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About the Education Policy Institute

The Education Policy Institute is an independent, impartial and evideased research institute
that promotes high quality education outcomes, regardless of social background. We achieve this
through dataled analysis, innovative research and hgbfile events.

Education can have a transformative effect on the life chances of young people, enabtmgpthe
fulfil their potential, have successful careers, and grasp opportunities. As well as having a positive
impact on the individual, good quality education and child wellbeing also promotes economic
productivity and a cohesive society.

Through our resealt we provide insight, commentary, aagtonstructive critique oéducation

policy in England shedding light on what is working and where further progress needs to be made.
Our research and analysis spans a young person's journey from the early yeaghttw entryto

the labour market.

Our coreresearchareas include:

>

Benchmarking English Education

School Performance, Admissions, and Capacity
Early Years Development

Social Mobilityand Vulnerable Learners
Accountability, Assessment, and Inspection
Curiiculum and Qualifications

Teacher Supply and Quality

Education Funding

Higher Education, Further Educati@md Skills
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Our experienced and dedicated team works closely with academics, think tanks, and other
research foundations and charities to shape policy agenda.



This publication includes analysis of the National Pupil Database (NPD)
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/nationapupildatabase The Department for Education
is responsible for the collation and management of the NPD and is the Data ControllRDafata.

Any inferences or conclusions derived from the NPD in this publication are the responsibility of the
Education Policy Institute and not the Department for Education.

This work was produced using statistical data from ONS. The use of the Gbifaltaata in this

work does not imply the endorsement of the ONS in relation to the interpretation or analysis of the
statistical data. This work usessearchdatasets which may not exactly reproduce National Statistics
aggregates.

This work is licengeunder a Creative Commons AttributidlonCommerciaBhareAlike 4.0
International License. For more information, visit: creativecommons.org
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Foreword: Education Policy Institute

High attaining pupils in England generally perform very well by international npreeching¥orld
clasg€kstandards. Our big challenge in English education consists in the long tail of low performance,
which is hight correlated with poverty, special education needs, some aspects of ethnicity, and
other characteristics of vulnerability.

At the Education Policy Institute, our work is heavily focused on helping {moéikgrs and

practitioners to use research evidenceittentify effective strategies for closing these gaps. As part

of our mission, we regularly publish an Annual Report, which seeks to measure the learning gaps, for
different pupil groups, for different phases of education, and in different parts of thatcpuThis

helps us to understand what progress is, or is not, being made, and where the greatest challenges
appear to be. It may also help us to identify some of the drivers of changes in the gaps, so that
corrective actions can be taken.

One achievemenf EPI researchers is to present these learning gaps in a rigorous but easy to
comprehend way in terms of the months of learning that different groups of vulnerable children
are behind the average of the rest of the pupil population. We also seek, ioverto refine our
analysis, so that we can achieve a better understanding of learning gaps and their drivers.

This year we provide more detailed information about the persistence of poverty, and how this may
be affecting changes in thdisadvantaged learning gap, as well as how it can explain differences
across the country in the size of these gaps.

This report also includes, for the first time, our estimates of the learning gaps for Looked After
Children and children with Child Protemti Plans.

We will continue to develop our analysis in future years to help secure a deeper understanding of
what is behind theelearning gaps, and to consider how these may most effectively be closed.

The latest data which are contained in this report Bme2019. Since then, the COVID epidemic has

had a profound impact on English education, and everything we have so far learned about education
during the schooQockdownsuggests that the response to the health crisis will have had a
particularly advers impact on poor and vulnerable children. The gaps we report here may therefore
already be much wider this year.

Ly lyeé OF aSz (vaketdpcadl BriaNiidse whidviai thidee éddcatibnal outcomes

and opportunities improved for our poorend more vulnerable children. We report that after a

long period in which some progress has been made in closing most gaps, this progress has now

stalled. Indeed, even before COVID struck, there were signs that the disadvantaged learning gaps

were abouttog A RSy @ ¢ KI i A& gKe (K associatdlandssiskoy y dzZ £ wS L2
important.

As ever, we welcome comments on the contents of this report.

Mol A fael

Rt. Hon. David Law$&xecutive Chairman, Education Policy Institute
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Foreword: The FaiEducation Alliance

Each year we report on how the country is fairing in terms of tackling inequality in the English

education system. This year the message is ctbargap will never close without systemic change.

9t LQa NBa&SH NIogth adtysi® & thel IENB A Y G B OS 2F LR OSNI& 20SN
the geographic variations of the attainment gap, and how factors like special education needs and

ethnicity intersect with disadvantage. This data provides a nuanced understanding of the inequalities
present in the education system, and the progress, or lack thereof, in closing these gaps.

The dataavailablefor this report is from 2019, préating theCovid19 pandemic.The datashows
that the country was already facing significant challenges gaphadwidened across early years,
primary school and secondary school, and specific groups were increasingly left behind, including:

1 Persistently disadvantaged childrefon free schoolmeals >80% of their school life) were on
average 22 months behind their more advaged peers and this has not improved since 2011,

1 Looked after childrerwere 29 months behind other children; and

1 Gaps in attainment widened significantly over the past decade betviack Caribbean
children/children from other black backgroundand chldren from other ethnicities.

It is likely that these problems have only been compounded by the adverse impact ofi@awid
children and young people from disadvantaged backgrouvids.with crisis comes opportunity. The
situation has drawn badke curtain and society are more aware of the deep and growing
inequalities.The situation highlights the urgency and need for cigesstor approaches that tackle
the root causes of inequality.

The Fair Education Alliance believes tlvatcan only creatan equitable system if we work together
for the longterm. Our coalition of nearly 200 member organisations know thetnge will not come
from any one actor progressing alone, but from collective action involving teachers, government,
parents, charitieshusinesses, and young people.

Our members have developed a shared vision and are working together to create a fair, inclusive
system which:

1 gives all young people a rounded educatiso that they develop skills, are looked after
emotionally and physically, and can achieve academically no matter their personal
circumstances;

1 engages parents and communities all backgroundso that education does not stop at the
school gates;

1 supports incentivises and rewards teachers and leadéwsenable all children to thrive,
including by working in more disadvantaged areas; and

1 gives young people the knowledge, skills and awareness to succeed in life after school
whether that be in further edud#on, higher education or employment.

We must commit to making fundamental changes in the education system rather than
incremental attempts to make an unfair system a little bit less unfdfrogress in closing the gap
has been stalling over the lastdiyears and it is now wideninly.is important that we act on the

data in front of us andgignificantly change the education system and in turn, make a fairer society.

Samantha Butters and Gina Cicerone,-CBOs, The Fair Education Alliance



Summary of findings

In this section we present our headline findingsemlucationa attainmentand inequalitiesn state
schools in Englanfdom 2011 to 2019. More detail on our methodology is included in the Technical
Appendix.

1.1n 2019, aerage attainment at secondary school was slightly higher than in 2018, while it
remainedunchangedin the early years and primary school

To assess trends in overall attainment, we measure assessment scores at age 5, at the end of
primary school and at the end of secondary school.

Theearly years

To measure educational progress in the early yeaesyse the total point score achieved by pupils
in the Early Years Foundation Stage Profile (EYFSP), a tkmthesessment at the end of Reception
across a range of social, behavioural and cognitive developmental goals.

In 2019, the average EYFSP {qtaint score was 34.6 (on a scale from 17 to 51). FHas not
changedsincelast year

Primary school

For primary school level, we measure attainment using the average scaled score in reading and
maths at key stage 2.

In 2019, the average scaled score wH33.2.This has not changed since last year.

Since the introduction ahe scaled scorkey stage 2ests in 2016, average attainment has
improved byl.9 £aled score points. The proportion of pupils achieving the expected standard in
reading, writing and maths has also increased fronp&7centin 2016 to 6&er centin 20191

Secondary school

To asseseverall attainment at secondary lewske measurelJdzL JAvérag@ GCSiadeacross all
GCSE subjecté/e use the 9 to 1 grading system, which was introduced in 2017 for English and
mathsand in 2018 for many other subjects.

In 2019, the average GCSE grade was 4.5. This represemty alightincrease of 0.er cent(or
0.03 of a grade)rom the previous year.

2. The disadvantage gap has stopped closing over the last five years and there are several
indications that it has begun to widen

We measure the disadvantage gap by comparing the attainment of disadvantaged pupils and their
peers. We define a pulpas disadvantaged if they have been eligible for free school meals at any

I We do not use thisthresholdIneasure as our headline measure because it may reflect strategic behaviour
by schools to get pupilgver the lin€rather than substantive improvements in educational attainment.

2 For GCSEs which had not converted to the new scale by 2018, we regcaiésting grades our

methodology is set out in more detail in the accompanying Technical Appendix to this summary.



point in the last six years, and nalisadvantaged if they have not, using the same definition as the
Department for Educatiof.

PAAYy 3 REGE 2y LizLIA f &stageS, vé orderiitpis duft thieid exdamOes@isiand | f f
assign them a rank. We calculate the average rank of the disadvantaged awlisaduantaged

pupil groups, and then subtract the latter from the former (this is the rank mean difference). Finally,
we convet this into months of developmental progress, enabling us to reach a measure of how far
behind poorer pupils are from their peers.

We cover the period from 2011 to 2019, with the exception of early years in which we omit results
for 2011 and 2012 as theye based on the old EYFSP and therefore not comparable with later
years.

As Figure 2.1 shows, the disadvantage gap has reduced at both primary and secondary level over this
period as a whole, by 1.4 months (12.8 per cent) at primary and 1.6 months (@@ at

secondary® Our measure of early years attainment since 2013 suggests that very little progress has
been made in closing the gap.

Inf I & G ABnSdl Repbit, we identifiedn increase in the size of the gap in 2018 at seconaiagy
a slightincrease aearly yearsfor the first time in the time series. We hypothesised tB@1.8 could
prove to be a turning poirdt which progress in closing the gap is reversed and begins to unravel.

Figure 2.1: Trends in the size of the disadvantage gap (thensince 2011

Early years  Primary school Secondary school
KS2 saled GCSIHEnglish
score in and maths
EYFSRotal reading and GCSE average (average
point score  maths grade grade)
2011 - 10.6 20.4 19.7
2012 - 10.1 20.0 18.9
2013 4.7 10.0 19.6 18.6
2014 4.7 10.0 19.6 18.2
2015 4.6 9.7 194 18.1
2016 4.5 9.6 19.3 18.1
2017 4.5 9.5 18.4 17.9
2018 4.6 9.2 18.4 18.1
2019 4.6 9.3 18.4 18.1
20182019 change (%) +0.1 (+1.4%)| + 0.1 (+0.8%)| -0.0 ¢0.2%) +0.0 0.0%)
2011-2019 change (%) n/a -1.4 €12.8%) -2.0 (9.8%) -1.6(-8.0%)

3 The DfE allocates the deprivation component of the pupil premium on this basis.

4This is using our headlimeasure of key stage 4 aihment, the average grade in English anaths GCSEs,
which unlike the average across all GCSEs is not influenced by changes in subject entry (e.g. due to the
introduction of Progress &1 2016) that may bias the distribution of exam results dume, and are likely to
account for the sharp reduction in the gap for all GCSEs in 2017.

5 Totals may not appear to sum from their constituent parts in tables due to rounding errors.
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Our resultdrom 2019support this hypothesiésee Figure 2.1Atsecondaryand early yearghe gap
increased in 2018 and has sirgtabilised at these higher levela 2019 we also find that the gap
has inceasedat primary level for the first time since at least 2007 (see Figure’ Z7Ris is a
concerning indication that inequalities have stopped reducing and have started to widen.

Figure 2.2: Trends in the disadvantage gap in months at primary school
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it would take over 500 years for the disadvantage gap to be eliminated at secondary level in English
andmaths This year the data suggests an even nexteeme conclusion: the gap is not closing.

Over the last five years, our headline measure of the gap at secondary level has not changed. If this
were to continue, the gap would never close.

Figure 2.3: Fivgrear trends in the GCSE English and maths disatage gap
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6 While we have a consistent time series going back to 2007 for primary level, we are not able to consistently
measure the gap at secondary level prior to 2011.
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Disadvantage gap by GCSE subject

This year we also provide a breakdown of the disadvantage gap by GCSE subject. AsAFigure 2.
shows, the size of thdisadvantageyap varies significantly by subject, ranging from 20.1 months in
Music to-7.5months in Biblical Hebrew.

However, there are also differences in the relative likelihood of disadvantaged and non
disadvantaged pupils taking certain subjects. Figutatizrefore also shows the relative
participation gap between disadvantaged and rtisadvantaged students alongside the
disadvantage gafhis is the percentage point difference between the entry of-d@advantaged
and disadvantaged pupils within a given subject, divided by the percentage entry-of non
disadvantaged pupils.

In most noncompulsory subjects, disadvantaged pupils are less likely to take the sylifestis

most stark for Biblical Hebrew, Gujarati, Classical Greek, and Latin. However, in Art and Design,
Combined Science, Portuguese, Urdu, Turkish, Bengali, Arabic aneh Réissidvantaged pupikre
more likely to takehe subject than nordisadvantaged pupils.

Figure2.4: The disadvantage gap by subject at secondary school in 2019

GCSE disadvantage Relative Total number of
gap (months) participation gap (%) students
Music 20.1 38.3% 30,676
Physical Education 17.7 46.5% 81,583
Geography 17.7 21.6% 234,297
Maths 17.5 0.0% 541,140
Food Technology 16.8 6.8% 42,889
Statistics 16.4 12.3% 12,517
English 16.2 0.0% 541,140
Drama 15.9 15.8% 51,412
History 15.8 12.0% 251,187
Japanese 14.7 54.2% 352
Biological Sciences 14.5 49.6% 147,675
English Literature 14.4 5.3% 520,482
Latin 14.0 72.8% 3,595
Art and Design 14.0 -4.0% 155,923
Business Studies 13.8 28.5% 83,029
Combined Science 13.7 -15.1% 373,015
Physics 135 51.5% 145,830
Media, Film and Television Studie 12.7 9.0% 34,114
German 12.5 58.7% 38,951
Chemistry 12.4 51.4% 146,109
Chinese 11.6 31.4% 1,453
French 115 33.9% 115,847
Religious Studies 11.3 15.8% 210,034
Bengali 10.3 -204.5% 412
Spanish 10.3 30.5% 91,545
Polish 9.5 60.7% 3,018

12



Languages (all) 9.5 33.9% 252,802
Classical Greek 8.9 83.1% 114
Portuguese 8.4 -15.0% 2,159
Panjabi 7.7 16.2% 496
Modern Hebrew 7.0 66.2% 130
Urdu 6.4 -55.5% 2,553
Modern Greek 5.6 53.8% 205
Turkish 5.5 -133.5% 1,705
Italian 2.1 43.0% 3,258
Russian 0.1 51.6% 846
Gujarati -1.1 84.1% 403
Arabic -2.3 -228.1% 1,772
Persian -4.8 -246.2% 359
Biblical Hebrew -7.5 89.3% 235

Figure 25 charts the relationship between the disadvantage gap and relative participation gap.
While no clear correlation emerges, there are some interesting patterns of note.

Figure 25: Disadvantage gap and relative participation gay subject at secondary schooi 2019

Music

Geography Physical Education

Endlish
<>

Drama
English Literature . » Biological'Sciences
Combined Science Art and|Design a Business Studies Plifeics

Media, Film and Television Studies Chemistry German

Religious Studies French

Spgmsh
All Languages

The most inegalitarian subjects are Music and Physical Education, which have both high
disadvantage gaps and high participation gaps. Disadvantaged pupils are@hpkess likely than
non-disadvantaged pupils to take Music at GCSE and, when they do, they score the equivalent of 20
months behind their wealthier peers. This may be driven by parental investments in sport and music
outside of school, such as privatausic and swimming lessons, that are less accessible for

"Thyteée adzaS0ia 6AGK | alyYLXtS &A1 S INSBIK G §NIdd AISYE Qp NBA SK
the highest scoring language subject taken by pupils.
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RAAIROIYyil 3SR LlzLIAf &ad 5AaLI NAGASA Ay a0K22faQ I c
playing fields and musical instruments) may also play a role.

The twoeffectivelycompulsory subjets at GCSEEnglishand maths; have relatively large
disadvantage gaps compared to other subjects: 17.5 monthsathsand 16.2 months in English.

Science subjects tend to haveddlingdisadvantage gaps: 12.4 for Chemistry, 13.5 for Phykics

months for Combined Science atd.5 for Biological Scienddowever, dsadvantaged pupils arks

per centmore likely to take Combined Science ttihair nondisadvantaged peers, and around 50

per cent less likely to takdual or triple sciences at GC&H\en that dual/triple science subjects are

taken by a relatively small proportion of the pupil population, it is perhaps surprising that their
disadvantage gaps are not larger. However, this could be explained by selection ofdttgireng
disadvantagedg@zLJA f & Ay (2 GKS&S &adzoa2S0Ga GKNRdIZAK WFoAf Al

Language subjects tend to have smaller disadvantage tapgghthey are also taken by much

smaller shares of the pupil population. In some language subjeétgarati, Arabic, Peien, and

Biblical Hebrewg there is a negative disadvantage gap. This means that, on average, disadvantaged
pupils do better than their nowisadvantaged peers in thesemmunity languagesThis may be
because disadvantaged pupils who take these subjeetbiingual or fluent in these languages and
thereby score more highly than their peers despite beiagiceconomically disadvantaged

Notably, in the humanities, Geography and Religious Studies have similar participation gaps, but
Geography has a mucarger disadvantage gap of 17.7 months compared to 11.3 months for
Religious Studies. Meanwhile, History has a disadvantage gap of 15.3 months, and a relatively small
participation gap of 12 per cent.

3. Since 2011, there has bedass progress in closingné gapfor persistently disadvantaged
pupils. More recently, increaseis persistern poverty among disadvantaged pupils have
contributed to the halt in progress for the wider disadvantaged group

Using school census data, we are able to create a longitudinal picture of the length of time pupils are
eligible for free school meals over the course of their school lives. This gives us an indication of the
persistence of poverty and deprivation experiex by pupils. We define persistently disadvantaged
pupils as those who are eligible for free school meals for 80 per cent or more of their school life.

Figure 3.1 shows that there has been barely any progress in closing the persistent disadvantage gap
since 2011, particularly at secondary level. Over this period, the persistent disadvantage gap fell by
just 0.4 months (3.4 per cent) at primary and 0.1 monthS fircent) at secondary.

14



Percentage

Figure 3.1: Trends in the size of the persisterativantage gap since 2011
Primary school Secondary school
GCSHnglish and

KS2 saled score in  All GCS&(average  maths (average

reading and maths grade grade)
2011 12.5 23.5 22.8
2012 12.1 23.2 22.2
2013 12.1 23.4 22.4
2014 12.3 23.5 22.0
2015 12.2 23.7 22.6
2016 12.3 23.8 22.7
2017 12.3 23.0 22.8
2018 12.0 23.2 23.0
2019 12.1 22.9 22.7
20182019 change (%) + 0.1 (4.0%) -0.2 ¢1.1%) -0.3 (1.2%)
2011-2019 change (%) - 0.4 (-3.4%) - 0.6 (-2.4%) -0.1(-0.5%)

Over the lasthree years, persistence of poverty has increased for disadvantaged pAgiigure

3.2 showsfrom 2011 to 2015disadvantaged pupils were disadvantaged for a decreasing proportion
of their school lives each yeahough the rate of change slowed oveme. In 2016t started
increasingSimilarly, from 2011 to 201fhe proportion of disadvantaged pupils who were
persistentlydisadvantagediecreasedsear on yearbut in 2018 it started increasing for the first time

in the time series.

Figure3.2: Persstence of disadvantage among disadvantaged pupils at secondary scinoé 2011
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35 @ ——
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aSty LINPLRNIAZ2Y 2F LlzZJAtaQ aoOKz22f fA@Sa alLSyi
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Figure 3.3 presents these changes in persistence of disadvantage in terms of yearly percentage
change. It illustrates that these trendsughly align with the trend for the disadvantage gap: a
slowing of progress before a wideniofithe gapin 2018.

Figure 33: Yearlypercentage change in the persistence of disadvantage experienced by disadvantaged
pupils, and the disadvantage gap at secondary schginte 2011

201112 2012-13  2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19

% persistently
disadvantaged -5.5% -5.4% -1.4% -3.1% -0.0% -0.2% | +1.6% | +3.7%
Mean proportion of
LJdzL ¥choal es
spent disadvantaged (% -4.3% -2.6% -0.4% -1.4% | +0.5% | +0.1% | +0.8% | +1.9%
Disadvantage gap at
secondary level (Englis
and mathsGCSE) -3.9% -1.9% 20% @ -03% -02% | -0.8% | +1.0% | +0.0%

Given thisand preexisting evidence that persistence of disadvantage is a key determinant of the
disadvantagegag 2 NJ 6 KA & &@SFNRa !vyydzat wSLE2NI S RSOARSR
persistentdisadvantage makes to the disadvantage ¢ap.

Todo this at national level, we calculate disadvantage gaps at secondary school for five distihct pup
groups: those who are disadvantaged and eligible for FSM for:

A 0-19 per cent of their school life (low persistence)

20-39 per cent of their school life (lomedium persistence)

40-59 per cent of their school life (medium persistence)

60-79 per cent of teir school life (mediurhigh persistence)

80-100 per cent of their school life of their school life (high persistence, i.e. persistently
disadvantaged}.

v >y > D

All of these pupil groups experience disadvantage, having been eligible for free school meals at som
point in the last six years. However, the lower persistence groups have experienced disadvantage
more fleetingly than those in the higher persistence groups; they may be eligible for FSM for one or
two years, but they are not claiming FSM for the majodt their school life.

Figure 3.4 shows the size of these persistence groups over time. In 2019, 37 per cent of
disadvantaged pupils experienced high persistence; 16 per cent experienced rAddium
persistence; 21 per cent experienced medium persistehbgyer cent experienced lowmedium
persistence and 10 per cent experienced low persistence.

8 At national level, we look at trends for separate groups of persistence as this enables an examination of non

linear time trends. Like Gorard et al. (2019), we also employ @sewgm approach y R Ol  Odzf 6 S G KS U
disadvantage gap by year and by region (see Section 7), controlling for average persistence of disadvantage

within the disadvantaged group. See Technical Appendix for more information.
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Since 205, the high persistence group has grown by 5 ment, while the low persistence group
shrunk by B per cent. This reflects theise in persistent povery among disadvantaged pupilsver
the last few yearsas evidenced previously in Figures 3.2 and 3.3.

Figure 3.41 evels ofpersistent disadvantage amondisadvantaged pupils at secondary schaihce 2011

Medium-
Low Low-medium Medium high High
persistence  persistence  persistence persistence persistence
2011 8.0% 14.9% 18.3% 17.9% 40.9%
2012 10.7% 15.9% 17.7% 17.0% 38.7%
2013 11.5% 16.6% 18.9% 16.4% 36.6%
2014 11.5% 16.7% 19.0% 16.7% 36.1%
2015 12.1% 16.8% 19.4% 16.8% 34.9%
2016 11.6% 16.6% 19.6% 17.2% 34.9%
2017 11.3% 16.6% 20.0% 17.2% 34.8%
2018 10.8% 16.6% 20.4% 16.7% 35.4%
2019 9.9% 16.4% 20.8% 16.2% 36.7%
+4.2 pp +1.9 pp +1.1 pp -1.1pp -6.0 pp
20112015 change  (+52.5%) (+12.6%) (+6.0%) (-6.3%) (-14.7%)
-2.3 pp -0.3 pp +1.4 pp -0.6 pp +1.8 pp
20152019 change,  (-18.6%) (-2.0%) (+7.3%) (-3.7%) (+5.2%)

Figure 3.5 shows the disadvantage gap for each of these persistence groups. There is a clear
relationship between the degree of persistence and the size of the gapnéie persistehthe
disadvantage, théarger the gap. At 23 months, the gap for the high persistence group (those who
have been disadvantaged for 80 per cent or more of their school lif@kistwice the size of the
gapfor the low persistence group (tlse who have been disadvantaged for less than 20 per cent).

Figure 3.5: Disadvantage gap at secondary school by persistence of disadvasitege201{GCSE English

and maths)
Medium-

Low Low-medium Medium high High
persistence persistence persistence  persistence persistence

2011 12.7 15.4 17.9 21.0 22.8

2012 12.2 15.5 17.5 20.3 22.2

2013 12.1 15.0 16.7 20.1 22.4

2014 11.7 14.7 16.9 19.3 22.0

2015 11.6 14.5 16.7 18.8 22.6

2016 11.6 14.2 16.3 18.9 22.7

2017 111 13.8 16.2 18.7 22.8

2018 11.2 14.1 16.0 18.9 23.0

2019 11.3 13.9 16.0 18.8 22.7
20112019 change| -1.4 (11.3%) | -1.4 (9.4%) | -2.0 (10.9%) | -2.2 (10.3%)  -0.1 ¢0.5%)

As Figure 3.6 illustrates graphicallyete are also differences in terms of how much the gap has
closed While the low persistence group have seen a reduction in the gap of 1.4 months (11.3 per
cent) since 2011, the high persistence group have seen a reduction of just 0.1 months Btper
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since 2014, the gap for this persistently disadvantaged group has grown in every year except the
last.

Figure 36: Disadvantage gap at secondary school by persistence of disadvarsiage 2011GCSE English

and maths)
‘_____-wence
23
22.8 226 227 22.8 227

224

222
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18.8 18.9 187 18.9 18.8

17.9

Medium persistence

Thefact that the high persistencgersistently disadvantagedyoup has occupied a growing share
of the disadvantaged group since 2Qkée Figure 3.4uggests that thslowing of progress in
closing the gap is being drivémpartby acompositionakise in persistent poverty among
disadvantaged pupils.

However,in addition to the worsening of the gap for the most persistently disadvantaged since
2014,the gap also woenedsince 201 7or three of the other five disadvantaged groups (including
the least persistent two), so it is not justompositional shift towards higher persistenmepoorer
outcomes for this groughat explain the worsening trenih the gap Factorsaffecting disadvantaged
pupils as a whole including he rise in poverty depth over the two decades and the squeeze on per

pupil school fundingind other public servicesince 201 are likely to have contributedf"

4. The ethnicity gap for pupils &m Black backgrounds and pupils arriving late in secondary
school with English as an Additional Language (EAL) has widened significantly over the last
decade

We now look at the gap by ethnic background, comparing the attainment of pupils from ethnic
minorities with that of their white British peers.

There are notable variations in attainment by ethnic background. Pupils from Gypsy/Roma, Traveller
of Irish Heritage, Black Caribbean, and White and Black Caribbean, Other Black Backgrounds,
Pakistani, Any OthieNhite Backgrounds, and Any Other Ethnic Backgrounds kn@egon average
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than their White British peerd’he gap is particularly large for Gypsy/Roma pupils, who are nearly
three years behind by the end of secondary school, and Traveller of Irish Hgeitpupils, who are
two years behind

Meanwhile, there are otheethnic groupghat do better on average than the White British ethnic
group: in particularChinese pupils arénvo years ahead and Indian pupils are 15 months ahead
However, it should be ned that someof these ethnic groups represent very small proportions of
the total pupil population and are therefore more skewed by individual outliers than larger ethnic
groups. In 2019, Chinese pupils represented just 0.4£eet ofthe GCSEohort, while White British
pupils represented 69 parent.

Figure 4.1 showthat the ethnicity gap widens as children get older. It also shows a couple of cases
in which the direction of the gap is reversed in the transition from primary to secondary school. For
example, Bangladeshi students are 2.2 months behind White British pupils in the early years, but by
the end ofprimary school they have made up that ground and are 2.6 months ahead on average
(and then 5.1 months ahead at GCSE).

At primary and secondaryvel we also look at the attainment of pupils who are recent entrants to
state schools in England and have English as an Additional Language (EAL) in the two years prior to
being assesseliThis is because research shows that the stage at whiclpipk enter the English
education system is key: the later they enter, the more disadvantaged theadethis is related to

their proficiency in the English languatj¢At the end of primary school, lat@rriving EAL pupils

are 15.5 months behind ative English speakers; at secondary, they are 20.7 months behind.

®We define late arrivig EAL pupils as those who are recorded as having EAL, and who have entered the

English stateschool system in either Year 5 or Year 6 for key stage 2, or either Year 10 or Year 11 for key stage
4. The reference group against which these pupils are rarkétkeigroup of pupils who are recorded with

English as their first language in the current year, and who have never in the past been recorded as having EAL.
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Figure 4.1: The size of the ethnicity gap (relative to white British children) at various ages in 2019

Ethnicity Early years Primary

Gypsy / Roma 8.1 19.2 34.0
Traveller of Irish Heritage 6.7 16.2 23.8
Black Caribbean 2.0 5.0 10.9
White and Black Caribbean 1.1 3.4 7.4
Any Other Black Background 2.3 2.8 6.9
Pakistani 2.9 1.2 1.4
Any Other White Background 2.2 0.2 1.4
Any Other Ethnic Group 3.1 0.9 0.2
Black- African 1.8 -0.4 0.1
White - British 0.0 0.0 0.0
White and Black African 0.5 -0.4 -0.3
Any Other Mixed Background 0.1 -1.9 -3.3
Bangladeshi 2.2 -2.6 -5.1
White - Irish -1.2 4.7 -8.4
White and Asian -0.9 -4.8 -9.2
Any Other Asian Background 1.6 -4.5 -11.1
Indian -0.6 -7.4 -14.2
Chinese -1.0 -11.8 -23.9

Figure 4.2 shows how theecondaryethnicity gaphas changed over the ladecade. Thenost
striking changes have beemédening of the gap byhree months (77 percent) for pupils from Any
Other Black Background, by 4.4 months (68 gent) for Black Caribbean pupils, and by 2.1
months (11 percent) for late arriving EAL pupilsvieanwhile, pupil§rom Bangladeshi and Any
Other Asian Backgroundaho on average score higher at GCSE than White British phapibs,
pulled away by four months (an increase of fourfold and 78 per cent respectively).
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Figure 4.2: Trends in the size of the secondary ethnicity gap (relative to white British childrehglish and
maths GCSEince 2011

Ethnicity 2011 2012| 2013 2014 2018 2019
Gypsy / Roma 348 | 353 |34.2 |36.1 365 |36.2 355|348  34.0
Traveller of Irish Heritage 30.6 | 30.7 | 29.9 | 30.6 | 29.7 | 28,5 | 27.8 | 29.0 | 23.8
Black Caribbean 6.5 66 (64 |62 |73 /84 |87 |104 109
White and Black Caribbean | 6.1 55 |47 |51 |52 |58 |72 |70 |74
Any Other Black Background | 3.9 65 |49 |56 |69 |63 68 |66 |6.9
Information Not Yet Obtained | 3.5 24 |13 |49 |50 29 |34 |52 |53
Pakistani 3.6 27 |33 |36 |32 37 |25 |20 |14
Any Other White Background | 1.5 24 |20 |16 |21 |20 (12 |12 |14
Any Other Ethnic Group 1.0 01 |-06 |07 |-1.1 |03 /03 /0.7 |02
Black- African -0.1 |02 |-03 |00 |06 |04 |-02 -03 01
White - British 0.0 00 00 0O 00 0O 00 |00 |00
White and Black African -05 |-15 |-21 /11 |-1.7 |00 |-05 |0.7 |-03
Refused 1.1 |-27 |-23 |-31 |-31 |09 |-16 0.2 |-0.6
Any Other Mixed Background| -4.1 | -34 |41 |-41 |-37 |-30 |-3.3 |-33 |-33
Bangladeshi -09 |-18 |21 |-28 |-41 |-28 |-47 |40 |-51
White - Irish 79 |-73 |-7.7 |-85 |-7.7 |-83 |-87 |-87 |-84
White andAsian 92 |80 |83 |-86 |[-85 |-81 -82 |-82 92
Any Other Asian Background | -6.2 |-6.0 |-6.3 |64 |-78 |-88 |-9.3 |-98 |-11.1
Indian -13.0 | -12.7| -12.7 | -12.7| -11.9| -11.5| -12.8| -12.8 | -14.2
Chinese -21.3 | -21.6| -21.3| -20.9| -21.0| -21.3| -22.2| -23.3 | -23.9

5. Progressn reducing gaps for Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) lpagpils
been slow, particularly for pupils with greater needs, and particularly since the SEND reforms
in 2014

There are two main categories of SEND pupil®se with an Education, Health and Care Plan

(ECHP) (or, prior to 2014, a statement of SEND support) and those without. SEND pupils without an
EHCRmormallyreceiveschoolsupportthrough regular schoalotional special needs budgets. SEND
pupils with an EHCé&te assessed thave more substantial needs; in this case, SEND support is
mandated by, and imanycases partially funded by, the local authority.

As with other disadvantage gaps, the size of the SEND gap increases as children get older (see Figure
5.1). At the age dive, SEND pupils with a statement or EHCP are already 15 months behind their
peers on averageThose differences compound over tinmeaning thatoy the end of secondary

school, SEND pupils with a statement or EHCP are thuvere years behind their peerson average.

SEND pupils without a statement or EHCPhaiceyears behind.
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Figure 5.1: The gap in months between pupils with SEND #neir peersin 2019

Secondary
school(English
Primary and maths
Early years school GCSE)
SEND no statement / EHCP 9.8 18.4 24.4
SEND statement / EHCP 15.3 28.1 41.1

Figure 5.2 shows how SEND gaps at secondary school have changed since 2011. Since 2015, progress
in closing the gap for the neBHCP SEND group has slowed, and it has stalled altogether for those
with an EHCP.

While the gap for pupils receiving SEND support without a statelmeBHCPeducedby three
months (9.6per cent) in the fouryear period from2011to 2015, in the fowyear period from 2015
to 2019 it closed by just 1.5 months (5.9 per cent).

This slowig of progress has been more pronounced for pupils with greater n@dwsgap for
pupils with a statement or EHCP narrowed tiyee months (7.5per cenf from 2011 to 2015, but
has since stagnated and even increased slightly, byged.cent

Figure5.2: Trends in the size of the secondary SEND gap in English and Maths GCSE since 2011

SEND no statementEHCP SEND with statement / EHCP

2011 28.6 44.3
2012 28.2 44.0
2013 27.8 43.3
2014 26.7 42.6
2015 25.9 41.0
2016 25.5 41.1
2017 25.5 41.3
2018 25.0 41.5
2019 24.4 41.1
2015-2019 change -1.5 (5.9%) +0.0(+0.1%)
2011-2015 change -2.7 (9.6%) -3.3 (7.5%)

These trends should be interpreted within the context of changes in the prevalence of these SEND
groups (see Figure 5.3). The group receiving SEND support without a statement or EHCP reduced as a
proportion of the pupil cohort by 39 per cent from 2011 @15, as thresholds for identification of

this group rose in response to the incoming reforms of 2014. This makes the reduction in the gap for
the non-EHCP SEND grofupm 2011 to 2015%urprising given the policy context and the fact that

any reduction irthe size of the group due to threshold changes wayitlanythingg drive an

increase in the average severity of the group and thereby the size of the gap. One explanation could
be that the pupils who were removed from the school action group were naiadigtreceiving

structured additional school support; they were merely recorded on the SEND register to flag that
they were facing challenges with their learning. The exit of these pupils from the group would mean
that the remaining pupils were those ree@ig comparatively more support, thus potentially

explaining some of the improvement in the gap from 2011 to 2015.
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It is not possible to determine what drove the trends with any certainty but it is clear that the
currentnon-EHCHRyroup is making worse pgoess than the previouson-EHCHRroup did. Since

201516, the size of the no&EHCP group has been relatively stable (see Figure 5.3), while progress in
closing the gap slowed (see Figure 5.2).

By contrast, the size of the EHCP group among GCSE puitehaglatively stable since 2011 (see
Figure 5.3¥° The slight widening of the gap for this group is therefore unlikely to be explained by
compositional changes. The turning point around 2015 roughly coincides with the gradual
implementation of the 2014 SEND reforms. While it is not possible from thisreseaconclude

whether these changes are causally attributable to these reforms, we can conclude at best that they
have not yet been effective in improving outcomes for SEND pupils, and at worst that their
implementation may have been detrimental.

Figureb5.3: Proportionof secondaryschoolpupilsidentified with SENDby type since 2011

%SEND no statemerdtEHCP % SEND with statement / EHCF,

2011 20.2 3.7
2012 18.6 3.7
2013 17.0 3.8
2014 15.8 3.8
2015 12.4 3.8
2016 10.8 3.8
2017 10.3 3.7
2018 10.3 3.7
2019 10.4 3.8

2015-2019 change -2.0 (15.9%) -0.0(-0.7%)

2011-2015 change -7.8 (38.7%) +0.0 (+1.%)

6. Pupils who are in the care system, haaesocial workey or areon a child protection plan
are significantly behind their peer®y end of secondary school

For the first time this year, we measure the size of the disadvantage gap for children in the care

system (known akokedafter cK A f RNBSY U0 YR OKAf RNBY 6K2 I NB NBOSA

services (known ashildren inneed).

Looked after children are cared for by their local authority for a period of more than 24 hours, for
SEFYLXS Ay I OKAfRNBYyQ&d NBaARSY(GAlLf K2YS 2NJ |
support from a social worker for a variety of reasamduding abuse or neglect, disability, family
dysfunction or socially unacceptable behaviour. Of those children who are in need, those who have

10 Note that our estimates for the share of pupils who are identified with SEND with a statem&#/Biffer

FNRBY Lzt AaKSR 5F9 adldAaadaoa o579 hitpdfekd®@A | £ 9 RdzOF (A 2

educationstatistics.grvice.gov.uk/findstatistics/speciabducationaineedsin-england because the latter

covers all schoedge children, whereas our estimates specifically cover to the pupil population in Year 11.
5F9Qa adl dAradaroda adza3SsaicPinkdhdols iakiScredskd siNgg 202 7F oul édiibdteds &
here suggest that for pupils at the end of secondary school specifically, it has been relatively stable.
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experienced neglect, or physical, sexual or emotional abuse will usually have a child protection plan
(CPP) drawup by the local authority to ensure that their needs are safeguarded and protected.

We find that all three of these groups are significantly behind their peers in terms of their
educational attainment at secondary school, more so than the disadvan@goeg to which we
refer in our main analysis.By the time they sit their GCSEs, looked after children are 29 months
behind their peers Meanwhile children in need with a child protection plan are 26 months
behind, andchildren in need without a child prtection plan are 20 months behind

Figure 6.1: The gap in months at secondary sch@&liglish andnaths GCSH)etween childrenlooked after
(LAC); children in need with a Child Protection Plan (CPP); and children in need without a CPP (CIN).
Looked after children Child protection plan In need (CIN)

2014 30.0 28.4 21.3
2015 29.4 27.8 20.6
2016 29.3 26.4 20.4
2017 29.4 26.2 20.2
2018 29.3 25.9 20.2
2019 29.0 25.7 19.6
20182019 change (%) -0.3 ¢1.1%) -0.2 ¢0.9%) - 0.6 ¢3.1%)
20142019 change (%) -1.0(-3.3%) - 2.8(-9.7%) -1.7(-8.2%)

Since 2014, the size of the gap has decreased for all three of these groups, though to differing
extents. The gap reduced By8 months {0 percent) for children on a child protection plan, and by
1.7 months 8 percent) for children in need. However, |&ed after children have seen less progress,
with the gap reducing by judt month @ percent).

The progress demonstrated by children in need and children with a child protectiomphaibein

part a reflection of reduced referral thresholds and the ®tisdzSy i WANR I KQ 2F GKSa.
proportion of the student population: as the bar for referring children to social services or placing

them on a protection plan has lowered, the overall profile of these groups may have become less

severely vulnerablayhich may have reduced the size of the §aks Figure 6.2 showsie number

of children on a child protection plan has doubled in relative terms since 2014, and the children in

need and looked after children groups have also expanded slightly.

It is notable, however, thdtke SEND pupils with a statement or EHB®)ooked after group has
seen little progress in closing the gap despite its expansion as a proportion of the pupil population.

1 We compare the attainment of these three groups with thatbifldren who have been neithen need,
looked after, or on a child protection plan at any point over the last six years.
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Figure 6.2: Proportion of pupils who are looked aft have a child protection plan, or are in need thie end
of secondary schogR0142019

% child protection

% looked after plan % in need
2014 1.4 0.6 10.7
2015 1.4 0.9 11.7
2016 15 1.2 11.8
2017 15 15 11.7
2018 15 1.8 11.8
2019 15 1.9 12.0
20182019 change (% + 0.0 pp (+1.7% + 0.2 pp (+8.6% + 0.2 pp (+1.8%
20142019 change (% + 0.1 pp (+7.4% + 1.3 pp (+213.9% + 1.3 pp (+11.9%

Allthree of these vulnerable pupil groupsivehigh levels otociceconomicdisadvantageas
measured by eligibility for free school medts2019, 77 pecent of children on a child protection
plan, 59 percent of looked after children, and 54 p&ent of children in need had been eligible for
free school meals over the last spears.This compares with just 19 peent of their peers.

While children in need and children on a child protection plan have on average become less likely to
be eligible for free school meals over time, looked after children have seen no change (see Figure
6.3).

This suggests that thenprovements in the gap for children in need and children on a child
protection plan are likely to be driven by the compositional effect of decreased disadvantage
and/or lower risk thresholds; meanwhile, looked after children have seen steady disadvantage
and a steadier gap size.

Figure 6.3: Proportion of pupils eligible for free school meals over the last six years for looked after children,
children on a child protection plan, and children in needtae end ofsecondary school, 2012019

Looked after (hild protection plan  In need \
2014 59.3 81.6 59.5
2015 60.5 80.7 58.9
2016 60.6 80.4 58.5
2017 60.5 80.1 56.6
2018 58.7 79.4 55.4
2019 59.2 77.1 54.1
20142019change (%) - 0.1 pp €0.2%) -4.5 pp (5.6%) -5.5 pp €9.2%)

In sum,the group that has seetthe most policy intervention and the least compositional change
looked after childreng has experienced little progressMeanwhile, children on child protection

plans and children in need have seen better progress, but this could well be a reflection of
compositional change, especially in the case of child protection plan pupils who have expanded as a
group significantly.

The gagsfor looked after children and children on a child protection pda@even larger than the
gap for persistently disadvantagetiildren. Yet while looked after children have some targeted
interventions through the Pupil Premium Plus, Virtual School Heads and Personal Education Plans,
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children on a child protection plan receive rapecificschool support fundingn spite of
experiencing trauma and being, on averagever two years behind their peers by age ITbBwenty
three per cent of children on a child protection plan are not eligible for free school meals and
thereby for Pupil Premium funding. Research alamws that children on a CPP are
disproportionately likely to be excluded or to experieraeunexplained exifrom school/"

7. Regional variation in the disadvantage gap is partly explained by different levels of
persistent poverty between regions

As slown in Annex A, there is regional variation in the size of the disadvantage gap at local authority
level in the early years, primary school and secondary school. Further regional breakdowns,
including by parliamentary constituency, Opportunity Area andd®ed School Commissioner, can

be found in the Geographical Analysis Pack.

There is evidence that the size of the disadvantage gap by region is strongly influenced by the

persistence of disadvantage and the ethnic composition of regions, howesenour findings

about the importance of the persistence of disadvantage in determining the size of the gap, this year

S AYyOfdzRS SadAYlFrdSa 2F | 020K | WNIgQ o6dzyO2y (NP
The adjusted gap is what the gap wouldibeach local authority had the same level of persistence

of disadvantage (i.e. the national level). Further information about how we calculate these gaps is

available in the Technical Appendix.

Figure 7.1 shows the size and rank of the disadvantagdg#gal authority, both with and without
adjustment for the persistence of disadvantage. Local authorities are ranked in descending order of
their disadvantage gaps, with 1 being the local authority with the largest gap, and 152 the lowest.

We find thatadjusting for the persistence of disadvantage in a region has a significant impact on the
disadvantage gap, and on the relative ranking of local authoritiesg@pavorsengor half of local
authorities and improves for the other half. As Figure 7.2 shawsnds to improve the gap for

areas with relatively high levels of persistent poverty, and it worsens the gap for areas with relatively
low levels of persistent poverty.

For areas with high levels of persistent poverty such as Walsall, Knowsleyastlewpon Tyne and
Portsmouth, adjusting for persistence reduces their disadvantage gap. This means they might not be
doing as badly as the raw ranking suggests, given the profile of disadvantage they are dealing with.
These local authorities tend to b&ustered in London, the North East, North West and West

Midlands, and Yorkshire and the Humber.

Meanwhile, for local authorities with relatively low levels of persistent poverty such as Barnet,
Wokingham, Newham, and Oxfordshire, the adjusted disadvargages larger than the raw gap.

This means that, conditional on the profile of students they cater for, these areas are not doing as
well as their raw gaps suggest. These local authorities tend to be clustered in the South East, South
West, East of Engldnand East Midlands.

These findings suggest that caution should be used when interpreting how well local authorities or
schools are doing in terms of their disadvantage gaps, as the gap can be a complex reflection of
socioeconomic characteristics of thgupil cohort which are, to a certain extent, beyond the control
of local authorities, multacademy trusts and individual schools.
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Figure 7.1: The size of the raw and adjusted disadvantage gap at secondary level (EnglisitatiieiSCSE)
by local authority in 20192

Blackpool 24.7% 15.9% 26.3 24.5 -1.8| 1 3
Knowsley 29.3% 20.1% 24.7 22.0 2.7 2 30
Plymouth 18.4% 11.2% 24.5 23.9 -0.5| 3 5
Derby 18.6% 10.9% 23.9 23.4 -0.6 | 4 8
Reading 15.9% 8.4% 23.9 23.8 005 6
South

Gloucestershire 8.6% 4.5% 23.6 25.0 14| 6 1
Portsmouth 20.6% 12.2% 23.6 22.6 -1.0| 7 20
Peterborough 15.6% 8.1% 23.1 23.1 0.0 8 10
Sheffield 20.7% 13.3% 23.1 221 -1.0| 9 27
Torbay 16.9% 9.6% 23.0 22.8 -0.2 | 10 18
Isle of Wight 14.8% 8.0% 22.9 23.1 0.2 11 11
Salford 24.4% 15.6% 22.9 21.2 -1.7 | 12 45
Rotherham 17.5% 10.5% 22.8 22.5 -04 | 13 21
Bracknell Forest 9.1% 4.6% 22.7 24.0 1.3 14 4
West Berkshire 6.3% 2.9% 22.7 24.5 1.9 15 2
Sunderland 24.2% 17.3% 225 20.8 -1.7| 16 55
Kent 12.6% 7.2% 22.4 23.1 0.6| 17 13
Cheshire West

and Chester 13.0% 7.5% 22.3 22.9 0.5 18 16
Herefordshire 10.1% 4.9% 22.3 23.4 1.1 19 7
Telford and

Wrekin 17.3% 9.6% 22.2 21.9 -0.3| 20 34
Staffordshire 11.2% 5.9% 22.2 23.1 0.9 21 12
Newcastle upon

Tyne 26.5% 17.2% 22.0 19.9 2.2 | 22 66
Liverpool 30.4% 21.4% 22.0 19.1 -3.0 | 23 83
Cumbria 10.9% 5.9% 22.0 23.0 1.0 24 15
Hartlepool 26.3% 17.8% 22.0 19.9 2.1 25 65
North Tyneside 16.1% 9.6% 22.0 21.9 -0.1| 26 33
Somerset 10.6% 5.1% 22.0 23.0 1.0| 27 14
Northumberland 13.3% 7.4% 22.0 22.4 0.5 28 22
Central

Bedfordshire 9.1% 4.6% 21.8 23.2 1.3| 29 9
Wigan 14.9% 8.4% 21.7 21.9 0.2 | 30 35
Gloucestershire 10.1% 5.5% 21.6 22.7 1.1| 31 19
Bradford 20.2% 12.3% 21.5 20.6 -0.9 | 32 58

2]sles of Scilly and City of London are omitted due to low cell counts.
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Hampshire 9.4% 4.8% 21.5 22.8 1.3 33 17
Bristol 20.5% 12.6% 21.4 20.5 -1.0| 34 59
Worcestershire 11.2% 6.1% 21.4 22.3 0.9| 35 24
Dudley 17.4% 10.7% 21.2 20.9 -0.3| 36 53
Sefton 16.2% 10.1% 21.2 21.1 -0.1 | 37 48
Wirral 20.4% 12.8% 21.2 20.2 -0.9| 38 63
Poole 9.4% 4.4% 21.0 22.3 1.3| 39 25
Bedford 13.6% 7.3% 21.0 21.4 0.4 40 39
Middlesbrough 27.9% 18.5% 21.0 18.5 25| 41 91
West Sussex 8.4% 3.9% 20.9 22.4 15 42 23
Stockport 14.6% 9.1% 20.9 21.1 0.2 43 47
Southampton 20.1% 12.1% 20.9 20.0 -0.9 | 44 64
Shropshire 9.9% 5.0% 20.9 22.0 1.2 | 45 29
Warwickshire 9.7% 5.0% 20.9 22.1 1.2 | 46 28
East Sussex 13.0% 7.2% 20.9 21.4 0.5]| 47 40
St. Helens 18.2% 11.1% 20.8 20.3 -0.5| 48 61
Bath and North

East Somerset 10.0% 5.2% 20.8 21.9 1.2 49 32
Cambridgeshire 9.9% 5.3% 20.8 21.9 1.2 | 50 31
Stokeon-Trent 20.6% 12.4% 20.8 19.8 -1.0| 51 68
Devon 11.3% 6.8% 20.8 21.7 0.9| 52 37
Wiltshire 8.6% 4.5% 20.7 22.2 1.4 |53 26
Cornwall 12.0% 6.5% 20.7 21.5 0.8| 54 38
Suffolk 12.1% 6.4% 20.7 21.4 0.7 | 55 41
Walsall 23.1% 14.4% 20.7 19.2 -1.5| 56 80
Nottingham 26.8% 17.7% 20.6 18.4 2.2 | 57 92
Lincolnshire 11.7% 6.2% 20.6 21.4 0.8 | 58 42
Redcar and

Cleveland 19.5% 12.0% 20.6 19.8 -0.8 | 59 67
Oxfordshire 9.3% 4.8% 20.4 21.7 1.3| 60 36
Norfolk 12.7% 6.9% 20.4 21.0 0.6 61 51
Northamptonshire 11.5% 5.7% 204 21.2 0.8| 62 44
Brighton and Hove 15.1% 9.0% 20.3 20.5 0.1 63 60
Durham 19.4% 12.2% 20.3 19.5 -0.7 | 64 76
Southendon-Sea 13.3% 6.4% 20.2 20.7 0.5 | 65 57
Dorset 10.8% 6.3% 20.2 21.1 1.0 66 46
Leeds 18.3% 10.9% 20.1 19.6 -0.5| 67 73
Kirklees 18.7% 13.8% 20.1 19.5 -0.6 | 68 77
Darlington 18.7% 10.5% 20.0 19.4 -0.6 | 69 79
North Somerset 10.9% 5.3% 20.0 21.0 1.0 70 52
Leicestershire 8.5% 4.1% 19.9 21.4 15 71 43
Lancashire 13.9% 8.1% 19.9 20.3 04|72 62
Cheshire East 9.6% 5.7% 19.9 21.1 1.2| 73 49
Essex 10.9% 5.5% 19.8 20.8 1.0| 74 56
South Tyneside 24.9% 15.6% 19.8 18.0 -1.8| 75 97
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North Yorkshire 8.7% 4.5% 19.7 21.1 14|76 50
Halton 27.0% 17.7% 19.5 17.3 2.3 |77 106
Kingston upon

Hull 26.0% 17.0% 19.5 17.5 -2.1| 78 101
North East

Lincolnshire 15.2% 8.4% 19.5 19.6 0.1| 79 72
Coventry 19.7% 12.3% 19.5 18.6 -0.8 | 80 88
Oldham 22.6% 13.6% 19.4 18.1 -1.4| 81 96
Bury 14.6% 8.9% 19.3 19.6 0.2 | 82 75
Tameside 19.3% 10.9% 19.2 18.5 -0.7 | 83 90
Surrey 7.7% 3.8% 19.2 20.8 1.6 | 84 54
Derbyshire 13.7% 7.9% 19.2 19.6 0.4 85 74
Rochdale 22.2% 13.2% 19.1 17.8 -1.3 | 86 98
North Lincolnshire 15.4% 8.3% 19.1 19.1 0.1 87 81
Gateshead 19.6% 12.5% 19.1 18.3 -0.8 | 88 95
Milton Keynes 12.3% 5.6% 19.0 19.7 0.7 | 89 70
Leicester 19.2% 11.0% 19.0 18.3 -0.7 | 90 94
Sandwell 21.5% 13.5% 18.9 17.7 -1.2 | 91 100
Wolverhampton 22.4% 13.6% 18.8 17.4 -1.3| 92 102
Warrington 11.0% 6.5% 18.7 19.6 1.0 93 71
East Riding of

Yorkshire 10.2% 5.5% 18.7 19.8 1.1| 94 69
Wakefield 15.7% 9.1% 18.6 18.6 0.0| 95 89
Bournemouth 13.2% 7.1% 18.6 19.1 0.5 96 82
Bolton 19.5% 12.1% 18.6 17.8 -0.8 | 97 99
Medway 13.6% 6.8% 18.6 19.0 0.4 98 84
Manchester 29.8% 18.9% 18.2 15.4 -2.8| 99 119
Barnsley 19.9% 11.8% 18.1 17.3 -0.8| 100 105
Nottinghamshire 13.0% 7.5% 18.1 18.6 0.5 101 87
Thurrock 13.7% 7.6% 18.0 18.3 0.4 102 93
Hertfordshire 9.3% 4.6% 17.7 19.0 1.3 103 85
Buckinghamshire 6.3% 2.7% 17.5 19.4 1.9 104 78
Doncaster 18.3% 10.2% 17.3 16.8 -0.5| 105 108
Calderdale 15.0% 8.4% 17.2 17.3 0.1| 106 104
Lewisham 23.7% 13.1% 17.0 15.4 -1.6 | 107 118
Swindon 12.2% 7.5% 16.7 17.4 0.7 | 108 103
Luton 18.3% 9.7% 16.6 16.1 -0.5| 109 110
Croydon 19.6% 10.5% 16.5 15.8 -0.8| 110 113
Wokingham 5.1% 2.6% 16.5 18.7 21| 111 86
Stocktoron-Tees 19.0% 12.0% 16.5 15.8 -0.7 | 112 112
Solihull 11.6% 7.2% 16.1 16.9 0.8 113 107
Blackburn with

Darwen 17.3% 10.6% 15.9 15.5 -0.3| 114 116
Enfield 21.6% 11.2% 15.7 14.5 -1.2 | 115 120
Bromley 10.6% 5.3% 15.5 16.5 1.0 116 109
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Bexley 11.7% 5.7% 15.2 16.0 0.8 117 111
Birmingham 28.4% 17.9% 15.1 12.5 -2.5 118 127
Greenwich 21.8% 11.5% 15.0 13.8 -1.2| 119 122
Havering 12.5% 6.4% 15.0 15.6 0.6 120 115
York 8.2% 4.2% 14.2 15.7 1.5 121 114
Lambeth 29.6% 16.5% 13.8 11.0 -2.8 | 122 134
Merton 14.9% 8.7% 13.6 13.7 0.2 123 124
Haringey 26.7% 15.9% 13.6 11.4 2.2 | 124 132
Windsor and

Maidenhead 6.2% 2.7% 135 15.4 1.9 125 117
Barking and

Dagenham 21.8% 12.2% 13.3 12.1 -1.2 | 126 129
Trafford 10.8% 6.8% 13.0 14.0 1.0 127 121
Hillingdon 15.9% 8.2% 12.9 12.9 0.0 128 125
Kingston upon

Thames 9.8% 4.3% 12.6 13.7 1.2 129 123
Sutton 11.6% 6.0% 12.0 12.8 0.8 130 126
Slough 13.2% 6.3% 11.3 11.8 0.5 131 131
Richmond upon

Thames 10.2% 6.0% 11.2 12.3 1.1 132 128
Harrow 14.2% 7.1% 10.9 11.2 0.3 133 133
Wandsworth 21.7% 11.1% 10.5 9.3 -1.2 | 134 135
Islington 40.2% 24.7% 10.2 5.2 49 135 143
Waltham Forest 20.4% 11.5% 10.1 9.2 -0.9 136 136
Camden 35.6% 21.5% 9.9 5.9 -4.0 137 141
Rutland 4.3% 1.4% 9.6 11.9 2.3 138 130
Southwark 30.6% 18.4% 9.5 6.5 -3.0 139 138
Hackney 36.1% 23.2% 8.9 4.8 -4.1 | 140 144
Hammersmith and

Fulham 29.2% 17.0% 8.8 6.1 2.7 141 140
Hounslow 18.6% 9.7% 8.7 8.1 -0.6 | 142 137
Kensington and

Chelsea 29.8% 16.4% 7.5 4.6 -2.8 | 143 145
Brent 19.7% 9.9% 6.9 6.1 -0.8 | 144 139
Tower Hamlets 43.7% 31.7% 5.9 0.3 -5.6 | 145 149
Newham 27.8% 13.7% 5.9 3.5 -2.4 | 146 147
Barnet 14.6% 7.2% 5.6 5.8 0.2 | 147 142
Ealing 17.4% 9.5% 4.6 4.3 -0.3 | 148 146
Redbridge 16.3% 10.4% 2.7 2.5 -0.1 | 149 148
Westminster 37.3% 25.0% 0.5 -3.9 -4.3 | 150 150
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Figure 7.2: Relationship betweepersistent disadvantage of disadvantaged pupélad theimpact of
adjusting for persistent disadvantagen the gapat local authority level
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Conclusion

¢tKAAd @SIFNDa !'yydzZadf wSLR2NI LINPJARSa O2yOSNYyAy3d S«
inequalities has ground to haliVhile educational standards and overall attainment has been

maintained sincehe previousyear (and even increased slightly ateedary school), the gap

between disadvantaged pupils and their ndisadvantaged peers has stopped closifigis was the

worrying position from which the school system entered the many challenges of the pandemic and
lockdown in 2020, which are widely exgted to worsen disadvantage gaps.

The gap has now begun to widen across all three phases of education that we consider in this report
¢ the early years, primary school and secondary school. In 2018, the gap widened for the first time in
our data at early gars and secondary school. In 2019, the gap also widened for the first time at
primary school.

We find that the slowing and/or reversal of progress is related to a rise in persistent poverty among
disadvantaged pupils. The gap for the most persistentigdirantaged pupils, already twice the size

of the gap for the least persistently poor pupils, has increased in every year but one since 2014. This
suggests thaprogress in closing the gap hast trickled down to the most persistently poor pupils.

This war we also provide a time series for th#hnicity, lateEAL and SEND gaps. The results from

this are troubling. Since 2011, the dagtweenpupils from blacland White British backgroundeas

increased in the order of 600 per cent. Meanwhile, the gaprfpupils who arrive late into the

English state school system with English as an Additional Language (EAL) has widened by 11 per cent.
For SEND pupils, there are real signs of stagnation since 2015, as progress in closing the gap for both
school support ad EHCP pupils has slowed, and even reversed for pupils with the greatest needs.
Further research is needed to understand the causes of these gaps more fully.

Meanwhile, for looked after children, children in neadd children on a child protection plaspme
progress has been made in closing the gap since 2015. However, some of that progress is likely
explained by changes in referral thresholds which impact on the composition of the group in
guestion. For looked after children, the progress has been rslmher.

Our findingssuggest that an urgent emphasis dosing gaps in educatias hecessary. They are also
a timely reminder that efforts to tackle the social determinants of education, such as paratty
trauma during childhoodare a fundamental toeducing educational inequalities.

It is widely expected that the Covi® pandemic will increase the disadvantage gap significantly.
This, combined with théact that the gap was already beginning to widen prior to the pandemic
suggestghat without targeted government action to close the gap there is a risk of undiéegdes
of progresdn tackling educational inequalities
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Annex A: Regional Analysis of the Disadvantage Gap

The gap irthe earlyyears and primary school

Starting inthe early yearsthe national disadvantage gap 2019stood at 4.6 monthsvith some
geographical variation across Englalmiterms of regional school commissioner araag, West
Midlands, Lancashire & West Yorkshire, the South Vest East Midlands &e Humberhadan
average disadvantage gap of around five months, wiiikstEast of England & NorBast London,
North-West Londor& SouthCentral EnglandandSouthEast Englan& South Londomadan
average disadvantage gap of around four months. ThehNf Englandstood somewhere in
between with an average gap of 4.5 months.

Atlocal authority leveldeeFigureAl), the gap ranged from 1.5 months in East Sussex to 7.1 months
in Wirral Just over half of local authorities (53%) had a disadvantageigisip one month above or
below the national average and there were onB/chses where the disadvantage gap was greater
than six months. Thee 13 local authorities were: Wirral (7.1 months), Wigan (7.1 months), Dudley (7
months), Nottinghamshire (6.6 mam), Central Bedfordshire (6.5 months), West Berkshire (6.5
months), Redcar and Cleveland (6.4 months), Halton (6.4 months) , Cambridgeshire (6.4 months),
Plymouth (6.4 months), Walsall (6.1 months), Bedford (6.1 mosthsBlackpool (6.1 months)

Figue AL Disadvantage gap fogarly yearsin Englandn 2019
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Lowermiddle Upper
Smallest 25% 25% middle 25% Largest 25%

Early years Disadvantage
gap 1.5-3.6 3.6-4.6 54-7.1

At the end of primary school in 2019, a pupil from a disadvantaged houselmwidhigerage.3

months behind their peers in school performance or 12.1 months behind ifategyersistently
disadvantaged. As displayed in Figh&bhelow, above average levels of the disadvantage gap span
from the South West towards the midlands agastern regions of Englanifleanwhile,lower gas

are concentrated around London and surrounding aregish 15 of the local authoritiewith the
lowestgapslocated in London: Kensington and Chels@z8(months), Newham (0.8 months), Tower
Hamlets (1.1 months), Camden (2.5 months), Westminster (2.7 months), Richmond upon Thames
(3.4 months), Hammersmith and Fulham (3.5 months), Waltham Forest (3.6 noB#tiag (2.9
months), Barnet (4.2 months), Brent (4.3 months), Greenwich (4.4 months), Harrow (4.4 months),
Redbridge (4.6 monthgnd Lambeth (5.5 months).

Thenegative disadvantage ga&een in Kensington & Chelsegresents a situation where, on
averge, disadvantaged students outperform their peers. Howevahigicaseit is more likely
caused by aatypicaldemographic makeip and/or low population estimates.

The local authorities with the largegtimarydisadvantage gapare Bedford (14.8 montk), West
Berkshire (13.9 months), Windsor and Maidenhead (13.9 months), Wiltshire (13.4 months), Dudley
(13 months), Central Bedfordshire (12.9 months), Cambridgeshire (12.8 months), Peterborough
(12.8 months) and Somerset (b2nonths).

Local authoritiesvith a low disadvantage gapnd to havealow persistent disadvantage gamd
vice versathose with a high disadvantage gap generbhlyea highpersistent disadvantage gap
However,in allareas but one (Rutlandhe persistent disadvantage gaglargerin magnitude,
spanningrom 2.2 months in Kensington & Chelsea to 18 months in Windsor and Maidenhead.

The majority of local authoritiesxperiencea widening of the gafrom early yeargo the end of
primary school. However, them@re eightlocalauthorities where the disadvantage gépsmaller at
the end of primary schodhan in the early yearKensington & Chelsea, Tower Hamldiswham,
Camden, Redcar and Cleveland, Westmin&txckpool, and Hammersmith Fulham.
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FigureA2. Disadvantage gap for primary schools in Englan®019

Lowermiddle Upper
Smallest 25% 25% middle 25% Largest 25%

Primary schoot
Disadvantage gap -0.8-7.3 11.1-14.8

The gap in secondary school

The key stage 4 geographical analysis uses the averatiessand English scores to measure
performance.

By the end of secondary school, a disadvantaged pupil @/eragel8.1 months behind their peers
in overall attainment fomathsand Englislt almostdouble the gap at the end of primary school.
For persistently disadvantaged pupils, the national gap is 22.7 montiesgap is large#t the

North, West Midlands angarts of the SoutlfFigure A3)whilst the smallest gaps aggain
concentratedin London and surrounding areas.

At local authority level, the disadvantage gamges from0.5 months in Westminster to 26.3
months in Blackpool. Despite the large range, two thirds of local authorities &alisadvantage gap
between 18 to 24 months and only three local authorities have a gap larger than 24 months:
Blackpool (26.3 months), Knowsley (24.7 months) and Plymouth (24.5 months).
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The local authorities with the smallest disadvantage gapslllocated in London. Thegre:
Westminster (0.5 months), Redbridge (2.7 months), Ealing (4.6 months), Barnet (5.6 months),
Newham (5.9 months), Tower Hamdé€5.9 months), Brent (6.9 months), Kensington and Chelsea
(7.5 months), Hounslow (8.7 months), andriinersmith and Fulham (8.8 months).

All local authorities stated above, excluding Hounslow, also have the snpdlssdtent
disadvantage gagacross EnglandHowever each gap is approximately 2.5 months larger on
average for persistently disadvantagedpils.

Whenadjustingfor the average persistence diisadvantagen an area, wdind that the gap worsens
for half of local authorities and improves for the other h&lfirther details on our methodology can
be found in the Technical Appendix.

When contJr NRA y 3 (i KISR 2rixdisgdah@gy dap, Bve local authorities saw relatively large
improvements in their disadvantage gafier taking account of the level of persistence of poverty in
their area Tower Hamlets had the largest improvemess the gap decreased by 5.6 montfiom

5.9 months to 0.3 months. This was followed by Islington (5.0 months improvement), Hackney (4.1
months improvement), and Camden (4.0 months improvemélttgse local authorities all have high
levels of persistent poverty

For areas witlrelatively low levels of persistent povertyaking account of persistence levels led to a
larger adjusted gap most of all inRutland whose gapvorsered by 2.3 monthsHowever, this

should be interpreted with caution since Rutland igeay small local authority and is therefore more
likely to have a homogenous and atypical demographic makehig.was followed by Wokingham
(2.2 months worse), Windsor and Maidenhead (1.9 months worse) and Buckinghamshire (1.9
months worse).

Adjusting br persistence of disadvantage also has an impact on the relative ranking of local
authorities. The largest raw gapal of which are larger than two yeaese in Blackpool, Knowsley

and PlymouthHoweverwhen adjusting for persistence of disadvantathe largest adjusted gaps
become more clustered in rural areas with low persistence of poverty (with the exception of
Blackpool): the largest adjusted gaps ar&outh Gloucestershire, West Berkshiéackpool and
Bracknell ForestThe differences betwaethe smallest raw and adjusted gaps are less notable: these
tend to just shuffle around different London local authorities. The smallest raw gaps are in
Westminster, Redbridge and Ealing; the smallest adjusted gaps are in Westminster, Tower Hamlets
and Relbridge. Tower Hamlets enters this list when adjusting for persistence because it experiences
relatively high levels of persistent poverty.
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FigureA3. Raw (left) andadjusted (right) disadvantagegap for secondary schools in England

“l&"!ﬁ’o’ -

S AN S
P

Smallest Lower Upper middle
25% middle 25% 25% Largest 25%
Secondary schoal

Raw disadvantaggap 0.5-16.2 21.1-26.3

Secondary schoolAdjusted
disadvantage gap -3.9-15.8 21.5¢ 25.0

Gap changeince 2012

This section looks at how the disadvantage gap has changed since 2012. Each local authority in 2019
is compared with others that had a similar sized gap in 2012, and the reported change in the gap is
relative to those with similar starting positMore information on how this is calculated is provided

in the Technical Appendix.

In theearly yearsfrom 2012 to 201%pproximately53 per cenbf all local authorities experienced a
worsening of the gap andl7 per censaw an improvementHowever the changes were small 638
per cent of local authorities only saw a change of 1 month since 2012.

Thegapat primary schoolKigureA4) worsened most across the South West areMidlands. The
largest increasewere inBedford (+5.3 months), Rutlarf@d4.6 months)and Windsor and
Maidenhead (+4.3 months)
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Acluster of local authorities around London and the South East of England saw an improvement in
the primarygap. Although the largest decrease in the gap was seen in Kingston upo18ull (
monthg) in East Yorkshire, followed by Waltham Fore&f7(months) and Newham4.7 months)

FigureA4. Change in disadvantage gap since 2012 for primary school

lower- Upper

middle middle
25% most  25% 25% 25% most
improved  change change deteriorated

Primary school -48--1 1.2-5.3

At key stage 4the gap worsened iareas scattered around the Souitiest, North Westand West
Midlands(FigureA5) and widened the most in Wirral (+5.2 months), Blackpool (+5 months), Wigan
(+4.9 months), Plymouth (+3.9 months) and Greenwich (+3.9 months).

Areas that improved the most since 20d2re clustered around th&ast Midlands, Yorkshire & the
Humber, London and swounding areasThe biggest improvement was seen in Rutlantil(5
months), followed by Windsor and Maidenheafl.8 months) and Ealings(3 months).
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FigureA5. Change in the disadvantage gap since 2012 for secondary schools.

lower- Upper

middle middle
25% most  25% 25% 25% most
improved  change change deteriorated

Secondary school -11.5--0.9 15-5.2

Progress in opportunity areas

The Opportunity Areas programme began in October 2016 tv@élpurposeof improving social

mobility in areas that are most in need of additional support. An initial six areas were announced in
October 2016 (Blackpool, Derby, Norwich, Oldham, ScarboroujiVast Somerset), then a further
six in January 2017 (Bradford, Doncaster, East Cambridggshirand, Hastings, Ipswich and Stoke
on-Trent). The programme included a thrgear £72m package in an attempt to focus national and
local resources to these eas, spread across the education sector freanly yearso employment.

When considering progress in the Opportunity Areas, it is important to thatethe intervention
plansfor the first wavewere published just under two years before the 2019 resulied in this
report, and the plans for the second wave were publisheslund 1.5 years prioKeeping the fairly
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short time since Opportunity Area plans were agreed in mind, we review the latest results and find a
fairly positive picture at Key Stage 2tIouixed results irearly yearsand Key Stage 4.

Note that unlike the previous section, which presents changes in the gap for each area relative to
other areas with comparable gaps, all figures in this section refer simply to the absolute change in
the gapfor each opportunity area from 2016 to 2019.

In the early years, eight opportunigreassaw an improvement in the disadvantage geluile the

gap worsened ifiour areas(Figure AG)West Somerset saw the largest improvement as the gap fell
from 4.5months to 1.5 months, followed by Hastinghavethe gapfell from 2.7 months td.9

months The disadvantage gapsBmnadford Derby, Doncaster, East Cambrislgiee, Norwich and
Oldham all improved by an average of 0.7 months. In contrast, other opptrtargas saw a slight
worsening of the gap from +0.1 months in Fenland to +1.3 months in Blackpool.

At key stage 2, we find a more positive picture as the disadvantaged gap improved in all but three
opportunity areas by an average of 2 months from 20180aa9, with relatively large improvements

in Blackpool-4.2 months), Hastings3.9 months) and Bradford3.1 months). The three

opportunity areas with worsening gaps were West Somerset (+1.1 months), Fenland (+0.7 months)
and East Cambridgeshire (+0.1mtits).

The latest findings at key stage 4 presents mixed results. The disadvantaigd tageven
opportunity areasrose in five aregsand one area sawo change. Most notably, there was a huge
improvement in West Somerset as the gap fell from 27dhths in 2016 to 9.7 months in 20t%
change of 17.5 month&lowever as the region has a relativedynallpopulation, it means small
changes to the demographical makp of the area may have a profound influence on the results.

Six other opportunity eas reduced their respective disadvantage gap at key stageash average
of 2.9 months: Doncastef4.0 months), Derby-8.3 months), Ipswich-3.3 months), Norwich-8.1
months), East Cambridgeshir2.0 months) and Oldham1(.9 months).

Bradford sawminimal change over the period as the gap fell from 21.5 months in 2016 to 20 months
in 2018, but then bounced back to 21.5 months in 2Q18sulting in no overall change over the
period.

Among the remaining five areas, the disadvantage gap increased ayerage of 1.4 months from
2016 to 2019. The largest increase was in Scarborough rfehths), followed by Blackpool (+1.7
months), Hastings (+1.1 months), Fenland (+0.8 monthsgaokkon-Trent (+0.3 months).
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Figure A6. Change inslidvantage gap for opportunity areas from 2016 to 2019

Early Yearsgap Primary schoot gap Secondary schoclgap

change from 2016 to change from 2016 to change from 2016 to

2019 2019 2019
Blackpool +1.3 -4.2 +1.7
Bradford -0.1 -3.1 0.0
Derby -1.1 -0.4 -3.3
Doncaster -0.3 2.1 -4.0
East Cambridgeshire -0.5 +0.1 -2.0
Fenland +0.1 +0.7 +0.8
Hastings -1.8 -3.9 +1.1
Ipswich 0.0 -0.7 -3.3
Norwich -0.9 -1.9 -3.1
Oldham -1.1 -2.3 -1.9
Scarborough +0.7 -1.2 +3.1
Stokeon-Trent +0.7 -0.3 +0.3
West Somerset -3.0 +1.1 -17.6
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AnnexB: Post16 Segregation Index

Calculatinga disadvantage gap fgupils in postl6 educations morecomplexthan for education at
younger agebecause there is more variety in the destinations of stadgitraining that pupils can
pursue, making it difficult to make clear comparisons between disadvantaged ard non
disadvantaged pupils. EBEturrently developing a methodology for a pd disadantage gap
which willbe published later this year.

In the meantime, a post6 segregation indezan be used t@apture the extent to which there is
equity in postl6 pupil destinations. These destinations include:

A Further education college or other FE

A 6" Form: college or secondary school

A Other education destination (e.g. special schools, independent schools, alternative
provision, higher education institutions and pd€t specialist institutions)

A Sustained employment and/or training destination

A Destinatin not sustained (e.g. those who participated in education or employment for
fewer than two terms, or who had no participation and claimed-ofitvork benefits).

The segregation index enables us to measure the extent to which disadvantaged and non
disadvanaged are clustered in certain destinatio@n average, idadvantaged pupils alesslikely
than nondisadvantagegbupilsto stay in education or employment after GC&ft) more likelyto
attend further education collegess opposed t@chool sixth formsr sixth form colleges.

If there wereperfect equity in the posfi6 system, with disadvantaged and Rdisadvantagd
pupils being equally likely to pursue any destination, the segregation index would be 0.

In 2018¢ the last year for which data is availalgthe segregation index was 2Qpér cent

As Figure B1 shows, thigarks al.6 percentage point decrease on the previous year. Than
outlier from the long run trend of increasing segregation since 2013

Figure B1: Pos16 segregation index, 2013018

22.50

21.97

22.00

21.50

21.00

20.50

20.00

19.50
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

= Segregation index

42



Closer investigation suggests that thisange is not, however, driven by more disadvanthgepils
accessingnore academidestinations, but instead due tne restructuring of postL6 institutions
since 2017/18In particular, theeduction inthe segregatiorindexis likely to be driven bthe area
reviews, whicHed to somesixth form colleges converting to 4® academiesnd somemerging
with FE collegeffectively becoming FE colleges themselvEkis has led ta shift away from sixth
form colleges towards FE colleges for all pupils, but more so fodisanlvantaged pupils, thus
explaining the apparent reduction gegregation.

Whether this data represents a genuine increase in equity is difficult to say. In theory, the
restructuring of FE institutionshould have ledo more mixing between disadvantaged and Ron
disadvantaged pupils. However, it is not clear whetther restructuring will have changed the
geographical sites of institutiortg their curriculum offers; in practice it may be that segregation
between FE and sixth form paths continues within a new merged entity. Further research would be
necessary to estdish the implications of these changes.

Figure B: The postl6 destinations of young peoplby disadvantagen 2018
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