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ABSTRACT
School inspections are a key component of the accountability 
system in many education systems, including England. The 
judgments and reports produced through these inspections 
are widely used by parents when they are choosing a school 
for their children. But should they be? This paper presents new 
evidence on this issue. We illustrate how parents selecting 
secondary schools using Ofsted judgments will often be basing 
their decision on dated information. Indeed, half the time, this 
will be based on a period in which the school had a different 
headteacher. We find there are almost no differences in future 
academic, behavioral, school leadership and parental satisfac
tion outcomes between schools rated as good, requiring 
improvement and inadequate in the inspection data available 
to parents at the point of school selection. That is, parents who 
choose a “good” secondary school for their child will not leave 
with appreciably better outcomes than a parent who selects an 
“inadequate” school. The one exception to this is an 
Outstanding judgment, which does predict future academic 
outcomes – though only if the inspection was conducted within 
the last five years. We thus advise parents that – besides choices 
involving Outstanding schools – Ofsted judgments are of lim
ited use to them in selecting a school.

KEYWORDS 
Ofsted; school-inspection; 
school-choice; accountability

Introduction

In recent years, many western countries have made moves toward a market- 
based education system. Some have introduced controversial voucher systems, 
while others have created quasi-markets, where parents are able to choose 
between “competing” schools (OECD, 2017). Indeed, in England – the empiri
cal setting for this paper – recent data from the Programme for International 
Student Assessment (PISA) demonstrates how almost 90% of secondary head
teachers report they are in competition with at least two other schools for 
prospective pupils (Sibieta & Jerrim, 2021). Such competition is meant to 
empower young people and their parents as the “consumers” of the education 
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that schools provide. If the education provided is sub-standard, then parents – 
or at least prospective parents – can choose an alternative school (Bradley, 
Crouchley, Millington, & Taylor, 2000; Burgess, Greaves, & Vignoles, 2019; 
Sibieta, 2006). In theory, market forces should thus raise education standards 
as a result (Jabbar et al., 2019).

However, for any market to work efficiently, consumers (parents and their 
offspring when it comes to school choice) must be well-informed (Allen & 
Burgess, 2010). More precisely, they need to have access to accurate, timely 
and easy to understand information about the quality of nearby schools. In 
practice, parents take a range of factors into account when choosing where 
they send their children (YouGov, 2017). Informally, parents are likely to have 
discussions with other parents, some of whom will already have children 
attending local schools (Ball, Bowe, & Gewirtz, 1995; Ball & Vincent, 1998). 
More formally, a range of codified performance indicators are also available 
including historic measures of school performance, levels of staff and student 
absenteeism, and characteristics about school intake. Together, it is hoped 
such information will help parents make rational, well-informed decisions 
with respect to their offspring’s schooling.

One of the most widely used resources for school selections in England are 
Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (Ofsted) 
inspection outcomes and reports (YouGov, 2017). Ofsted inspects England’s 
educational institutions and publishes reports on its findings to monitor and 
improve the quality of education that young people receive. These reports 
provide a unique insight into England’s schools, based on visits to schools by 
inspectors. Headline results from Ofsted inspections are widely reported in the 
media, are used by schools in their marketing to prospective parents/pupils 
and even take a prominent position amongst the literature provided by estate 
agents to those looking to purchase a house. Focus groups from Ofsted suggest 
that around one-in-five parents “read all the relevant Ofsted reports before 
choosing which schools to apply to” and highlight cases where the information 
from Ofsted “was decisive” (Ofsted, 2019, p. 6). Indeed, the Ofsted website1 

even notes how: “Inspection provides important information to parents, carers, 
learners and employers about the quality of education, training and care. These 
groups should be able to make informed choices based on the information 
published in inspection reports.” The information provided by school inspec
tions hence plays a key role in school choice in England.

In this paper, we discuss the pros and cons of using Ofsted inspection 
outcomes as a basis for school choice. The research is closely related to 
Leckie and Goldstein (2009), who investigate the limitations of using school 
league tables to help parents choose a school. Like Leckie and Goldstein, our 
empirical analysis focuses on the time delays involved in this process. 
Consider, for example, parents who chose a secondary school for their eldest 
child in October 2013. This child began secondary school in September 2014 
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and took their General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSEs) in May/ 
June 2019. However, the most recent Ofsted inspection available to the parents 
in October 2013 would most likely been two or more years old (National Audit 
Office [NAO], 2018). Thus, we are interested in answering the question: is an 
Ofsted report informative enough about the quality of that same school during 
the period – three to eight years later – when the child would attend the 
school?

There has been previous work exploring the usefulness of Ofsted inspection 
judgments. Ofsted (2017) have conducted their own research on the reliability 
of judgments, finding that, on most occasions, independent inspection teams 
reach the same decision when conducting short inspections. Other research 
has investigated the predictive validity of inspection judgments. Hussain 
(2012) investigate whether Ofsted judgments predict pupil survey responses 
capturing various aspects of teaching quality, finding that “even after control
ling for things like test scores and the socioeconomic background of pupils, 
inspection ratings appear to have substantial power in predicting underlying 
quality” (p. 12). He thus advises that “parents who are looking for a good school 
ought to place at least some weight on inspection ratings” (p. 12). In contrast, 
Von Stumm et al. (2021) find Ofsted ratings of secondary schools account for 
just 1% of variation in pupil achievement at age 16 and correlate only 0.03 with 
wellbeing/engagement measures. They thus state their “findings call into 
question the usefulness of Ofsted ratings as a guide for parents who are looking 
to make an informed choice for their children’s secondary school.”

A related strand of the literature has examined whether Ofsted inspections 
can act as an early warning system for school failure by gathering “on the 
ground” information that would not otherwise be available to parents. 
Research by FFT Education Datalab (2015) found Ofsted judgments were 
not a leading indicator of future examination performance and that there is 
“no evidence that Ofsted judgements reflect schools on the cusp of change” 
(p. 15). Likewise, research by Hutchinson (2016) considered whether inspec
tion ratings are good at identifying schools that go on to suffer a deterioration 
in national examination scores. She notes how “notable proportions of ‘good’ 
and ‘outstanding’ schools are not down-graded, despite a substantial [subse
quent] deterioration in their academic performance” (p. 7). The one exception 
to this pattern of findings comes from Hussain (2015), who finds primary 
schools that receive a poor inspection rating experience a gain in test scores in 
the future. Of course, Hussain’s (2015) findings may not hold for secondary 
schools, which tend to be larger, teach more advanced material to pupils and 
prepare young people for important high-stakes examinations. Nevertheless, 
the aforementioned studies highlight the dual (and potentially conflicting) role 
of Ofsted inspections in 1) measuring the quality of schools to inform school 
choice and 2) triggering improvement in underperforming schools.
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The limitations of inspection outcomes for school-choice

Inspection outcomes potentially provide unique information to parents when 
they are choosing a school, acting as an independent measure of school 
quality. When inspectors visit schools, they get an impression of what life is 
like “on the ground,” which they then communicate to parents through their 
reports. Such valuable qualitative information may not be available to parents 
through other sources, such as exam results. Inspection outcomes also partially 
reflect those who engage with the school on a day-to-day basis (parents, pupils, 
teachers), all of whom complete a survey when an inspection takes place. Yet 
the limitations of inspection outcomes for informing school choice are less 
well-known, or at least less widely discussed. In this section, we document 
some of the most important issues, many of which are further explored in our 
empirical analysis.

Time-lag

Ofsted reports are backward looking, capturing a picture of a school at one 
point in time. This is potentially valuable information for parents with chil
dren currently attending the school. Yet for parents making forward-looking 
schooling decisions, this time-lag is a notable limitation. Even if a school is 
inspected just before parents make their choice, it will still be around a year 
before their child joins and six years before they leave (in reference to 
secondary schools). In reality, schools are not inspected every year. Between 
2012 and 2020 schools with an “outstanding” judgment were exempt from 
routine inspections. Schools previously judged as “good” are subject to a short 
inspection every four years. Meanwhile, “inadequate” schools or those “requir
ing improvement” receive another full inspection within 2.5 years. Hence the 
most recent Ofsted reports available to parents at the point of school selection 
may already be several years old, particularly if the school received a “good” or 
“outstanding” grade.

Siblings

Building upon the argument above, parents with more than one child usually 
send them to the same school. This is in-part due to the logistical challenges 
and financial/time constraints associated with sending siblings to different 
schools. As a result, many schools preferentially offer places to siblings of 
existing students (Burgess, Greaves, & Vignoles, 2020). Yet this also has 
implications for the use of data in school choice. Assuming that parents 
have strong preferences for sending all their children to the same school, the 
choice made for the eldest child will also be the default choice for their 
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younger sibling(s). This means that – to be informative for schooling decisions 
of multi-child families – inspection outcomes need to be predictive of the 
academic environment even further into the future i.e. until the youngest child 
has left the school.

Inspection as measurement of quality versus inspection as a driver of quality

The main aim of Ofsted inspections are to provide an independent, holistic 
assessment of school quality – and to identify (and support) areas that need 
improvement. Providing prospective parents with useful information is 
a potential by-product of this process. Indeed, in an ideal world, one would 
want inadequate and schools requiring improvement to see a marked 
improvement as quickly as possible. Yet, were that to happen, then the 
information provided by the inspection would soon become obsolete – and 
of little use to parents when selecting schools. In other words, there is a trade- 
off between inspections stimulating school improvement and providing useful 
information to parents when they are selecting schools – they cannot easily do 
both. Moreover, if Ofsted inspection grades are only weak predictors of future 
school outcomes, this may be due to the school-improvement process working 
well (i.e. inspections improving underperforming schools).

Comparability of data

To choose between competing options, individuals require comparable infor
mation to weigh up the pros and cons. This poses a challenge to the use of 
Ofsted inspections in the selection of schools. First, inspection regimes change 
over time, with greater focus on some areas than others at different points. For 
example, the Ofsted inspection framework introduced in 2019 put less empha
sis upon test scores and more on curriculum quality. Yet, given the difference 
across schools in the timing of the latest available inspection report at the point 
of school choice, the establishments parents are choosing between may have 
been judged according to different criteria. Second, schools are evaluated by 
different inspectors and inspection teams. Although they are trained profes
sionals who all attempt to apply consistent standards (see Ofsted, 2017) what 
constitutes good practice may – in places – be open to interpretation. It is thus 
unlikely that there is complete consistency in inspection judgments (and their 
written reports) across inspectors. This limits the comparability of informa
tion available to parents when they are selecting a school. See Bokhove, Jerrim, 
and Sims (2023) for evidence on this issue with respect to Ofsted inspections in 
England.
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The available choice set

In practice, parents will have some constraints on their choice of school due to 
their location. They may have only two or three schools within their local 
catchment area or within a commutable distance (Burgess, Briggs, McConnell, 
& Slater, 2006). Such constraints will mean there is limited variation in Ofsted 
grades amongst the schools that parents may realistically apply to. Indeed, all 
schools realistically available to families may have the same Ofsted grade. 
Ofsted judgments will hence be of little use to parents if they do not vary 
sufficiently amongst the schools that are realistically available to them. 
Although parents may take Ofsted grades into account when making house 
buying decisions, this is often done well in advance of when they will start 
applying to schools. Thus, when house purchases are made based upon current 
Ofsted grades, parents are relying on these predicting the quality of the school 
(and the future outcomes of its pupils) even further into the future.

Added value over other information?

Ofsted judgments and reports summarize many available sources of informa
tion to provide a holistic judgment. For example, inspectors take into account 
publicly available data on e.g. attendance rates. However, there is evidence to 
suggest that parents also take account of these other sources of information 
when choosing schools (Burgess, Greaves, Vignoles, & Wilson, 2015). In 
asking How useful are Ofsted inspection judgments for informing school choice? 
we might also question whether Ofsted inspection judgments “add-value” (in 
terms of aiding school choice) above and beyond other sources of data avail
able to parents.

Methods and data

Our empirical analysis is based around the following hypothetical scenario.2 

Parents with two children – born exactly two years apart – are choosing 
a secondary school for their eldest offspring in October 2013.3 Their eldest 
child will begin secondary school in September 2014 and take their GCSEs in 
May/June 2019. For every secondary school in the country,4 we then ask two 
questions: (a) how old is the most recent inspection report available to our 
family at the time they make a choice about secondary school (b) how well 
does the most recent Ofsted judgment predict the school environment and 
pupils outcomes during the period in which their children would actually 
attend this school? To implement this approach, we draw on the data sources 
outlined below.
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Ofsted data

Information from the Department for Education’s “School Performance 
Tables” spine5 is used to generate a list of all secondary schools open in the 
2013/14 academic year (when our hypothetical family was selecting 
a secondary school). Independent and special schools are removed, leaving 
a total of 2,538 schools. This information is merged with information pub
lished by Ofsted on all inspections between 2005 and 2015.6 The most recent 
school inspection before October 2013 is taken as the information source our 
hypothetical family used when choosing a secondary school.7 We focus on 
overall effectiveness judgments which classify schools into four groups:

● Outstanding (n = 628)
● Good (n = 1,207)
● Requires improvement8 (n = 576)
● Inadequate (n = 127)

In additional analysis we have focused on the following Ofsted sub-judgments 
instead and found our substantive findings to remain unchanged.

Achievement outcomes

We utilize two school-level achievement metrics. The first is school-average 
“Attainment 8” scores, capturing absolute performance of pupils in GCSE 
examinations. The second is the school-average “Progress 8” score. This 
captures the average academic progress pupils make during secondary educa
tion (Prior, Jerrim, Thomson, & Leckie, 2021). We focus on Attainment 8 and 
Progress 8 outcomes for the 2018/19 academic year,9 which is when their 
eldest child will sit their GCSE examinations.

Parent view data

When a school is inspected, parents are invited to complete a questionnaire 
(known as “Parent View”). This includes 11 questions using a four-point scale 
(strongly agree to strongly disagree) such as “My child is taught well at this 
school,” “This school responds well to any concerns I raise” and “My child is 
happy at this school.” School-level summary information has been published 
by Ofsted since January 2018. Response rates are relatively low (the median 
response rate across secondary schools is around 20%) meaning these data are 
best considered a convenience sample. We nevertheless use this information 
(averaged over 2018 and 2019) to consider the relationship between Ofsted 
judgments and a broader set of outcomes. Further details are provided below.
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Parental satisfaction with school

The Parent View data is used to capture parental satisfaction with schools in 
two ways. First, a principal components analysis is conducted upon the 11 
questions, with the first component (which accounts for around 85% of the 
total variation) then used as an overall measure of parental satisfaction with 
the school (Appendix B presents loadings for each item). This results in 
a “parental satisfaction with school” scale that we standardize to mean zero 
and standard deviation one, meaning results are presented as effect sizes 
(Appendix B presents the distribution of this scale).10 Second, at the end of 
the survey parents were asked whether they would “recommend this school to 
another parent” (yes/no). We use this as an alternative measure of parental 
school satisfaction.

Pupil absenteeism and behavior

Prior research has found that general levels of behavior within a school are 
worse when pupil absenteeism is high (Malcolm, Wilson, Davidson, & Kirk, 
2003). Hence, as a proxy for behavior, we consider the percent of absent 
sessions across the 2015–2019 academic years (i.e. during the eldest child’s 
time at school). We again draw on the “Parent View” data for an alternative 
measure. Specifically, we take the percentage of parents who strongly agree 
that “This school makes sure its pupils are well behaved” as a measure of 
parental satisfaction with behavior at the school during the time that their 
child attends.

Headteachers and satisfaction with leadership

To illustrate the timeliness of inspection data for school choice, we consider 
whether the headteacher during the relevant inspection is the same as the 
headteacher when the children from our hypothetical family attend. This is 
important as the headteacher is a key figure within England’s schools. 
According to data from PISA 2015, over 90% of headteachers in England 
report having considerable responsibility over hiring and firing teachers, 
allocating budgets and determining disciplinary policies, with over 85% saying 
they hold considerable responsibility for establishing teachers’ salaries and 
determining assessment policies.11

To begin, we construct a panel dataset of the headteacher of each school 
between 2010/11 and 2018/19. As there is no routinely published longitudinal 
database of schools’ headteachers, we combine information from various 
Freedom of Information requests.12 We then designate the “head at inspection” 
as the most recently named headteacher before the inspection took place. If the 
most recent inspection occurred before August 2010 – the earliest point where 
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we have comprehensive information available – then the headteacher recorded 
in August 2010 is used. This means we will to some extent overestimate the 
extent that the headteacher leading the school when children from our hypothe
tical family attends is the same as the headteacher as when the relevant Ofsted 
inspection took place (i.e. our estimates of change in headteacher will be 
conservative). Using this information, we derive a binary variable for the 
2013/14 academic year onwards. This is coded one if the surname of the head
teacher in that academic year was the same as the surname of the headteacher at 
the point of the relevant inspection, and zero if different.13

Data from Parental View is also used to gauge parental satisfaction with the 
leadership of school when the eldest child from our hypothetical family was 
working toward their GCSEs (2018/19). This is measured by the percent of 
parents who strongly agree that “This school is well led and managed.”

Analytical approach

We begin by presenting descriptive statistics summarizing the timeliness of 
Ofsted inspections for informing school decisions. Specifically, we document 
the number of days between the secondary school decision being made and the 
date of the most recent prior inspection: 

Lengtht= Decisiont- Most                                    
Where:
Decisiont = Approximate date when secondary school decision is made 

(assumed to be October 2013).
Most t = Date of most recent inspection prior to October 2013.
t = time t. 

Next, we turn to school leadership. This is one important input into inspection 
ratings. Yet, with respect to school choice, information from inspections about 
leadership and management are (arguably) only relevant if the leader (head
teacher) does not change. We hence investigate whether the headteacher at the 
most recent inspection prior to the school selection decision is the same 
headteacher leading the school when children from our hypothetical family 
join and leave the school.

A set of Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) models will then be estimated: 

Oj ¼ αþ β:Rj þ γ:Cj þ δ:Dj þ θ:Aj þ τ:Ij þ εj 

Where:
Oj = One of our outcomes of interest (e.g. standardized Attainment 8 

scores).

JOURNAL OF SCHOOL CHOICE 43



Rj = Most recent Ofsted judgment before October 2013 (reference = 
“good”).

Cj = School background characteristics (e.g. admissions policy, gender 
composition).

Dj = Demographic composition of recent intakes (e.g. percent FSM eligible, 
average Key Stage 2 scores).

Aj = School’s historical GCSE performance prior to the schooling decision 
(e.g. capped GCSE points in 2013).

Ij = Historical school absence rates.
j = school j.
εj = Random error term. 

The β parameter captures the association between the Ofsted judgment used 
by our hypothetical family and the school environment/outcomes when their 
eldest child attends. This coefficient is estimated across five specifications M0 
to M4 (Appendix A presents a full list of covariates included in each).

To begin, the Ofsted grade available to parents (Rj) will be the only covariate 
(specification M0). The β parameter will thus capture the predictive power of 
Ofsted inspection grades alone. These estimates will be affected by selection – 
families with certain characteristics (e.g. those with higher incomes) are more 
likely to send their offspring to certain types of schools (e.g. those with out
standing Ofsted grades). One would therefore observe an association between 
the Ofsted judgments used in school choice and future outcomes simply due to 
who selects into such schools, rather than the judgments being predictive 
per se.

Model specifications M1 and M2 (our preferred specification) add back
ground characteristics of the school (Cj) and their demographic intakes (Dj) to 
the model. As we are only able to control for observable characteristics of 
schools, these models may only reduce – rather than completely remove – the 
aforementioned problem of selection. Hence estimates from our preferred 
model specification (M2) may still provide an upper bound on the usefulness 
of Ofsted judgments to parents in making school choices.

Models M3 and M4 add historical GCSE performance (Aj) and historical 
school absence rates (Ij) to the model. These partially capture school “quality” 
and various aspects of the academic environment that parents are interested in 
(e.g. quality of teaching, disciplinary standards). Yet such information will also 
be available to parents when making schooling decisions. Hence the β para
meters from these final two models will establish the added value of parents 
using Ofsted inspection judgments to inform their school decisions, over and 
above an array of other publicly accessible data.
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Results

How timely is the information available?

Figure 1 illustrates the length of time between the inspection judgment avail
able to parents when selecting schools and when the eldest child from our 
illustrative family begins secondary education. There are two key points. First, 
the mean (median) length of time is 1,040 (885) days. At the point the eldest 
child starts secondary school, the relevant inspection data is on average almost 
three years old. Second, the distribution is positively skewed, with significant 
inequality in the timeliness of information available. For instance, the data is at 
least 3.5 years old for around a quarter of schools (p75) and for 10% of schools 
the information is at least 5.5 years old. Of course, by the time the younger 
child from our illustrative family attends the school, this information will be 
even more dated. Hence, if parents use Ofsted judgments to pick a school, they 
are relying on inspection outcomes capturing school environment/quality 
a long period into the future.

Table 1 and Figure 2 shows how this varies by school characteristics. 
Information from inspections are particularly dated for certain school types. 
For instance, the gap between the most recent inspection and school entry of 
the eldest child from our hypothetical family is (on average) around four years 
for schools in the top GCSE quartile and those previously rated as ’outstand
ing’, while for selective schools inspection results are on average five years old. 

Figure 1. The length of time between the latest inspection at the point of school choice and school 
entry. Notes: Figure illustrates the distribution of the length of time between the most recent 
inspection data available to parents when selecting a school and the date of secondary school 
entry for the focal child (October 1st 2014). P25 and p75 refer to the 25th and 75th percentile of the 
distribution.
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This highlights how the inspection information available to parents about 
different schools is unlikely to be comparable. It will be more dated for 
some than others, with the inspection potentially conducted in different 
ways and using different frameworks.

To provide a concrete example of what might change, Table 2 docu
ments the “survival” of headteachers over time. Specifically, between 2012/ 
13 and 2020/21, Table 2 presents the percent of headteachers leading the 
school who were also the headteacher when the relevant inspection took 
place.

For most of the time that our hypothetical children attend the school, the 
headteacher will be different to the one whose management/leadership was judged 
in the relevant inspection. Around 30% of headteachers will have already left when 

Table 1. The average length of time between the most recent 
Ofsted inspection used in secondary school choice and school 
entry. Variation by school characteristics.

School characteristic Observations Mean (days)

Most recent Ofsted rating
Outstanding 628 1,546
Good 1,207 965
RI 576 736
Inadequate 127 622
FSM quartile
Low FSM 626 1,295
FSM Q2 613 1,014
FSM Q3 614 929
High FSM 613 901
% EAL (2013)
Low EAL 637 995
EAL Q2 596 1,046
EAL Q3 601 1,040
High EAL 612 1,110
% SEN (2013)
Low SEN 642 1,222
SEN Q2 633 1,072
SEN Q3 628 972
High SEN 635 890
GCSE quartile (2013)
Low GCSE 650 793
GCSE Q2 622 904
GCSE Q3 664 1,020
High GCSE 577 1,483
Admissions Policy
Comprehensive 2,282 994
Modern 103 956
Selective 153 1,780
School type
Academy Converter 510 632
Academy Sponsor Led 255 753
Community School 788 1,104
Foundation School 551 1,268
Voluntary Aided School 375 1,308
Other 59 1,099

Notes: Figures refer to the average number of days between the inspection 
used in school choice and when the eldest born (focal) child entered the 
school. RI = Requiring Improvement
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parents are making their schooling choices, around half when their children start 
at the school, and almost 90% by the time their youngest child leaves. Moreover, 
Figure 3 demonstrates how headteachers whose school received an “inadequate” 
judgment will almost certainly change by the time our hypothetical children 
attend.

Do the inspection judgments available to parents predict future outcomes?

Even though inspection data may be dated, it may still be useful to parents 
selecting schools if it predicts school environment and outcomes some 

(a) Ofsted grade 

(b) Admissions policy 

Figure 2. The distribution of the length of time between the most recent Ofsted inspection used in 
secondary school choice and school entry. (a) Ofsted grade (b) Admissions policy Notes: See 
Table 1 for sample sizes. RI = Requiring Improvement
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distance into the future. Table 3 thus explores the link between Ofsted judg
ments used for school selection in 2013 and examination outcomes in 2019.

In the unconditional estimates (M0) a strong association is observed. For 
instance, average Attainment 8 scores are around one standard deviation 
higher in outstanding schools than in good schools, while in “inadequate” 
and “requiring improvement” schools they are around half a standard devia
tion lower. This could, of course, be driven by selection; if well-heeled families 
with already high-achieving children disproportionately choose good and 
outstanding schools, then the strong unconditional associations observed in 
model M0 is a self-fulfilling prophecy. We hence turn to estimates from model 
M2 (our preferred specification) which control for differences in school 
characteristics and pupil intakes.

Table 2. The percentage of schools with the same headteacher as at the most recent inspection.

Academic Year
% with the same headteacher as in the 

inspection
Number of 

observations

2012/13 86% 2,161
2013/14 (schooling decision made) 71% 2,161
2014/15 (eldest/focal child school entry) 49% 2,158
2015/16 41% 2,158
2016/17 (younger sibling starts school) 29% 432
2017/18 24% 2,137
2018/19 (eldest/focal child sits GCSEs and 

leaves school)
20% 2,087

2019/20 14% 2,058
2020/21 (younger sibling leaves school) 11% 2,025

Figures refer to the percentage of schools with the same headteacher in a given academic year as was in place at 
approximately the time of the previous inspection.

Figure 3. The “survival” of headteachers by Ofsted grade. Note: As the most recent inspection may 
have taken place before 2013 (potentially many years before) the curves do not start at 100%. 
RI = Requiring Improvement
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There is now a stark difference in the results. The predictive power of Ofsted 
judgments available to our hypothetical parents and future school outcomes is 
weak. There is little difference in Attainment 8 scores between good, requiring 
improvement and inadequate schools, with effect sizes below 0.1 standard 
deviations. Although effect sizes below 0.1 are common in education research 
(Kraft, 2020), it is nevertheless clear that the predictive power of Ofsted grades 
observed in M0 is largely due to the selection of families into different schools. 
There is little to suggest that parents who choose a “good” secondary school 
for their child will leave with better academic outcomes than parents who 
selected an “inadequate” school. The one exception to this pattern of zero/ 
small differences is with respect to the “outstanding” grade. While the associa
tion between an outstanding Ofsted judgment and A8/P8 scores is greatly 
reduced between M0 and M2, a moderately sized association remains (e.g. 
a 0.17 effect size difference in A8 scores between outstanding and good schools 
in model M2, down from 0.98 in model M0).

Figure 4 provides a graphical representation of these results. Models M0 
and M2 have been estimated using quantile regression to illustrate the uncon
ditional (M0) and conditional (M2) distribution of Attainment 8 scores by the 
Ofsted grade available to parents. The latter refers to the predicted distribution 
of attainment 8 scores for a mixed-sex, comprehensive academy converter 
school, with an average proportion of EAL, SEN and FSM pupils, with Key 
Stage 2 scores of the pupils around the national average. Estimates are pre
sented in terms of percentile ranks, with a value of 1 indicating that a school is 
in the bottom 1% of the Attainment 8 distribution and a value of 99 indicating 
the top 1%. The solid vertical lines refer to the center points.

Table 3. The association between Ofsted inspection judgment at time of school selection and 
academic outcomes in 2019.

Number of observations

Outstanding RI Inadequate

Model Effect size SE Effect size SE Effect size SE

(a) Attainment 8 (standardized)
M0 2,469 0.98* 0.04 −0.46* 0.04 −0.65* 0.08
M1 2,469 0.56* 0.03 −0.34* 0.03 −0.54* 0.06
M2 2,466 0.17* 0.02 −0.06* 0.02 −0.03 0.04
M3 2,444 0.11* 0.02 −0.01 0.02 0.05 0.04
M4 2,444 0.11* 0.02 −0.02 0.02 0.00 0.04
(b) Progress 8 (standardized)
M0 2,464 0.76* 0.04 −0.42* 0.05 −0.48* 0.09
M1 2,464 0.55* 0.04 −0.34* 0.04 −0.40* 0.08
M2 2,461 0.31* 0.04 −0.13* 0.04 −0.05 0.07
M3 2,439 0.19* 0.04 −0.04 0.04 0.08 0.08
M4 2,439 0.19* 0.04 −0.05 0.04 −0.01 0.08

Notes: Figures refer to effect size differences compared to “good” schools as the reference category. RI = Requiring 
Improvement. Model M0 does not include any controls. M1 adds controls for school characteristics. M2 adds 
controls for the demographic intake of schools. Measures of historic performance in GCSEs is added in model M3, 
while M4 additionally controls for historic levels of school absence. See Appendix A for full list of control variables. * 
indicates difference from the “good” category statistically significant at the five percent level.
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There are clear differences in the Attainment 8 distribution by Ofsted grade 
in the unconditional results. While the distribution for inadequate and requir
ing improvement schools are reasonably similar, there is a notably wider 
spread (and higher average) for schools rated as good. Meanwhile, the 
Attainment 8 scores for outstanding schools has a strong negative skew, 
with little overlap of the distribution with those rated as inadequate. These 
differences are reflected by the average percentile ranks: the average inade
quate school is in 25th position, compared to 31st for those requiring improve
ment, 48th for good schools and 74th for outstanding.

A rather different picture emerges in the conditional results. Consistent 
with the results for model M2 presented in Table 3, virtually no differences can 
be observed between the good, requiring improvement and inadequate 
Attainment 8 distributions. Moreover, although the distribution for outstand
ing schools is slightly to the right of the others, the difference is much reduced 
from the unconditional estimates in panel (a). Specifically, the average condi
tional percentile ranks by Ofsted grade are 48th for inadequate schools, 47th for 
those requiring improvement, 52nd for good schools and 57th for outstanding. 
In other words, most of the difference in A8 outcomes by the Ofsted grade 
available to parents when they are selecting a school can be explained by 
differences in their intake and background characteristics. Figure 4 panel (b) 
thus illustrates how – besides Outstanding schools – Ofsted judgments are of 
limited value to parents in their selection of schools.

(a) Unconditional        (b) Conditional (M2) 

Figure 4. The predicted school-level distribution of attainment 8 scores by the Ofsted judgment 
available to aid school choice. (a) Unconditional (b) Conditional (M2) Note: Unconditional distribu
tions based upon model M0 (no controls). Conditional estimates based upon model M2, control
ling for school characteristics and demographic intake of pupils. Estimates have been produced 
using quantile regression. Conditional estimates refer to predicted distributions for a mixed-sex, 
comprehensive academy converter school with an average proportion of EAL, SEN and FSM pupils, 
and with Key Stage 2 scores of their intake at the national average. Vertical lines indicate the 
average percentile rank. RI = Requiring Improvement

50 C. BOKHOVE ET AL.



These largely null findings are supported – and, indeed, somewhat strength
ened – by the results from models M3 and M4 (Table 3). Recall that these add 
further controls for other data freely and easily accessible to parents when they 
are choosing schools (e.g. historic performance in GCSEs). Estimates from 
these models hence reveal the “added-value” to parents of using Ofsted judg
ments in informing their choices, over and above other easily accessible 
measures. There continues to be no clear difference in A8/P8 scores between 
good, requiring improvement and inadequate schools, with only a small 
benefit of picking an outstanding school. In other words, using Ofsted judg
ments in addition to other freely available information does little to help 
parents to pick a “better” school (at least in terms of academic outcomes).

Table 4 replicates this analysis focusing on parental satisfaction with the 
school. The smaller sample is due to these data only being available for schools 
that were inspected in 2018 or 2019. Null results are even more apparent. Even 
in the unconditional estimates (M0) we largely fail to find any association 
between Ofsted grades and whether parents would recommend the school to 
others (panel a) and overall satisfaction levels (panel b). The addition of 
controls does little to change this result. Indeed, in M3/M4, although statisti
cally not significant, parents who send their child to an outstanding school are 
three percentage points less likely to recommend it to others than parents who 

Table 4. The association between Ofsted inspection judgment at time of school selection and 
parental satisfaction with school.

Number of observations

Outstanding RI Inadequate

% point difference SE % point difference SE % point difference SE

(a) % of parents who would recommend school to others
M0 1,159 −0.6% 1.5% −1.2% 1.0% −1.9% 2.4%
M1 1,159 −1.1% 1.5% −0.5% 1.0% −0.7% 2.4%
M2 1,159 −2.8% 1.5% 0.6% 1.0% 2.0% 2.3%
M3 1,149 −3.1*% 1.5% 0.9% 1.0% 2.4% 2.4%
M4 1,149 −3.1*% 1.5% 0.9% 1.0% 2.4% 2.4%

Number of observations
Outstanding RI Inadequate

Effect size SE Effect size SE Effect size SE

(b) Parental satisfaction scale
M0 1,159 0.20* 0.10 0.02 0.07 0.04 0.16
M1 1,159 0.16 0.10 0.06 0.07 0.12 0.16
M2 1,159 0.11 0.10 0.09 0.07 0.20 0.16
M3 1,149 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.07 0.21 0.16
M4 1,149 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.07 0.21 0.16

Notes: Figures in panel (a) refer to the percentage point difference in parents who say they would recommend the 
school compared to the reference (“good”) category. Figures in panel (b) refer to effect size differences compared 
to “good” schools as the reference category. RI = Requiring Improvement. Model M0 does not include any controls. 
M1 adds controls for school characteristics. M2 adds controls for the demographic intake of schools. Measures of 
historic performance in GCSEs is added in model M3, while M4 additionally controls for historic levels of school 
absence. See Appendix A for full list of control variables. * indicates difference from the “good” category statistically 
significant at the five percent level.

JOURNAL OF SCHOOL CHOICE 51



Table 5. The association between Ofsted inspection judgment at time of school selection and 
school leadership/management.

Number of  
observations

Outstanding RI Inadequate

% point  
difference SE

% point  
difference SE

% point  
difference SE

(a) Same headteacher when leaving school as at previous inspection
M0 1,159 2.9% 1.8% 0.1% 1.2% −0.2% 2.9%
M1 1,159 2.6% 1.9% 0.5% 1.2% 1.3% 2.9%
M2 1,159 1.4% 1.9% 1.3% 1.2% 3.2% 2.9%
M3 1,149 1.0% 1.9% 1.4% 1.3% 3.3% 2.9%
M4 1,149 1.0% 1.9% 1.4% 1.3% 3.3% 3.0%

(b) Parental satisfaction with school leadership
M0 1,159 2.9% 1.8% 0.1% 1.2% −0.2% 2.9%
M1 1,159 2.6% 1.9% 0.5% 1.2% 1.3% 2.9%
M2 1,159 1.4% 1.9% 1.3% 1.2% 3.2% 2.9%
M3 1,149 1.0% 1.9% 1.4% 1.3% 3.3% 2.9%
M4 1,149 1.0% 1.9% 1.4% 1.3% 3.3% 3.0%

Notes: On average, 20% of schools have the same headteacher in 2019 as the headteacher leading the school in the 
inspection used for school choice. Average percent of parents who strongly agree that the school is well led and 
managed is 44%. Figures refer to percentage point differences compared to the reference (“good”) category. 
RI = Requiring Improvement. Model M0 does not include any controls. M1 adds controls for school characteristics. 
M2 adds controls for the demographic intake of schools. Measures of historic performance in GCSEs is added in 
model M3, while M4 additionally controls for historic levels of school absence. See Appendix A for full list of control 
variables. * indicates difference from the “good” category statistically significant at the five percent level.

Table 6. The association between Ofsted inspection judgment at time of school selection and pupil 
behavior.

Number of 
observations

Outstanding RI Inadequate

% point 
difference SE

% point 
difference SE

% point 
difference SE

(a) Percentage of overall absence (authorized and unauthorized
M0 2,537 −0.8%* 0.05% 0.5%* 0.05% 1.0%* 0.09%
M1 2,537 −0.6%* 0.05% 0.5%* 0.05% 0.9%* 0.09%
M2 2,534 −0.2%* 0.04% 0.2%* 0.04% 0.4%* 0.07%
M3 2,512 −0.1%* 0.04% 0.1%* 0.04% 0.4%* 0.08%
M4 2,512 −0.1%* 0.04% 0.1% 0.04% 0.2%* 0.08%

(b) Percent of parents who strongly agree that the school makes sure pupils are well-behaved
M0 1,159 6.2%* 1.6% −0.2% 1.1% −0.5% 2.6%
M1 1,159 5.4%* 1.6% 0.4% 1.1% 0.5% 2.5%
M2 1,159 4.3%* 1.6% 1.3% 1.1% 2.4% 2.5%
M3 1,149 3.5%* 1.6% 1.5% 1.1% 2.9% 2.6%
M4 1,149 3.6%* 1.6% 1.5% 1.1% 2.9% 2.6%

Notes: Average level of absence across schools is 5.4%. Average percent who strongly agree that the school makes 
sure pupils are well-behaved is 38%. Figures in panel (a) refer to the percentage point difference in the absence 
rate compared to the reference (“good”) category. Figures in panel (b) refer to the percentage point difference in 
the percent of parents who strongly agree that the school makes sure pupils are well-behaved compared to the 
reference (“good”) category. RI = Requiring Improvement. Model M0 does not include any controls. M1 adds 
controls for school characteristics. M2 adds controls for the demographic intake of schools. Measures of historic 
performance in GCSEs is added in model M3, while M4 additionally controls for historic levels of school absence. 
See Appendix A for full list of control variables. * indicates difference from the “good” category statistically 
significant at the five percent level.
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selected a good school. Such a finding could reflect parents who send their 
children to “Outstanding” schools being more demanding about the standard 
of education provided, which may in-turn be linked to their socio-economic 
status.

Table 5 turns to school leadership outcomes. Panel (a) focuses on whether 
the headteacher has changed since the last inspection by 2019 and panel (b) 
overall parental satisfaction with school leadership. Null results again emerge, 
with most estimates small and not reaching statistical significance. The one 
potential exception is that headteachers are somewhat more likely to have left 
“inadequate” schools by 2019, though the limited sample size means the 
estimated coefficients do not reach statistical significance at conventional 
levels.

Table 6 concludes with results for pupil absenteeism (panel a) and parental 
views of pupil behavior (panel b). From panel (a), we do observe some 
association between Ofsted judgments available to parents when they are 
selecting schools and future levels of absenteeism, although most differences 
are modest. In particular, outstanding schools have a 0.2 percentage point 
lower absence rate than good schools, while in schools requiring improvement 
and inadequate, the absence rate is 0.2 and 0.4 percentage points higher. (For 
context, the average absence rate across all schools is 5.4%). These differences 
across Ofsted grades are further reduced in models M3 and M4 with the 
introduction of controls for other sources of information available to parents.

The results from panel (b) – capturing differences in the percentage of 
parents who strongly agree that schools make sure pupils are well-behaved – 
provide little evidence of differences in behavior between good, requiring 
improvement and inadequate schools. On the other hand, parents whose 
children attend an “outstanding” school are moderately more positive about 
behavior than those whose children attend “good” schools (differences 
between “outstanding,” “requires improvement” and “inadequate” schools 
do not reach statistical significance at conventional levels). Together with 
the results from panel (a), our interpretation is that Ofsted ratings available 
to parents when they are choosing schools are only modestly predictive of 
behavior at schools in the future.

Are more recent inspections of greater use to parents than more dated ones?

Table 7 presents results from a set of regression models stratified by when the 
most recent inspection took place. For instance, the top row refers to inspec
tions that were conducted up to two years before the eldest child from our 
hypothetical family entered secondary school (i.e. the inspection was con
ducted between September 2012 and October 2013). In contrast, the bottom 
row refers to inspections that occurred more than five years previously (i.e. it 
occurred before September 2009). If more recent inspection judgments are 
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indeed more useful for parents when choosing schools than older ones, then 
one would expect the estimated effect sizes to decline in absolute magnitude 
when moving down the rows. These estimates are all based upon our preferred 
model specification (M2), with a focus upon the relationship between Ofsted 
judgments and school performance measures (panels a and b) and school 
absence levels (panel c).14

There is little clear pattern for the inadequate and requires improvement 
judgments; effect sizes are not clearly higher or lower for more recent or more 
distant inspections (although sample sizes for these categories are small for 
most recent inspections being conducted more than three years ago). 
However, there is some suggestion that more recently awarded outstanding 
judgments may be somewhat more predictive than those awarded some time 
ago. Take Progress 8 scores (panel b) for instance. Schools rated as outstanding 
within the last two years achieved Progress 8 scores 0.34 standard deviations 
higher than schools rated as good during the same period. The difference 
becomes notably smaller when the good/outstanding grades were based on 
inspections that took place more than five years prior to when the eldest child 
started secondary school (0.13) and is not statistically significant at conven
tional levels. A broadly similar pattern can also be observed for the Attainment 
8 and school absence outcomes. Thus, building upon the findings above, an 
outstanding judgment may be of some use to parents when they are selecting 
schools, but only when the inspection has been conducted relatively recently.

Table 7. The association between Ofsted inspection judgment at time of school selection and 
future outcomes. Separate estimates by length since last inspection.

N

Outstanding RI Inadequate

Length before child starts school Effect size SE Effect size SE Effect size SE

(a) Attainment 8
Up to 2 years 988 0.19* 0.04 −0.08* 0.03 −0.11* 0.05
2 to 3 years 614 0.17* 0.05 −0.06 0.04 0.14 0.09
3 to 4 years 370 0.14* 0.05 −0.02 0.09 −0.20 0.23
4 to 5 years 145 0.14 0.08 −0.03 0.12 −0.51 0.41
More than 5 years 349 0.03 0.04 −0.08 0.14 - -
(b) Progress 8
Up to 2 years 985 0.34* 0.08 −0.13* 0.06 −0.18* 0.09
2 to 3 years 612 0.33* 0.10 −0.13 0.08 0.29 0.17
3 to 4 years 370 0.24* 0.09 −0.12 0.17 −0.62 0.45
4 to 5 years 145 0.26 0.15 −0.14 0.22 −0.61 0.76
More than 5 years 349 0.13 0.08 −0.37 0.26 - -
(c) Absence levels
Up to 2 years 1,027 −0.3%* 0.09% 0.1% 0.06% 0.3%* 0.10%
2 to 3 years 629 −0.4%* 0.08% 0.1% 0.07% 0.4%* 0.14%
3 to 4 years 379 −0.1% 0.09% 0.4%* 0.17% −0.3% 0.44%
4 to 5 years 147 −0.1% 0.16% 0.6%* 0.23% 0.3% 0.80%
More than 5 years 352 −0.3%* 0.10% 1.2%* 0.31% - -

Notes: Estimates based upon model M2, which controls for school background characteristics and the demographic 
intake of schools. RI = Requiring Improvement. See Appendix A for full list of control variables. Figures refer to 
effect size differences compared to “good” schools as the reference category. * indicates difference from the “good” 
category statistically significant at the five percent level.
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Discussion

In theory, the reasons why Ofsted judgments are so widely used by parents 
when making schooling decisions are sound. Ofsted provides an independent, 
expert view of the school judged according to a common framework, provid
ing a unique perspective of what life is like “on the ground.” Yet, in practice, 
their value to inform school choice is not so clear. As we have set out, there 
may be sizable time-lags between when schools were last inspected, when 
parents make their schooling decisions and when young people attend them. 
Such time-lags are further compounded by parents having strong incentives to 
send their offspring to the same school. Much about a school can change in the 
interim – including the composition of teaching staff and school leaders. There 
are also questions as to whether Ofsted judgments “add-value” to parents 
selecting schools over other freely available information (e.g. prior perfor
mance in national examinations).

The main contribution of this paper – in addition to clearly spelling out 
such issues – is to provide empirical support for how much parents can learn 
from an Ofsted report when choosing schools. In particular, we document the 
length of such time-lags, key factors that change in the interim (e.g. the 
headteacher) and whether inspection judgments available to parents when 
choosing schools can predict the academic environment and attainment when 
their offspring actually attend. For our hypothetical family, our analysis 
illustrates how inspection judgments are, on average, three years old by the 
time the school they select starts to impact their eldest-born (and eight-years- 
old by the time that their eldest leaves). This average value masks substantial 
heterogeneity in the timeliness of information available to parents about 
different schools, with those with certain characteristics (e.g. selective gram
mar schools) more heavily affected than others. It is hence likely that, for most 
of the time that a family’s children attend the school, it will be led by someone 
other than the headteacher named within the relevant inspection report. 
Moreover, the written inspection reports may also provide different informa
tion, given changes made to inspection frameworks and activities over time.

Our empirical analysis then demonstrates how Ofsted inspection judgments 
available to parents when they are choosing a school are weak predictors of the 
future school environment and outcomes. Indeed, GCSE grades, pupil absen
teeism and parental satisfaction are very similar across parents who choose 
good, requiring improvement and inadequate schools, once differences in 
their pupil intakes have been controlled. Moreover, although an “outstanding” 
judgment does seem to provide some future predictive power, the “added- 
value” over other pieces of freely available information is limited, and only 
applies when the Ofsted inspection was relatively recent. Overall, these results 
lead us to conclude that – despite their widespread use in school selection – 
inspection judgments are not actually that informative for parents.
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This conclusion should be interpreted considering the limitations of this 
work. First, our empirical analysis has focused on secondary school choice. 
Although most of our arguments apply to primary school choice as well, 
empirical evidence has not been presented on this matter. Second, some of the 
outcomes we have explored (e.g. parental satisfaction with schools) are limited in 
terms of response rates and only being available for a sub-sample of schools 
(those inspected in 2018 or 2019). Third, our statistical models have controlled 
for a limited array of observable characteristics. To the extent that there are other 
aspects of schools’ intakes that we have not been able to control, our preferred 
model specification (M2) is likely to provide an upper-bound on the future 
predictive power of Ofsted grades. Fourth, the inspections we considered were 
all conducted under previous iterations of the Ofsted inspection framework, 
which was revised in 2019. It is hence possible that different results could emerge 
in the future. Yet as we have argued, this simply reflects the problems parents 
face when selecting schools – they must make their decisions using potentially 
dated information with limited comparability across their choice set. Fifth, for 
simplicity, we have not explicitly considered catchment areas and the choice set 
available to parents based upon where they live.

Notwithstanding these limitations, we believe our findings have some impor
tant implications for parents and policymakers. In our view, they do not 
illustrate problems with Ofsted inspections per se. In line with what many 
would expect from a school inspectorate, empirical evidence suggests that 
Ofsted inspections resulting in an “inadequate” judgment improve the outcomes 
of such schools (Hussain, 2017). Given this, we should not expect or even want 
Ofsted judgments to predict what such a school will be like in the medium term. 
Thus, the fact that once inadequate and requiring improvement schools become 
largely indistinguishable from their good counterparts may be a sign of success. 
Moreover, Ofsted judgments are likely to be of interest to parents whose 
children are currently attending a school, providing them with important infor
mation about what it is (and is not) currently doing well. Rather, our results 
provide a cautionary tale about using Ofsted judgments to inform school choice. 
Our advice to parents is to not place too much emphasis on them. While they 
may act as a catalyst for thinking about differences between schools, and perhaps 
some insight into a school’s ethos, they are not going to provide much informa
tion about the academic environment and the outcomes of pupils during the 
period when their children will be going there.

Notes

1. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/education-inspection-framework/educa 
tion-inspection-framework

2. By choosing this hypothetical scenario we realize that a case for generalizability needs to 
be made, which we do in the conclusion.
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3. We have chosen this date so that our scenario avoids – as far as possible – complications 
surrounding the COVID pandemic, while still being relatively recent.

4. For simplicity, we abstract away from “catchment areas” or feasible choice sets available 
to parents. Our analysis therefore all conducted at the school level.

5. https://www.compare-school-performance.service.gov.uk/download-data)
6. https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/monthly-management- 

information-ofsteds-school-inspections-outcomes
7. Most Ofsted reports are published 38 working days after the end of the inspection 

(https://www.gov.uk/guidance/inspecting-schools-guide-for-maintained-and-academy- 
schools), though there may be delays if schools challenge the findings.

8. Before September 2012, the “satisfactory” Ofsted grade was renamed “requires improve
ment”. We do not make a distinction between these two terms, and thus use “requires 
improvement” for consistency.

9. The younger child in our hypothetical family would take their GCSEs even later (2021). 
We are however unable to investigate GCSE outcomes later than 2019 due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic.

10. Figures are used from the “strongly agree” category for each question.
11. Authors’ calculations using the PISA 2015 database.
12. These requests contain the named headteacher in August 2010, December 2011, 

August 2012, March 2013, May 2014, October 2015, May 2016, September 2017, 
March 2018 and January 2019.

13. There is a small amount of missing information for some academic years where school 
headteacher could not be linked.

14. We focus upon these outcomes due to their larger sample sizes.
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Appendix A. Full details on controls included in each model specification

Appendix B. Additional details about the parental satisfaction with school 
scale

Table B1. Loadings from the principal components analysis for the parental satisfaction with 
school scale

M0 M1 M2 M3 M4

Admissions policy - Y Y Y Y
School type - Y Y Y Y

School gender - Y Y Y Y
% children with English as Additional Language (averaged across 2015–2019) - - Y Y Y
% children with Special Educational Needs (averaged across 2015–2019) - - Y Y Y

% children ever eligible for Free school Meals (averaged across 2015–2019) - - Y Y Y
Key stage 2 average point score of prior cohorts (who entered secondary school 

in 2011,2012 and 2013)
- - Y Y Y

Key stage 2 average point score for the cohort in question (who entered 
secondary school in 2014)

- - Y Y Y

% of pupils who achieved 5 A*-C GCSEs in 2014 - - - Y Y
Capped average GCSE points score in 2013 - - - Y Y
Capped GCSE progress scores in 2013 - - - Y Y

% absences in 2013 - - - - Y

Component

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th

Q1. My child is happy at this 
school

0.31 −0.32 −0.31 −0.20 0.09 0.03 0.15 0.35 0.64 0.20 −0.25

Q2. My child feels safe at this 
school.

0.30 −0.38 −0.21 −0.35 0.03 0.21 0.18 −0.04 −0.33 −0.01 0.63

Q3. My child makes good 
progress at this school.

0.30 0.27 −0.39 −0.02 −0.03 −0.43 −0.02 0.10 −0.46 0.49 −0.20

Q4. My child is well looked 
after at this school.

0.31 −0.30 −0.10 0.02 0.18 −0.11 0.07 −0.22 −0.27 −0.61 −0.51

Q5. My child is taught well at 
this school.

0.30 0.42 −0.20 −0.06 −0.06 −0.42 −0.16 −0.17 0.39 −0.40 0.38

Q6. My child receives 
appropriate homework for 
their age.

0.29 0.47 0.00 −0.15 0.49 0.58 −0.27 0.05 −0.04 0.00 −0.09

Q7. This school makes sure its 
pupils are well behaved.

0.30 0.12 0.36 −0.44 −0.51 0.14 0.11 −0.44 0.08 0.18 −0.23

Q8. This school deals 
effectively with bullying.

0.29 0.04 0.69 −0.04 0.28 −0.33 0.28 0.40 −0.06 −0.02 0.10

Q9. This school is well led and 
managed.

0.30 −0.19 0.13 0.18 −0.46 0.10 −0.64 0.42 −0.10 −0.11 0.02

Q10. This school responds well 
to any concerns I raise.

0.30 −0.30 0.16 0.45 0.29 −0.07 −0.24 −0.51 0.16 0.37 0.12

Q11. I receive valuable 
information from the school 
about my child’s progress.

0.30 0.21 −0.10 0.61 −0.28 0.32 0.54 0.06 0.01 −0.07 0.05
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Figure B1. The distribution of the parental school satisfaction scale.

JOURNAL OF SCHOOL CHOICE 61


	Abstract
	Introduction
	The limitations of inspection outcomes for school-choice
	Time-lag
	Siblings
	Inspection as measurement of quality versus inspection as a driver of quality
	Comparability of data
	The available choice set
	Added value over other information?

	Methods and data
	Ofsted data
	Achievement outcomes
	Parent view data
	Parental satisfaction with school
	Pupil absenteeism and behavior
	Headteachers and satisfaction with leadership
	Analytical approach

	Results
	How timely is the information available?
	Do the inspection judgments available to parents predict future outcomes?
	Are more recent inspections of greater use to parents than more dated ones?

	Discussion
	Notes
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References
	Appendix A. Full details on controls included in each model specification
	Appendix B. Additional details about the parental satisfaction with school scale

