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Abstract
A small but growing literature is exploring the later lifetime outcomes of initially high achieving young people from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds. These individuals have the potential to break through the glass ceiling and climb up the socio-economic ladder, though unfortunately many fail to achieve this goal. This paper presents new evidence on a selection of behavioural outcomes for this group, focusing on their attendance at and exclusions from school, along with cautions/sentences received for involvement in criminal activity. We find substantial differences in absence rates throughout secondary school relative to their equally able but more socio-economically advantaged peers, with this a particular issue for those of White and Mixed ethnicity. On the other hand, exclusions from school and cautions/sentences are particularly elevated amongst high achieving disadvantaged boys – most prominently those from Black and Mixed-race backgrounds – and peak during Key Stage 4. We also find that differences in attendance, exclusions and cautions/sentences while at school can only partially explain socio-economic differences in the propensity to be cautioned or sentenced as an adult. Our findings thus highlight the broad range of negative outcomes that hinder initially high achieving disadvantaged children’s prospects of achieving upwards social mobility. 
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1. Introduction
In many Western countries, social mobility has become a key policy issue. Governments across the world are seeking to ensure that young people have equal opportunities to succeed regardless of their socio-economic background, thereby building a fairer and more economically efficient society. Unfortunately, many countries are struggling to achieve this goal, with socio-economic differences in education, health and labour market outcomes proving difficult to meaningfully shift (Blanden et al., 2022; Machenbach et al, 2018; OECD, 2018).
Improving the later lifetime outcomes of disadvantaged children demonstrating high levels of early academic potential is likely to be pivotal to ensuring this changes in the future (Holt-White & Cullinane, 2023). Despite the socio-economic adversity this group faced early in life, they have managed to build a firm academic platform from which they can further develop. As such, initially high-achieving young people from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds have perhaps the best opportunity to break through the glass ceiling and increase diversity within top professional jobs (Social Mobility Commission, 2023). Indeed, if these children are unable to succeed, then this represents a waste of talent, with significant numbers of young people failing to fulfil their early academic potential.
A relatively small number of previous studies have focused on the development of initially high-achieving young people from poor backgrounds, both in England and internationally. Most focus on the academic progress they make at school and their later levels of educational achievement. For instance, a widely cited paper by Feinstein (2003) suggested that developmentally advanced two-year-olds from poor backgrounds were overtaken by developmentally delayed two-year-olds from rich backgrounds before they started school. Blanden and Machin (2010) replicated this finding, showing steep declines in the cognitive skills of initially high-achieving children from disadvantaged backgrounds between ages 3 and 5. This was debated, however, by Jerrim and Vignoles (2013) who suggested that this result was at least partially being driven by regression to the mean[footnoteRef:2]. Washbrook and Lee (2015) studied this issue in the United States after attempting to address the issue of regression to the mean. They found that disadvantaged children with strong cognitive test scores at age 6 were caught up by socio-economically advantaged children with weak test scores by the early teenage years.  Building on this work, Crawford et al. (2017) investigated how secondary school test scores and university entry rates differed across high-achieving primary school children from socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged homes. They reported between ages 11 and 14 to be a key period, when high-achieving young people from poor backgrounds were particularly likely to fall behind their more advantaged peers academically. This is consistent with the work of Holt-White & Cullinane (2023), who found that children achieving top scores in national assessments at the end of primary school achieved significantly worse GCSE grades if they were from a socio-economically disadvantaged background. Interestingly, they also found disadvantaged young people who were high academic achievers at primary school were more likely to report feeling that they don’t have much of a chance in life than the most socio-economically advantaged group. A recent study by Jerrim and Carvajal (2024) investigated how a range of outcomes varied across 5-year-olds with strong test scores who were from different socio-economic backgrounds. They found that high-achieving children from poor backgrounds were more likely to report becoming disengaged in school, to engage in risky behaviours (e.g. smoking, drinking, taking drugs) and having brushes with the law than their more socio-economically advantaged peers. [2:  This is where measurement error in the test used to divide pupils into different achievement groups leads to a statistical artifact, inflating the fall(rise) in initially high-achieving (low-achieving) pupils test scores over time.] 

While insightful, a notable limitation with this existing literature is the lack of evidence on disadvantaged high-achieving children’s broader behavioural outcomes. For instance, to what extent do initially high-achieving children from poor backgrounds start to display serious behavioural issues during secondary education, such as being persistently absent or excluded from school, and at what point do such issues emerge? This is important as failing to attend school – or consistently breaching school rules – is a marker of academic disengagement, and thus likely to coincide with a tail-off in their academic performance. We however also view these outcomes as important indicators in their own right. Likewise, prior research into “gifted” children more generally (not focused on those from poor backgrounds) has noted how such behavioural issues can emerge, either due to factors such as boredom in the classroom (Diezmann & Watters, 1997) or from their academic prowess making them stand out from their school peers, including their attempts to “fit-in” (Schall et al., 2014) or from being bullied (Martínez-Monteagud et al., 2023). Yet engaging in such behaviours is a known risk factor for several poor later lifetime outcomes, such as lower levels of educational achievement (Klein & Sosu, 2024) and an increased likelihood of engaging in criminal activity (Mazerolle et al., 2019). Indeed, the last thing that society needs is for its highest-achieving young people from socio-economically vulnerable homes to become engaged in serious crime.
The overarching aim of this paper is to contribute new evidence on such matters to the existing literature. Specifically, it documents how serious behavioural issues during adolescence and into early adulthood differ across children from different socio-economic backgrounds, who were amongst the highest academic achievers at the end of primary school. The only previous study to consider this issue in detail was Jerrim and Carvajal (2024), who found that initially high-achieving young people from poor backgrounds were more likely to report engaging in antisocial behaviour, fraternising with a more troublesome peer group and having brushes with the law as teenagers than their equally able but more socio-economically advantaged peers. That work was, however, based on survey data including only around 300 disadvantaged high-achieving young people, surveyed just twice during their teenage years (ages 14 and 17). We advance on this work by using recently linked administrative data from England, tracking school behaviour and criminal cautions/sentences for three entire state school cohorts. These data have some significant advantages, including allowing us to track young people’s absences, exclusions and cautions/sentences throughout their time at secondary school (thus potentially identifying key ages / time points when the behaviour of high-achieving disadvantaged young people starts to tail off), with the large sample size facilitating analysis by key sub-groups (e.g. gender and ethnicity). The latter is likely to be particularly insightful, with there likely to be intersections between socio-economic background, gender and ethnicity when it comes to absence from school (Sosu et al., 2021), school exclusions (Graham et al., 2019) and crime (Burgess-Proctor, 2006).
Thus, in summary, this paper seeks to address the following research questions:
· Research question 1. How do school absences differ between high-achieving young people from different socio-economic backgrounds during secondary school? How does this vary by gender and ethnicity? 
· Research question 2. How do school exclusions differ between high-achieving young people from different socio-economic backgrounds during secondary school? How does this vary by gender and ethnicity? 
· Research question 3. How do rates of criminal cautions/sentences differ across high-achieving young people from advantaged and disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds during adolescence and early adulthood? How does this vary by gender and ethnicity?
· Research question 4. To what extent can socio-economic differences in criminal cautions/sentences amongst initially high-achieving young people be explained by differences in their school attendance, exclusions and grades at secondary school?
2. Data
Cohorts
Our analysis draws on two administrative databases that have recently been linked in England – the National Pupil Database (NPD) to data from the Police National Computer (PNC). The former includes school records for all children attending state schools. The latter provides data on all criminal cautions and sentences in England. The data owners (Department for Education and Ministry of Justice) have linked these databases using fuzzy matching, with details of the process used provided by Ministry of Justice (2022). Consequently, for state school pupils in England, the linked database includes information on each time they have been cautioned or sentenced (if ever). We have access to these data for three school cohorts:
· Cohort A. All children born September 1990-August 1991. These individuals were in Year 6 in 2001/2002 and completed compulsory schooling (Year 11) in 2006/2007. Caution and sentencing data are available for this cohort between ages 10 and 30.
· Cohort B. All children born September 1994-August 1995. These individuals were in Year 6 in 2005/2006 and completed compulsory schooling (Year 11) in 2010/2011. Caution and sentencing data are available for this cohort between ages 10 and 26.
· Cohort C. All children born September 2000-August 2001. These individuals were in Year 6 in 2011/2012 and completed compulsory schooling (Year 11) in 2016/2017. Caution and sentencing data are available for this cohort between ages 10 and 20.
The data include details on young people’s performance in national examinations, demographic characteristics (e.g. gender, ethnicity), measures of socio-economic background (e.g. eligibility for Free School Meals) and termly information on absences and exclusions from school.
Measurement of socio-economic background
We measure young people’s socio-economic background by combining information across the following two indicators:
· A set of dummy variables capturing whether the child was eligible for Free School Meals (FSM) for each year they were at school.
· Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) decile. This is a measure of the proportion of families within the child’s local area that have low levels of income. 
These indicators are combined into a scale using a one-parameter Item Response Model. For each child, we produce Expected A Posteriori (EAP) estimates from this model, reflecting their position on this latent socio-economic background scale. Those young people within the bottom quartile of this scale within their cohort are used to define our “socio-economically disadvantaged” group. In contrast, young people in the top quartile form our “socio-economically advantaged” group. 
Measurement of achievement
In England, state school children sit national examinations (Key Stage 2 tests) at ages 10/11, coinciding with then they are finishing primary school. These are relatively long tests, totalling over three hours of test time, and are externally marked. We use children’s scores in the reading and mathematics tests to define high levels of early achievement. Within each cohort, scores on these tests are first standardised to mean zero and standard deviation one, with the average then taken. Those with scores in the top quartile of the distribution within their cohort are then defined as “high early achievers”. Given that exclusions from school and criminal cautions/sentences are a major focus of this paper – instances of which do not start to rise until secondary school – our use of these tests balances the need to define high-achievement using high quality tests, while still capturing children’s academic abilities at a sufficiently early age. The first stages of secondary school have also been highlighted in prior research as a pivotal period for high-achieving disadvantaged children (Crawford et al., 2017; Jerrim & Carvajal, 2024); a time when they start to disengage in school, participate in troublesome behaviour and their academic progress starts to tail off.
Definition of high-achieving young people from different socio-economic backgrounds
Our operationalisation of high initial achievers from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds combines information from the two measures described above. Specifically, it is formed of children from the bottom 25% of the socio-economic distribution who are within the top 25% of the Key Stage 2 test distribution within each school cohort. Within our analysis, we will compare the outcomes of this group to equally high-achieving young people from the most advantaged socio-economic backgrounds. This comparison group is defined as young people in the top 25% of the socio-economic distribution who also had Key Stage 2 test scores in the top 25% of the national distribution, within their respective cohort[footnoteRef:3]. [3:  The same threshold for attainment is used for both socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged pupils (top 25% of the Key Stage 2 distribution nationally).] 

School absences
The dataset includes detailed information on school absences. For each half-term[footnoteRef:4], the data records the percent of “sessions” (half-days) that each pupil missed. This information encompasses Years 10-to-11 (age 14-16) for Cohort A, Years 6-to-11 (age 10-16) for Cohort B and Years 1-to-11 (age 6 – 16) for Cohort C. Within our analysis we consider how absence rates compare across young people with strong Key Stage 2 test scores during their time at school (for Cohort C, this covers almost their entire time in compulsory education). [4:  In England, the school year is divided into six half-terms, each of which are roughly six to seven weeks long.] 

School exclusions
Within the NPD-MOJ data, information is provided on exclusions from school. This includes fixed-term exclusions (i.e. suspensions – removal from school for a limited period) and permanent exclusions (i.e. expulsion – where the pupil does not return to the school). The precise date is provided for both exclusion types. For fixed-term exclusions, we derive a binary measure for each child for each academic year during secondary school. This is coded as one if the child was excluded at any point, and zero otherwise. We focus only on exclusions during secondary school, as exclusions from primary school are rare (FFT Datalab, 2024). Given the rarity of permanent exclusions (resulting in small sample sizes) we only report on this outcome in the supplementary material (see Online Appendix B)[footnoteRef:5].  [5:  Just 0.16% of secondary pupils are ever permanently excluded (FFT, 2024).When investigating permanent exclusions, we again create binary indicators for whether the child was permanently excluded at any point during the academic year. ] 

Criminal cautions and sentences
The data contains information on all criminal cautions and sentences each young person received (if any), including offense date, the age of the individual when the offense was committed, offense type (e.g. motoring, violent crime) and a “disposal code” (i.e. what the caution/sentence led to – e.g. custodial sentence, fine). For each child in the dataset, we derive a set of binary indicators. These are coded as one if they were cautioned or sentenced for any reason at a given age (e.g. ever cautioned or sentenced at age 17) and zero otherwise. We also derive further summary measures for whether the young person ever committed an offense at any age, and whether they committed any offense as an adult (defined as after turning age 18). These variables are used to address our final research question, where we examine the extent that socio-economic differences in criminal caution/sentences amongst high early achievers can be explained by variation in behaviours and outcomes during their time at school. 
3. Methodology
Research questions 1-3. Differences in school absences, school exclusions and criminal cautions/sentences.
For each of our first three research questions we begin by presenting a series of descriptive statistics. For research question 1 (school absences) this compares the percent of school sessions attended by high-achieving children from socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged backgrounds during each term they were at school. A similar analysis is presented to address research question 2 (exclusions from school) though now only focusing on occurrences during secondary school (given that few children receive exclusions from primary school). For research question 3 (incidence of criminal cautions/sentences) we present annual figures from secondary school into adulthood (e.g. age 11 through to – where possible - age 30)[footnoteRef:6]. These results together provide a detailed overview of how the behaviour of high-achieving young people from disadvantaged backgrounds changes as they progress through secondary school. [6:  Short time intervals – such as termly figures – would result in insufficient numbers of observations and would not meet statistical disclosure protocols.] 

We then turn to differences across high-achieving disadvantaged children of different genders and ethnicities. Specifically, outcomes are compared across the following sub-groups:
· High-achieving, socio-economically disadvantaged White boys.
· High-achieving, socio-economically disadvantaged White girls.
· High-achieving, socio-economically disadvantaged Asian boys.
· High-achieving, socio-economically disadvantaged Asian girls.
· High-achieving, socio-economically disadvantaged Black boys.
· High-achieving, socio-economically disadvantaged Black girls.
· High-achieving, socio-economically disadvantaged Mixed-race boys.
· High-achieving, socio-economically disadvantaged Mixed-race girls.
This will be done in two ways. First, analogous descriptive statistics will be presented for some of these sub-groups (as sample sizes allow). Second, we will estimate regression models of the form:
		(1)
Where:
 = One of our outcomes of interest.
 = A vector of dummy variables capturing each of the high-achieving disadvantaged sub-groups listed above.
 = A vector of academic achievement measures at primary school, including Key Stage 1 and Key Stage 2 reading and mathematics test scores. 
 = A vector of dummy variables reflecting the cohort.
 = Attendance during primary school or at the start of secondary school.
 = Random error term.
i = Individual i.
Linear regression will be used for continuous outcomes (school absences) and logistic regression used for binary outcomes (exclusions; criminal cautions/sentences). When estimating these models, the respective outcomes () will be defined as the average (absences) or any incidence (exclusion; criminal cautions/sentences) recorded within a given secondary school year. The analysis will thus capture the extent that high-achieving disadvantaged children of different genders and ethnicities have a record of a serious behaviour incident during their time in secondary education.
When presenting these results, we note the methodological issue of “Kelley’s paradox”, discussed in detail by Jerrim and Carvajal (2024). In particular, when the test scores used to define “high achieving” groups are measured with error, one may overestimate the difference in future outcomes amongst high-achieving children from different socio-economic backgrounds. We interrogate this issue in Appendix G, applying the sensitivity analyses proposed by Jerrim and Carvajal (2024). This approach essentially illustrates how our results change under different assumptions about the measurement error present in the Key Stage 2 tests. We find the magnitude of the difference in attendance, exclusion and cautions/sentences across high-achieving children from different socio-economic backgrounds declines as the assumed measurement error in the Key Stage 2 tests increases. However, even when one assumes the measurement error in the Key Stage 2 tests is reasonably large, most of the socio-economic gaps reported on in this paper remain non-trivial. 
Research question 4. To what extent can socio-economic differences in criminal cautions/sentences during adulthood be explained by differences in absences, exclusions and attainment at school, amongst children with high levels of prior achievement?
Our final research question considers how engagement in criminal activity during adulthood differs across initially high-achieving young people from different socio-economic backgrounds, and the extent that such differences can be explained by variation in their attendance, exclusion, academic and criminal caution/sentence outcomes during their time at school. This part of our analysis restricts the sample to Cohorts A and B, given that we can observe their criminal cautions/sentences through to age 30 (cohort A) and 26 (cohort B)[footnoteRef:7]. For these cohorts we restrict the sample to initially high-achieving young people (top Key Stage 2 quartile) and estimate a series of logistic regression models of the form: [7:  For Cohort C, the latest age we can observe whether they were cautioned/sentenced is age 20.] 

 (2)
Where:
 = A binary outcome coded 1 if the individual was recorded as having been cautioned/sentenced as an adult, and 0 otherwise.
 = A vector of dummy variables capturing socio-economic status quartiles.
 = A vector of academic achievement measures at primary school, including Key Stage 1 and Key Stage 2 reading and mathematics test scores. 
 = A vector of dummy variables reflecting the cohort.
 = The average rate of pupil attendance during secondary school.
 = The number of times the individual was excluded during secondary school.
 = The number of times the individual was cautioned or sentenced during secondary school.
 = Grades achieved in age 16 national GCSE examinations, as captured by overall GCSE point scores and mathematics/English Language grades.
i = Individual i.
Five specifications of this model are estimated, each including additional sets of controls. The baseline model (M0) includes socio-economic group (), background controls (), academic achievement during primary school () and cohort () as the only covariates. The  parameter thus captures differences across high-achieving young people with similar levels of academic skills and backgrounds at the end of primary education. Model M1 then includes a control for secondary school absences (), with secondary school exclusions () and secondary school cautions/sentences () added in specifications M2 and M3. Our primary interest is how the  parameter changes across these model specifications; to what extent can differences in these markers of troublesome behaviour during secondary school jointly explain the socio-economic gap in initially high-achieving children’s receipt of criminal cautions/sentences as adults? The final model specification (M4) additionally controls for GCSE grades to investigate whether academic achievement at the end of secondary school can further explain the socio-economic gap in initially high-achieving children’s propensity to be cautioned/sentenced as adults.
A similar logistic regression modelling approach is then used to investigate differences in criminal caution/sentences as adults amongst initially high-achieving disadvantaged young people of different genders and ethnicities. Our interest is again the extent that differences across these sub-groups can be traced back to variation in their behavioural and academic outcomes during secondary school, relative to initially high-achieving, socio-economically disadvantaged White boys as the reference group. 
4. Results
Research question 1. School absences
Figure 1 presents the percentage of school sessions missed each academic term between Year 1 and Year 11, pooling data across the three cohorts. (Appendix A – Figure A3 – provides results for each cohort separately). The solid grey line refers to high-achieving children from socio-economically advantaged backgrounds, with the dashed black line providing analogous results for their equally high-achieving but socio-economically disadvantaged peers. 

Figure 1. Average absence rates of high-achieving children from socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged backgrounds.

Notes: Figures refer to the percent of sessions missed. Vertical dashed green line illustrates the transition between the end of primary (Year 6) and start of secondary (Year) school. Data pooled across the three cohorts. See Appendix A for further detailed results.

For the most advantaged young people, the absence rate is broadly stable during their time at school, typically sitting somewhere between three and four percent of sessions missed each term[footnoteRef:8]. In contrast, the absence rate for initially high-achieving disadvantaged pupils is higher and has more variable. For instance, in Year 7 the absence rate for the high-achieving disadvantaged group is around 5.5%, relative to around 3.5% for their equally able but more socio-economically advantaged peers. However, by Year 10, the absence rate has reached approximately 7% for the former, but only 4% for the latter. This points towards an increasing socio-economic disparity amongst children with high levels of prior achievement during secondary school. [8:  The summer term of Year 11 is a notable exception, where the absence rate increases sharply to around 10%. This coincides with the timing of GCSE examinations in England and may be due to pupils deciding to revise at home or not returning to school once their examinations have finished. ] 

Table 1 panel (a) reiterates this result, focusing upon annual secondary school absences amongst Cohort C (the group we can observe throughout their time at school). This presents estimates from our regression model, with figures referring to the percentage point difference in school sessions missed relative to the most disadvantaged socio-economic group. Note how, in Year 7, socio-economically advantaged young people with strong Key Stage 2 scores miss 0.9 percentage point fewer school sessions than socio-economically disadvantaged pupils with equally strong Key Stage 2 scores. The magnitude of this gap gradually increases, however, reaching 1.76 percentage point fewer sessions missed in Year 9 and up to 2.5 percentage points in Year 11. Moreover, Appendix G (Table G1) demonstrates how this gap cannot solely be attributed to Kelley’s paradox (i.e. potential measurement error in the Key Stage 2 tests). Together, this illustrates how higher rates of absence from school may serve to undermine the progress and development of initially high-achieving young people from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds.

Table 1. Regression estimates of the difference in secondary school attendance rates across high-achieving children from different socio-economic backgrounds.
(a) Differences across socio-economic groups
	 
	Year 7
	Year 8
	Year 9
	Year 10
	Year 11

	 
	% diff
	SE
	% diff
	SE
	% diff
	SE
	% diff
	SE
	% diff
	SE

	Q2 SES
	-0.59*
	0.05
	-0.76*
	0.05
	-1.14*
	0.06
	-1.45*
	0.07
	-1.67*
	0.08

	Q3 SES
	-0.74*
	0.05
	-1.08*
	0.05
	-1.54*
	0.06
	-2.00*
	0.07
	-2.12*
	0.08

	Highest SES group
	-0.91*
	0.05
	-1.25*
	0.05
	-1.76*
	0.06
	-2.34*
	0.07
	-2.53*
	0.08

	N
	112,811
	112,418
	111,826
	111,429
	110,798


Notes: Figures refer to the percentage point difference in school absence rates in comparison to children from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds. SE refers to the standard error. Sample restricted to high achieving (young people in the top Key Stage 2 quartile) in Cohort C. Models control for gender, ethnicity, Key Stage 1 and Key Stage 2 test scores, cohort and annual school absence rates during primary school. * indicates statistical significance at the 5% level. See Appendix A for further detailed results.
(b) Differences between high-achieving disadvantaged children of different genders and ethnicities.
	
	Year 7
	Year 8
	Year 9
	Year 10
	Year 11

	
	% diff
	SE
	% diff
	SE
	% diff
	SE
	% diff
	SE
	% diff
	SE

	White girl
	-0.47*
	0.10
	-0.08
	0.11
	0.72*
	0.13
	0.43*
	0.15
	0.59*
	0.16

	Asian boy
	-1.26*
	0.15
	-1.53*
	0.17
	-2.00*
	0.20
	-2.34*
	0.23
	-2.81*
	0.25

	Asian girl
	-1.53*
	0.14
	-1.88*
	0.16
	-2.08*
	0.19
	-2.47*
	0.22
	-2.90*
	0.24

	Black boy
	-0.99*
	0.18
	-1.25*
	0.20
	-1.43*
	0.23
	-1.49*
	0.27
	-2.02*
	0.30

	Black girl
	-1.51*
	0.16
	-1.56*
	0.18
	-2.00*
	0.21
	-2.06*
	0.25
	-1.98*
	0.27

	Mixed race boy
	-0.15
	0.23
	0.24
	0.26
	-0.35
	0.31
	-0.11
	0.37
	0.54
	0.40

	Mixed race girl
	-1.38*
	0.20
	-0.91*
	0.23
	-0.15
	0.27
	0.03
	0.32
	-0.29
	0.35

	Other ethnicity boy
	-1.18*
	0.24
	-0.86*
	0.26
	-1.61*
	0.31
	-1.06*
	0.37
	-2.06*
	0.40

	Other ethnicity girl
	-1.60*
	0.22
	-1.33*
	0.24
	-1.34*
	0.28
	-1.00*
	0.33
	-1.31*
	0.36

	High achieving, above average SES
	-1.33*
	0.07
	-1.54*
	0.08
	-1.74*
	0.10
	-2.40*
	0.12
	-2.59*
	0.13

	High achieving, Q3 SES
	-1.21*
	0.08
	-1.26*
	0.09
	-1.44*
	0.10
	-1.89*
	0.12
	-2.16*
	0.13

	N
	112811
	112418
	111826
	111429
	110798


Notes: Figures refer to the percentage point difference in school absence rates in comparison to children from high-achieving, disadvantaged, white boys. SE refers to the standard error. Sample restricted to high achieving (young people in the top Key Stage 2 quartile) in Cohort C. Models control for Key Stage 1 and Key Stage 2 test scores, cohort and annual school absence rates during primary school. See Appendix A for further detailed results.
Figure 2 builds on these results by investigating differences across genders and ethnic groups. Findings for boys are presented on the left, with those for girls on the right.
The broad pattern for initially high-achieving, disadvantaged boys and girls is similar. The starkest result being the higher rates of absence amongst White and mixed-race ethnic groups in comparison to their Asian and Black peers. For instance, high achieving, disadvantaged White and Asian girls have broadly similar absence rates during primary school (see Figure 2b, left of the vertical green line). Yet, during secondary school (right of the dashed green line in Figure 2b) their respective school absence rates clearly diverge. As a result, by Year 10, initially high-achieving disadvantaged White girls are (on average) missing around 8.5% of school sessions compared to only around 5% of their equally able Asian peers. This equates to a difference of around seven extra days of lost learning over the course of an academic year. 
Table 1b formalises these descriptive results by presenting estimates from our regression models, focusing on pupils in Cohort C. Figures again refer to percentage point differences in the absence rate compared to initially high-achieving disadvantaged White boys as the reference group. Consistent with Figure 2, there is a clear gap in school absences between White boys and Asian/Black pupils (regardless of their gender) already apparent in Year 7, but grows further still as high-achieving but socio-economically disadvantaged young people progress through secondary school. 

Figure 2.  Absence rates amongst high-achieving disadvantaged children. Results by gender and ethnicity.
(a) Boys										(b) Girls

Notes: Figures refer to the percent of sessions missed. Vertical dashed green line illustrates the transition between the end of primary (Year 6) and start of secondary (Year) school. See Appendix A for further detailed results.
Research question 2. School exclusions.
Figure 3 and Table 2b present socio-economic differences in fixed-term exclusions during secondary school amongst pupils within the top Key Stage 2 quartile. Both illustrate how fixed-term exclusions are substantially higher amongst disadvantaged high-achieving young people than their more advantaged peers, even during the first stages of secondary school. Take Year 7, for example. Just 0.2% of high-achieving pupils from the most advantaged socio-economic backgrounds receive a fixed-term exclusion in their first year of secondary school, compared to 1.5% of those from disadvantaged backgrounds (odds ratio in Table 2a of 0.16)[footnoteRef:9]. Appendix B illustrates how similar results are obtained for each of the three school cohorts (see Appendix Figures B1 and B3).   [9:  As the binary outcomes investigated in this paper are rare, then the odds ratio will closely approximate the risk ratio (Cummings, 2009). We will thus on occasion interpret odds ratios as if they were risk ratios to facilitate communication of our results.] 

Figure 3. Average fixed exclusion rates of high-achieving children from socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged backgrounds.

Notes: Figures refer to the percent of pupils receiving a fixed-term exclusion during secondary school. Data pooled across the three cohorts. See Appendix B for further detailed results.


Table 2. Logistic regression estimates of the difference in secondary school fixed exclusion rates across high-achieving children from different socio-economic backgrounds. Odds ratios.
(a) Differences across socio-economic groups
	 
	Year 7
	Year 8
	Year 9
	Year 10
	Year 11

	Q2 SES
	0.47*
	0.50*
	0.49*
	0.50*
	0.53*

	Q3 SES
	0.29*
	0.30*
	0.29*
	0.31*
	0.36*

	Highest SES group
	0.16*
	0.17*
	0.19*
	0.19*
	0.22*

	N
	241361
	241361
	241361
	241361
	241361


Notes: Figures refer to odds ratio in comparison to children from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds as the reference group. Sample restricted to high achieving (young people in the top Key Stage 2 quartile) in Cohorts B and C. Models control for gender, ethnicity, Key Stage 1 and Key Stage 2 test scores, cohort and school absence rate in Year 7. * indicates odds ratio significantly different from one at the 5% level. See Appendix B for further detailed results.
(b) Differences between high-achieving disadvantaged children of different genders and ethnicities.
	 
	Year 7
	Year 8
	Year 9
	Year 10
	Year 11

	White girl
	0.35*
	0.44*
	0.66*
	0.58*
	0.50*

	Asian boy
	0.63*
	0.58*
	0.83
	0.88
	0.72*

	Asian girl
	0.25*
	0.18*
	0.31*
	0.24*
	0.18*

	Black boy
	1.87*
	1.42*
	1.91*
	1.57*
	1.57*

	Black girl
	0.79
	0.85
	0.91
	0.83
	0.61*

	Mixed race boy
	1.82*
	1.42*
	1.39*
	1.35*
	1.23

	Mixed race girl
	0.72
	0.94
	1.18
	1.11
	0.80

	Other ethnicity boy
	1.03
	0.88
	0.78
	0.94
	1.00

	Other ethnicity girl
	-
	0.42*
	0.34*
	0.45*
	0.33*

	High achieving, above average SES
	0.15*
	0.16*
	0.19*
	0.19*
	0.21*

	High achieving, Q3 SES
	0.32*
	0.34*
	0.40*
	0.39*
	0.38*

	N
	241361
	241361
	241361
	241361
	241361


Notes: Figures refer to odds ratio in comparison to children from high-achieving, disadvantaged, white boys. SE refers to the standard error. Sample restricted to high achieving (young people in the top Key Stage 2 quartile) in Cohorts B and C. Models control for Key Stage 1 and Key Stage 2 test scores, cohort and annual school absence rates during Year 7. Figures for “Other ethnicity girl” in Year 7 suppressed due to small sample size. * indicates odds ratio significantly different from one at the 5% level. See Appendix B for further detailed results
The absolute difference between socio-economic groups then increases through to Year 10 when it reaches 4.2 percentage points; 5.4% of high-achieving disadvantaged pupils receive a fixed exclusion during Year 10 versus 1.2% of their equally able but more socio-economically advantaged peers. In relative terms, however, Table 2a suggests the socio-economic gap stays broadly the same (the odds ratio equals 0.16 in Year 7 versus 0.19 in Year 10). Appendix G (Table G2) indicates that Kelley’s paradox is only partially able to explain these results. Even when one assumes the measurement error in the Key Stage 2 tests is quite substantial (i.e. that around half the variation in the Key Stage 2 scores can be attributed to measurement error) the socio-economic gap in fixed-term exclusions amongst high-achievers remains at 0.5 percentage points in Year 7 and 2.4 percentage points in Year 10.
Further detail to these results is provided in Figure 4 and Table 2b, where the sample has been restricted to high-achieving young people from disadvantaged backgrounds, and we explore differences across genders and ethnicities.
The first point to note is that fixed-term exclusions are much higher amongst high achieving disadvantaged young people from Black and Mixed-race backgrounds than their peers of White and Asian ethnicity. For boys in Year 10, around 10% of the former receive at least one fixed-term exclusion, compared to 6% to 7% amongst the latter. It is also notable how fixed-term exclusions are much more prevalent amongst boys than girls within this high-achieving, socio-economically disadvantaged sample. Indeed, fixed-term exclusions for the group of girls with the highest exclusion rate (Mixed) is equal to that of the group of boys with the lowest exclusion rate (Asian). The logistic regression results presented in Table 2b further emphasise these findings, with the odds ratio sitting significantly above one for only Black and Mixed-race boys (indicating that their exclusion rate is higher than for high achieving, disadvantaged White boys). Likewise, it is only White and Asian girls where the odds ratio is consistently below one and statistically significant at the 5% level. Thus, together, these results illustrate how there are important intersections between socio-economic status, ethnicity and gender amongst initially high-achieving pupils in terms of school exclusions. 

Figure 4.  Fixed exclusion rates amongst high-achieving disadvantaged children. Results by gender and ethnicity.
(a) Boys									 (b) Girls
 
Notes: Figures refer to the percent of pupils receiving a fixed-term exclusion during secondary school. Data pooled across the three cohorts. See Appendix B for further detailed results.



Research question 3. Criminal cautions/sentences.
Figure 5 turns to the socio-economic gap amongst early high achievers in the chances they receive a criminal caution or sentence between the ages of 11 and 30. This is supplemented by Appendix C, where we present results separately by cohort, along with estimates from a series of logistic regression models (which produce qualitatively similar results). Appendix D, E and F also provide additional results, where we focus on the chances of a high-achieving young person being cautioned or sentenced for three specific types of crime (drugs, violent crime, theft).
Figure 5. The percent of high-achieving children being cautioned/sentenced at least once by age

Notes: Figures refer to the percentage of individuals receiving a caution or sentence by age. Data pooled across cohorts. See Appendix C for further details.
While a difference can already be observed at age 11, the socio-economic gap in criminal cautions/sentences start to rapidly grow after age 12, before peaking around age 16. At this point, there is a five-fold difference in the rate that high-achieving advantaged and disadvantaged young people receive criminal cautions/sentences – standing at 2.5% amongst the highest socio-economic group versus 0.5% for the bottom socio-economic group. The percentage receiving a criminal caution/sentence then declines – particularly amongst the most disadvantaged socio-economic group – in the late teenage years and into their early 20s. Appendix G (Figure G4) illustrates how the measurement error in Key Stage 2 scores would have to be substantial (i.e. for measurement error to account for 75% of the variation in the Key Stage 2 scores) for Kelley’s paradox to fully account for the socio-economic gap observed in these results.
Figure 6 then turns to results for high-achieving disadvantaged young people of different genders and ethnicities (where sample size allows). Note that we now only consider the period between ages 13 and 25 to meet sample size requirements to comply with statistical disclosure control. 
Figure 6. The percent of high-achieving children being cautioned/sentenced at least once by age. Differences by age and ethnicity.

Notes: Figures refer to the percentage of individuals receiving a caution or sentence by age. Data pooled across cohorts. See Appendix C for further details. Results for Asian girls cannot be reported due to the insufficient sample size for this group.

There are three key points to note. First, high-achieving disadvantaged boys are much more likely to be cautioned or sentenced than high-achieving disadvantaged girls. Second, the peak in the caution/sentencing rate is later for boys (around ages 16 to 19) than for girls (around ages 13 to 15). Finally, Asian boys stand out as being less likely to be cautioned or sentenced than boys from other ethnic groups. For instance, 2.8% of high-achieving disadvantaged Asian boys were cautioned or sentenced for a crime they committed at age 18, compared to around 5.4% of Black and Mixed-race boys (and 3.9% of White boys). As a point of reference, the rate for girls for each ethnic group is just under 1%. Appendix C (Table C5) complements these results with estimates from logistic regression models, including where differences are significantly different from high achieving, disadvantaged White boys (the reference group).
Research question 4. Being cautioned/sentenced as an adult
To conclude, Table 3 panel (a) investigates socio-economic differences in being cautioned or sentenced for a crime as an adult amongst initially high-achieving pupils, conditional on their background characteristics and various outcomes (e.g. attendance, exclusions, test scores) through to the end of secondary school. Estimates refer to odds ratios, with values less than one indicating lower odds of being cautioned or sentenced compared to high-achieving disadvantaged pupils as the reference group.
Model M0 refers to the bivariate relationship between being cautioned/sentenced and socio-economic status amongst pupils with strong Key Stage 2 scores. These unconditional results indicate that the odds of a high-achieving socio-economically advantaged young person receiving a criminal caution or sentence as an adult is around one-third of their equally high-achieving, but socio-economically disadvantaged, peers (odds ratio = 0.32). The inclusion of background demographic and early prior achievement measures in model M1 do not change this result (odds ratio = 0.35). When school absences are included in model M2, the odds ratio does move somewhat closer to one (odds ratio = 0.44). This suggests that – to some extent – the socio-economic gap in being cautioned/sentenced as an adult can be traced back to differences in their attendance at secondary school. While the addition of a control for exclusions from school leads to little further change to the odds ratio in model M3 (odds ratio = 0.47) controlling for whether they received a caution or sentence while they were at school does (odds ratio = 0.55). In other words, the greater propensity for high-achieving disadvantaged pupils to be cautioned/sentenced during their time at school can partly explain – at least in a statistical sense – their greater propensity to be cautioned/sentenced as an adult (relative to their more advantaged peers). The final specification – where GCSE grades are also added (M5) – nudges the estimates odds ratio slightly further towards one (standing at 0.6).
Table 3. Logistic regression estimates of high-achieving primary school pupils being cautioned/sentenced as an adult. Differences across socio-economic groups. Odds ratio.
(a) Differences across socio-economic groups
	 
	M0
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4
	M5

	Q2 SES
	0.57*
	0.62*
	0.70*
	0.73*
	0.78*
	0.82*

	Q3 SES
	0.44*
	0.49*
	0.57*
	0.60*
	0.67*
	0.70*

	Top SES quartile
	0.32*
	0.35*
	0.44*
	0.47*
	0.55*
	0.60*

	N
	281413
	279693
	279693
	279693
	279693
	276833

	Controls
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	-
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Ethnic group
	-
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	KS1 maths scores
	-
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Cohort
	-
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	KS2 scores
	-
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	School absences
	-
	-
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	School exclusions
	-
	-
	-
	Y
	Y
	Y

	School cautions/sentences
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Y
	Y

	GCSE grades
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Y


Notes: Figures refer to odds ratio in comparison to children from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds as the reference group. * indicates odds ratio significantly different from one at the 5% level. See Appendix C for the full set of estimates including standard errors. 
(b) Differences between high-achieving disadvantaged children of different genders and ethnicities.
	 
	M0
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4
	M5

	White girl
	0.25*
	0.27*
	0.24*
	0.25*
	0.27*
	0.29*

	Asian boy
	0.81*
	0.88
	0.99
	1.00
	1.13
	1.27*

	Asian girl
	0.08*
	0.09*
	0.10*
	0.12*
	0.15*
	0.19*

	Black boy
	1.33*
	1.50*
	1.73*
	1.56*
	1.67*
	1.70*

	Black girl
	0.35*
	0.42*
	0.47*
	0.46*
	0.54*
	0.59*

	Mixed race boy
	1.13
	1.26*
	1.26*
	1.17
	1.18
	1.16

	Mixed race girl
	0.32*
	0.37*
	0.33*
	0.32*
	0.33*
	0.36*

	N
	281413
	279693
	279693
	279693
	279693
	276833

	Controls
	
	
	
	
	
	

	KS1 maths scores
	-
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Cohort
	-
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	KS2 scores
	-
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	School absences
	-
	-
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	School exclusions
	-
	-
	-
	Y
	Y
	Y

	School cautions/sentences
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Y
	Y

	GCSE grades
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Y


Notes: Figures refer to odds ratio in comparison to children from high-achieving, disadvantaged, white boys. SE refers to the standard error. * indicates odds ratio significantly different from one at the 5% level. See Appendix C for further detailed results.
Together, the results presented in Table 3a suggest that socio-economic differences in being cautioned/sentenced as an adult can – to some extent – be predicted by variation in their attendance, behaviour and achievement outcomes during their time at school. However, even after accounting for these factors, initially high-achieving young people from disadvantaged backgrounds are still much more likely to be cautioned or sentenced for a crime as an adult than more advantaged socio-economic groups.
Finally, Table 3 panel (b) focuses on differences amongst disadvantaged high achievers of different genders and ethnicities. There are four key findings to report.
First, for White and Mixed-race girls the odds ratio in the unconditional model (M0) sits closer to zero than one; they are much less likely to be cautioned or sentenced as adults than equally high-achieving, equally disadvantaged White boys. There is little consistent change to the odds ratio across the various model specifications. This indicates that differences in attendance, behaviour, prior cautions/sentences and achievement at school are unrelated to the magnitude of this gap.
Second, the estimated odds ratio for Black and Asian girls in model M0 also falls well below one. It, however, moves closer towards parity as the controls are added. For instance, the odds ratio for Black girls moves up from 0.35 (M0) to 0.59 (M5), with the inclusion of prior achievement scores and cautions/sentences while at school being particularly important. Hence, while there is also a clear gap in being cautioned/sentenced as an adult between high-achieving disadvantaged White boys and equally able, disadvantaged Black/Asian girls, this to some extent reflects patterns in their behaviour and academic outcomes during their time at school.
Third, high achieving disadvantaged Black boys are the only group where the estimated odds ratio is significantly above one in all model specifications. In other words, they are the only group more likely to be sentenced or cautioned as adults than high achieving, disadvantaged White boys. Moreover, the odds ratio tends to increase as we add controls capturing their various outcomes during secondary school, rising from 1.33 in M0 to 1.70 in M5. This means that initially high achieving disadvantaged Black boys are 70% more likely to receive a criminal caution/sentence as an adult than high achieving disadvantaged White boys, even when they had the same level of absences and exclusions from school, prior occurrences of criminal caution/sentences and GCSE grades. 
Finally, in the unconditional model, Asian boys are slightly less likely to be cautioned or sentenced as adults than their White peers. However, this difference is quickly explained by differences in background characteristics, prior attainment and absences during secondary school (odds ratio ~ 1 in M2 and M3). Then, after accounting for differences in prior occurrences of criminal cautions/sentences and GCSE grades, the odds ratio is significantly above one, reaching 1.27. Thus, high achieving disadvantaged Asian boys are around 27% more likely to be cautioned or sentenced during early adulthood than equally able, equally disadvantaged White boys with similar attendance, exclusions, prior cautions/sentences and achievement during their time at secondary school.
5. Conclusions
High-achieving young people from disadvantaged backgrounds are a key group for enhancing social mobility. They have built solid foundations upon which one would hope they are able to build, though unfortunately many are unable to fulfil their early academic potential. Most previous research on this group has focused on their future academic outcomes, such as achievement in national examinations and entry into university (e.g. Crawford et al., 2017). Fewer studies have focused on broader outcomes, including indicators of serious issues surrounding their behaviour. This is despite the potential for issues such as attendance and exclusions from school – and getting into trouble with the law – being potential drivers of why the academic potential of some high achieving disadvantaged young people goes unfulfilled. 
The present paper has sought to contribute insight on such matters to the existing evidence base. Using administrative data covering three school cohorts in England, we have shown how socio-economic gaps in attendance and exclusions amongst previously high achieving pupils emerge during the early stages of secondary school before peaking around Year 10 (age 14/15). These differences are unlikely to be explained by Kelley’s paradox, with non-trivial variation in absences, exclusions and criminal cautions/sentences observed even when one assumes a reasonably high degree of measurement error is present in the Key Stage 2 tests. There appears to be important intersectionality with gender and ethnicity, with increasing levels of secondary school absence being a particular problem amongst teenagers of White and Mixed ethnicity. Likewise, high rates of school exclusions and criminal cautions/sentences while at school are observed for Black and Mixed-race boys. While this variation in attendance, exclusions and cautions/sentences during secondary school can partially explain socio-economic differences amongst initially high achieving pupils in their propensity to receive cautions/sentences as adults, a substantial proportion of the gap also remains unexplained.
These findings have many consistencies with results from previous studies comparing other outcomes across initially high achieving young people from advantaged and disadvantaged backgrounds. For instance, prior research has found a divergence in academic outcomes across early high achievers from different socio-economic groups between the ages of 11 and 14 (Crawford et al., 2017; Jerrim & Carvajal, 2024). This is consistent with when we find the gap in school absences and exclusions to increase. Jerrim (2024) also finds this to be a period when risky health behaviours amongst high achieving disadvantaged pupils start to emerge, including hospital admissions due to alcohol/drug abuse and self-harm. Our findings also serve to strengthen the only prior analysis we are aware of to consider criminal outcomes amongst initially high achieving disadvantaged pupils (Jerrim & Carvajal, 2024), which was based on relatively small scale, self-reported data. In particular, we have been able to demonstrate how important differences exist across initially high achieving disadvantaged young people of different genders and ethnicities, with cautions/sentences being particularly elevated for initially high achieving disadvantaged Black and Mixed race boys. This, in-turn, has helped to build understanding of the important intersectionality that exists when considering the outcomes of young people with high levels of prior achievement.
There are, however, some limitations to our work which we now note. First, our measure of crime is based on cautions/sentences, and thus represents quite an extreme outcome. It will not capture all criminal activity, such as those not caught or reported, nor where no further action was taken. Second, despite pooling data across three school cohorts, sample sizes in parts of our analysis (e.g. cautions/sentences occurring at specific ages for some gender and ethnic sub-groups) becomes relatively small. Third, our measure of disadvantage is based on the proxy measures available within England’s administrative data. While these measures are likely to pick up the most disadvantaged pupils relatively well via the inclusion of Free School Meals indicators across numerous years, it may only capture those from the most socio-economically advantaged homes with a degree of error (Jerrim, 2023). Fourth, relatedly, England’s administrative data – and the Key Stage 2 tests we use to define high achieving pupils – mainly captures those studying in state schools. Many of the roughly 7% of independent school pupils – who disproportionately come from more affluent families – are excluded from our analysis. Finally, all estimates presented throughout the paper are correlational, and do not attempt to capture cause and effect.
What, then, are the implications of our findings for policy? The emergence of socio-economic gaps in attendance and exclusions amongst high-achieving pupils during early secondary school highlights the need for targeted interventions and initiatives at this point in young people’s lives. These might focus on maintaining their engagement and behaviour at school to ensure they do not lose focus, fall into trouble and maximise their early academic potential. The intersectionality with gender and ethnicity also indicates that interventions and policies must be tailored to address the specific needs of different demographic groups. For instance, strategies to reduce school absences should particularly consider the challenges faced by teenagers of White and Mixed ethnicity, while efforts to decrease exclusions and criminal cautions should focus on Black and Mixed-race boys. Additionally, the unexplained part of the socio-economic gap in adult cautions/sentences points towards a need to go beyond school-based interventions, potentially involving community and family support services. It is thus likely that a mix of early, targeted, and intersectional initiatives are needed to ensure high-achieving pupils from disadvantaged backgrounds do not start falling into trouble at school and with the law during secondary school.  
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% sessions missed




White	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	Year 6	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	6.5217009251209399	7.5030868604004102	6.5895809342424201	6.3799804028615199	6.3051518412116003	5.5763348001312298	6.0246756801032904	5.7513235908470701	5.1493539544486699	5.7770405822926199	5.6322668977583801	5.2115061516346799	6.0097122943130996	4.9394365959291404	4.9201964480281397	4.49678914919786	4.8244646805440299	4.2103590614259003	5.36761067676332	6.5492232471899898	6.2156793301334199	6.3783097087729699	6.3457585750713603	6.37978077116483	7.2852599697130804	7.1117914288231097	6.5294324954188099	7.5013046571661102	8.1630438364813607	7.3731413093148497	8.0413159733856308	8.5491735146053802	8.9794494712036297	Asian	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	Year 6	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	7.1226563852842704	8.1672385029522303	5.3848281499821598	7.6220646778663896	6.2018325252830397	4.5440180493583302	7.6607250743799602	5.5380910440791302	3.6664558411782902	6.3486858471762799	5.1570192444768503	3.5934175358561	6.62308211627328	3.7233032678712399	3.2476047684834501	3.5539628736036502	3.6277972352889098	2.76532466643383	3.9652528767683499	5.0634839925424497	3.6676281121450098	5.2698462778335804	4.3077377033418998	4.2303392400796902	5.7391948169338702	4.45471230818658	4.0404632301987498	5.2469818362174196	5.5837421558763598	4.9175008046039999	5.4303698276864099	5.0898057066779003	6.6108701938120502	Black	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	Year 6	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	5.5464773450216001	5.8785418356662698	4.91730384658318	6.4639049431939304	4.7968781091110104	4.1226861224939997	5.1555156951390604	4.1910827716196	2.8165050221732502	4.15864419579247	3.7545327616742199	3.1372473603679101	4.5956420937896301	2.7021610385228798	3.0393044553289901	2.6026086783329099	2.7303852941584301	2.2025000832669202	3.7710522638150401	3.8620941514677698	3.3525119079634802	4.06909086553393	3.56085539594994	3.4750310144810199	4.36154270411655	4.2440505468183396	3.5807700760145602	4.5764236826074098	5.0715108583531903	4.8752179194699403	5.0981518545452298	5.2142236278106502	5.7900188601799698	Mixed	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	Year 6	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	6.26603571213652	6.9835678763713602	6.0723056608120398	6.4569031514693398	6.31951489755805	6.0443207920977002	6.2848237854985403	5.8891603243277402	4.9940867996946503	6.2208383433393397	5.6410234107881196	5.0720533616610304	5.98194114403515	4.3392469026853497	4.8749373700662497	4.1018337103154296	5.0441748383578	3.9051946700825102	5.1803845103003603	6.7500823046754101	5.4920300926262602	6.8478400053176696	6.7412948165112603	6.5760428267798696	6.9346266703564599	7.2144820784634804	6.2911801010968604	6.9887061753430704	7.7612802497247397	6.9597816264885504	8.0979663864710698	8.4903593926431302	9.1654517636040307	
% sessions missed




White	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	Year 6	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	6.6132136011314504	7.5886917475630504	6.7204571242818396	6.5012525430647896	6.3329456000927404	5.8084839789358798	6.1571893935145896	5.9658497885003099	5.3664849088722901	5.7865633780201202	5.76851566391902	5.3585354693491603	5.7184203911733302	4.9861328453451597	5.3114901455493202	4.3172725438824404	4.6013930353883197	3.8606728449371901	5.0351431323084404	6.3737186881604497	6.1658473446541198	6.3391856579781898	6.4322580367909303	6.6887101337750998	7.7787547709084599	7.6086261639634696	7.3869865350981296	8.1333716481901703	8.8965345954554795	8.3454905137449096	9.0788261302351696	9.8030843193240003	9.8756988408416895	Asian	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	Year 6	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	6.5152128091245602	8.2641791027969393	5.7294829584526097	7.8899095105306101	6.35858038817479	4.6825979409735101	7.4387118833295904	5.3984794110136596	4.0413906078473998	6.0157665640361904	4.8540361948835402	4.0926405888574697	6.24770245024476	3.8347649875998799	3.5690411425633899	3.6308365452956202	3.4050046730013501	2.3302690131558301	3.9827717963628002	4.7333566960734501	3.68208018561204	5.0868316455942804	4.3165748517028302	3.8600723615628798	5.3795983027376399	4.7060009369114004	3.8937198922270899	5.1000782510806797	5.5501531745466197	4.7553516586824403	5.1061234806804103	5.1624883608898697	7.2359644065267599	Black	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	Year 6	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	4.9271031796855498	5.8908741556329201	4.1564852693098597	5.5026067557014899	4.1049284989631696	3.35930327567208	5.1241673853226102	4.2247467926345497	2.9213058478188501	4.2559407391544903	3.84731522066234	2.9040323636289802	4.16001724506663	2.7489309492726401	2.6044163808006902	2.3572281031492301	2.41637675994148	1.7827192025168599	2.7159533095888202	3.44971684836556	3.1972095749234999	3.5812700863751799	3.2668545684944901	3.3087965762922402	3.9428086929199999	4.0240310976925304	3.8007895264895	4.3241113393148103	5.1094499018917796	4.82504913136182	5.0694057171494604	5.4639279035795099	7.6844566078242096	Mixed	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	Year 6	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	6.5045128533410201	7.4728957300090197	6.0062187758227799	6.4695194673143703	6.24688677123725	4.9225297267997004	6.2789907884877199	5.96827618186565	5.0388399697444299	5.6874669289014701	6.4678840880140003	5.01929820463564	5.51912511243916	4.8859287887190801	4.5897617648368101	3.8004445492027901	4.1970021800475701	3.2596677956637001	4.5456962905051697	5.5502147751287296	4.7994489810930503	5.2535151681850003	5.6608214241030401	5.7670246115876198	7.0428141060624201	6.9850694326585598	6.7323168422812696	7.0286585681359801	8.5051386418514507	7.8454641497811801	8.1398623240813404	9.0425672832606203	10.0642324741638	
% sessions missed




High achieving, high SES	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	0.20302352956736799	0.34917401827873001	0.527067599560887	1.1606068221196399	0.87954818998240891	High achieving, low SES	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	1.4639725505146699	2.17117804041174	2.92794510102935	5.4212733511246602	3.5379336637438001	High achieving, Q2 SES	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	0.66101486669123899	1.0885858213539701	1.4670106892738601	2.7349797272392102	2.0346479911537001	High achieving, Q3 SES	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	0.396590003898106	0.64827212175651994	0.86690507262342598	1.8787180312865401	1.49653407453858	
% recieve fixed exclusion




White	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	2.0739181576177801	2.9653934253698999	3.38636785736395	7.1813285457809695	5.0826471862811795	Asian	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	1.41235114926613	1.9385211852672299	3.04624757684851	6.2586541124342201	3.7108834117972798	Black	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	4.1261010662957798	4.7751506722299402	6.9541029207232192	10.709318497913699	7.5104311543810791	Mixed	Year 7	Year 8	Year 9	Year 10	Year 11	4.1368337311058001	4.6141607000795499	5.2505966587112107	9.6260938743038906	6.6030230708035003	
% excluded




White	Yr 7	Yr 8	Yr 9	Yr 10	Yr 11	0.65327453862485696	1.26299744134139	2.1721378409276402	3.6692253252762796	2.2320213403015901	Asian	Yr 7	Yr 8	Yr 9	Yr 10	Yr 11	0.51826898160145096	0.57009587976159604	1.1920186576833298	1.5807203938844199	0.85514381964239394	Black	Yr 7	Yr 8	Yr 9	Yr 10	Yr 11	1.59593761334784	2.7566195139644498	3.5545883206383704	5.3318824809575602	2.8291621327529897	Mixed	Yr 7	Yr 8	Yr 9	Yr 10	Yr 11	1.4234875444839801	2.7283511269276297	3.9145907473309602	6.7615658362989297	3.7366548042704602	
% excluded




High achieving, high SES	11	12	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	2.51299482852116E-4	8.5309561284008099E-4	1.9773301413890201E-3	4.3117700741994698E-3	4.7813033184758002E-3	4.9664713584720898E-3	5.7071435184572802E-3	6.1303847527345301E-3	5.9452167127382301E-3	4.9201793484730198E-3	3.6306162127845302E-3	2.8436520428002602E-3	2.54606054994907E-3	2.1955639028132302E-3	1.7723226685359801E-3	1.3226288571163999E-3	8.5970875712566299E-4	8.33256179983334E-4	6.7454071712936604E-4	3.4388350285026502E-4	High achieving, low SES	11	12	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	2.9546321006481101E-3	6.00457491422035E-3	1.17804041174227E-2	2.0301181852840199E-2	2.4647350362180701E-2	2.5428898208158499E-2	2.1940526115135299E-2	2.25695768204346E-2	2.09302325581395E-2	1.83377811666031E-2	1.3724742661075101E-2	1.20472741136103E-2	1.04841784216545E-2	9.2070148684712094E-3	8.0442241707967908E-3	6.0236370568051796E-3	3.79336637438048E-3	3.4502478078536E-3	2.8593213877239798E-3	1.73465497521921E-3	Age


% cautioned / sentenced




White boy	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	1.6777069275057201E-2	3.0025382281929001E-2	3.8630594935925203E-2	4.1664087166470597E-2	3.7082894818300002E-2	3.9435398997090303E-2	3.68352627994799E-2	3.3306506531294397E-2	2.4825109886708299E-2	2.0243917538537701E-2	1.78914133597474E-2	1.6467529251532199E-2	1.34959450256918E-2	White girl	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	1.13778648810495E-2	1.7965049812183501E-2	1.7420654363329499E-2	1.4099842125319799E-2	9.3636017202896101E-3	8.5470085470085392E-3	7.9481735532690896E-3	6.0972290271653299E-3	4.5184822254885904E-3	4.3007240459469699E-3	3.8107681419783301E-3	3.0486145135826602E-3	3.0486145135826602E-3	Asian boy	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	5.8155635558017104E-3	1.4400443090556599E-2	1.9662143450567701E-2	2.29853226253115E-2	2.76931597895319E-2	2.7970091387427301E-2	2.6862364995845999E-2	2.0769869842148899E-2	2.13237330379396E-2	1.8554417058986399E-2	1.7446690667405101E-2	1.3569648296870599E-2	1.46773746884519E-2	Black boy	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	1.11265646731571E-2	2.4107556791840502E-2	3.7088548910523801E-2	5.1460361613351803E-2	4.2651831247102402E-2	5.4242002781641097E-2	4.45062586926286E-2	4.7287899860917901E-2	3.2452480296708303E-2	2.7816411682892901E-2	2.17895224849327E-2	2.22531293463143E-2	1.9471488178025E-2	Black girl	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	4.7152702212549802E-3	8.7051142546245904E-3	1.16068190061661E-2	7.6169749727965103E-3	8.7051142546245904E-3	9.0678273485672797E-3	7.9796880667392101E-3	9.4305404425099708E-3	4.35255712731229E-3	6.89154878491113E-3	5.4406964091403701E-3	3.6271309394269101E-3	Mixed boy	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	1.8297533810660301E-2	2.46618933969769E-2	3.8981702466189302E-2	6.6825775656324499E-2	5.40970564836913E-2	5.40970564836913E-2	5.0914876690532997E-2	3.5003977724741397E-2	2.8639618138424802E-2	2.5457438345266498E-2	2.6252983293556E-2	1.9093078758949798E-2	1.98886237072394E-2	Mixed girl	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	1.1862396204033201E-2	2.1945432977461401E-2	2.5504151838671399E-2	1.6014234875444799E-2	1.54211150652431E-2	1.00830367734282E-2	8.3036773428232496E-3	8.8967971530249101E-3	6.5243179122182601E-3	7.1174377224199198E-3	5.9311981020166004E-3	



