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C H AP T E R 1 : Introduction
Pupil mobility in schools has
implications for many important and
sensitive policy areas at the present
time: the role of local education
authorities (LEAs), local authority and
school funding, the evaluation of LEA
and school performance, target-setting,
bench-marking, league tables and
much else. Yet, strangely, it is only just
beginning to be recognised as a
significant issue.

collect data on mobility and examine
links to school and pupil performance.
Arising out of this, practical initiatives
are under way in different parts of the
country focused on mobility and
achievement issues. Schools which
educate children with parents serving
in the Armed Forces have formed a
new pressure group to draw attention
to their particular difficulties with regard
to movement of pupils.

The White Paper ‘Excellence in
Schools’ (DfEE, 1997) made no
mention of pupil mobility, except in
relation to movement between stages
of education rather than horizontal
movement between schools. And it is
hard to find any reference to it during
the previous decade in policies to raise
standards.

Pupil mobility is nothing new, as the
following quotations show:

More recently, however, the subject
has had a rapidly-rising profile. It has
been discussed in parliamentary
debates on education and Ministers
have acknowledged the need to look
more closely at its impact on schools
and schooling (Hansard 1998; 1999;
2000). ‘Excellence in Cities’ (DfEE,
1999) noted that ‘pupil mobility in city
schools is often high’ and ‘can be
disruptive both to the pupil concerned
and to the schools they join’. OfSTED
has now identified it as a factor that
school inspectors should take into
account.
At local level, increasing numbers of
education authorities are beginning to
Pupil Mobility Definition:
‘A child joining or leaving a school
at a point other than the normal age
at which children start or finish
their education at that school,
whether or not this involves a move
of home.’
(Dobson & Henthorne, 1999: 5).

Pupil mobility at the school level is the
aggregate of individual movements.
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‘We saw admission registers whose
pages of new names with so many
rapid crossings out told their own
story of a migratory population.’
(Plowden 1967, para. 135).
‘In some schools, the ordinary
processes of teaching and learning
have all but broken down....Children
move in and out, so do the teachers.
There is no stability anywhere....’
(Newsam, 1977: 45)
‘Of the 1,826 pupils in the original
sample, only 1,411 (77%) remained in
the same school during the first three
years of their junior education....A
further 505 children, of the relevant
age group, joined the schools during
the same period. Of these
newcomers, 227 (45%) moved again
during this three year period.’
(Mortimore et al., 1988: 33).

Various studies and reports during the
1990s have focused on the educational
needs and experiences of particular
mobile groups; for example, the
homeless (Power et al., 1995),
refugees (Rutter & Jones (eds), 1998),
service children (Newhouse, 1993;
NFER, 1997) Travellers (OfSTED,
1996), and children in care (FletcherCampbell & Hall, 1990).
More generally, migration patterns
associated with employment, housing
and other factors have been widely
studied, occasionally with reference to
schooling, though not as a central

issue (Champion, 1996; Coleman &
Salt, 1992; Ford, 1992; Salt, 1990;
Stillwell et al., 1992, 1996).
Whilst there appears to have been no
major piece of research in the UK
during this period concentrating on
pupil mobility and its overall impact on
schools, it was nevertheless gaining
some recognition during the early
1990s in academic study (for example,
Stratford, 1993) and by LEAs. Both
Manchester and Hackney LEAs cited
pupil mobility as a key issue in their
written evidence to the Select
Committee on Performance in City
Schoo ls ( Hous e of Com m ons
Education Committee, 1995).
However, against this background of
knowledge and research, most policy
development on raising achievement
seems until recently to have remained
rooted in a concept of the school
where children start at the normal
starting age, pass steadily though the
same school year on year, and
eventually emerge at the other end at
the normal leaving age. This
perception leads logically to the
conclusion that if a school has effective
leadership, is well-managed and has
good teachers, then pupil achievement
as measured in national tests should
be satisfactory or better - at least in
comparison with that of other schools
whose intake appears to have similar
social characteristics. In short, it is
assumed that a school’s aggregate test
results reflect the work of that school
over a period of years.
The existence of pupil mobility raises
questions about the relationship
between a ‘good’ school (i.e. with good
management and teaching) and ‘good’
performance in terms of test results. It
raises questions about whether better
inter-school collaboration is needed to
address mobility issues. It raises
questions about the type of intensive
support schools may need to provide
for frequent movers from deprived

backgrounds who fall seriously behind
and for new arrivals from overseas. It
raises questions about how and why
certain schools are coping with
immensely high levels of mobility while
others have little, and what this means
for children’s achievement. And it
raises questions about the role and
responsibility of the LEA in ensuring
that all children receive their
educational entitlement.
National policies to improve levels of
attainment need to be based on an
understanding of how and why children
move around within the education
system and how this affects school
provision and performance. Certain
groups transferring between schools
have received specific attention during
the last three years, for example
excluded pupils (Social Exclusion Unit,
1998) and children in care (DfEE/DoH,
1999), and progress has been made in
raising awareness of the problems
involved and the action required. The
purpose of our own work has been to
try to increase understanding of all
types of pupil mobility and their policy
implications, especially where schools
have high rates of pupil movement.
Our interim report in October 1999
sought to provide a national overview
of pupil mobility. This final report
presents the findings of six cases
studies, exploring high mobility and its
implications in more detail at school
and LEA level.
It demonstrates striking differences
between school communities and
between local aut horities and
challenges assumptions made about
both. Its conclusions are significant for
national education strategies and for
other areas of social policy.

Pupil Mobility in Schools: Final Report

Page 9

C H AP T E R 2 : Background to the Project
2.1. Introduction
The ‘Pupil Mobility in Schools’ project
began in January 1999, based at the
Migration Research Unit, Department
of Geography, UCL, and funded by the
Nuffield Foundation. The DfEE
provided supplementary funding to
enable the production of an Interim
Report, which covered the first phase
of the research (Dobson & Henthorne,
1999).
The aim and objectives of the project
at the outset were:
AIM
To identify the nature and causes of
pupil mobility in schools and the
implications of high mobility for
strategies to raise achievement.
OBJECTIVES
To review the current state of
knowledge on child m igr at io n
(international and internal), other
causes of children moving between
schools and the experience of pupil
mobility by local education authorities
and schools.
To establish what is currently known
about the implications of high mobility
for the functioning of schools and
strategies to raise achievement.
To develop a better understanding of
the incidence of high mobility in
different types of local authority, the
policy issues arising from it and the
precise scale of ‘high’ and ‘low’ mobility
at school level.
To develop a detailed picture of the
scale and nature of pupil mobility in
some high mobility schools and its
implications for strategies to raise
achievement.
Phase One of the project, carried out
during the first six months (JanuaryJune 1999), concentrated on the first
two objectives. It sought to develop a
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national picture of pupil mobility in the
English education system and drew on
a range of sources, including a postal
survey of all local education authorities
in England, which received an 87%
response rate. The findings were
published in the Interim Report referred
to above.
Phases Two and Three of the
research, carried out during the last
twelve months (June 1999-June 2000)
and described in the following
chapters, have focused on six schools
and six LEAs in order to fulfil the
second two objectives. These school
and LEA case studies have enabled us
to explore in more depth and detail
some of the issues identified in Phase
One.
2.2. Issues explored in the case
studies
2.2.1. Nature and causes of mobility
The first phase of the research
concluded that pupil mobility was a
complex matter and that there were
many different patterns and variations
to be found, both at school and LEA
level. Four main categories of
movement were identified, each with a
number of contributory elements, as
indicated in Figure 2.1.
Extensive data from schools, local
authorities and other sources showed
that most schools had some degree of
pupil movement at non-standard times,
however small, and an average annual
mobility rate of 10-20% across all
primary schools was reported by
diverse urban LEAs. Of the 66
authorities which provided statistics for
a primary school in their area which
they considered to have high mobility,
four out of five cited a school with a
mobility rate of 20% or above. Half of
the total were in the range from 25%
up to 50% and a quarter had higher
rates.

Figure 2.1. Pupil Mobility in Schools

International Migration

Institutional Movement

• Labour/Career Cycle
• Refugees
• Settlement
• Students

• Exclusions
• Voluntary Transfers
• Private/State School
• Special/Mainstream

Pupil
Mobility
in Schools
Internal Migration

Individual Movement

• Labour/Career Cycle
• Life Cycle
• Housing/Environment
• Schooling
• Travellers

• Children in Care
• Fragmentation of
Families

High pupil mobility at the school level
seemed to be associated with
particular groups, situations and areas.
Low income families, Travellers,
refugees and the armed forces were
groups frequently mentioned in this
context.

Residential movement rather than
institutional movement was found to be
the predominant contributor to pupil
mobility. However, institutional
movement - transfers between schools
without moving home - was also a
factor.

Particular social situations (deprivation
and family break-up), housing
situations (temporary accommodation,
women’s refuges, run-down estates
and renting rather than ownero c c u p a t i o n ) , a n d e m p l o ym e n t
situations (especially seasonal work
and the armed forces) were linked to it.
The evidence pointed to certain areas
as being the places where high pupil
mobility was most prevalent - London
and other cities and conurbations,
especially in the West Midlands and
North of England; coastal resorts; and
the vicinity of armed forces bases.

Whilst most residential movement
involved children moving with a parent
or parents, there were exceptions.
Children in the care of local authorities,
those moving between parents and
relatives and unaccompanied minors
from overseas comprised the main
types of individual movement.
Following on from these findings, the
school and LEA case studies have
sought to illuminate further the nature
and causes of pupil mobility, with a
strong focus on high mobility at the
level of the school. Some comparative
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data have also been collected from low
mobility schools and consideration has
been given to the processes which
bring about different mobility rates in
different institutions.
2.2.2. The impact of mobility on
schools’ capacity to promote
achievement
One of the questions given initial
consideration during Phase One was
whether high mobility impaired the
capacity of schools to promote the
achievement of their pupils, mobile and
non-mobile. Reference was made to
‘Key Characteristics of Effective
Schools’ (Sammons et al., 1995), a
review of school effectiveness
research. It reported that a number of
measures of use of time in schools had
been found to be positively correlated
with pupil outcomes and behaviour,
including:
• proportion of the day devoted to
academic subjects or particular
academic subjects;
• proportion of time in lessons
devoted to learning or to interaction
with pupils;
• proportion of teachers’ time spent
discussing the content of work with
pupils as opposed to routine matters
and the maintenance of work
activity;
• teachers’ concern with cognitive
objectives rather than personal
relationships and affective
objectives;
• punctuality of lessons;
• freedom from disruption coming
from outside the classroom.
In light of the above and concerns
expressed by schools and LEAs about
the huge amount of time involved in
managing mobility, specific attention
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has been given in the case studies to
the additional tasks that staff have to
undertake when children join and leave
at non-standard times; actions which
would be unnecessary in a static
school community.
2.2.3. The impact of mobility on
school performance
The Interim Report presented a good
deal of statistical evidence collated by
LEAs and schools, demonstrating that
pupils who joined schools at times
other than the normal starting age
tended on average to achieve less well
in Key Stage tests and GCSE
examinations than children who had
attended the same school throughout
or who had completed a whole Key
Stage in the same school. However,
where this was the case, it usually
seemed to be associated with social
deprivation and/or lack of fluency in
English, with educational disadvantage
compounded by disrupted schooling.
No conclusive evidence was found that
changing school per se meant that
children achieved less well than their
peers in tests and examinations,
though many factors could have a
positive or negative impact on
attainment in individual cases, ranging
from parental attitudes to curriculum
continuity/discontinuity. Some schools
where mobility was linked to movement
of the armed forces had relatively high
overall performance levels.
Another performance indicator cited by
some schools and LEAs as being
affected by pupil mobility was that of
attendance. Mobility was said to
exaggerate rates of unauthorised
absence because children left without
warning and had to be kept on roll until
their destination was known; and some
high mobility schools reported that their
mobile pupils included children who
had a history of poor attendance prior
to joining the school.

Phases Two and Three of the project
have sought further evidence on these
issues and tried to disentangle the
different factors involved.

names they have been given. The
case study schools have been named
for reasons which will become clear in
Chapter 3.

2.2.4. School factors and quality of
education

While no six authorities or six schools
could have been chosen as truly
representative of all others in respect
of mobility, most authorities and
schools with experience of high
mobility will recognise some shared
perspectives.

As stated in the Interim Report, ‘pupil
mobility’ is not (or should not be)
something that just happens to a
passive school. It is something that
schools can seek, through planned
strategies, to manage as well as
possible within available resources,
retaining a focus on teaching and
learning. During Phases Two and
Three, the project has sought to
identify the key factors which are
relevant here.
2.2.5. Pupil mobility and the role of
the LEA
The implications of pupil mobility for
the role of local education authorities
were not subject to close examination
in Phase One. They were touched
upon in a rather fragmentary way in the
Interim Report and at no great length.
Phases Two and Three of the research
have given more focused attention to
the role of the LEA.
2.2.6. Pupil mobility and national
strategies to raise achievement
In the Interim Report, consideration
was given to the implications of the
project’s initial findings for the policies
set out in the White Paper ‘Excellence
in Schools’ and brief comments were
made on ‘Excellence in Cities’. In this
report, some overarching conclusions
are drawn about the implications of
pupil mobility for national strategies to
raise achievement.
2.3. Selecting the LEAs and schools
for the case studies
The geographical distribution of the
participating LEAs is evident from the

LEA NAME
Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal

SCHOOL NAME
Global Infants
Capital Primary
Services Junior
Midlands Primary
Inclusive Primary
Seaside Primary

The authorities were chosen with
reference to the particular groups,
situations and areas identified in Phase
One as being associated with high
pupil mobility in schools. They were
also selected as being different in size,
population density and political control,
to obtain different perspectives on
education policy and provision. All had
expressed a positive interest in
exploring mobility issues with the
project team but they differed in
respect of the amount and
comprehensiveness of data held on
the subject. Consequently, some had a
clearer overview than others of the
scale and range of mobility levels in
their schools and this affected the
precision and accuracy with which they
were able to identify high and low
mobility schools for the postal survey.
For the school case studies, each LEA
was asked to nominate a school at the
highest end of the mobility range for
their area. Again, LEAs with relevant
statistical data drew on that source;
others relied on the knowledge of
officers and advisers working directly
with schools or admissions information.

Pupil Mobility in Schools: Final Report
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Other criteria which influenced school
selection were as follows:

a limited and superficial one covering
the secondary phase as well.

• the requirement to have six case
study schools which exemplified
different types and causes of
mobility;

The school case studies may,
therefore, be seen in one sense as a
pilot exercise, developing a
methodology which could be used in
other primary schools and at
secondary level. There are aspects of
pupil mobility in secondary schools
which are mentioned in this report, on
the basis of information from LEAs and
from schools themselves in Phase
One, but clearly there is a need for
more rigorous exploration of the
secondary school situation and its
implications. There are also aspects of
school curriculum and organisation,
primary and secondary, which need to
be examined more extensively in the
context of mobility but which were not
part of the remit of this project.

• the aim that most schools should
have at least two forms of entry in
order to provide a reasonable
volume of data on a year group;
• the researchers’ request that the
nominated school should be one
regarded by the LEA as being wellmanaged and providing a
satisfactory standard of education.
The last criterion was specified
because we wished to examine the
management of mobility by schools
which were seen to be coping well with
difficulties, using resources effectively
and focusing on raising achievement.
The only group identified in Phase 1 as
being associated with high mobility
schools but not found in the six case
study schools were Travellers.
However, they were represented
among the pupil populations of most of
the LEAs and within schools covered
by the postal survey, so relevant
information has been gained from
interviews and questionnaires.
The initial research intention was to
carry out the LEA studies and then to
make a detailed examination of pupil
mobility in a small number of primary
and secondary schools within these
authorities. However, once it had
become clear that we needed to study
a range of types/causes of mobility, not
simply ‘mobility in primary schools’ and
‘mobility in secondary schools’, it was
decided to confine our school-level
investigation to primary schools only. It
seemed more important, given the time
and resources available, to gain a
sound grasp of the subject in one part
of the system (i.e. primary) rather than
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The following paragraphs briefly
describe the research carried out in
each school and LEA. Further details
may be found in Appendix A.
2.4. The school case studies
The main components of the school
research programme were:
• a study of relevant documentation,
including OfSTED reports;
• interviews with the headteacher,
other staff and governors;
• tracing a cohort (year group) of
pupils through school registers and
joiners/leavers books from entry at
normal admissions age to departure
at normal leaving age, recording all
joiners and leavers in that cohort
over the intervening years;
• collating and analysing data on all
the school’s joiners and leavers
during the Spring, Summer and
Autumn terms of 1999, excluding
those who joined and left at the
normal ages.

The Joiners Plus Leavers (JPL) Formula:
Pupils joining school + pupils leaving school x 100
Total school roll
2.5 The LEA case studies
The main components of the LEA
research programme were:
• a study of documentary and
statistical sources relating to
education, housing, planning,
population and migration;
• interviews with LEA staff who had
information and perspectives on
pupil mobility through their work;
• a postal survey of schools at the
highest and lowest ends of the
mobility range in each authority to
obtain comparative data on levels of
mobility, associated factors and
school perspectives on the subject.
2.6. Definition and measurement
A definition of pupil mobility is given in
Chapter One. On measurement, the
Interim Report explained that there
were currently various methods used
by local authorities and schools and
the pros and cons of some alternatives
were discussed. As in the interim
report, we have continued to use the
Joiners plus Leavers (JPL) formula to
derive mobility rates (see above).
Joiners and leavers exclude the
cohorts of joiners and leavers who start
and finish their education at the school
at the normal time.
The tables presented with the LEA
case studies show that some of the
schools nominated by local authorities
for the postal survey as being at the
lowest end of the mobility range in fact
had fairly high rates of mobility in 19989. The data derived from the survey

have raised significant questions about
perceptions of mobility, about how
mobility is measured and about the
meaning of ‘high’ mobility; these are
discussed later in the report.
2.7 The structure of the report
Chapter 3 presents findings on the
nature and causes of high mobility in
the six case study schools and
identifies similarities and differences
between them.
Chapter 4 presents findings on the
nature and causes of pupil mobility in
the six case study LEAs and analyses
the principal contributors to high
mobility in schools in each area.
Chapter 5 describes the actions and
activities required of staff in high
mobility schools when children join and
leave.
Chapter 6 presents evidence on the
impact of mobilit y on school
performance in Key Stage tests and on
attendance levels.
Chapter 7 considers factors which
affect the quality of education that a
high mobility school is able to provide.
Chapter 8 examines the implications
of pupil mobility, particularly high
mobility, for the role of local education
authorities.
Chapter 9 discusses the implications
of high mobility for national strategies
to raise achievement.
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C H AP T E R 3 : Mobility in six case study schools
3.1. Introduction
This chapter presents portraits of the
case study schools, showing the scale,
patterns and causes of mobility.
Differences and common factors are
summarised at the end of the chapter.
Each portrait has four components:

Normal leavers:
Children who leave the school at the
normal leaving age.

• a short description of the school;

Housing circumstances:
Type of housing occupied after
joining/before leaving the school.

• an analysis of movement into and
out of the school during the Spring,
Summer and Autumn terms of 1999,
omitting those children who joined
or left at the normal ages;

Origins:
Location of previous school or of
previous residence if not at school.

• a presentation of data showing what
happened to one particular year
group in its passage through the
school from normal joining age to
normal leaving age;
• other relevant information.
3.2. Definitions
The following definitions were used in
data collection and analysis:
Joiners:
Children joining the school at a point
other than the normal age at which
children start their education at that
school. (Planned intakes to the
reception class in January and at
Easter were counted as ‘normal’).
Leavers:
Children leaving the school at a
point other than the normal age at
which children finish their education
at that school.
Mobile pupils:
Joiners and leavers, as defined
above.
Mobility rate:
A rate calculated using the JPL
(joiners plus leavers) formula with
January roll figures.
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Normal starters:
Children who join the school at the
normal starting age.
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Destinations:
Location of next school, or place of
residence if school unknown.
Fluency in English:
Whether or not the child was fully
fluent in English.
Free school meals:
Children entitled to FSM. Refugees/
asylum seekers were included here.
Achievement:
The school’s assessment of
whether the joiner/leaver was
above, below or average in
achievement in English compared
to other children of the same age in
the same school. (This was a very
rough-and-ready indicator of
whether mobility changed the
school’s achievement profile).
Figures 3.2, 3.4, 3.6, 3.8, 3.10 and
3.12 are worthy of particularly close
scrutiny. They illustrate the changes
that can take place in a single year
group as it moves up the school. In
these figures, the black arrows on the
left indicate the number of mobile
pupils who go up the school from one
year to the next; the black arrows on
the right show the number of normal
starters who go up the school from one
year to the next. The white boxes show
the amount of movement experienced
by the cohort in each school year .

3.3. GLOBAL INFANTS SCHOOL
The School
Global Infants School is a three-form
entry community school with places for
some 270 children, not counting
nursery pupils. Because it is an infants’
school, it has pupils from Reception to
Year 2 (i.e. to age 7), in addition to the
nursery. It is situated in Central London
LEA on a high-density Council estate
with a multi-ethnic population, close to
hotels which accommodate homeless
families. There is also private-rented,
owner-occupied and employmentlinked housing in the vicinity, almost all
in flats.

There was a significant impact on all
year groups, unbalanced in terms of
joiners and leavers (Table 3.2).
Table 3.2. Mobility by year groups
Yeargroup

Joiners

Leavers

Reception

34

42

Year 1

48

34

Year 2

18

34

However, there was a close similarity
in numbers of boys and girls (Table
3.3).
Table 3.3. Mobility by sex

Sex

Joiners

Leavers

Pupil Mobility:
Joiners and Leavers During 1999

Female

48

56

Male

52

54

During 1999, the school took in 100
children in addition to its normal
reception class intake.
During the
same period, 110 children left the
school, in addition to the normal
leavers transferring to junior school.
The mobility rate was 89%.

24 children came and left again within
the year, sometimes staying very
briefly. They were therefore counted
among both the joiners and leavers.

The movement took place throughout
the year, with the biggest intakes in
September and April and the biggest
outflow in September (Table 3.1).
Table 3.1. Mobility by month
Month

Joiners

Leavers

January

18

11

February

3

9

March

9

8

April

15

7

May

3

6

June

9

12

July

4

10

September

15

23

October

8

10

November

10

9

December

6

5

Housing circumstances
Two-thirds of mobile pupils were living
in hotels and other temporary
accommodation, a majority placed
there by other London authorities. The
remainder were living in Council and
private flats - some of the latter may
also have been occupied on a shortterm basis. Some families appeared to
have housing linked to their work (e.g.
embassy staff and employees of
international business organisations).
Origins and destinations
Over 60% joiners had come to London
as refugees/asylum seekers but many
had gone to other boroughs first before
being housed in hotels in Central
London LEA - thus their most recent
place of origin was in London. Many
had never been to school before.
Around 10% of other joiners were from
families who had come to the UK from
overseas for work or other reasons.
About 20% had moved home and/or
school in Central London LEA.
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Figure 3.1. Mobile pupils by origin and destination
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Over half of the leavers with a known
destination went to other parts of
London. A quarter moved within the
LEA and 16% went (or returned)
overseas. One in five moved on, often
after a brief period in the school,
without notifying their departure or
destination (Figure. 3.1).
Reasons for moving
Reference has already been made to
joiners who were refugees/asylum
seekers and job movers. Numbers in
other categories of movement were
small, including 5 who had ‘ordinary’
moves of home and 3 due to family
break-up. Housing/re-housing were the
main reasons for children leaving the
school and area.
For various reasons, 12 joiners moved
to the school and 19 left without
moving home (Table 3.4). The ‘school
nearer home’ reason seemed to apply
mainly to children who had moved
home at some earlier date after living
close to the school. Four children were
late starters having attended no
previous school.

Page 18

Pupil Mobility in Schools: Final Report

Abroad (direct to
LEA)

Not known

Table 3.4. Pupils moving school
only
Joiners Leavers
School Move Only
Preferred "Global School"
4
Late starter
4
Followed sibling
1
2
Didn’t get first choice
1
Chose to return here
1
Wanted non-religious school
1
School nearer home
12
Parental choice
1
Went to Special school
1
Wanted Catholic school
1
Not known
3
Total
12
20

Fluency in English
Only 3 joiners and 6 leavers were fully
fluent in English. Over 80% of both
joiners and leavers were beginners in
English or in the early stages of
learning the language.
Free school meals
80% of joiners and leavers were
eligible for free schools meals.
Parental occupation
Spheres of employment included
embassies, international business,

media, tourism, hotels, catering and
other services and occupations
seemed to vary considerably in terms
of status and income. Refugees/
asylum seekers also came from
diverse employment backgrounds but
most were not in work.
Achievement and Special
Educational Needs
Lack of language fluency meant that
the majority of joiners could not initially
achieve well, or at all, in tests requiring
use of English. For those from
overseas, prior achievement in country
of origin greatly varied; some pupils
came from highly-educated families
and some had attended school before,
but others had neither advantage.
More leavers than joiners were at
higher levels of achievement (38
leavers at Levels One and Two
compared to 12 joiners) but the
majority of joiners and leavers were
recorded as working towards Level
One of the national curriculum.
Pupil Mobility: Following a Year
Group Through The School
Figure 3.2 shows the passage of one
year group through the school. 89
children started at the normal starting
age in the school year 1996-97. 55 of
these original children (62%) were still
there at the normal leaving age in July
1999. A further 60 children joined the
year group over the three year period,
of whom only 26 were still there in July
1999.

Figure 3.2: Following a year group
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Other Information
In the reception class, the school had
three dates of ‘normal’ entry September, January and Easter - so
there was a large recurrent inflow of
normal joiners plus a small additional
inflow and some outflow of children
during that year. During Years One
and Two there were large inflows and
outflows. Seven children joined and left
twice.

Global Infants recruits to capacity but
high mobility has nevertheless been a
feature of this school for some years. It
is mainly associated with families living
in hotels and other temporary
accommodation, many of whom at the
present time are refugees/asylum
seekers. Movement is frequent and
unpredictable. Some children are put
on the school’s waiting list and then
disappear, make a preliminary visit but
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fail to turn up on the starting day or
come for a week and then vanish. On
one occasion, a whole hotel closed
down and families were re-housed in
many different places. On another, an
LEA was said to have moved all its
homeless families (or those with
children attending the school) to
locations outside London.
There are also other families living in
the local area who are there for limited
duration. These include foreign
nationals working in London for finite
periods, as indicated by parental
occupations. Some longer-established
residents are also of overseas origin
and lengthy return visits are a further
cause of pupil mobility.
Some families have several children,
as many as eight or ten in some cases,
and their arrival and departure makes
an impact on several classes. Also,
individual children may be moved from
one school to another in order to get all
the children from one family into the
same school.
The ‘stable’ part of the school’s
population, those who didn’t move
during the period under study, also
included a high proportion of children
with origins overseas, including
refugees/asylum seekers. The majority
of children in the school spoke English
as an additional language.
The countries of origin of joiners and
leavers in 1999 are listed in Table 3.5.
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Table 3.5: Country of origin
Country of Origin
Kosovo
Somalia
Afghanistan
Egypt
Poland
UK
Lebanon
Morocco
Albania
Bangladesh
Sudan
Iraq
Nigeria
Lithuania
Pakistan
Portugal
Russia
Eritrea
Kenya
Palestine
Zaire
Algeria
Iran
Angola
Ethiopia
Malaysia
Serbia
Slovakia
Ukraine
Kuwait
Azerbaijan
Brazil
Congo
Croatia
Ecuador
Estonia
Jamaica
Sierra Leone
Tanzania
Bulgaria
China
Gambia
Hong Kong
Japan
Mongolia
Syria
UAE
Uzbekistan
Yemen

Joiners Leavers TOTAL
24
17
41
12
16
28
6
4
10
4
4
8
3
5
8
2
6
8
0
8
8
5
2
7
3
4
7
5
1
6
4
1
5
3
2
5
1
4
5
1
3
4
1
3
4
1
3
4
2
1
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
2
0
2
2
0
2
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
2
0
2
2
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1

3.4. CAPITAL PRIMARY SCHOOL
The School
Capital Primary School is a two-form
entry community school with places for
some 400 pupils, not counting the
nursery, though its actual roll is nearer
300. It is situated in Inner London LEA,
not far from the borders of another
inner London borough and an outer
borough. The catchment area of the
school houses both white and ethnic
minority groups and is dominated by
rented housing (council and private),
as well as two women’s refuges and a
number of hostels.
Pupil Mobility:
Joiners and Leavers During 1999
During 1999, the school took in 84
children in addition to its normal
reception class intake. During the
same period, 83 children left the
school, in addition to the normal
leavers at the end of Year 6. The
mobility rate was 60%.
The movement took place throughout
the year, with the biggest influx in
September. The biggest outflows were
in January and July (Table 3.6).
Table 3.6. Mobility by month

Month

Joiners

Leavers

January

11

18

February

11

8

March

4

6

April

5

4

May

2

8

June

8

6

July

0

17

August

0

0

September

28

2

October

2

7

November

10

2

December

3

5

Mobility affected all school years, but
most particularly Year 2. There were
20 joiners and 10 leavers during Years
5 and 6 (Table 3.7).
Table 3.7. Mobility by year groups

Yeargroup

Joiners

Leavers

Reception

11

13

Year 1

13

7

Year 2

20

19

Year 3

10

23

Year 4

10

11

Year 5

7

8

Year 6

13

2

The inflow and outflow of boys and
girls was fairly balanced (Table 3.8).
Table 3.8. Mobility by sex

Sex
Female
Male

Joiners Leavers
43
40
41
43

Housing circumstances
A large proportion of both joiners and
leavers were living in hostels or rented
Council accommodation. Small
numbers of families were in a women’s
refuge or living with friends or family.
One joiner and two leavers were
children in care. 11 leavers were living
in rented housing before moving away,
whilst there were no joiners in this
category.
Origins and destinations
Of the joiners whose origin was known,
nearly a third had moved home and/or
school within the LEA, whilst about
11% had moved from elsewhere in
London. 12% of joiners had come from
other parts of the UK. 41% of joiners
had come to the school from overseas,
with over half of these coming from
Eastern Europe. A quarter were from
Africa and the remainder from various
other countries. Four children had not
previously attended school.
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Figure 3.3. Mobile pupils by origin and destination
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Of the leavers, over a third moved to
other schools in the same LEA, and a
further 13% moved to a neighbouring
borough. 11% moved to other LEAs
within London and 8% to elsewhere in
the UK. Just under 10% of leavers
moved overseas. 16 pupils left with no
known destination
Reasons for Moving
Of the joiners, over a third of children
who had moved to the area were
refugees/asylum seekers and a further
7% were new arrivals to the UK. Nearly
50% were involved in house moves, of
which under half were ‘normal’ moves
from one house or flat to another and
over half were linked to family
problems and homelessness. A further
7% of joiners had moved because of
problems at their previous school.
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Abroad (to LEA direct)

Not known

school which maintained a waiting list
for when places became available
Table 3.9. Pupils moving school
only
Joiners Leavers
School Move Only
Home-school disagreement
4
12
Moved to school nearer home
5
Called from school waiting list
4
Moved to special school
1
Followed sibling
1
Total
4
23

Fluency in English
52% of children joining the school were
fully fluent in English, compared to
64% of those leaving.
Free School Meals
76% of joiners and 77% of leavers
were eligible for free school meals.

Of the leavers, over a third moved
away due to a ‘normal’ house move
and a further 6% moved to a school
nearer home. 15% of moves were
associated with family problems. 18%
left without warning or explanation.

Parental Occupation
It was not possible to collect data on
parental occupation. However, many
parents were unemployed or in lowpaid employment.

Of those who changed school without
moving home, the main reasons shown
in Table 3.9 were home-school
disagreement, moving to a school
nearer home or moving to a preferred

Achievement and Special
Educational Needs
There was a greater proportion of
lower-achieving children among joiners
than among leavers. Only four joiners
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were identified as achieving above the
average level for others of the same
age in the school, compared to ten
children who left the school.
In respect of special needs, there were
many more leavers than joiners on the
SEN register because children had
rarely had their needs assessed before
coming to the school.
Pupil Mobility: following a year
group through the school
Figure 3.4 shows the passage of one
year group through the school. 49
children started at the normal starting
age in September 1993. 13 of these
original children (27%) were still there
at the normal leaving age in July 2000.
A further 72 children joined the year
group over the seven year period, of
whom only 28 were still there in July
2000. Seven children joined and left
twice.
The movement into and out of the
school was spread throughout the
seven years but there was particularly
high overall movement in Years 1 and
2. However, the biggest influx of pupils
occurred in Year 3 when 20 children
joined the cohort. There were 16 new
entrants and 8 leavers during Years 5
and 6.

Figure 3.4. Following a year group
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Other Information
Mobility has long been an issue for the
school. Recent experience suggests it
is increasing and the school now has
an expanding roll. For a long time, it
has had spare places and is said to
have a reputation for always taking
children in, no matter what their
circumstances. Many come from
families in difficulties of one sort or
another, in addition to the refugees/
asylum seekers, and there are many
single parents.
Studies undertaken by the school itself
indicate that the most mobile children
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tend to have behavioural problems and
low levels of achievement. Although
the school has one of the highest
levels of mobility and free school meals
in the LEA, it has very few exclusions,
as this is not seen as the answer to
problems.
There are normally 2-3 families per
year who take their children on
extended visits abroad, destinations
including India, Jamaica, Italy, Portugal
and Monserrat.
Families who leave do not always
disclose when or where they are going
and a number of children each year
cannot be traced in spite of all possible
steps being taken.
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3.5. SERVICES JUNIOR SCHOOL
The School
Services Junior School is a two-form
entry community school in Southern
County LEA with places for around
240 children. As a junior school, it has
pupils from Year 3 to Year 6 (i.e. from
ages 7 to 11). It is an ordinary state
school but, since it is situated close to
an army garrison, about 90% of its
pupils come from families living in
forces’ married quarters. Some of the
other pupils live in nearby housing
used as short-term accommodation by
the local authority.
Pupil Mobility:
Joiners and Leavers During 1999
During 1999, the school took in 93
children in addition to its normal intake
to Year 3. During the same period, 68
children left the school, in addition to
the normal leavers at the end of Year
6. The mobility rate was 86%.
The movement took place throughout
the year, though by far the biggest
influx was in September. The biggest
outflow was in July (Table 3.10).
Table 3.10. Mobility by month

Month

Joiners

Leavers

January

9

4

February

6

8

March

7

13

April

7

0

May

4

0

June

4

4

July

5

17

August

0

0

September

37

0

October

2

14

November

11

3

December

1

5

Mobility had an impact on all year
groups (Table 3.11). The numbers of
children joining and leaving in Years 5
and 6 were 39 and 32 respectively.
Table 3.11. Mobility by year groups

Yeargroup

Joiners

Leavers

Year 3

29

24

Year 4

25

12

Year 5

20

19

Year 6

19

13

Mobility affected the balance of boys
and girls in the school (Table 3.12).
Table 3.12. Mobility by sex

Sex
Female
Male

Joiners Leavers
43
38
50
30

Housing circumstances
The majority of joiners and leavers
were resident in forces’
accommodation. The rest were living in
Council/Housing Association housing,
some of it temporary.
Origins and destinations
Of the joiners whose origin was known,
23% had moved or changed school
within the same LEA. 35% had come
from elsewhere in England. 7% had
come from elsewhere in the UK. 29%
had come from overseas, the majority
returning from Germany. (Figure 3.5).
Of the leavers whose destination was
known, 17% moved within the LEA,
45% to other parts of England. 20%
went to other parts of the UK, most of
them to Scotland. 15% went overseas,
all but one to Germany.
Fluency in English
Only 5 joiners and 1 leaver were not
fluent in English.
Reasons for moving
80% of joiners were moving under the
auspices of the army. The other main
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Figure 3.5. Mobile pupils by origin and destination
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reasons were dissatisfaction with
previous school and social factors (i.e.
family break-up and other domestic
problems causing a change of home).
Of the leavers, 69% were army moves,
plus 2 cases of pupils from forces’
families going to boarding school and 4
cases where fathers left the army and
the area. 16% were moves linked to
housing and social factors (e.g.
families in temporary accommodation
being re-housed elsewhere).
8 children joined and two left because
of home-school disagreement and 4
joined as a matter of preference (see
Table 3.13).
Table 3.13. Pupils moving school
only
Joiners Leavers
School Move Only
Home-school disagreement
8
2
Preferred "Services Juniors"
4
Total
12
2

Free school meals
The vast majority of joiners and leavers
were not entitled to free school meals
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Abroad

Not known

because their parents were in work.
Parental occupation
Around 90% of fathers were in army
employment.
Achievement and Special
Educational Needs
The school estimated that there was a
similar proportion of high achievers
among joiners and leavers but a
greater proportion of low achievers
among the joiners. 22 joiners were at
Stages 1-3 on the SEN register,
compared to 16 leavers. No children
had SEN Statements.
Pupil Mobility: Following A Year
Group Through The School
Figure 3.6 shows the passage of one
year group through the school. 48
children started at the normal starting
age in September 1995. 8 of these
original children (17%) were still there
at the normal leaving age in July 1999.
A further 79 children joined the year
group over the four year period, of
whom only 41 were still there in July
1999. 4 children came and left twice.

The movement into and out of the
school was spread over the four years
and some took place every term. The
larger movements tended to be in the
autumn and summer terms. The
biggest influx to the year group was in
Year 4. There were 31 new entrants
and 27 leavers during Years 5 and 6.
Other Information
Statistics compiled by the school over
the last eight years indicate that high
mobility is ‘normality’ for this school. A
large regimental move (every three to
four years) can result in a very high
volume of movement in a single year.
The numbers of children involved
reflect the age profile of this particular
occupational group. Regular relocation
from one place to another is a part of
army life. A school document states:

Figure 3.6. Following a year group
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Families Officers to liase beforehand
and provide help and information to
parents, the number of children who
will eventually arrive and join a
particular school is difficult to predict.
Army parents, like any others, have the
right to choose their child’s school (if
they meet the admission criteria and
there is a place available) and may not
visit schools until they have moved to
the area. Unexpectedly large numbers
of parents and children may present
themselves at a school after a move,
sometimes necessitating the opening
of a new class and the finding of an
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additional teacher. At the same time,
some children who have put their
names down at a particular school do
not appear. Services school uses
temporary registers at the start of term
until it is clear who has arrived.
Some departures are known well in
advance but in other cases, the move
takes place at short notice and the
school has very little warning.
However, it is rare that the school
does not know, or cannot find out,
where a leaver has gone.

Pupil Mobility in Schools: Final Report

Page 27

3.6. MIDLANDS PRIMARY SCHOOL
The School
Midlands Primary School is a one-form
entry community school with places for
around 200 pupils. It is situated in the
North-East of Midland City LEA in an
area of declining industry. Local
housing is a mixture of council
property, owner-occupied terraced
homes and rented multi-occupied
accommodation. Some terraced
housing has been demolished to make
way for industrial development. The
catchment area also covers a women’s
refuge and two hostels for the
homeless.
Pupil Mobility:
Joiners and Leavers During 1999
During 1999, the school took in 33
children in addition to its normal intake
in reception. During the same period,
51 children left the school in addition to
the normal leavers at the end of Year
6. The mobility rate was 47%.
Movement took place throughout the
year, although low in February and
December. The biggest influx of pupils
was in September and the biggest
outflow was in January (Table 3.14).
Table 3.14. Mobility by month
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Month

Joiners

Leavers

January

4

17

February

1

0

March

1

5

April

4

1

May

2

2

June

4

5

July

0

6

August

0

0

September

9

5

October

3

6

November

5

3

December

0

1
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Mobility affected all years, but most
particularly Year 3 (Table 3.15). The
numbers of children joining and leaving
in Years 5 and 6 were 7 and 10
respectively.
Table 3.15. Mobility by year groups

Yeargroup

Joiners

Leavers

Reception

4

7

Year 1

5

8

Year 2

5

4

Year 3

9

10

Year 4

3

12

Year 5

5

6

Year 6

2

4

Boys exceeded girls among both
joiners and leavers (Table 3.16).
Table 3.16. Mobility by sex
Sex

Joiners

Leavers

Female

13

22

Male

20

29

Housing circumstances
A third of joiners and a fifth of leavers
were living in the refuge which is within
walking distance of the school. Nearly
a quarter of joiners and 17% of leavers
were resident on the Council estate a
few roads away from the school.
Nearly 40% of joiners and two-thirds of
leavers were living in either owneroccupied or privately-rented housing.
Origins and destinations
All of the joiners, with the exception of
two from Pakistan, had moved within
the LEA. Over three quarters of the
leavers moved elsewhere within the
LEA and a further 12% moved to
neighbouring counties. Three pupils
(all in one family) returned to Malaysia
(Figure 3.7).
Fluency in English
Although a large proportion of the

Figure 3.7. Mobile pupils by origin and destination
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school’s population is made up of
ethnic minority groups, all but two of
the joiners and all but one of the
leavers were fluent in English. It is
relevant to note that the community of
Pakistani origin has long been settled
in the city.
Reasons for Moving
Nearly half of the joiners had moved
house and a further third had moved
into the local refuge. Three pupils had
moved to the school to join siblings
already there, two had just arrived from
Pakistan and one had been excluded
from a previous school.
Two-thirds of children left the school
because they had moved house and/or
moved out of the local area. Almost a
quarter moved because they left the
refuge and were allocated alternative
accommodation outside the school
catchment area. Three pupils returned
overseas after their father had
completed his degree.
Of those who moved school but not
home, one moved to a local Catholic

Abroad

school and one moved to a Special
School (Table 3.17).
Table 3.17. Pupils moving school
School Move Only
Joiners Leavers
Followed sibling
3
Home-school disagreement
1
Wanted Catholic school
1
Went to special school
1
4
2
Total

Free School Meals
Nearly all of the joiners and 65% of the
leavers were eligible for free school
meals.
Parental Occupation
A majority of parents of both joiners
and leavers was unemployed and
many were single mothers. Those in
employment tended to be in service
occupations, such as working in shops
and restaurants or taxi driving.
Achievement and Special
Educational Needs
There was a greater proportion of low
achievers among the joiners than
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among the leavers but the biggest
difference was in respect of aboveaverage pupils. The school identified
20% of joiners as above average for
their year group, compared to nearly
50% of leavers.
Only 3 of the joiners and 4 of the
leavers were on the SEN register
between Stages 1 and 3. One child left
to attend a special school.
Pupil Mobility: following a year
group through the school

Figure 3.8. Following a year group

32
FINAL
LEAVERS
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YEAR SIX
4 joiners
4 leavers

20
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YEAR FIVE

Figure 3.8 shows the passage of one
year group through the school. 34
children started at the normal starting
age in September 1992. 20 of these
original children (59%) were still there
at the normal leaving age in July 1999.
A further 33 children joined the year
group over the seven year period, of
whom only 14 were still there in July
1999. Five children in the year group
joined and left the school twice, and
one child joined and left three times.
The movement into and out of the
school was fairly constant, although
there was a particularly high rate of
overall movement in Year 1. Year 1
also had the largest separate numbers
of both joiners and leavers. In Years 1,
3, 4 and 6, the Autumn term was the
busiest for non-standard admissions,
whilst the Spring terms in nearly all
years generally saw the most leavers.
There were 8 new entrants and 9
leavers during Years 5 and 6.

4 joiners
5 leavers

22

13

YEAR FOUR
3 joiners
3 leavers

23

12

YEAR THREE
9 joiners
7 leavers

25

8

YEAR TWO
5 joiners
6 leavers

27

5

YEAR ONE
10 joiners
12 leavers

31

3

RECEPTION
5 joiners
5 leavers

34
NORMAL
STARTERS

MOBILE
PUPILS
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PAKISTAN

BANGLADESH

Table 3.18. Extended leave abroad (in weeks)

Girl A
Girl B
Girl C
Girl D
Boy A
Boy B
Girl E
Girl F
Girl G
Girl H
Girl I
Girl J
Girk K
Girl L
Girl M
Girl N
Boy C
Boy D
Boy E

Year Group in which extended leave was taken
R
Y1
Y2
Y3
Y4
Y5
Y6
40
16
12
11
25
11
18
15
18
5
21
7
9
32
12
6
11
6
18
12
9
30
9
10
9

Bangladesh:
Pakistan:

average weeks per pupil
average weeks per trip
average weeks per pupil
average weeks per trip

Total
56
23
25
11
18
33
5
21
16
32
12
17
24
12
9
30
9
10
9

28
18
16
13

Other Information
Midlands Primary is a small school and
the number on roll has been steadily
declining in recent years. This has
been due to demolition of local
terraced housing to make way for new
industry under the auspices of SRB
funding. A large proportion of the
population is of Pakistani origin, but
there are other ethnic minority groups
in the school’s catchment area. Around
a quarter of the population is white.
The pattern of mobility in the school is
that the children from ethnic minorities,
who constitute around 75% of the
school community, tend not to move
home and it is the white pupils who are
mobile. About 65% of the children on
roll are Pakistani, 5% Bangladeshi and
5% Caribbean or mixed race.

Much of the movement is related to
residence in temporary housing (six
months is the maximum length of stay
in a hostel), which in turn is linked to
family break-up and other difficulties.
The nearby council estate, where
some movement also takes place, has
received SRB funding over the last 5
years for refurbishment but is still
perceived to have many problems.
A further cause of mobility in the
school is extended absence abroad.
Families frequently take their children
on visits to Pakistan or Bangladesh for
lengthy periods. Table 3.18 shows
figures from the year group who
started in reception class in 1992 and
left in 1999, and charts their absences
abroad.
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3.7 INCLUSIVE PRIMARY SCHOOL
The School
Inclusive primary school is a two-form
entry community school with places for
about 400 pupils, excluding the nursery
but including a Resource Base (RB)
with places for 40 pupils with learning
difficulties. Pupils with Statements of
special educational needs join the RB
at different (mainly younger) ages and
become increasingly integrated into
mainstream classes until, by the final
year, the majority are on a Year 6 class
register. The school is situated on the
outskirts of Northern City LEA in an
area with high levels of poverty and
unemployment. Pupils are mostly from
the nearby council estate, though the
RB children come from a wider area.
Pupil Mobility:
Joiners and Leavers During 1999

Mobility had a significant impact on all
year groups except the reception year
(Table 3.20). In Years 5 and 6
combined, there were 11 joiners and
18 leavers.
Table 3.20. Mobility by year groups

Yeargroup

Joiners

Leavers

Reception

2

1

Year 1

9

13

Year 2

7

12

Year 3

8

9

Year 4

6

8

Year 5

7

11

Year 6

4

7

Boys comprised just over half the
leavers but 60% of the joiners (Table
3.21).
Table 3.21. Mobility by sex

During 1999, the school took in 43
children in addition to its normal intake
in reception. During the same period,
61 children left the school, in addition
to the normal leavers at the end of
Year 6. The mobility rate was 28%.
The movement took place throughout
the year, with the biggest influx in
September (Table 3.19).
Table 3.19. Mobility by month
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Month

Joiners

January

3

February

3

March

1

April

4

May

6

June

5

July

0

August

0

September

15

October

0

November

6

December

0

Leavers

33

28
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Sex

Joiners

Leavers

Female

17

29

Male

26

32

Housing circumstances
The vast majority of joiners and leavers
were in rented Council
accommodation. A very small number
of both were owner-occupiers.
Origins and Destinations
Of the joiners, 70% had moved within
the same LEA, a further 12% from
urban areas in the surrounding county
and 7% from a coastal city in the same
region. The rest had come from other
parts of the UK, apart from one child
from overseas.
Of the leavers, 72% were moving
within the LEA, a further 16% to towns
and cities in the surrounding county.
The rest were moving to other parts of
the UK, apart from one child going
overseas (Figure 3.9).

Figure 3.9. Mobile pupils by origin and destination
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Reasons for moving
Nearly 80% of joiners were involved in
moves of home, many of which were
attributed to families seeking a ‘fresh
start’ and getting away from problems
in their previous place of residence.
One in seven of the joiners were
children with learning difficulties who
came into the RB. One child joined
because a place was not available at a
preferred school and later transferred,
while two came as a result of homeschool disagreement at a previous
school. Amongst leavers,
neighbourhood and family problems
were said to predominate as reasons
for moving away.
There were six moves of school
without change of home, two to special
schools (Table 3.22).
Fluency in English
All joiners and leavers were fluent in
English.
Free school meals
80% of both joiners and leavers were
entitled to free school meals.

Abroad

Table 3.22. Pupils moving school
only
School Move Only
To join Resource Base
Didn’t get first choice school
Needed special schooling
Got place at first choice school
Followed sibling
Home-school disagreement
School nearer home
Total

Joiners Leavers
6
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
9
6

Parental occupation
The majority of both joiners and
leavers had parents who were
unemployed, many of them single
mothers.
Achievement and Special
Educational Needs
There was a much greater proportion
of children among leavers than among
joiners who were achieving above
average for their peer group in the
school. (In terms of absolute numbers,
four times as many children left as
joined). Below-average achievers
accounted for a slightly greater
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proportion of joiners than of leavers
(though absolute numbers were slightly
lower, as more children left than joined
in that year).
12 joiners were at Stages 1-3 on the
SEN register and 9 had Statements
(49% of all joiners). 22 leavers were at
Stages 1-3 on the register and 6 had
Statements (46% of leavers).

A
high proportion
of these
migrants
are
Figure
3.10. Following
a year
group
said to be families with difficulties of

49
FINAL
LEAVERS
25

24

YEAR SIX
4 joiners
4 leavers

Pupil Mobility: Following a Year
Group through the School

25

24

Figure 3.10 shows the passage of one
year group through the school. 55
children started at the normal starting
age in September 1992. 25 of these
original children (45%) were still there
at the normal leaving age in July 1999.
A further 48 children joined the year
group over the seven year period, of
whom only 24 were still there in July
1999. One child joined and left the
school twice. One child joined and left
three times.
The movement into and out of the
school was spread over the seven
years as Figure 3.10 shows, with the
larger inflows in the autumn term. The
biggest influx to the year group was in
Year 2, with 11 new entrants. There
were 14 entrants and 12 leavers during
Years 5 and 6.

YEAR FIVE
10 joiners
8 leavers

19

YEAR FOUR
6 joiners
8 leavers
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29

20

YEAR THREE
9 joiners
12 leavers

16

36

YEAR TWO
11 joiners
8 leavers

7

42
YEAR ONE
8 joiners
13 leavers

Other Information
Inclusive has not always had a mobility
rate as high as the present one. The
mobility has increased over the last
two or three years because of the
existence of family maisonettes on the
surrounding Council estate for which
there is no local demand. The
accommodation has therefore been
advertised and let to ‘out of town’
applicants - people from other local
authority area - as well as to families
wanting to move from other estates in
the city.

28

3

51
RECEPTION
3 joiners
4 leavers

55
NORMAL
STARTERS

authority areas
wellWHO
as to families
MOBILE- as
PUPILS
STARTED
AT estates in
wanting to PUPILS
move from
other
NORMAL AGE
the city (one in particular).

Many of these migrants are families
who are seeking a ’fresh start’ but who
may bring major problems with them.
Some do not stay long before moving
on again elsewhere, sometimes going
back to the area from which they
came. Some have a history of frequent
moving.
The changing social character of the
estate and anti-social behaviour by a
minority were felt by many of those
interviewed to have been significant in
causing established families to move
away, particularly where recent
demolition of housing has given them
the choice of transferring to other
areas rather than being re-housed
nearby. It is perceived that the less
confident and aspirational are less
likely to take the option of leaving the
locality.

inclusion which it actively promotes
among parents. It believes in
welcoming and doing its best for all
children, whatever their difficulties, but
is finding this increasingly hard
because of the pattern and level of
mobility.
Families who leave do not always
disclose when or where they are going.
About 2-3 children leave each year
who cannot be traced, in spite of all
possible steps being taken.

Families who move to another estate
sometimes continue to send their
children back to Inclusive for a period
but eventually transfer them to schools
closer to home.
The RB also generates movement in
the school population, partly because
children join it at different ages, partly
because families sometimes transfer
their other children to the school at the
same time. Siblings frequently also
have learning difficulties, if not as
severe as those of the child with the
Statement.
The changing nature of the school
population, together with the high
number of Statemented children, was
thought by a number of interviewees to
adversely affect the way the school is
seen by prospective parents, even
though the OfSTED parental survey
suggested a high level of satisfaction
among those whose children attend it.
Some families who send their children
to the nursery transfer them at five to
another school.
The school has a strong ethos of
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3.8. SEASIDE PRIMARY SCHOOL
The School
Seaside Primary School is a three-form
entry community school with places for
around 600 pupils, not counting the
nursery. It is a situated near the shore
in Northern Coastal LEA, and serves a
catchment area dominated by
temporary accommodation and houses
in multiple occupation, mainly
converted Edwardian guesthouses.
There is also Council and privatelyrented housing in the area.
Pupil Mobility:
Joiners and Leavers During 1999
During 1999, the school took in 120
children in addition to its normal
reception class intake. During the
same year, 106 children left the school
in addition to the normal leavers at the
end of Year 6. The mobility rate based
on the January roll was 38%.
Movement took place throughout the
year, with the largest influx in
September. The biggest outflows of
pupils were in February, July and
October (Table 3.23).
Table 3.23. Mobility by month
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Month

Joiners

Leavers

January

17

8

February

12

16

March

9

10

April

15

5

May

15

6

June

6

5

July

1

14

August

0

0

September

22

12

October

11

17

November

11

6

December

1

7
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There was a significant impact on all
years, less so Year 6 (Table 3.24).
There were 34 joiners and 23 leavers
in Years 5 and 6.
Table 3.24. Mobility by year groups

Yeargroup

Joiners

Leavers

Reception

20

16

Year 1

10

18

Year 2

19

13

Year 3

16

19

Year 4

21

17

Year 5

19

16

Year 6

15

7

Boys comprised just over half of the
joiners but girls were a much higher
proportion of the leavers (Table 3.25).
Table 3.25. Mobility by sex

Sex

Joiners

Leavers

Female

58

59

Male

62

47

Housing circumstances
No detailed information was
obtainable. However, the majority of
the accommodation in the catchment
area was rented from the Council,
Housing Associations or a private
landlord and a high proportion of
movers were living in temporary
housing of one kind or another.
Origins and destinations
Of the joiners whose previous place of
residence was known, nearly half had
moved within the LEA. 12% had come
from the surrounding county and a
further 11% from the North West and
Yorkshire. Just over a fifth of joiners
had moved from other parts of the UK
and Ireland, with nearly a quarter of
these being from Scotland. Less than
3% of newcomers to the school were
from abroad.
The pattern for leavers was similar. Of

Figure 3.11. Mobile pupils by origin and destination
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those whose destination was known,
over half moved to other schools within
the LEA, 11% moved within the
surrounding county and 5% into the
North West and Yorkshire. A sixth of
leavers went to other parts of the UK
and Ireland, with a third of these
moving to Scotland. Less than 2%
moved abroad.
Reasons for moving
Detailed data were not available. Much
of the movement into the area from
elsewhere was said to be related to
family difficulties (such as domestic
violence, neighbour disputes and rent
arrears). There was also movement
within the LEA for social and housing
reasons.
Fluency in English
Only one joiner was not fluent in
English.
Free school meals
About half the joiners were entitled to
free school meals compared to 69% of
leavers.
Parental Occupation
A high proportion of movers were

Abroad

Not known

unemployed. Of those in work, most
had temporary jobs, particularly in the
entertainment and fairground
businesses.
Achievement and Special
Educational Needs
Data on achievement were not
obtained. There were 16% of leavers
on the SEN register at Stage 1
compared with under 8% of joiners,
reflecting action taken by the school to
assess children’s needs after they had
joined. The proportions of joiners and
leavers on the SEN register were
similar, as were the numbers of
children with SEN statements.
Pupil Mobility: Following a Year
Group through the School
Figure 3.12 shows the passage of one
year group through the school. 76
children started at the normal starting
age in September 1993. 38 of these
original children (50%) were still there
at the normal leaving age in July 2000.
A further 122 children joined the year
group over the seven year period, of
whom only 53 were still there in July
2000.
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5 children joined the school, left,
rejoined and left again.
The movement into and out of the
school was constant, with at least one
child moving every term. The largest
turnover was in Year 3, although Years
2, 4 and 5 also had high numbers of
children joining and leaving (see Figure
3.12). Boys were more numerous
among the joiners and girls among the
leavers. There were 38 new entrants
and 30 leavers during Years 5 and 6.

Figure 3.12. Following a year group
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Other Information
Seaside Primary is a large school of
over 600 pupils, and rarely has spare
places due to its proximity to temporary
housing, hostels and B&Bs. Data
collected by the school indicate that
high levels of mobility are usual for this
school. The highest mobility
experienced by the school was in
1996-7, with a total of 164 nonstandard joiners, 70 of whom left again
within the same school year. Other
school statistics show the significance
of homelessness in relation to pupil
mobility and the fact that many children
have already had two or more changes
of school before joining Seaside
Primary School.

38
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26 joiners
22 leavers

39
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20 leavers

51

29

YEAR THREE
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27 leavers
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YEAR TWO
23 joiners
19 leavers
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3.9. WHAT DO THE SCHOOL CASE STUDIES TELL US ABOUT THE NATURE
AND CAUSES OF PUPIL MOBILITY IN HIGH MOBILITY SCHOOLS?
The preceding pages provide a great
deal of detail on scale, patterns and
causes of pupil mobility in the case
study schools. The following points
summarise the overall findings:
• Schools which LEAs know or
perceive to be near the highest
end of the mobility range in their
area differ in scale of movement
and balance between joiners and
leavers.
Mobility rates in the six schools during
1999 varied between 89% and 28%. In
three schools, joiners exceeded
leavers and in three schools the
opposite was the case, though some of
the differences were minor in the
context of overall numbers. Services
Junior had a large excess of joiners
over leavers, whereas Inclusive and
Midlands Primary Schools had
significant net losses.
• Some schools with high mobility
rates also have a large stable
core of pupils, whereas others do
not
Table 3.26. School mobility rate in
1999 & stable core of pupils
School
Global
Capital
Services
Midland
Inclusive
Seaside

Mobility Rate
in 1999
89%
60%
86%
47%
28%
38%

Stable Core
of Pupils1
62%
27%
17%
59%
45%
50%

Note:
1. The stable core is the percentage of normal
starters who stayed until the normal leaving
age in our case study year group.

Global Infants School, which had the
highest mobility rate in 1999, also had
the largest stable core of pupils. 62%
of children who started in the reception
class at Global Infants in 1996 were

still there in July 1999. On the other
hand Services Junior School, with the
second highest rate, had the smallest
stable core: only 17% of the original
entr ant s r em ained t hr oughout.
Inclusive Primary School had the
lowest mobility rate of the six schools,
but retained less than half of its original
pupils (Table 3.26).
The differences have to do with who
the movers are and why they are
moving. At Global, there was very
frequent movement by a third of the
pupil population, mainly children in
hotels and other temporary
accommodation. At Services, pupils
tended to stay for years rather than
weeks or months but the majority
moved at some point under the
auspices of the army.
• Mobile pupils come and go at all
ages with no overall pattern.
While the overall pattern of residential
movement in the UK population is for
children to move most frequently in the
Table 3.27. Children entering/
leaving each year group as a % of
total joiners and leavers in 1999
Joiners
Global
Capital
Services
Midland
Inclusive
Seaside

R
34
13

1
48
15

12
5
17

15
21
8

Leavers
Global
Capital
Services
Midland
Inclusive
Seaside

R
38
16

1
31
8

14
2
15

16
21
17

YEAR GROUP
2
3
4
18
24 12 12
31 27
15 27
9
16 19 14
16 13 18
YEAR GROUP
2
3
4
31
23 28 13
35 18
8
20 24
20 15 13
12 18 16

5

6

8
22
15
16
16

15
20
6
9
13

5

6

10
28
12
18
15

2
19
8
11
7
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0-4 age group and with declining
frequency as they get older, there is no
evidence of this in the case study
schools. As Table 3.27 shows, schools
had to cope with mobility in all years
with variable patterns of joining and
leaving. The numbers of children
joining and leaving in Years 5 and 6
have been particularly emphasised in
the preceding analysis because of the
requirement for schools to set
performance targets at the beginning
of Year 5.
• Mobile pupils come
throughout the year.

and

go

Table 3.28. Mobility during 1999 ( %)
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Spring
30
31
24
18
16
32

Leavers
Global
Capital
Services
Midland
Inclusive
Seaside

Spring
25
39
37
43
32

Compared to the national figure of
22%, the proportion of mobile pupils
entitled to free school meals was high
in every school except Services. In four
of the six schools, over 75% of the
joiners were entitled to free school
meals (Table 3.29).
Table 3.29. Mobile pupils eligible for
free school meals (%)
Eligible/
Voucher
G lobal
80
C apital
76
Services
10
M idland
88
Inclusive
79
Seaside
49

Not
eligible
20
24
90
12
21
51

Eligible/
Voucher
G lobal
75
C apital
77
Services
13
M idland
65
Inclusive
79
Seaside
55

Not
eligible
25
23
87
35
21
25

Joiners

Mobile pupils were more likely to join a
school in the Autumn Term, though not
necessarily at the beginning of term.
However, as Table 3.28 shows, they
also arrived in significant numbers in
the Spring and Summer terms in all of
the case study schools. Movement out
of schools showed no particular pattern
and was spread across all terms. The
numbers shown as leaving in the
Autumn term may be slightly
exaggerated by those who left in the
summer without telling anybody and
had to be followed up in September
before being taken off roll.

Joiners
Global
Capital
Services
Midland
Inclusive
Seaside

• A high proportion of mobile
pupils is eligible for free school
meals.

TERM
Summer
31
18
22
30
35
31

Autumn
39
51
55
52
49
38

TERM
Summer
32
42
31
27
54
28

Autumn
43
19
32
29
46
40
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Leavers

Not
known

21

• Schools vary in terms of the
proportion of boys and girls
among joiners and leavers
Overall patterns of joining and leaving
by boys and girls varied from school to
school and had a variable impact on
gender balance. Boys comprised a
higher proportion of joiners than girls in
five out of six schools. At Inclusive, this
is likely to have been related to the
school’s specialist provision for
children with learning difficulties.
Midlands Primary also had a marked
imbalance in joiners.
Given the known differences in
achievement between boys and girls,
changes in the gender balance of a

class can affect aggregate
performance, as well as creating social
and other difficulties.
• There were differences between
joiners and leavers identified by
schools in respect of
achievement and fluency in
English.
Information from four schools on the
achievement levels of joiners and
leavers, based on the schools’
assessment and knowledge of the
children concerned, indicated that a
higher proportion of joiners than of
leavers were below average in English
for their year group at that school. In
three schools, data suggested that
higher-than-average achievers were
disproportionately represented among
leavers.

Every school had an element of
international migration, tiny in three
cases. Global and Capital had
substantial inflows and much smaller
outflows from/to overseas. Services
had movement in both directions, with
more children coming in.
In addition to the above, each school
experienced a varying amount of
movement from/to areas outside the
LEA but within the UK. Almost all of
Global’s movement to the rest of the
UK was within the London area, with
only one joiner and five leavers having
a known origin/destination outside
London. Capital had twice as much
movement to/from areas outside
London as within it.
Table 3.30. Geographical patterns of
mobility (%)
Same
LEA

Rest of
UK

Abroad

Not
known

Global

21

12

66

1

Capital

30

23

42

6

Services

20

44

26

10

Midland

94

0

6

0

Inclusive

70

28

2

0

Seaside

48

44

3

5

Leavers

Same
LEA

Rest of
UK

Abroad

Not
known

Global

20

46

13

21

Capital

34

37

10

19

Services

16

62

18

4

Midland

76

18

6

0

Inclusive

72

26

2

0

Seaside

53

35

2

10

Joiners

At Global Infants, the fact that 97% of
joiners and 95% leavers were not
fluent in English and most were in the
earlier stages made this type of
comparison inappropriate; however,
the school constantly lost children who
had begun to make progress in
language learning and had to start
again with newcomers. At Capital
Primary, about half the joiners but twothirds of the leavers were fluent in
English.
• Geographical patterns of
movement varied immensely
between schools.
There was a striking difference
between schools in the extent to which
pupil mobility took place within the
same education authority. In Midlands
and Inclusive schools, the major part of
the movement was within the LEA 94% of Midlands’ joiners were moving
within the authority. In Seaside
Primary’s case, it was about half, and
at Capital about a third. At Global and
Services, it was around one in five.
(See Table 3.30).

Between a third and a half of Seaside’s
joiners and leavers came and went
from/to other parts of the UK (including
a number of Scots), one in ten from/to
the surrounding county. A quarter of
Inclusive’s mobile pupils came from
and went to other parts of the country,
mainly in the north of England
including adjoining authorities. The
largest part of Services’s movement
was to/from other parts of the UK.
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Table 3.31: Housing circumstances of mobile pupils (%)

Joiners

Global

Owner
occupied/
private
renting

Council
or HA

Tied

Hostel

Refuge

Hotel

Armed
Forces

Other

4

8

4

0

0

59

0

25

Capital

0

39

0

45

6

0

0

5

Services

0

8

0

0

0

0

87

5

Midland

39

24

0

0

33

0

0

0

Inclusive

7

93

0

0

0

0

0

0

Leavers

Owner
occupied/
private
renting

Council
or HA

Tied

Hostel

Refuge

Hotel

Armed
Forces

Other

Global

9

7

0

0

0

52

0

32

Capital

13

42

6

25

4

0

0

8

Services

0

0

0

0

0

0

94

6

Midland

61

18

0

0

22

0

0

0

Inclusive

5

95

0

0

0

0

0

0

• The majority of mobile pupils
were living either in temporary
accommodation or Council/
Housing Association housing.
Setting aside the special
circumstances of the army families at
Services, the majority of the mobile
children were living in one of the above
types of accommodation. (See Table
3.31). Seaside Primary School, for
which there are no housing statistics,
also had high numbers resident in
hotels and other temporary housing.
Midland was the only school with a
significant proportion of joiners, and
the majority of leavers, living in private
rented or owner-occupied housing.
• Residential movement for diverse
reasons was the dominant cause
of pupil mobility in schools.
Moving home, rather than change of
school without move of home, was the
dominant cause of joining and leaving
at non-standard times. Reasons for
moving home were diverse.
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Not
known

5
3

Not
known

1
0

International migration included
families who were refugees/asylum
seekers in particular, but also people
moving for employment reasons (some
in the army) and one or two students
with children. Long return visits by
families to country of origin were a
further cause of movement, though not
categorised as a ‘housing’ move.
Internal migration included moves of
home primarily for housing reasons, for
example, seeking to obtain a bigger or
better home or being re-housed by the
Council following housing
redevelopment. It also included moves
of home generated by family situations,
such as the break-up (or re-formation)
of adult relationships, domestic
violence, rent arrears, conflict with
neighbours and problems related to
drugs or crime. It included people
moving f or a different social
environment because they were
unhappy about perceived social
decline in their area. And it included
moves of home for employment
reasons, primarily the armed forces.

Family difficulties played a part in the
mobility in every school and a major
part in some.
Data on institutional movement movement between schools without
changing home - were provided by five
schools and in every case, there were
both joiners and leavers in this
category. Three schools reported
leavers moving to schools closer to the
child’s home some time after a housing
move had been made, so these were
really linked to residential movement.
Three schools had both joiners and
leavers with ‘problems at school’. This
was a catch-all category to define
disagreements between home and
school or parental dissatisfaction for
some reason. The larger numbers
recorded included children from the
same families and some had had
disagreements with previous schools.
Pupils transferring to Catholic schools
and special schools were recorded by
two schools and there were other
instances of children choosing other
schools, or a case study school, as a
preferred school.

suffering an existence in temporary
accommodation.
Global also had many children in
temporary housing and had to cope
with communication problems with
large numbers of parents who spoke
little English, as well as other stresses
arising from the experiences of
refugees/asylum seekers. Capital also
had these difficulties. Services had
some pupils living in short-stay
accommodation and also had to try to
sustain continuity and a sense of
security for those from service families,
very few of whom remained in the
same place for more than two or three
years at a time.

Individual movement - children moving
between parents or carers - did not
appear in the statistics for the study
year although schools were able to cite
cases of both.
• The pressures placed on schools
by mobility did not only relate to
the movement itself but to other
associated factors.
Each of the case study schools had its
own particular pressures to deal with.
Even though it had the lowest mobility
rate of the six, many would regard
Inclusive as having the hardest task of
all because of the very high number of
children with Statements of Special
Educational Needs, together with
others from deprived and often divided
home backgrounds. Seaside, Capital
and Midland had many mobile pupils
from backgrounds similar to this, often
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C H AP T E R 4 : Mobility in six case study LEAs
4.1. Introduction
This chapter presents a portrait of the
six case study education authorities,
giving an overview of the nature and
causes of pupil mobility in each. The
focus is on the high mobility schools in
each LEA, drawing on the responses
to the postal survey and making some
comparisons with low (or lower)
mobility schools in the same areas.
The portraits make it possible to
compare the situation of the case study
schools with other high mobility
schools in their LEAs to see how
typical or untypical they are of the
wider picture. They also give an
indication of the overall impact of pupil
mobility in different types of area. And
they provide a clearer picture of the
nature and causes of pupil mobility
overall. The main findings are brought
together at the end of the chapter.
E a c h p o r t r a it
components:

ha s

f ou r

main

•

Area and housing – a brief
description, concentrating mainly
on the local housing situation;

•

Social characteristics – socioeconomic background and ethnic
minorities;

•
•

The LEA and its schools – number,
type and sizes of schools;
Pupil mobility – analysis of pupil
mobility in schools based on LEA
sources and the postal survey of
schools.

4.2. The postal survey and
measurement of mobility
More detailed information about the
postal survey is given in Appendix 1.
However, in interpreting the findings,
the following points should be noted.

size and number of schools. This
accounts for the difference in number
of schools included in the tables
relating to different LEAs. In the two
smallest authorities – Central London
and Northern Coastal – questionnaires
were sent to 10% of high and 10% of
low mobility schools. In the four larger
authorities, 5% of high and 5% of low
mobility schools were included. Even
then, the actual numbers of schools
involved differed considerably.
W here LEAs did not have
comprehensive mobility statistics, they
were asked to identify schools at the
highest and lowest of the mobility
range on the basis of any relevant data
held by the authority and local
knowledge. This helps to explain why,
in some cases, the ‘low’ mobility
schools are in fact ‘lower’ mobility
schools in terms of mobility levels,
particularly in the case of Southern
County LEA where there is effectively
a continuum of mobility levels in the
sample. In two cases, schools were
reclassified as ‘high’ or ‘low’ for the
purposes of analysis. All the ‘high’
mobility schools in the tables have
mobility rates above the 20% level.

Key to tables:
J

Joiners only

L

Leavers only

J&L

Both

N/R

Non response

Short stay pupils

Pupils joining
the survey
schools and
leaving again
between
Sept 1999 &
Feb 2000

Source of tables: Postal survey of schools

The six LEAs differed enormously in
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4.3. CENTRAL LONDON LEA
Area and Housing
Central London LEA is one of the
education authorities serving the
resident population in the heart of
London. Housing has to compete for
space with many other uses, including
business, finance, retailing, tourism,
hotels and catering and public
institutions.
About 90 per cent of residential
accommodation is in flats. Housing
tenure is, very broadly, one third
owner-occupied, one third private
rented and one third Council/housing
association. Some housing is linked to
employment, ranging from publicans
and caretakers to international
diplomats and executives. Homebuying is an option only for those at the
upper income levels and private sector
rents are high.
The local housing authority recorded
over 7000 homeless applications in
1998/9. In its latest Housing Strategy
document, it reported a continued
growth in demand f rom bot h
‘traditional’ homeless households and
asylum seekers. In July 1999, there
were over 2000 homeless families
living in temporary accommodation,
over 1100 of whom were in Bed and
Breakfast. Around 700 were asylum
seekers.
Other London authorities place
homeless families in hotels in the
borough. There has been growing
pressure on hotels and other
temporary accommodation in the
capital and Central itself places some
households outside its own
boundaries. It has accommodated
families throughout Greater London, as
well as further afield.
Social Characteristics
The resident population ranges
between the extremes of wealth and
poverty. In respect of homeless

applicants, the local authority states
that ‘most are dependent on social
benefits which are not sufficient to
meet private sector rents in Central
London’. Some residents who are in
work also have low incomes, for
example those in poorly-paid service
occupations. About half of the LEA’s
primary school pupils are eligible for
free school meals. At the same time, a
section of the borough’s population is
at the highest end of the national
income scale.
The borough’s residents are drawn
from all over the world. Nearly one in
three are from ethnic minority
backgrounds. In the authority’s
schools, over half the children are from
ethnic minorities, just under half speak
English as an additional language and
some 120 languages are spoken.
The LEA and Its Schools
Central London is a small LEA but its
density and location mean that
residents potentially have access to
many primary schools in the same and
neighbouring authorities. At least 75
per cent of primary pupils in the LEA’s
schools live in the borough, while some
residents attend schools outside the
authority. A small number of pupils are
the children of central London workers
who live some distance away. Many of
the borough’s wealthier parents use
the private sector to educate their
children at some or all stages.
The LEA’s primary schools are mostly
small. Three-quarters have less than
250 children on roll. There is an
unusually high proportion of Church
schools - nearly half of the primary
schools are Church of England and
one in six is Roman Catholic.
The Case Study School
Global Infants School had the second
highest mobility rate during the school
year 1998-9 among the respondents to
the postal survey in Central London
LEA. (Mobility rates for the postal
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survey were calculated from total roll
figures including nursery classes,
which explains the lower rate here
compared to the case study).
Pupil Mobility
The LEA collects data from its schools
which offer insights into patterns of
pupil mobility and stability. In the year
for which information was provided,
half of the primary schools had a
mobility rate of over 20% and nearly
half of these had over 30% mobility.
Almost nine out of ten schools had a
mobility rate above 10%.
All the Roman Catholic schools were in
the lowest quarter of the mobility
range. The community schools were
mostly in the higher half of the range.
The Church of England schools were
fairly evenly spread across the full
range, including the highest mobility
school with over 80% mobility. (Its
intake includes as many Muslims as
Christians).
Value-added studies indicate that
about two thirds of children who are in
Central London’s primary schools at
Key Stage 1 are still in the same
school at Key Stage 2. Assuming a
comparable rate of mobility in the
infant years, it is possible that only half

the children who start their education in
reception classes are still in the same
school at the end of Year 6.
Mobility patterns
There were differences between high
and low mobility schools in relation to
mobility trends. Two of the three high
mobility schools responding to the
postal survey felt that their pupil
mobility had been increasing over the
last 3 years and the other reported that
levels had varied. In contrast, the low
mobility schools said that mobility
levels had been similar over the 3-year
period. High mobility schools were also
more likely to have short-stay pupils;
those who joined and then left again
within the same academic year (Table
4.4).
International migration
The dominance of international
migration in pupil mobility in this LEA
was brought out by the postal survey.
All three high mobility schools who
responded identified refugees/asylum
seekers, overseas migrants coming to
join relatives or to work in Britain and
overseas students with children as
represented among both joiners and
leavers (see Table 4.1). However, the
low mobility schools did not cite any of
these.
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Children in care

Travellers

J&L
J&L
J&L

Armed Forces
families

J&L
J&L
J&L

Families moving for
job reasons

J&L
J&L
J&L

Families that have
broken up

80.8
57.3
35.2
11.6
4.5
N/R

Overseas students

School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (high)
School 4 (low)
School 5 (low)
School 6 (low)

Overseas migrants
(work/family)

School
(mobility level)

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Refugees/asylum
seekers

Table 4.1. Social circumstances of joiners and leavers in Central London
LEA schools

J&L
J&L
J&L

J&L

J
J&L
J&L

The high mobility schools emphasised
the significance of refugees/asylum
seekers living in hotels and other
temporary accommodation (see Table
4.1). There were also references to
embassy employees; families working
for international companies; and
children joining extended families while
parents were moving around.

Whether defined as international or
internal migration, pupil movement in
high mobility schools was linked to the
local housing situation, as in this
survey response:
‘Housing policy means families are in
short term housing locally; this means
de facto a short-term stay (anything
from 3 weeks to 3 years).’

One school with 160 pupils supplied a
list of forty different languages spoken
by pupils who had passed through the
school since the Autumn term of 1996.
In a recent year, only one child taking
Key Stage 2 tests had been in the
school from reception.

High mobility schools said they were
affected by residential movement in
almost all types of housing temporary, Council or Housing
Association, private renting, owneroccupied, ‘tied’ accommodation,
women’s refuges and demolished /
rehabilitated housing (see Table 4.3).
Low mobility schools cited fewer
housing situations (only Council/HA
housing was mentioned by more than
one).

Internal migration
Some of the movement identified
above was strictly speaking internal
migration, in that families who had
come to the UK from overseas had first
found a roof in another London
authority and had then been placed in
temporary accommodation within the
LEA area. Schools had the impression
that children placed in hotels by the
host authority tended to stay there for
longer periods (sometimes for years)
than families housed there by other
authorities, who moved them again
after a short time. However, this was
not confirmed. Occasionally, hotels
were closed down and everyone had to
be moved.

Families moving for job reasons were
cited in the survey by only one low
mobility school (see Table 4.1), though
it was evident from the case study
school and other sources that this was
a factor in residential movement – as
reflected in responses on overseas
migration and “tied” accommodation.
Movement by armed forces families
(Table 4.3) and by metropolitan police
families each received a specific
mention.

School
School
School
School
School
School

1
2
3
4
5
6

(high)
(high)
(high)
(low)
(low)
(low)

J

L
J&L
J

Permanent
exclusion

Another
school’s closure

Another
school’s
OfSTED report

J
L

Your OfSTED
report

80.8
57.3
35.2
11.6
4.5
N/R

Perceived
standards

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Alleged bullying

School
(mobility level)

Home-school
conflict

Table 4.2. School circumstances of joiners and leavers in Central London
LEA schools

J
J

J
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Other internal migrants were said to
include Bangladeshi families moving to
the East End of London. Movement
away from the area was also attributed
to lack of sufficient local authority
housing. Perhaps surprisingly, little
was said in the postal survey or in
interviews about families moving out of
central London to the suburbs or
beyond to become owner-occupiers or
obtain a house and garden.
It seems clear from Census statistics
that many families with young children
make a move from this borough before
their children reach school age. The
primary school population appeared
from our findings to comprise a stable
element (including families who had
come from elsewhere and settled in
permanent housing), combined with a
highly mobile one moving
internationally or within inner London.
References to moves out of London
tended to be to refugees/asylum
seekers being housed by London
authorities elsewhere. It is likely that
some of the family migration out of the
LEA would be by families with children
in private education.
Two of the low mobility schools
referred explicitly to stable local
communities. One of these schools
said the following:

‘….the school population comprises
many Roman Catholic families who
have lived in (the area) for many years;
children’s parents; even grandparents,
have attended the school. The
extended family is very much in
evidence in the area. (There is) also a
strong Portuguese community – they
only leave the school if moving back to
Portugal (and will) travel some distance
to get here once enrolled.’

All the high mobility schools and one
low mobility school cited family breakup as being associated with movement
to and from their school, and all the
high mobility schools mentioned
overseas students (see Table 4.1).
There was no Traveller site in this local
authority and Travellers were not
mentioned by any of the responding
schools as contributing to their pupil
mobility.
Institutional movement
Institutional movement did not have a
high profile in responses to our
research. Among the high mobility
schools, onl y t wo causes of
institutional movement were cited by
more than one school. Home-school
disagreement had been a cause of a
pupil or pupils joining in one case and
leaving in another . Perceived
educational standards had led to
joining and/or leaving in all three
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J&L
J&L
J&L
J
J

L
J&L
J

J

Armed Forces
accommodation

J&L
J&L

Demolition/
rehabilitation

J&L
J&L

J&L
J&L
J&L

New housing just
completed

"Tied"
accommodation

J&L
J
J&L

Other families in
Council/HA housing

J&L
J&L
J&L
J

Private renting

80.8
57.3
35.2
11.6
4.5
N/R

Owner-occupied
housing

School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (high)
School 4 (low)
School 5 (low)
School 6 (low)

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Women’s refuges

School
(mobility level)

Homeless families
(temporary
housing)

Table 4.3. Housing circumstances of joiners and leavers in Central London
LEA schools

J

Table 4.4. Mobility patterns in Central London LEA schools
School
(mobility level)
School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (high)
School 4 (low)
School 5 (low)
School 6 (low)

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)
80.8
57.3
35.2
11.6
4.5
N/R

Nonstandard
joiners
1998-1999

Nonstandard
leavers
1998-1999

58
78
44
18
5

68
118
36
12
4

N/R

N/R

Short stay
pupils
N/R
18
3
1
2
N/R

Mobility
levels over
the last 3
years
Increasing
Increasing
Varying
Similar
Similar
Similar

schools (see Table 4.2).
In the low mobility schools, none of the
institutional causes of movement were
cited except in a single case, where
‘perceived educational standards’ was
cited as a reason for pupil(s) joining.
One low mobility school said:
‘There was an increase in requests for
our prospectus following our successful
OfSTED inspection and position in the
KS2 league tables; but I cannot say
how many joined because of these
factors’.

Individual movement
Although family break-up was cited as
a relevant circumstance, pupil mobility
resulting from children moving between
parents or other adults was not
mentioned. Reference to children in
care was made only by one high
mobility school, in respect of both
joiners and leavers (see Table 4.1).
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4.4. INNER LONDON LEA
Area and Housing
Inner London LEA is one of the largest
London boroughs, spread over an area
of fourteen square miles. Around two
thirds of residents live in owneroccupied housing or rent privately.
There are concentrations of local
authority housing in some parts of the
area, although there has been a
gradual decrease in stock due to the
Right to Buy policy. Housing
Association properties make up a small
but significant percentage of housing
accommodation, with many new
properties being built in the 1990s.
Unemployment and poverty are high in
particular parts of the borough. There
are some wards where more than 30%
of households with children have no
paid work, and many of those newly
arrived in the UK as asylum seekers
are housed there.
Homelessness is a problem for the
borough as for London as a whole and
the local authority has a number of
hostels providing temporary
accommodation. In addition, there are
mothers and children living in women’s
refuges and hostels temporarily
housing refugees/asylum seekers.
There is an official Travellers’ site in
the middle of the borough, with a
number of trailers housing Irish Gypsy
Travellers.
Social Characteristics
The population of Inner London LEA is
diverse, in terms both of socioeconomic background and ethnicity.
Most of the area’s employed residents
travel to work outside the borough, with
many commuting to the City or
Westminster. Average household
income is well below the Greater
London average and there is a larger
proportion of households in the lowest
income group compared to Greater
London as a whole. However, there
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are also significant numbers of higher
income families living in parts of the
area. 33% of primary school pupils are
eligible for free school meals.
Inner London LEA has a large ethnic
minority population and half the pupils
in the authority’s schools are from
ethnic minority backgrounds, including
many Black Caribbean and Black
British children. There are established
communities from Somalia, Turkey and
other countries and 121 different
languages are spoken.
The LEA and its Schools
Inner London LEA’s primary schools
provide mainly for its own resident
population, though there is some
cross-boundary movement with other
authorities. Just under two thirds of the
primary schools are community
schools and the remainder are
voluntary-aided, almost equally divided
between Roman Catholic and Church
of England. The number of pupils on
roll ranges from 180 to nearly 500.
The Case Study School
Capital Primary School had the highest
mobility rate during the school year
1998-99 among the respondents to the
postal survey in Inner London LEA.
Pupil Mobility
The LEA collects data of different types
on pupil mobility from each of its
schools. This and other research on
mobility suggest that a quarter of
primary schools may have mobility
rates over 20%, with half or less of
these having rates above 30%. The
high mobility schools appear all to be
community schools. There is no
definite statistical dividing line between
‘high’ and ‘low’ mobility schools; rather,
there is a continuum of mobility across
the schools. Data on 22 primary
schools shows two schools to have
very high mobility rates of 48.8% and
37.6%, after which the distribution of
mobility is evenly spread, with rates
ranging from 27% down to 1.5%.

Information specifically on children who
joined the LEA’s primary schools at
non-standard times between January
1998 and January 1999 shows that
over a fifth came directly from
overseas. According to other LEA data,
mobility rates at Key Stage 2 have
been increasing slightly over the last
three years, although the number of
children who have attended three
schools or more is decreasing.
Mobility patterns
High and low mobility schools reported
different trends in their mobility levels
over a 3-year period. Two of the four
high mobility schools responding to the
postal survey felt that their mobility
levels had been increasing, whilst one
reported a varying level. All of the low
mobility schools had experienced
similar levels of mobility over the 3year period, as did the highest mobility
schools. It can be assumed from the
last response that levels had remained
high over the 3 years. High mobility
schools were also more likely to have
short-stay pupils; those who joined and
left again within the same academic
year (Table 4.8).

International migration
The importance of international
migration in schools with high pupil
mobility is apparent from the postal
survey (see Table 4.5). All four high
mobility schools who responded cited
asylum seekers and refugees as
represented amongst joiners, and
three of these schools cited the same
in relation to their leavers also. One of
these schools felt that their intake of
refugees/asylum seekers was a selfperpetuating pattern because, ‘[we
have a] good reputation for dealing
well with new arrivals.’
Three high mobility schools mentioned
overseas migrants coming to work or
join families as contributing to their
joiners and leavers and one of these
schools also cited overseas students
with children.
Refugees/asylum seekers, overseas
migrants and overseas students were
less frequently noted by the four low
m obi l it y scho ol s. O ne school
mentioned refugees/asylum seekers,
one mentioned overseas students and
two cited other overseas migrants as
contributing to their mobility.

School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (high)
School 4 (high)
School 5 (low)
School 6 (low)
School 7 (low)
School 8 (low)

J&L
J&L

J&L

J&L

J&L

J&L
J

J&L

J&L
J&L

J

J

J&L

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J
L

Children in care

Families that have
broken up

Travellers

Armed Forces families

J&L
J&L
J
J&L
J

Families moving for
job reasons

48.8
37.7
25.9
N/R
10.5
5.7
5.0
3.5

Overseas students

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Overseas migrants
(work/family)

School
(mobility level)

Refugees/asylum
seekers

Table 4.5. Social Circumstances of joiners and leavers in Inner London LEA
schools

J&L
L
J
J&L
L
J&L
L
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The high mobility schools emphasised
the significance of refugees/asylum
seekers living in hostels and
temporarily housed by the council. One
school also referred to a child moving
to London from abroad to receive
medical treatment, and another living
with relatives due to parental illness.

marked - only owner-occupied housing
was mentioned by as many as three
respondents. One school referred to
owner-occupied housing in relation to
the relative stability of its pupil
population:
‘Our low mobility is probably due to the
fact that the majority of parents are
owner-occupiers living in the local area,
and do not move that frequently.’

Internal migration
Some of the movement described
above could also be classified as
internal migration, in that some new
arrivals to the UK had been placed in
temporary accommodation (whether
hostels or flats) by the Council before
being rehoused elsewhere. One high
mobility school thought the main
reason for its pupil movement was due
to movement through:

Families moving for job reasons were
mentioned by two high and two low
mobility schools. Travellers were cited
by two high mobility schools only
(Table 4.5) - the movement of
Travellers particularly affects one
school situated near the Traveller site,
although this school was not one of
those responding to the survey.

‘…temporary housing from out-ofborough as well as from within the
borough.’

All of the high mobility schools referred
to family break-up in relation to both
joiners and leavers, whereas only two
low mobility schools did so, once in
relation to joiners and once in relation
to leavers (see Table 4.5).

High mobility schools said that their
mobile pupils came from a wide range
of housing circumstances - homeless
families in temporary accommodation
and women’s refuges, those in Council
or Housing Association properties and
those in owner-occupied housing were
mentioned by most or all (see Table
4.7). The contrast with the responses
of the low mobility schools was very

Institutional movement
Reasons given in the survey for
children changing school without
moving home were almost all cited by
the high mobility schools (see Table
4.6). The notable exception was

School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

(high)
(high)
(high)
(high)
(low)
(low)
(low)
(low)
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J&L
J
J
J

J
J
J
J&L
J
J
J
J

Permanent
exclusion

Another
school’s closure

Another
school’s
OfSTED report

J&L
J&L
J
J
J

Your OfSTED
report

48.8
37.7
25.9
N/R
10.5
5.7
5.0
3.5

Perceived
standards

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Alleged bullying

School
(mobility level)

Home-school
conflict

Table 4.6. School Circumstances of joiners and leavers in Inner London LEA
schools

J
J
J

J
J

J&L
L

perceived standards, where every
school believed it had joiners on this
account - one high mobility school also
adding ‘leavers’.

mobility school citing joining and
leaving and a low mobility school citing
only leaving (see Table 4.6).
Other comments were made on
institutional movement, touching on a
number of different factors. One high
mobility school mentioned the difficulty
of staff recruitment and high teacher
turnover as affecting pupil mobility:

Two high mobility schools felt that their
positive OfSTED report had led to
pupils joining, whilst three of the high
mobility schools thought that they had
recruited joiners as a result of another
school’s poor OfSTED report.

‘…change of headteacher or inability to
appoint class teachers, so [we] have to
use a series of supply teachers.’

Home school conflict and alleged
bullying were cited by all the high
mobility schools and one low mobility
school as relevant to pupil mobility,
mainly but not solely in relation to
joiners. Permanent exclusion was
mentioned only twice, with a high

Other respondents
secondary schooling:

mentioned

‘Parents [in Years 5 and 6] making
tactical moves for secondary schools.’

School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (high)
School 4 (high)
School 5 (low)
School 6 (low)
School 7 (low)
School 8 (low)

48.8
37.7
25.9
N/R
10.5
5.7
5.0
3.5

J&L
J&L
J&L

J&L

L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J
J&L

J&L

Demolition/
rehabilitation

New housing just
completed

Armed Forces
accommodation

"Tied"
accommodation

Private renting

J&L
J&L
L
J&L

Owner-occupied
housing

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J

Other families in
Council/HA housing

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Women’s refuges

School
(mobility level)

Homeless families
(temporary
housing)

Table 4.7. Housing Circumstances of joiners and leavers in Inner London
LEA schools

J
J&L

J&L

J

J

J&L

L

Table 4.8. Mobility patterns in Inner London LEA schools
S ch o o l
(m o b ility level)
S chool
S chool
S chool
S chool
S chool
S chool
S chool
S chool

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

(high)
(high)
(high)
(high)
(low)
(low)
(low)
(low)

M o b ility
R ate
1998-99
(% )
48.8
37.7
25.9
N /R
10.5
5.7
5.0
3.5

N on stan d ard
jo in ers
1998-1999

Nonstan d ard
leavers
1998-1999

103
88
36

54
80
64

N /R

N /R

13
9
3
0

12
7
9
6

S h o rt stay
p u p ils

M o b ility
levels o ver
th e last 3
years

20
9
4
31
1
1
0
0

Sim ilar
Increasing
V arying
Increasing
Sim ilar
Sim ilar
Sim ilar
Sim ilar
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The role of institutional admissions
priorities was presented from different
perspectives; a Catholic school said:
‘The school enjoys a stable school roll.
The children attending here are
baptised Catholic children from
practising Catholic families. Most
families attend the parish church...The
remaining families worship at adjoining
Catholic parishes. The school/parish
links contribute to low mobility.’

Another Catholic school said:
‘The main reason for leaving is that the
family is moving out of the area or
occasionally transferring to a private
school. Joiners are either moving in
from other areas or the parents are
dissatisfied with a previous school in
this/a neighbouring borough; or they are
Catholic and have not managed to find
another Catholic school in their area.’

However, a community school
commented that the main reasons for
its high mobility were:
‘- Refugee children.
- Unofficial selection of the stable local
population by church schools.’

Individual movement
The number of schools mentioning
children in care was remarkably high,
perhaps reflecting awareness of the
issues in the authority.
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4.5. SOUTHERN COUNTY LEA
Area and Housing
Southern County is a large authority in
the South East, adjoining the Greater
London conurbation. It has historically
been an area to which Londoners have
migrated, including those moving to
New Towns and out-county estates
planned to provide for London
overspill.
Housing and environment in different
parts of the area are immensely varied.
The part closest to London is highly
urbanised. Other districts are more
rural and agricultural, with a few larger
towns, many small market towns and
numerous villages.
A great deal of new house building is in
progress, much of it intended to
provide for the future housing needs of
the county population rather than inmigrants from elsewhere. Other
h o u s i ng c h a ng e in c l u d es t he
regeneration of New Town estates built
up to fifty years ago. There is
temporary housing for homeless
families in several places and also
women’s refuges.
The county has coastal resorts which
have traditionally been favoured by
Londoners for day trips and holidays.
As their popularity has declined, hotels,
chalets and other forms of holiday
accommodation have become
occupied by transient families and
used as temporary homes.
The armed forces have a significant
presence, with associated housing.
There are also 15 permanent local
authority Traveller sites and further
authorized private sites; in July 1997,
849 caravans were counted in the
county area.
Social Characteristics
Southern County’s growing population
is as diverse in socio-economic terms
as its housing and environment.

Though there is localised
unemployment and deprivation, there
are also many prosperous
communities and many people
commute to work in London. 16% of
the county’s primary school pupils and
12% of those in secondaries are
eligible for free school meals.
Only a small proportion of residents
are from ethnic minority backgrounds
(less than 2% in 1991) and there is no
very large concentration of people of
overseas origin in any one place.
However, there are significant numbers
of Travellers who move around within,
into and out of the county.
The LEA and its Schools
The LEA has several hundred primary
schools, the size and distribution of
which to some extent reflect the
distribution and densities of population.
Children in towns may have a choice of
schools within walking distance, but
many others do not. It was said in the
interviews that some parents were
willing to drive their children long
distances to preferred schools.
There are 31 private schools in the
county, some of them boarding. No
data were obtained on local residents
attending them.
Primary school sizes are wide-ranging,
with some very small ones. Less than
one in three are church schools and
only about one in twenty is a Catholic
school. A significant minority of primary
schools became grant-maintained
under past legislation.
The Case Study School
Services Primary School had the
highest mobility rate during the school
year 1998-99 among the respondents
to the postal survey in Southern
County LEA.
Pupil mobility
Southern County LEA does not have
comprehensive data on pupil mobility
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but collects information on high
mobility schools for funding purposes.
This information indicates that around
one in ten primary schools has a
mobility rate of over 20%; of these
schools, only a small (single figure)
number have mobility rates over 30%.
The data also show clearly that, in
spite of the large geographical size and
population of the county, most high
mobility schools are to be found in
particular districts; the town with the
concentration of army families, the
coast and the New Towns, together
with other places where there are

forces bases or social deprivation.
The LEA’s data indicate that high
mobility is predominantly occurring in
community schools. Voluntary aided
schools are under-represented in
relation to their numbers and there are
no Catholic schools among them.
Mobility patterns
There were differences between high
and low mobility schools in relation to
mobility trends. Of the thirteen high
mobility schools responding to the
postal survey, two reported their

School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (high)
School 4 (high)
School 5 (high)
School 6 (high)
School 7 (high)
School 8 (high)
School 9 (high)
School 10 (high)
School 11 (high)
School 12 (high)
School 13 (high)
School 14 (low)
School 15 (low)
School 16 (low)
School 17 (low)
School 18 (low)
School 19 (low)
School 20 (low)
School 21 (low)
School 22 (low
School 23 (low)
School 24 (low)
School 25 (low)
School 26 (low)
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77.5
63.7
58.8
41.0
38.0
32.7
31.3
30.2
29.9
28.9
26.8
26.4
23.9
19.8
18.2
17.7
15.6
15.0
9.9
8.8
5.7
4.6
4.4
3.6
2.9
0.0

J&L

J&L
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L

J&L
J

J&L
J&L
J&L

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L

J
J&L
J

J&L

J&L

Children in care

J&L
J&L

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L

Families that have
broken up

Travellers

Armed Forces
families

Families moving for
job reasons

Overseas students

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Overseas migrants
(work/family)

School (mobility
level)

Refugees/asylum
seekers

Table 4.9. Social circumstances of joiners and leavers in Southern County
LEA schools

J&L

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L

J

J
J
J&L
J&L
J&L

J&L
J&L
J&L

J&L
J&L

J&L
J&L
J&L

J

J
J&L

J

J

mobility levels to be increasing over
the past 3 years, six said that levels
had varied and five felt that mobility
levels had been similar throughout the
period. The low mobility schools were
more likely to have similar mobility
levels over the 3-year period, with nine
schools reporting such a trend. Only
two low mobility schools said that their
mobility levels had been increasing
and a further two felt that levels had
varied. High mobility schools were also
more likely to have short-stay pupils;
those who joined and then left again
within the same academic year,
although one low mobility school had

had 12 short-stay pupils during 199899 (Table 4.12).
International migration
International migration has not played
a major role in bringing about high
pupil mobility in Southern County,
except in respect of the movement of
armed forces. Reference was made in
interviews to the universities and
hospitals in the county generating
some international family migration
affecting particular schools and
overseas students with children were
recorded by four schools in the postal
survey. (See Table 4.9).

J
J

J&L
L
J&L

J

J
J&L
L

J&L
J&L
J&L

J&L
J&L

J

J&L

J&L

Another
school’s closure

J
J

Permanent
exclusion

J

Another
school’s
OfSTED report

77.5
63.7
58.8
41.0
38.0
32.7
31.3
30.2
29.9
28.9
26.8
26.4
23.9
19.8
18.2
17.7
15.6
15.0
9.9
8.8
5.7
4.6
4.4
3.6
2.9
0.0

Your OfSTED
report

1 (high)
2 (high)
3 (high)
4 (high)
5 (high)
6 (high)
7 (high)
8 (high)
9 (high)
10 (high)
11 (high)
12 (high)
13 (high)
14 (low)
15 (low)
16 (low)
17 (low)
18 (low)
19 (low)
20 (low)
21 (low)
22 (low
23 (low)
24 (low)
25 (low)
26 (low)

Perceived
standards

School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School

Alleged bullying

School (mobility
level)

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Home-school
conflict

Table 4.10. School circumstances of joiners and leavers in Southern County
LEA schools
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J
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J

L
J
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L

J
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J
J
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J
J
J
J

J
J
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Three schools specifically mentioned
overseas migrants, other than armed
forces, coming to work or join relatives
in the UK. Another school (with just
under 10% mobility) referred to
‘changing jobs - relocation all over
Britain and abroad’ as a main reason
for family movement. The only school
recording more than five per cent of
pupils with English as an additional
language was a school with large
numbers of service children.

movement of families within the UK
were found to exist to a significant
degree in Southern County, affecting
pupil mobility in different combinations
at the level of the school. In response
to the question about whether over
50% of joiners had transferred within
the LEA, around half of the schools in
the postal survey said ‘yes’ and around
half said ‘no’.
The movement of the armed forces
affected schools in particular areas and
was the dominant cause of mobility in
a number of those with the highest
mobility rates. Other migration for job

Internal migration
All the factors identified at the outset
as being related to the residential

School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (high)
School 4 (high)
School 5 (high)
School 6 (high)
School 7 (high)
School 8 (high)
School 9 (high)
School 10 (high)
School 11 (high)
School 12 (high)
School 13 (high)
School 14 (low)
School 15 (low)
School 16 (low)
School 17 (low)
School 18 (low)
School 19 (low)
School 20 (low)
School 21 (low)
School 22 (low
School 23 (low)
School 24 (low)
School 25 (low)
School 26 (low)
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77.5
63.7
58.8
41.0
38.0
32.7
31.3
30.2
29.9
28.9
26.8
26.4
23.9
19.8
18.2
17.7
15.6
15.0
9.9
8.8
5.7
4.6
4.4
3.6
2.9
0.0

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L

Demolition/
rehabilitation

New housing just
completed

Armed Forces
accommodation

"Tied"
accommodation

Owner-occupied
housing

Private renting

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L

J&L

J&L

J&L
J&L
J&L

J&L

J&L
J&L

J&L
J
J&L
J&L

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L

L

J&L

J&L
J&L

J
J

J&L

J&L

J&L

J

J&L

J&L
J

J&L

J&L
J&L

Other families in
Council/HA housing

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Women’s refuges

School (mobility
level)

Homeless families
(temporary
housing)

Table 4.11. Housing circumstances of joiners and leavers in Southern
County LEA
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reasons was also perceived by
schools, notably high mobility schools,
as a contributory factor (Table 4.9).
Family movement into and out of all
types and tenures of housing was
linked by schools to pupil mobility.
However, homeless families in
temporary accommodation and those
living in women’s refuges were only
mentioned by those at the higher end
of the mobility range, while ‘other
families in Council/Housing Association
housing’ was the group most frequently
cited by high mobility schools in the
housing context. (See Table 4.11).
Specific housing circumstances
inevitably varied from one locality to
another. One school in a town gave the
main reasons for its high mobility as:
‘New estate with continued housing
development, so above average joiners.
Area of housing association homes
where families come and go with
increased frequency.’

A coastal high mobility school said:
‘Av ailability
of
cheap
rented
accommodation attracts families in
crisis. Often move on once the crisis is
past or are rehoused by the Council as
the standard of privately-rented
accommodation is so appalling.’

In the interviews, examples were given
of high pupil mobility in certain schools
in New Towns and other urban areas,
associated with housing
redevelopment, regeneration and rundown housing being used for
temporary purposes. In addition,
processes of residential movement to
housing and surroundings regarded as
more desirable were a recognised part
of family mobility in general,
contributing to mobility in both origin
and destination schools.
Travellers were mentioned by schools
with a range of mobility levels,
including over half of those with high

mobility (See Table 4.9). Traveller
mobility was not identified as the
principal component of movement in
any of the highest mobility schools but
contributed to a varying extent to the
overall mobility rate. For example, one
school said:
‘Generally, movement is caused by
families moving due to employment or
family split or Travellers moving on.’

Another high mobility school said:
‘High percentage of Traveller families.
Families leaving/moving into the area.’

A school with a 15% mobility rate
identified Traveller movement as the
main reason for its pupil mobility.
Information provided by the LEA
indicated that there were around 400
Traveller children in primary schools
receiving support from the Traveller
Education Team. It was estimated that
they worked with 132 schools in 19978, including both town and village
schools. Generally speaking, it was not
the case that large numbers of children
arrived suddenly in one place, though
a recent example was cited of a
Traveller gathering with 30-40 children
which had presented difficulties of
school placement. It was said that
there was a lot of movement into and
out of neighbouring counties.
‘Families that have broken up’ was the
most frequent questionnaire response
in relation to the backgrounds of
joiners and leavers and was made by
schools across the mobility range.
Institutional movement
Home-school conflict/disagreement
was the most frequently cited of the
school circumstances relating to pupil
mobility, particularly in the higher part
of the mobility range. In more than half
the cases, it was associated with both
joiners and leavers (see Table 4.10).
The following quotation reflects other
evidence:
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‘In this area of Newtown, we have a
small group of families who move their
children around from school to school. It
is not uncommon for children coming to
us in Y2 to have attended 4 schools
previously.’

A number of interviewees felt that the
tendency to move children to a
different school rather than trying to
resolve home-school differences had
increased over recent years.
Alleged bullying was another factor
associated with pupil movement by a
significant number of schools (see
Table 4.10). Perhaps unsurprisingly,
schools linked this to pupils joining
their school or to both joining and
leaving, but not to leavers alone. The
same applied to ‘perceived educational

standards’ as a reason for joining or
leaving the school: all but one
respondents on this issue said that
they had children joining but none
leaving on account of this factor. Of the
four high mobility schools who
identified it as a reason for joining, two
were schools with pupils mainly from
service families. Many schools in the
lower part of the mobility range saw
institutional movement as related to
their perceived standards.
Schools who said that pupils were
attracted by their own OfSTED report
were almost all high mobility schools,
whereas those saying they gained
children because of another school’s
report were more numerous in the
lower part of the range. Only three
schools, all high mobility, recorded

Table 4.12. Mobility patterns in Southern County LEA.
M o b ility
S ch o o l (m o b ility
R a te
le ve l)
1 9 9 8 -9 9
(% )
77
.5
S ch oo l 1 (h ig h )
63 .7
S ch oo l 2 (h ig h )
58 .8
S ch oo l 3 (h ig h )
41 .0
S ch oo l 4 (h ig h )
38 .0
S ch oo l 5 (h ig h )
32 .7
S ch oo l 6 (h ig h )
31 .3
S ch oo l 7 (h ig h )
30 .2
S ch oo l 8 (h ig h )
29 .9
S ch oo l 9 (h ig h )
28 .9
S ch oo l 1 0 (h ig h )
26 .8
S ch oo l 1 1 (h ig h )
26 .4
S ch oo l 1 2 (h ig h )
23 .9
S ch oo l 1 3 (h ig h )
19 .8
S ch oo l 1 4 (lo w )
18 .2
S ch oo l 1 5 (lo w )
17 .7
S ch oo l 1 6 (lo w )
15 .6
S ch oo l 1 7 (lo w )
15 .0
S ch oo l 1 8 (lo w )
9 .9
S ch oo l 1 9 (lo w )
8 .8
S ch oo l 2 0 (lo w )
5 .7
S ch oo l 2 1 (lo w )
4 .6
S ch oo l 2 2 (lo w
4 .4
S ch oo l 2 3 (lo w )
3 .6
S ch oo l 2 4 (lo w )
2 .9
S ch oo l 2 5 (lo w )
0 .0
S ch oo l 2 6 (lo w )
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Nons ta n d a rd
jo in e rs
1 9 9 8-1 9 99

Nons tan d a rd
lea ve rs
1 9 98 -1 9 99

S h o rt s ta y
p u p ils

M o b ility
le ve ls o ve r
th e las t 3
ye ars

57
80
52
30
26
29
25
18
17
36
66
27
19
28
15
9
11
8
9
20
5
2
7
0
1
0

88
41
95
34
26
36
38
17
23
51
18
25
25
39
3
6
20
14
7
5
4
3
6
6
1
0

14
21
14
1
2
44
10
1
3
8
1
2
3
3
0
1
0
12
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
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permanent exclusion as a factor in
their mobility (See Table 4.10), in two
cases citing both joiners and leavers.
Two schools, one high mobility and
one low, said they had gained pupils
following another school’s closure.
T he dynam ics of inst it ut ional
movement between primary schools in
Southern County appear to be
immensely varied because of the
social and geographical differences in
different parts of the area. For
example, one small Church of England
school in a village said:
‘We have had children come to us who
have not succeeded elsewhere.
Sometimes, these pupils have special
educational needs.......A few children
come to us when, for various reasons,
they leave private school at about age 7
or 8........The majority of our pupils
come from surrounding towns and large
villages.’

This picture contrasts sharply with
some of the other accounts of
movement given above.
Individual movement
Children in care were noted by eight
schools as contributing to their mobility
and five of these schools had high
mobility rates. This group of children
was also mentioned more than once in
the interviews - a recent audit had
enumerated nearly 500 children of
primary school age either in in-county
foster-care or a residential
establishment.
Divided families were also mentioned
in the interviews as a factor in pupil
mobility: for example,
‘Some families are divided between
Resort Town and Newtown and
children oscillate between the two’ and
‘With some families, relationships
come and go, ebb and flow, and the
child is touted around various
relationship venues.’
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4.6. MIDLAND CITY LEA
Area and Housing
Midland City LEA is an urban authority
covering an area of eight by three
miles. Formerly part of a county, it
became a unitary authority in 1998.
The city has historically been the home
of a number of manufacturing
industries but all are in decline. New
employment opportunities have been
created but more inward investment is
needed to replace jobs that have gone.
Nearly three quarters of the housing
stock is owner occupied or privately
rented, much of it comprising two or
three-bedroom terraces. There are
large numbers of unmodernised homes
and over 17,000 have been deemed
unfit for habitation. House prices are
well below the national average, but
incomes in the city are also low.
There are 25,000 council properties in
the city, most of which are over 30
years old and in need of refurbishment.
Six Housing Associations also operate
in the area . There is a Travellers’ site
in the north of the city.
In addition, there are a number of
women’s refuges and hostels for the
homeless, as well as grant-aided
hostels for ex-offenders and those with
alcohol or drug problems.
The authority is undergoing major
regeneration with SRB funding,
involving the demolition of many
terraced properties. In some areas,
housing is being replaced with light
industry, meaning major upheaval for
the residents involved and having
implications for pupil mobility.
Social Characteristics
A significant proportion of the working
population is low-skilled and low wage
earners and there is long-term
unemployment. Much of the workforce
depends upon part-time jobs in the
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service sector and there is deep and
persistent deprivation across parts of
the authority. 28.6% of primary school
pupils are entitled to free school meals.
Figures from the 1991 census showed
that 3.1% of the population was from
ethnic minorities, although this figure
has since increased. 7.6% of the
school population is from ethnic
minority backgrounds. The largest
group is of Pakistani origin and many
families are long-established in the
area. Other groups include Bengalis,
Malaysians and those of Caribbean
origin.
In recent years, Midland City authority
has also begun to receive asylum
seekers and under government
dispersal plans, will receive more in the
future.
The LEA and its Schools
About two thirds of the primary schools
in Midland City LEA are community
schools and a third are Church
foundations, of which just over half are
Church of England and just under half
Roman Catholic.
Pupils attending the LEA’s schools are
mainly inhabitants of the city, with very
few travelling in from the surrounding
counties.
The Case Study School
Midlands Primary School had the
second-highest mobility rate during the
school year 1998-9 among the
respondents to the postal survey in
Midland City LEA.
Pupil Mobility
The new authority has started to collect
data on pupil mobility and has collated
and analysed information on numbers
of joiners and leavers in schools during
the academic year 1998-99. Statistics
have been obtained from nearly eight
out of ten primary schools.
These figures showed that four out of

ten schools had a mobility rate above
20%, four out of ten had a rate
between 10% and 20% and the
remaining two out of ten had a rate
below 10%.
Three schools had rates above 30%
(46.5%, 42.9% and 34.6%). Below the
30% level, there was a remarkably
smooth continuum of mobility from
29.8% down to 2.1%.
The Church of England schools were
spread throughout the mobility range,
with one school having nearly 30%
mobility. A further five CE schools had
mobility rates over 20%. Eight had
rates below 20%. The Roman Catholic
schools were mainly in the lower half of
the mobility spectrum, with the highest
rate being 16.4%. Community schools
were spread throughout the mobility
range and had some of the highest
rates, as well as accounting for 9 of the
13 schools with rates under 10%.
The following analysis is based on
postal survey and interview data. In
respect of the former, it should be
noted that one high mobility school
(School 3) did not respond at all to the
questions on causes and
circumstances of mobility and this

affects the overall pattern of response
shown in the tables.
Mobility patterns
High and low mobility schools reported
parallel trends in their mobility levels
over a 3-year period. In Midland City
authority, there was more of a
continuum of mobility from high to low
than in some of the other LEAs, so this
is not surprising. Of the seven schools
responding to the postal survey, two
high and two low mobility schools
reported their mobility levels to have
been increasing over the last three
years, whilst a further two high mobility
and one low mobility school felt that
levels had varied. High mobility
schools were however more likely to
report cases of short-stay pupils; those
who joined and then left again within
the same academic year (Table 4.16).
International migration
Midland City authority is affected by
international migration to a certain
extent but it does not appear to be a
major element in pupil mobility in
schools. None of the schools in the
survey said that over 50% of their
joiners were not fluent in English.
Only one school, a high mobility

Travellers

Armed Forces
families

Families moving for
job reasons

Overseas students

J&L
J

J&L

J&L
J&L

Children in care

56.9
43.0
36.5
25.9
18.5
14.9
3.0

Families that have
broken up

School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (high)
School 4 (high)
School 5 (low)
School 6 (low)
School 7 (low)

Overseas migrants
(work/family)

School
(mobility level)

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Refugees/asylum
seekers

Table 4.13. Social circumstances of joiners and leavers in Midland City LEA
schools

J&L
J&L

J&L

J&L
J&L
J&L

J&L
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school, referred to overseas migrants
coming to work or join families and to
overseas students (see Table 4.13).
The city has a university and there is
another in the surrounding county, both
of which attract international students.
The same high mobility school gave
‘children arriving from Pakistan’ as one
of its main reasons for pupil
movement.

evidence indicates that much of the
residential movement affecting schools
takes place within the local authority
area, although two of the high mobility
schools responding to the survey
disagreed with the statement that ‘over
50% joiners and leavers transferred
from other schools within the LEA’.
There may be two reasons for this.
Firstly, one of the schools mentioned
that it takes in children from two nearby
homeless hostels and a women’s
refuge. Evidence from interviews
suggested that many of their residents
move to the local authority from other
cities in the north and the Midlands,
particularly Manchester, Liverpool and
Birmingham. After spending some time
in a hostel/refuge, families tend to find
other accommodation within the
authority, and this may mean a change
of school within the LEA.

A further contributing factor to pupil
mobility in Midland City authority is
long-term absence abroad, and this
applies particularly to the Pakistani and
Bangladeshi communities. Although
some long-term absences are
authorised by the schools concerned,
many are not, and it was said that
pupils were absent for up to a year in
some cases. More detailed information
on long-term absence abroad for
Midland primary school has been
presented in Chapter 3.

Secondly, in the same school, a large
proportion of the pupil population was
of Pakistani origin, and the school
mentioned new families arriving from
Pakistan, albeit in small numbers, as a
continuing contributor to the school’s
non-standard intake.

Refugees/asylum seekers were not
mentioned by any of the responding
schools, although evidence from LEA
interviews suggested that numbers
moving into the city are increasing.
Internal migration
Internal migration within the UK is the
main factor related to pupil mobility in
Midland City authority. Interview

Movement in the Council and Housing
Association sector was most frequently
mentioned in the survey, with three
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(high)
(high)
(high)
(low)
(low)
(low)
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Another
school’s
OfSTED report

Your OfSTED
report

J

Perceived
standards

56.9
43.0
36.5
25.9
18.5
14.9
3.0

Permanent
exclusion

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Another
school’s closure

School
School
School
School
School
School
School

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Alleged bullying

School
(mobility level)

Home-school
conflict

Table 4.14. School circumstances of joiners and leavers in Midland City LEA
schools

J

J&L

J
J&L
J
J

J
J

high and two lower mobility schools
specifying it in connection both with
pupils joining and pupils leaving.
Movement in the owner-occupied
sector was mentioned almost as often,
by two high and two lower-mobility
schools, and private renting by two
high and one lower mobility school
(see Table 4.15).

Traveller children were mentioned by
one high and one low mobility school
as being amongst their joiners and
leavers. The high mobility school said
that the movement of Travellers was
one of the main reasons for their pupil
mobility.
Families moving for job reasons were
mentioned as contributing to pupil
mobility by only one, lower mobility
school (see Table 4.13).

By contrast, homeless families in
temporary housing and women’s
refuges were cited by only one, high
mobility school in the survey, though
other schools in the authority do have
pupils living in these circumstances.
The same school cited demolition and
rehabilitation of housing (Table 4.15).

Institutional movement
School-related circumstances causing
pupil mobility were cited very little by
high mobility schools in the survey.
Where they were mentioned at all, they
related to joiners only and concerned
either home-school conflict or alleged
bullying (Table 4.14).

Family break-up was mentioned by two
high and three lower mobility schools
as a circumstance relevant to both
joining and leaving, and several saw it
as one of the main reasons for pupil
movement. One school commented:

Lower mobility schools more frequently
cited educational reasons for pupil
mobility, with two mentioning perceived
educational standards (one in relation
to joiners and leavers, one in relation
to joiners only) and two referring to
their own OfSTED reports as attracting
joiners. Alleged bullying, another
school’s closure and permanent
exclusion each received a single
mention.

‘Family break-up/single parent family
rates are increasing.’

Another school observed:
‘Parents move from one area of council
housing to another for a variety of
reasons: relationship breakup;
problems with neighbours; to avoid
paying debts….’

56.9
43.0
36.5
25.9
18.5
14.9
3.0

J&L

Demolition/
rehabilitation

New housing just
completed

Armed Forces
accommodation

J&L
J&L
J&L

J&L
J&L

"Tied"
accommodation

J&L
J&L

Private renting

J&L

J&L

J&L
J&L

Owner-occupied
housing

Other families in
Council/HA housing

School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (high)
School 4 (high)
School 5 (low)
School 6 (low)
School 7 (low)

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Women’s refuges

School
(mobility level)

Homeless families
(temporary
housing)

Table 4.15 Housing circumstances of joiners and leavers in Midland City
LEA schools

J&L

J&L
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Table 4.16. Mobility patterns in Midland City LEA schools
Mobility
School
Rate
(mobility level) 1998-99
(%)
School 1 (high)
56.9
School 2 (high)
43.0
School 3 (high)
36.5
School 4 (high)
25.9
School 5 (low)
18.5
School 6 (low)
14.9
School 7 (low)
3.0

Nonstandard
joiners
1998-1999

Nonstandard
leavers
1998-1999

Short stay
pupils

50
34
16
16
29
19
6

37
43
11
27
19
17
2

N/R
10
1
5
2
4
0

Individual movement
Children in care were cited as
contributing to mobility in one high and
one low mobility school (see Table
4.13). Although family break-up was
considered in the survey responses to
be a major factor in moves of home,
there were no references to children
moving between different family
members as part of pupil mobility in
schools.
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Mobility
levels over
the last 3
years
Increasing
Varying
Varying
Increasing
Increasing
Varying
Increasing

4.7. NORTHERN CITY LEA
Area and Housing
Northern City is a large authority in the
north of England. Its traditional
industries have declined over time and
services now provide a high proportion
of jobs, although manufacturing is still
a major employer.
The city has not experienced the huge
population loss of some other cities in
the north of England. However, there
have been shifts of population within
the city boundaries over the last twenty
years, leading to increased social
polarisation and growing contrasts
between residential areas. Some
housing in both public and private
sectors is in poor condition and
unattractive to those who have a
choice of where to live.
Owner-occupation is the chosen tenure
for most families who can afford it.
There is a hierarchy of Council estates
in terms of popularity, with high levels
of poverty and deprivation among
residents of the least popular ones. In
some cases, the proportion of children
in households without earners is
almost double the city average.
Housing on certain estates has been
marketed outside the city because of
lack of local demand.
The city has a small amount of
temporary or “interim” accommodation,
which at any one time houses families
with some 40 to 70 children aged five
to ten, according to 1999 data.
There are three permanent Traveller
sites in the city (one with a fluid
population), one transit site, one winter
quarters occupied by fairground
families and on average one circus
visit per year, as well as other
occasional highly-mobile family groups
appearing in the area.
Social Characteristics
The city’s population is diverse in

socio-economic terms. In certain
residential areas, the proportion of
graduates and professional people is
exceptionally high, even by national
standards. In other areas, there are
low levels of educational qualification
and high unemployment. 27% of the
LEA’s primary school pupils are eligible
for free school meals.
Around 7% of the city’s population and
9% of the school population are
estimated to be from ethnic minorities.
The majority are concentrated in
particular residential areas and
schools. The largest communities are
of Pakistani and African Caribbean
origin.
The LEA and its Schools
The LEA’s schools largely provide for
its own resident population and only a
small proportion of the city’s children
go to schools in other authorities.
There are private schools in the city
but they do not appear to educate
more than a tiny minority of the total
child population.
Primary school sizes are wide-ranging,
with one school having nearly 700
pupils. Over 80% of primary schools
are community schools
The Case Study School
Inclusive Primary School had the fifthhighest mobility rate during the school
year 1998-9 among the respondents to
the postal survey in Northern City LEA.
Pupil Mobility
The LEA does not collect data on
mobility from its schools and the postal
survey, LEA interviews and
documentary information are therefore
the main information sources. One
school in the survey had an
exceptionally high level of mobility,
attributed to a range of factors ‘refuges, refugees and university
families’ were stated to be the main
ones.
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Mobility patterns
There were some differences between
high and low mobility schools in
relation to mobility trends. One of the
seven high mobility schools responding
to the postal survey reported that their
mobility rates had been increasing over
the last three years, whilst a further
three said that levels had varied. Two
schools felt that levels had been similar
and one did not respond to the
question. The low mobility schools
were more likely to report similar levels
of mobility (three schools out of six),
although two schools said that their
mobility levels had been increasing
over the 3-year period and one
reported varying levels. However, the
high mobility schools were more likely
to have had a larger number of shortstay pupils; those who joined and then
left again within the same academic
year (Table 4.20).
International Migration
International migration is not a major

element in the city’s pupil mobility but it
is a contributor. Three categories were
identified in the survey: refugees and
asylum seekers; those joining
established communities in the area;
and families coming for study or
employment in higher education or
hospitals (see Table 4.17). There
appeared to be an overlap between the
first two groups. One school referred
to:
‘Long established immigrant groups in
the locality drawing in new migrants
from the Yemen and Somalia.’

Several high mobility schools but no
low mobility ones identified one or
more of the categories of international
migrant and all but one said they
contributed to both inward and outward
mobility. However, the emphasis in one
school and in interviews was on
children joining schools from overseas,
probably because of recent and
anticipated movements of asylum
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J&L
J&L

J&L
J
J&L
J
J

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J
J&L
J
J&L
J
J&L

Children in care

J&L

Families that have
broken up

J&L
J

Travellers

J&L
J

Armed Forces families

J&L
J
J&L
J&L

Families moving for
job reasons

137.0
60.0
32.0
28.2
27.3
22.3
N/R
7.1
5.6
5.1
5.0
4.7
2.6

Overseas students

School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (high)
School 4 (high)
School 5 (high)
School 6 (high)
School 7 (high)
School 8 (low)
School 9 (low)
School 10 (low)
School 11 (low)
School 12 (low)
School 13 (low)

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Overseas migrants
(work/family)

School
(mobility level)

Refugees/asylum
seekers

Table 4.17. Social circumstances of joiners and leavers in Northern City LEA
schools

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J

J&L

seekers to the city. One school said
that:

renting. Only one referred to the
homeless and families in refuges.
Housing tied to employment received
little mention in the survey, although
‘the Church and publicans’ were
identified as mobile groups in the
interviews.

‘Present refugees (are) moving from
London to (this city) rather than coming
directly from abroad.’

In the highest mobility school,
international migration of all three
types was recorded. Extended return
visits to country of origin were also
mentioned.

Some of the movement was reported
to be over relatively short distances,
from one estate to another. The desire
for bigger or better accommodation, a
different environment and/or owneroccupation were seen as part of the
dynamic and ‘upward mobility’ in the
social sense was cited. Some moves
of home were said to be in order to get
into the catchment area of a popular
school before secondary transfer.

Internal Migration
Moves of home within the UK, and
mainly within the city boundaries,
emerged as the main explanation of
change of school. High mobility
schools cited temporary housing for
homeless families and Council/
Housing Association housing as the
most common housing situations of
those who joined or left, followed by
demolition/rehabilitation of housing,
women’s refuges and private renting
(see Table 4.19). Low mobility schools
cited owner-occupied housing and new
housing just completed, followed by
Council/HA housing and private

At the same time, family break-up was
identified as highly significant - every
school in the survey, whether high or
low mobility, identified it as relevant to
their experience of pupil movement at
non-standard times (see Table 4.17).
Other family problems were also cited
as relevant to moves of home, all from
high mobility schools, as the following

School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School
School

1 (high)
2 (high)
3 (high)
4 (high)
5 (high)
6 (high)
7 (high)
8 (low)
9 (low)
10 (low)
11 (low)
12 (low)
13 (low)

J&L

J
J&L
J&L
J&L

J
J

J&L

J&L
J
J&L
J
J
J

J
J
J
L

J

J

J
J

J
J

J

J

Permanent
exclusion

J
J&L
J
L

Another
school’s closure

J
J&L

Another
school’s
OfSTED report

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L

Your OfSTED
report

137.0
60.0
32.0
28.2
27.3
22.3
N/R
7.1
5.6
5.1
5.0
4.7
2.6

Perceived
standards

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Home-school
conflict

School
(mobility level)

Alleged bullying

Table 4.18. School circumstances of joiners and leavers in Northern City
LEA schools

J&L
J
J&L

L
J&L
J&L
L
J&L
J
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responses illustrate:

relate to employment and several
schools mentioned this in the survey.

‘Families escaping debt situations;
families moving due to harassment;
families moving for child protection
reasons.’

Institutional Movement
A majority of schools in both high and
low mobility categories identified
permanent exclusion as having been a
cause of pupils joining and/or leaving.

‘Families escaping violence from
others; those wanting a Fresh Start;
those seeking employment.’
‘Neighbourhood
harassment.’

conflicts;

Alleged bullying was also cited by both
high and low mobility schools. Low
mobility schools perceived it as a
reason only among joiners. Bullying
was said to be one of the reasons
given by parents of ‘school hoppers’ –
children who were moved from school
to school more than once, having fallen
out with the school. Most schools
identified home-school disagreement
or conflict as a cause of mobility,
particularly high mobility schools, who
said they both gained and lost pupils
as a result of it. There was a
widespread perception that this type of
movement had recently increased (see
Table 4.18).

racial

Travellers were mentioned by a small
number of schools in the survey (see
Table 4.17). The total number of
Traveller children supported during
1998-99 was 103, 74 of them in
primary schools. Overall, specific
groups like Travellers and those in
“interim” accommodation were highly
significant for mobility levels in a very
small number of schools but were a
minute part of family movement in the
city as a whole.
The Council’s marketing of its housing
outside the city was a factor in
migration to and from the city. Other
longer-distance movement was said to

Movement between mainstream and
special schools was an element in
mobility, though not a large one
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J&L
J

J&L
J
J

J&L
J

J&L
L
J

Demolition/
rehabilitation

New housing just
completed

J&L

J&L

J&L
J
J&L
J&L

Armed Forces
accommodation

J&L
J

J&L
J&L

J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L
J&L

"Tied"
accommodation

J&L

Other families in
Council/HA housing

J&L
L
J&L
J&L

Private renting

137.0
60.0
32.0
28.2
27.3
22.3
N/R
7.1
5.6
5.1
5.0
4.7
2.6

Owner-occupied
housing

School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (high)
School 4 (high)
School 5 (high)
School 6 (high)
School 7 (high)
School 8 (low)
School 9 (low)
School 10 (low)
School 11 (low)
School 12 (low)
School 13 (low)

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Women’s refuges

School
(mobility level)

Homeless families
(temporary
housing)

Table 4.19. Housing circumstances of joiners and leavers in Northern City
LEA schools

L
L
J&L
J&L
J
J

Table 4.20. Mobility patterns in Northern City LEA schools.
M obility
School (m obility
Rate
level)
1998-99
(%)
School 1 (high)
137.0
School 2 (high)
60.0
School 3 (high)
32.0
School 4 (high)
28.2
School 5 (high)
27.3
School 6 (high)
22.3
School 7 (high)
N/R
School 8 (low)
7.1
School 9 (low)
5.6
School 10 (low)
5.1
School 11 (low)
5.0
School 12 (low)
4.7
School 13 (low)
2.6

Nonstandard
joiners
1998-1999

Nonstandard
leavers
1998-1999

123
76
58
40
65
35

77
98
59
27
38
15

N/R

N/R

20
6
11
8
10
4

6
5
7
9
6
1

overall. The integration of special
needs resources into particular
mainstream schools and the reputation
of some of those schools for quality of
SEN provision was believed to attract
parents of some children with nonstatemented special needs.

Short stay
pupils

31
7
16
4
7
7
N /R
3
0
0
N /R
0
1

Mobility
levels over
the last 3
years
Varying
Sim ilar
Varying
Sim ilar
Varying
Increasing
N/R
Sim ilar
Sim ilar
Increasing
Varying
Sim ilar
Increasing

Individual Movement
Just over half the low mobility schools
identified children in care as part of
their mobility and almost all the high
mobility schools did so (see Table
4.17). Some also cited children moving
between parents in fragmented
families.

More than half the schools thought
perceived educational standards were
a factor in their mobility, with high
mobility schools more likely to say it
had influenced both joiners and
leavers, while low mobility schools
tended to cite joiners. However, the
majority of schools did not think that
either joining or leaving had been
prompted by OfSTED reports, though a
minority of both high and low mobility
schools thought they had recruited
joiners as a result of their own or
someone else’s report (see Table
4.18). One high mobility school noted:
‘Some overflow from areas with
oversubscribed schools – children
usually leave if a place becomes
available.’

One high mobility school identified
another school’s closure as
contributing to pupils moving.
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4.8. NORTHERN COASTAL LEA
Area and Housing
Northern Coastal became a unitary
authority in 1998 when it separated
from the county authority. It covers a
total area of seven by three miles and
encompasses a densely populated
seaside town and its environs. The
past few decades have seen intense
periods of net in-migration, with
increasing numbers of elderly people
attracted to the resort.
Over 75% of the housing stock is
owner-occupied, with council
accommodation constituting 10% of
homes. There are three council estates
in the town, as well as a spread of
properties rented out by the town’s
nine Housing Associations. There is
also a private-rented housing sector,
including many houses in multiple
occupation. These are often converted
guesthouses and bed and breakfast
accommodation in varying states of
repair. Recently, Housing Associations
as well as private landlords have
purchased some of these properties for
conversion and refurbishment.
Much of the movement affecting the
town’s high mobility schools takes
place in the private-rented sector. It
was said in interviews that many
families are attracted to the town by a
perception that there is an abundance
of jobs in tourism and plenty of cheap
available housing. The in-comers
include unemployed adults and
families escaping problems in previous
place of residence or seeking a fresh
start. Newcomers sometimes find that
accommodation is more difficult to
obtain than anticipated and become
homeless.
Social Characteristics
Northern Coastal is an area of mixed
social character with particular
concentrations of social and
environmental problems in a number of
inner wards.
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Levels of unemployment are high and
average earnings low compared to the
surrounding county. A significant part
of the employment in the authority is of
a seasonal nature and benefit claims
reach a peak during the winter months
when there is no casual work. 26% of
children in primary schools are entitled
to free school meals.
The great majority of the population is
of UK origin. Local authority data and
interviews indicate that families moving
into the area in recent times have
come mainly from surrounding local
authorities and other parts of northern
England, as well as from Glasgow and
elsewhere.
The LEA and its Schools
Northern Coastal LEA is a small
authority in which two-thirds of primary
schools are community schools, a
quarter Roman Catholic and one in ten
Church of England. Primary school
sizes tend to be relatively large - 40
per cent have over 400 pupils and very
few have fewer than 200.
The size and density of the area mean
that residents potentially have access
to many schools. However, because of
the linear nature of the authority,
children who move home may face a
lengthy journey if they wish to continue
to attend the same school.
The Case Study School
During the school year 1998-99,
Seaside Primary School had the lower
mobility rate of the two high mobility
schools who responded to the postal
survey in Northern Coastal LEA.
Pupil Mobility
Northern Coastal LEA identified pupil
mobility as an issue from the time it
became a unitary authority. Data
provided by the authority indicate that
approaching a third of primary schools
have a mobility level over 20%, about a
third have a level between 10% and
20% and just over a third have a level

below 10%. However, it is noteworthy
that in the year to which the data apply,
nearly all the schools with levels over
20% were above 30%, whereas all
those below 20% were in fact below
15%. The three schools with the
highest levels of mobility had rates of
over 45%, and all of these were
community schools. One Roman
Catholic school was in the highest
third, the rest being community
schools. Below the 20% level, there
was no distinct pattern of community or
voluntary aided schools.
LEA data from 1998-99 show that pupil
turnover in many of the primary
schools is rapid, with children staying
only a short period of time before
moving on. Just under half of the LEA’s
schools responded to a data collection
exercise on joiners and leavers and
length of time spent at the school in
relation to achievement. This revealed
that in 6 schools in the sample
(37.5%), a third of pupils sitting the Key
Stage 2 tests in 1999 had not been at
the same school for Key Stage 1 tests
in 1995.
Mobility patterns
High and low mobility schools reported
slightly different trends in their mobility
levels over a 3-year period. Of the two
high mobility schools responding to the

postal survey, one reported their
mobility levels to have been increasing
whilst the other felt that they had
remained similar. It may be assumed
from the last response that levels had
remained high over the 3 years. One of
the three low mobility schools also
reported an increasing mobility rate,
whilst two said that their levels had
varied over the three years. Both of the
high mobility schools reported having
large numbers of short-stay pupils, but
one of the low mobility schools had
had more short-stay pupils during
1998-99 than either of those at the
higher end of the mobility scale (Table
4.24).
International migration
International migration seems to be a
negligible factor in the LEA’s pupil
mobility. None of the five schools
responding to the postal survey
mentioned refugees/asylum seekers,
overseas migrants coming to work or
join families or overseas students with
children as contributors to movement.
Information from interviews with the
LEA and schools supported this view.
Internal migration
The majority of residential
by families which affects
Northern Coastal authority
migration within the UK.

movement
schools in
is internal
Moves of

School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (low)
School 4 (low)
School 5 (low)

73.5
39.4
16.7
12.5
8.8

J&L

J

J&L

J

J&L

J&L
J&L
J
L
J&L

Children in care

Families that have
broken up

Travellers

Armed Forces families

Families moving for
job reasons

Overseas students

Overseas migrants
(work/family)

School
(mobility level)

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Refugees/asylum
seekers

Table 4.21. Social circumstances of joiners and leavers in Northern Coastal
LEA schools.

J&L
J
J
J&L
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home within the boundaries of the
authority appear to be the main
contributor in the high mobility schools,
but moves from/to neighbouring
authorities and other areas of the UK
are also a major factor. The distinction
is to some extent blurred, as some
families move into the area and then
move home within it. Two out of three
lower mobility schools said the majority
of their joiners had not transferred from
other schools within the LEA. (This
was also the finding of an LEA survey
of its secondary schools).

Families moving for job reasons were
mentioned by one high and two low
mobility schools (see Table 4.21).
Family break-up was cited as a factor
relevant to mobility in all the schools
(see Table 4.21). Further factors
identified in relation to high mobility
schools included families moving to
escape domestic or other violence,
disputes with neighbours and eviction.
One school mentioned:
‘….eviction, trouble with neighbours,
drug related incidents…’

Both high and lower mobility schools
(either some or all of them) cited
owner-occupied housing, Council and
Housing Association homes and
privately rented accommodation as
housing circumstances of those who
joined or left, as well as new housing
just completed (see Table 4.23).
However, hostels for the homeless and
women’s refuges were only mentioned
by the high mobility schools, one of
whom wrote:

Anecdotal evidence suggested that
some families had memories of happy
holidays in the resort which led to their
return in less happy times. There was
also some evidence from interviews of
families who moved under police
protection to this local authority from
other areas of the UK.
Travellers contributed to a very small
proportion of the total movement in
Northern Coastal authority’s schools
and were cited by one high and one
low mobility school (see Table 4.21).
Although the town has no designated
Traveller site, it has a seasonal
population of fairground workers who
send their children to the local schools
during the summer months.

‘Without a doubt the single main reason
(for mobility) is the type of housing and
social grouping. Many of our parents
move around Housing Associations and
spend time in hostels and/or refuges.
Many of our children (over 50%)
transfer from other areas of the
borough, and others come mainly from
poorer areas of Liverpool, Manchester
and Glasgow.’

Institutional movement
There was some evidence of children

School
School
School
School
School
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1
2
3
4
5

(high)
(high)
(low)
(low)
(low)

J
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J&L
J&L
J

Permanent
exclusion

J&L
J&L

Your OfSTED
report
Another
school’s
OfSTED report
Another
school’s closure

73.5
39.4
16.7
12.5
8.8

Perceived
standards

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Alleged bullying

School
(mobility level)

Home-school
conflict

Table 4.22. School circumstances of joiners and leavers in Northern Coastal
LEA schools.

J
J

J

J

J

joining and leaving schools due to
reasons associated with the education
system itself. Home-school conflict and
alleged bullying were each mentioned
by two high mobility and one lower
mobility school (with the low mobility
school in each case only citing it as a
reason for joining the school) (see
Table 4.22).

movement (see Table 4.22).
One of the high mobility schools felt
that its substantial intake of children
with special educational needs was
self-perpetuating:
‘We have over 50% SEN children in our
school and some children want to come
to our school because of our reputation
in dealing with SEN children.’

Permanent exclusions accounted for a
very small element of pupil mobility
and were cited by one high and one
low mobility school, both in respect of
joiners. Parents’ perception of
educational standards was seen as a
further reason for children changing
schools, mentioned by one high and
one low mobility school. Only one
school (with low mobility) felt that its
own OfSTED report had contributed to
pupils joining. None of the schools
cited another school’s OfSTED report
as being a causal factor in pupil

Individual movement
Both high mobility schools and two out
of the three low mobility schools in the
survey cited children in care as among
their mobile pupils (see Table 4.21).
Evidence from LEA interviews backed
up the view that looked-after children
were an extremely mobile group.

J&L

J&L

J

Demolition/
rehabilitation

J&L
J&L
J

New housing just
completed

J&L
J&L
J

Armed Forces
accommodation

J&L
J&L
J

"Tied"
accommodation

J&L
J

Private renting

J&L
J

Owner-occupied
housing

73.5
39.4
16.7
12.5
8.8

Other families in
Council/HA housing

School 1 (high)
School 2 (high)
School 3 (low)
School 4 (low)
School 5 (low)

Mobility
Rate
1998-99
(%)

Women’s refuges

School
(mobility level)

Homeless families
(temporary
housing)

Table 4.23. Housing circumstances of joiners and leavers in Northern
Coastal LEA schools.

J&L
L

J
J

Table 4.24. Mobility patterns in Northern Coastal LEA schools.
M o b ility
S ch o o l (m o b ility
R ate
level)
1998-99
(% )
S chool 1 (high)
73.5
S chool 2 (high)
39.4
S chool 3 (low )
16.7
S chool 4 (low )
12.5
S chool 5 (low )
8.8

Nonstan d ard
jo in ers
1998-1999

Nonstan d ard
leavers
1998-1999

S h o rt stay
p u p ils

M o b ility
levels o ver
th e last 3
years

83
132
17
16
23

56
125
20
14
22

11
10
2
19
0

S im ilar
Increasing
V arying
V arying
Increasing
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4.9. WHAT DO THE LEA CASE STUDIES TELL US ABOUT THE NATURE AND

CAUSES OF PUPIL MOBILITY IN HIGH MOBILITY SCHOOLS?
The previous pages provide
information on pupil mobility in six
different LEAs. The following points
summarise the overall findings:
• Mobility rates can be interpreted
in different ways and represent
different things
As a result of carrying out the survey
and scrutinizing other pupil mobility
information, the research team has
become much more aware of the
potential for statistical variation brought
about by different mobility patterns and
circumstances. In a school with 220
pupils and a mobility rate of 20%
(using the JPL formula) in a given year,
the following are examples of what
could have occurred:
• The school had 22 non-standard
joiners, while 22 pupils left during
the year;
• The school had 11 non-standard
joiners who came and left again,
and were replaced by 11 others who
also left again;

• The school had 10 non-standard
joiners and 34 non-standard
leavers;
• The school had 30 non-standard
joiners and 7 pupils who joined and
left again.
In a small primary school, the arrival
and departure of a number of Traveller
families in the course of a year could
give the school a fairly high mobility
rate in statistical terms. In any school
there are likely to be annual variations
in mobility rates but in a small school,
the statistical impact of modest
numbers of joiners and leavers can be
substantial. This fact may help to
explain the difficulty in identifying ‘low’
mobility schools.
The total school roll figure that is used
in calculating mobility rates can itself
have a big effect on the rate produced.
If the roll changes significantly between
September and January, then the
figure used can make a sizeable
difference. (January rolls from the
DfEE Annual School Census have
been used for the calculations in this
report). It also makes a difference

Table 4.25. Mobility rates and numbers of joiners and leavers in 6 LEAs

LOW MOBILITY HIGH MOBILITY
SCHOOLS
SCHOOLS

Local Education
Authority
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Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal
Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal

AVERAGE PER SCHOOL

Total response
to survey

MOBILITY RATE 98-99 (%)

High

Low

Range

Average

Nonstandard
joiners
1998-1999

3
4
13
4
7
2
3
4
13
3
6
3

80.8
48.8
77.5
56.9
137
73.5
11.6
10.5
19.8
18.5
7.1
16.7

35.2
25.9
23.9
25.9
22.3
39.4
4.5
3.5
0
3
2.6
8.8

45.6
22.9
53.6
30
114.7
34.1
7.1
7
19.8
15.5
4.5
7.9

57.8
37.5
39.2
40.6
51.1
56.5
8.1
6.2
9.7
12.1
5
12.7

60
69
38
29
61
108
12
6
8
18
15
19
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Nonstandard
leavers
1998-1999

Short
stay
pupils

74
60
41
30
49
91
8
9
7
13
9
19

7
16
10
5
12
11
1
1
1
2
1
7

whether or not nursery classes are
included in the total roll figure,
especially in infant schools, where
nursery pupils are a greater proportion
of the total roll than in primary schools.
• Mobility rates above 20% are
found in a minority of schools
nationally and for the purposes of
this analysis are regarded as
‘high’ mobility rates
Any definition of ‘high’ mobility in
statistical terms requires an arbitrary
cut-off point, since annual mobility
rates cover a range from 0 to over
100%. The survey of schools identified
by their LEAs as being at the highest
end of the range produced figures
varying between 22.3% and 137% (see
Table 4.25).
Other data provided by the LEAs
indicated that the proportion of schools
with rates above 20% could vary
between half in a small London LEA
and one in ten in a very large county.
Nationwide, the proportion of schools
with over 20% mobility will fall
somewhere between these two figures.
The proportion of schools with rates

above 30% is very much smaller,
though again, there is wide inter-LEA
variation. For the rest of this analysis,
high mobility should be taken to mean
rates of over 20% and the highest
rates to mean over 30%.
• The highest mobility rates in
schools are associated with
international migration,
residential migration of low
income families and armed forces
movements
Schools with exceptionally high rates
of mobility all seem to be affected by
the following factors, singly or in
combination. (Tables 4.26 and 4.27)
- The arrival and movement of
refugees/asylum seekers and other
overseas migrants who, because of
their economic circumstances, are
unable to gain immediate access to
permanent housing
- The residential movement of low
income families, including those
who have experienced family breakup and domestic violence, into and
out of temporary housing and other
poor quality accommodation

Overseas migrants
(work/family)

Overseas students

Families moving for
job reasons

Armed Forces
families

Travellers

Families that have
broken up

Children in care

Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal
Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal

Refugees/asylum
seekers

LOW MOBILITY HIGH MOBILITY
SCHOOLS
SCHOOLS

Local Education
Authority

Total response to
survey

Table 4.26. Number of schools in 6 LEAs identifying different social
circumstances of mobility

3
4
13
4
7
2
3
4
13
3
6
3

3
4
0
0
4
0
0
1
0
0
0
0

3
3
2
1
4
0
0
2
1
0
0
0

3
1
3
1
3
0
0
1
1
0
0
0

0
2
7
0
2
1
1
2
3
1
2
2

0
0
5
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
0

0
2
7
1
2
1
0
0
5
1
1
1

3
4
11
2
7
2
1
2
6
3
6
3

1
4
5
1
6
2
0
3
3
1
2
2
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- The movement of armed forces
families as required by their
employment
The two authorities with the highest
average mobility rates in their high
mobility schools (Table 4.25) were both
small LEAs with Bed & Breakfast
hotels and other temporary housing;
the third highest average rate, in
Northern City, was caused by
exceptionally high movement in one
school experiencing two of the above
types of mobility.
• The mobility of Travellers affects
high and lower mobility schools
but does not appear to be on the
same scale in individual schools
as some of the other types of
movement
In the survey and during the project,
some schools have been identified
where the movement of Travellers is
the main contributor to pupil mobility
whilst in others, it is one part of it.
Table 4.26 shows the number of
schools mentioning Travellers in the
survey. However, in the nature of
things, the volume of movement in any

one school tends not to be on the
same scale as that described at Global
Infants or Services Junior School (see
Chapter 3).
• Family break-up is the factor
most widely cited as one of the
contributory circumstances in
pupil mobility
Table 4.26 shows that the number of
schools who identified family break-up
as a circumstance relevant to pupil
mobility was remarkably high in both
high and lower mobility schools. This
response echoes that made to the
national LEA survey carried out by the
project in 1999.
• The movement of children in care
(or being taken into care) is
recognised by many schools, but
par t i cul ar l y hi gh m obi l i t y
schools, as a cause of joining or
leaving at non-standard times
Table 4.26 and other data suggest that
children in care are more likely to be in
high mobility schools than in others.
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Women’s refuges

Other families in
Council/HA housing

Owner-occupied
housing

Private renting

"Tied"
accommodation

Armed Forces
accommodation

New housing just
completed

Demolition/
rehabilitation

Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal
Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal

Homeless families
(temporary housing)

LOW MOBILITY HIGH MOBILITY
SCHOOLS
SCHOOLS

Local Education
Authority

Total response
to survey

Table 4.27. Number of schools in 6 LEAs identifying different housing
circumstances of mobility

3
4
13
4
7
2
3
4
13
3
6
3

3
4
6
1
6
2
1
2
1
0
1
0

3
4
3
1
4
2
0
0
0
0
1
0

3
3
8
3
6
2
2
1
3
2
3
2

2
4
6
2
2
2
1
3
5
2
4
2

3
2
6
2
4
2
0
1
5
1
3
2

2
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
1
1

0
0
5
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0

0
2
3
0
2
1
1
0
3
0
3
2

2
1
2
1
6
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
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• Family movement for job reasons
is seen by many high and lower
mobility schools as a contributor
to pupil mobility

the LEAs, though more high mobility
schools specified the first two. Moves
g e n er a t e d b y d e m o l i t i o n a nd
rehabilitation were only cited by high
mobility schools whereas, by contrast,
‘newer housing just completed’ was
mentioned by schools across the
mobility range. Children from homeless
families were mentioned predominantly
by high mobility schools and women’s
refuges almost exclusively so. Children
from forces’ families were all cited by
high mobility schools, with one
exception.

The patterns of response to the survey
(see Table 4.26) differed between
LEAs and it is clear from the
questionnaire and other sources that
such movement ranges from longdistance (sometimes international)
movement by professionals and
managers to low-paid seasonal
employment. Families moving to and
f rom accommodation “tied” to
employment were also mentioned by
some high and low mobility schools
(Table 4.27) and in the interviews.

• Families involved in home-school
conflict and disagreement with
schools (present or previous)
were mentioned by high mobility
schools much more frequently
than lower mobility ones

• There are some similarities in the
housing tenure patterns of
mobile families with children
attending high and lower mobility
schools, but also clear
differences

This finding (see Table 4.28 below)
appears to relate primarily to two
things. Firstly, parents who fall out with
a school can only obtain a place in
another school at short notice if it has
spare capacity, and many high mobility
schools have such capacity. Secondly,
the survey and interviews indicate that
there is a minority of families who
frequently move their children from

Table 4.27 shows these similarities
and differences in respect of the
survey schools. Council/Housing
Association homes, private renting and
owner-occupied housing were cited by
high and lower mobility schools across

Alleged bullying

Perceived
standards

Your OfSTED
report

Another school’s
OfSTED report

Another school’s
closure

Permanent
exclusion

Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal
Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal

Home-school
conflict

LOW MOBILITY HIGH MOBILITY
SCHOOLS
SCHOOLS

Local Education
Authority

Total response
to survey

Table 4.28. Number of schools in 6 LEAs identifying different school
circumstances of mobility

3
4
13
4
7
2
3
4
13
3
6
3

2
4
8
2
6
2
0
1
5
0
3
1

1
4
7
1
5
2
0
0
4
1
5
1

3
4
4
0
3
1
1
4
7
2
5
1

1
2
5
0
3
0
0
0
1
2
1
1

0
3
2
0
2
0
0
0
4
0
1
0

0
0
3
0
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0

1
1
1
0
5
1
0
1
1
1
4
1

Pupil Mobility in Schools: Final Report

Page 79

school to school in urban areas
following disputes and much of this
movement appears to be between high
mobility schools (and contributing to
mobility rates). Similar considerations
seem to apply in relation to the
questionnaire responses on alleged
bullying.

schools are affected in a negative way
and some gain pupils because of the
perceived quality of the education they
provide. It seems to be schools with
exceptionally high numbers of
disadvantaged children and pupils from
overseas who experience pupil losses
of this nature.

• Both high and lower mobility
schools believe that perceived
standards influence some pupil
transfers, but they do not seem to
account for a significant amount
of movement

• High mobility schools are more
likely than lower mobility ones to
take in newcomers to an area
from outside the LEA, particularly
those from overseas

Table 4.28 shows the number of
s c h o o l s m e n t i o n i ng pe r c e i ved
standards and OfSTED reports as
relevant to pupil mobility. From the
questionnaire, interviews and other
data, it does not appear that movement
for this reason is on a large scale.
However, there is evidence of highachieving pupils moving from high
mobility schools to low mobility ones,
perhaps having been invited from a
waiting list, and even a small amount
of movement of this type can be
damag ing t o t he morale and
performance of a school with a
deprived intake. Not all high mobility

This fact is indicated by Tables 4.26
and 4.29 (below), as well as the other
evidence already presented.
However, Table 4.30 demonstrates
that the ‘reception’ function of high
mobility schools in regard to
international migrants is not
necessarily evident from aggregate
schools data in authorities with large
populations of overseas origin. In the
two London authorities, lower mobility
schools also had high numbers of
children on roll with English as an
additional language.

LOW MOBILITY HIGH MOBILITY
SCHOOLS
SCHOOLS

Local Education
Authority
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Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal
Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal

Total response
to survey

Table 4.29. Number of schools agreeing to statements on mobility in 6 LEAs

Over 50% of
joiners were
not fluent in
English

Over 50% of
joiners who were
fluent in English
were below the
levels of
achievement
expected of
children that age

Over 50%
of joiners
transferred
from other
schools
within the
LEA

3
4
13
4
7
2
3
4
13
3
6
3

3
2
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

3
3
8
1
5
2
0
2
4
2
3
1

0
1
5
2
4
1
2
2
7
3
6
1
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• High mobility schools tend to
have higher proportions of
disadvantaged children and
those with learning difficulties
than lower mobility schools in
their LEAs
This is reflected in Tables 4.29 and
4.30. Midland City LEA differed from
the others in its pattern of response in
Table 4.29 but not in Table 4.30.

and the extent to which moves of home
can be pre-planned. Residential
location, access to transport and the
extent of pre-planning help to
determine which primary school a child
will attend after moving. School
admissions criteria and processes and
the existence of available places will
determine the school choices – or lack
of them – available to the child who
moves at non-standard times.

• The great majority of high
mobility schools are community
schools

• Different primary school intakes
at normal age of entry affect later
mobility rates

This fact is apparent both from the
survey and from other LEA data.
Voluntary aided schools are underrepresented among schools with
mobility rates above 20% and Catholic
schools rarely have mobility rates at
this level.

The geographical proximity of different
types of housing to different schools is
the major factor in explaining why
some primary schools have higher
mobility levels than others. However,
the school system itself and the
operation of different admissions
processes and criteria at normal age of
entry to schools also explain the
variations.

• Where primary schools have high
mobility rates, it is mostly as a
result of interaction between the
social system, the spatial system
and the school system
Social factors (income, employment,
family circumstances) are key
determinants of where a family lives

Some schools recruit heavily to their
nursery or reception classes from the
more settled parts of local
communities, rather than taking in the
homeless or others in temporary
accommodation. Thus, few children

LOW MOBILITY HIGH MOBILITY
SCHOOLS
SCHOOLS

Local Education
Authority

Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal
Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal

Total response
to survey

Table 4.30. Characteristics of pupils in responding schools in 6 LEAs (%)

Free School
Meals

3
4
13
4
7
2
3
4
13
3
6
3

48.9
44.4
15.9
38.7
50.6
39.7
18.3
13.3
7
20.3
20.9
11.0

Special
Educational English as an
Needs
additional
language
(with/without
statement)

24.5
26.4
20.1
16.8
32.2
37.9
12
19.1
17.9
13.4
22.9
14.3

52.5
17.9
4.3
18.5
20.6
0.4
42.9
24.1
0.5
1.3
1.2
0.0
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leave later on and there are few
vacancies created for new arrivals.
Moreover, it is obvious to the
established residents in local areas
that certain schools have high
proportions of children recently arrived
from non-English speaking countries or
coming from disturbed and disrupted
backgrounds, whereas others do not.
The public awareness of these
differences, combined with their
implications for school performance in
tests, affects parental perception and
school choices. There is therefore a
circular process by which high and low
mobility in certain schools is reinforced.
• National and local housing
strategies are major factors
affecting pupil mobility in schools
Some kinds of family movement result
from processes of building,
demolishing or regenerating housing
and formal changes in tenure or
lettings policies. Much of the
movement affecting high mobility
schools is related to types of housing
provision made for the homeless and
the later transition to permanent
accommodation.
• There are very substantial
differences between LEAs in the
scale, nature and pattern of pupil
mobility in schools
Flows of children into, out of and
between schools are demonstrably
very different in different local authority
areas. There is much more
international movement and mobility
across local authority boundaries in
some areas than in others as far as
non-standard entry to, and departure
from, schools is concerned.
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C H AP T E R 5 : School responses to high mobility
5.1. Introduction
Chapters 3 and 4 have presented
information on the scale of movement
that takes place in some high mobility
schools. This chapter attempts to
portray the reality of managing and
teaching in such schools in terms of
the actual actions and activities that
must be undertaken with the arrival
and departure of each child. The
analysis draws primarily on the case
studies but also refers to the schools’
postal survey and other information
gathered during the project.
The chapter describes arrangements
to admit children to a school, settle
them in and enable them to start
making progress in their learning as
soon as possible. It also describes
action taken on departure. Figure 5.1
summarises these arrangements.
Figures 5.3 and 5.4 relate the actions
to the members of staff who may
undertake them. It must be strongly
emphasised at the outset that there are
few economies of scale - if a school
has 100 non-standard joiners or
leavers during one year, most of these
things must be repeated 100 times.
In addition, reference is made to the
work that schools do to try to sustain
the attendance of some children and
develop home-school links.
5.2. Initial contact with the school
The initial contact with a school about
the availability of a place for a
prospective pupil may be a letter,
phone call or visit from a parent.
Contact may, on the other hand, be
made by a number of others - for
example, an LEA admissions officer, a
member of the special needs team,
someone working with excluded pupils,
a social worker or a voluntary
organisation.
In many types of high mobility school,
contacts by the LEA and other
agencies are frequent and can be a

source of stress for headteachers.
Where staff are already under pressure
because of the high numbers of
children with particular needs and
difficulties, and where the school is
constantly being asked to take more,
the head can feel caught between
conflicting responsibilities - to children
without a school place, to children
within the school and to the staff. Thus,
even the initial discussion about the
possibility of admission can be timeconsuming.
In the case of schools with large
numbers of children from services
families, time is taken up by contacts in
advance of moves where large
numbers are involved. Visits may be
made by heads in the receiving area to
meet heads and parents in the sending
area, liaison is maintained with the
Families Officer supporting the parents
and visits by groups of parents to
schools in the receiving area may be
arranged before the move occurs.
All types of high mobility school also
have regular visits from individual
parents asking about the school and
the availability of places without prior
contact being made. During one
morning collating data in a case study
school, the researcher observed the
head spending up to half an hour each
on two separate visits, one unplanned,
by prospective parents who had just
moved into the vicinity.
Where parents are not fluent in
English, there may be problems of
communication. Parents who speak
little or no English sometimes come
accompanied by a friend who can
interpret. Others try to manage without.
5.3. Process of admission
When a child is admitted to a school,
there are forms to fill in for school
records which include information of
which the school needs to be aware
about matters like health, vaccinations
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and diet. The time and effort involved
in doing this varies greatly depending
on parent and child. Where there are
language problems, it can demand
considerable communication skills,
including mime, as one school
secretary ably demonstrated. Evidence
of date of birth is sometimes difficult to
obtain and children from overseas are
sometimes initially placed with the
wrong age group.
The point of admission is also normally
the occasion when the school explains
to parents the school times, routines
and expectations with regard to
attendance, punctuality, dinner money,
uniform, school outings and other
matters. This is straightforward where
parents are familiar with the way
schools operate. It can be difficult
where this is not the case. As Chapter
3 indicated, some children coming from
overseas have never attended a
school before, the education system in
country of origin may have been very
different and poorer parents from some
parts of the world will have had little or
no access to schooling.
The initial administrative work is
usually done by the school secretary/
administrator, though heads may be
involved for reasons given below.
There are also basic routines of putting
children’s names on registers and
computer files and making school
meals arrangements. Even this is not
necessarily simple, as different
children may have different dietary
needs, perhaps for religious reasons;
and sources of payment for meals will
vary according to home circumstances.
Information has to be passed on to all
those who will be teaching and caring
for the new child, first and foremost the
class teacher. Others, too, need to be
notified - for example, specific items
including medical/dietary requirements,
emergency contact number for a
parent and family situation (access)
were identified by one school as
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essential “need to know” information
for the senior mid-day supervisor.
5.4. Meeting parents
Communication with parents is one of
the principal ways in which heads and
class teachers can get to know about
the needs, aptitudes and abilities of a
newcomer and any difficulties that may
arise. Interviews with staff in the case
study schools indicated that
establishing a relationship with parents
was something for which time and
opportunity were always created at the
outset. Some heads clearly spent a
good deal of time in initial discussion
with parents, particularly where moves
appeared to have taken place in
circumstances potentially damaging to
the welfare of the child (such as
domestic violence or child abuse) or
directly related to schooling (exclusion,
behavioural problems or nonattendance, for example).
Class teachers said they normally met
the parent of a new child on the
morning they joined the class, if not
before, and had some conversation
with them then about practical matters.
Many said they then sought out the
parent, informally or by phone if
necessary, to speak to them at
subsequent times in the early days or
weeks after the child’s arrival. There
was daily opportunity for this in most
cases, particularly in the infants, when
children were brought and collected
from school. Teachers in schools with
overseas joiners talked about the
language barrier and efforts made to
make non-English speakers feel
welcome, even if oral communication
was limited.
5.5. Settling the child into school
Teachers in the case study schools
regularly described the same things as
routine activities when a child joined
the class - preparing labels with the
child’s name for coat-pegs, folders and

work trays, sorting out books and
equipment they needed, giving thought
to where they should be seated,
introducing them to the class and
nominating a ‘buddy’ or buddies to look
after them.
Some things might be done at home:
one teacher with neat computergenerated labels said,
‘Sometimes we only get to know on
Friday that a child’s starting on
Monday, so I do the labels at home
over the weekend’.

The aim of all the class teachers was
to make the child feel welcome and
part of the class - hence the need to
have labels ready that looked like
everyone else’s.
However, even such seemingly-simple
operations had their pitfalls. Several
teachers mentioned that preparations
could be made and then children didn’t
turn up, which could be a
disappointment for the rest of the class
if they had been prepared to expect
new arrivals. There was also a case
where two labels had been prepared
for one child because the move was
generated by family break-up and the
child had somehow been registered as
two children under both parents’
names.
A lot of thought went into the detail of
settling children in: making sure the
child’s buddy would be there at
lunchtimes and would be having the
same (cooked or sandwich) lunch as
the new child; trying to find a buddy
who spoke the same language, even if
they were in another class; seeing if
children from service families knew
anyone from a previous school; placing
the new child on a table where the
other children were likely to be friendly
and supportive. General classroom
arrangements sometimes took account
of the inevitability of change: one
teacher said,

‘I always try to have a spare seat at
each table so that children can be
slotted in’.

However, there were occasions when
an extra table and chairs had to be
fitted into a classroom in the morning
to accommodate newcomers.
Teachers said they tried to ‘keep an
eye on’ new children at the beginning.
Where there was a classroom
assistant, they might be asked to
spend time with the newcomer.
Support staff of all kinds play a crucial
role in respect of newcomers. The
school secretary/administrator is often
the person who makes the family feel
welcome or otherwise the very first
time they set foot through the door.
Support staff in the classroom, the
dining hall and the playground can all
play a significant part in helping and
watching over a new child while they
settle in and make friends.
Global Infants School had a special
reception group which new arrivals
attended for three mornings a week some who settled into school well
attended very briefly, others attended
for longer. These were mostly children
who spoke little or no English and had
had a long period of disruption in their
lives. Both the teacher in charge and
class t eacher s said t hat t he
establishment of the group had visibly
benefitted the children concerned,
making it possible for disturbed and
bewildered newcomers to gain
confidence and receive a degree of
individual attention they could not have
been given in the classroom. It was
said that one child who spoke no
English ‘cried for a week’ continuously
when she arrived - a difficult situation
for a class teacher to attend to.
5.6. Transfer of records
Most, though not all, children from
service families were said to arrive with
records from their previous school,
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while others were sent by post. This
was less often the case for other
children moving into the case study
schools.
Information from previous schools was
said to vary enormously in detail and
value and this included the information
supplied on children with Statements of
special educational needs. In some
instances, records were received a
long time after the child had settled into
the school - or after they had gone
again.
Heads, special educational needs coordinators (SENCOs) and
administrative staff spent a good deal
of time telephoning other schools. In
some cases, it was discovered that the
school a parent had named as the
previous school had been left by the
child months before and s/he had been
out of school since; or it was found that
the child had been to other schools
since the one named. (Figure 5.2).
Where there were serious problems
affecting the child’s education and
welfare, it was sometimes necessary to
liaise with other services to organise
meetings. In certain instances,
significant learning or behavioural
difficulties were immediately evident
and the educational psychologist was
called in.
5.7. Assessment
All receiving schools had their own
processes for assessing the
knowledge, skills and levels of
attainment of newcomers, processes
which necessarily varied according to
age, English language fluency and
point of entry in relation to national
curriculum testing. Class teachers said
they started their own files to record
children’s achievement and progress,
incorporating additional data from
previous schools where this was
provided. This record was the main
source of information for onward
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transmission to the next school if
children moved on.
Methods of assessment which involved
individual testing had to be fitted in with
norm al teaching and lear ning
programmes. One teacher said that the
classroom assistant had been trained
to administer some of the tests and
might do so outside the classroom
while she was teaching the class. If
there was more than one newcomer,
some testing could be done with a
group.
Where children spoke little or no
English, it was seen as important to
f ind out about their previous
experience of formal education, if any,
and about their prior knowledge and
achievement. An older child longerestablished in the school might help
with communication if there was no
member of staff or other adult who
could translate. The children might be
asked to complete tasks such as
reading and writing in their own
language, where appropriate, and
relevant information on family
background and culture was sought.
Teachers said that, after a short period
of getting to know a child and
assessing their achievement levels, it
was sometimes necessary to move
them to a different group from the one
in which they had started. In a
classroom situation where children
were periodically both joining and
leaving, frequent reorganisation could
occur.
5.8. Children with difficulties
Children with learning and behavioural
dif f icult ies were found to be
disproportionately represented among
the mobile children in several of the
case study schools. Because of
frequency of movement, most never
reached the stage of receiving a
Statement. Others were judged to be
able children who had fallen seriously

behind their peer group because of
disrupted schooling. Still others were
children who had been permanently
excluded from their previous school or
had been on the point of being so.
All these children needed concentrated
attention and support. One case study
school said that a special programme
of work they had planned for a group of
existing pupils with learning difficulties
was shelved because the latest group
of in-comers was in even greater need
of help. Any kind of additional resource
identified as being needed from
outside the school could take a good
deal of time and effort to obtain.
It could also be difficult to secure help
for children learning the English
language. Schools distributed and
redistributed their existing language
support as pupils came and went. New
learning resources had to be obtained
or devised as new language groups
appeared in the school.
5.9. Attendance
Many schools said that their mobile
pupils included children with a history
of poor attendance - in fact, it was
stated more than once that some
children were transferred from one
school to another to escape pressure
to attend and to evade court action.
This meant that the receiving school
inherited a problem that was likely to
make continuing demands on its staff
for the foreseeable future.
Schools with large numbers of pupils
living in temporary accommodation all
experienced attendance problems.
Families had preoccupations other
than schooling and the overcrowded
living conditions that most endured
were not conducive to an orderly,
organized existence. Certain groups of
overseas migrants were said to be
particularly poor attenders, though
others were strongly committed to
education.

Children leaving without prior
notification were likewise a major
problem, since some groups had good
reason not to wish to be traced - for
example, those escaping domestic
violence or debt, others wishing to
evade the attention of Social Services
and asylum seekers refused asylum.
Families were sometimes moved at
short notice by Councils and this was
another reason for non-notification.
Most of the case study schools had to
devote a good deal of time to
attendance issues, both to promoting
good attendance and to follow-up of
absence. One school had a person
working part-time, in close liaison with
the headteacher, with a specific remit
for attendance: monitoring registers
daily, making phone calls, checking
with hotels and ensuring that
Education Welfare was brought in
where necessary. The person
concerned was a former parent who
had been involved in the school for
some years and was therefore known
in the school community. The general
approach was one of encouragement
and support rather than ’policing’,
though the actual follow-up was
organised and systematic. When
children reappeared, they were made
to feel welcome, as were parents.
5.10. Sustaining home-school links
Staff in high mobility schools have to
work continuously to develop new
parental relationships. Parent-teacher
associations are hard to sustain and
staff often end up organising homeschool events. They also have to be
pro-active if parent-governor posts are
to be filled as parents come and go
and a good governing body will have to
put repeated effort into inducting and
supporting new governors.
5.11. Atmosphere and ethos
Less tangible than the above, but
requiring thought and action, are the
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things that schools do to sustain an
atmosphere and ethos that is
welcoming to newcomers. This
includes knowing the backgrounds of
pupils and making sure this is reflected
in the school’s environment and
learning resources. It also has
implications for the curriculum and for
the effective implementation of policies
on bullying and racism.
Mobility affects the social dynamics of
both school and class. In all the case
study schools, staff commented on the
adaptability of children and observed
that the great majority settled in quickly
and well. Whilst children themselves
were not interviewed, there was no
evidence from parent surveys and
parent governors or from observation
that this was not the case. However,
there could be difficulties with
friendship groups changing and
individual children not ‘fitting in’,
particularly among the older children,
and this could create some problems in
the classroom. More seriously, there
were sometimes new children whose
presence was disruptive and difficult to
manage, to the detriment of the whole
class.
5.12. The leavers
It seems that in most high mobility
schools, children leaving is such a
frequent event that it is not marked by
a special activity and, as indicated
above, sometimes takes place without
advance warning. Heads and staff in
case study schools said that they tried
to impress upon parents the
importance of letting the school know
when and where they were going but
there were sometimes reasons for
parents not wishing to do so.
Where destination schools were known
or made contact after the move, pupil
records were sent on. In the case of
Services Junior School, most children
took the information with them. Class
teachers wrote detailed reports on
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leavers, taking a minimum of one hour
per report. One experienced teacher
said,
‘I wrote two on Sunday and I spent two
hours doing each of them’.

The head read the reports and
sometimes added to them. They were
t h e n c o l l a t e d b y t h e s c h o ol
administrator with national curriculum
assessment data, SEN information and
samples of work and sealed in an
envelope to be taken to the next school
by the parents concerned. Where large
numbers of families were moving at the
same time, this involved a huge
amount of work and co-ordination. As
one interviewee said, ‘big moves are
the killers’.
Because of the particular
circumstances of armed forces’
movement, it seems from our case
study that schools with large numbers
of service pupils put a huge amount of
effort into passing on information to
assist in continuity of learning (though
it was said that the information was
sometimes mislaid by the bearers en
route to the next school or, on
occasions, not taken at all). The other
high mobility schools in our study had
less occasion for this but spent far
more time trying to trace the departed
and confirm children’s safety.
Other tasks that schools identified in
relation to leavers were more
mundane, such as trying to collect
outstanding dinner money before the
parent disappeared. Losses in this
area were one of the hidden costs of
mobility, as were losses of books and
equipment. Conversely, garments and
possessions were sometimes left
behind after a rapid departure.
5.13. The non-arrivals
All the case study schools had children
whose parents put their names down
but they then never started.

In some cases, the child’s details had
been recorded and preparations for
admission made, but the child didn’t
turn up. This usually involved children
in temporary housing who had moved
on. In the case of Services Junior
School, it appeared that families
sometimes contacted schools in
advance of knowing exactly where they
would be living when they came to the
new posting and consequently their
children sometimes joined a different
school closer to home after the move.
Whatever the reasons, the non-arrivals
represented a further drain on time for
schools and added to the difficulties of
forward planning.

5.14. Conclusion
All schools need to do a number of
things to induct new pupils and ensure
that they start work at the appropriate
level, with whatever additional support
may be needed. The problem for high
mobility schools is the frequency and
scale of this activity. In addition, many
have to put a great deal of work into
sustaining attendance, home-school
relationships and a positive, welcoming
atmosphere for newcomers. There are
further steps to be taken when children
leave to facilitate educational continuity
and, in some cases, to try to ensure
their safety and well-being.

Table 5.1. Action in primary schools for non-standard joiners
Circumstances

Child joins school: no
special circumstances.

Child has learning
difficulties/emotional or
behavioural
difficulties/is achieving
well below level of age
group

Child speaks little or no
English.

Child has history of
poor attendance.
Family problems/
domestic violence/
child protection issues

A succession of new
children join the school.

School responses
Receiving and imparting information from/to parents.
Establishing home-school relationship.
Induction of child into school.
Assessment of abilities and achievement levels.
Request for records from previous school.
Placement of child in appropriate groups.
Starting file for records of work, progress and achievement.
Arranging support from school’s existing staff resources (may
mean diversion from other children).
Contact with previous school for immediate information.
Seeking LEA input (EPs, EWS, other specialist support).
Starting/continuing/completing the assessment process towards
a Statement, as appropriate.
Arranging interpretation (from within or outside the school).
Finding out about previous educational experience.
Assessment of abilities and achievement levels.
Assessment of English fluency.
Arranging support from school’s existing staff resources (may
mean diversion from other children).
Seeking further resources from LEA.
Acquisition of learning materials (linguistic, cultural)
Structured support and encouragement of attendance.
Immediate follow-up of absence.
EWS involvement as necessary.
Support to child if evidence of distress or difficulty.
Support to parents in some circumstances.
Involvement of, and liaison with, other services (e.g. Social
Services, Health, Housing, Police).
Reorganisation of groups within a class.
Reorganisation of classes within the school.
Changes to support arrangements.
Changes to planned work programmes.
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Table 5.2. Example of time-consuming consequences of pupil mobility
- Child with special educational needs (SEN) leaves School A and moves to another area.
- School B phones School A to say child has joined them and asks for records to be sent.
- Secretary at School A sends records by registered post to School B.
- 6 weeks later, a school rings to say no records have been received and asks to speak to
SEN co-ordinator to discuss child’s needs.
- Secretary fetches SENCO to answer phone and long conversation ensues.
- Secretary searches in files and finds certificate of postage. Realises that school name on
certificate of postage is different from name of school on phone.
- Secretary rings School B and discovers the child moved to School C after only 2 weeks.
- Secretary rings School C to say School B is sending on records.

Table 5.3. Staff roles when there are non-standard joiners
Staff
member

Role

Phone discussion with LEA, parent and/or others about possible admission.
Meeting with parents and showing them round the school.
Discussion with class teacher about needs of new child, implications for class
and for additional support, if relevant.
Headteacher
Monitoring roll and resourcing implications.
Reviewing class organisation if many newcomers.
Contacting previous school, LEA and/or other agencies where particular
difficulties are identified.
Taking down details of new child and transferring details to computer file.
Giving parents and child information about school.
School
Making arrangements for school dinners.
secretary/
Notifying class teacher of new entrant.
administrator
Phoning previous school for records.
Notifying LEA of new child on roll.
Preparing for child’s arrival (labels, books, tray etc).
Talking to parents and child.
Settling child into class (‘buddy’ introductions etc).
Organising assessment tests/tasks.
Class
Studying records from previous school.
teacher
Starting file for records of work, progress and achievement.
Placing child in appropriate groups.
Changing class groupings if necessary.
Classroom
Supervising assessment tests/tasks as required.
assistant
Giving new child some individual attention.
Giving advice and help where needs identified.
SEN
Organising learning support within available resources.
co-ordinator
Contacting LEA for further support/action as appropriate.
Arranging interpretation.
Finding out about previous educational experience.
Assessment of abilities and achievement levels.
EAL
co-ordinator Arranging support from within available resources.
Seeking further EAL support from LEA as appropriate.
Acquisition of learning materials relevant to language/culture.
Other staff
Keeping an eye on the child, especially at play and lunch times.

Table 5.4. Action in primary schools for non-standard leavers
Circumstances
Child leaves school: no
special circumstances
Child leaves school: no
destination given.
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School responses
Leaving rituals.
Finalising issues (e.g. dinner money payments, return of books).
Preparation, collation and sending on of records.
Efforts to establish destination and safety of child.
Education Welfare involved if necessary.
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C H AP T E R 6 : Effects on school performance
6.1. Introduction
Statistical evidence from the first phase
of our research showed that pupils who
joined schools at times other than the
normal starting age tended on average
to achieve less well in Key Stage tests
and GCSE examinations than children
who had attended the same school
throughout or who had completed a
whole Key Stage in the same school.
This evidence came from LEA and
school sources which did not in any
sense constitute a random sample the authorities concerned were all
urban (mainly London) LEAs and the
schools were ones with high levels of
pupil mobility situated in many different
parts of England. The lower average
levels of performance generally
appeared to relate to social deprivation
and/or lack of fluency in English. High
mobility was also said to have a
negative impact on attendance rates.
In the school and LEA case studies,
further information has been sought on
aspects of mobility which could have
significance for levels of pupil
attainment, focusing particularly on the
characteristics of joiners and leavers
and the effects of different types of
mobility on school populations. Factors
relevant to attendance and
unauthorised absence have also been
investigated.
The chapter is divided into three main
parts. The first considers what has
been learned from the school and LEA
case studies about mobility and its
implications for performance. The
second and third parts present the
responses to the following questions in
the postal survey:
• Does pupil mobility affect your
school’s attendance figures? If yes,
how?
• Does pupil mobility affect the
school’s performance in national
curriculum tests? If yes, how?

6.2. Pupil mobility and implications
for school performance
It must be emphasised that the focus
here is not on the individual child’s
experience of school transfer and how
this might affect his/her performance,
nor on the things a school can do to try
to support the progress and attainment
of newcom er s. W hat we are
considering is how the patterns and
flows of children between schools and
areas affect the composition of school
communities and change the cohorts
of children who take tests and
examinations at different times in
different institutions and LEAs.
The school case studies showed very
clearly how the children in particular
classes in particular years could
change significantly - or very little from one year to the next. There were
great variations in numbers joining and
leaving a cohort in different years,
even within the same high mobility
school. All the schools had joiners and
leavers in the two years before Key
Stage tests.
The patterns of pupil movement within,
into and out of the case study LEAs, of
which the individual school experience
was a constituent part, redistributed
children from school to school
continuously. For some schools, the
change year on year was minimal. For
others, even some of those perceived
to have low rates of movement, pupil
mobility was quite high. As indicated in
Chapters 3 and 4, a small proportion of
a school community can come and go
frequently, while the rest remains
stable. However, whatever the scale
and pattern of movement in any
particular school, the fact of children
joining and leaving changes the pupil
population in some way. Joiners and
leavers may have similar achievement
levels or they may not. The impact on
aggregate school performance in Key
Stage tests will depend on who comes,
who goes and at what point in time.
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In some of the case study schools,
there seemed to be an inflow and
outflow of lower-achieving pupils or
beginners in English (many of them
joining and leaving again after a short
period), together with a net loss of
higher-achieving children moving to
other areas and other schools. These
were children described as having
stable family backgrounds and
motivation to learn. In addition, some
of the leavers were said to be transient
children who had stayed long enough
to start making progress. Overall,
therefore, there was a net loss of
children who might have been
expected to achieve well had they
stayed.
Pr oblem s wit h ensur ing g ood
attendance by mobile pupils, long
return visits overseas and families
disappearing without warning were all
raised at some length in the case
studies and undoubtedly contributed to
recorded rates of unauthorised
absence. One interviewee said she
understood that it was permissible,
once destinations of leavers had been
discovered, to go back and delete the
unauthorised absence but the time
implications of doing this were too
daunting.
6.3 Mobility and school performance
in national curriculum tests
In response to the postal survey,
almost all schools with mobility rates
above 20 per cent said that mobility
affected school performance in
national curriculum tests, and so did
two out of three of the schools with
lower mobility rates. There appeared to
be different reasons underlying this
response (Table 6.1)
Many schools stated that pupils who
joined the school at non-standard
times were often below average in
achievement or not fluent in English,
as the following comments indicate:
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‘A higher percentage of the pupils
have SEN. Of these, many have not
had their needs identified/supported in
previous schools. A high proportion
have little or no English. If two/three/
four children, such as the above, arrive
during Years 5 or 6, the school has no
time to get them to Level 4.’ (Inner
London school)
‘Pupils arrive with low levels of
achievement, including some with no
English and no previous experience of
schooling in any language, some
arriving during Years 2 and
6.’ (Northern City school)
‘Non-routine admissions children
come into Years 2 and 6 prior to SATs;
some have experienced many changes
of school, others have not had
schooling for months.’ (Northern
Coastal school)
‘Most of our “very mobile” children
achieve at below average levels, due to
their disjointed education beforehand.
We have had some quite young
children who have attended six or
seven different schools before coming
to us. This obviously affects our
performance
in
national
tests.’ (Southern County school)
‘Children joining in Year 2 don’t have
the foundations to learning that our
“home grown” children do.’ (Southern
County school)

Not only most high mobility schools but
also some lower mobility ones stated
that their non-standard intake tended
to have below-average achievement
levels. At the same time, one of the
high mobility schools identified the high
achievers:
‘High achievers tend to come from
families where parents have career
ambitions and make the most of
opportunities (Army).’ (Southern County
school).

A number of schools felt that they
experienced a net loss of more able
children as a result of mobility, as the
following observations show:

‘Children can arrive even the day before
SATs and, being on roll, must be
counted in with their cohort. Most of our
new arrivals are non-English speaking
or have poor levels of achievement
which can (and in the last four years
have) seriously affected our results. We
are also subject to the common inner
city church school problem, where our
(very few) middle class families see
secondary transfer looming and remove
their children one or two years ahead to
send them to prep schools.’ (Central
London school)
‘Some KS2 Year 6 classes have few
children who have progressed through
our school and therefore do not reflect
all our hard work. Often, able pupils
leave in Year 6 and are replaced by
refugees/EAL children/children in
temporary housing/those in women’s
refuges. Some children taking extended
leave (unauthorised) return at a later
date having lost several months of
schooling.’ (Central London school)

the school roll shortly before tests were
taken was illustrated by a school with
service children:
‘A good example this year is that we
have a main regimental changeover just
prior to the SATs. A third of our children
are leaving - those arriving need a
settling in period, having come from
different
educational
systems.’ (Southern County school)

Schools did not merely assert that
there were differences in the
achievement of mobile and non-mobile
pupils, some also provided figures:
‘If we display our SATs results in two
ways, one with non-routine admissions
included and one without, we find that
our percentage success rate of Level 4s
goes up from 50% to nearly 70%. This
is a truer reflection of our ‘value-added’
success.’ (Northern Coastal school)

‘...the number of pupils entering and
being placed on our SEN register will
from 2000 onwards start having a
negative impact [on our test results].
Additionally, the majority of families
moving for new jobs and better housing
had children who were expected to
achieve Level 4 at the end of Key Stage
2.’ (Northern City school)

‘Usually less than half of the children
who started in Reception go on to Year
6, so our input to the other half has
been limited. This year, a number of
boys (8) joined in Year 2 just as Key
Stage 1 SATs began - all at Level 1.
This brought our Level 2 and above
totals down from 87% to 67%, which is
very demoralising for staff.’ (Northern
City school)

The last quotation above was from a
lower mobility school and many
schools, whatever their mobility level,
pointed out the potential significance of
even a small amount of movement for
aggregate test results.

Some schools referred to the effects of
mobility on teaching and learning
within the school as a whole, with
explicit or implicit consequences for all
pupils. The following are some of the
observations made:

‘We have a small cohort of pupils (1
child is about 4-7%). Results depend on
the levels of ability of joiners and
leavers rather than the skills of
teachers.’ (Northern City school)

‘Often the children come and go within
a short time and may not have English
as a first language. The class may have
the same amount of children but they
are not necessarily the same children.
The class can become unsettled and
work may have to be repeated to cater
for new children.’ (Inner London school)

‘In small year cohorts, the change of
just one pupil can mean a difference of
up to 7% between the school’s target
and the final figure.’ (Midland City
school)

The possibility of sweeping changes in

‘Children that arrive tend to be unsettled
and are often of lower ability. Teachers
are able to spend less time with our
constant population.’ (Midland City
school)
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‘Children entering school as casual
admissions often have learning
difficulties and reduce the time already
allocated to our own children.’ (Inner
London school)

One school summarised the perceived
eff ects of mobility on school
performance as follows:
‘ - Teachers have to incorporate new
pupils, which takes up time.
- Unsettling for class and the whole
school. Potential behaviour issues.
- Planning and resourcing for a wide
ability range.
- Time is spent on working on basic
skills; high attainers don’t reach full
potential.’ (Northern City school)

It is perhaps inevitable that schools
should be concerned to communicate
the circumstances in which mobility
has a negative effect on achievement,
rather than citing any benefits to
aggregate performance. Among those,
mainly lower mobility, schools who said
that mobility did not affect school
performance, none referred to
beneficial effects. However, the
responses provide evidence of specific
circumstances in which mobility can
affect aggregate pupil performance
even where mobility is not high, as well
as illuminating the impact on some
high mobility schools.

‘Children who have attended several
different schools develop a poor attitude
towards schooling.’ (Northern City
school)
‘Attitudes to school can be less positive
if a pupil moves more than once - but
not always! It depends on the reasons
for the moves and how much education
is valued.’ (Southern County school)
‘Many of the families who are highly
mobile are also families who do not see
regular attendance as important. There
is little time to do any educative work on
this issue before they are on the move
again.’ (Southern County school)
‘ “Mobile” pupils in over 50% of the
cases
have
attendance
problems.’ (Inner London school)
‘Various children who have transferred
have had low attendance at previous
schools and this pattern continues at
our school.’ (Northern City school)
‘Children in hostels and the refuge often
find it difficult to travel to school, and
school in general is not high on the
family’s list of priorities if they have no
house or money etc. Many of our
children have attended 5,6 or even 7
schools....’ (Northern Coastal school)
‘ “Mobile” pupils are almost exclusively
taking up the ESW time allocation. Inschool strategies often work but pupils
then move on.’ (Inner London school).

6.4 Mobility and attendance
In the postal survey, the great majority
of schools with mobility rates above
20% said that mobility affected their
attendance figures, as did about one in
three of the schools with lower mobility
rates. Variations in response could
generally be related to the nature of
pupil movement in particular schools
and the relevance of the situations
described below.
The first explanation of an attendance
effect lay in the characteristics and
past experience of the movers.
Comments from the survey include:
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By contrast, one low mobility school
commented:
‘A stable roll means we get to know the
parents and can build a good working
relationship with them. They are clear
about the school’s expectations
regarding attendance.’ (Inner London
school)

A different aspect of the situation was
mentioned by the school which said
that:
‘Several cases have involved “stressful”
home situations where attendance has
been erratic before the pupil finally
leaves.’ (Midland City school)

Poor attendance by children from
Traveller families was identified by a
number of schools, for example:
‘A Traveller site in our catchment area
means that we have Traveller children
from time to time but their attendance
while on roll
tends
to be
erratic.’ (Southern County school).

The particular circumstances of armed
forces families were also raised more
than once, as in the following
response:
‘Families often have long week-ends
owing to fathers returning home after
periods away. Wives get lonely and ‘go
home’ to mum! Family holidays are
often taken to fit in with exercise duties;
these do not coincide with school
terms.’ (Southern County school)

Some schools mentioned the impact of
long return visits to country of origin,
such as:
‘Children
going
back
Pakistan.’ (Midland City school),

to

though one school said:
‘It used to be custom and practice for
large numbers of Bengali and
Mediterranean families to take
extended leave (unauthorised). This
doesn’t happen so much now.’ (Central
London school)

However, the largest volume of
comment by schools about the effects
of mobility on attendance figures
related to the actual recording and
reporting of unauthorised absence.
The experience described below was
repeated across numerous schools
and all LEAs:
‘Pupils move and do not register with
another school quickly or fail to secure
a place at their local school. We cannot
take a pupil off the register until we are
informed the child has been admitted by
another school. This shoots holes
through
our
attendance
record.’ (Northern City school)

‘Families are moved on at short notice
and either do not or cannot tell us
where they are going. EWS advise us
for the safety of the children not to take
them off roll until every attempt has
been made to trace them to a new
school. Hence, long periods of
unauthorised absence for a few children
seriously affect our attendance
figures.’ (Central London school)
‘Children remain on our roll until we are
notified that they have been allocated
another school. This can mean that
they remain on our roll for months while
not in school. It is often difficult to track
children - EWO are involved,
sometimes Social Services.’ (Northern
Coastal school)
‘We are not always informed by parents
when they are moved back to their area
or when they have been rehoused.
Therefore the children remain on our
register showing unauthorised absence
until another school requests the
records or for 6 weeks until ESWS take
up the case.’ (Inner London school)

There seem to be some variations in
local practice and even school-level
practice; thus some schools report
taking children off the register after four
weeks; some are taken off after six
weeks; some remain on the register for
much longer. These differences may
relate in part to different individual
circumstances and whether the child is
known to have left his/her last known
address, though one school in the case
studies said they had been required by
the LEA to keep a child on the register
e ve n t h o u g h t h e f am i l y h ad
disappeared and the house was
boarded up. No school said that they
had improved their attendance record
by getting rid of a poor attender!
6.5 Conclusion
Children are continuously redistributed
between schools as a result of pupil
mobility. The effects of children joining
and leaving can be positive, negative
or neutral as far as school performance
indicators are concerned, depending
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on who comes and who goes.
However, patterns of residential
migration and school transfer make it
likely that some schools will be
adversely affected by pupil gains and
losses much more than others. These
will, very often, be high mobility
schools.
The impact is not merely statistical. As
a number of schools pointed out,
mobility can unsettle a whole class and
divert time from teaching, with
implications for everyone’s
achievement.

LOW MOBILITY HIGH MOBILITY
SCHOOLS
SCHOOLS

Local Education
Authority
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Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal
Central London
Inner London
Southern County
Midland City
Northern City
Northern Coastal

Total response
to survey

Table 6.1. Number of schools in 6 LEAs stating that mobility affected
attendance and achievement

Number of schools
stating that mobility
is affecting their
attendance figures

Number of schools
stating that mobility
is affecting their
performance in
National Curriculum
tests

3
4
9
3
7
2
0
2
3
2
2
0

3
4
11
3
7
2
1
3
10
2
4
1

3
4
13
4
7
2
3
4
13
3
6
3
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C H AP T E R 7 : High mobility and quality of education
7.1. Introduction

in Chapter Five.

The previous chapter raises an
important question. How does high
pupil mobility affect the school as a
learning community? Can a high
mobility school promote the highest
standards of achievement and enable
all pupils to fulfil their potential? These
are vital issues in the context of the
national policy objective of raising
standards across the board.

The central focus on teaching and
learning can easily be displaced. One
of the main responsibilities of the head
is to see that this does not happen and
that early assessment of new entrants
ensures that they are working at the
appropriate level and making progress
from the outset. In addition, it is
necessary to make sure that pupil
records are kept up-to-date throughout
the school both to monitor progress
and to provide information for the next
school if the child moves on.

Our work with the case study schools
and other information gathered in the
course of the project suggest that there
are a number of factors which affect
the quality of education a high mobility
school can provide. This chapter
identifies some of the principal ones.
The focus is mainly on the primary
phase but some reference is made to
secondary schools.
It will be noted that some of the factors
relate to the ‘education provider’ headteacher, staff, the LEA. Some
relate to the pupils and the whole
context of mobility. Funding is
identified as a key issue.
Positive aspects of pupil mobility are
discussed and reference is made to
the findings (positive and negative) of
OfSTED inspections. The conclusion
tries to balance the various factors in
summarising the implications of high
mobility for quality of education.
7.2. School
management

leadership

and

A good headteacher is important in all
schools but particularly in a high
mobility school. Leading and managing
a school well in such circumstances
requires exceptional qualities, skills
and stamina. The job is a demanding
and complex one, particularly in a large
school. Clear structures, policies and
procedures have to be in place and
close co-operation is essential
between staff at all levels, as indicated

Where many children are coming and
going, the head has to manage a
constantly changing situation in terms
of numbers and needs. Children do not
neatly replace one another when they
arrive and depart, as Chapter Three
showed. Sometimes, one class will
suddenly shrink as a result of leavers,
while another is over-full as a result of
joiners belonging to another age group.
In extreme circumstances, classes
may have to be reorganised during the
school year because of the pattern of
movement. A new class may have to
be created in September and a new
teacher recruited if numbers in a
particular year group are far in excess
of what was anticipated. Reference
has been made to this situation by
service schools. A primary school
governor who was interviewed said
that in the secondary school where she
worked,
‘we had to rewrite the whole timetable
for Year 8 in two days that had been
planned for INSET at the start of term,
as four classes had been planned for
and extra numbers meant we had to
have five’.

At secondary level, movement can
create problems with option groups they may become too big or cease to
be viable.
Heads have to be able to handle
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sensitive situations and give a clear
lead where tensions and conflicts in
the wider community feed into schools,
particularly when new racial or cultural
groups are moving into an area.
Sometimes conflict in schools is
between different migrant groups from
the same country who are fighting
battles rooted in place of origin. These
situations can place further pressures
on schools.

handle difficult situations and support
younger colleagues is valuable in any
school but especially in one that makes
unusual demands on staff and is
potentially volatile. W ithin the
classroom, mobility can contribute to a
very wide gap in achievement between
the most advanced members of a class
and the most backward, creating
considerable difficulties for lesson
planning and delivery.

The head and senior management of a
school play a key role in determining
whether the prevailing atmosphere is
or is not welcoming to newcomers and,
indeed, whether the whole school
population is or is not regarded as ‘us’.
This can be reflected in policy
documents, such as the following
introduction to a school’s assessment
policy:

As children get older, this disparity
becomes increasingly hard to manage.
New arrivals during Key Stage Two
with a history of family and educational
disruption may be several years behind
some of the other children in the class
in terms of literacy and other skills. The
view was expressed a number of times
in our interviews that, without
resources for small group work and
intensive individual help, it was
impossible in these circumstances to
ensure that all children achieved at the
level of which they were capable. This
issue is discussed further below.

“Services School has a highly mobile
and transient population. The average
length of stay is two to three years,
although some children attend for less
time than that; sometimes for only a
few months. We aim to meet the
educational needs of every pupil
within our school, however long or
short his or her stay is with us.”

7.3. Staff stability, experience and
commitment
High mobility schools need a good
measure of staff stability if they are to
provide a structured and secure
environment within which learning
continues while children come and go.
Where the stable core of pupils is
small, the staff (teaching and nonteaching) are the only source of
continuity, sustaining the overall ethos,
standards and expectations and
transmitting basic information about
the school, its rules and procedures. If
teachers come and go, then as
Newsam said in 1977, “there is no
stability anywhere”.
Having some experienced teachers
who can demonstrate good practice,
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The need for a high level of staff
commitment is self-evident from
Chapter Five. The interviews revealed
that many teachers found their work
interesting and rewarding in ways that
would not have applied in an
unchanging school or one with more
advantaged pupils or with no children
from overseas. However, there were
drawbacks in terms of not seeing the
longer-term achievements of many
pupils, of losing them just as they were
beginning to ‘take off’ in their learning
and of not getting the recognition of
success which goes with a position at
the top of the school performance
tables.
7.4. LEA support
There are ways in which the LEA can
support a high mobility school in a
difficult task and these are discussed in
Chapter 8. There is a general point to
be made here that the headteachers of

high mobility schools sometimes find it
a major struggle to cope with the
demands they face, particularly if there
are staffing problems. With the
increasing emphasis on schools being
self-reliant, there needs to be greater
clarity about what is ‘dependency’ and
what kind of support role by the local
authority is desirable and beneficial to
chil dr en ’s educat io n in t hese
circumstances.
Heads in the most difficult and
pressurised situations sometimes have
weak governing bodies and, both as
professionals and human beings, they
need to be able to discuss problems
confidentially with someone who
understands what the issues are. Even
heads with supportive governors can
benefit from such opportunities. A
number of heads during our research
have spoken positively about this type
of support from LEA officers and
a d v i s e r s , w h i l s t o t h e r s h a ve
commented adversely where they have
felt it to be lacking.
In addition, since movements of
population both internationally and
within the UK can frequently present
teachers in particular schools with
language or learning needs that they
have never encountered before, the
LEA is the obvious agency to provide
advice and gather information which
may be needed by several schools.
One LEA adviser identified as a key
issue the difficulties that schools often
had in getting to grips with new needs
and adapting their practice to take
account of them.
7.5. The community of learners
The concept of the school as a
learning community or community of
learners is one much used in recent
times (Barth, 1990; Clark, 1996). The
needs and circumstances of the
children who form the pupil component
of that learning community are among
the key determinants of a school’s

capacity to raise achievement and
develop the potential of all within the
resources available. The greater the
aggregate needs of the children for
concentrated attention to make up lost
ground or to overcome language
barriers or learning difficulties or
emotional and behavioural problems,
the harder it becomes for a given
number of teachers and support staff
with a given number of hours in the
day to raise achievement across the
board.
If the intake of a high mobility school
mainly comprises children who are
fluent in English, are achieving at a
level appropriate to their age and have
a fairly stable and supportive family
background, there appears to be no
logical reason why a well-organised
and well-staffed school should not
enable its pupils to continue to perform
well during their period of attendance,
particularly if they bring records from a
previous school and have not spent a
long time out of school before joining
the new one.
Schools with service children are,
broadly speaking, in this situation.
Moreover, their pupils have things in
common which can help the school to
maintain a feeling of ‘belonging’ even
when there is a high level of
movement. Children whose fathers are
in the army grow up in a culture where
moving home and changing school
every two to three years is the norm
and where familiar faces often turn up
in new places. In schools with a
majority of pupils from service families,
children have shared experiences at
home and school and sometimes their
parents are friends with parents of
other children before coming to the
new area.
While there are undoubtedly stresses
and strains for both parents and
children in service life, not least the
worry when fathers are on active
service in war-torn areas and their
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absence for periods of training, there is
also a structure and support for family
movement from place to place. At
Services Junior School, the fact that
the families were living in the married
quarters at the garrison close by and
that most parents came to the school
on foot to bring and collect their
children helped to foster relationships
between adults, children and school.
Even the small ethnic minority group
was part of the army community.

attenders and have poor punctuality
when they do attend.
- children who have moved school often
tend not to be statemented, even
though they may have severe learning
and/or behavioural difficulties, as they
have never stayed in one place long
enough for the necessary mechanisms
to be set up.
- these children also tend to have low
self-esteem and a lack of social/life
skills (they bring a lot of ‘baggage’ with
them).”

This situation may be contrasted with
that in some of the other case study
schools. Inclusive Primary, for
instance, had a learning community
which included exceptionally large
numbers of children with Special
Educational Needs and several of the
case study schools had sizeable
inflows and outflows of children with
learning difficulties. The following
response from a (Northern Coastal)
school in the postal survey indicated a
similar situation:

Global Infants School provided
another, very different example of a
learning community. There, most of the
mobility stemmed from international
movement. W hile pupils were
astonishingly diverse in terms of ethnic
background, there were common
factors which cut across one another:
thus, some families had nationality in
common, some race, some religion,
some language. In addition, there was
a good deal of shared experience in
that a substantial proportion of pupils both the mobile and those who
remained in the school for all of their
infant education - belonged to families
who were relative newcomers to the
UK. Many had left their country of
origin for similar reasons and shared
similar current life circumstances.

“Non-routine admissions from families
in hostels, refuges and, to a degree,
rented and Housing Association
properties tend to present particular
problems to the schools that receive
them. Here is a list (not exhaustive) of
some of these problems:
- they are not just extra children that
arrive in your school but tend to be
children who have emotional,
behavioural and learning difficulties.
- they are often from families who are
disaffected towards school and
authority in general and don’t value
education in general.
- the children may have suffered some
form of abuse and there are likely to be
other agencies involved, such as Social
Services, Child Protection, counselling
etc. The knock-on effect of this to the
school is a huge amount of paperwork,
evidence gathering, meeting and
reviews etc.
- the children who have moved often
are likely to have huge gaps in their
knowledge and probably spend long
periods out of school altogether.
- they are also likely to be poor
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This school provided good illustrations
of the differing expectations and
responses of different cultural groups.
Thus, one group had become
enthusiastically involved in a family
project involving parents and children,
whereas another had not responded at
all to a similar proposal, in spite of the
school’s best efforts. Many parents
accorded teachers high respect and
did not feel it was part of their role to
question things or be regarded as
equal partners in the education of their
child.
Overall, the school had some
advantages in enabling children to
make good progress, factors which
have been cited by other schools with

similar intakes. Most children came
from a strong family background and
had good care and support, however
difficult the parents’ current situation
might be. They were generally positive
about learning and didn’t ‘have attitude’
towards authority. (This point has been
made to the research team several
times by staff of primary schools with
large numbers of overseas migrants).
Many parents were keen for their
children to benefit from their education
and some were highly educated
themselves.
The principal difficulties faced by
Global Infants were the sheer intensity
and frequency of movement among a
third of the school’s population, the fact
that few of the newcomers could speak
much English and further, that many
had had little or no prior schooling. As
in the example quoted above, it was
mobility combined with the extent and
complexity of needs which made it
hard for the school as a learning
community. There was the further
problem that, as so few pupils in the
school came from homes where
English was the first language, there
was little opportunity for children
arriving from overseas to converse with
indigenous English-speakers, other
than the staff.
7.6. School funding
All the case study schools were
receiving higher-than-average funding
in recognition of their particular
circumstances, mainly through the
LEA’s formula, the Ethnic Minority and
Traveller Achievement Grant and/or
other grants from the Standards Fund.
Inclusive Primary School had special
funding associated with the high level
of special needs. Several schools were
involved with either regeneration
projects or an Education Action Zone.
In addition, all the schools were also
deemed on inspection to be making
good use of their resources. These
facts were undoubtedly part of the

explanation, along with leadership and
staff strengths, for the pupil progress
which was noted by OfSTED.
As Chapter Five made clear, staff time
is the principal resource taken up by
the routines of children joining and
leaving, although there are other costs
such as the repeated issue of books
and other equipment and things like
postage and telephone bills. The extra
staffing which the case study schools
had been able to fund through
additional resourcing made it possible
to manage some of the demands of
mobility in ways which would otherwise
have been impossible. The contribution
of teaching assistants and support for
pupils with English as an additional
language was repeatedly emphasised.
Schools spoke positively about some
of the things they had been able to do
as a result of special funding from
central government grants, for example
to encourage attendance and increase
parental involvement. However, the
negative side of this was the limited
duration of the funding - another
source of instability in an unstable
situation - and the time spent procuring
it, either in meetings or paperwork.
Figure 7.1 shows how schools
responding to the postal survey said
they would use extra resources to raise
achievement in the context of mobility.
Unsurprisingly, the strongest emphasis
was on staffing and particularly on
t e a c h i ng / c l a s sr o om a s s i s t a n t s.
Language support and SEN/learning
support were variously specified
according to the nature of school
intakes. Some low mobility schools
responded to this question, one saying:
“To finance support staff as required by
particular circumstances when Traveller
children arrive”.

Headteachers with fluctuating school
rolls have to manage fluctuating
budgets and uncertainty in terms of
forward planning.
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Figure 7.1. How schools would use extra resources to raise achievement
“Short-term intensive support (both teaching and support staff) when
children are first admitted, particularly when they have a history of high
mobility.”
“To provide extra time for staff - Admin, Teaching Assistants and
Teachers - to lighten the additional burden of constant completion and
starting of records and making assessments for joiners and leavers.”
“Administration - induction time for new pupils. Monitoring leavers and
arrivals. Extra resources in classroom for settling in arrivals. Also
tracking progress.”
“More classroom support to help children catch up. More EWO support.”
“More detailed assessment of pupils on arrival. Classroom support for
children who have moved school several times and have gaps in their
knowledge.”
“Employ staff to ensure good/smooth integration, contact with parents,
assessment of child’s needs and action thereafter in SEN etc. if required.
Also first day contact if child is absent and follow-up visits to parents,
inviting them into school to build up good relationships etc.”
“Provide ‘nurture’ groups, booster classes etc. with additional teacher/
teaching assistant.”
“Initial assessments, improved induction and targeting by classroom
assistants of the most needy children. Release for meeting/doing home
visits to parents.”
“Target the resources to support new arrivals (this is already done to a
reasonable extent) with English acquisition.”
“To ensure staff have a good knowledge of new children as they arrive
and have opportunities to work with them individually to assess their
abilities, interests and any SEN/EAL needs a.s.a.p.
“Administration of records and pupil database. Assessment of newly
arrived children. Behaviour support for insecure children. Replacement
of lost books and equipment.”

Source: Postal survey of schools.
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Sometimes extra resources are not
available when most needed, as when
increased pupil numbers or needs
suddenly present themselves without
warning. Additional funding may come
too late, in the next financial year, or
may not materialise at all if the roll falls
again a few months later. Where high
mobility is taking place in the context of
a continuing fall in roll and, therefore, a
shrinking budget, resourcing the school
becomes even more difficult.
Heads in these situations face difficult
choices about the use of the resources
they have - whether to redirect them,
spread them more thinly or leave
things as they are. As was said by the
head of one case study school, the
choice was often between supporting
newcomers who had no chance of
r each i ng ‘e xpe ct ed ’ le ve ls of
achievement in Key Stage tests but
needed concentrated help, or
supporting others on the verge of
reaching the ‘expected’ level.
7.7. The benefits of mobility
Moving from place to place, both incountry and internationally, is a normal
part of modern life and most schools
have some degree of pupil mobility.
There are aspects of such movement
which can contribute positively to the
education and development of children
in the receiving school. In all the case
study schools, pupils were learning
how to make newcomers feel
welcome, look after them while they
settled in and empathise with their
f e e l i n g s . M a n y n e w a r r i va l s ,
particularly from overseas, brought
new perspectives on the world and
expanded the knowledge and horizons
of their classmates. Children lost
friends as a result of mobility but they
also gained them.
Pupil mobility per se has not been
found to be detrimental to the quality of
education a school can provide, nor is
there any obvious reason why it should

be. The problems arise where there
are very high levels of mobility,
especially where children have
particular needs and difficulties.
7.8. OfSTED findings
A comprehensive analysis of OfSTED
inspection reports on high mobility
schools has not been undertaken but a
brief review of some of them indicates
a range of educational quality. The
project’s survey of LEAs in Phase One
asked the following question:
“Have high mobility schools been
over-represented among those
schools in your LEA deemed by
OfSTED as requiring special
measures or having serious
weaknesses?”

It was recognised that most responses
to this question would simply be
informed impressions rather than
based on hard data, but it was felt they
would be indicative of the existence or
non-existence of a widely perceived
link. Of the 104 LEAs who answered
this question, 22 felt that high mobility
schools had been over-represented in
OfSTED’s special measures/serious
weaknesses designations. Seven were
London boroughs, eleven were in
metropolitan areas and the remaining
four in places where there was mobility
due to armed forces and/or mobility
associated with coastal resorts. This
pattern of response could be seen as
simply reflecting the distribution and
main concentrations of high mobility
schools. On the other hand, it could be
interpreted as reflecting the multiple
needs and difficulties with which many
high mobility schools in London and
other towns and cities are faced.
The inspection reports on the six case
study schools ranged from
overwhelmingly positive to good in
many parts. However, in spite of their
mobility, they did not feel unstable to
the children and had a focus on the
central purposes of teaching and
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learning. Some relevant quotes from
the OfSTED reports on each school
are shown below:
‘a well-ordered school offering its pupils
a welcoming and secure environment in
which they are motivated to do well and
very much feel part of the community’
and ‘[Leadership and management]
gives a clear educational direction to
the school’

• how many children in each school
would have made more progress
and reached higher levels of
attainment if their teachers had not
been diverted by the demands of
mobility, particularly in those
schools with many pupils from
socially deprived backgrounds?

‘It provides a very secure and caring
environment for its pupils’ and ‘The
headteacher gives clear leadership with
an appropriate focus on standards of
numeracy and literacy within the
context of the pupils’ social
circumstances and the school’s
location.’

• is it likely that the aim of enabling
every child to reach his or her full
potential will be achieved if some
schools are having to cope with
exceptionally high mobility levels
within their learning communities?

‘[The school] provides a safe, secure
and exciting learning environment’ and
‘The newly appointed headteacher
provides excellent leadership, working
closely with governors and staff to
maintain the high quality of education
developed in the school over the years.’
‘The school is a happy, welcoming
community’ and ‘[there is] a positive
learning climate that is created by the
headteacher and all staff who work
there.’
‘[The school] promotes sound
behaviour and positive attitudes to
learning, within a caring environment.’
‘Pupils quickly see themselves as
members of the school community’ and
‘[the school] is a well-managed and
organised school with a very good
ethos that supports the achievement of
its aims’.

Assessments of the quality of teaching
and learning, the proportion of lessons
judged to be satisfactory or better and
observations made on attainment and
progress varied according to the
particular circumstances of each
school. In each, all or most pupils were
deemed to be making ‘sound’ or ‘good’
progress and in certain schools the
j u d g e m e nt s o n p r o g r e s s a n d
attainment were very positive.
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However, there remain unanswered
questions:
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• is it rational to have a school system
which places immense pressure on
staff in high mobility schools whilst
depending on staff stability for them
to function effectively?
The findings of earlier chapters need to
be borne in mind when reflecting on
these questions.
7.9. Conclusion
In a high mobility school, as in any
other school, the quality of education
provided depends on a number of
factors. However, because of the
nature of the task, such schools are
particularly reliant on good
management and the skills and
stability of their staffing. When there
are weaknesses in either respect, the
consequences are likely to be serious
for the school as a learning community.
Different types of mobility present
different challenges to schools. Where
there are extensive needs for language
or learning support, the difficulties of
providing high quality education for all
children in the school and fully
developing the potential of each are
vastly increased. The time available for
doing so, even with additional
resources, is finite.

C H AP T E R 8 : Implications of mobility for LEAs
8.1. Introduction
The future of local education
authorities is a subject of on-going
debate. Discussion tends to be
conducted from the perspective of the
individual school, using the paradigm
of each school as a self-contained,
self-managing unit accountable to its
governors and parents for the
education of its own discrete pupil
community. The LEA may well be seen
as superfluous from such a viewpoint.
Awareness of pupil mobility introduces
a new and different perspective on the
education system. Mobility has
implications for a range of local
authority functions as well for the
overall role of the LEA, actual and
potential. Advocates of the abolition of
LEAs need to consider these things in
proposing alternative arrangements.
LEAs and their supporters need to
consider ways of increasing
effectiveness in some of these areas.
The following pages consider the
implications of pupil mobility for LEAs
and f or their role in raising
achievement. It draws particularly on
our case studies but also on the LEA
survey in Phase One and other facts
and ideas that have been presented to
us during the research.
8.2. Planning School Places
LEAs have a statutory responsibility to
ensure that there are sufficient school
places available to meet the needs of
children living in their areas. They are
also expected to remove surplus
places where practicable in order not
to waste resources.
Pupil mobility is a complicating factor in
determining what are ‘surplus’ places.
There is a conflict between wanting to
minimize the surplus and maintaining
spare capacity for families who move.
There is evidence from our research
that some children are missing out

periods of education because there are
insufficient places in localities where
mobility is very high.
Larger families who move into a new
area may well have difficulty placing all
their children in the same school
because, as is often the case, some
year groups in a school are full while
others are not. Families of refugees/
asylum seekers, other homeless
families in temporary accommodation
and those moving to seaside resorts
were all mentioned in this context.
The result may be that children are
divided between schools until
additional places become available in
one of them, at which point a child or
children change school (again).
Alternatively, children may simply be
kept at home until places can be found.
This can take time.
If the parent has approached the
nearest school unsuccessfully without
involving the LEA, s/he may simply
give up. LEA Admissions Officers
themselves can have difficulty
identifying a school with vacancies in
the right locality. And LEA initiatives to
find children out of school, particularly
in hotels and other temporary housing,
can run up against the problem of lack
of capacity to place them.
In a high density area, there may be
more schools within a given radius and
therefore more chance of finding
vacant places than in a lower density
one. However, regular school
attendance may be jeopardised if a
mother, perhaps with baby and
toddlers, has to walk a mile or more
across heavily-trafficked roads to reach
the nearest school with vacancies, or
struggle on and off buses. The use of
public transport involves a cost which
may also present problems to the
family concerned. There are issues
here about LEAs providing or paying
for transport to ensure educational
access for all. However, the cost
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implications are self-evident, and one
of the case study LEAs reported that
such a scheme had been put into place
but had proved too expensive to retain.
One of the barriers to progress and
achievement repeatedly mentioned in
our research has been the fact that
children who move from place to place
sometimes miss periods of schooling
altogether. Most of these children are
already disadvantaged in other ways.
Making sure the school system has the
flexibility to accommodate them is an
important consideration. Knowledge of
local conditions and pressures is
necessary to do this.

more likely to register with a doctor
before looking for school places.
The Admissions Section in the LEA
sends out printed information, answers
phone queries and may also deal with
face-to-face inquiries. It may prove
necessary for admissions staff to ring
round a number of schools to find out if
vacancies have arisen or are
anticipated in a particular year group.
In London, it may involve ringing
around a number of neighbouring
LEAs to try to find places. A London
admissions officer estimated that it
could take an hour ringing round
schools and then ringing back to place
the children of a single family.

8.3. The Admissions Process
Parents moving to a new area who
know about the move well in advance
may contact the LEA for details of
schools. If the move is sponsored by
an employer, this information and other
help may be provided for them - as in
the case of armed forces’ families.
Professional and managerial families,
who constitute a significant proportion
of longer distance migrants within the
UK, are unlikely to move without
arrangements for schooling being
considered, and probably arranged,
before arriving there.
Families moving at short notice,
preoccupied with other issues or
having other priorities, may have no
knowledge whatever about local
schools on arrival and simply assume
that the nearest school will have a
place for their child. Overseas migrants
sometimes rely on information from
others from the same country of origin
or from centres established to support
particular migrant groups. Some hotels
are helpful in this respect but many are
said not to be. Social Services and
welfare agencies are also sources of
inquiry on behalf of particular children,
as are GP surgeries in certain cases.
Evidence from the case study
interviews suggests that families are
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Effective links with schools to maintain
up-to-date information are essential in
providing an efficient service to
parents. This depends on good
systems and the co-operation of all
schools. In a high mobility area, the
picture can change almost daily. There
is also a need for systems to record
inquiries from parents and to check up
that their children have indeed taken
up places, rather than remaining out of
school. This is easier said than done
when families have been living
temporarily in hotels or with friends.
During our research, many have
referred to the problems of schools
being unwilling to admit newcomers
shortly before SATs or GCSEs, unless
they seem likely to enhance the
school’s results; of schools with
significant numbers of children with
language, learning or behavioural
difficulties being reluctant to take more;
and of schools with very few such
pupils never having places available
for them because they have a waiting
list of others. Pupil mobility frequently
places the LEA in an adversarial
position with its schools in insisting that
pupils are entitled to places if they are
available. At the same time, LEA
officers feel unhappy about doing so
when they know a school is already

struggling to cope with heavy and
complex demands.
Our study has indicated that patterns
of school recruitment at the normal
starting age, particularly in primary
schools, are strongly linked to
geography of residence but not entirely
so. Some schools, particularly Church
schools, recruit strongly from the more
‘settled’ parts of local populations and
this tendency is reinforced by nonstandard admissions if schools have
waiting lists. Other schools, particularly
community schools, may recruit from
both ‘settled’ and transient families but
subsequently take in most of the
newcomers to their local area, which in
some places means very deprived
children and those recently arrived
from abroad with little English.
LEAs can take a strategic lead on the
new Admission Forums, initiating
discussion on the implications of such
patterns of recruitment and trying to
engender a recognition of shared
responsibility for the education of those
most needing special support. This is
in effect what some LEAs have been
trying to do with regard to excluded
pupils. However, the current emphasis
on target-setting. bench-marking and
league tables works against successful
inclusion strategies. In many cases, it
would appear that the school rather
than the child has become the unit of
most importance when the pros and
cons of admitting an extra pupil are
weighed in the balance.
There are key issues here for
strategies to raise achievement.
Whatever the pattern of school
provision that develops over the next
few years, including possibly new
types of school, it seems unlikely to
affect the processes which result in the
most needy and most mobile children
being disproportionately represented in
certain schools. The LEA currently has
no powers to prevent this polarisation.

Admissions sections are sometimes
approached by parents who want to
transfer their child to a different school
because of dissat i sf act ion or
disagreement with the present one.
The LEA may therefore play a role in
trying to resolve conflict and avert a
change of school where this appears to
be in the interest of the child.
Alternatively, it may be able to facilitate
a smooth transfer. In some authorities,
the LEA and its schools have got
together to consider the reasons for
‘school hopping’ - the frequent transfer
of children from school to school and
sometimes back to the original one - to
see if there are ways of reducing it.
In general, with regard to the
admissions function of LEAs, the role
of assisting parents to find school
places is both more onerous and more
important where families are unfamiliar
with an area, have other priorities and/
or know little about the English
education system. Communication with
non-English speakers is a further time/
cost issue in some LEAs. If a
minimalist approach is taken to this
area of work, the effects may be
invisible but can be serious in respect
of educational access.
8.4. Attendance
Attendance has been shown to be an
issue frequently raised in relation to
mobility. Firstly, some pupils who move
between schools have long-standing
attendance problems. It is said that
certain children are actually transferred
from one school to another by their
parents to avoid court action being
taken over their non-attendance.
Moving home from one place (or
country) to another can mean that
children remain out of school for some
time. Finally, mobility has a statistical
effect, making unauthorised absence in
a school or LEA appear high because,
when pupils leave without warning,
they are kept on roll until their
destination is known.

Pupil Mobility in Schools: Final Report

Page 107

For local authorities, there is an
imperative to try to ensure that every
child of statutory school-age attends a
school or has appropriate education
provided otherwise. This means, not
only following up children on school
registers who are out of school, but
also seeking to locate children who are
not on the register of any school. The
Education Welfare Service has
traditionally had the principal role here.
In areas of high mobility with a large
volume of temporary housing, the
thoroughness with which the role can
be fulfilled depends in part on the size
of the service. Setting aside all other
considerations, it takes time to
maintain contact with a shifting
population in small hotels and other
temporary housing, to liaise with other
departments and organisations
involved and, where relevant, to
communicate in other languages.
In one case study authority, a small
team was established with time-limited
funding from a central government
grant and in 6 months located 197
children not previously known to the
education authority. This team also
produced a ‘welcome pack’ of
information to help newcomers to
locate and contact services they
needed. It was suggested by an officer
of another authority that refugees/
asylum seekers should be provided
directly with information about
entitlement and access to schooling.
Officers in other authorities said that
they believed there were more children
out of school than those they knew
about. In one case study LEA,
Education Welfare Officers reported
that they had conducted home visits to
address the issues behind a particular
child not being in school, and found
other siblings not previously known to
them who were also out of school.
The same LEA compiled a list of cases
where pupils were out of school, based
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on comments from parents:
• Families who had recently moved to
the area and who hadn’t got around
to looking at new schools;
• Parents who didn’t know how to go
about looking for school places;
• Those who had approached some
schools, found that there were no
places and had become
disheartened with looking;
• Homelessness;
• Families who were extremely poor
and for whom education was a
l o w e r p r i o r i t y t h a n f i n d i ng
accommodation and food.
There is evidence of poor or nonexistent liaison within and between
local authorities about the placement of
homeless families and asylum seekers,
enabling action to be taken to ensure
they have access to schooling. Again,
time is a factor. One education welfare
officer said that he had spent two days
during the previous week writing about
30 children who had moved on and
sending the relevant information to six
different LEAs. He said that this did not
happen every week but indicated the
scale of the problem.
Strengthening the ability of individual
schools to follow up non-attendance
using school-based staff cannot
supplant the role described above in
respect of children moving into an
area. Our case studies suggest that
there is a need both for daily, wellorganised monitoring and follow-up of
non-attendance within high-mobility
schools and an effective Education
Welfare Service within the LEA. The
latter is needed to assist with the more
complex and intractable situations,
which can involve issues beyond
truancy, as well as being responsible
for following up pupils who ‘disappear’.
In a high mobility area, proper followup is crucial. An example was given of
a case where a phone call to a bedand-breakfast hotel had elicited the

information that a family had moved
out: they were found still to be there
two years later. This illustrates the fact
that phones in these establishments
may be answered by someone who
happens to be passing and who cannot
give accurate information. However,
personal visits are time-consuming.
Attendance as a general issue as
distinct to one related to mobility is
being addressed by schools and LEAs
in a range of ways which will not be
described here. However, it may be
hypothesised that children who have
changed school frequently and
experienced disruption in many
aspects of their lives could benefit
particularly from the personal support
of an adult at school, whether a
member of school staff, an education
welfare officer or a ‘mentor’ who comes
in on a regular basis.
The effects of mobility on school
attendance statistics needs to be
scrutinised by schools and LEAs.
Levels of attendance and unauthorised
absence were identified by OfSTED as
major shortcomings in one case study
LEA. It cannot be determined what are
‘realistic and challenging attendance
targets’, as OfSTED recommends,
without a clear picture of the
components of unauthorised absence.
8.5. Special
(SEN)

Educational

Needs

For SEN administration in local
authorities and other LEA staff involved
in support to children with special
educational needs, pupil mobility is a
significant issue. Where a child already
has a Statement and is moving home
from an area too far distant to allow
continued attendance at their current
school, whether a special or
mainstream school, the receiving
authority must find a suitable
placement.
Where children are in the middle of

having their needs assessed at the
point when a move take place, the
receiving LEA can either carry on with
the information collected by the
previous LEA or start again. There can
be problems in obtaining such
information, particularly where the
professionals previously concerned
have not yet written up their reports
before the child moves. Also, the
information can be of variable quality. If
assessment has to be repeated from
the beginning, then Statements can
take months to produce.
As stated earlier, some children with
SEN are frequent movers with complex
problems who have a long history of
professional involvement, educational,
medical and social. Others have come
from abroad and there are assessment
difficulties relating to language, culture
and past experience. Sometimes a
child moves school because the
parents wish to avoid having their
child’s needs assessed, which is seen
as a stigma. In other cases, there are
child protection issues involved.
LEAs need to be organised to ensure
appropriate support to such children as
rapidly as possible but this implies
flexibility in use and transfer of
resources which does not sit easily
with maximum delegation and formula
funding. In addition, there are problems
over provision arising from the different
levels and organisation of special
needs support in different authorities what is stated to be required in one
authority may not be provided in the
same way in another.
It is desirable that LEAs should have
as much advance warning as possible
from parents or others about an
impending move of home by a child
with special needs to give maximum
time for provision to be identified. Local
authorities need to co-operate to try to
ensure continuity of support or
asses sm ent and t he ef f icie nt
transmission of records.
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8.6. Support to Mobile Groups
Certain types of local educational
provision are specifically related to the
needs of children who join, leave or
transfer between schools at nonstandard times. The most obvious of
these are language support for children
who are not fluent in English and
teams supporting the education of
Traveller children. There is also the
provision made for children who have
been permanently excluded from a
school and an increasing focus on the
needs of ‘Looked After’ children - those
in the care of local authorities, who
frequently move between carers.
These examples highlight the fact that
substantial groups of children are
educated by more than one school and
that the need for individual pupil
support can shift from place to place.
In the case of language support,
patterns of settlement of new arrivals
from overseas will determine where
help is needed for those who are
beginners in English and this can
change over time, depending on the
origins and causes of the migration.
The LEA is in a unique position to
maintain an overview of changing
needs and represent these in national
fora; to provide training and advice for
schools and facilitate the sharing of
g ood pr act ic e; t o ensur e an
appropriate distribution of resources;
and to monitor their effective use. It is
also in a position to raise awareness
across the authority of issues affecting
particular groups and develop LEAwide strategies to combat racism and
discrimination.
Where families are arriving in a new
area as part of a planned programme
(as may be the case with refugees and
asylum seekers), the LEA has a key
role to play in collaboration with other
local authority departments and
organisations to assist in this process,
try to make sure that the newcomers
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receive a positive welcome and advise
schools on developing the necessary
provision. Reference was made in the
previous chapter to the importance of
this type of support.
One of the problems with mobility is
the difficulty of making a full
assessment of the effectiveness of
language and learning support where
t h er e is a h ig h t ur n o ve r of
beneficiaries. Individual pupil records
can demonstrate the progress and
achievement of short-stayers and
early-leavers but key stage test results
only show the performance of children
who are there at the time, which may
include some very recent arrivals.
8.7. Performance Measurement and
Evaluation
The above observation leads on to the
question of how the quality of
education in high mobility schools is
evaluated and the interpretation of
performance data. The DfEE Code of
Practice on LEA-School Relations
(DfEE, 1999) states that,
‘LEAs have an important role to play in
supporting schools and challenging
them to do better’. (p.10)

Successful schools are defined as
‘those schools which are effective in
enabling their pupils to achieve their
potential in acquiring knowledge, skills
and understanding. It concerns the
value added by the school’. (p10)

The six case studies presented in this
report indicate that most but not all
high mobility primary schools have a
large core of pupils who join and leave
at the normal times and receive the
whole of their education in that phase
in the same school. For these children,
some estimate of value added by the
school over that period can be made,
within the limitations of such exercises,
comparing baseline assessments on
entry (or Key Stage 1 test results for

junior schools) with achievement in
tests at the end.

co-operation
schools.

‘Value added’, or evidence of progress
and achievement brought about within
a particular school, will also be
recorded by teachers for children who
join late or leave early. However, this
part of a school’s success receives
little external recognition. In the case of
children who come and go, schools
often report working very hard to settle
them in and enable them to start
learning, at which point they depart.
Children who leave early, having made
excellent progress, are not included in
a school’s national curriculum test
results. Late arrivals, who join the
school just before tests, can enhance
or depress aggregate results but
appear more likely to do the latter in
most types of high mobility school, as
was concluded in Chapter Six.

In addition to scrutinising the statistical
evidence, LEAs need to form a
judgement on whether high mobility
schools such as those described
earlier are managing a difficult situation
well and working to raise achievement
as efficiently and effectively as
possible within available resources.
This presupposes a knowledge of good
practice in these circumstances and
the necessary understanding, if not
experience, to offer useful advice.
There does not appear to be any
‘official’ source of guidance or national
view at present on what is good
practice in managing high mobility
schools and how their success should
be measured. The case studies have
demonstrated that different schools
face differing challenges which require
some different forms of provision.

Aggregate results are then published
and the school is judged by them.
When results appear poor or average
compared to others, this can be
extremely demoralising for teachers
who have worked hard and with some
success in a mobile school community.
The recent government decision to
exclude from performance tables
recently-arrived overseas migrants
who are not fluent in English is a
recognition of the problem but does not
extend to indigenous migrants, whose
arrival in Years 5 or 6 can have similar
effects on school performance.
LEAs have an important role to play in
making sense of raw performance
statistics and disentangling the
different underlying factors. Neither
challenge nor support can be
appropriately focused unless the
reasons for performance levels and
patterns are fully understood. Where
language fluency and ethnicity need to
be considered as well as other factors,
the whole exercise of data collection
and analysis at LEA level is particularly
complex and requires a high level of

between

LEA

and

There are ways in which LEAs can
give a strategic lead in trying to
facilitate continuity of learning when
children move between schools, not
least in putting a strong emphasis on
the importance of speedy transfer of
records.
8.8. Target Setting
The setting of school performance
targets is one of the activities in which
LEAs are required to be involved.
According to the Code of Practice,
‘LEAs will hold discussions with schools
about their individual targets’ (p.21)

Ultimately, the governing body have
the final say but if there is insoluble
disagreement between school and
LEA, it is expected that this will be
recorded in the LEA’s Education
Development Plan. It seems clear from
discussions with LEAs and schools
throughout the project that this is an
area of some difficulty for LEA-school
relationships, since both parties
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recognise that figures under discussion
are really informed guesses, not
targets. LEAs are sometimes felt to be
pressing for unrealistic guesses in
order to meet overall LEA targets,
thereby setting the school up for
perceived failure.
In light of the project’s findings on pupil
mobility and the interviews with school
heads and staff, it is not obvious that
this process contributes to raising
achievement - target-setting at the
level of the individual child is felt to be
useful in appropriate circumstances but
aggregate school targets are not.
8.9. LEA Performance
Local authorities also need to consider
the implications of mobility for their
own performance, both in terms of
statistical measures and in terms of
services and support. Just as mobility
has significance for aggregate
achievement and attendance figures at
school level, so it has implications for
the local authority overall. Effects of
population movements on LEA
performance can be cumulative and
variable over time. Thus, a school or
LEA which has a sudden inflow of
migrants from overseas may
experience negative effects on test
results until families have settled and
children have learned English, followed
by rising achievement. However, if
members of this community then move
on to other areas as they become
more prosperous and are replaced by
new migrants, there will be a further
effect. It may be concluded that the
consequences of mobility can give rise
to both concern and complacency.
8.10. Funding
It was made clear in Chapter Five that
high mobility has substantial and
specific resource implications for
schools. At present, this is recognised
in different ways, or not at all, by
different authorities. On the evidence
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available to this project (referred to in
the previous chapter), it would appear
that funding levels and the effective
use of resources have a direct
significance for the capacity of schools
to cope with pupil movement while
maintaining a focus on raising
achievement for all.
Information from schools suggests that
there is a range of difficulties which
arise from the present system of
funding. Firstly, additional funding
needed to deal with a sudden influx of
pupils may not in fact be received until
the following year. Secondly, where
schools have high mobility and falling
rolls, they find themselves losing
money while facing an increasing
struggle to meet the needs of mobile
pupils. Thirdly, where joining and
leaving of pupils mid-year is more or
less in balance, the movement may not
be acknowledged at all in funding
terms. It may be concluded that LEAs
should study these various problems
and seek to devise appropriate funding
solutions which recognise both longerterm mobility trends and needs which
suddenly arise.
Just as mobility has significance for
school resourcing, it has implications
for the scale and cost of some LEA
services. This needs to be recognised
in national funding allocations.
8.11. Collaborative Action
Pupil mobility has a number of
implications for collaborative action
both within local authorities and
between LEAs and others. Firstly,
there is the question of tackling some
of the underlying causes of mobility. In
general terms, moving home and
changing school will always be
common occurrences, often bringing
family benefits. However, some of the
movement described in this report is
the direct or indirect result of public
policy and action, mainly in the sphere
of housing, and does not always

appear to have had a net beneficial
effect for those concerned. Education,
housing, planning and social services
departments need to have established
arrangements to ensure a close
working relationship.

achievement. LEAs have an important
role in identifying and representing
local issues that need to be taken into
account in wider settings.

Collaborative approaches to the
regeneration of areas, involving a
range of agencies and local residents,
are also relevant here. Initiatives which
are school-based, focus on the underfives or provide parental and family
support in other ways may help to
reduce family movement as well as
promoting child development and
learning. Some of the case study
schools emphasised that many
mothers were very young, without the
support of a permanent partner, and
many were coping with multiple
problems.

Local education authorities play a
variety of roles which facilitate the
access of children to schools, support
them while they are there and ensure
their safety when they leave at nonstandard times. LEAs can also give
valuable and valued support to schools
under pressure from high rates of pupil
movement and give advice and
information on meeting new needs.
Increasing delegation of funding to
schools has reduced the capacity to
fulfil many of these functions and to
respond rapidly to sudden difficulties
which occur in particular schools when
numbers of children arrive unplanned.

One of the case study authorities
pr ovided a g ood exam ple of
collaborative action already underway.
The case study school in this particular
LEA had employed a development
worker, funded through SRB money,
as a link between the school and two
local community/family centres. The
aim of this was to provide firstly, a
point of reference for families new to
the area, and secondly, a raft of
support through a range of services.
These included input from Homestart,
var ious volunt ar y gr oups and
counselling services.
The case studies indicated that, in
some education authorities, movement
into and out of high mobility schools is
predominantly to and from other
schools within the same local authority
boundaries. In others, moves of home
from other authorities and international
migration are more significant. In
certain instances, national policy (e.g.
relating to the armed forces and to
asylum seekers) is a factor. It would
appear that many areas and levels of
public policy-making have an impact
on pupil mobility and strategies to raise

8.12. Conclusion

The LEA’s ‘challenge and support’ role
needs to take full account of pupil
mobility. Here, authorities may find
themselves in contradictory positions,
urging schools to take in children who
have low levels of achievement, poor
attendance records or a history of
disturbed behaviour, whilst at the same
time urging them to set ‘challenging’
performance targets.
Effective collaboration between the
education service and other services
and agencies is vital if children from
some sections of the community are to
gain more benefit from the education
system. It needs to be questioned
whether this can best be achieved by
the fragmentation of LEA functions and
their separation from local authorities.
Finally, LEAs have an important role in
bringing local mobility issues to the
fore, speaking up about local needs
and problems and liasing with other
authorities, since in the nature of
things, pupil mobility crosses LEA
boundaries and is affected by national
policies.
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C H AP T E R 9 : Summary and conclusions
9.1 Introduction
This research project set out to
illuminate the nature and causes of
pupil mobility and the implications of
high mobility for strategies to raise
achievement. The preceding chapters
have given brief details of the findings
of Phase One of the project and
presented those of Phases Two and
Three. This final chapter summarises
the findings of the project as a whole.
The study has been confined to
English LEAs and Phases Two and
Three focused only on primary
schools. The findings set out below
should therefore be taken to refer to
primary schools only. Much of the
analysis would apply equally to
secondary schools but there are also
aspects which are different in the
secondary phase (such as the size and
recruitment patterns of schools; the
greater number of exclusions; issues
over course work, options and
curriculum continuity; difficulties for
older pupils coming from abroad ).

• There is a range of mobility rates
in schools in each LEA
Within each LEA, school mobility
rates spread across a range. In
some authorities, there is a fairly
smooth continuum, perhaps with a
few very high rates at the top. In
others, there is an uneven pattern.
The highest rate identified during
the project (in Phase 1) was nearly
175%, the lowest was nil. The
highest average rates across all
schools are in London and other
cities and conurbations.
• Schools with mobility rates above
20% are a minority
Nationwide, schools with mobility
rates above 20% are a minority but
they can comprise between a
quarter and a half of schools in
parts of London and some other
urban areas. When LEAs identify
schools as having ‘high’ mobility,
this often means schools with a rate
above 20%.

The mobility rates quoted below
assume a simple calculation (the JPL
formula) described in Chapter 2. Even
such a simple formula can produce
somewhat different rates according to
the date of the roll figure used and
other factors. A precise method of
calculation needs to be agreed
between the DfEE, LEAs and schools if
data collected in all authorities are to
be precisely comparable.

• Schools with very high mobility
rates are a small minority
Within the national context, only a
small minority of schools have very
high mobility rates, taking rates of
over 30% as very high. However,
they are a more significant minority
in certain parts of London and other
urban areas than in the country as a
whole.

9.2 Summary of findings

CAUSES AND CIRCUMSTANCES

The following are some of the main
findings of the project. Relevant detail
can be found in the body of the report.

• Many factors contribute to pupil
mobility in schools
The contributory factors can be
grouped into four categories:
- International migration (labour/
career movement, refugees/
asylum seekers, people moving
into or out of the country for
permanent settlement, students
with children);

RATES OF MOBILITY
• Most schools have some mobility
Most schools gain and lose pupils,
however few, at non-standard times.
In some schools, it may be one or

Page 114

two pupils who come and go each
year. In others, it may be a hundred.
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- Internal migration (labour/career
movement, people moving at
different stages in their lives,
moves for housing, environmental
or schooling reasons and
Travellers);
- Institutional movement (children
permanently excluded, changing
schools from choice, transferring
between private and mainstream
schools or between special and
mainstream schools);
- Individual movement (children in
care or moving between adults
after family break-up;
unaccompanied child refugees).
Family break-up is very frequently
identified by both high and low
mobility schools as a factor in
moves of home and school.
• High mobility is linked to certain
kinds of residential movement
Particular kinds of residential
movement are associated with high
levels of pupil mobility in schools:
moves into and out of hotels,
hostels, other types of short-term
accommodation, homes being
demolished or rehabilitated and
other poor quality rented housing.
Movement of Travellers and the
armed forces is also significant.
• High mobility schools are found
in particular locations
High mobility schools are found in
locations where there is a large
volume of residential movement of
the kinds described above: in
London, other cities and
conurbations, seaside resorts and
the vicinity of armed forces’ bases.
• Schools with very high mobility
rates have three main types of
intake
Very high mobility schools have
pupils mainly from the following
family backgrounds (and sometimes
other mobile groups too):
- armed forces’ families;

- refugees/asylum seekers and
other overseas migrants whose
economic circumstances prevent
them from gaining immediate
access to permanent housing;
- low income families who are in
temporary accommodation
(including hotels and refuges) and
other poor quality housing.
• Home-school conflict is often
cited as a contributor to high
mobility
There is a perception among
schools and LEAs that home-school
disagreement has become a more
common reason for changing school
and involves frequent changes of
school by some children. Alleged
bullying is also cited.
PATTERNS OF MOVEMENT
• Mobility can affect different
classes in different ways
Children do not come and go neatly
to replace one another. The
numbers, achievement levels and
gender balance of different classes
can be affected by mobility in
unpredictable ways. Children
sometimes join and leave in Years 5
and 6 in significant numbers in high
mobility schools.
• Mobility patterns are different in
different schools
Some schools have a large stable
core of pupils, while a section of the
school community is constantly
coming and going. Others have
movements in and out of the school
which are less frequent but involve
a higher proportion of the school’s
original intake. There are a variety
of patterns depending on the
causes of the movement.
• Geographical patterns of
movement are different in
different LEAs
The proportion of pupil movement
within the same LEA, as distinct

Pupil Mobility in Schools: Final Report

Page 115

from movement into and out of the
LEA, differs considerably from area
to area. The difference is partly a
function of the size and location of
authorities and partly a function of
the types of mobility.
CHARACTERISTICS
MOBILITY SCHOOLS

OF

HIGH

• High mobility schools, other than
those with forces’ pupils, have
many disadvantaged children
among their mobile and nonmobile pupils
The intake of high mobility schools,
both at normal and non-standard
times, generally seems to include
greater-than-average numbers of
children from poor families, children
with special educational needs and/
or children who are not fluent in
English. Travellers and children in
care are other groups who may also
be among their mobile pupils.
• Most high mobility schools are
community schools
The great majority of high mobility
schools, especially those with very
high levels of mobility, are
community schools. Some are
Church of England foundations, few
are Catholic.
• Most but not all high mobility
schools have spare capacity
Many high mobility schools have
spare places. Some recruit to
capacity at normal age of entry but,
as they recruit partly from transient
families, they are able to take in
new arrivals later on. Low mobility
schools tend to recruit from the
‘settled’ parts of local populations
and subsequently have few
vacancies. Some fill such vacancies
with children from other local
schools via a waiting list, rather than
from newcomers to the area.
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IMPACT OF HIGH MOBILITY
• High mobility can have adverse
effects on schools
High mobility can take up huge
amounts of staff time and other
resources, cause classes to be
unsettled, necessitate the
reorganisation of teaching groups
and affect the learning of all pupils.
It can affect aggregate school
performance in tests where there is
a net loss of high-achieving pupils
and where low-achievers are not in
school long enough to be brought
up to ‘expected’ levels. Many
schools have pupils with extensive
and diverse learning needs which
would be difficult to meet, even
without the additional demands of
mobility. The pressures on heads
and teachers may lead to staffing
instability, with serious
consequences for continuity of
leadership, teaching and learning.
• High mobility can have adverse
effects on attendance
In many high mobility schools, some
joiners come with a history of
attendance problems and many
families have life circumstances
which are not conducive to regular
attendance and punctuality. Schools
can work on improving attendance
but children often move on and the
school must start again. Leavers
who do not announce their
departure count as unauthorised
absences until followed up.
• High mobility has an impact on
LEA services and support
High levels of pupil mobility increase
the workload of many LEA services
(admissions, education welfare,
special educational needs,
language support, Traveller teams
and other areas of advice and
support). They make the role of
collating and analysing performance
data and evaluating school
performance more complex.

IMPLICATIONS FOR STRATEGIES
TO RAISE ACHIEVEMENT
• Providing the necessary
resources
Hig h m obi lit y has specif ic,
identifiable financial implications for
schools. Without additional funding
to meet the costs involved, staff
time and other resources must be
diverted from teaching and learning.
There are implications for national
and LEA resource allocation. There
ar e also issues about t he
responsiveness of current budget
allocation mechanisms to the
changing needs of high mobility
schools. If direct national funding to
schools were to be introduced, as
some advocate, there is likely to be
even less flexibility to help schools
provide for sudden changes in
intake.
• Reducing mobility levels
Action needs to be initiated by local
authorities to see if there are ways
of reducing mobility levels in
particular high mobility schools,
especially where there are large
groups of disadvantaged children in
the school population. This could
mean close liaison with housing
departments and other housing
providers; reviewing the effects of
admission arrangements with other
schools in the locality; and playing a
more active role in assisting parents
new to the area to obtain places in
different schools.
There are also aspects of national
policy which can influence the
situation. Policies on housing and
regeneration and on dispersal of
asylum seekers are two obvious
ones. However, strategies which
reduce family poverty and raise
income levels, which provide
support to young families and which
focus more closely on the needs of
children in care may also have an
effect in reducing movement.

Defence policy impinges on the
specific circumstances of armed
forces families and, whilst high rates
of movement may be largely
inevitable, further attention should
be given to ways of reducing some
of the difficulties schools are
experiencing in planning for new
arrivals.
• Anticipating the effects of
housing change
Established arrangements for
liaison between education, housing
and planning departments are
essential. Some of the difficulties
experienced by schools could be
averted or reduced by anticipating
the effects of proposed housing
changes - whether these be
changes in the housing stock or in
lettings policies.
• Managing mobility well
Good practice in the management
of mobility needs to be studied and
shared. OfSTED reports indicate
that there are wide variations in the
quality of education provided in high
mobility schools, as in other types of
school. ‘Beacon’ schools with
different kinds of mobility might be
designated. Good practice on
induction, assessment and other
actions necessary on arrival and
departure of pupils at non-standard
times should be identified, as well
as on record-keeping and
measurement of progress. If this
were done, such schools could have
their performance assessed on
relevant criteria.
• Reviewing current strategies to
raise achievement
Some national strategies to raise
achievement need to be reviewed in
light of the research findings. Many
have positive implications for high
mobility schools and the children
they educate but some are
inappropriate. Setting targets for
school performance in tests two
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years ahead makes little sense
where there is a high rate of pupil
movement. Bench-marking is
unhelpful unless close comparators
with similar levels and types of
mobility are identified. Performance
tables which do not reflect the real
achievements of high mobility
schools cause constant
demoralisation to teachers working
under extreme pressure.
More fundamentally, the emphasis
on inter-school comparisons and
targets is reported to be making
schools less willing to take in lowerachieving pupils at non-standard
times. Difficulties of this nature have
been recognised by national policy
makers in respect of excluded
pupils and, very recently, overseas
migrants. However, deprived
children who have had very
disrupted schooling continue to be
counted in a school’s Key Stage 2
performance statistics even when
they arrive in Year 6. If, indeed,
schools are now more reluctant to
take in such pupils, social exclusion
is built into the education system at
an early age.
• Defining and resourcing the role
of the LEA
The expected role of the LEA in
relation to pupil mobility needs to be
more clearly defined and resourced
accordingly. LEAs can potentially
play an important part in ensuring
educational access for mobile
pupils, supporting schools
effectively and challenging them to
improve within the known context of
their mobility.
The LEA is currently the only local
body with oversight of the
educational needs of all the children
in an area, including those not in
any school, those who have just
arrived and those whose parents’
voices are least likely to be heard. It
can bring this oversight to liaison
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with other departments within the
Council, with other LEAs, with other
agencies and with central
government. It can bring schools
together to consider issues affecting
all the children in a given locality. If
it were to be proposed that LEAs
should have further reduced
functions or cease to exist, the
implications would need to be
carefully considered in relation to
access and achievement of the
most mobile and least advantaged.
• Recognising
a
shared
responsibility
State schools are part of a national
education system and have a
shared responsibility for the
education of those who move
around within it. Other agencies too
have responsibilities to some of the
young people ‘on the move’,
particularly Social Services. Parents
themselves have a key
responsibility for considering the
welfare of their children when they
change home and/or school.
Collaborative action between all
concerned is needed to ensure the
best educational outcomes for
individual children.
9.3 Conclusion
Pupil mobility is a part of everyday life
and will continue to be a normal
feature of the education system. It is
when mobility reaches high levels in
particular schools that it can become a
problem. Where such schools have
large numbers of children with
language or learning difficulties, the
task of managing the continuous
movement and trying to raise the
achievement of all is daunting.
Hitherto, high mobility schools have
been invisible in terms of national
policy-making. This situation is now
changing. Perhaps this report will add
to their visibility and an understanding
of the demands they face every day.
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AP P E N D I X A: Research Methodology
A1. The Overall Project

A3. The LEA Case Studies

The overall aim of the eighteen-month
project was to identify the nature and
causes of pupil mobility in schools and
the implications of high mobility for
strategies to raise achievement. Phase
1 built up a national picture of mobility,
from both documentary sources and
original data collection, the major
component being a postal survey of all
English LEAs. Phases 2 and 3 have
investigated the perception, experience
and implications of pupil mobility more
fully in a sample of LEAs and schools.

A3.1. Selection of the LEAs

A2. Phases 2 and 3: Case Studies of
Six LEAs and Six Schools

The main object was to include
education authorities which, taken
together, contained all the main
contributors to high pupil mobility
identified in the first phase of research,
but which differed in a number of
respects which might or might not be
significant in relation to policy and
patterns of movement.

Phase 2 aimed to explore pupil mobility
and its implications in greater depth
and detail in six LEAs. The LEA
studies had three main components:
• Examining documentary
statistical sources.

and

• Interviewing officers and advisers in
each LEA who had a perspective on
pupil mobility through their work.
• Carrying out a postal survey of a
sample of primary schools at the
highest and lowest ends of the
mobility spectrum.
Phase 3 involved intensive work with
one high mobility primary school in
each of the six LEAs to explore the
impact of mobility on the school. The
school studies also had three main
components:
• Interviewing headteacher, staff and
governors.
• Collecting data on all pupils joining
and leaving at non-standard times in
the course of one year.
• Following a year group through the
school records from normal joining
age to normal leaving age.

The six LEAs were selected with
reference to the following:
• The groups, situations and areas
identified in Phase 1 as being
associated with high pupil mobility.
• Geographical location.
• Size and population density.
• Political control.
• A positive interest in participation
from the LEA.

A3.2. Documentary and statistical
sources on local authority areas
Documentary information was obtained
from LEAs, other local authority
departments and other sources in
order to build up a background picture
of local circumstances. Documentation
from Education, Housing, Social
Services and Planning Departments
were studied. From Education, this
included school organisation plans,
e d uca t i on d e ve lo pm e nt p la ns,
admissions booklets, Section 52
Budget Statements and LEA OfSTED
inspection reports. Documents from
other departments included housing
strategies and development plans. In
addition, there was information on a
range of specific issues and groups
which varied from area to area.
Statistical data relating to mobility and
mobile groups was obtained wherever
possible, not only from Research &
Statistics (or equivalent) sections of
each LEA but also from managers of

Pupil Mobility in Schools: Final Report

Page 121

different services. The information
available varied enormously between
LEAs, partly due to methods and types
of data collection and partly because
some aut hor it ies wer e long er
established than others.

case study areas. The purpose was to
try to learn more about high mobility
schools in different types of authority
and also to gain a more precise
k n o wl e dg e of t h e s ca l e an d
circumstances of low mobility.

A3.3. Interviews with LEA staff

The size of the sample in each LEA
was determined according to the
number of schools in each. In the two
smallest authorities - Central London
and Northern Coastal – questionnaires
were sent to 10% of high and 10% of
low mobility schools. In the four larger
authorities, 5% of high and 5% of low
mobility schools were included. Even
then, the actual number of schools
varied considerably.

Interviews were conducted with a
range of officers and advisers who
were briefed in advance on the
purpose of the study:
‘We are seeking to add to our
understanding of causes, patterns
and processes of pupil movement
between schools; to clarify the
demands made on local authorities
arising from this mobility; and to
identify examples of good practice
and ideas on how things might be
done better in the interests of the
children and of raising achievement.’

The briefing note set out the questions
we were seeking to answer under a
general heading and a series of topic/
service headings: research and
statistics; funding; admissions;
exclusions; educat ion welf are/
education social work service; special
educational needs; advisory services;
support for children with English as an
additional language; support for
Travelling children; governor s’
services; liaison with others.
Each LEA identified a person to link
with the project and arranged a
programme of interviews with people
whose remit covered one or a
combination of these areas, as well as
with some officers in other
departments. In total, the research
team interviewed 64 people, in addition
to other discussions with senior
officers.
A3.4. The postal survey of primary
schools: the sample
A postal questionnaire was sent to a
sample of schools in each of the six
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The schools chosen to receive
questionnaires were selected in
consultation with the LEAs, which were
asked to identify schools at the highest
and lowest of the mobility range based
on any statistics held by the authority
and on local knowledge. Because
some authorities had comprehensive
statistics on pupil mobility whereas
other did not, the identification of low
mobility schools in some instances
produced ‘lower’ mobility schools and
two schools were wrongly identified as
‘high’ or ‘low’ (See Chapter 4). There
are issues surrounding measurement
which are discussed in the main report.
Response rates from schools varied
between the six education authorities.
The overall response rate was 68%.
The highest 100%, the lowest 54%.
A3.5. Postal survey
schools: the content

of

primary

The questionnaire was divided into 3
sections as outlined below. The
questions related to the school’s
joiners and leavers since September
1998.

Part 1: Reasons for pupils joining/
leaving school at non-standard
times.
This section asked schools about the
nature and causes of their pupil
mobility. They were asked to provide
information on reasons for moving,
whether these were related to family
circumstances, housing situations and/
or school-related circumstances.
Schools were also asked to provide
figures from their Annual Schools’
Census return (January 2000) on the
percentages of children:
• eligible for free school meals
• with Special Educational Needs
• with English as an Additional
Language.
Part 2: Levels of mobility in schools.
Schools were asked for following
statistical data:
• number of joiners and leavers for
the academic year 1998-99
• numbers of joiners and leavers for
the academic year 1999-2000 to
18th February 2000
• number of children who had joined
the school and left again between
September 1999 and 18th February
2000.
They were also asked about their
mobility trends and there was an openended question about the main
reasons contributing to their mobility.
Finally, they were asked to agree or
disagree with the following statements
in respect of non-standard joiners over
the previous year and a half:
• ‘Over 50% of joiners at our school
were not fluent in English’
• ‘Over 50% of joiners at our school
who were fluent in English were
below the levels of achievement
expected of children of that age’

• ‘Over 50% of joiners at our school
transferred from other schools within
our LEA’
Part 3: Implications of mobility for
school management and strategies
to raise achievement.
Schools were asked whether, and how,
mobility affected their attendance
figures and their performance in
National Curriculum tests. They were
also invited to suggest ways in which
the LEA and its services might provide
more effective support to schools’
management of mobility and ways in
which they would use extra financial
resources to raise achievement in the
context of mobility.
A4. The school case studies
A4.1. Selection of the schools
The six case study schools were
identified by their LEAs in consultation
with the research team, having regard
to the project intention to include a
range of mobility types and to have
(mainly) schools with at least two forms
of entry. It was also requested that
authorities identify schools that were
well-managed and providing a
satisfactory standard of education, in
order to learn about good practice.
Schools’ interest in participation, and
possession of school records for the
cohort study, were essential criteria.
A4.2. Interviews with school staff
and governors
Staff and governors were interviewed
in each of the six schools. The aims of
the interviews were to gain more
information on:
• the nature, causes and patterns of
mobility in schools
• the implications for pupils (mobile
and stable), staff and governors
• action required to minimise
disruption to children’s learning
• the specific impact in terms of extra
tasks and demands on time
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• the overall resource implications.
The members of staff interviewed
varied from school to school depending
on particular roles and circumstances
within each. The initial request was to
interview the following (as a minimum):
•
•
•
•
•

Headteacher
School secretary/administrator
An experienced class teacher
SEN Co-ordinator/Teacher
Ethnic Minorities Achievement Coordinator/Teacher (where relevant)
• Chair of Governors
• Parent Governor.
In addition, the researchers were able
to interview other teaching and nonteaching staff in a number of schools,
who added valuable perspectives. In
total 51 interviews were conducted in
schools, whilst 5 staff meetings
provided another forum for discussion.
A4.3. Data collection from the case
study schools
In each of the schools, two sets of data
were collected. The researchers spent
a number of days in each school
extracting and collating information,
using a combination of admissions
books, school attendance registers and
dinner registers. Staff supplemented
this information where necessary on
SEN and other factors. All data were
anonymised.
The cohort study traced pupil
movement into and out of a particular
year group from normal age of entry
through to normal leaving age; in the
case of the primary schools, this meant
a span of seven years; in the case of
the infant and junior schools, it was
three and four years respectively.
The analysis of mobility during the
calendar year 1999 involved compiling
lists of all non-standard starters and
leavers during the Spring, Summer and
Autumn terms of 1999 and seeking to

Page 124

Pupil Mobility in Schools: Final Report

build up a profile in terms of the
characteristics included in the report
(Chapter 3).
A5. Other Consultation
During the project, the research team
has had useful discussions with, and
received helpful information from, a
very wide range of individuals and
organisations. These include
representatives of the DfEE
(particularly the Standards and
Effectiveness Unit), OfSTED, Service
Children’s Education, the Refugee
Council, LEA officers and advisers,
headteachers, teachers, school
governors and a number of academic
and other researchers.
It has also benefited from the input of
the Advisory Group, established at the
outset as a source of advice on issues
arising in the project, its focus and
direction. Its membership has been:
Colin Alston
Head of Research and Statistics,
Hackney LEA.
Dr. Sally Power
Senior Lecturer, Institute of Education.
Miriam Rinsler
Headteacher, St. James and St.
Michael’s School, Westminster LEA.
Huw Salisbury
Headteacher, South Camden
Community School, Camden LEA.
Professor John Salt
Director, Migration Research Unit,
Department of Geography, UCL.

