A RTS RESPONSE FROM THE ARTS AND MINDS CAMPAIGN

TO THE DFE CONSULTATION ON KEY STAGE 4 PERFORMANCE
ANDMINDS || MEASURES (PROGRESS 8 AND ATTAINMENT 8)

Question 11 - How far do you agree that these changes to the Progress 8 model strike a better balance between
breadth and flexibility compared to the current P8? Please explain your views.

The curriculum and assessment review promised a broad and balanced curriculum. To support this objective,
changes to the current Progress 8 model should be judged on their impact on the status, hours taught, qualifications
uptake, and recruitment and retention of staff in arts subjects.

The explicit inclusion of creative subjects in the Progress 8 model risks being undermined by the current proposals.
While the inclusion of creative subjects may potentially offer a slightly more balanced approach than the current
Progress 8 model, the weighting of buckets one and two maintains a subject hierarchy that will hinder attempts at a
genuinely broad and balanced curriculum.

We echo the submission of the National Society for Education in Art and Design (NSEAD) submission to this
consultation:

“As proposed, the restriction on the two Breadth subject slots, with arts subjects grouped in category B means

that students can only opt for one arts subject. They can however opt for additional arts subjects (subject to
disqualifying discount codes) which would be counted under the Choice slots 7 and 8. Under current Progress 8
measures those students who want to study a combination of arts can technically do so within the three slots
within the open ‘bucket’. The proposed revisions also permit 3 of 4 slots to be filled by arts subjects, maintaining the
status quo but does not increase opportunities to study more than one arts subject.”

These changes also do not address the fundamental weaknesses of Progress 8 as a high-stakes accountability
measure. Using examination outcomes as a proxy for school effectiveness remains misleading. Research
consistently shows that attainment and progress scores are strongly shaped by factors beyond

schools’ control and cannot be fully or accurately modelled™*. Publishing and presenting data in this way continues
to imply a level of precision and causality that does not exist. It also fails to meet the Department for Education
(DfE)’s stated commitment to contextualised accountability®.

This does not argue against collecting or publishing attainment data per se. Reporting outcomes at national or
regional level would still support system-level analysis and policy development. By contrast, publishing school-
by-school headline intensifies high-stakes pressures, encourages unfair comparisons between very

different schools, and reinforces the flawed assumption that complex pupil needs and educational contexts can be
captured by simplified indicators.

Evidence from Education Datalab suggests that earlier versions of these proposals would have had minimal impact
on Progress 8 scores®, meaning many existing challenges are likely to persist. The revised model continues to rely on
prescriptive rules about eligible qualifications, which, when tied to accountability, inevitably influence curriculum
and entry decisions.”

Survey findings from the Arts and Minds campaign suggest that immediately following the removal of the

EBacc, only 7% of school leaders said they were able to increase arts provision the following year (Teacher Tapp,
December 2025). When asked what the barriers to increasing arts provision were, 56% of primary leaders say the
burden of the curriculum limits their arts offering; 47% say reducing SATs and other statutory assessments would
give more time for the arts. What’s more a third of school leaders (33%) believe changes to accountability measures
would make a difference to the provision of arts education, rising to 41% among those who say they do not
currently spend enough time on creative subjects.
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Breaking down the figures by phase, 39% of secondary school leaders believe “too many other curriculum priorities”
prevent them from spending more time on creative subjects. In primary, over half of school leaders (56%) blame

the burden of the curriculum, while one in four (24%) say the pressure to prepare for SATs and other statutory tests
limits time spent on the arts’.

The proposals continued adherence to using Progress 8 in school accountability is unlikely to incentivise leaders
to move away from a curriculum dominated by examinable subjects in primary, and to subjects schools feel
comfortable teaching at the moment.

Analysis indicates that qualification entry patterns are likely to change under the proposed
model®. While limited uptake of creative subjects and languages may occur, there is a risk of disincentivising entry
to other subjects, particularly where learners are considering three sciences or multiple humanities.

Overall, while the proposals represent a limited step towards greater breadth, the continuing adherence to ‘buckets’
of subjects, and the primacy of Progress 8 in school accountability risks curriculum decisions being driven by
performance metrics rather than learners’ needs or educators’ professional judgement. This remains fundamentally
misaligned with the government’s stated ambition for a genuinely broad and balanced curriculum for all.

Question 12 — What are your views on the inclusion of a fourth category (science) for breadth slots 5 and 6?

Including science as a fourth category in breadth slots 5 and 6 would, in practice, mean that
Progress 8 recognises only one of the other three broad subject groupings currently identified: humanities, creative
subjects and languages. Rather than increasing flexibility, this risks further narrowing students’ pathways.

Even if these groupings can be included in slots 7 and 8, this approach would remain misaligned with the
government’s renewed commitment to arts education. This is particularly concerning given that subjects such as film
and media studies are excluded from the breadth categories (slots 5 and 6) altogether. Overall, the proposal appears
more likely to prioritise additional prescription within the accountability framework than to support genuinely
broad and balanced curricular choices.

Question 13 — Do you agree that Progress 8 should allow Technical Awards in the breadth and choice slots, with
a maximum of two across all slots? Please explain your views.

The issue, and as such our disagreement, is not with the inclusion of Technical Awards itself,

which represents a welcome improvement on earlier proposals. Rather, it is the restriction of a maximum of two
awards across the whole Progress 8 model that is misaligned with the stated ambition of supporting a broad and
balanced curriculum that enables young people to pursue qualifications suited to their needs, interests and future
pathways.

Capping the number of Technical Awards is likely to disincentivise schools and colleges from entering groups of
learners for these qualifications, given the high-stakes nature of Progress 8. This risks limiting access to appropriate
vocational and technical routes for some students, particularly where these qualifications may be the best fit.

It is also concerning that the proposed model excludes vocational and technical qualifications (VTQs) in design and
technology, and related subjects, including engineering. Taken together, these restrictions suggest that a narrow
performance metric is shaping curriculum and qualification decisions, rather than learners’ needs and educators’
professional judgement being the primary driver.
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Question 14 — Do you have any comments on the minor methodological adjustment?

We welcome the acknowledgement that the 95% confidence intervals currently presented alongside Progress 8
scores are difficult for users to interpret, and note that they are often ignored, particularly in media reporting.
However, replacing confidence intervals with a single point estimate does not resolve the underlying issues. While
this change may make it appear easier to place schools into performance bands, it simply substitutes one set of
problems with another. In particular, small schools are likely to experience greater variability in results, making them
less likely to fall into the ‘average’ band in this model. This contrasts with the current approach, where the likelihood
of being classified as ‘average’ decreases with increasing school size’.

More fundamentally, any form of banding or ranking risks encouraging unfair comparisons between schools

with very different contexts and characteristics. Such comparisons present success as a relative measure, promote
competition rather than collaboration between schools, and are unlikely to provide a meaningful or complete
picture of a school’s performance. What matters more is how this information is used and the context in which

it is presented. This also directly disincentivises one of DfE’s principles for effective accountability, which is about
encouraging system-wide collaboration.

Fundamentally, the primacy of Progress 8 in school accountability constrains curriculum decisions, and introduces
a narrowing incentive for school leadership teams. An approach to school accountability that ranks schools against
others in their area, based on Progress 8 data, can do nothing but encourage a race to the bottom of narrowing
curricula and ‘teaching to the test’. There are no methodological adjustments that can address the punitive effect
of these policies on school curricula, and school accountability must urgently move away from heavy reliance on
Progress 8 and placing schools in a community in direct competition with one another.

Question 15 — Do you have any other comments on the proposed changes?

We echo the NSEAD’s response to the consultation on this question:

“We do not anticipate that these minor changes to the grouping of slots will have a significant impact on provision
of art and design in schools given that staffing and resourcing remains a challenge. The revisions do position the arts
more clearly within the accountability framework however, and this is welcomed. We remain concerned that the
opportunity to dismantle the notion that there is a hierarchy of subjects, has not been taken. Narratives of value
are not challenged in the proposed structure. Beyond this, we note that the baseline for progress measures is still
KS2 performance in English and Maths. This continues to support the premise that some subjects matter more than
others.”

To achieve the objectives of the curriculum and assessment review, changes to KS4 accountability measures must
address the barriers that leaders face in broadening curricula. Arts and Minds polling shows that the pressure from
other curriculum priorities, the centrality of exams (which is reinforced by the Progress 8 model), and accountability
system itself is currently constraining curriculum decisions and the ability to increase time spent on the arts.

While the proposed changes take some small steps to restore the relative status of the arts in the curriculum, the
proposals continued adherence to exams and a competitive school accountability process enforced through league
tables will continue to constrain curriculum decisions and limit access to arts subjects. This contradiction in the
governments stated objectives will undermine attempts at a broad and balanced curriculum that includes the arts
subjects and puts at risk the government’s promises to the profession.
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The specific proposals on the inclusion of the arts subjects in the breadth buckets of the proposed model represent
a step towards greater curriculum breadth, but the adherence to ‘buckets’ risks incentivising a very limited increase
in the provision of arts subjects as schools may choose to meet the basic requirements of the model.

Finally, the resources needed to support the changes proposed must be assessed and delivered. Schools cannot
change curricula without time, funding, and specialist teachers to develop new curricula, re-stock the resources

that they have cut over the last decade and a half, and train staff to deliver the best education they can. Absent of
a more ambitious plan to recruit and retain staff and place school budgets on a better footing, children and young
people will continue to be constrained in their learning.
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