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What? 

Our report (due to be released ~ September 2018) will focus on student progress, i.e. growth in student 
learning between two points in time: 

–  Is average student progress consistently higher at schools with particular characteristics: 
-  State 
-  Sector 
-  Remoteness 
-  School size  

–  Focus in this report is on school factors, using school-level data 
-  There’s also a lot to say about the correlation of individual student progress with student-level 

factors, e.g. SES, indigeneity, LBOTE 
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Why? 

‘Rarely is the question asked, “Is our children learning?”’ 



4 

Why? 
 

–  Achievement is measured extensively, e.g. in NAPLAN reports, but it doesn’t tell us much about 
what’s happening at school, or whether students are learning 

–  ‘Priority one’ in Gonski 2.0 report is “Deliver at least one year’s growth in learning for every student 
every year”. 

–  There are preconceptions, particularly about state performance. Only some of these are correct. 

 

Our aims include: 

–  Highlight specific groups of schools making high progress that policy makers can study further 

–  Influence better public reporting of NAPLAN data 
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How? 

Methodology 
–  Update of methodology from our 2016 Widening Gaps report, which involved two new measures: 

‘Equivalent Year Level’ and ‘Years of progress’  
–  ICSEA-adjusted 

 
Data 

–  NAPLAN scores from 2010-16, school-level mean, matched student data over two year period 
–  That is, five progress observations (cohorts) for each school: 2010-12, 2011-13, 2012-14, 2013-15, 

2014-16  
–  School progress for primary (years 3-5) and secondary (years 7-9) 
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Increases in NAPLAN scale score are not consistent across years, so a 
simple NAPLAN “gain” measure doesn’t cut it 

Between year 3 & 5, 
the average student’s  
progress represents 
90 NAPLAN points 

Between year 7 & 9, 
the average student’s  
progress represents 
41 NAPLAN points 

Average NAPLAN score by year level, Numeracy, 2010-2017 

Notes: Curve fitted to NAPLAN mean scores for metropolitan non-indigenous students. 
Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis. 
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Curve-fitting methodology 

4 points based 
on observed 

NAPLAN 
means  

Average NAPLAN score by year level, Numeracy, 2010-2017 

Notes: Curve fitted to NAPLAN mean scores for metropolitan non-indigenous students. 
Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis. 

Extrapolated curve 
segments follow 

curvature implied by 
NAPLAN means 
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Mean NAPLAN achievement, Equivalent Year Level, Numeracy, 2010-2016 

Notes: ICSEA bands shown are (in ascending order) 875-924, 925-974, 975, 1024, 1025-1074, 1075-1124. 
Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 

Lower 
ICSEA 

Higher 
ICSEA 

Need to take student background into account for both school 
achievement and progress 

NAPLAN achievement 
shows a strong “social 
gradient”, which gets 
steeper as students get 
older  
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Mean years of progress, 2010-12 to 2014-16 cohorts, Numeracy 

Learning progress also has a strong social gradient (but ICSEA is 
less predictive than for achievement) 

Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 

925-974 1075-1124 
875-924 1025-1074 

975-1024 
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Un-adjusted 

Adjusted for ICSEA 

Notes: Differences between a segment’s mean progress and the national average are calculated within each ICSEA band. These are weighted by a segment’s ICSEA-band exposure 
distribution to calculate a single measure of progress compared to the national average, with ICSEA adjusted for. 
 Shaded bars indicate measures that are not statistically significantly different from zero, based on cohort-to-cohort variation. 

Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 

Example of impact of adjusting for ICSEA: Allowing for ICSEA, 
ACT secondary schools make the least numeracy progress 
Relative progress between year 7-9, un-adjusted and adjusted for ICSEA, vs national average, 
numeracy, 2010-12 to 2014-16 cohorts, months 

Un-adjusted 
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ACT secondary schools make the least numeracy progress 
in all ICSEA bands 
Relative progress between year 7-9, adjusted for ICSEA, vs average, Numeracy, 2010-12 to 
2014-16 cohorts 

925-974 
875-924 

975-1024 

1025-1074 
1075-1124 

Notes: Shaded bars indicate measures that are not statistically significantly different from zero, based on cohort-to-cohort variation. 
 ACT has very few students in 875-924 and 925-974 ICSEA bands, so these bars are not shown for ACT. 

Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 
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Relative progress between year 3-5, adjusted for ICSEA, vs average, 2010-12 to 2014-16 cohorts 

State has a bigger impact on 3-5 progress than sector, region or 
school size 

Notes: Differences between a segment’s mean progress and the national average are calculated within each ICSEA band. These are weighted by a segment’s ICSEA-band exposure 
distribution to calculate a single measure of progress compared to the national average, with ICSEA adjusted for. 
 Writing includes 2011-13 to 2014-16 cohorts. 

Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 
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Remoteness 

Relative progress between year 7-9, adjusted for ICSEA, vs average, 2010-12 to 2014-16 cohorts 

State has a bigger impact on 7-9 progress than sector, region or 
school size 

Notes: Differences between a segment’s mean progress and the national average are calculated within each ICSEA band. These are weighted by a segment’s ICSEA-band exposure 
distribution to calculate a single measure of progress compared to the national average, with ICSEA adjusted for. 
 Writing includes 2011-13 to 2014-16 cohorts. 

Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 
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More progress 
than average 

Numeracy 
Reading 
Writing 

Months 

QLD schools make the most 3-5 progress, ACT and SA the 
least 
Relative progress between year 3-5, adjusted for ICSEA, vs average, 2010-12 to 2014-16 cohorts 

Notes: Differences between a segment’s mean progress and the national average are calculated within each ICSEA band. These are weighted by a segment’s ICSEA-band exposure 
distribution to calculate a single measure of progress compared to the national average, with ICSEA adjusted for. 
 Shaded bars indicate measures that are not statistically significantly different from zero, based on cohort-to-cohort variation. 
 Writing includes 2011-13 to 2014-16 cohorts. 

Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 
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Notes: Differences between a segment’s mean progress and the national average are calculated within each ICSEA band. These are weighted by a segment’s ICSEA-band exposure 
distribution to calculate a single measure of progress compared to the national average, with ICSEA adjusted for. 
 Shaded bars indicate measures that are not statistically significantly different from zero, based on cohort-to-cohort variation. 
 Writing includes 2011-13 to 2014-16 cohorts. 

Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 

ACT schools make the least 7-9 progress 
Relative progress between year 7-9, adjusted for ICSEA, vs average, 2010-12 to 2014-16 cohorts 
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NSW make more progress than VIC at higher ICSEA, less at 
lower ICSEA 
Mean years of progress between year 7-9, Numeracy, 2010-12 to 2014-16 cohorts 
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First year of 
new test 
regime 

WA achievement has improved markedly at year 9 in all 
subjects 
Mean NAPLAN achievement, Equivalent number of months, WA compared with national average, 
ICSEA effect removed, 2010-2016 

Notes: Differences between a segment’s mean achievement and the national average are calculated within each ICSEA band. These are weighted by a segment’s ICSEA-band 
exposure distribution to calculate a single measure of progress compared to the national average, with ICSEA adjusted for. 
 Writing includes 2011-13 to 2014-16 cohorts. 

.Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 
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High LBOTE schools make the most 7-9 progress in all 
subject areas 
Relative progress between year 7-9, adjusted for ICSEA, vs national average, 2010-12 to 2014-16 
cohorts 

Notes: Differences between a segment’s mean progress and the national average are calculated within each ICSEA band. These are weighted by a segment’s ICSEA-band exposure 
distribution to calculate a single measure of progress compared to the national average, with ICSEA adjusted for. 
 Shaded bars indicate measures that are not statistically significantly different from zero, based on cohort-to-cohort variation. 
 Writing includes 2011-13 to 2014-16 cohorts. 

Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 



19 

So… 
–  Progress is more relevant for policy makers than achievement 

-  It’s less driven by SES factors 
-  Variations are more likely to be driven by something we can replicate elsewhere 

>  Teaching practice 
>  School management 
>  Education systems 
>  Motivated student cohorts  

–  But it’s important to look at progress in a comparable way 
-  Years of progress, not NAPLAN gain 
-  Adjust for ICSEA 

–  There are some significant differences between states that policy makers should look at 
-  QLD in primary school 
-  NSW at top end 
-  VIC at bottom end 
-  ACT could improve 
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Additional slides 
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Proportion of school-level variation explained by school factors, per cent 

ICSEA explains far more of the variation in achievement than in 
progress 

Note: Progress datasets include 5 cohorts, 2010-12 to 2014-16. Not shown is residual variation between the 5 cohorts for each school. Achievement datasets include 7 cohorts, 2010 to 2016. Not 
shown is residual variation between the 7 cohorts for each school. ICSEA regression models include only the linear effect of ICSEA. 

          Amounts shown are averages across relevant year levels and domains. 
Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 
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Schools with high year 7 achievement make the most 7-9 
progress in numeracy 
Progress between year 7-9, numeracy, average across 2010-12 to 2014-16 cohorts, years. Each 
dot represents a school. 

Notes: The size of each dot represents the number of year 7 students sitting the NAPLAN test across the 5 student cohorts.  
Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 
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High LBOTE schools make the most 3-5 progress in 
numeracy and writing, but not reading 
Relative progress between year 3-5, adjusted for ICSEA, vs national average, 2010-12 to 2014-16 
cohorts 

Notes: Differences between a segment’s mean progress and the national average are calculated within each ICSEA band. These are weighted by a segment’s ICSEA-band exposure 
distribution to calculate a single measure of progress compared to the national average, with ICSEA adjusted for. 
 Shaded bars indicate measures that are not statistically significantly different from zero, based on cohort-to-cohort variation. 
 Writing includes 2011-13 to 2014-16 cohorts. 

Source: ACARA, Grattan analysis 


