along with other individuals who hold a similar role within
the school community. It can be measured via questions such as “I trust other children at this school” (pupils) and “I feel
supported by my colleagues” (employees). This is important because of the relationship between peer relationships and
a number of other school outcomes; for example, when staff’s relationship with their colleagues deteriorates, they
are more likely to plan to leave their job (Jerrim & Sims, 2024). Other academic research has highlighted how pupil
relationships with their school peers is related to a range of outcomes, including their attendance and behaviour at
school, as well as their mental health (Korpershoek et al., 2019).

Research has suggested that the quality of pupil-teacher relationships is related to the development of young people’s
socio-emotional skills and the amount of knowledge they absorb in the classroom (Coristine, 2021). Positive teacher-
pupil relationships foster a supportive and nurturing learning environment where pupils feel valued and understood
(Emslander et al., 2024). When pupil-teacher relationships are stronger, pupils are more likely to develop a positive
attitude towards school and learning (Huan et al., 2010). If students report strong, positive relationships with their
teachers, it suggests that the school’s efforts to promote a respectful and collaborative classroom environment are
successful. Conversely, if pupils’ express dissatisfaction with these relationships, it may indicate a need for professional
development or changes in pupil management strategies to improve teacher-pupil interactions.

A strong sense of inclusion is fundamental to pupils educational engagement. When pupils feel included, they are
more likely to participate actively in class, form positive relationships with peers and teachers, and engage fully with
the school community (Education Endowment Foundation, 2025b). Understanding pupils’ sense of inclusion can help
educators understand whether the student-body feel marginalised or excluded (Jansen et al., 2014). Pupils’ sense of
inclusion at school is also likely to be an important driver of their level of attendance - a key measure of behavioural
engagement (Education Endowment Foundation, 2025b).

Enjoyment of role captures the extent stakeholders enjoy the part they play within the school community. For pupils,
this reflects whether they feel happy and relaxed about going to school each day, while for teachers it refers to how
much they enjoy what should be the main part of their job - teaching. This is important to measure, as enjoyment levels
have been linked to attainment, attendance and career success; for example, research has shown that pupils who are
happier at school are more likely to attend and may achieve better school grades (Kirkcaldy et al, 2004). For other
stakeholders - e.g. teachers and governors - being happier in one’s role has been linked to career success (Walsh et al.,
2018).

Behavioural engagement

Behavioural engagement refers to the concrete actions that the stakeholder undertakes to succeed in their role. For
instance, pupils who believe school is important (cognitive engagement) will be more likely to focus during lessons
and work to the best of their abilities. Self-reported measures of behavioural engagement can be complemented with
objective indicators as well. For instance, a behaviourally engaged pupil will have low levels of unauthorised absence
and few recorded behaviour points.
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2. TEP Data

2.1 Sample characteristics

The data presented in this report were collected in November 2024 and March 2025. Throughout the report, wherever
possible,we presented datafromthelatest(March2025) datacollection. During athree-week window, pupils were asked
to participate in TEP. Whilst these schools were not randomly sampled, they are nevertheless broadly representative
of schools in England in terms of key observable characteristics (see Appendix A for a detailed discussion of this issue).
Overall participation rates are high, with 74% of pupils taking part. In a small number of schools, pupil participation
rates were very low driving this figure downwards. In-fact, 142 out of the 200 schools achieved a pupil participation
rate of over 75%, with more than 90% of pupils responding in half of the schools. The final pupil sample is thus very
similar in terms of observable characteristics to all pupils in the school. It is also similar to state school population as a
whole. Further details on this matter are presented in Appendix A.

Table 2.1. Sample sizes by demographic characteristics.

Variable Group Sample size
FSM 55,427
FSM Not FSM 22,070
Missing 3,786
Not EAL 50,227
EAL EAL 13,822
Missing 17,234
No SEN 65,290
e Support / monitoring 11,202
EHCP 2,174
Other 2,617
Male 39,737
Gender Female 39,304
Missing 2,242
White 56,167
Asian 9,016
Ethnicity Other / Missing 7,440
Mixed 4,362
Black 4,298

All participating pupils

Intotal, 81,283 pupils completed TEP in March 2025 (see Appendix B for details on response rates across waves). Tables
2.1 and 2.2 illustrate how this compares across some of the key sub-groups we consider in our analysis. Note that some
demographic information has only been shared by a subset of schools, reported as missing data within the tables above
and below.
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Table 2.2. Sample sizes by school year group.

Variable Group Sample size
Year 3 4,351
Year 4 4,378
Year 5 4,387
Year 6 4,532
Year 7 13,160
Year group Year 8 13,011
Year 9 12,521
Year 10 11,059
Year 11 9,380
Year 12 2,480
Year 13 1,973
Year 14 51
Total All participating pupils 81,283

2.2 Measurement of pupil engagement

As part of TEP, pupils were asked to respond to a series of questions capturing key facets of their emotional, cognitive

and behavioural engagement. This includes:

e Value placed on education (cognitive engagement)

e Determination to succeed in education (cognitive engagement) - November 2024 only.

e Views of behaviour (cognitive engagement)

e Agency (cognitive engagement)

¢ Enjoyment of (and worries about) school (emotional engagement)
e Views ininclusion (emotional engagement)

e Peer relationships (emotional engagement)

e Pupil-teacher relationships (emotional engagement)

e Self-reported effort at school (behavioural engagement)

Each of these components is measured using a set of three or four questions, which pupils responded to using a 0-10
reporting scale. The specific wording of the questions is presented below within the relevant section below. A further
three questions were also asked capturing pupils overall engagement/endorsement of their school (e.g. “overall, how
satisfied are you attending this school?”). Figure 2.1 illustrates how responses to these three questions differ across
pupils in different school year groups. Details on the psychometric properties of the scale are due to be published in an

academic working paper later this year.
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Figure 2.1 Average headline engagement scores by school year group.
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Throughout this report we present a series of descriptive statistics reporting the average (mean) score to selected
questions along the TEP 0-10 reporting scale. At times, we also report the percentage of pupils responding with a score
of five or below. Although the selection of this cut-off along the scale is in some sense arbitrary, we believe it is not
unreasonable to infer that pupils do not fully endorse the statement (and are, at best, providing a somewhat ambivalent
response) when they are awarding a response of - at most - 5 out of 10.
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2.3 Caveats and limitations

There are some important caveatsreaders should keep in mind wheninterpreting the results reported in this publication.
Perhaps the most important is that, currently, pupils have only been surveyed at two points in time. This means that
we are currently only able to investigate changes in individual pupil reports over a relatively short period of time
(four months).

It is, however, possible to explore differences in responses across pupils in different school year groups (i.e. different
cohorts of pupils). When such comparisons are made, any differences in responses across pupils in different year
groups could be due to changes in children’s school engagement (on average) as they progress through school, or due
to differences across cohorts (including demographic compositions). This is a particular challenge when interpreting
differences between primary and secondary year groups (and any apparent change that may seem to occur between
Year 6 and Year 7) given that our sample of primary and secondary school differs. Likewise, the precise wording of
some questions differed across primary and secondary school pupils. Thus, while we believe that differences across
year groups within school phase are likely to reflect genuine increases/decreases as children progress through school,
changes at the transition point (i.e. between Year 6 and Year 7) are harder to interpret with inferences requiring
greater care.

A similar challenge emerges when considering engagement levels amongst pupils in post-16 education within our
sample of schools (and how this changes in comparison with Year 11 pupils). It is likely that - after completing their
GCSEs - pupils with the lowest levels of engagement will leave the school to study or work elsewhere. This will likely
lead to an increase in average engagement scores amongst post-16 (Year 12/13) pupils, relative to their secondary
school (Year 7-11) counterparts. It will require panel data - where the same pupils are followed from Year 11 into Year
12 and 13 - to fully understand how the engagement of pupils changes once they transition into post-16 education.
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3. Views on behaviour

Summary

e Using TEP’s 0-10 reporting scale, around a third of pupils in England award their feeling of safety at school a
score of five or below.

e Secondary pupils report behaviour to be substantially worse than their primary school peers. One-in-seven
(15%) primary pupils do not express clear agreement with the statement “I feel safe at school”, compared to
one-in-three (37%) secondary pupils.

e Gender differences in views of pupil behaviour are relatively modest, though with boys consistently awarding
scores around 0.3 points higher than girls.

e Girlsreport feeling marginally safer than boys at school during primary education. However, between Year 7
and Year 9, girls increasingly feeling less safe at school than their male peers.

e Pupils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) hold similar views of behaviour at school (including
their feelings of safety) as pupils without a special educational need. Pupils with other forms of SEN support
perceive behaviour to be slightly worse.

e There is a reasonably strong negative association between school’s exclusion rate and pupils’ views of
behaviour (correlation = -0.52). This indicates that - at the school level - there is reasonable agreement
between pupil views of behaviour and school exclusions.

Gathering pupils’ views on behaviour is crucial for several reasons. Firstly, it gives pupil a voice in their educational
environment, fostering a sense of ownership and responsibility. When pupils feel heard, they are more likely to
engage positively with school policies and initiatives (Sellman, 2009). Secondly, pupils often have unique insights into
the dynamics of classroom behaviour that adults in the school might overlook (Gollner et al., 2021). Their feedback
can highlight specific issues, such as bullying or ineffective disciplinary measures, that need addressing. Thirdly,
understanding pupils’ perspectives on behaviour helps educators tailor interventions more effectively. By identifying
common concerns and areas of dissatisfaction, schools canimplement targeted strategies toimprove the overall learning
environment. Additionally, involving pupils in discussions about behaviour promotes a culture of mutual respect and
collaboration (Santos et al., 2024). It encourages pupils to reflect on their actions and understand the impact of their
behaviour on others, which is essential for developing social and emotional skills (Santos et al., 2024). Finally, regular
surveys can track changes in behaviour over time. This continuous feedback loop ensures that behaviour management
strategies remain relevant and responsive to the evolving needs of schools. Understanding pupil views on behaviour is
hence integral to understanding their school engagement, providing direct insights into how students perceive their
learning environment and their role within it.

As part of TEP, pupils responded to the following four questions regarding their views on pupil behaviour in the school,
using TEP’s 0-10 reporting scale:

e Pupils in this school are well behaved.
e Pupils in my lessons are well behaved.
e Pupils behave well in the corridors.

o |feel safe at school.
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Table 3.1 begins by presenting the average score pupils gave in response to each of these four questions, along with
the percent of pupils that did not express agreement with the statement (awarding a score of five or below). While
most pupils feel safe at school (mean score of 6.8), around a third of pupils awarded a score below the mid-point of
the 0-10 scale. This suggests that a non-trivial proportion of pupils in England do not feel particularly safe when they
are at school.

The other three questions focus more specifically on the issue of pupil behaviour - in lessons, in the hallways and when
at school in general. Pupils, on average, response to these questions with a score of around five out of ten, indicating
that around half of pupils England’s schools do not believe that the student-body is particularly well-behaved.

Table 3.1. Average scores in response to the questions on pupil behaviour.

Question Mean score % do not agree (score 0-5)
Pupils in this school are well behaved. 5.0 58%
Pupils in my lessons are well behaved. 54 51%
Pupils behave well in the corridors. 4.6 63%
| feel safe at school. 6.8 31%

Responses to these questions are broken down by school phase (primary, secondary, post-16) in Table 3.2. This reveals a
sizeable difference across pupils in primary and secondary schools, with average scores in the former around two-points
higher than in the latter. For instance, only one-in-seven (13%) primary school pupils award a score of five or below in
response to the statement “| feel safe at school”, compared to one-in-three (37%) of secondary pupils. Together, this
highlights how pupil concerns about behaviour - and their safety at school - are much more prevalent in the secondary
school sector.

Table 3.2. Differences in views of pupil behaviour by school phase.

Question 1. Primary 2. Secondary 3.Post 16

Pupils in this school are well behaved. 6.6 6.3
Pupils in my lessons are well behaved. 6.6 8.0
Pupils behave well in the corridors. 6.2 5.9
| feel safe at school.. 8.4 8.1

Figure 3.1 turns to differences in views of pupil behaviour between boys and girls. Differences are relatively modest,
though with boys consistently responding with higher average scores than their female peers. Take feelings of safety at
school, for example. Boys, on average, respond with a score of 7 out of 10, which is 0.4 points higher than the average
score for girls. Put another way, 34% of girls do not clearly express feeling safe at school (award a score of 5 or below),
compared to 28% of boys.
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Figure 3.1. Differences in views of pupil behaviour across genders.
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Figure 3.2 takes this part of our analysis a step further by considering how gender differences in pupils’ perceptions of
safety at school vary by school year group. In primary school, girls report feeling marginally safer than boys. There is
then a clear drop for both groups amongst the secondary sample. However, the gender gap increases in later years of
secondary school, with girls increasingly feeling less safe at school than boys between Year 7 and at least Year 9 (after
which the gender gap is maintained). This suggests that, while both genders feel equally safe at secondary school at the
start of Year 7, girls become increasingly concerned about their safety at school as they progress through Key Stage 3.
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Figure 3.2. Gender differences in response to the statement “I feel safe at school” by school year group.
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In Table 3.3 we further investigate this finding by examining the change in the same pupils reports of school safety
between November 2024 and March 2025 (figures may differ slightly from those reported above due to differences
in the analytic sample). On the whole, they support the findings presented in Figure 3.2 above. There are clear falls in
pupils feelings of school safety during Years 7 and 8. Moreover - at least in Year 7 - the fall is greater for girls than boys.
The gender difference is modest (-0.77 decline for girls compared to -0.59 for boys), though this is as would be expected
when looking over just a four-month period. It continues to support that Year 7 is a key period when childrens’ feelings
of safety at school declines, particularly for girls.
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Table 3.3. Change in responses to the statement I feel safe at school” by gender and school year group.
November 2024 to March 2025.

Female Male
Year Group Nov-24 Mar-25 Change Nov-24 Mar-25 Change
7 7.21 6.44 -0.77 7.40 6.81 -0.59
8 6.17 5.83 -0.34 6.71 6.41 -0.30
9 5.89 5.79 -0.09 6.55 6.51 -0.04
10 5.91 5.84 -0.06 6.60 6.55 -0.05
11 6.18 6.13 -0.06 6.81 6.68 -0.14

Notes: Sample restricted to pupils with data available at both timepoints. Figures may differ to above due to differences in the analytic sample.

Next, we turn to differences in pupils’ views of behaviour according to whether they have special educational needs
(SEN). It is notable how pupils with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) hold similar views regarding safety at
school as their peers without a special educational need. Yet the average scores amongst those in receipt of other SEN
support or monitoring tend to be somewhat lower. The average response of this group to the statement “Pupils in my
lessons are well behaved” is around half a point lower than amongst pupils without a special need (5.1 versus 5.5 on
TEP’s 0-10 reporting scale). Hence, while children with an EHCP view behaviour at their school to be similar to pupils
without special educational needs, pupils with SEN without this level of support tend to view behaviour at their school
to be slightly worse. These results can be found in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4. Differences in views of pupil behaviour by whether the pupil has special
educational needs.

Question 1.No SEN % ﬂs‘:‘:‘?t“oﬁ'i’:g’t d

Pupils in this school are well behaved. 5.0 4.8 51
Pupils in my lessons are well behaved. 55 51 54
Pupils behave well in the corridors. 4.6 44 4.8
| feel safe at school. 6.8 6.5 6.8

To conclude, we explore the school-level correlation between historical rates of school exclusions and pupils’ views on
behaviour/safety at the school. In other words, do pupils’ view behaviour to be worse in schools that have historically
had higher levels of pupil exclusions? Figure 3.3 suggests that this is indeed the case. There is a reasonably strong
negative association, with the Pearson correlation standing around (-0.52). This indicates that - at the school level
- there is reasonable agreement between pupil views of behaviour and an independent objective measure of a key
behavioural outcome.
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Figure 3.3. The school-level correlation between the exclusion rate and pupil perceptions of behaviour.
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Notes: Secondary schools only. Correlation equals -0.52 (this changes to -0.66 when primary pupils are included as well). Each data point
refers to one school in the sample. Regression line is plotted with its confidence interval.
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4.Views on the value of school

Summary

e Almost athird of pupils in England to some extent question whether what they are learning at school will help
them in the future.

e There are clear differences in the value primary and secondary pupils place on school. Over a third of primary
pupils to some extent question whether school teaches them what they need to know, compared to just a
tenth of primary pupils.

e White pupils are the least likely to agree that what they are learning at school will help them in the future.
Around a third (32%) of White pupils award a score of 5 out of 10 or below in response to this statement,
compared to 21% of Asian and 20% of Black pupils.

e In primary school, differences in the extent pupils believe school will be useful in their future is similar
across ethnic groups. However, through secondary education, White pupils value schooling less than other
ethnic groups.

e FSM pupils are slightly less likely to value what they are learning at school than their non-FSM peers
(differences of around 0.2 scale points in primary and 0.4 scale points in secondary).

Asking pupils questions about the value they place on education is essential to measuring their school engagement
for several reasons. Firstly, it provides insight into their motivation and attitudes towards learning (Brophy, 1999).
Understanding how much value pupils place on their education can help educators identify those who may be
unmotivated, disengaged or at risk of underachievement. This information is crucial for developing targeted
interventions that can reignite a passion for learning and improve academic outcomes (Wigfield & Wentzel, 2007).
Secondly, asking pupils about the value they place on education can reveal the effectiveness of the school’s efforts to
promote a positive learning culture. When pupils express high regard for their education, it may indicate that school’s
initiatives to promote the importance of education are succeeding. Conversely, if pupils do not value their education, it
may signal a need for a review and adjustment of current strategies. Finally, when pupils see a clear connection between
their efforts and their long-term goals, they are more likely to stay motivated and committed to their studies.

As part of TEP, pupils responded to the following four questions capturing the value that pupils place upon their
education and schooling, using TEP’s 0-10 reporting scale:

e School teaches me lots of useful things.

e What |l learn at school will help me in the future.

e Doing well at school helps you get a good job when you grow up.
e School teaches me what | need to know.

Table 4.1 presents the average response pupils provided to these statements, along with the percent of pupils that
awarded a score of five or below. The average score awarded to the statement “Doing well at school helps you get a good
job when you grow up” stands around 7.6 out of ten, while agreement with the statement “School teaches me what | need
to know” is around one scale point lower. Consequently, around a third of pupils in England to some extent question
whether what they are learning at school will help them in the future and are teaching them the things that they
need to know.
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Table 4.1. Average scores in response to the questions on the value of school.

Question Mean score % do not agree (score 0-5)
School teaches me lots of useful things. 6.6 34%
What | learn at school will help me in the future. 6.9 30%
»Iil)g)lir;grc\;vv\elzllljg.t school helps you get a good job when 76 20%
School teaches me what | need to know. 6.7 33%

There are, however, clear differences in the views expressed by pupils in primary and secondary schools - asillustratedin
Figure 4.1 below. Take the statement “school teaches me what | need to know”, for example. Primary school pupils express a
high level of agreement with this statement, awarding on average a score of 8.6 out of 10 (and just 10% responding with

ascore of 5 or below). The average response given by secondary pupils is almost two and a half points lower, standing at
6.0 on TEP’s 0-10 reporting scale (with over a third - 40% - awarding a score of 5 or below). These results hence point
towards a substantial drop in pupils’ views on the value of school between the primary and secondary phases.

Figure 4.1. Differences in pupil views of the value of school by phase.
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Figure 4.2 next turns to differences across ethnic groups in the extent that pupils value their education. This focuses on
responses to the statement “what I learn at school will help me in the future”. Pupils of White ethnicity are the least likely
to express agreement with this statement, with an average score of 6.7 and around a third (32%) awarding a score of 5
or below. The average score for other ethnic groups is notably higher. For instance, pupils of Asian ethnicity award an
average score of 7.5, with 21% awarding a score of five or below.

Figure 4.2. Ethnic group differences in response to the question “What I learn at school will help me in the future”.
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Figure 4.3 explores differences across ethnic groups in response to the question “What [ learn at school will help me in
the future” by school year group. In primary school, there is little difference across ethnic groups. However, through
secondary education, White pupils value schooling less than other ethnic groups. For instance, up until Year 7, the
responses of White and Black pupils appear are relatively similar. But, from Year 8 onwards, the decline in White pupils’
views of the value of schooling for their future is sharper than the decline amongst their Black peers.

Figure 4.3. Differences across ethnic groups in response to the question “What I learn at school will help me in the
future” by school year group.
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In Table 4.2 we turn to differences in responses by FSM eligibility. While differences are relatively small, there is some
evidence of an FSM gap in the value pupils place on what they learn at school. In response to each statement, the average
score awarded by pupils eligible for FSM are around 0.2 to 0.3 points lower on TEP’s 0-10 reporting scale.

Table 4.2. Differences in pupil views of the value of school by FSM eligibility.

Question Not FSM eligible FSM eligible
School teaches me lots of useful things 6.6 6.4
What | learn at school will help me in the future. 6.9 6.8
Doing well at school helps you get a good job when 77 24

you grow up.

School teaches me what | need to know. 6.7 6.5
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S.

Determination to

succeed at school (“drive”)

Summary

Questions measuring children’s drive, or their determination to succeed at school, helps to build understanding of
their level of ambition and perseverance, and has been found to correlated with performance in England’s national
examinations (Jerrim et al.,, 2020). Understanding pupils’ drive can highlight those who may require support in
developing the motivation that is likely needed for them to reach their full potential. This information may allow
educators to implement targeted strategies that encourage pupils’ resilience and determination to succeed, fostering
a culture where effort at school is valued. Moreover, understanding the factors that influence pupils’ drive can reveal
underlying issues that may be affecting their determination. For example, external pressures, lack of support at home,
or negative school experiences can all impact a student’s drive to succeed (Ishida & Sekiyama, 2024). By identifying
these challenges, schools may be able to provide the necessary resources and interventions to help pupils overcome

Pupils in England report high levels of academic drive. Most pupils want to do well at school (average score of
8.8) and want to achieve good marks in most of their classes (average score of 8.7).

Pupils with SEN tend to have lower levels of academic drive than pupils without such additional needs. Around
a quarter of pupils with an EHCP responded to the statement “I care about my marks in tests” with a score of
5 out of 10 or below, compared to one-in-nine (11%) pupils without SEN.

White pupils have lower levels of academic drive than other ethnic groups. Around one-in-six (16%) White
pupils indicated a degree of ambivalence towards their marks on school test - twice the percentage of other
ethnic groups.

White pupils consistently less likely to say they care about the marks they achieve on their school tests than
other ethnic groups throughout their time at school. This difference can be observed across all year groups,
from Year 3s through to Year 11s.

Girls have higher levels of academic drive than their male peers. For instance, in response to the statement “|
want to do well in school”, girls - on average - award a score of 8.9, compared to an average of 8.6 for boys.

FSM Pupils award scores in response to TEP’s four academic drive questions that are on average around 0.3
points lower than their non-FSM peers.

obstacles and maintain their motivation at school.

Within TEP, pupils responded to four questions capturing their academic “drive” (determination to succeed at school).

These were:

Note that this chapter in our analysis is based on data collected in November 2024 (these questions were not repeated

| want good marks in most of my classes.
I work very hard in my class.
I want to do well in school.

| care about my marks in tests.

in the March 2025 data collection).
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The average response to each statement using TEP’s 0-10 reporting scale can be found in Table 5.1. This is accompanied
by the percent of pupils that responded to each statement with a score of five or below. Overall, pupils in England tend
to report high levels of drive to succeed. Most pupils want to do well at school (average score of 8.8) and want to achieve
good marks in most of their classes (average score of 8.7). The average score in response to whether they work hard in
their classes is, however, around one scale point lower (7.8), with around one-in-six (15%) awarding a score no higher
than five out of ten.

Table 5.1. Average scores in response to the questions on pupils’ drive to succeed.

Question Mean score % do not agree (score 0-5)
| want good marks in most of my classes. 8.7 8%

| work very hard in my class. 7.8 15%

| want to do well in school. 8.8 8%

| care about my marks in tests. 8.2 13%

In Figure 5.1, we explore how differences in response to these statements differ across pupils with and without special
educational needs. These results indicate that pupils with SEN tend to have lower levels of academic drive. This is
most apparent in response to the statement “I care about my marks in tests”. Pupils with a special need respond with an
average score of around 7.6 out of 10 in response to this statement, with around a quarter (24%) of those with an EHCP
assigning a score below six out of ten. This compares to an average score of 8.3 awarded by pupils within SEN, with just
one-in-nine (11%) of this group indicating ambivalence towards the marks they obtain in tests. Similar, albeit smaller,
differences can be observed in response to the three other statements as well.

Figure 5.1. Differences in pupils’ drive to succeed according to whether the pupil has special educational needs.
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Analogous results for differences across ethnic groups can be found in Figure 5.2. This presents the percent of pupils
that responded with a score of five or below in response to the statement “I care about marks on my test”. White pupils
are not only the least likely to question the value of school (see previous section), but they are also the least likely to
care about the marks they achieve. Figure 5.2 illustrates how around one-in-six (16%) White pupils scored how much
they care about the marks they obtain below six out of ten, double the figure of each of the other ethnic groups. Similar
results are obtained with respect to the other three questions asked. Together, this points towards White pupils having
lower levels of academic drive than other ethnic groups.

Figure 5.2. The percent of pupils that do not agree with the statement “I care about marks on my test” by ethnic group.

tep

White 16%
Indian / Pakistani / Bangladeshi 8%
Black 8%
Asian 8%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Notes: Figures refer to the percent of pupils reporting a score of between O and 5.

We explore how responses to this statement (“/ care about my marks in tests”) varies across pupils in different school year
groups in Figure 5.3. There are two key points to note. First, White pupils consistently provide less positive responses
to this question than other ethnic groups throughout their time at school. This can be observed for all year groups from
Year 3s through to Year 11s. Second, for White pupils, there is a particularly sharp drop in average scores between Year
6 and Year 8. We remind readers, however, that we cannot rule out the possibility that the sharp decline between Year
6 and 7 (in particular) is being driven by differences across the primary and secondary school samples.
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Figure 5.3. Differences across ethnic groups in response to the question “I care about my marks in tests” by
school year group
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We have also explored differences in academic drive across genders and by eligibility for FSM. These illustrate how
girls have higher levels of academic drive than their male peers. For instance, in response to the statement “I want to do
well in school”, girls - on average - award a score of 8.9, compared to an average of 8.6 for boys. Evidence also emerges
of an FSM gap in academic drive; pupils who are eligible for FSM award scores that are on average around 0.3 points
lower than their non-FSM peers.



6. Feelings of agency

Summary

e Pupils’ sense of school agency is captured by questions such as “my marks are my responsibility” and “I do well in
school if I try hard”. The average response of pupils to such questions is around 7 to 7.5 out of 10, with around
a fifth of pupils awarding a score of five or below.

e Primary school pupils are more likely to believe that hard work at school will lead to success than pupils in
secondary school. Pupils in secondary schools respond to the statement “I do well in school if | try hard” with an
average score of 7.2, compared to 8.8 amongst those in primary school.

e Thereis no difference in the sense of school agency amongst boys and girls.

e Pupils that are eligible for FSM respond to the school agency questions with scores that are - on average -
around 0.3 points lower than their non-FSM peers.

e Almost a third (31%) White secondary pupils respond to the statement “my marks are my responsibility” with a
score below six out of then. This compares to around 25% amongst other ethnic groups.

Pupils sense of agency refers to the extent to which they feel they have control and influence over their school
outcomes. Having a strong sense of agency is closely linked to higher levels of motivation and forms a key component of
school engagement (Code, 2020). When pupils believe they can influence their academic success, they are more likely
to take initiative, set goals, and persist through challenges (Schoon, 2018). Understanding pupils’ sense of agency can
help educators identify those who may feel that they lack control over their educational outcomes, potentially leading
to targeted interventions designed to boost their confidence and help them to develop a “growth mindset” (Burgoyne
et al., 2018). Assessing pupils’ sense of agency may also provide valuable insights into the effectiveness of the school’s
teaching methods and support systems. If pupils feel they have control over their learning, it may indicate that the
school environment is conducive to fostering independence and self-efficacy. Conversely, if pupils feel they lack agency,
it may indicate a need for additional support to help them to take ownership of their learning and development.

Within TEP, pupils are asked the following questions capturing their sense of school agency, reported using TEP’s
0-10scale:

e My marks are my responsibility.

e |ldowellinschoolif | try hard.

e Ifltry my best, | get good marks.
e If I study more, | get better marks.

Responses to these four statements are presented in Table 6.1, accompanied by the percent of pupils that awarded
a score of five or below. The average score for each is similar, sitting around 7.5 out of ten. Likewise, around a fifth of
respondents assigned a score below six to each of the questions asked.
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Table 6.1. Average scores in response to the questions on pupils’ feelings of agency.

Question Mean score % do not agree (score 0-5)
My marks are my responsibility. 7.2 25%
| do well in school if | try hard. 7.6 20%
If | try my best, | get good marks. 7.6 20%
If I study more, | get better marks. 7.4 22%

Figure 6.1 reveals that there are important differences in responses across pupils in different school phases. Primary
school pupils are more likely to believe that hard work at school will lead to success. Take the statement “I do well in
school if I try hard”. The average response of primary school pupils to this statement is 8.8 out of ten, with only a minority
(8%) award a score of five or below. The analogous figures amongst secondary school pupils are an average score of 7.2
(1.6 points lower), with around a quarter (24%) responding with a score below the mid-point of the scale. The responses
of pupils in post-16 education then fall in-between the two, though with the increase in comparison to secondary pupils
potentially related to the characteristics of those who remain in the sample of schools after sitting their GCSEs.

Figure 6.1. Differences in pupils’ sense to agency by school phase.
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In additional analyses we find almost no difference between boys and girls in their sense of agency at school. There
are, however, some small differences by FSM eligibility - as illustrated in Table 6.2. Specifically, in response to each
statement, FSM pupils award scores around 0.3 points lower on the 0-10 scale than their non-FSM peers. Pupils with
a Special Educational Need - particularly those without an EHCP plan - also tend to have a lower sense of agency than
their peers without SEN.

Table 6.2. Differences in pupils’ sense of agency by FSM eligibility.

Question Not FSM eligible FSM eligible
My marks are my responsibility. 7.3 7.0
I do well in school if | try hard. 7.7 7.3
If | try my best, | get good marks. 7.7 7.4
If I study more, | get better marks. 7.5 7.2
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There are also clear differences in pupils’ sense of agency across ethnic groups, as illustrated in Figure 6.2. The graphs
show the percentage of responders who gave low scores of 0-5 in the agency related questions by ethnicity. While the
picture is more mixed at primary age, a significantly higher percentage of white pupils are represented in these lowest
scoring responses by secondary school.

Figure 6.2. The percent of pupils that lack a sense of agency by ethnic group.
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7. Enjoyment of school

Summary

e Many pupils in England do not look forward to going in to school. On average, pupils respond to the statement
“I feel happy to go to school in the morning” with a score of around 4.6 out of ten.

e Thereis aparticularly big decline in school enjoyment scores between pupils in Year 6, Year 7 and Year 8. The
average school enjoyment score falls from around six amongst pupils in Year 6 to 3.8 to pupils in Year 7 and to
3.2 amongst those in Year 8.

e Boys and girls provide similar responses - on average - to questions capturing the extent that they look
forward to going to school.

e Girls are, however, more likely to express worry about school than boys. The average score girls award to the
statement “I don’t worry about the next day after school” is 5.6, compared to an average score of 6.6 for their
male peers.

e Within primary school, boys and girls are equally likely to report worrying about school. A gender gap then
emerges and grows during secondary education, with average scores awarded by girls in response to the
statement “I don’t worry about the next day after school” being almost 1.5 points lower than for boys.

e Pupils with an EHCP feel happier about going to school than those without special educational needs. They
report an average score of five in response to the question “I feel happy to go to school in the morning”, compared
to an average score of 4.6 amongst those without additional needs, and 4.3 amongst those receiving
SEN support.

e White pupils are less likely to report enjoying school than other ethnic groups. They, for instance, respond with
an average score of 3.1 in response to the statement “I look forward to going to school on Monday”, compared
to average scores of 4.4 for Black and 3.8 for Asian pupils. This is being driven by the difference amongst
secondary pupils.

e FSMpupils areless likely to enjoy school than their non-FSM peers. For instance, FSM pupils responded to the
statement “I feel happy to go to school in the morning” with an average score of 4.3 out of 10; 0.4 points lower
than pupils not eligible for FSM. This difference grows to 0.7 points amongst secondary pupils.

Enjoyment is a key indicator of overall well-being and satisfaction with the school experience (Lghre et al., 2010). When
pupils enjoy school, they are more likely to attend regularly, participate actively in class, and engage in their learning
(Lumby, 2011) potentially boosting their educational achievement (Cadman et al., 2021). Understanding pupils’ levels
of enjoyment can help educators identify areas where the school environment may need improvement to make learning
more enjoyable and fulfilling. When pupils report high levels of enjoyment, it may suggest that the school’s efforts to
create a positive and stimulating learning environment are successful. Conversely, if pupils express lack enjoyment,
it may indicate a need for changes in instructional practices, classroom management, or the overall school climate to
better meet students’ needs. By identifying the activities, subjects, or teaching styles that students find most enjoyable,
schools can tailor their approaches to maximise these positive experiences and create a more dynamic and engaging
educational environment. It has also been suggested that enjoyment of school from an early age (age 6) is independently
associated with stronger performance in England’s GCSE examinations taken at age 16 (Morris et al., 2021).
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Pupils are asked three questions as part of TEP that capture their enjoyment of school. These are:
e lusually feel happy about going to school.
e |look forward to going to school on Monday.
e |lenjoy beinginschool.
A further two questions are also asked capturing the extent that pupils worry about school:
e |feel calm about the next day after school.
e |don’t feel worried about going to school in the morning.

Average pupil responses to these statements - accompanied by the percent responding with a score of five or below
- are presented in Table 7.1. Overall, pupils in England do not respond favourably to any of the four statements asked.
The average response to the question “I feel happy to go to school in the morning” is 4.6 out of ten, with 61% of pupils
awarding a score below six. Responses with respect the final two questions - focusing on whether pupils worry about
going to school - garnered somewhat more favourable responses. Yet even here, almost half of pupils (47%) responded
to the statement “I feel calm about the next day after school” with a score below six out of ten.

Table 7.1. Pupils responses to questions on their happiness about going to school.

(a) Enjoyment

Question Mean score % do not agree (score 0-5)
| feel happy to go to school in the morning. 4.6 61%
| look forward to going to school on Monday. 34 73%
| enjoy being in school. 4.9 57%
(b) Worry
Question Mean score % do not agree (score 0-5)
| feel calm about the next day after school. 57 47%
| don't feel worried about going to school in the morning. 6.1 41%

Figure 7.1 proceeds to examine how responses to these questions varies across pupils in different school year groups.
The results refer to the average response pupils gave to the school enjoyment questions There is a steady decline in the
average score amongst primary school pupils. There is then a sharp decline amongst pupils in Year 7 and Year 8, after
which average levels of school enjoyment never recover. While the data are cross-sectional - and do not capture the
views of the same pupils over time - these results point towards Year 7 being a key point when pupils’ enjoyment of
school suffers a substantial decline.
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Figure 7.1. Change in enjoyment of school by year group.
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One possible explanation for the findings reported in Figure 7.1 - particularly the sizeable drop in school enjoyment
between Year 6 and Year 7 - is that the sample of participating primary and secondary school differs. To probe this issue
further we have run a regression model controlling for differences in demographic characteristics between pupils in
different year groups. Controlling for potential differences in demographic composition makes very little difference to
the results - we continue to observe substantial differences in average responses between Year 6, 7 and 8 pupils. This
indicates that potential differences in the demographic characteristics of our primary and secondary school samples
are unlikely to explain the results presented in Figure 7.1 above.
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Figure 7.2 turns to gender differences in pupils’ responses. With respect to the questions asking pupils about whether
they are happy (or look forward) to going to school, differences between boys and girls are relatively small. For instance,
for both boys and girls, the average response to the statement “I look forward to going to school on Monday” was close to
3.5. The gender gap is however more notable when pupils are asked about their worries attending school in panel (b),
with girls clearly expressing more anxiety than boys. Take the statement ‘I feel calm about the next day after school”. The
average response given by girls is around a point lower than the response given by boys (5.3 versus 6.0). Equally, almost
half of girls (53%) responded to this statement with a score of five or below, compared to 42% of boys.

Figure 7.2. Gender differences in children’s enjoyment of and worries about school.
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In Figure 7.3 we explore how gender differences in the extent pupils worry about going to school vary across those
in different school year groups. Within primary school, the average scores reported by boys and girls are virtually
identical. A gap then starts to emerge amongst pupils in Year 7, which then goes on to widen amongst pupils in Year 8
and Year 9. Hence, towards the end of secondary school (Year 10/11) the average scores awarded by girls in response to
the statement “ don’t worry about the next day after school” are around a point lower then for their male peers.

Figure 7.3. Gender differences in pupils’ worry about school by year group.
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It is noteworthy that this pattern of an increasing gender difference only emerges for the two questions asking pupils
about the extent they worry about school. For this purpose, Figure 7.4 can be used as a point of comparison. This
presents analogous results for boys and girls in response to the statement “I look forward to going to school on Monday”.
Here, the lines for boys and girls run broadly parallel (or at least do not display such clear divergence over time). This
indicates that is something specific regarding anxiety about school that increasingly impacts girls in older school year
groups (relative to boys).

Figure 7.4. Gender differences in the extent pupils look forward to going to school by year group.
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There are also differences in pupil responses according to their eligibility for Free School Meals (FSM), though these are
more modest in terms of magnitude. These results are presented in Figure 7.5. The average response that FSM pupils
gave in response to the statement “/ feel happy to go to school in the morning” was 4.3 out of 10; 0.4 points lower than
pupils not eligible for FSM. Differences of a similar magnitude can be observed in response to the other three questions
as well.

Figure 7.5. Differences in children’s enjoyment of school by FSM eligibility.
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Figure 7.6 presents equivalent results, exploring differences according to whether pupils have special educational
needs. Pupils with an EHCP feel happier about going to school than those without special educational needs. They report
an average score of 5.0 in response to the question “I feel happy to go to school in the morning”, compared to an average
score of 4.6 amongst those without additional needs, and 4.3 amongst those receiving SEN support. Differences in the
two questions asking pupils about whether they worry about going to school are less clear, though those receiving SEN
support tend to report feeling slightly more worried than pupils without SEN and those with an EHCP.

Figure 7.6. Differences in children’s enjoyment of school according to whether the pupil has special
educational needs.
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White pupils are less likely to report enjoying school than other ethnic groups (see Figure 7.7). This is particularly true
regarding the statements capturing whether they feel happy - or look forward - to going to school. The difference
between White pupils and other ethnic groups in secondary school is particularly clear. In contrast, in primary school,
the clearest difference is between Asian pupils and the other three ethnic groups.

Figure 7.7. Differences in children’s enjoyment of school by ethnicity.
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8. Inclusion

Summary

e Secondary pupils hold much more negative views of inclusivity than primary pupils. For instance, nearly
two-thirds (66%) of secondary pupils awarding a score below six when asked whether “people at school treat
everyone the same”, compared to almost a third (31%) of primary pupils.

e Black pupils view their school to be less inclusive than pupils of other ethnicities. When asked whether “People
at school treat me the same as everyone else”, Black secondary pupils responded with an average score of 4.7 out
of 10, compared to an average of 5.6 amongst Asian pupils, and 5.8 amongst Indian pupils.

e There is no evidence that pupils feel a greater sense of inclusion when there are more pupils of the same
ethnicity within their school.

¢ Girls provide more positive responses with respect to diversity and inclusion in primary school. This reverses
in the secondary school sample, where boys provide more positive responses than girls.

e Pupilsthat areeligible for FSM believe their school to be less inclusive than pupils not eligible for FSM, though
differences are generally small (around 0.3 scale points for each statement). The FSM gap grows to around 0.5
scale points to most questions amongst the secondary school sample.

A strong sense of inclusion is fundamental to pupils’ well-being and educational engagement. When pupils feel included,
they are more likely to participate actively in class, form positive relationships with peers and teachers, and engage
fully with the school community (Education Endowment Foundation, 2025b). Understanding pupils’ sense of inclusion
can help educators identify those who may feel marginalised or excluded (Jansen et al., 2014), allowing for targeted
interventions to create a more welcoming and supportive environment. Pupils’ sense of inclusion at school is also likely
to be an important driver of their level of attendance (Education Endowment Foundation, 2025b).

Assessing pupils’ sense of inclusion may therefore provide valuable insights into the school’s culture and climate. If
students report feeling included, it suggests that the school’s efforts to promote diversity, equity, and inclusion are
effective. Conversely, if pupils express feelings of exclusion, it may indicate a need for changes in policies, practices, or
support systems to ensure that all students feel valued and respected. This information is essential for creating a school
environment where every student can thrive.

Within TEP, pupils are asked to respond to the following set of questions capturing their perspectives on inclusivity at
their school:

e Everyone at school gets help to do well.

e People at school treat everyone the same.

e People at school treat me the same as everyone else.
e |am accepted for who | am at school.

Around a third of pupils respond with a score of five or below when asked whether “Everyone at school gets help to do well”
and “l am accepted for who | am at school”. This increases to more than half of respondents (57%) when asked whether
people at the school treat everyone the same (average score of 4.9).
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Table 8.1. Average responses provided to the TEP inclusion questions.

Question Mean score % do not agree (score 0-5)
Everyone at school gets help to do well. 64 38%
People at school treat everyone the same. 4.9 57%
People at school treat me the same as everyone else. 57 47%
| am accepted for who | am at school. 6.7 34%

Responses to these statements differ significantly across primary and secondary pupils (see Table 8.2). For instance,
secondary school pupils award average scores three points lower in response to the statement “Everyone at school gets
help to do well” than their primary school peers (5.7 versus 8.5). Similarly sizeable differences emerge across the other
statements, with almost two-thirds (66%) of secondary pupils awarding a score below six when asked whether “people
at school treat everyone the same”.

Table 8.2. Differences in pupil’s views of inclusivity by school phase.

Question 1. Primary 2.Secondary 3.Post 16
Everyone at school gets help to do well. 8.5 57 7.0
People at school treat everyone the same. 6.9 4.2 6.2
People at school treat me the same as everyone else. 71 52 71
| am accepted for who | am at school. 8.4 6.1 7.7

Table 8.3 investigates average scores for each question across detailed ethnic groups. Results are presented in panel
(a) for primary schools and panel (b) for secondary schools. Within the primary sample, Indian pupils report the highest
average inclusion scores, standing at 8.2 out of 10. At the other end of the distribution sits Bangladeshi, Black and
Mixed-race pupils, with average inclusion scores around 7.4 out of 10. It is also interesting to note how - amongst
primary pupils - the inclusion scores reported by White British pupils are comparatively high, standing at 7.9 out of
10. There is hence evidence that - amongst primary school pupils - White-British pupils report comparatively high
inclusion scores.

The analogous results for secondary pupils are reported in panel (b). Indian pupils again respond with the highest
average inclusion scores (around 6 out of 10), closely followed by Chinese and Asian pupils. On the other hand, Black
pupils tend to report the lowest average inclusion scores, standing at an average of 5.1 out of 10. The responses of Black
pupils to the statement “people at school treat me the same as everyone else” is particularly low. White British pupils then
have the second lowest average inclusion scores, with a mean of 5.3 out of 10.
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Table 8.3. Average responses provided to the TEP inclusion questions.

(a) Primary
People at
Everyone at People at school treat lam
school gets school treat methe same  accepted for Average
help to do everyone the as everyone wholamat inclusion
well. same. else. school. score
Indian '
Chinese
Asian _
Pakistani 5.8 4.5 54 6.4 5.5
Other 5.8 4.4 53 6.3 b.5
{Nhite Other 5.8 4.3 5.3 6.2 5.4
Mixed 5.7 4.2 5.2 6.2 See
Bangladeshi 55 43 5.1 6.3 5.3
White British a7, 4.2
Black 5.8
(b) Secondary
People at
Everyone at People at school treat lam
school gets school treat methe same  accepted for Average
help to do everyone the as everyone who |l am at inclusion
well. same. else. school. score

Indian
White British 86 7.1 7.3 8.4 7.9
Asian 85 7.0 7! 8.5 7.8
Other 86 7.1 7.2 8.4 7.8
Chinese 8.4 6.8 7.4 8.4 7.7
White Other 83 6.7 6.9 8.3 7.5
Pakistani 8.3 6.7 6.9 8.2 7.5
Bangladeshi 6.6 5.6
Black
Mixed

Notes: Figures refer to the average response provided by pupils of each ethnic group using TEP’s 0-10 reporting scale. Green/red shading refers

to higher/lower average scores.
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These findings are now brought together in Figure 8.1 where we consider ethnic group differences across pupils
in different school year groups. Figures in this graph refer to the average response pupils provided across the four
inclusivity questions. Interestingly, in our sample of primary schools, White-British pupils provide similar responses (on
average) to Asian pupils. Both groups report higher scores (in primary school) than their Black peers (though sample
sizes within specific year groups are relatively small). In secondary school, however, White-British pupils generally tend
to respond to the inclusivity questions less positively than pupils of Asian ethnicity.

Figure 8.1. Feelings of school inclusion. Differences across selected ethnicities by school year group.

8.5
--==- Asian
-=== Black
20 -=== Indian / Pakistani / Bangladeshi

— White

—
tn

"y
o

6.0

Average inclusion score (mean score)
o o
o on

5.0
tep
4.5
Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10 Y11
Year group

Notes: Figures refer to average response to the four inclusion question. Asian combines Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Asian and Indian to ensure
sufficient sample size. Thin grey line indicates the last year of primary school.
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There are some interesting differences in responses to the different statements across genders, as reported in Table 8.4
below. In particular, girls provide slightly more positive responses in primary school, but then boys provide more positive
responses during secondary school. Take the statement “people at school treat me the same as everyone else”. In primary
school, the average response for girls is 0.3 points higher than for boys (7.3 versus 7.0). But - in secondary school - boys
award a higher score than girls (5.4 versus 5.0). Similar results emerge with respect to the other statements as well.

Table 8.4. Gender differences in pupils’ sense of inclusivity at their school.

(a) Primary
Question Female Male
Everyone at school gets help to do well. 8.6 84
People at school treat everyone the same. 71 6.8
People at school treat me the same as everyone else. 7.3 7.0
| am accepted for who | am at school. 8.4 8.3
(b) Secondary
Question N E Male
Everyone at school gets help to do well. 55 59
People at school treat everyone the same. 4.0 4.5
People at school treat me the same as everyone else. 5.0 54
| am accepted for who | am at school. 59 6.4

Figure 8.2 turns to differences in views of inclusivity according to whether pupils have special educational needs. For
some statements, pupils with an EHCP provide more positive responses than those without special educational needs.
Take the statement “people at school treat everyone the same”. The average response amongst secondary pupils with an
EHCPis 4.7 out of 10, compared to 4.2 for pupils without a special educational need.

56



Figure 8.2. Differences in pupils’ sense of inclusivity at school according to whether the pupil has special
educational needs.
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Figure 8.3 concludes by investigating the correlation between the percentage of pupils of a given ethnicity within a
school and the average inclusion scores reported by that ethnic group. In other words, do pupils feel a greater sense of
inclusion when there are more pupils of the same ethnicity within their school? Panel (a) presents the results for White
British pupils and panel (b) for Black pupils. This analysis is based on the responses provided by secondary pupils.

For both Black and White British pupils, a null result emerges. In both panels, there is a near-zero correlation between
the percent of pupils belonging to the respective ethnic group within the school, and that groups average inclusion
scores. Visually, this is represented by the flat regression lines presented across the two plots.

Figure 8.3. The school-level association between the average inclusion score reported proportion of the ethnic
group in the school.
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(b) Black
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9. Pupil-Teacher relationships

Summary

e Pupilsin England on average rate the extent they can trust teachers, like teachers and feel they have an adult
in the school they can talk to at just above six out of 10. Their response as to whether they respect teachers is
somewhat higher (7.7 out of 10).

e Therearesizeabledifferencesin pupil perceptions of pupil-teacher relations across the primary and secondary
sectors. When asked whether they trust their teachers, only 11% of primary pupils responded with a score of
5 or below, compared to 46% of secondary pupils.

e Boysare morelikely than girls to report trusting teachers at their school. Girls are, however, more likely to say
that they respect school staff.

e Boys and girls in primary school overwhelmingly say that they trust teachers at their school. A gender gap
then emerges during secondary school.

o Black pupils are less likely to report trusting teachers at their school (average score of 5.2 compared to 5.7 for
White pupils in secondary school) and less likely to feel there is an adult that they can talk to (average score of
5.1 versus 5.5 for White pupils in secondary school).

e Pupilswithan EHCPreport having a better relationship with staff at their school than pupils with less intensive
SEN support and those without special needs.

e FSM Pupils report having worse relationships with teachers than their non-FSM peers, particularly amongst
secondary pupils.

Research has suggested that the quality of pupil-teacher relationships is related to the development of young people’s
socio-emotional skills and the amount of knowledge they absorb in the classroom (Coristine, 2021). Positive teacher-
pupil relationships foster a supportive and nurturing learning environment where pupils feel valued and understood
(Emslander et al., 2024). When pupil-teacher relationships are stronger, pupils are more likely to develop a positive
attitude towards school and learning (Huan et al., 2010). If students report strong, positive relationships with their
teachers, it suggests that the school’s efforts to promote a respectful and collaborative classroom environment are
successful. Conversely, if pupils’ express dissatisfaction with these relationships, it may indicate a need for professional
development or changes in pupil management strategies to improve teacher-pupil interactions. By measuring pupil-
teacher relationships over time, schools may be able to identify areas where additional support may be needed. For
example, pupilswho feel disconnected from their teachers may be at risk of disengagement or academic difficulties (Kang
et al., 2023). By capturing this data, schools can implement targeted interventions to strengthen these relationships
and ensure that all students feel supported and connected.

Within TEP, pupils are asked four questions designed to capture their perceptions of the quality of their relationships
with staff at their school. These are:

e | trust the teachers at school.
e | like the teachers at school.
e | cantalk to ateacher or adult at this school if | am worried.

e |respect the teachers at school.
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The average response pupils provided to each statement - accompanied by the percent reporting a score of five or
below - can be found in Table 9.1. On average, responses to the first three statements were very similar, with mean
scores just below 6.5. This includes the extent that pupils trust teachers, like teachers and feel they have an adult in the
school they can talk to. Responses to the statement asking pupils whether they respect teachers is notably higher, with
amean score of 7.7 out of 10.

Table 9.1. Average responses provided to the TEP teacher-pupil relationship questions.

Question Mean score % do not agree (score 0-5)
| trust the teachers at school. 6.4 37%
I like the teachers at school. 6.3 37%
L(r:scvf)a::?;g.a teacher or adult at this school if | 6.2 40%
| respect the teachers at school. 7.7 20%

Figure 9.1 breaks these results down by school phase. There are again clear differences between pupils in the primary
and secondary sectors. Perhaps the clearest example is with regard to the statement of whether pupils trust teachers
at their school. Primary school pupils provide overwhelmingly positive responses to this question; the mean score is
8.7 out of 10 with only 11% of pupils responding with a score of five or below. Secondary pupils, in contrast, do not
trust their teachers to the same extent. They report an average score of 5.7 (three points lower than their primary
school peers), with 46% reporting a figure of five or below. Similar patterns are observed with respect to the other
questions asked. The evidence from TEP hence suggests that while pupil-teacher relationships appear strong in the
primary sector, there may be some weaknesses within secondary education.

Figure 9.1. Differences in views of pupil-teacher relationships across school phases.
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| trust the teachers at school. 5.7
3.Post16 8.7
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1. Primary 50 55 60 65 70 75 8.0 85 9.0
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There are also some interesting differences in pupils’ responses by gender, as illustrated in Figure 9.2 below. The bars
on the left present the average score reported by boys and girls in response to the statement “I trust teachers at school”.
Boys tend to provide a more positive response to this statement, reporting an average score 0.2 points higher than
girls (6.6 versus 6.2). Interestingly, however, responses to the statement “I respect teachers at school” show the opposite
pattern - girls (mean score 7.9) provide more favourable responses than boys (mean score 7.5).

Figure 9.2. Gender differences in views of pupil-teacher relations.
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In Figure 9.3 we bring together the two key findings presented above, illustrating how boys and girls responses to the
statement “I trust the teachers at school” vary across school year groups. Boys and girls in primary school provide very
similar - and overwhelmingly positive - responses, although these do decline slightly in older compared to younger year
groups. The gender difference becomes most apparent in secondary school, however, as responses of girls in older age
groups fall more rapidly than the responses of boys. Year 9 is when the gap is at its greatest, where the average score
award by girls (around 5) is a point below the average score awarded by girls (around 6).

Figure 9.3. Gender differences in the extent they trust teachers by year group.
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In Table 9.2 we further investigate this finding by examining the change in the same pupils’ reports of their trust in
teachers between November 2024 and March 2025 (figures may differ from those reported above due to differences
in the analytic sample). For both genders, there are clear declines in (particularly) Year 7 and - to some extent - Year 8.
It is during the Autumn and Spring terms of Year 8 where the gender gap seems to grow at its fastest, where there is a
bigger decline for girls (-0.48) than for boys (-0.36).

Table 9.2. Change in responses to the statement “I trust the teachers at school” by gender and school year group.
November 2024 to March 2025.

Male Female
Year Group
Mar-25 Change Nov-24 Mar-25
7.59 6.72 -0.87 7.06 6.14 -0.91
6.34 5.98 -0.36 5.58 5.10 -0.48
5.97 5.77 -0.20 5.12 5.02 -0.11
10 5.88 5.69 -0.19 5.22 5.09 -0.14
11 6.14 5.99 -0.15 5.76 5.57 -0.19

Next, we turn to differences across ethnic groups in views of teacher-pupil relations. These results can be found in Table
9.3 below. There are two key points to note. First, Asian pupils in general report having stronger relationships with
teachers than other ethnic groups. Second, Black pupils - on average - give less positive responses than their White,
Asian and Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi peers. In particular, Black pupils are less likely to report trusting teachers at
their school (average score of 8.2 compared to 8.8 for White primary pupils) and less likely to feel there is an adult that
they can talk to (average score of 7.8 versus 8.4 for White primary pupils).

Table 9.3. Variation across ethnic groups in perceptions of pupil-teacher relations.

(a) Primary
oo Indian / Pakistani
/ Bangladeshi

| trust the teachers at school. 8.8 8.2 8.6 8.8
| like the teachers at school. 8.5 8.1 8.2 8.6
| can ta_Ik toa teacher or adult at this 8.4 78 8.2 8.4
school if | am worried.

| respect the teachers at school. 9.2 8.9 9.1 9.2

(b) Secondary

Question

Indian / Pakistani
/ Bangladeshi

| trust the teachers at school. 59 5.2 5.6 57
| like the teachers at school. 6.0 54 55 5.7
Icanta.lk toateacher or adult at this 56 51 54 55
school if | am worried.

| respect the teachers at school. 7.7 7.3 7.5 7.2
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For most of the statements, children with an EHCP provide more positive responses than their peers with less intensive
SEN support and those without additional needs (see Figure 9.4). With respect to the statement “I trust the teachers at
school”, they respond with an average score of 6.9 out of 10, compared to 6.4 for those without SEN and 6.3 for those
with lower levels of SEN support. Similar differences emerge for the statements “/ like the teachers at school” and “I can
talk to a teacher or adult at this school if | am worried” as well. The one exception is the statement on whether they “respect”
teachers, where EHCP pupils report slightly lower scores than their peers without additional needs.

Figure 9.4. Differences in views of pupil-teacher relations according to whether the pupil has special
educational needs.
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10. Peer relationships

Summary

e On average, pupils in England rate the extent that they trust other children at their school at 5.4 out of 10,
with close to half (51%) responding with a score below six.

e Girlsareless likely to say that they trust other children in their school than boys (average scores of 5.1 versus
5.6), but are more likely to say that they respect their peers (mean scores of 7.6 versus 7.2).

e During primary school, there is no difference between genders in the extent that they trust other children.
Trust of peers declines for both genders during secondary school, though by a much greater extent
amongst girls.

e Girlsin Years 9 rate their average trust of other pupils in their school as 4.3 out of 10 (compared to 5.2 out of
10 amongst boys).

e Pupils that are eligible for FSM are less likely to like and trust other children in their school than their peers
from more advantaged socio-economic backgrounds, particularly amongst secondary pupils.

e Black pupils are less likely to report that they trust other children than pupils from other ethnic groups.

Positive peer relationships are fundamental to pupils’ social and emotional development. When pupils have strong,
supportive friendships, they are more likely to feel a sense of belonging and connectedness within the school community
(Chiu et al, 2016). This sense of belonging can enhance their overall well-being and academic performance, as pupils
who feel accepted and valued by their peers are more likely to engage actively in their studies and participate in school
activities (Allen et al., 2021). Having positive relationships with one’s peers is also likely to be a key factor related to
pupil’s level of attendance, engagement in schoolwork and extracurricular activities (Juvonen et al., 2012).

By capturing data on peer relationships, educators can gain valuable insights into the school climate. When pupils report
positive (or improving) peer interactions, it suggests that the school’s efforts to promote a respectful and inclusive
environment may be effective. Conversely, if pupils express difficulties in forming or maintaining friendships, it may
indicate a need for interventions to address issues such as bullying or social isolation. Understanding these dynamics is
essential for creating a safe and supportive school environment where all students can thrive.

Pupils’ perspectives on the quality of their relationships with their peers are captured in TEP via the following questions:
e |trustother children at school.
e |like other children at school.
e | have close friends at school.

e |respect the other children at school.
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A summary of pupil responses to these four statements can be found in Table 10.1 below. This includes both the average
score along TEP’s 0-10 reporting scale, and the percent of pupils responding with a score of five or below. While pupils
generally report respecting other pupils at their school (mean score 7.4), around one-in-five provided a negative or
somewhat ambivalent response. Responses to the statements asking whether pupils like and trust other children at the
school were somewhat more negative. For instance, on average, pupils in England rate the extent that they trust other
children at their school at 5.4 out of 10, with close to half (51%) responding with a score below six.

Table 10.1. Average responses provided to the TEP peer relationships questions.

Question Mean score % do not agree (score 0-5)
| trust other children at school. 54 51%
| like other children at school. 6.2 38%
| get on well with other pupils at this school. 6.8 30%
| respect the other children at school. 7.4 22%

There are however some interesting differences in these results across genders, as illustrated in Figure 10.1 below.
In particular, girls are less likely than boys to say that they trust (and that they like) other children within their school.
Regarding trust, their average responses are 0.5 points lower than for boys (5.1 versus 5.6), while the difference for
whether they like other children is 0.5 points (6.0 versus 6.5). Interestingly, the gender difference with respect to the
final statement is the other way around. Specifically, girls are more likely to say that they respect other children than
boys (mean scores of 7.6 versus 7.2). This is consistent with the results obtained regarding teacher-pupil relationships
in the preceding subsection, where a similar difference for the question asking about “respect” is found.

Figure 10.1. Gender differences in peer relationships.
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This analysisis taken astep further in Figure 10.2, where we consider how gender differences with respect to a selection
of these statements vary across school year groups. Inferences from this graph are similar to those for the extent boys
and girls trust teachers discussed in the section above. Specifically, in primary school, there is little evidence of a gender
difference. While the average response is lower for both genders during secondary school, the decline is much sharper
amongst girls. For pupils in Years 9 to 11, the average score of girls on the extent that they trust other children in their
school is around three-quarters of a point lower than their male peers.

We have also explored analogous results for gender differences across year groups in the extent that pupils say that they
respect other pupils in their school. This indicates that, in primary school, girls provide more positive responses than
boys (difference of around 0.5 points), but this narrows to close to no difference during most of secondary education.

Figure 10.2. Gender differences in the extent that children trust other pupils in their school by year group.
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In Table 10.2 we investigate this finding by examining the change in the same pupils’ reports of their trust of their peers
between November 2024 and March 2025 (figures may differ from those reported above due to differences in the
analytic sample). While there are clear declines amongst both genders, they are consistently steeper for girls (until Year
11). For instance, between Autumn and Spring term of Year 7, responses to the statement fall by 0.78 points amongst
girls, compared to 0.66 for boys. A similar pattern emerges through to the end of Year 10.

Table 10.2. Change in responses to the statement “I trust other children at school” by gender and school year group.
November 2024 to March 2025.

Male Female
Year Group
Mar-25 Change Nov-24 Mar-25 Change
7 6.31 5.65 -0.66 5.92 5.13 -0.78
5.73 5.28 -0.44 5.03 4.48 -0.54
5.47 5.20 -0.26 4.66 4.30 -0.36
10 5.27 4.99 -0.28 4.59 422 -0.37
11 5.26 496 -0.30 4.61 4.35 -0.26

We now proceed by considering differences in peer relationships according to whether pupils have special educational
needs. These results are presented in Figure 10.3 below. For the first two four statements, pupils with an EHCP report
having a similar quality of peer relations as pupils without special educational needs. These focus on whether they trust
and like other pupils. There is a clearer gap however with respect to whether they respect other pupils. Pupils without
SEN respond with an average score of 7.5, compared to 7.2 for those with an EHCP.

Figure 10.3. Differences in peer relationships between pupils with an EHCP and those without special
educational needs.
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Children who are eligible for Free School Meals (FSM) report having worse relationships with their peers than pupils
from more advantaged socio-economic backgrounds. As Figure 10.4 reveals, FSM pupils are 0.4 points less likely to
report trusting and liking other children at their school. They also 0.3 points less likely to say that they respect other
children. These findings are in-line with results presented in previous subsections regarding other dimensions of FSM
pupils’ school engagement.

Figure 10.4. FSM differences in pupil perceptions of peer relationships.
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11. Self-reported effort at school

Summary

e Onaverage, pupil report their effort at school (e.g. whether they pay attention during lessons; do their best in
their schoolwork) at around 7 out of ten.

¢ In secondary school, White pupils report putting the least effort into their schoolwork, followed by Black
children, with Asian and Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi pupils scoring highest.

e During Years 9 and 10, the self-reported effort amongst White pupils is around half a point lower than Asian,
Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi pupils.

e FSM pupils put in less effort at school (across various dimensions) than their more socio-economically
advantaged peers. The biggest difference is for handing homework in on time (mean score of FSM pupils of
5.3, compared to 6.7 for pupils not eligible for FSM).

e Girls to some extent report putting more effort into their schooling than boys, though most differences are
relatively modest.

¢ Disadvantaged, white boys are the least likely to say they try their best with their schoolwork (average score
of 6.4), while not disadvantaged Black girls, Asian girls and Asian boys are the most likely to say they try their
best at school (average scores above 7.5).

Effort is a key determinant of academic success (Dunlosky et al., 2020). When pupils consistently put in effort, they are
more likely to achieve their academic goals and develop a strong work ethic (Carbonaro, 2005). If pupils report high
levels of effort, it suggests that they are motivated and invested in their learning. Conversely, if pupils indicate low
effort, it may signal disengagement or underlying issues that need to be addressed. By capturing this data, schools can
tailor their approaches to better support students and enhance their overall engagement.

However, measuring effort through self-reported surveys can be challenging. Pupils may overestimate or underestimate
their effort due to various factors, such as social desirability bias or a lack of self-awareness. Additionally, pupils’
perceptions of effort can be influenced by their individual definitions of what constitutes ‘“effort” in the context of
their schoolwork. To mitigate these challenges, it is important to complement self-reported measures of behavioural
engagement with other data sources, such as attendance and behaviour records (including completion of homework).
Nevertheless, despite the challenges of self-reported measures of effort, they are likely to still offer important insights
into pupils’ level of behavioural school engagement (including changes over time).

In TEP, pupils are asked a set of questions designed to capture their self-reported effort at school over the last month.
These are as follows:

e This month, | did my best with my schoolwork.
e This month, | have paid full attention in lessons.

e This month, I handed in all my homework on time.
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Asummary of the responses provided by pupils can be found in Table 11.1 below. On average, responses to all statements
between 6.5 and 7 out of ten. Relatedly, around a quarter of pupils responded with a score of five or below in response
to whether they have tried their best with their schoolwork, have paid full attention during their lessons and whether
they have not broken any school rules. This increases to over one-third when asked whether they have completed all
their homework on time.

Table 11.1. Pupils’ reports of self-reported effort at school over the last month.

Question Mean score % do not agree (score 0-5)
This month, | did my best with my schoolwork. 71 27%
This month, | have paid full attention in lessons. 6.7 31%
This month, | handed in all my homework on time. 6.4 38%

In Figure 11.1 differences in response to these four questions are illustrated across ethnic groups. Pupils of White
ethnicity report putting the least effort into their schoolwork, followed by Black children, with Asian and Indian,
Pakistani and Bangladeshi pupils scoring the highest on this measure of behavioural engagement. The biggest difference
isobserved withrespect towhether homework has been handed in ontime. White pupils scored an average of 6.1 on this
question, almost a full point behind their Black (6.7), Indian/Pakistani/Bangladeshi (7.2) and Asian (7.3) peers. Likewise,
clear differences emerge across groups in response to the statement “this month, | have paid full attention in lessons”,
ranging from a low of 6.6 for White pupils to 7.2 for Asian and Indian/Pakistani/Bangladeshi pupils. This demonstrates
how White pupils tend to have lower levels of behavioural engagement at school relative to other ethnic groups.

Figure 11.1. Differences in pupils’ self-reported effort across ethnic groups.
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Figure 11.2illustrates how ethnic differences in pupils’ self-reported effort varies across pupils in different year groups.
In primary school, differences across ethnic groups are relatively small, although self-reported effort does modestly
decline for each group. Bigger differences emerge, however, during secondary education. Between Year 8 and Year 10
aclear difference emerges between White children and their Asian, Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi peers. At its peak
- around Year 9/10 - the self-reported effort of White pupils is around 0.7 points lower than for Asian, Indian, Pakistani
and Bangladeshi pupils.

Figure 11.2. Ethnic group differences in paying attention during lessons by academic year group.
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There are also substantial differences in self-reported effort according to whether the pupil is eligible for Free School
Meals - more so than for most of the other dimensions of engagement measured by TEP. These results are reported in
Figure 11.3, with the biggest difference observed with respect to the statement “This month, | handed in all my homework
on time” (mean score of FSM pupils of 5.3, compared to 6.7 for pupils not eligible for FSM). However, sizeable differences
can also be observed for whether they paid full attention during lessons (0.5 points) and whether they have tried their
best with their schoolwork (0.5 points). Hence - by their own admission - pupils that are eligible for FSM put in less
effort at school (across various dimensions) than their more socio-economically advantaged peers.

Figure 11.3. FSM differences in self-reported effort at school over the last month.
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This month, | did my best with my This month, | have paid full This month, | handed in all my
schoolwork. attention in lessons. homework on time.

Table 11.2 turns to differences in self-reported effort between boys and girls. There is evidence in favour of girls in
primary school (but less for secondary). For instance, over the last month, primary girls are more likely to have tried
their best with their schoolwork than boys (8.6 versus 8.2). There is also a difference with respect to paying attention
during lessons (average scores of 7.3 versus 6.8). In the secondary school sample, the gender gap in response to the self-
reported effort questions are notably smaller.

Table 11.2. Gender differences in self-reported effort at school over the last month.

(a) Primary
Question Female Male
This month, | did my best with my schoolwork. 8.6 8.2
This month, | have paid full attention in lessons. 8.2 7.8
This month, | handed in all my homework on time. 7.3 6.8
(b) Secondary
Question Female Male
This month, | did my best with my schoolwork. 6.8 6.6
This month, | have paid full attention in lessons. 6.3 6.4
This month, | handed in all my homework on time. 6.1 6.0
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We now bring these results together in Figure 11.4 where we consider the intersection between gender, socio-
economic disadvantage (proxied by FSM eligibility) and gender. When doing so, one can see that disadvantaged, white
boys report putting the least effort into their education with an average score of 6.4 out of 10, closely followed by their
disadvantaged, white, female peers (6.6 out of 10). This is substantially behind the groups reporting in the most effort -

not disadvantaged Black girls, Asian girls and Asian boys.

Figure 11.4. The intersection between gender, disadvantage and ethnicity with self-reported effort with

schoolwork.
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12. How do average levels of school
engagement change between Autumn
and Spring terms?

Summary

e Across all dimensions with comparable data, average school engagement scores fell between the Autumn and
Spring terms.

e The average agency score fell by around 0.4 points, with a 0.35-point decline in self-reported effort and
diversity and inclusion.

e Smaller falls were observed in terms of pupil views of behaviour (0.15-point decline) and headline engagement
(0.2-point decline).

e For some measures, this fall is almost entirely due to the decline in engagement amongst Year 7 pupils.

e Headline engagement scores fell from 7.7 to 6.3 out of 10 amongst Year 7 pupils between November 2024
and March 2025. Amongst all other year groups, average headline engagement scores were broadly stable.

e All secondary school year groups saw average agency scores decline between the Autumn and Spring terms.
There was minimal decline in Agency scores amongst primary pupils.

e Between Autumn and Spring terms, average headline engagement scores fell by more amongst EAL pupils
and those eligible for Free School Meals.

e Black and Bangladeshi secondary pupils saw the greatest declines in their headline engagement scores across
the two terms.

Children’s engagement with school may change between the Autumn and Spring terms for a variety of reasons. For
instance, peer relationships often evolve over the course of the academic year; some friendships may become strained
as conflicts arise or interests diverge, while others may strengthen as pupils support each other through academic and
social challenges. Similarly, relationships with teachers can change; initial enthusiasm and curiosity may give way to
frustration if pupils struggle with the curriculum or feel misunderstood. For others, a growing rapport with teachers
may develop, enhancing their sense of belonging and motivation at school.

The transition back to school after holidays may also have animpact on pupil engagement. Some may initially struggle to
readjust to the school environment before finding their feet again, gradually enjoying their lessons and interactions with
others more. Conversely, other pupils might start the term enthusiastically, but their interest wanes as the demands of
school increase. Similarly, as curriculum content becomes more challenging, pupils may react in different ways. Those
who thrive onintellectual stimulation may find the tougher material more engaging, while others may feel overwhelmed
and disengaged.

This interplay of peer and teacher relationships, personal adjustment periods, and curriculum challenges are likely to
mean that some pupils will become more engaged in school as the academic year progresses, while others become less
engaged. Yet little is currently known about inter-term variation in pupil engagement in England. This motivates this
section of the report - how do average school engagement scores change across the Autumn and Spring terms? Note
that, when conducting this analysis, the sample is restricted to pupils with data available from both November 2025 and
March 2025 (figures may therefore differ in places to those reported in earlier sections, due to differences in analytic
sample selections). The analysis is also based on only those questions where the wording did not change between the
two time-points.
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Table 12.1 begins by presenting average scores for the subset of pupils with data available in November 2024 and March
2025. (This difference in analytic sample may lead to some differences between the figures presented below and those
presented in previous sections). This pools together data from both primary and secondary pupils. Across almost all
areas with comparable data, average scores have fallen over this four-month period. For instance, the average agency
score fell by around 0.4 points, with a 0.35-point decline in self-reported effort and in diversity and inclusion. Smaller
falls were reported in terms of pupil views of behaviour (0.15-point decline) and headline engagement (0.2-point
decline). Nevertheless, on average, pupils in England become less engaged in school as the academic year progresses
(though this differs substantially according to school year group, as will be discussed below).

Table 12.1. Average school engagement scores in November 2024 and March 2025.

November 2024 March 2025 Change
Agency 7.92 7.53 -0.39
Effort 7.19 6.83 -0.36
Diversity & Inclusion 6.09 5.74 -0.35
Peer relationships 6.70 6.39 -0.32
Value of education 7.44 7.12 -0.31
Pupil-Teacher relations 7.02 6.74 -0.28
Headline engagement 6.56 6.36 -0.20
Behaviour 5.67 5.52 -0.15

Notes: Figures refer to average scores using TEP’s 0-10 reporting scale.

Table 12.2 replicates this analysis but now focusing on the percentage of pupils reporting a score of 5 or below along
TEP’s 0-10 reporting scale. There is a clear increase in all areas in the percentage of pupils one might consider to not
be fully engaged. For instance, in November 2024 just 9% of pupils reported an average agency score of five or below.
However, by March 2025, this has risen to 14%. A similar increase is observed in other areas such as the percentage
point increase in pupils’ reporting relatively low levels of effort (20% to 25%), value placed on education (16% to 20%)
and in the quality of their peer relationships (24% to 29%). This reiterates that - on average across all pupils - levels of
engagement fell between the Autumn and Spring terms.

Table 12.2. The percent of pupils reporting a low engagement score (five or below) in November 2024 and
March 2025.

November 2024 March 2025 Change
Diversity & Inclusion 38% 44% 5%
Peer relationships 24% 29% 5%
Agency 9% 14% 5%
Effort 20% 25% 5%
Value of education 16% 20% 4%
Pupil-Teacher relations 23% 27% 4%
Behaviour 39% 42% 3%
Headline engagement 28% 31% 3%

Notes: Figures refer to the percent of pupils reporting a score of 5 or below.
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Critically, there are substantial differences in the magnitude of these falls by school year group. This is illustrated
initially in Figure 12.1, which plots for each year group the average headline engagement score in November 2024
(circles) and March 2025 (crosses). Interestingly, for almost every school year group, these points sit very close to one
another. The main exception - as highlighted in the blue oval - is Year 7s. The headline engagement scores of this group
fell substantially (from 7.7 to 6.3 out of 10), accompanied by a comparatively small fall amongst Year 8s (from 5.9 to 5.7).
This demonstrates how the fall in average headline engagement scores between the Autumn and Spring terms is almost
entirely due to the decline that occurs amongst Year 7 pupils.

Figure 12.1. Average headline engagement scores in November 2024 and March 2025 by school year group.
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The equivalent graph with respect to pupils’ sense of school agency is presented in Figure 12.2. Interestingly, a subtly
different pattern emerges. Amongst primary pupils, there is very little change in average scores (despite the high level
of inter-term variability at the pupil level reported under Research Question 1 above). There is then the large decline
between Autumn and Spring amongst Year 7s, as discussed above in the context of headline engagement scores.
However, we also observe declines in average agency scores amongst pupils in older school year groups as well. For
instance, the decline in agency scores amongst Year 7s (from 8.2 to 7.5 out of 10) is only marginally greater than the
fall amongst - for instance - Year 9s (from 7.3 to 6.9) and Year 10s (from 7.3 to 6.8). Consequently, for at least some
measures, there is a decline in engagement across secondary school year groups (and not just year 7s alone).

Figure 12.2. Average agency scores in November 2024 and March 2025 by school year group.
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To conclude, Table 12.3 illustrates how average headline engagement scores have declined across demographic groups
between the Autumn and Spring terms. In both primary and secondary, average headline engagement scores have fallen
by more amongst EAL pupils. Similarly, the decline in engagement is most pronounced amongst those that are eligible
for Free School Meals. Differences in the magnitude of the falls are less clear according to gender and whether the pupil
has special educational needs. In the primary school sample, declines are largest amongst Bangladeshi and Pakistani
pupils, with virtually no change amongst White British pupils. Black and Bangladeshi secondary pupils saw the greatest
declines in their headline engagement scores across the two terms.

Table 12.3. Change in average headline school engagement scores across demographic groups. November 2024
to March 2025.

Primary Secondary
Nov-24 Mar-25 Change Nov-24 Mar-25 Change
EAL 8.05 7.86 -0.18 6.03 5.68 -0.36
EAL Not EAL 8.06 7.98 -0.08 6.00 5.80 -0.20
Asian 8.18 8.03 -0.15 6.21 6.01 -0.20
Bangladeshi 7.95 7.62 -0.33 576 5.33 -0.43
Black 7.74 7.55 -0.18 5.80 5.32 -0.48
Indian 8.36 8.44 0.08 6.77 6.42 -0.35
::23;; Mixed 7.88 7.71 -0.18 6.06 5.84 -0.22
Other 7.84 7.70 -0.14 5.95 5.64 -0.30
Pakistani 7.95 7.60 -0.34 5.47 5.13 -0.34
White British 8.20 8.18 -0.01 6.03 5.83 -0.20
White Other 8.09 7.88 -0.21 6.17 5.87 -0.30
FSM 7.92 7.74 -0.17 5.54 5.24 -0.30
FoM Not FSM 8.17 8.09 -0.07 6.20 5.99 -0.21
Gender Female 8.22 8.14 -0.08 5.80 5.55 -0.25
Male 7.94 7.81 -0.13 6.24 6.02 -0.22
Education, health and care plan 7.93 7.82 -0.11 6.01 5.76 -0.25
SEN No special educational need 8.10 8.00 -0.09 6.07 5.85 -0.23
SEN support 7.90 771 -0.19 5.67 5.38 -0.29
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13. Do pupils report higher levels of
engagement in schools where staff are
more engaged in their jobs?

Summary

¢ Inschools where teachers are more engaged in their work, their pupils are more engaged in their studies. The
correlation coefficient sits around 0.6, indicating a reasonably strong association.

e Part of this association is due to the differences in school engagement that occurs across the primary and
secondary sectors.

e After controlling for a set of pupil and school characteristics, the association between staff and pupil levels
of engagement is reduced. There does however continue to be a moderate positive relationship, with the
correlation standing around 0.4.

There are several reasons to suspect pupil and staff engagement within schools to be linked. For instance, a positive
school environment, characterised by good pupil behaviour and strong leadership, may foster mutual respect between
pupils and staff. This may make it easier for teachers to feel more passionate and committed to their jobs. Moreover,
when the leadership supports staff and maintains a well-structured environment, it may create a foundation where
both school employees and pupils can thrive. This supportive atmosphere is likely to encourage teachers to invest more
in their teaching, which may then positively impact pupil engagement.

There could also be adirect influence of teacher engagement on pupil engagement. Enthusiastic and dedicated teachers
caninspire and motivate pupils, making learning more enjoyable. When teachers are more engaged in their work, pupils
may be more likely to reciprocate with increased attention and effort. This can then translate into a more vibrant
classroom experience, where pupils feel valued and actively participate.

On the other hand, pupil engagement may also directly influence teacher engagement. When pupils are engaged and
responsive, it can boost teachers’ morale and job satisfaction, creating a virtuous cycle where both groups support each
other to succeed in their role. Engaged pupils are likely to contribute to a lively and productive classroom environment,
which can make teaching more rewarding and enjoyable for teachers. This helps sustain high levels of engagement on
both sides, enhancing the overall educational experience.

Our fifth research question investigates whether there is indeed this hypothesised correlation between pupil and staff
engagement (noting that this will reflect an association and may not capture cause and effect). We focus on two particular
areas where pupils and teachers responded to very similar survey questions: “headline engagement” with the school and
the extent that they look forward to going to school/work. The questions pupils and staff were asked are provided in
Table 13.1. The analysis is based on data from 85 schools where both pupil and teacher responses are available. All
analyses are conducted at the school level, as it is not possible to link the responses of teachers to individual pupils.
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Table 13.1. Questions capturing headline engagement and whether pupils/staff look forward to going to school.

If you had local friends looking for a school for their .
. . . . Would you tell your friends to come to
children, how likely is it you would recommend this .
this school.
. school to them?

Headline

engagement If you were offered the same job at another school, . -
how likely is it that you would stay at this school? Would you choose this school again?
Overall, how satisfied are you working at this school? | How happy are you with this school?
When | get up in the morning, | usually feel happy | feel happy to go to school in the

Look forward about going into work to teach. morning.

to school On a Sunday evening, | look forward to teachingmy | I look forward to going to school on
classes on the Monday morning. Monday.

Figure 13.1 begins by presenting school-level scatterplots of pupils and teacher’s average responses. The Locally
Weighted Scatterplot Smoothing (LOWESS) dashed grey line illustrates the association, including capturing potential

non-linearities.

For both headline engagement (panel a) and enjoyment (panel b) there is a clear, positive association. In schools where
teachers are more engaged in their work, their pupils are more engaged in their studies. The correlation sits around 0.6,
indicating a reasonably strong association. Similar results have been obtained when the analysis has been conducted
using the November 2024 data, and when conducting the analysis separately for primary and secondary schools. It can
be hence said that, in schools where staff show higher levels of engagement, pupils have higher levels of engagement as

well. (Though this correlation may not be capturing cause and effect).

Figure 13.1. Correlation between staff and pupil engagement scores at the school level.
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We further probe this link between teacher and pupil engagement by estimating a series of regression models. These
control for a set of school-level factors that may explain some of the relationship. All models are estimated at the school
level, comparing school-average staff engagement levels to school-average pupil engagement levels. The first model
(MO) does not include any controls, while model M1 simply controls for primary/secondary phase. Model M2 then
additionally controls for demographic characteristics of the school intake, with M3 also controlling for historic levels
of school absence and suspensions. The final model additionally controls for Attainment 8 scores among secondary
schools in the sample.

Results from these regression models are presented in Table 13.2. Figures refer to the change in school-average pupil
engagement scores per each point increase in school-average staff engagement scores.

Table 13.2. Change in pupil engagement at school associated with change in staff engagement in their jobs.

. . Change in whether
Change in pupil .
engagement ber pupils look forward
eachgpcg)in t incr':ease Standard error to school per each Standard error
. point increase in
in staff engagement staff
MO 0.94* 0.14 1.41* 0.23
M1 0.57* 0.08 0.69* 0.13
M2 0.56* 0.09 0.71* 0.14
M3 0.50* 0.10 0.71* 0.14
M4 0.51* 0.09 0.71* 0.14

Notes: Model MO includes no controls. M1 controls for school phase (primary/secondary). M2 adds controls for demographics of school intakes.
M3 adds controls for historic levels of school absence and suspensions. M4 adds controls for Attainment 8 quartiles (for secondary schools). *
indicates statistical significance at the 5% level.

Results from model MO confirm the strong bivariate association observed in Figure 13.1. Each point increase in school-
average staff engagement scores is associated with a 0.94-point increase in school-average pupil engagement scores. A
non-trivial part of this association is due to differences in school engagement across the primary and secondary sectors.
For instance, between model MO and M1, the association between staff and pupil headline engagement falls from 0.94
to 0.57. A similar result occurs with respect to pupils’ and staffs’ feelings of enjoyment, with the association falling
from 1.41 to 0.69 points once primary/secondary sector has been controlled. The relationship between staff and pupil
views nevertheless continues to be statistically significant and relatively strong. It is noteworthy that the inclusion
of additional controls in models M2, M3 and M4 (for demographic characteristics of school intakes, historic levels of
school absence/suspensions and Attainment 8 scores of secondary schools) does little to change this result.

Figure 13.2 provides a visual representation of the relationship between school-average levels of staff and pupil
engagement once these factors have been controlled. These plots can be interpreted in a similar way to those presented
in Figure 13.1, but with school-average pupil engagement scores on the vertical axis adjusted for school phase, school
percent FSM, percentage of White pupils and suspension rate in the 2022/23 academic year. The left-hand panel again
presents results for headline engagement scores, with the right-hand panel capturing results for whether the pupil/
staff member looks forward to going to school.

One can see that, although the grey lowess lines are slightly shallower than before, there continues to be a positive
relationship of reasonably strong magnitude. Likewise, while the correlation coefficients are reduced, they continue
to stand around 0.4 - a moderately strong relationship. Thus, while causation still cannot be inferred, Figure 13.2
continues to show that schools with more engaged members of staff tend to have more engaged pupils.
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Figure 13.2. Residual correlation between staff and pupil engagement after controlling for differences in school
characteristics.
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14. Is there a link between pupils’
engagement and their school attendance?

Summary
e Thereis astrong link between headline engagement scores and attendance amongst secondary pupils.

e Secondary pupils in the top 25% of headline engagement scores in November 2024 are 10 percentage points
less to be persistently absent from school than pupils in the bottom 25% of headline engagement scores.

e The link between engagement and attendance amongst primary pupils is weaker.

e Primary pupils with the lowest engagement scores are three percentage points less likely to be persistently
absent from school than their peers with moderate to high levels of engagement.

e Amongst secondary pupils, higher engagement scores are also associated with a lower risk of being late for
school, over and above their link to attendance.

e Differences between persistently absent and non-persistently absent pupils are greatest for headline
engagement scores and levels of self-reported effort. Differences are smaller with respect to pupils’ sense of
agency, peer relations and views on behaviour.

The TEP model of engagement divides pupil engagement into three components. The first is cognitive engagement -
what pupils think about education and their school. This includes, for instance, their sense of agency, value they place
on education and what they think about aspects of the school environment (e.g. behaviour). The second is emotional
engagement - what pupils feel about their time at school. This includes their inter-personal relationships (e.g. with
other pupils and teachers) and how much they enjoy being in school.

The TEP model hypothesises that pupils’ cognitive and emotional engagement then influences pupils’ behavioural
engagement. This captures the actions pupils take in school that either support or undermine their academic progression
and development. Three questions within TEP measure pupils’ behavioural engagement in terms of self-reported
effort. However, behavioural engagement can also be captured by objective measures, such as absence from school and
punctuality.

This section therefore investigates whether pupils with higher levels of engagement have lower levels of school absence
and are more likely to arrive at school on time.

Information on pupils’ attendance was drawn directly from school’s management information systems. At the time of
writing, this was only available for the academic year to date up until the end of the second data collection wave. The
attendance measures hence cover the sessions pupils missed between September 2024 and March 2025. Our focus is
on how school absences over this seven-month period is related to measures of pupil engagement that were gathered
in November 2024.
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Table 14.1 begins by presenting average engagement scores for pupils defined as persistently absent (attendance
rate below 90% between September 2024 and March 2025). Results are presented separately for primary and
secondary pupils.

Table 14.1. Average engagement scores by whether the pupil was classed as persistently absent from school.

Primary Secondary
Not persistently Persistently Not persistently Persistently
absent absent absent absent
Headline engagement 8.1 7.8 6.1 4.9
Value of education 8.9 8.7 7.2 6.3
Academicdrive 9.0 8.9 8.3 7.5
Views of behaviour 7.0 6.9 5.1 4.6
Agency 8.8 8.7 7.6 6.9
Teacher relations 8.8 8.6 6.4 55
Peer relations 8.2 8.0 6.8 6.2
Diversity & inclusion 84 8.2 6.1 5.2
Enjoyment 6.9 6.6 4.4 3.3
Self-reported effort 8.2 7.8 71 55

Notes: Persistently absent has been defined as pupils with an attendance rate below 90%.

Inprimary schools, differences in average engagement scores across most areas are modest. While headline engagement
scores are lower amongst the persistently absent group (7.8 versus 8.1), the magnitude of this difference (0.3 points
along TEP’s 0-10 reporting scale) is reasonably small. In some other areas - such as academic drive, views of behaviour
and sense of agency - there is virtually no difference across the two absence groups. In terms of individual drivers, the
largest difference by persistent absence is pupils’ enjoyment of school (6.9 versus 6.6) and pupils’ level of self-reported
effort (8.2 versus 7.8). However, overall, the link between pupil engagement and attendance in primary schools is
relatively weak.

A different pattern emerges for secondary schools, where differences in engagement scores by whether the pupil
is classed as persistently absent are larger. For instance, pupils with an attendance rate below 90% report headline
engagement scores of 4.9 out of 10, compared to an average of 6.1 for their peers with an attendance rate of 90%
and above. An even bigger difference can be observed with respect to self-reported effort, with average scores of 5.5
compared to 7.1 out of 10. In terms of individual drivers, the largest differences are found in terms of school enjoyment
(3.3 versus 4.4 out of 10) and pupil-teacher relations (5.5 versus 6.4 out of 10). Smaller differences are observed for
peer relations (6.2 versus 6.8) and views of behaviour (4.6 versus 5.1).

We build on the above by estimating a set of linear probability regression models. The outcome is whether the pupil was
persistently absent from school (coded 1) or not (coded 0). The key covariate of interest is quartiles of pupils’ headline
engagement scores, with the bottom quartile acting as the reference group. Results from these models thus capture the
percentage point difference in the chance of a pupil being persistently absent by their quartile of headline engagement
scores (with the least engaged acting as the reference group).
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Three versions of these models are estimated. The first (M0) does not include any controls. The second (M1) controls
for school form fixed effects - meaning we are now essentially comparing pupils attending the same school and are in
the same school form. The final model also controls for demographic background characteristics (gender, FSM, English
as an Additional Language, Special Educational Needs, ethnic group, year group), meaning we are now comparing pupils
in the same school, within the same form and with similar demographic characteristics. These results are presented in
Table 14.2 below.

Table 14.2. The link between school engagement quartile in November 2024 and the probability of being
persistently absent across September 2024 to March 2025.

(a) Primary (b) Secondary
Second Third Fourth Second Third Fourth
quartile quartile ([TETg [ quartile ([TETg [ quartile
MO -3.7% -5.0% -4.8% MO -8.3% -12.3% -13.9%
M1 -3.6% -4.9% -4.4% M1 -7.4% -10.5% -11.9%
M2 -2.7% -3.5% -2.9% M2 -6.1% -8.6% -10.0%

Notes: Figures refer to difference in the probability of being classed as persistently absent compared to pupils in the bottom quartile of headline
engagement scores in November 2024. MO includes no controls. M1 controls for school form fixed effects. M2 adds controls for demographic
characteristics. All estimates are statistically significant at the 5% level.

Starting with the results for primary schools, results from each specification indicate that pupils in the second, third
and top headline engagement quartile are less likely to be persistently absent from school than pupils in the bottom
quartile. Focusing on the results from model M2 (most extensive set of controls), the difference is modest, standard
at around three percentage points. Moreover, it is clear that - in primary schools - the key difference is between
the least engaged pupils (bottom engagement quartile) and the other groups. Hence while there is some association
between headline engagement scores and persistent absence in primary schools, this is mainly being driven by the least
engaged pupils.

Again, in secondary schools, the link between engagement and absence is more clear-cut. From model M2, one can
see that the most engaged pupils are around 10 percentage points less likely to be persistently engaged than the least
engaged pupils. Put another way, disengaged secondary pupils are around twice as likely to be persistently absent than
the most engaged pupils,amongst those attending the same school, in the same form group and with similar demographic
characteristics. Sizeable differences can also be observed between pupils in the third (8.6 percentage points less likely to
be persistently absent) and second (6.1 percentage points less likely to be persistently absent) quartiles relative to the
least engaged quartiles. While this evidence is correlational - and does not establish cause and effect - it nevertheless
highlights how school engagement and attendance amongst secondary school pupils are closely linked.

In Figure 14.1 we provide a visual representation of results from a model similar to specification M2 (demographics
and school-form fixed effects controlled). The left-hand panel provides estimates for primary pupils and the right-hand
panel those for secondary pupils.

The results for primary pupils reiterate how the association between engagement and attendance is relatively weak.
Broadly speaking, there appears to be two groups. Pupils with headline engagement scores of five and below tend to
have levels of persistent absence around three percentage points higher than those with scores of six and above. There
are, however, relatively few primary pupils in the bottom half of the headline engagement distribution (hence the large
confidence intervals surrounding the estimates). Figure 14.1 panel (a) nevertheless shows how - amongst primary
pupils - any link between engagement and persistent absence is being driven by those with particularly low levels
of engagement.
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The equivalent results for secondary pupils are presented in Figure 14.1 panel (b), where the relationship is clearly much
stronger. Among secondary pupils with the lowest headline scores, 30% are modelled to be persistently absent from
school. This then declines sharply, to around a 20% persistent absence rate among those with headline engagement
scores around 3 or 4. There is then a steady, shallower decline as one moves up to higher levels of engagement. For
instance, once headline engagement scores reach nine out of ten, the modelled proportion of persistently absent
secondary pupils reaches just over 10%.

Figure 14.1. The association between headline engagement scores (November 24) and persistent absence rates
(September 24 - March 25).

(a) Primary (b) Secondary
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Notes: Estimates are predicted margins from a model including school form fixed effects and demographic characteristics as controls. Headline
engagement scores rounded to nearest whole number and entered as a set of dummy variables. Thin blue lines running through the centre of
the bars reflect the 95% confidence intervals.

A further analysis has also been conducted where we link headline engagement scores to pupils’ arriving late to
registration. Importantly, this is based on a model that controls for pupil absence rates and their level of unauthorised
absence, in addition to school form fixed effects and demographic characteristics. One is hence now investigating
whether secondary pupils attending the same school, in the same form, with similar demographic characteristics and
with similar attendance profiles are more likely to arrive late if they are disengaged. The results for secondary pupils
are presented in Figure 14.2.
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Figure 14.2. The link between headline engagement scores and arriving late for school amongst secondary pupils.
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Over and above their levels of attendance, less engaged pupils are more likely to be recorded as arriving late for school.
Estimates suggest that - ceteris paribus - the least engaged pupils in November 2024 were recorded as late for 4% of
sessions between September 2024 and March 2025. This then falls rapidly to 3% of secondary pupils with headline
engagement scores of two, before falling to 2% amongst those with headline engagement scores of eight and above.
(Whensimilar estimates have been produced for primary pupils, we have failed to find a clear relationship). Nevertheless,
the results based on the secondary sample illustrate how - even amongst pupils with similar levels of attendance at the
same school - those with lower headline engagement scores are less likely to arrive at school on time.

One explanation for the relationship between engagement and attendance only being strong in secondary schools is
that - during this phase of education - young people assume greater responsibility for their attendance and punctuality.
During primary school, parents are more likely to assist their child in getting ready for school and taking them to the
school gate. Consequently, even if the child is disengaged, their parents maybe more active in ensuring they attend. The
same may not hold in secondary education, where young people are more autonomous and hold greater responsibility
for their actions.
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Appendix A.
TEP pupil survey. Representativeness
of the November 2024 data.

There are two reasons that could lead the sample to not be fully representativeness of the broader population of pupils.
The first is that participating schools are not a random sample from the population. Rather, the participating schools
(and local authorities / multi-academy trusts they are in) have chosen to take part in the study. The second is that -
as with any survey - some pupils will choose to not respond to the survey. This pupil non-response could reduce the
representativeness of the data under two conditions: (a) when the level of non-response is higher and (b) when the
participating pupils differ from non-participating pupils in terms of characteristics that are likely to be correlated with
their school engagement.

Within this appendix, we investigate these two issues in turn. In doing this, this will provide useful insights into the likely
representativeness of the data that has been collected.

Participating schools

While participating schools are not a random sample, it is possible to compare the characteristics of schools in the
sample to those that are not, using publicly available information published by the department for education (e.g.
School Performance Tables; Get Information About Schools). We present the results from such comparisons in Table
A1l (primary) and A2 (below). The “In sample” columns refer to those schools that participated in TEP, while the “Not in
sample” refers to all other schools in England that did not. As all the school characteristics we consider are continuous
variables, we compare the mean, median and standard deviation of each measure across these two groups.

Starting with primary schools (Table A1), for most characteristics considered, the participating sample of schools
appears similar to the broader population. For instance, the median percentage of pupils persistently absent is 16%
amongst participating schools, compared to a figure of 15% amongst schools not in the sample. Likewise, school-
average Key Stage 2 scores are very similar across the two groups (e.g. mean Key Stage 2 maths scores are 104.5 in
the sample of participants compared to 104.3 amongst non-participants). The only modest exceptions are with respect
to the percentage of pupils that speak English as an Additional Language (EAL) and the percentage of pupils eligible
for Free School Meals (FSM). For both of these characteristics, the percentage within participating primary schools is
slightly higher than in non-participating primary schools (e.g. the median primary school in the sample has 21% of EAL
pupils, compared to 9% of primary schools not in the sample). Nevertheless, on the whole, the sample of participating
schools appears to be broadly representative of the population of England’s primary schools (at least in terms of these
key observable school-level characteristics).
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Table Al. Characteristics of schools in the sample in comparison to schools not in the sample. Primary schools.

Mean Median Standard deviation
Notin Notin Notin
In sample In sample In sample

sample sample sample
Percent of pupils in the school that
speak English as an Additional 26 18 21 9 22 21
Language.
Percent of pupils in the school ever
eligible for Free School Meals. 34 24 33 21 18 16
Percentage of pupils in school with
an education, health and care plan/ 3 4 3 3 2 10
SEN statement (23/24).
Percent of pupils in school with SEN
support (23/24). 15 14 14 13 3 6
School average KS2 reading scores
(23/24). 105.0 1054 105.0 105.0 2.2 2.7
school average KS2 mathematics 104.5 104.3 105.0 104.0 23 3.0
scores (23/24).
School average KS2 Grammar,
Punctuation and Spelling scores 104.7 105.2 104.0 105.0 2.8 3.3
(23/24).
School average of the % of pupils
absent (23/24). 4.9 4.6 4.7 4.3 1.6 1.7
School average of the % of pupils
persistently absent (23/24). 16 16 16 15 3 3

Table A2 presents analogous evidence for the TEP secondary school sample. A similar pattern emerges. Indeed, if
anything, the sample of participating secondary schools appears even more similar to non-participating schools in
terms of the observable characteristics considered. For instance, the median percentage of pupils eligible for FSM and
that speak EAL are identical across the two groups. Likewise, key absence statistics are very similar across participating
and non-participating schools (e.g. the persistent absence rate was 22% in secondary schools in the sample compared
to 21% of those not in the sample). Median Attainment 8 scores are also comparable. Overall, as with primary schools,
the sample of participating schools appears to be broadly representative of the population of England’s primary schools
(at least in terms of these key observable school-level characteristics).



Table A2. Characteristics of schools in the sample in comparison to schools not in the sample. Secondary results.

Mean Median Standard deviation
Notin Notin Notin
In sample In sample In sample

sample sample sample
Percent of pupils in the school that
speak English as an Additional 16 17 11 10 15 18
Language.
Percent of pupils in the school ever
eligible for Free School Meals. 32 32 30 29 1 17
Percentage of pupils in school with
an education, health and care plan/ 4 23 3 3 8 39
SEN statement (23/24).
Percent of pupils in school with SEN
support (23/24). 15 1 15 1" 6 8
Attainment 8 score (23/24). 444 42.5 440 44.8 7.5 16.2
School average of the % of pupils
absent (23/24). 7.7 7.8 7.2 6.5 3.0 47
School average of the % of pupils
persistently absent (23/24). 22 22 22 21 4 >
School average of the % of pupils
absent (23/24). 4.9 4.6 4.7 4.3 1.6 1.7
School average of the % of pupils
persistently absent (23/24). 16 16 16 15 3 3

Pupil non-response and representativeness

The previous sub-section has illustrated how - despite not being a random sample - the schools that participated
in TEP are similar to the broader population of schools in terms of important observable characteristics. Bias could
however still emerge in the sample if pupil response rates are low and “selective” (e.g. pupils with lower levels of school
engagement being less likely to respond).

Figure A1 presents the first piece of evidence on this matter by displaying the distribution of the pupil response rate
across schools. The overall response rate across all 200 schools is 74% - a good level of response. However, as Figure A1l
illustrates, there is a strong negative skew to the distribution of pupil response - i.e. a relatively small number of schools
had very low levels of pupil response which deflates the overall response rate figure. In other words, high levels of non-
response (and unrepresentative samples) is likely to be a significant problem in only a limited number of participating
schools. For instance, in 10% of schools, only half the pupils in the school (or fewer) responded. However, 50% of schools
achieved pupil response rates over 90%, while three-quarters of schools managed to get over 72% of their pupils to
respond. Hence any issues surrounding high levels of pupil non-response are likely to be clustered in a small number of
schools (which can be removed from the sample, when needed, to investigate the robustness of results).
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Figure Al. Pupil response rate across schools
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Table A3 considers the issue of pupil non-response in further detail, investigating how this differs across different
demographic groups. These results are presented when including all participating schools in the analysis, and when
focusing on the sub-sample where the pupil response rate was above 75% (153 out of the 200 schools). There are some
modest differences across ethnic groups, with Pakistani pupils being the most likely to respond (86%), with Mixed (71%),
Black (74%) and White British (74%) pupils the lowest. There is little difference by gender, while those by FSM eligibility
being relatively small (76% versus 70%). Bigger differences can be observed across pupils with and without special
educational needs. Across all participating schools, 59% of pupils with an EHCP responded to the survey, compared to
68% of those in receipt of other forms of SEN support and 75% of those without a special educational need. The final
panel also illustrates how these are sizeable differences in response rates by school phase; over 90% of primary pupils
responded to the survey compared to around 70% of secondary pupils. Moreover, while overall response rates decline
only gradually between Year 7 (77%) and Year 10 (68%), they are markedly lower amongst Year 11s (59%). Together,
Table A3 suggests that there is some selectivity of response by observable pupil characteristics, though differences are
typically small to moderate in size.

Table A3. Pupil response rate across schools.

School >75%

All schools response rate
. Additional Language 79% 92%
English Language -
First language 73% 88%
Pakistani 86% 91%
Indian 84% 92%
Bangladeshi 81% 94%
Chinese 81% 92%
Ethnicity Asian 80% 92%
White Other 75% 91%
White British 74% 88%
Black 74% 92%
Mixed 72% 89%
. Not FSM 76% 90%
Disadvantage
FSM 70% 86%
Female 74% 89%
Gender
Male 73% 89%
No SEN 75% 90%
Special SEN - Monitoring 69% 86%
educational
needs SEN support 68% 83%
SEN - EHCP 59% 74%
92% 0%
Year group 4 92% 0%
(PRIMARY) 5 92% 0%
6 91% 0%
7 77% 0%
8 76% 0%
Year group 0 o,
(SECONDARY) ? 74% 0%
10 68% 0%
11 59% 0%
Year group 12 64% 0%
(POST-16) 13 57% 0%
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We consider the implications of this potentially selective non-response in Table A4. This compares the characteristics of
the “full sample” (all pupils in all participating schools) to the characteristics of “participating” pupils (those that completed
the survey). In other words, does the level and selectivity of pupil non-response discussed above lead to sample to
become unrepresentative in terms of the characteristics considered? For completeness, national figures (based on the
characteristics of pupils within all state schools in England) are also included for reference. This provides insight into the
comparability of the TEP sample of pupils to the national state school population.

Table A4. The characteristics of pupils in the sample compared to national figures.

Primary Secondary
Participating il National Participating sl National
sample sample
Asian 16% 15% 13% 10% 8% 13%
Black 10% 10% 6% 4% 4% 7%
Ethnicity | Mixed 8% 8% 7% 5% 5% 7%
White 56% 56% 69% 73% 72% 69%
Other / unclassified 10% 10% 4% 9% 10% 4%
FSM6 Yes 35% 35% 25% 28% 30% 29%
No 65% 65% 75% 72% 70% 71%
EHCP 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3%
SEN SEN support 17% 17% 14% 14% 16% 13%
None 80% 79% 83% 83% 80% 84%
EAL Yes 32% 31% 23% 18% 18% 19%
No 68% 69% 77% 82% 82% 81%
Gend Female 50% 49% 49% 49% 49% 50%
ender
Male 50% 51% 51% 51% 51% 50%

Overall,the comparisons made in Table A4 are reassuring. In both the primary and secondary sectors, the distribution of
observable characteristics across participants and the full sample are very similar. This suggests that pupil non-response
has not led to the sample being unrepresentative within participating schools, at least in terms of these key observable
characteristics. Moreover, the figures are participating pupils appears broadly similar to national figures, particularly
within secondary schools (where the only modest difference is a slight underrepresentation of Black pupils). In primary
schools, the TEP sample has slightly higher levels of disadvantage (35% FSM eligible compared to 25% nationally), more
likely to speak EAL (32% versus 23%) and more likely to be Asian (16% versus 13%) or Black (10% versus 6%) than in
the national figures.
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Appendix B.
Response rates across waves

Table B1 begins by focusing on schools that either joined or left the sample between the first and second survey waves.
In total, 18 schools joined the March 2025 survey that did not participate in November 2024. There were 4,826 pupils
inthese schools. Intotal, 77% of these pupils responded to the survey. There were a further 16 schools that participated
in November 2024 that did not participate in the March 2025 wave. There were, in total, 9,410 pupils in these schools.
In November 2024, the pupil response rate in these schools stood at 77%.

Table B1. Participation rates amongst schools that either left or joined the sample between waves 1 and 2.

Wave 1 Wave 2 N
o - Pupil in school and participated 3,696 (77%)
Joining schools — - —
- Pupil in school, did not participate 1,130 (23%)
. Pupil in school and participated - 7,228 (77%)
Leaving schools — : —
Pupil in school, did not participate - 2,182 (23%)

Next, we focus on the 184 schools that took part in both the wave 1 and wave 2 data collections. This divides pupils into
the following three broad groups, and whether they “participated” (i.e. completed the survey) in each of the two waves:

e Remainers. Pupils that were enrolled in the school in both survey waves.

e Joiners. Pupils not enrolled in the school at wave 1 (November 2024) but were enrolled by wave 2 (March 2025).
We also restrict the sample to schools where less than 50% of pupils were “new pupils” to the school between
November 2024 and March 2025 .

e Leavers. Pupils enrolled at the school at wave 1 (November 2024) but were no longer enrolled at the school
in wave 2 (March 2025). We also restrict the sample to schools where less than 50% of pupils left the school
between November 2024 and March 2025.

Details on the number of pupils falling into each of these categories - and whether they completed the survey or not
- can be found in Table B2. In total, 106,553 pupils were enrolled in participating schools at both survey timepoints.
Of these, 65,557 (61%) responded to both the November 2024 and March 2025 surveys. A further 11,683 (11%)
completed just the November 2024 survey, and 13,254 (12%) only completed the survey in March 2025. There were a
further 16,059 pupils (15%) that did not respond to either survey. As discussed in Appendix A, these figures are to some
extent being driven by high levels of pupil non-response in a small number of schools.

Of the 470 pupils that joined participating schools in the spring term, the participation rate was 65%. Similarly, only 33%
of pupils that left the school by the time of the March 2025 survey, responded to the survey in November 2024. This
suggests that pupils about to move schools are less likely to complete the survey.

1. Our definition of pupils joining or leaving the school is based on their enrolment on the TEP platform, which draws on information provided by
schools on the pupils that are currently enrolled (and thus eligible to complete the survey at a given time point).
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Table B2. Pupil participation patterns amongst schools taking part in both wave 1 (November 2024) and wave 2

(March 2025).
Wave 1 Wave 2 N
In school. Participated. In school. Participated. 65,557 (61%)
. In school. Did not participate. In school. Did not participate. 16,059 (15%)
Remainers - : -
In school. Participated. In school. Did not participate. 11,683 (11%)
In school. Did not participate. In school. Participated. 13,254 (12%)
Joi Not in school. In school. Participated. 305 (65%)
oiners
Not in school. In school. Did not participate. 165 (35%)
In school. Participated. Not in school. 750 (33%)
Leavers - — -
In school. Did not participate. Not in school. 1,525 (67%)
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Appendix C.
Question changes between the
November 2024 and March 2025 surveys

A small number of changes were made to the survey questions asked between the first and second waves. These were
made due to the sub-component not functioning as planned, removing or altering wording to reduce potential ceiling
effects (or social desirability bias), or to better measure sub-components of their emotional engagement. These can be
summarised as follows.

First, in the November 2024 survey, four questions were included that attempted to measure pupils’ academic drive.
However, further analysis suggested that several of these questions suffered from ceiling effect (a large proportion of
pupils reporting very high values) and that they were not capturing much additional information over and above other
parts of the survey. Consequently, in March 2025, these were replaced with the following four questions capturing
pupils’ cognitive engagement with their school lessons:

e |don't feel bored at school.

e My school lessons are not too easy.
e My school lessons are interesting.
e My school lessons are not too hard.

Second, some similar issues with identified with the Inclusion and Diversity questions asked as part of the November
2024 survey. This led to the following two questions to be removed:

e Beingkind and including everyone is very important at this school.

e |don’t think anyone is being treated unfairly by the teachers and other staff at this school.
With the following two alternative questions added in their place:

e People at school treat me the same as everyone else.

e |am accepted for who | am at school.

In addition, when measuring behavioural engagement (self-reported effort) the following question was removed (‘over
the last month, | have not broken the school rules”). This made based on the limited value this question was adding to others
in the surveys, along with concerns surrounding socially desirable responses.

Within the peer-relationships scale, the following item was removed due to ceiling effects and limited variation in
responses (“I have close friends at school”). It was replaced with the following question (“I can work and play well with
others at school”).

On the “value of education” scale, one of the items “learning at school is important” suffered from ceiling effects. The
question was therefore reworded to “school teaches me lots of useful things”.

Finally, the November 2024 survey measured pupils’ enjoyment of school through four questions. However, further
analyses of these data suggested that they were potentially measuring two different (though related) constructs:
enjoyment of school and concerns about school. Consequently, in the March 2025 survey, school enjoyment was
measured using the following (simplified) questions:

o | usually feel happy about going to school.
e |look forward to going to school on Monday.

¢ |enjoy beinginschool.
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While a new “school confidence” measure was added using the following three questions:
e |feel happy to come back to school after holidays.
e |feel calm about the next day after school.
e |don’t feel worried about going to school in the morning.

However, in preliminary analysis, the first of these questions (‘I feel happy to come back to school after holidays”) did not
seem to work as intended. In particular, it became clear that it was not measuring concerns about school as intended. It
has consequently been excluded from additional analysis.
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