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Abstract 

Young people from disadvantaged backgrounds with high levels of academic achievement at 

the end of primary school are a key group for enhancing social mobility. Yet many barriers 

stand in the way of this group converting their early potential into a top professional job, 

including gaining access to – and graduating from – university. This paper presents new 

evidence on this issue, providing novel insight into socio-economic differences in university 

entry and graduation amongst young people with high levels of achievement at the end of 

primary school. Using National Pupil Database (NPD) linked to Higher Education Statistics 

Authority (HESA) records from England, we find substantial socio-economic differences in 

the extent that high achievers at the end of primary school go on to attend a Russell Group or 

Oxbridge university. There are some indicative signs, however, that these gaps may have 

narrowed over time. Important differences across genders and ethnic groups are observed. Most 

gaps in university outcomes can be explained by differences in the extent that early high 

achievers from different socio-economic backgrounds convert their initial potential into higher 

school grades. 
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1. Introduction 

It is widely known that individuals born into socio-economically disadvantaged homes 

experience worse outcomes in later life than their more socio-economically advantaged peers. 

There is widespread concern that this is being driven by inequality of opportunities, including 

the quantity and quality of education different socio-economic groups experience (Breen & 

Karlson, 2014). This then has important consequences for the economy and society, with 

previous research linking lower levels of equality of opportunity to slower rates of economic 

growth (Neidhöfer et al., 2023). It is thus little wonder why this issue has become a 

preoccupation of public policymakers, with sustained attempts to build more socially fluid 

societies across the Western world (OECD, 2018). 

One group of particular interest to those looking to enhance social mobility are young people 

from disadvantaged backgrounds who show signs of early academic potential. According to 

the theoretical model of lifetime skill formation (Cunha et al., 2006), once a young person has 

fallen behind academically, it is difficult (and expensive) for them to then catch up. In contrast, 

children from disadvantaged backgrounds with high levels of academic achievement have 

managed to overcome socio-economic adversity during the early years. They have thus laid the 

foundations needed to excel at school and become upwardly mobile. In other words, this group 

has the best chance of smashing through the glass ceiling and increasing socio-economic 

diversity amongst high-status, professional jobs. 

Yet many obstacles stand in their way of fulfilling their early academic potential. They must, 

for instance, go on to achieve strong end-of-school grades. They may then also need to secure 

a place at a high-status university, given how these institutions act as a gateway into many well-

paid, professional careers (Sutton Trust, 2019). It is therefore perhaps surprising that relatively 

little research has focused on higher education access and outcomes of this specific group; for 

instance, to what extent do young people from disadvantaged backgrounds with high levels of 

academic achievement at the end of primary school go on to obtain an undergraduate (and then 

postgraduate) degree?  

This paper presents such novel evidence on the higher education access, choices and outcomes 

for socio-economically disadvantaged young people who were amongst the top academic 

achievers nationally at the end of primary school. The analysis includes the extent that this 

group manages to obtain a place at Oxford or Cambridge University, whether they continue 

into postgraduate study and – when attending university – whether they decide to move out of 

the family home. The paper hence provides the most comprehensive analysis of the higher 
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education outcomes for initially high-achieving young people from disadvantaged socio-

economic backgrounds to date. 

Theoretical framing 

The theoretical underpinning of the paper draws upon sociological research into primary and 

secondary effects (Jackson et al., 2007). This postulates that socio-economic inequalities in the 

final level of education a young person attains depends on two broad factors. 

The first of these are primary effects. These reflect differences in attainment at school that 

determine the educational options a young person has available. In other words, to what extent 

do different groups obtain the grades that make – for instance – attending Oxford or Cambridge 

(henceforth Oxbridge) a feasible choice? In our application, such primary effects can be 

conceived as the extent that initially high-achieving young people from disadvantaged socio-

economic backgrounds go on to obtain the requisite academic credentials that make university 

entry (including into an academically selective institution) a realistic possibility. 

Secondary effects are, on the other hand, factors over and above prior academic attainment that 

are related to high achieving disadvantaged young people’s educational choices. Take entry 

into a Russell Group or Oxbridge university, for example. Some initially high-achieving young 

people from poor backgrounds will get the grades needed to enter such an institution - but 

choose to study elsewhere. This may be due to cultural reasons (e.g. concerns whether they 

will fit in, self-belief), finance (e.g. being able to afford the costs associated with studying at 

such an institution), access to information/advice or familial/social factors meaning they are 

unable or unwilling to migrate. Within this literature, such secondary effects are typically 

captured as the remaining association between socio-economic background and university 

entry/outcomes once prior academic attainment has been controlled. 

Prior literature 

Several studies – both in England and internationally – have studied socio-economic 

differences in access to higher education, and explored the extent that this can be explained by 

differences in prior achievement. For instance, Bukodi et al. (2021) used sample survey data to 

study five educational transitions in England, including access to and graduation from 

university. While they found that most of the link between social origin and university access 

and outcomes can be explained by differences in achievement while at school, they also argue 

that secondary effects – the association that remains after prior achievement has been controlled 

– is “still of real consequence” (p. 645). This is consistent with the findings of Sullivan et al. 
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(2014), who reported non-trivial associations in England between parental education, private 

schooling and higher education destination, even after both childhood cognition and school 

qualifications had been controlled. Likewise, Campbell et al. (2019) report that socio-

economically disadvantaged pupils are more likely to “undermatch” when selecting 

universities than their more advantaged peers. Findings from these studies are in contrast with 

the earlier work of Chowdry et al. (2013) who found that – conditional on prior achievement – 

there was virtually no association between young people’s socio-economic background and 

their entry patterns into university. Jerrim et al (2015) compared access to high-status 

universities in England to Australia and the United States. They found that access to elite 

universities was of similar magnitude across the three countries, with non-trivial associations 

with family background remaining in each country after prior achievement had been controlled. 

Jackson (2013a) investigated trends over time in access to higher education in England, finding 

that the relationship with family background remained broadly stable over a 30-year period 

(individuals born between 1958 and 1986). 

A distinct literature has emerged into the educational progress and outcomes of young people 

from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds with strong levels of early development 

and/or cognitive skills. This work has, however, largely focused on the educational progress 

this group makes during their time at school. Feinstein (2003) received a lot of public policy 

attention, with his findings interpreted as showing children form disadvantaged backgrounds 

with strong levels of early development falling behind their more advantaged peers with lower 

levels of early development. Jerrim and Vignoles (2013) argued however that this finding was 

likely a statistical artifact due to regression to the mean. Recent additions have been made to 

this literature by Jerrim & Carvajal (2024), who tracked the outcomes of initially high-

achieving children at age 5 through to age 17. They illustrate how ages 11 to 14 seem to be a 

key period, when this group starts to fall behind their more affluent peers at school, as well as 

being more likely to experience behavioural and socio-emotional problems. This built upon the 

work of Holt-White and Cullinane (2023) who found that 62% of high-achieving children at 

the end of primary school from the most advantaged socio-economic backgrounds go on to 

obtain top grades in England’s GCSE examinations (taken at age 16), compared to only around 

40% of their equally high-achieving disadvantaged peers. Finally, the work of Crawford et al. 

(2017) is of particular relevance, given it is one of the few existing studies to consider the 

extent that disadvantaged children who were high academic achievers during primary school 

go on to attend university. For one school cohort, they illustrate how this group are less likely 
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to attend research-intensive universities than their more socio-economically advantaged peers, 

though this inequality largely mirrors differences in the achievement of these respective groups 

during the latter stages of secondary school. 

Research questions 

 The aforementioned research has made valuable contributions to our understanding of socio-

economic inequalities in access to higher education and in understanding educational 

achievement trajectories amongst initially high-achieving children from different family 

backgrounds during their time at school. Yet there are also some key gaps in this existing 

evidence base. For instance, no previous research has investigated the extent that disadvantaged 

children with high levels of achievement at the end of primary school go on to study at one of 

England’s high-status universities (e.g. Oxbridge or a member of the Russell Group). There 

has been little consideration of how such entry patterns may vary across disadvantaged high-

achieving children of different genders and ethnicities, despite several authors noting the 

importance of considering intersectionality between socio-economic disadvantage and other 

background characteristics (Codiroli-Mcmaster & Cook, 2019; Campbell et al., 2019). Several 

potential outcomes of interest have also not been explored, such as the propensity for high 

achieving disadvantaged young people to move away from home during their undergraduate 

degree, whether they obtain good grades while at university (e.g. obtain a 2:1 or 1st class 

classification) and entry into postgraduate study. We also know little about how the higher 

education outcomes of this group have changed over time; for instance, are high-achieving 

children from disadvantaged backgrounds entering Russell Group and Oxbridge universities at 

a greater rate now than previously? 

We attempt to fill these gaps in the literature by addressing four research questions. Our 

analysis will begin by exploring the extent that high achieving children at the end of primary 

school convert their early potential into better grades in high-stakes national examinations 

taken in the latter stages of secondary school, before the transition into higher education takes 

place. This will provide insight into the extent that initially high achieving young people from 

different socio-economic backgrounds go on to “credentialise” their early skills which – in turn 

– has implications for the magnitude of primary effects (i.e. the extent that differences in 

university entrance rates can be traced back to differences in school grades). Research question 

1 is therefore:  
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• Research question 1. To what extent do young people from disadvantaged socio-

economic backgrounds with high levels of achievement at the end of primary school 

achieve “good” grades at the end of secondary school? 

Next, we turn to differences in university entrance rates across initially high-achieving young 

people from different socio-economic groups. This will include a wide array of outcomes – 

including entry into Britain’s most prestigious institutions – while also considering differences 

across genders and ethnicities, along with changes over time. We will also explore the extent 

that any differences across initially high-achieving children from different socio-economic 

backgrounds can be explained by differences in the grades they achieve in high-stakes 

examinations at school. Our second research question is thus: 

• Research question 2. What proportion of initially high-achieving children from 

disadvantaged backgrounds go on to study at Oxford, Cambridge or another Russell 

Group university? How does this compare to their more advantaged peers, and to what 

extent is this due to differences in prior academic achievement? 

Third, our analysis considers whether high-achieving children from disadvantaged 

backgrounds are more likely to choose to move out of the family home while an undergraduate 

than their equally able but more socio-economically advantaged peers. We are interested in 

this outcome for a variety of reasons. First, previous research has discussed the “consumption 

value” of university (Gong et al., 2021), and that young people are more likely to build new 

friendships, participate in extra-curricula activities and make use of the broader opportunities’ 

universities offer if they move out of home (Holdsworth, 2006; Davey, 2025). This outcome 

will hence provide some insight into differences across socio-economic groups in their 

university experiences. Second, moving out of the family home helps young people to build 

broader skills such as independence (Mulder & Clark, 2002; Kassenboehmer et al., 2018) 

which are likely to be valued in the workplace. Third, prior research has suggested that young 

people that move out of home to go to university are more willing to migrate again in the future 

(Swinney, 2016). This may hence be linked to the willingness of young people to move away 

to pursue labour market opportunities once they graduate. Moreover, if young people want to 

commute from home, their choices of university will be more constrained and they may be 

more likely to ‘undermatch’, limiting future prospects (Campbell et al., 2019). Finally, there 

are good reasons to expect there to be differences across high-achieving young people from 

different family backgrounds, who have less capacity to afford the financial costs of living 

away from home. Our third research question is therefore: 
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• Research question 3. Are high-achieving children from disadvantaged socio-economic 

backgrounds more likely to live at home as an undergraduate than their more socio-

economically advantaged peers?  

Finally, it is not only university entry that matters, but also whether young people go on to 

complete their degree and the classification they obtain. Indeed, dropping out from university 

– or graduating with poor grades – is likely to reduce the likelihood of initially high-achieving 

disadvantaged young people entering a well-paid, professional job. At the same time, no 

previous research has investigated the extent that initially high achieving children from poor 

backgrounds go on to obtain at least a 2:1 degree, or their propensity to continue into 

postgraduate study. Our analysis thus concludes by asking: 

• Research question 4. How likely are high-achieving children from disadvantaged 

backgrounds to complete postgraduate study? How does this compare to their more 

socio-economically advantaged peers? 

2. Data 

The data we use are drawn from England’s National Pupil Database (NPD) linked to Higher 

Education Statistics Authority (HESA) records. These are administrative data capturing school 

linked to university records for all state school pupils in England. We have access to data for 

the following school cohorts: 

• Cohort A. All children born September 1990-August 1991. These individuals were in 

Year 6 in 2001/2002, Year 11 in 2006/2007, entered university in 2009/10 and 

completed their undergraduate degree in 2012/13. 

• Cohort B. All children born September 1994-August 1995. These individuals were in 

Year 6 in 2005/2006, Year 11 in 2010/2011, entered university in 2013/14 and 

completed their undergraduate degree in 2016/17. 

• Cohort C. All children born September 2000-August 2001. These individuals were in 

Year 6 in 2011/2012, Year 11 in 2016/2017, entered university in 2019/20 and 

completed their undergraduate degree in 2021/22. Note that university entry patterns 

and experiences would to some extent have been impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. 

For each cohort we can observe young people’s scores in national examinations throughout 

their time at school, indicators of their family background, whether they progressed into 

university (including the institution attended), degree outcomes and – for Cohorts A and B – 

whether they completed postgraduate study.  
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Our primary group of interest is young people from disadvantaged socio-economic 

backgrounds with high levels of early achievement. We operationalise high early achievement 

as obtaining a score in the top quartile of England’s Key Stage 2 reading and mathematics tests. 

These are national examinations taken by 10/11-year-olds during their final year at primary 

school. Specifically, for each cohort, we standardise Key Stage 2 mathematics and reading 

scores to mean zero and standard deviation one. The average standardised score is then taken 

across these two subjects and the cohort split into four equally sized groups. Those achieving 

a score in the top quartile for their cohort are defined as “high early achievers”. By using Key 

Stage 2 scores, this measure has the advantage of being based upon lengthy2 national 

examinations that are externally set and marked, while also continuing to capture children’s 

academic skills at a relatively young age (before they enter secondary school). While using test 

scores at a younger age may have some advantages (e.g. by being able to capture disadvantaged 

high-achieving children who fall behind their more advantaged peers during primary school) 

they would also come with significant disadvantages (e.g. tests of children at younger ages tend 

to be shorter and more susceptible to measurement errors). Moreover, previous research has 

illustrated how the early stages of secondary school is a key period for initially high achieving 

young people from disadvantaged backgrounds (Crawford et al., 2017). 

The other key measure used to define our group of interest is young people’s socio-economic 

background. Following previous research using England’s administrative datasets (Jerrim, 

2023) we combine information across various indicators to create a socio-economic 

background scale. A one-parameter Item Response Model is estimated drawing upon the 

following pieces of information: 

• 12 dummy variables indicating – for each year they were at school - whether the young 

person was eligible for Free School Meals (FSM). 

• Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) decile – this captures the 

number of families in the local area that have low levels of income.  

• A binary indicator of parental education (whether either parent holds a university level 

qualification or not). Note this information is only available for those young people that 

progressed into university. 

 
2 Children sit tests totalling around three hours of time over a four day period. 
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• Parental social class, based upon The National Statistics - Socio-Economic 

Classification (NS-SEC) schema. This information is only available for those that 

entered university. 

Expected A Posteriori (EAP) estimates are then created for each individual, capturing their 

position along the latent socio-economic background scale. Descriptive information about this 

scale is provided in Table 1 and Appendix B. This scale is then divided into quartiles within 

each cohort, with the least advantaged 25% used to define young people coming from socio-

economically disadvantaged backgrounds. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for initially high achieving children from socio-

economically advantaged and disadvantaged backgrounds 

  Cohort A Cohort B Cohort C 

  Disadvantaged Advantaged Disadvantaged Advantaged Disadvantaged Advantaged 

Ethnicity       
White 75% 92% 65% 91% 55% 86% 

Asian 10% 2% 15% 2% 16% 3% 

Black 5% <1% 9% <1% 11% <1% 

Mixed 4% 2% 6% 2% 6% 3% 

Other 5% 34% 6% 5% 12% 8% 

Gender       
Male 49% 49% 47% 49% 45% 48% 

EAL       
Yes 2% 14% 3% 25% 3% 31% 

Percent of time 

FSM eligible       
% time at school <1% 30% <1% 45% <1% 52% 

IDACI score       
Mean 0.43 0.05 0.43 0.05 0.42 0.05 

Percent of cohort 3% 8% 2% 8% 3% 8% 

N 16,180 47,680 12,935 48,515 13,870 42,820 

 

Notes: Percent of cohort refers to percentage of all children in the cohort who are classified 

as a high achiever from an advantaged/disadvantaged background. 

 

 

Our analysis begins by focusing on a set of pre-university outcomes, capturing attainment in 

the latter stages of secondary education. The measure we focus on are: 

• Average GCSE total points score. At age 16, young people in England sit high-stakes 

national examinations across around nine subjects. They are then awarded a grade for 

each of these subjects, which can be combined and converted into a total points score. 

We standardise these scores to mean zero and standard deviation one within each 

cohort.  

• Key Stage 5 total point scores. At age 18, young people sit a further set of national 

examinations in usually three chosen subjects. They receive a grade in each, which can 

be combined, and a total points score derived. We standardise these scores within each 

cohort, using this as a measure of their academic achievement at age 18. 
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We also present results for two additional school outcomes (whether they continued in 

education and completed exams through to age 18 and whether they obtained at least three B 

grades at A-Level) in the Appendix (see Appendix C for further details). 

When answering Research Question 2 we focus on the following: 

• Studying for an undergraduate degree. This variable is coded one if the young person 

has any HESA record of studying for an undergraduate degree and zero otherwise. 

• Studying an undergraduate degree at a Russell Group university. The Russell Group is 

a self-selecting set of 24 universities across the United Kingdom. These tend to be the 

most research-intensive institutions that are also generally the most academically 

selective. Previous research has focused on entry into such institutions (e.g. Hemsley-

Brown, 2015). We thus derive a binary variable, coded one if the young person entered 

a Russell Group university, and zero otherwise.  

• Studying an undergraduate degree at Oxbridge. Oxford and Cambridge are the United 

Kingdom’s most well-known universities and receive much public policy interest. They 

are amongst the most competitive to enter and have long been associated with entry 

into the most prestigious jobs (e.g. since the second world war, only one British Prime 

Minster has studied at a university other than Oxford). We hence focus on access to 

these two institutions, deriving a variable coded one if the young person studied as an 

undergraduate at either Oxford or Cambridge, and zero otherwise.  

We create two versions of the aforementioned variables. The first captures whether the young 

person was ever recorded to have studied for an undergraduate degree using all timepoints 

available. The second restricts this to whether they were recorded as studying for an 

undergraduate degree by age 21 – the latest age we can observe across all three cohorts. Hence 

an advantage of the second measure is that it has a greater degree of cross-cohort comparability.  

Our third research question focuses on whether the young person chose to move out of the 

family home during their undergraduate studies. This information was recorded each year the 

young person was enrolled in higher education. We draw upon this information to derive a 

variable coded as one if the young person was recorded as living with their parents for most of 

their time as an undergraduate student, and zero otherwise3. 

 
3 Those coded as zero will include young people living in university halls, private sector halls and other rented 

accommodation. This is captured in the HESA variable TTACCOM. 
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Finally, we consider a set of undergraduate outcomes and entry into postgraduate study. These 

are operationalised as follows: 

• Degree completion. A binary indicator coded as one if the young person was recorded 

as ever having obtained an undergraduate degree. 

• Obtaining a 2:1 or 1st class classification. In the British higher education system, 

students are awarded a degree classification. We focus on whether young people 

achieved either a 1st or 2:1 degree. These are the highest two classifications which are 

often a prerequisite for graduate employers. 

• Complete an MSc. A binary variable coded as one if the young person was ever 

recorded studying for a master’s level qualification. 

• Enter a PhD. A binary variable coded as one if the young person was ever recorded 

studying for a PhD. 

 

3. Methodology 

Research question 1. School outcomes 

Our analysis begins by considering a set of school outcomes prior to university entry, providing 

insight into the extent that disadvantaged children with high levels of achievement at the end 

of primary school convert their early academic potential into good school grades. The first of 

these are GCSEs taken by young people at age 16. We begin by restricting the sample to young 

people with Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile. Raw, unconditional average GCSE point 

scores are then presented across socio-economic groups. A set of regression models are then 

estimated of the form: 

𝑂𝑖 =  𝛼 +  𝛽. 𝑆𝐸𝑆𝑖 +  𝛾. 𝐷𝑖 +  𝛿. 𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖      (1) 

Where: 

𝑂𝑖 = GCSE total points score. 

𝑆𝐸𝑆𝑖 = A vector of dummy variables capturing quartiles of the socio-economic background 

scale (reference group = bottom quartile). 

𝐷𝑖 = A vector of demographic background controls, including gender and ethnicity. 
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𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟𝑖 = A vector of background controls for prior achievement. This includes Key Stage 1 

(age 6/7) mathematics and reading levels and Key Stage 2 scores4. 

𝜀𝑖 = A random error term. 

i = Young person i. 

The parameter of interest is 𝛽. This captures the difference in average GCSE points across high 

achieving young people from different socio-economic backgrounds. As we standardise the 

outcome measure, estimates can be interpreted in terms of an effect size. When estimating this 

model separately by cohort, the difference in the 𝛽 parameter will reveal whether socio-

economic differences across initially high-achieving young people has changed over time. 

We then move on to explore – amongst disadvantaged young people within the top Key Stage 

2 test quartile – differences in GCSE outcomes across different combinations of gender and 

ethnicity. This is based upon the following regression model: 

𝑂𝑖 =  𝛼 +  𝛽. 𝑆𝐸𝑆_𝐵𝑦_𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟_𝐸𝑡ℎ𝑖 +  𝛿. 𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖    (2) 

Where: 

𝑆𝐸𝑆_𝐵𝑦_𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟_𝐸𝑡ℎ𝑖  = A vector of dummy variables capturing combinations of gender and 

ethnicity (reference group = high achieving, disadvantaged White boys). 

With all other variables as defined under equation (1) above.  

The 𝛽 parameter from (2) captures the difference in GCSE total points amongst high achieving 

disadvantaged young people of different genders and ethnicities, relative to high achieving 

disadvantaged White boys. As the sample for several gender-ethnic combinations is relatively 

small, these results will only be presented after pooling the data across the three cohorts. 

We then turn to educational outcomes at age 18 in the form of Key Stage 5 total points scores. 

This employs models similar to those presented in equations (1) and (2), but with the sample 

further restricted to young people with this information available – i.e. continued to take 

educational qualifications through to age 18 - and with GCSE point scores included as a 

control. These results will thus capture socio-economic differences across initially high 

 
4 The intuition behind including this control is that there remains some variable in the academic abilities of young 

people, even amongst those with Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile. Including controls for Key Stage 1 and 

Key Stage 2 scores will to some extent control for this variability in academic abilities amongst the “high initial 

achievement” group. 



14 
 

achieving children in attaining the grades they need to attend an academically selective 

university.  

Research question 2. University entry 

Unconditional percentages are first presented by cohort for each of our university entry 

measures. The sample is then restricted to only those young people with high Key Stage 2 test 

scores (i.e. in the top quartile) who continued their education through to age 18. Logistic 

regressions are then estimated of the form: 

log(
𝑂𝑖

1−𝑂𝑖 
) ==  𝛼 +  𝛽. 𝑆𝐸𝑆𝑖 +  𝛾. 𝐷𝑖 +  𝛿. 𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟𝑖    (3) 

Where: 

𝑂𝑖 = A binary variable coded 1 if the young person entered university and 0 if they did not. 

𝑆𝐸𝑆𝑖 = A vector of dummy variables capturing quartiles of the socio-economic background 

scale (reference group = bottom quartile). 

𝐷𝑖 = A vector of demographic background controls, including gender and ethnicity. 

𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟𝑖 = A vector of background controls for prior achievement, including GCSE total points, 

Key Stage 5 total points and A-Level grades. 

This model is estimated separately for each of our university entry outcomes (entered any 

university, entered a Russell Group university, entered Oxbridge). The 𝛽 parameters will be 

presented in terms of odds ratios, and thus reflect the difference in the odds of going to 

university across initially high achieving young people from different socio-economic 

backgrounds. As under research question 1, differences across disadvantaged high achievers 

of different genders and ethnicities will also be explored.  

Research question 3. Moving out of the family home. 

Our third research question addresses the issue of whether the young person chooses to move 

out of the family home. We begin by restricting the sample to only those young people with 

Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile and that entered university. Three specifications of the 

following logistic regression model are then estimated: 

log(
𝑂𝑖𝑗

1−𝑂𝑖𝑗 
) ==  𝛼 +  𝛽. 𝑆𝐸𝑆𝑖𝑗 +  𝛾. 𝐷𝑖𝑗 +  𝛿. 𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑗 + 𝑢𝑗    (4) 
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Where: 

𝑂𝑖𝑗 = A binary variable capturing whether the young person chose to live with their parents 

when an undergraduate (coded 1) or away from home (coded 0). 

𝑢𝑗  = University fixed effects. 

With all remaining variables as defined above. 

In our first specifications we do not include any controls for demographic characteristics or 

prior achievement. This hence provides the unconditional difference in the odds of living at 

home as an undergraduate across high achieving young people from different socio-economic 

backgrounds. The second specification then adds controls for demographic characteristics and 

prior achievement. These estimates will reveal the extent that the differences in the 

unconditional model can be explained by differences in grades achieved in GCSEs and A-

Levels. Finally, in our last specification, university fixed effects are added to the model. These 

results will thus illustrate whether any of the remaining difference across socio-economic 

groups can be explained by conditioning on the precise university that the young person 

attends. We then go on to explore differences across high achieving disadvantaged young 

people of different genders and ethnicities. 

Research question 4. University completion, degree classification and postgraduate study 

The final research question addresses socio-economic differences in completing university, 

obtaining at least a 2:1 degree, and continuation into postgraduate study. When doing so, the 

same broad modelling strategy is followed as outlined under research questions 1-3 above. For 

the analysis of postgraduate outcomes, the sample is restricted to young people with Key Stage 

2 scores in the top quartile that went on to complete an undergraduate degree, with rich controls 

included for prior achievement (GCSE and A-Level grades, whether they attended a Russell 

Group or Oxbridge university and degree classification). The results thus reveal whether there 

are socio-economic differences across initially high achieving young people in accessing 

postgraduate study, amongst those who obtained similar grades at school and during their 

undergraduate studies.  

Kelley’s Paradox / Regression to the mean 

As noted by Jerrim and Vignoles (2013), one of the empirical challenges with studying the 

outcomes of initially high achieving young people is the potential for estimates to be affected 

by Kelley’s Paradox (a form of regression to the mean). Put succinctly, whenever the test used 
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to classify young people into different achievement groups is measured with error, one will 

tend to overestimate the magnitude of socio-economic differences in their future outcomes. We 

discuss this issue in further detail in Appendix A, and follow the approach suggested by Jerrim 

and Carvajal (2024) to test the sensitivity of our results. We find that while estimated 

differences across initially high-achieving children from different socio-economic 

backgrounds are to some extent reduced when making different assumptions of Key Stage 2 

test reliability, the general pattern of the results described in the following section continues to 

hold.  

 

 

4. Results 

Research question 1. School outcomes. 

Table 2 begins by presenting the difference in two school outcomes (GCSE and Key Stage 5 

total point scores) for initially high achieving young people from the most and least advantaged 

socio-economic backgrounds. This focuses on results from our regression models, with 

estimates presented as effect sizes (standard deviation differences).  

Table 2. Regression estimates of differences in school outcomes across high achieving 

young people from socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged backgrounds 

(a) GCSE total points (standardised) 

  

Q4 SES 
N Effect 

size 

Lower 

CI 

Upper 

CI 

Cohort_A 0.29* 0.28 0.30 133120 

Cohort_B 0.16* 0.15 0.17 132150 

Cohort_C 0.42* 0.41 0.44 118790 

 

(b) Key Stage 5 total points (standardised) 

  

Q4 SES 

N Effect 

size Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 0.32* 0.30 0.34 107995 

Cohort_B 0.33* 0.31 0.35 114245 

Cohort_C 0.43* 0.41 0.45 98475 
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Notes: Figures refer to differences in total point scores between young people from the most and least advantaged 

socio-economic backgrounds in terms of effect sizes. Lower and Upper CI provides the 95% confidence interval. 

* indicates a statistically significant difference at the 5% level.  

 

There are non-trivial differences across each of the outcomes. Take GCSE total point scores, 

for instance. High-achieving young people from the most advantaged socio-economic 

backgrounds obtain scores around 0.3 standard deviations higher than their equally high 

achieving but socio-economically disadvantaged peers. Although some of this difference can 

be explained by Kelley’s paradox as discussed in Appendix A (e.g. the difference shrinks to 

around 0.10 to 0.15 standard deviations for GCSE total points under realistic assumptions of 

the degree of measurement error in the Key Stage 2 tests), it is reasonable to conclude that – 

during secondary school – initially high achieving children to some extent fall behind their 

more advantaged peers academically. With respect to Key Stage 5 scores, even after controlling 

for performance in GCSE examinations, we find that initially high achieving young people 

from the most advantaged backgrounds achieve scores around 0.3 to 0.4 standard deviations 

higher than their equally high-achieving, disadvantaged peers. 

With respect to changes over time, the results are somewhat inconclusive. For both outcomes, 

the estimates for Cohort C tend to be slightly larger than for Cohorts A and B. There were 

however substantial changes to England’s curriculum and assessment regime over this period, 

many of which had implications for high-achieving students (e.g. the GCSE and A-Level 

grading structure was changed, in part to better distinguish the most able students). Thus, based 

on these results, we do not believe that there is strong evidence that the school outcomes of 

initially high achieving young people from advantaged and disadvantaged backgrounds have 

either narrowed or widened over time. 

In Table 3 we consider differences across initially high achieving disadvantaged young people 

from different gender and ethnic backgrounds. All figures are reported in comparison to 

initially high achieving disadvantaged White boys as the reference group. 
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Table 3. Logistic regression estimates for school outcomes of high achieving young 

people from disadvantaged backgrounds. Differences by gender and ethnicity.  

(a) GCSE total points (standardised) 

  Effect size Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 0.13* 0.11 0.14 

Asian boy 0.33* 0.30 0.36 

Asian girl 0.53* 0.50 0.56 

Black boy 0.16* 0.12 0.20 

Black girl 0.32* 0.28 0.35 

Mixed race boy -0.01 -0.05 0.04 

Mixed race girl 0.16* 0.12 0.20 

Other ethnicity boy 0.28* 0.24 0.33 

Other ethnicity girl 0.41* 0.37 0.45 

High achieving, above average SES 0.40* 0.38 0.41 

Q3 SES, high achieving 0.36* 0.35 0.37 

N 390855 

(b) Key Stage 5 total point score 

  Effect size Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 0.04* 0.01 0.07 

Asian boy 0.18* 0.14 0.22 

Asian girl 0.18* 0.14 0.22 

Black boy 0.02 -0.03 0.08 

Black girl 0.15* 0.10 0.20 

Mixed race boy 0.05 -0.02 0.12 

Mixed race girl 0.08* 0.02 0.14 

Other ethnicity boy 0.25* 0.18 0.32 

Other ethnicity girl 0.22* 0.16 0.28 

High achieving, above average SES 0.38* 0.36 0.40 

Q3 SES, high achieving 0.23* 0.21 0.25 

N 326795 

 

Notes: Panel (a) restricts sample to young people with Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile, with 

estimates capturing differences in total GCSE points in comparison to White boys. The sample in panel 

(b) is restricted to young people with Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile and who remained in school 

post-16. Figures are reported as effect sizes.  * indicates a statistically significant difference at the 5% 

level.  

 

These results provide clear evidence that it is initially high achieving disadvantaged White boys 

who fall behind other groups. Take the results for equally high achieving, disadvantaged Asian 

boys, for instance. They obtain GCSE total points 0.33 standard deviations higher than their 

White peers, and then a further 0.18 standard deviations higher at Key Stage 5. Indeed, at least 

at GCSE, initially high achieving disadvantaged Asian boys, Asian girls and Black girls 

broadly keep pace with initially high achieving children from the most affluent homes. Table 

3 therefore suggests that – during their time at secondary school – it is the early potential of 
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academically able disadvantaged young people of White ethnicity (particularly boys) that is 

particularly likely to go unfulfilled.  

Research question 2. University entry. 

Our second research question turns to differences in university entry rates. In the main text 

below we focus on entry into university by age 21, with alternatives based on any record of 

university entry at any age provided in Appendix E. Table 4 begins by presenting the raw, 

unconditional percentage of initially high achieving young people that go on to attend 

university by socio-economic background. Results are presented separately for entry into any 

university to study a bachelor’s degree (panel a), entry into a Russell Group university (panel 

b) and entry into Oxbridge (panel c). 

Table 4. The percentage of high-achieving young people that enter university by age 21. 

Unconditional estimates by socio-economic background for each school cohort. 

(a) Any university 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 57% 60% 75% 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 62% 64% 77% 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 53% 52% 76% 

4. High achieving, low SES 32% 40% 57% 

5. Missing data 18% 21% 42% 

 

(b) Russell Group 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 23% 28% 37% 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 21% 25% 33% 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 15% 16% 27% 

4. High achieving, low SES 7% 11% 17% 

5. Missing data 4% 5% 13% 

 

(c) Oxbridge 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 2% 3% 3% 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 2% 2% 3% 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 1% 1% 2% 

4. High achieving, low SES <1% <1% 1% 

5. Missing data <1% <1% 1% 

 

Notes: Figures refer to the percent of the group that attend university. For instance, in Cohort 

C, 1% of young people from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds with Key Stage 2 
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test scores in the top quartile go on to attend Oxford or Cambridge university. Figures 

rounded to nearest whole percent to comply with statistical disclosure control. 

 

There are three key points to note. First, more initially high achieving young people are going 

to university over time across all socio-economic backgrounds, including to higher status 

institutions. For instance, only 7% of initially high achieving young people from disadvantaged 

backgrounds in Cohort A entered a Russell Group university, compared to 11% in Cohort B 

and 17% in Cohort C. Second, there are nevertheless substantial differences in university 

attendance amongst initially high achieving students. For instance, within Cohort C, those from 

the most advantaged backgrounds were still twice as likely as those from the least advantaged 

backgrounds to enter a Russell Group university (17% versus 37%). Finally, there is some 

suggestion that the relative difference across initial high achievers from different socio-

economic backgrounds may have narrowed over time. Using entry into Oxbridge as an 

example, in cohort A, early high achievers from the most affluent backgrounds were 

approximately seven times more likely to attend Oxford or Cambridge than their peers with 

equally high Key Stage 2 scores from the most disadvantaged homes (entry rates of 2% versus 

0%). This difference has shrunk, however, to around a five-fold difference in Cohort and a 

three-fold difference for Cohort C. While the results for Cohort C should be interpreted with a 

degree of caution – given how the time they were starting university coincided with the onset 

of the COVID-19 pandemic – these unconditional estimates nevertheless provide some 

indication of increasing entry rates into high-status universities amongst initially high 

achieving young people from the poorest backgrounds. This result is also consistent with 

increasing levels of widening participation initiatives by universities in recent years.  

Table 5 builds on these results by presenting estimates from our logistic regression models. 

Recall that these models are restricted to only those young people with educational 

achievement measures through to age 18 and controls included for GCSE and A-Level 

performance. Odds ratios over (under) one illustrate where – conditional on these factors – 

high-achieving young people from the most advantaged backgrounds are more (less) likely to 

enter university than their equally able, socio-economically disadvantaged peers.  
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Table 5. Logistic regression estimates of high-achieving young people from different 

socio-economic backgrounds entering university by age 21. 

(a) Any university 

  

Q4 SES 
N 

OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.26* 1.20 1.32 113645 

Cohort_B 1.10* 1.05 1.15 117125 

Cohort_C 0.67* 0.63 0.72 99420 

 

(b) Russell Group 

  

Q4 SES 
N 

OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.39* 1.28 1.51 113645 

Cohort_B 1.22* 1.13 1.31 117125 

Cohort_C 0.93 0.87 1.00 99420 

 

(c) Oxbridge 

  

Q4 SES 
N 

OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.56* 1.12 2.15 113645 

Cohort_B 1.39* 1.06 1.83 117125 

Cohort_C 0.59* 0.48 0.73 99420 

 

Notes: Figures refer to odds ratios capturing the difference in the outcome between the most and least 

disadvantaged group. Sample restricted to young people with Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile and 

with academic achievement measures available through to age 18. Lower and Upper CI provides the 

95% confidence interval. Controls included for gender, Key Stage 2, GCSE and Key Stage 5 point 

scores and best three A-Level grades achieved.  * indicates a statistically significant difference at the 

5% level.  

 

In Cohorts A and B, there is a relatively small difference in favour of high-achieving young 

people from the most advantaged backgrounds. For instance, in Cohort A, the odds of them 

attending a Russell Group university by age 21 was around 40% higher than the most 

disadvantaged group (with around a 50% difference in the odds of entering Oxbridge). Thus, 

for these two cohorts, while differences in school achievement could explain most of the gap 

in high status university attendance rates across initially high achieving children from different 

socio-economic backgrounds, a non-trivial difference remained. However, even between 

cohorts A and B, the magnitude of this residual association (or “secondary effect”) declined 
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(e.g. with respect to entering a Russell Group university, the odds ratio declined from 1.39 in 

Cohort A to 1.22 in Cohort B). 

The results for Cohort C are somewhat different. The odds ratio now sits below one suggesting 

that – conditional on prior achievement – initially high achieving young people from 

disadvantaged backgrounds are more likely to enter university than their more affluent peers. 

While the magnitude of the difference for entry into the Russell Group is small (odds ratio = 

0.93) and sits on the boundary of statistical significance, the estimate for entry into Oxbridge 

is more sizeable (odds ratio = 0.59). We again advise readers to exercise a degree of caution 

when interpreting this result, given how – to some extent – the pattern of university entry for 

Cohort C has been impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. Nevertheless, Table 5 provides some 

signs that “secondary effects” – i.e. factors other than achievement at school that lead to 

differences in university entry rates across socio-economic groups – may have declined in 

England over time. 

Table 6 concludes our analysis of research question 2 by considering – amongst high achievers 

from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds – differences in Russell Group entry rates 

across genders and ethnicities. Note that we focus on the Russell Group here as the sample size 

for Oxbridge as an outcome becomes small for each group, leading to very wide confidence 

intervals (these results – along with those for entry into any university – are however provided 

in Appendix D for reference). These estimates are again based on logistic regression models 

controlling for rich measures of prior achievement at school, with high-achieving White boys 

acting as the reference group. 

Table 6. Logistic regression estimates of high-achieving young people from 

disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds entering a Russell Group university by age 

21. Differences across genders and ethnicities.  

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 0.81* 0.72 0.91 

Asian boy 1.46* 1.26 1.69 

Asian girl 1.61* 1.41 1.85 

Black boy 1.39* 1.14 1.71 

Black girl 1.61* 1.36 1.89 

Mixed race boy 1.50* 1.17 1.94 

Mixed race girl 1.35* 1.09 1.68 

Other ethnicity boy 1.49* 1.19 1.88 

Other ethnicity girl 1.46* 1.19 1.79 

High achieving, above average SES 1.32* 1.21 1.44 

Q3 SES, high achieving 1.20* 1.10 1.31 
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N 340440 

 

Notes: Sample restricted to young people from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds with Key 

Stage 2 scores in the top quartile and with academic achievement measures available through to age 18. 

Figures are odds ratios, with values greater (less) than one indicating how much more (less) likely the 

group is to enter a Russell Group university than high achieving disadvantaged White boys. Controls 

included for Key Stage 2, GCSE and Key Stage 5 point scores and best three A-Level grades achieved. 

* indicates a statistically significant difference at the 5% level.  

 

The key finding from this analysis is that – after controlling for achievement at school – most 

groups are more likely to enter a Russell Group university than high achieving disadvantaged 

White boys. For instance, the odds of high-achieving disadvantaged Asian and Black boys and 

girls attending a Russell Group university are around 40% to 60% higher than equally able, 

equally disadvantaged White boys. Indeed, there is only one group with less chance of entering 

a Russell Group university – high achieving disadvantaged White girls (odds ratio = 0.81). 

Table 6 hence reveals that it is primarily high achieving disadvantaged young people of White 

ethnicity that choose to not enter a high-status university, even when they obtain the grades to 

do so. 

Research question 3. Living at home. 

Table 7 addresses our third research question, exploring differences across socio-economic 

groups in living at home while studying for an undergraduate degree. The unconditional 

percentages presented in panel (a) illustrate a clear pattern that has remained broadly the same 

across the three cohorts. That is, high achieving young people from disadvantaged backgrounds 

are much more likely to continue living with their parents while an undergraduate than their 

peers from the most advantaged backgrounds. Specifically, around half of disadvantaged high 

achievers live at home while at university, compared to only a fifth of the most advantaged 

groups. 

Table 7. The propensity for high-achieving young people from different socio-economic 

backgrounds living at home as an undergraduate. 

(a) Unconditional percentages 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 22% 19% 20% 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 28% 26% 26% 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 39% 38% 42% 

4. High achieving, low SES 54% 50% 55% 
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5. Missing data 48% 46% 40% 

 

(b) Logistic regression model estimates 

  Unconditional Conditional 

University Fixed 

Effects 

2nd SES quartile 0.58* 0.67* 0.72* 

3rd SES quartile 0.32* 0.46* 0.53* 

top SES quartile 0.23* 0.37* 0.45* 

N 242845 223870 223870 

 

Notes: Figures in panel (a) refers to the percent that lived at home as a undergraduate. Figures refer to 

odds ratios from logistic regression models where the sample is restricted to young people with Key 

Stage 2 scores in the top quartile, has information on academic achievement through to age 18 available 

and that started an undergraduate degree. The unconditional model does not include any controls. The 

conditional model includes controls for gender, ethnicity, Key Stage 2, GCSE and Key Stage 5 total 

points scores and best three grades achieved at A-Levels. The final model additionally controls for 

university fixed effects. Values below 1 indicate that the group in question are less likely to live at home 

as an undergraduate than the reference group (most disadvantaged quartile). Standard errors are reported 

in Appendix Table F2. * indicates odds ratio significantly different from one at the 5% level.  

 

Panel (b) investigates whether this group can be explained by differences in the grades these 

young people achieve at school (middle column) and whether it continues to hold true when 

they attend the same higher education institution (right-hand column). These factors can only 

explain part of the difference in the propensity to continue living at home. In the unconditional 

model, the odds ratio sits at 0.23. This increases to 0.37 once school achievement controls are 

added to the model, and 0.45 when university fixed effects are included as well. Hence, 

amongst high achievers at the end of primary school that go on to achieve similar GCSE and 

A-Level grades, and who then go to the same university, the odds are almost twice as high that 

those from the most disadvantaged backgrounds will continue living with their parents.  

In Table 8 we illustrate how this is to some extent being driven by the decisions made by certain 

ethnic groups – most prominently Asian boys and girls. The odds of high-achieving 

disadvantaged Asian students living at home as an undergraduate are around three to four times 

higher than their White peers. There is also a notable difference between White and Black boys 

(odds ratio = 1.45) but not girls (odds ratios of 1.10 versus 1.17). Overall, Tables 7 and 8 

illustrate how there remains sizeable differences in university living arrangements – and hence 

experiences – across high achieving young people from different socio-economic backgrounds, 

particularly amongst certain ethnic groups. 
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Table 8. Logistic regression estimates of high-achieving young people from 

disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds living at home as an undergraduate. 

Differences across genders and ethnicities.  

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.10 1.00 1.22 

Asian boy 3.24* 2.81 3.75 

Asian girl 4.36* 3.79 5.02 

Black boy 1.45* 1.22 1.72 

Black girl 1.17 1.00 1.36 

Mixed race boy 1.06* 0.83 1.34 

Mixed race girl 0.99 0.80 1.21 

Other ethnicity boy 1.49* 1.20 1.85 

Other ethnicity girl 1.57* 1.29 1.90 

High achieving, above average SES 0.61* 0.57 0.66 

Q3 SES, high achieving 1.00 0.93 1.09 

N 231,430 

 

Notes: Sample restricted to young people with Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile from disadvantaged 

socio-economic backgrounds, with academic achievement measures available through to age 18 and 

who started an undergraduate degree. Estimates based on a logistic regression model controlling for 

Key Stage 2, GCSE and Key Stage 5 point scores, best three A-Level grades achieved and university 

fixed effects. Odds ratios greater than one indicate that the group was more likely to live at home as an 

undergraduate than high achieving disadvantaged White boys as the reference group. * indicates a 

statistically significant difference at the 5% level. 

 

Research question 4. University outcomes and postgraduate study 

Our final research question focuses on university outcomes and postgraduate study. This part 

of our analysis focuses on the eldest two cohorts (A and B) given that – with the data available 

– many individuals in Cohort C would not have yet had chance to complete their undergraduate 

studies and start a postgraduate degree. Table 9 begins by presenting results from our logistic 

regressions, focusing on the (conditional) difference between high early achievers from the 

most and least advantaged backgrounds. 
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Table 9. University outcomes for initially high-achieving young people different socio-

economic backgrounds. Logistic regression estimates. 

(a) Complete degree (any age/record) 

  

Q4 SES 
N 

OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.64* 1.51 1.79 95410 

Cohort_B 2.09* 1.91 2.28 96990 

 

(b) Complete degree by age 21 

  

Q4 SES 
N 

OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.15* 1.08 1.21 95410 

Cohort_B 1.16* 1.09 1.23 96990 

 

(c) Obtain at least a 2:1 

  

Q4 SES 
N 

OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.50* 1.41 1.59 95410 

Cohort_B 1.66* 1.56 1.76 96990 

 

Notes: Sample restricted to young people with Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile, with academic 

achievement measures available through to age 18 and who started an undergraduate degree. Estimates 

based on a logistic regression model controlling for Key Stage 2, GCSE and Key Stage 5 point scores 

and best three A-Level grades achieved. Values greater than one indicate that young people from the 

most advantaged socio-economic backgrounds are more likely to complete an undergraduate degree or 

obtain a 2:1 than the most disadvantaged group. * indicates a statistically significant difference at the 

5% level. 

 

The headline finding is that, when entering a university with similar qualifications, those from 

more advantaged socio-economic backgrounds are more likely to complete their degree and 

obtain at least a 2:1. In Appendix G, we illustrate how this finding continues to hold after 

including university fixed effects in the model as well. For instance, the odds of achieving at 

least a 2:1 are around 50% higher for young people from the most (as compared to the least) 

socio-economically advantaged families. In Appendix G we extend this analysis to consider 

differences across high achieving disadvantaged young people of different genders and 

ethnicities (see Appendix Table G4). We find consistent evidence that White and Asian girls 

are slightly more likely to complete university studies and obtain a 2:1 than high achieving 

disadvantaged White boys. On the other hand, high achieving disadvantaged Black boys are 

the least likely to graduate with a good degree. In particular, the odds of them obtaining a 2:1 
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are around half that as their equally high achieving, equally disadvantaged peers of White 

ethnicity.  

Table 10 concludes by examining entry into postgraduate study. The limited number of 

disadvantaged young people with high levels of achievement during primary school that go on 

to postgraduate study means that the confidence intervals surrounding our results are now 

relatively wide. Thus, while the point estimates suggest that initial high achievers from the 

most advantaged group may be slightly less likely to continue into postgraduate study than 

those from disadvantaged backgrounds, most of these estimates are statistically insignificant at 

the 5% level. The only exception is for entry into MSc degrees in Cohort B; here the odds are 

15% lower for the most (compared to the least) advantaged group, conditional upon their 

achievement at school and as an undergraduate.  

Table 10. Entry into postgraduate study for initially high-achieving young people 

different socio-economic backgrounds. 

(a) Entry into MSc 

  

Q4 SES 
N 

OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 0.99 0.93 1.06 87040 

Cohort_B 0.85* 0.80 0.91 89255 

 

(b) Entry into PhD 

  

Q4 SES 
N 

OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 0.91 0.77 1.07 87040 

Cohort_B 0.86 0.73 1.01 89255 

Notes: Sample restricted to young people with Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile, with academic 

achievement measures available through to age 18 and who started and completed an undergraduate 

degree. Estimates based on a logistic regression model controlling for Key Stage 2, GCSE and Key 

Stage 5 point scores, best three A-Level grades achieved, whether they completed an undergraduate at 

a Russell Group or Oxbridge University and degree classification obtained. Values less than one 

indicate that young people from the most advantaged socio-economic backgrounds are less likely to 

complete a postgraduate degree than the most disadvantaged group. * indicates a statistically significant 

difference at the 5% level. 

 

While the confidence intervals are now wide, Appendix H reports how this varies across 

genders and ethnic groups. With respect to entering an MSc, girls across each ethnic group are 

more likely to continue their education than boys. For instance, the odds of starting an MSc are 

35% higher for White girls than White boys, with this increasing to around 50% for 
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Black/Asian girls and 70% for mixed race girls. Initially high achieving boys are hence less 

likely to study for an MSc than initially high achieving girls, amongst those with similar levels 

of achievement at school and during their undergraduate studies, regardless of their ethnicity. 

In contrast, we find that high achieving disadvantaged White boys are the most likely to study 

for a PhD in comparison to other gender-by-ethnicity combinations, once their prior 

achievement at school and as an undergraduate has been controlled (see Appendix Table H3 

for the full set of results). 

5. Discussion 

Young people from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds who excel academically 

during primary school are a key group for enhancing social mobility. They have developed the 

platform needed to go on to excel at secondary school, enter a high status university and find 

well-paid, professional employment. If they can’t go on to succeed, then who can? Most 

previous research into this group has focused on the academic progress they make while at 

school, with comparatively little written about their later educational outcomes, such as access 

to – and graduation from – university. This paper has sought to contribute these insights to the 

existing literature, providing the most comprehensive analysis into the higher education 

outcomes of socio-economically disadvantaged children who excelled during primary school 

to date. 

Our analysis has shown how this group are much less likely to attend and graduate from a 

Russell Group or Oxbridge university than their equally able but more socio-economically 

advantaged peers. Much of this gap can be explained by differences in the academic progress 

these groups make during secondary school. That is, after conditioning upon end-of-school 

performance, differences in higher education access and outcomes across early high achievers 

from different socio-economic backgrounds become relatively small (though remain non-

trivial). Tentative evidence has also emerged that the socio-economic gap in entering Russell 

Group and Oxbridge universities amongst early high achievers may have narrowed over time. 

Yet these groups may have rather different experiences while at university, given how high 

early achievers from poor backgrounds are much more likely to stay living at home with their 

parents. We also illustrate for the first-time important differences in higher education access, 

choices and outcomes across socio-economically disadvantaged high early achievers of 

different genders and ethnicities. For instance, those of Asian ethnicity are much more likely 

than their White peers to convert their early academic potential into high grades at the end of 

secondary school, and thus go on to study at a high-status university.  
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These findings are broadly consistent with the existing evidence base. For instance, previous 

research within the higher education literature has generally noted how there are significant 

differences in university access across socio-economic groups (Budoki et al., 2021), with this 

to a great extent being explained by variation in performance in end-of-school examinations 

(Chowdry et al., 2013). Indeed, prior evidence from the sociology of education literature has 

typically found that “primary effects” (the proportion of the gap in higher education outcomes 

attributable to differences in prior achievement) are typically much more substantial than 

“secondary effects” (the gap in higher education entry rates that remains once prior 

achievement has been controlled) – Jackson (2013b). Our contribution has been to show how 

this also holds true amongst young people who excelled academically during primary school, 

how this intersects with other background characteristics such as gender and ethnicity, and how 

these relationships have changed across three school cohorts. 

With respect to previous research into the future educational outcomes of disadvantaged young 

people with high levels of early achievement, only Crawford et al. (2017) has considered entry 

into university in England. Like our study, they found that much of the difference in the 

university entrance rates of this group compared to their more advantaged peers can be traced 

back to how they progressed during secondary school. We have shown, however, that this 

broad finding masks important differences by sub-group, with a lack of progress made during 

secondary school a particular issue amongst initially high achieving disadvantaged young 

people of White ethnicity. Our analysis has also built on prior work in this field by 

demonstrating the extent that disadvantaged young people with strong academic skills at the 

end of primary school go on to enter universities of particular public interest (e.g. Oxbridge), 

how they differ in associated choices made (e.g. whether to move out from home) and in their 

eventual graduation rates, degree outcomes and entry into postgraduate courses.  

One must of course interpret these findings in the context of the limitations of our research. 

First, our measure of high early achievement is based on tests taken at age 10/11 that focus on 

reading and mathematics. One may argue that measures at a younger age might be 

advantageous (e.g. to also capture progress made during primary school) and that the tests 

should ideally cover broader aspects of school’s curricula (e.g. science, history, geography). 

While such alternative measures would also come with drawbacks (e.g. increased levels of 

measurement error), further research into the primary school experiences of disadvantaged 

children with strong pre-school skills is needed. Second, our analysis is restricted to young 

people who sat the Key Stage 2 tests and thus studying in the state school sector. Our analysis 
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has therefore been unable to include around 7% of young people in England that attend 

independent (private) schools. Third, while we have presented results across three school 

cohorts, there are several issues that limit their comparability. One is that substantial changes 

have been made to England’s GCSE and A-Level examinations over time, which has led to 

some changes to the school performance measures available for Cohort C relative to cohorts A 

and B. Another is that Cohort C were entering and progressing through higher education at the 

time of the COVID-19 pandemic, and would thus have had rather different university 

experiences to older cohorts. Unfortunately. It is not possible to firmly establish the impact 

these issues have on the cross-cohort comparability of our results. Finally, while our use of 

administrative data has many advantages – including providing the requisite sample size to 

study differences across genders and ethnicities – it also comes with certain limitations. Most 

notably, we cannot probe in much detail what may be driving our results. For instance, while 

we have established high achieving young people from poor backgrounds are much more likely 

to continue living with their parents while at university, we are unable to establish whether this 

is being driven by financial, social or familial concerns. Likewise, we are unable to establish 

the extent to which this is being driven by the different benefits of remaining at home while 

studying at university, such as maintaining close contact with family bonds, access to local 

employment opportunities, less graduate debt and greater ability to focus on studies without 

needing so many hours of paid work. 

Our findings do nevertheless have some important implications. One is that more needs to be 

done to help young people from poor backgrounds who excel during primary school to convert 

this early potential into strong school grades. This is particularly true for those of White 

ethnicity, given they are the least likely to keep pace academically during secondary school 

with their peers from more advantaged backgrounds. Another is that, if one believes that 

moving out of the family home is a key part of the university experience, further efforts are 

needed to help high achieving disadvantaged young people to take this step. While further work 

is needed to establish why this group is more reluctant to leave home, it may be that they need 

to feel greater financial security to do so. Finally, there may now be relatively little to gain 

from universities putting further resource into widening access schemes targeting teenagers, 

given how the link between socio-economic background and university entry is limited once 

prior achievement has been controlled. Rather, it may be better for universities to invest any 

available resource – or to reallocate some existing resource – into supporting disadvantaged 
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high-achievers during their university studies, helping them to make it through to graduation 

with the best possible grades. 
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Appendix A. Robustness tests to explore the impact of Kelley’s paradox (regression to 

the mean) 

Jerrim and Carvajal (2024) discuss in detail the issue of Kelley’s paradox and the related issue 

of regression to the mean. This is an issue whenever a test score that is less than perfectly 

reliable is used to classify individuals into different achievement groups, such as – in our 

application – “high achievers”. In particular, if these individuals were to complete the same 

test(s) again the very next day, they would – on average – achieve a lower score than on the 

initial test used to classifying them as high-achieving individuals (i.e. their scores will regress 

towards the mean). 

As explained by Wainer & Brown (2007), the extent of this regression may be group specific. 

For instance, children from lower socioeconomic status backgrounds achieve scores that are – 

on average – lower than their peers from higher socioeconomic backgrounds. The regression 

effect will hence be particularly large for children identified as “high achieving” on the first 

test(s) if they come from a disadvantaged socioeconomic background. In other words, this may 

lead one to erroneously conclude that high-achieving children from disadvantaged 

backgrounds have “fallen behind” their more socioeconomically advantaged peers, when this 

is really an artefact of the measurement error present in the tests used to classify individuals 

into different ability groups.  

In this appendix we follow the four step approach suggested by Jerrim and Carvajal (2024) to 

investigate the robustness of our results to this issue. This can be summarised as follows. In the 

first step we estimate the difference in our outcome measures across high achieving children 

(top Key Stage 2 quartile) from socioeconomically advantaged and disadvantaged 

backgrounds. Then, in step 2, we estimate the difference in the academic abilities of high 

achieving children from different socioeconomic backgrounds under different assumptions of 

Key Stage 2 reliability. This is based upon the formula provided by Wainer & Brown (2007): 

𝜏𝑖 =  𝜌(𝑥𝑖) + (1 −  𝜌). 𝑢𝑔      

Where: 

𝜏𝑖 = The young person’s “true” academic abilities at the end of primary school. 

𝜌 = The assumption one makes regarding the reliability of the Key Stage 2 tests as a measure 

of young people’s academic abilities.  

𝑥𝑖 = The score the young person achieves on the Key Stage 2 test. 

𝑢𝑔 = The average Key Stage 2 score within the individual’s socioeconomic group (g) (the 

average Key Stage 2 score of children from disadvantaged backgrounds, for example). 

The key input here is 𝜌 – the assumption one makes about Key Stage 2 test reliability as a 

marker of young people’s overall academic abilities at the end of primary school (a point to 

which we return below). 

In the third step we then estimate the link between the academic ability of young people at 

the end of primary school and each of the relevant outcome measures. The final step is that to 

adjust downwards the “raw” difference from step 1 by the estimated difference in high 

achieving advantaged and disadvantaged children’s academic abilities (from step 2) multiplied 
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by how strongly this is related to the outcome in question (from step 3). Jerrim & Carvajal 

(2024: section 3, Appendix B and Appendix C) provides for further details about this approach. 

A key question is what value of 𝜌 to use in this process (i.e. the assumption one makes 

about Key Stage 2 test reliability). While the reported reliability of these tests are high – and 

they involve over three hours of test time – they only cover the subjects of English and 

mathematics (and not other areas of the curriculum). Consequently, following Jerrim and 

Carvajal (2024), we test the sensitivity of results to using a range of different values of 𝜌, from 

a low of 0.5 to a high of 1.0 (essentially equivalent to assuming the Key Stage 2 tests are 

perfectly reliable). 

Our results can be found in Appendix Table A1 to A13 below for each of our outcomes of 

interest. The results in panel (a) are based upon logistic regressions (with estimates presented 

as odds ratios) with those in panel (b) based upon linear probability models (with estimates 

presented as percentage point differences). The value of rho refers to the assumption made 

regarding the reliability of the Key Stage 2 test as a measure of 10/11-year-olds academic 

achievement. Lower values of rho refer to lower levels of reliability.  

Our findings can be summarised as follows. First, in the unconditional results, the 

difference between high achieving young people from advantaged and disadvantaged 

backgrounds is somewhat reduced once one accounts for Kelley’s paradox. However, in 

general, the change in the results is usually fairly modest. Take entry into university (Appendix 

Table A13), for instance. The unconditional difference between advantaged and disadvantaged 

young people with high Key Stage 2 maths scores in entering university is 21 percentage points 

when no adjustment is made for Kelley’s paradox (i.e. when one assumes that the Key Stage 2 

tests measure primary school children’s academic abilities without any error). This difference 

falls to 14 percentage points when one instead assumes that these tests measure primary school 

children’s academic skills with a reasonable degree of error (rho = 0.7). Thus, while the 

magnitude of the difference declines, the broad pattern of unconditional results continues to 

hold for most outcomes. 

Second, in general, adjusting for Kelley’s paradox has less impact on the conditional 

results. This is as expected; the controls included for prior achievement in the conditional 

models will have already soaked up much of the measurement error present in the Key Stage 

2 tests. Take the chances of obtaining a 2:1 degree for instance (Appendix Table A3). The 

conditional difference between initially high achieving young people from advantaged and 

disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds is estimated to be 12 percentage points when no 

adjustment is made for Kelley’s paradox. This difference falls only slightly – to 11 percentage 

points – even when measurement error in the Key Stage 2 tests is assume to be very large (rho 

= 0.5). This suggests that the condition results – that are the focus in the main body of the paper 

– are unlikely to be severely affected by Kelley’s paradox. 

Finally, the results for GCSE achievement (Appendix Table A6) is somewhat of an 

exception, where both the conditional and unconditional estimates decline after adjusting for 

Kelley’s paradox. This is somewhat expected, given how the conditional estimates only include 

weak measures of prior achievement (Key Stage 1 levels) which will not soak up much of the 

residual error in the Key Stage 2 tests. For instance, the estimated difference in GCSE total 

points between initially high achieving young people from advantaged and disadvantaged 

backgrounds falls from 0.26 standard deviations (assuming the Key Stage 2 tests are measured 

without error) down to 0.08 standard deviations when assuming the measurement error is 

reasonably sizeable. The results for GCSE outcomes presented in the main text may thus to 
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some extent be affected by Kelley’s paradox, leading to a moderate upward bias in the 

estimated difference across socio-economic groups for this particular outcome. 

Appendix Table A1. Obtain BBB at A-Level 

(a) Logistic regression 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

OR Lower CI Upper CI N OR Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw 0.25 0.25 0.26 810980 0.34 0.33 0.35 149135 

1.0 0.32 0.31 0.33 810980 0.39 0.38 0.40 149135 

0.9 0.39 0.38 0.41 810980 0.40 0.39 0.41 149135 

0.8 0.51 0.49 0.52 810980 0.41 0.40 0.42 149135 

0.7 0.69 0.67 0.71 810980 0.42 0.41 0.44 149135 

0.6 0.98 0.95 1.01 810980 0.44 0.43 0.46 149135 

0.5 1.47 1.43 1.51 810980 0.47 0.46 0.49 149135 

 

(b) Linear probability model 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw -27% -27% -27% 810980 -21% -22% -21% 149135 

1.0 -26% -26% -26% 810980 -18% -19% -17% 149135 

0.9 -25% -25% -25% 810980 -18% -18% -17% 149135 

0.8 -24% -24% -23% 810980 -17% -18% -16% 149135 

0.7 -22% -23% -22% 810980 -16% -17% -16% 149135 

0.6 -20% -21% -20% 810980 -15% -16% -15% 149135 

0.5 -18% -18% -18% 810980 -14% -15% -13% 149135 
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Appendix Table A2. Obtained a 1st class degree 

(a) Logistic regression 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

OR Lower CI Upper CI N OR Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw 0.38 0.37 0.40 810980 0.64 0.62 0.67 120075 

1.0 0.43 0.42 0.45 810980 0.65 0.63 0.68 120075 

0.9 0.48 0.46 0.50 810980 0.66 0.63 0.68 120075 

0.8 0.55 0.53 0.57 810980 0.66 0.63 0.69 120075 

0.7 0.65 0.63 0.68 810980 0.66 0.64 0.69 120075 

0.6 0.79 0.76 0.83 810980 0.67 0.64 0.70 120075 

0.5 1.01 0.97 1.05 810980 0.68 0.65 0.71 120075 

 

(b) Linear probability model 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw -10% -10% -10% 810980 -6% -7% -6% 120075 

1.0 -10% -10% -9% 810980 -6% -7% -6% 120075 

0.9 -9% -9% -9% 810980 -6% -7% -5% 120075 

0.8 -9% -9% -8% 810980 -6% -7% -5% 120075 

0.7 -8% -8% -8% 810980 -6% -6% -5% 120075 

0.6 -7% -8% -7% 810980 -6% -6% -5% 120075 

0.5 -6% -7% -6% 810980 -6% -6% -5% 120075 
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Appendix Table A3. Obtained a 2:1 degree 

(a) Logistic regression 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

OR Lower CI Upper CI N OR Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw 0.37 0.36 0.38 810980 0.60 0.58 0.62 120075 

1.0 0.41 0.40 0.42 810980 0.61 0.59 0.63 120075 

0.9 0.46 0.45 0.47 810980 0.61 0.59 0.63 120075 

0.8 0.52 0.51 0.54 810980 0.61 0.59 0.63 120075 

0.7 0.61 0.60 0.63 810980 0.62 0.60 0.64 120075 

0.6 0.74 0.73 0.76 810980 0.62 0.60 0.64 120075 

0.5 0.93 0.91 0.96 810980 0.63 0.61 0.65 120075 

 

(b) Linear probability model 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw -22% -23% -22% 810980 -12% -13% -12% 120075 

1.0 -21% -22% -21% 810980 -12% -13% -11% 120075 

0.9 -20% -20% -20% 810980 -12% -13% -11% 120075 

0.8 -19% -19% -18% 810980 -12% -13% -11% 120075 

0.7 -17% -17% -17% 810980 -12% -13% -11% 120075 

0.6 -15% -15% -15% 810980 -12% -12% -11% 120075 

0.5 -12% -13% -12% 810980 -11% -12% -10% 120075 
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Appendix Table A4. Graduated from university 

(a) Logistic regression 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

OR Lower CI Upper CI N OR Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw 0.41 0.40 0.42 810980 0.71 0.69 0.74 120075 

1.0 0.46 0.45 0.47 810980 0.72 0.70 0.75 120075 

0.9 0.51 0.49 0.52 810980 0.72 0.70 0.75 120075 

0.8 0.57 0.55 0.58 810980 0.73 0.70 0.75 120075 

0.7 0.65 0.63 0.66 810980 0.73 0.71 0.76 120075 

0.6 0.76 0.75 0.78 810980 0.74 0.72 0.77 120075 

0.5 0.92 0.90 0.95 810980 0.75 0.73 0.78 120075 

 

(b) Linear probability model 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw -22% -22% -21% 810980 -7% -7% -6% 120075 

1.0 -20% -21% -20% 810980 -6% -7% -6% 120075 

0.9 -19% -19% -18% 810980 -6% -7% -6% 120075 

0.8 -17% -18% -17% 810980 -6% -7% -6% 120075 

0.7 -15% -16% -15% 810980 -6% -7% -5% 120075 

0.6 -13% -13% -12% 810980 -6% -7% -5% 120075 

0.5 -10% -10% -9% 810980 -6% -6% -5% 120075 
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Appendix Table A5. Educational achievement data through to age 18 

(a)  Logistic regression 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

OR Lower CI Upper CI N OR Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw 0.26 0.25 0.27 810980 0.36 0.35 0.37 810935 

1.0 0.29 0.28 0.30 810980 0.35 0.34 0.36 810935 

0.9 0.32 0.31 0.33 810980 0.36 0.35 0.37 810935 

0.8 0.36 0.35 0.37 810980 0.38 0.37 0.39 810935 

0.7 0.42 0.41 0.43 810980 0.40 0.39 0.41 810935 

0.6 0.50 0.49 0.51 810980 0.44 0.43 0.45 810935 

0.5 0.63 0.61 0.64 810980 0.50 0.48 0.51 810935 

 

(b) Linear probability model 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw -23% -24% -23% 810980 -14% -15% -14% 810935 

1.0 -21% -21% -20% 810980 -15% -15% -14% 810935 

0.9 -19% -19% -18% 810980 -14% -14% -14% 810935 

0.8 -17% -17% -16% 810980 -13% -14% -13% 810935 

0.7 -14% -14% -13% 810980 -12% -12% -11% 810935 

0.6 -10% -11% -10% 810980 -10% -11% -10% 810935 

0.5 -6% -6% -5% 810980 -8% -8% -8% 810935 
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Appendix Table A6. GCSE total point scores (effect sizes) 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

Effect 
size Lower CI Upper CI N 

Effect 
size Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw -0.32 -0.33 -0.31 810935 -0.26 -0.26 -0.25 810935 

1.0 -0.27 -0.28 -0.26 810935 -0.26 -0.26 -0.25 810935 

0.9 -0.22 -0.23 -0.21 810935 -0.21 -0.22 -0.20 810935 

0.8 -0.15 -0.16 -0.15 810935 -0.15 -0.16 -0.14 810935 

0.7 -0.08 -0.09 -0.07 810935 -0.08 -0.09 -0.07 810935 

0.6 0.01 0.00 0.02 810935 0.00 -0.01 0.01 810935 

0.5 0.12 0.11 0.13 810935 0.10 0.09 0.11 810935 

 

Appendix Table A7. Key Stage 5 points (effect sizes) 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

Effect 
size Lower CI Upper CI N 

Effect 
size Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw -0.44 -0.46 -0.43 397780 -0.38 -0.39 -0.37 149135 

1.0 -0.41 -0.42 -0.39 397780 -0.33 -0.34 -0.32 149135 

0.9 -0.37 -0.38 -0.36 397780 -0.32 -0.34 -0.31 149135 

0.8 -0.32 -0.33 -0.31 397780 -0.32 -0.33 -0.30 149135 

0.7 -0.26 -0.28 -0.25 397780 -0.30 -0.31 -0.29 149135 

0.6 -0.20 -0.21 -0.18 397780 -0.29 -0.30 -0.28 149135 

0.5 -0.11 -0.13 -0.10 397780 -0.26 -0.28 -0.25 149135 
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Appendix Table A8. Live with parents as an undergraduate 

(a) Logistic regression 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

OR Lower CI Upper CI N OR Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw 4.39 4.24 4.53 232985 3.67 3.53 3.80 98720 

1.0 4.05 3.92 4.19 232985 3.55 3.42 3.68 98720 

0.9 3.78 3.66 3.91 232985 3.51 3.39 3.64 98720 

0.8 3.46 3.35 3.58 232985 3.47 3.35 3.60 98720 

0.7 3.09 2.99 3.19 232985 3.41 3.29 3.54 98720 

0.6 2.67 2.58 2.76 232985 3.33 3.21 3.45 98720 

0.5 2.22 2.14 2.29 232985 3.19 3.08 3.31 98720 

 

(a) Linear probability model 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw 33% 32% 33% 232985 28% 28% 29% 98720 

1.0 31% 30% 32% 232985 28% 27% 28% 98720 

0.9 29% 29% 30% 232985 28% 27% 28% 98720 

0.8 27% 27% 28% 232985 27% 27% 28% 98720 

0.7 25% 24% 26% 232985 27% 26% 28% 98720 

0.6 22% 21% 22% 232985 27% 26% 27% 98720 

0.5 18% 17% 18% 232985 26% 25% 27% 98720 
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Appendix Table A9. Studied for an MSc 

(a) Logistic regression 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

OR Lower CI Upper CI N OR Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw 0.56 0.54 0.59 810980 1.04 1.00 1.09 91370 

1.0 0.62 0.60 0.64 810980 1.05 1.01 1.10 91370 

0.9 0.67 0.65 0.70 810980 1.06 1.01 1.10 91370 

0.8 0.74 0.71 0.77 810980 1.06 1.01 1.11 91370 

0.7 0.84 0.81 0.87 810980 1.06 1.01 1.11 91370 

0.6 0.97 0.93 1.00 810980 1.07 1.02 1.11 91370 

0.5 1.14 1.10 1.19 810980 1.07 1.02 1.12 91370 

 

(b) Linear probability model 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw -5% -5% -5% 810980 1% 0% 2% 91370 

1.0 -5% -5% -5% 810980 1% 0% 2% 91370 

0.9 -5% -5% -4% 810980 1% 0% 2% 91370 

0.8 -4% -4% -4% 810980 1% 0% 2% 91370 

0.7 -4% -4% -4% 810980 1% 0% 2% 91370 

0.6 -3% -3% -3% 810980 1% 0% 2% 91370 

0.5 -3% -3% -2% 810980 1% 0% 2% 91370 
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Appendix Table A10. Entered an Oxbridge university 

(a) Logistic regression 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

OR Lower CI Upper CI N OR Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw 0.25 0.22 0.28 810980 0.82 0.72 0.94 149135 

1.0 0.36 0.32 0.41 810980 0.88 0.77 1.01 149135 

0.9 0.51 0.45 0.58 810980 0.90 0.78 1.03 149135 

0.8 0.76 0.67 0.86 810980 0.91 0.80 1.05 149135 

0.7 1.23 1.09 1.39 810980 0.94 0.82 1.08 149135 

0.6 2.18 1.93 2.47 810980 0.97 0.85 1.11 149135 

0.5 4.41 3.90 4.99 810980 1.02 0.89 1.17 149135 

 

(b) Linear probability model 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw -2% -2% -2% 810980 0% 0% 0% 149135 

1.0 -2% -2% -2% 810980 0% 0% 0% 149135 

0.9 -2% -2% -2% 810980 0% 0% 0% 149135 

0.8 -2% -2% -2% 810980 0% 0% 0% 149135 

0.7 -2% -2% -2% 810980 0% 0% 1% 149135 

0.6 -2% -2% -1% 810980 0% 0% 1% 149135 

0.5 -1% -1% -1% 810980 1% 0% 1% 149135 
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Appendix Table A11. Started a PhD 

(a) Logistic regression 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

OR Lower CI Upper CI N OR Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw 0.35 0.32 0.39 810980 0.91 0.82 1.02 91370 

1.0 0.42 0.38 0.46 810980 0.93 0.83 1.04 91370 

0.9 0.49 0.44 0.54 810980 0.93 0.84 1.04 91370 

0.8 0.58 0.53 0.65 810980 0.94 0.84 1.05 91370 

0.7 0.73 0.66 0.81 810980 0.95 0.85 1.06 91370 

0.6 0.95 0.86 1.06 810980 0.96 0.86 1.07 91370 

0.5 1.31 1.18 1.45 810980 0.97 0.87 1.08 91370 

 

(b) Linear probability model 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw -2% -2% -2% 810980 0% -1% 0% 91370 

1.0 -2% -2% -2% 810980 0% -1% 0% 91370 

0.9 -2% -2% -2% 810980 0% 0% 0% 91370 

0.8 -2% -2% -2% 810980 0% 0% 0% 91370 

0.7 -1% -2% -1% 810980 0% 0% 0% 91370 

0.6 -1% -1% -1% 810980 0% 0% 0% 91370 

0.5 -1% -1% -1% 810980 0% 0% 1% 91370 
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Appendix Table A12. Entered a Russell Group university 

(a) Logistic regression 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

OR Lower CI Upper CI N OR Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw 0.31 0.30 0.32 810980 0.79 0.76 0.82 149135 

1.0 0.38 0.37 0.40 810980 0.80 0.77 0.84 149135 

0.9 0.46 0.45 0.47 810980 0.81 0.77 0.84 149135 

0.8 0.57 0.55 0.59 810980 0.81 0.78 0.85 149135 

0.7 0.74 0.72 0.77 810980 0.82 0.79 0.85 149135 

0.6 1.01 0.98 1.04 810980 0.83 0.79 0.86 149135 

0.5 1.43 1.39 1.48 810980 0.84 0.81 0.87 149135 

 

(b) Linear probability model 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw -18% -18% -18% 810980 -2% -3% -2% 149135 

1.0 -17% -17% -17% 810980 -2% -2% -1% 149135 

0.9 -16% -17% -16% 810980 -2% -2% -1% 149135 

0.8 -15% -16% -15% 810980 -2% -2% -1% 149135 

0.7 -14% -15% -14% 810980 -2% -2% -1% 149135 

0.6 -13% -13% -13% 810980 -2% -2% -1% 149135 

0.5 -12% -12% -11% 810980 -1% -2% -1% 149135 
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Appendix Table A13. Entered any university 

(a) Logistic regression 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

OR Lower CI Upper CI N OR Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw 0.42 0.42 0.43 810980 0.98 0.95 1.01 149135 

1.0 0.47 0.46 0.48 810980 0.98 0.95 1.01 149135 

0.9 0.52 0.51 0.53 810980 0.98 0.95 1.01 149135 

0.8 0.58 0.57 0.59 810980 0.98 0.95 1.01 149135 

0.7 0.67 0.65 0.68 810980 0.98 0.95 1.01 149135 

0.6 0.78 0.77 0.80 810980 0.98 0.95 1.01 149135 

0.5 0.94 0.92 0.96 810980 0.98 0.95 1.01 149135 

 

(b) Linear probability model 

Rho 
Unconditional Conditional 

PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N PP diff Lower CI Upper CI N 

Raw -21% -21% -21% 810980 -1% -1% 0% 149135 

1.0 -19% -20% -19% 810980 -1% -1% 0% 149135 

0.9 -18% -18% -17% 810980 -1% -1% 0% 149135 

0.8 -16% -17% -16% 810980 -1% -1% 0% 149135 

0.7 -14% -14% -13% 810980 -1% -1% 0% 149135 

0.6 -11% -12% -11% 810980 -1% -1% 0% 149135 

0.5 -8% -9% -8% 810980 -1% -1% 0% 149135 
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Appendix B1. Distribution of the socio-economic status scale 

Variable Group Mean SD N 

IDACI decile 

Decile 1 1.39 0.40 176,575 

Decile 2 1.01 0.34 176,565 

Decile 3 0.70 0.32 176,575 

Decile 4 0.43 0.33 176,575 

Decile 5 0.17 0.37 176,565 

Decile 6 -0.10 0.43 176,565 

Decile 7 -0.38 0.50 176,565 

Decile 8 -0.69 0.58 176,570 

Decile 9 -1.05 0.67 176,585 

Decile 10 -1.49 0.78 176,550 

NSSEC 

Higher managerial 0.92 0.55 137,350 

Lower managerial 0.54 0.54 177,810 

Intermediate occupations 0.30 0.54 81,620 

Small employers 0.02 0.55 60,015 

Lower supervisory / technical -0.04 0.52 35,180 

Semi-routine -0.45 0.63 87,240 

Routine -0.63 0.67 46,035 

Never worked -1.51 0.92 2,930 

Parental 

education 

Doesn’t hold a degree 0.04 0.90 340,975 

Holds a degree 0.43 0.69 326,395 

FSM eligible 

2006 

No 0.26 0.80 1,414,320 

Yes -1.42 0.86 256,880 

FSM eligible 

2007 

No 0.27 0.78 1,420,690 

Yes -1.47 0.84 255,660 

FSM eligible 

2008 

No 0.31 0.74 1,101,655 

Yes -1.57 0.81 186,350 

FSM eligible 

2009 

No 0.31 0.73 1,068,650 

Yes -1.58 0.80 181,915 

FSM eligible 

2010 

No 0.29 0.73 928,025 

Yes -1.55 0.82 182,215 

FSM eligible 

2011 

No 0.29 0.73 911,720 

Yes -1.54 0.83 177,030 

FSM eligible 

2012 

No 0.34 0.71 632,685 

Yes -1.54 0.82 112,705 

FSM eligible 

2013 

No 0.34 0.71 599,250 

Yes -1.52 0.83 107,345 

FSM eligible 

2014 

No 0.29 0.72 459,715 

Yes -1.58 0.81 91,190 

FSM eligible 

2015 

No 0.27 0.73 449,010 

Yes -1.61 0.81 81,370 

FSM eligible 

2016 

No 0.25 0.75 457,670 

Yes -1.63 0.82 75,575 

FSM eligible 

2017 

No 0.23 0.77 462,475 

Yes -1.61 0.84 72,055 

FSM eligible 

2018 

No 0.34 0.73 194,240 

Yes -1.58 0.88 15,975 

Gender 
Female 0.00 1.00 817925 

Male 0.01 1.02 853275 

Ethnicity 

White 0.11 0.98 1372775 

Asian -0.52 0.95 123620 

Black -0.83 0.90 67350 
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Mixed -0.33 1.04 51285 

Other -0.09 0.93 162830 

EAL 
English 0.08 0.98 1458190 

English as Additional Language -0.64 0.96 183970 

 

 

 

Appendix Figure B1. Distribution of the socio-economic status scale 
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Appendix C. Full set of results for school level outcomes. 

Table C1. School outcomes for initially high-achieving children. Unconditional 

estimates by socio-economic background for each school cohort. 

(a) GCSE total points (standardised) 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 0.87 0.73 1.07 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 0.88 0.76 1.05 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 0.78 0.68 0.97 

4. High achieving, low SES 0.52 0.53 0.64 

5. Missing data -0.78 -0.77 -0.57 

 

(b) In post-16 education 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 85% 90% 88% 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 86% 90% 85% 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 80% 82% 83% 

4. High achieving, low SES 59% 70% 65% 

5. Missing data 33% 41% 41% 

 

(c) Key Stage 5 total points (standardised) 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 0.43 0.46 0.58 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 0.40 0.41 0.48 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 0.25 0.26 0.30 

4. High achieving, low SES 0.02 0.10 0.01 

5. Missing data -0.04 0.00 0.21 

 

(d) Achieved at least BBB at A-Level. 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 40% 46% 44% 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 38% 42% 39% 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 27% 29% 31% 

4. High achieving, low SES 13% 18% 18% 

5. Missing data 7% 8% 13% 
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Table C2. Logistic regression estimates of differences in school outcomes across high 

achieving young people from socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged 

backgrounds 

(a) GCSE total points (standardised) 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 

  Effect size Lower CI Upper CI Effect size Lower CI Upper CI Effect size Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 0.22 0.21 0.23 0.30 0.29 0.31 0.29 0.28 0.30 

Cohort_B 0.13 0.12 0.15 0.19 0.18 0.20 0.16 0.15 0.17 

Cohort_C 0.29 0.28 0.31 0.39 0.38 0.41 0.42 0.41 0.44 

 

(b) In post-16 education 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 
N 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 2.34 2.23 2.45 3.39 3.24 3.56 3.00 2.87 3.15 139840 

Cohort_B 1.92 1.82 2.03 3.71 3.52 3.92 3.68 3.49 3.89 135400 

Cohort_C 2.20 2.08 2.32 2.77 2.62 2.92 3.69 3.49 3.90 119885 

 

(c) Key Stage 5 total points (standardised) 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES   

  

Effect 

size Lower CI Upper CI 

Effect 

size Lower CI Upper CI 

Effect 

size Lower CI Upper CI N 

Cohort_A 0.17 0.15 0.19 0.29 0.27 0.31 0.32 0.30 0.34 107995 

Cohort_B 0.14 0.12 0.16 0.28 0.26 0.30 0.33 0.31 0.35 114245 

Cohort_C 0.18 0.16 0.20 0.33 0.31 0.35 0.43 0.41 0.45 98475 

 

(d) Achieved at least BBB at A-Level. 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 
N 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 2.04 1.91 2.17 3.21 3.02 3.41 3.66 3.45 3.89 119280 

Cohort_B 1.66 1.57 1.77 2.84 2.68 3.00 3.52 3.32 3.72 115730 

Cohort_C 1.37 1.29 1.46 1.88 1.77 2.00 2.36 2.22 2.51 96090 
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Table C3. Logistic regression estimates for school outcomes of high achieving young 

people from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds. Differences by gender and 

ethnicity.  

(a) GCSE total points (standardised) 

  Effect size Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 0.13 0.11 0.14 

Asian boy 0.33 0.30 0.36 

Asian girl 0.53 0.50 0.56 

Black boy 0.16 0.12 0.20 

Black girl 0.32 0.28 0.35 

Mixed race boy -0.01 -0.05 0.04 

Mixed race girl 0.16 0.12 0.20 

Other ethnicity boy 0.28 0.24 0.33 

Other ethnicity girl 0.41 0.37 0.45 

High achieving, above average SES 0.40 0.38 0.41 

Q3 SES, high achieving 0.36 0.35 0.37 

N 390855 

 

(b) In post-16 education 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.17 1.11 1.24 

Asian boy 3.02 2.71 3.37 

Asian girl 4.65 4.10 5.26 

Black boy 2.37 2.08 2.70 

Black girl 3.70 3.24 4.23 

Mixed race boy 1.85 1.59 2.15 

Mixed race girl 1.91 1.66 2.20 

Other ethnicity boy 1.90 1.62 2.24 

Other ethnicity girl 2.44 2.07 2.87 

High achieving, above average SES 4.07 3.91 4.24 

Q3 SES, high achieving 2.86 2.74 2.99 

N 406565 
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(c) Key Stage 5 total points (standardised) 

  Effect size Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 0.04 0.01 0.07 

Asian boy 0.18 0.14 0.22 

Asian girl 0.18 0.14 0.22 

Black boy 0.02 -0.03 0.08 

Black girl 0.15 0.10 0.20 

Mixed race boy 0.05 -0.02 0.12 

Mixed race girl 0.08 0.02 0.14 

Other ethnicity boy 0.25 0.18 0.32 

Other ethnicity girl 0.22 0.16 0.28 

High achieving, above average SES 0.38 0.36 0.40 

Q3 SES, high achieving 0.23 0.21 0.25 

N 326795 

 

(d) Achieved at least BBB at A-Level. 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.16 1.07 1.26 

Asian boy 2.48 2.21 2.78 

Asian girl 2.48 2.23 2.76 

Black boy 1.74 1.48 2.04 

Black girl 2.31 2.02 2.64 

Mixed race boy 1.64 1.34 2.02 

Mixed race girl 1.87 1.57 2.23 

Other ethnicity boy 2.35 1.96 2.82 

Other ethnicity girl 2.35 1.99 2.76 

High achieving, above average SES 3.88 3.64 4.14 

Q3 SES, high achieving 2.38 2.23 2.54 

N 341225 
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Appendix D. Full set of estimates for university entry by age 21. 

Table D1. The percentage of high-achieving young people that enter university by age 

21. Unconditional estimates by socio-economic background for each school cohort. 

(a) Any university 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 57 60 75 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 62 64 77 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 53 52 76 

4. High achieving, low SES 32 40 57 

5. Missing data 18 21 42 

 

(b) Russell Group 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 23 28 37 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 21 25 33 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 15 16 27 

4. High achieving, low SES 7 11 17 

5. Missing data 4 5 13 

 

(c) Oxbridge 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 2 3 3 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 2 2 3 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 1 1 2 

4. High achieving, low SES 1%< 1%< 1 

5. Missing data 1%< 1%< 1 

 

Notes: Figures refer to the percent of the group that attend university. For instance, in Cohort 

C, 1% of young people from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds with Key Stage 2 

test scores in the top quartile go on to attend Oxford or Cambridge university.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



58 
 

Table D2. Logistic regression estimates of high-achieving young people from different 

socio-economic backgrounds entering university by age 21. 

(a) Any university 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 
N 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.40 1.33 1.48 1.63 1.56 1.71 1.26 1.20 1.32 113645 

Cohort_B 1.16 1.11 1.23 1.39 1.32 1.46 1.10 1.05 1.15 117125 

Cohort_C 1.30 1.21 1.39 0.98 0.92 1.05 0.67 0.63 0.72 99420 

 

(b) Russell Group 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 

N   OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.15 1.06 1.26 1.30 1.20 1.41 1.39 1.28 1.51 113645 

Cohort_B 0.98 0.91 1.06 1.12 1.04 1.21 1.22 1.13 1.31 117125 

Cohort_C 0.87 0.81 0.93 0.89 0.83 0.95 0.93 0.87 1.00 99420 

 

(c) Oxbridge 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 
N 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.44 1.02 2.02 1.46 1.05 2.02 1.56 1.12 2.15 113645 

Cohort_B 0.97 0.72 1.31 1.10 0.83 1.44 1.39 1.06 1.83 117125 

Cohort_C 0.68 0.54 0.84 0.61 0.49 0.75 0.59 0.48 0.73 99420 
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Table D3. Logistic regression estimates of high-achieving young people from 

disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds entering university by age 21. Differences 

across genders and ethnicities.  

(a) Any university 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.17 1.10 1.25 

Asian boy 2.06 1.84 2.29 

Asian girl 2.60 2.33 2.89 

Black boy 2.43 2.10 2.80 

Black girl 2.98 2.61 3.40 

Mixed race boy 1.69 1.42 2.01 

Mixed race girl 1.60 1.37 1.86 

Other ethnicity boy 1.98 1.65 2.37 

Other ethnicity girl 2.21 1.86 2.61 

High achieving, above average SES 1.70 1.61 1.79 

Q3 SES, high achieving 1.88 1.78 1.98 

N 340440 

 

(b) Russell Group 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 0.81 0.72 0.91 

Asian boy 1.46 1.26 1.69 

Asian girl 1.61 1.41 1.85 

Black boy 1.39 1.14 1.71 

Black girl 1.61 1.36 1.89 

Mixed race boy 1.50 1.17 1.94 

Mixed race girl 1.35 1.09 1.68 

Other ethnicity boy 1.49 1.19 1.88 

Other ethnicity girl 1.46 1.19 1.79 

High achieving, above average SES 1.32 1.21 1.44 

Q3 SES, high achieving 1.20 1.10 1.31 

N 340440 
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(c) Oxbridge 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.14 0.77 1.69 

Asian boy 0.52 0.29 0.94 

Asian girl 0.80 0.48 1.33 

Black boy 1.77 0.94 3.34 

Black girl 1.14 0.61 2.13 

Mixed race boy 0.87 0.38 1.99 

Mixed race girl 1.16 0.54 2.50 

Other ethnicity boy 1.21 0.65 2.24 

Other ethnicity girl 0.99 0.52 1.89 

High achieving, above average SES 0.98 0.73 1.32 

Q3 SES, high achieving 0.93 0.69 1.26 

N 340440 
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Appendix E. Full set of estimates for university entry (any age / record) 

Table E1. The percentage of high-achieving young people that enter university. 

Unconditional estimates by socio-economic background for each school cohort. 

(a) Any university 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 73 76 75 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 8 82 77 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 72 71 76 

4. High achieving, low SES 48 57 57 

5. Missing data 31 34 42 

 

 

(b) Russell Group 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 28 34 37 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 26 31 33 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 18 21 27 

4. High achieving, low SES 9 14 17 

5. Missing data 5 7 13 

 

(c) Oxbridge 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 2 3 3 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 2 2 2 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 1 1 2 

4. High achieving, low SES 1%< 1 1 

5. Missing data 1%< 1%< 1 
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Table E2. Logistic regression estimates of high-achieving young people from different 

socio-economic backgrounds entering university. 

(a) Any university 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 

N   OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.68 1.58 1.79 2.17 2.05 2.31 1.10 1.04 1.16 113645 

Cohort_B 1.21 1.13 1.29 1.53 1.44 1.62 0.82 0.77 0.87 117125 

Cohort_C 1.30 1.21 1.39 0.98 0.92 1.05 0.67 0.63 0.72 99420 

 

(b) Russell Group 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 
N 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.13 1.04 1.23 1.27 1.18 1.37 1.40 1.30 1.51 113645 

Cohort_B 0.94 0.87 1.01 1.07 0.99 1.15 1.13 1.05 1.22 117125 

Cohort_C 0.87 0.81 0.93 0.89 0.83 0.95 0.93 0.87 1.00 99420 

 

(c) Oxbridge 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 

N   OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.44 1.04 1.98 1.44 1.06 1.95 1.56 1.15 2.12 113645 

Cohort_B 0.97 0.74 1.28 1.05 0.82 1.36 1.32 1.03 1.70 117125 

Cohort_C 0.68 0.54 0.84 0.61 0.49 0.75 0.59 0.48 0.73 99420 
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Table E3. Logistic regression estimates of high-achieving young people from 

disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds entering university. Differences across 

genders and ethnicities.  

(a) Any university 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.14 1.06 1.22 

Asian boy 3.32 2.88 3.82 

Asian girl 3.88 3.36 4.48 

Black boy 3.46 2.90 4.13 

Black girl 4.12 3.47 4.89 

Mixed race boy 1.86 1.52 2.26 

Mixed race girl 2.12 1.76 2.54 

Other ethnicity boy 2.90 2.30 3.66 

Other ethnicity girl 2.95 2.37 3.67 

High achieving, above average SES 1.74 1.65 1.84 

Q3 SES, high achieving 2.14 2.03 2.27 

N 340440 

(b) Russell Group 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 0.77 0.69 0.86 

Asian boy 1.62 1.40 1.87 

Asian girl 1.65 1.44 1.88 

Black boy 1.44 1.18 1.76 

Black girl 1.54 1.31 1.82 

Mixed race boy 1.49 1.16 1.92 

Mixed race girl 1.48 1.20 1.83 

Other ethnicity boy 1.52 1.21 1.92 

Other ethnicity girl 1.48 1.21 1.81 

High achieving, above average SES 1.30 1.19 1.41 

Q3 SES, high achieving 1.16 1.06 1.26 

N 340440 

(c) Oxbridge 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.13 0.78 1.65 

Asian boy 0.48 0.27 0.84 

Asian girl 0.82 0.50 1.32 

Black boy 1.79 0.97 3.31 

Black girl 1.21 0.67 2.18 

Mixed race boy 0.92 0.42 2.00 

Mixed race girl 1.35 0.66 2.75 

Other ethnicity boy 1.11 0.60 2.03 

Other ethnicity girl 0.89 0.47 1.69 

High achieving, above average SES 0.98 0.74 1.31 

Q3 SES, high achieving 0.93 0.70 1.25 

N 340440 
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Appendix F. All results for living at home while an undergraduate 

Table F1. The propensity for high-achieving young people from different socio-

economic backgrounds living at home as an undergraduate. Unconditional percentages. 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 22 19 20 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 28 26 26 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 39 38 42 

4. High achieving, low SES 54 50 55 

5. Missing data 48 46 40 

 

Table F2. The propensity for high-achieving young people from different socio-

economic backgrounds living at home as an undergraduate. Logistic regression model 

estimates (log-odds) 

Log-odds 
Unconditional Conditional 

University Fixed 

Effects 

  Beta SE Beta SE Beta SE 

2nd SES quartile -0.547 0.017 -0.400 0.020 -0.329 0.022 

3rd SES quartile -1.129 0.017 -0.777 0.019 -0.636 0.021 

top SES quartile -1.478 0.017 -0.995 0.020 -0.790 0.022 

N 242845 223870 223870 

 

Table F3. The propensity for high-achieving young people from different socio-

economic backgrounds living at home as an undergraduate. Logistic regression model 

estimates across cohorts. 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 

N   OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 0.62 0.58 0.67 0.46 0.43 0.49 0.38 0.36 0.41 77655 

Cohort_B 0.72 0.68 0.78 0.50 0.47 0.53 0.40 0.37 0.42 78685 

Cohort_C 0.64 0.60 0.68 0.41 0.38 0.44 0.34 0.32 0.37 67530 
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Table F4. Logistic regression estimates of high-achieving young people from 

disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds living at home as an undergraduate. 

Differences across genders and ethnicities.  

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.10 1.00 1.22 

Asian boy 3.24 2.81 3.75 

Asian girl 4.36 3.79 5.02 

Black boy 1.45 1.22 1.72 

Black girl 1.17 1.00 1.36 

Mixed race boy 1.06 0.83 1.34 

Mixed race girl 0.99 0.80 1.21 

Other ethnicity boy 1.49 1.20 1.85 

Other ethnicity girl 1.57 1.29 1.90 

High achieving, above average SES 0.61 0.57 0.66 

Q3 SES, high achieving 1.00 0.93 1.09 

N 231430 

| 
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Appendix G. All results for university outcomes. 

Table G1. University outcomes for initially high-achieving young people different socio-

economic backgrounds. Unconditional percentages. 

(a) Complete degree (any age/record) 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 67 71 30 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 74 75 31 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 63 62 30 

4. High achieving, low SES 40 47 20 

5. Missing data 26 28 13 

 

(b) Complete degree by age 21 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 28 30 30 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 31 32 31 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 25 26 30 

4. High achieving, low SES 15 18 20 

5. Missing data 7 8 13 

 

(c) Obtain at least a 2:1 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 52 58 27 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 55 61 27 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 45 47 24 

4. High achieving, low SES 25 33 15 

5. Missing data 14 18 10 

 

(d) Obtain a 1st 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B Cohort_C 

1. High achieving, high SES 17 24 12 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 18 24 11 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 13 17 10 

4. High achieving, low SES 7 11 5 

5. Missing data 3 6 4 
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Table G2. University outcomes for initially high-achieving young people different socio-

economic backgrounds. Logistic regression estimates. 

(a) Complete degree (any age/record) 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 
N 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.23 1.13 1.34 1.46 1.35 1.59 1.64 1.51 1.79 95410 

Cohort_B 1.37 1.25 1.49 1.84 1.69 2.00 2.09 1.91 2.28 96990 

Cohort_C 1.13 1.07 1.20 1.11 1.05 1.18 1.10 1.04 1.17 82435 

 

(b) Complete degree by age 21 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 

N   OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.09 1.03 1.16 1.16 1.10 1.23 1.15 1.08 1.21 95410 

Cohort_B 1.11 1.05 1.18 1.19 1.12 1.26 1.16 1.09 1.23 96990 

Cohort_C 1.13 1.07 1.20 1.11 1.05 1.18 1.10 1.04 1.17 82435 

(c) Obtain at least a 2:1 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 
N 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.22 1.15 1.29 1.39 1.31 1.47 1.50 1.41 1.59 95410 

Cohort_B 1.24 1.17 1.32 1.54 1.45 1.63 1.66 1.56 1.76 96990 

Cohort_C 1.23 1.15 1.31 1.27 1.19 1.35 1.28 1.20 1.37 82435 

 

(d) Obtain a 1st 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 
N 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.13 1.05 1.23 1.23 1.14 1.33 1.24 1.15 1.34 95410 

Cohort_B 1.13 1.05 1.21 1.29 1.21 1.38 1.33 1.24 1.42 96990 

Cohort_C 1.31 1.19 1.44 1.35 1.23 1.48 1.41 1.28 1.55 82435 

 

Notes: Sample restricted to young people with Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile, with academic 

achievement measures available through to age 18 and who started an undergraduate degree. Estimates 

based on a logistic regression model controlling for Key Stage 2, GCSE and Key Stage 5 point scores 

and best three A-Level grades achieved. Values greater than one indicate that young people from the 

most advantaged socio-economic backgrounds are more likely to complete an undergraduate degree or 

obtain a 2:1 than the most disadvantaged group. * indicates a statistically significant difference at the 

5% level. 
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Table G3. University outcomes for initially high-achieving young people different socio-

economic backgrounds. Logistic regression estimates – with and without university 

fixed effects. Log-odds. 

(a) Complete degree (any age/record) 

Log-odds 
Unconditional Conditional 

University Fixed 

Effects 

  Beta SE Beta SE Beta SE 

2nd SES quartile 0.665 0.012 0.068 0.019 0.068 0.019 

3rd SES quartile 1.061 0.011 0.244 0.018 0.261 0.019 

top SES quartile 0.883 0.011 0.182 0.019 0.221 0.019 

N 406570 274835 274835 

 

(b) Complete degree by age 21 

Log-odds 
Unconditional Conditional 

University Fixed 

Effects 

  Beta SE Beta SE Beta SE 

2nd SES quartile 0.559 0.015 0.112 0.018 0.112 0.018 

3rd SES quartile 0.771 0.014 0.150 0.017 0.158 0.017 

top SES quartile 0.678 0.014 0.139 0.017 0.159 0.018 

N 406570 274835 274835 

 

(c) Obtain at least a 2:1 

Log-odds 
Unconditional Conditional 

University Fixed 

Effects 

  Beta SE Beta SE Beta SE 

2nd SES quartile 0.684 0.013 0.158 0.017 0.160 0.017 

3rd SES quartile 1.093 0.012 0.327 0.017 0.338 0.017 

top SES quartile 1.005 0.012 0.320 0.017 0.344 0.017 

N 406570 274835 274835 

 

(d) Obtain a 1st 

Log-odds 
Unconditional Conditional 

University Fixed 

Effects 

  Beta SE Beta SE Beta SE 

2nd SES quartile 0.636 0.021 0.143 0.023 0.166 0.023 

3rd SES quartile 0.992 0.020 0.259 0.022 0.309 0.023 

top SES quartile 0.967 0.020 0.249 0.022 0.324 0.023 

N 406570 274835 274835 
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Table G4. University outcomes for initially high-achieving young people disadvantaged 

socio-economic backgrounds. Differences across genders and ethnicity. 

(a) Complete degree (any age/record) 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.12 1.03 1.23 

Asian boy 1.11 0.99 1.26 

Asian girl 1.22 1.09 1.37 

Black boy 0.60 0.52 0.70 

Black girl 0.76 0.66 0.86 

Mixed race boy 0.71 0.58 0.86 

Mixed race girl 0.97 0.81 1.15 

Other ethnicity boy 0.97 0.80 1.18 

Other ethnicity girl 1.17 0.98 1.40 

High achieving, above average SES 1.37 1.28 1.46 

Q3 SES, high achieving 1.07 1.00 1.14 

N 283975 

 

(b) Complete degree by age 21 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.34 1.23 1.45 

Asian boy 1.01 0.89 1.13 

Asian girl 1.45 1.31 1.62 

Black boy 0.76 0.65 0.90 

Black girl 1.16 1.02 1.32 

Mixed race boy 0.92 0.74 1.13 

Mixed race girl 1.00 0.84 1.19 

Other ethnicity boy 0.98 0.81 1.19 

Other ethnicity girl 1.48 1.26 1.74 

High achieving, above average SES 1.38 1.29 1.47 

Q3 SES, high achieving 1.30 1.22 1.39 

N 283975 

 

(c) Obtain at least a 2:1 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.28 1.18 1.38 

Asian boy 0.94 0.84 1.05 

Asian girl 1.15 1.04 1.27 

Black boy 0.51 0.44 0.59 

Black girl 0.85 0.75 0.96 

Mixed race boy 0.68 0.56 0.82 

Mixed race girl 1.10 0.93 1.29 

Other ethnicity boy 0.89 0.74 1.06 

Other ethnicity girl 1.16 0.99 1.35 

High achieving, above average SES 1.63 1.53 1.73 

Q3 SES, high achieving 1.25 1.17 1.33 

N 283975 
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(d) Obtain a 1st 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.03 0.92 1.15 

Asian boy 0.85 0.73 0.99 

Asian girl 0.88 0.76 1.01 

Black boy 0.46 0.36 0.59 

Black girl 0.62 0.51 0.75 

Mixed race boy 0.80 0.61 1.06 

Mixed race girl 0.86 0.68 1.08 

Other ethnicity boy 0.81 0.63 1.04 

Other ethnicity girl 0.91 0.74 1.13 

High achieving, above average SES 1.42 1.31 1.54 

Q3 SES, high achieving 1.12 1.03 1.22 

N 283975 

 

Notes: Sample restricted to young people with Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile from disadvantaged 

socio-economic backgrounds, with academic achievement measures available through to age 18 and 

who started an undergraduate degree. Estimates based on a logistic regression model controlling for 

Key Stage 2, GCSE and Key Stage 5 point scores and best three A-Level grades achieved. Odds ratios 

greater than one indicate that the group was more likely to achieve the outcome than high achieving 

disadvantaged White boys as the reference group. * indicates a statistically significant difference at the 

5% level. 
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Appendix H. All results for postgraduate entry. 

Table H1. Postgraduate entry for initially high-achieving young people different socio-

economic backgrounds. Unconditional percentages. 

(a) Entry into MSc 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B 

1. High achieving, high SES 19 19 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 21 20 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 18 17 

4. High achieving, low SES 10 13 

5. Missing data 7 7 

 

(b) Entry into MSc by age 27 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B 

1. High achieving, high SES 14 19 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 16 20 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 13 17 

4. High achieving, low SES 7 13 

5. Missing data 5 7 

 

(c) Entry into PhD 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B 

1. High achieving, high SES 4 4 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 4 4 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 3 3 

4. High achieving, low SES 1 2 

5. Missing data 1%< 1%< 

 

 

(d) Entry into PhD by age 27 

  Cohort_A Cohort_B 

1. High achieving, high SES 3 4 

2. High achieving, Q3 SES 3 4 

3. High achieving, Q2 SES 2 3 

4. High achieving, low SES 1%< 2 

5. Missing data 1%< 1%< 
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Table H2. Entry into postgraduate study for initially high-achieving young people 

different socio-economic backgrounds. 

(a) Entry into MSc 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 
N 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.08 1.01 1.16 1.05 0.99 1.13 0.99 0.93 1.06 87040 

Cohort_B 0.95 0.89 1.02 0.92 0.86 0.98 0.85 0.80 0.91 89255 

 

(b) Entry into MSc by age 27 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 
N 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.03 0.95 1.11 1.04 0.96 1.12 1.02 0.95 1.10 87040 

Cohort_B 0.95 0.89 1.02 0.92 0.86 0.98 0.85 0.80 0.91 89255 

 

(c) Entry into PhD 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 
N 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.04 0.88 1.23 0.95 0.81 1.12 0.91 0.77 1.07 87040 

Cohort_B 0.93 0.79 1.11 0.90 0.77 1.06 0.86 0.73 1.01 89255 

 

(d) Entry into PhD by age 27 

  Q2 SES Q3 SES Q4 SES 
N 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI OR Lower CI Upper CI 

Cohort_A 1.11 0.90 1.38 1.05 0.85 1.28 1.03 0.84 1.26 87040 

Cohort_B 0.93 0.79 1.11 0.90 0.77 1.06 0.86 0.73 1.01 89255 

 

Notes: Sample restricted to young people with Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile, with academic 

achievement measures available through to age 18 and who started and completed an undergraduate 

degree. Estimates based on a logistic regression model controlling for Key Stage 2, GCSE and Key 

Stage 5 point scores, best three A-Level grades achieved, whether they completed an undergraduate at 

a Russell Group or Oxbridge University and degree classification obtained. Values less than one 

indicate that young people from the most advantaged socio-economic backgrounds are less likely to 

complete a postgraduate degree than the most disadvantaged group. * indicates a statistically significant 

difference at the 5% level. 
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Table H3. Entry into postgraduate study for initially high-achieving young people 

disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds. Differences across genders and ethnicity. 

(a) Entry into MSc 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.35 1.20 1.52 

Asian boy 1.17 0.99 1.38 

Asian girl 1.47 1.27 1.71 

Black boy 0.95 0.73 1.23 

Black girl 1.52 1.26 1.83 

Mixed race boy 1.29 0.96 1.74 

Mixed race girl 1.69 1.34 2.13 

Other ethnicity boy 1.17 0.90 1.53 

Other ethnicity girl 1.21 0.95 1.54 

High achieving, above average SES 1.18 1.07 1.29 

Q3 SES, high achieving 1.27 1.15 1.40 

N 179465 

 

(b) Entry into MSc by age 27 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 1.33 1.18 1.51 

Asian boy 1.20 1.01 1.43 

Asian girl 1.55 1.33 1.82 

Black boy 1.10 0.84 1.43 

Black girl 1.54 1.26 1.87 

Mixed race boy 1.20 0.87 1.65 

Mixed race girl 1.67 1.31 2.13 

Other ethnicity boy 1.22 0.92 1.62 

Other ethnicity girl 1.30 1.01 1.67 

High achieving, above average SES 1.19 1.08 1.32 

Q3 SES, high achieving 1.23 1.11 1.37 

N 179465 

 

(c) Entry into PhD 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 0.56 0.43 0.72 

Asian boy 0.29 0.18 0.46 

Asian girl 0.43 0.30 0.63 

Black boy 0.31 0.13 0.70 

Black girl 0.42 0.24 0.73 

Mixed race boy 0.59 0.29 1.19 

Mixed race girl 0.53 0.29 0.98 

Other ethnicity boy 0.65 0.36 1.18 

Other ethnicity girl 0.55 0.32 0.96 

High achieving, above average SES 0.61 0.51 0.73 

Q3 SES, high achieving 0.63 0.53 0.76 

N 179465 
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(d) Entry into PhD by age 27 

  OR Lower CI Upper CI 

White girl 0.56 0.42 0.74 

Asian boy 0.26 0.15 0.45 

Asian girl 0.48 0.32 0.71 

Black boy 0.31 0.13 0.78 

Black girl 0.41 0.22 0.77 

Mixed race boy 0.64 0.30 1.35 

Mixed race girl 0.60 0.32 1.15 

Other ethnicity boy 0.60 0.31 1.18 

Other ethnicity girl 0.49 0.26 0.93 

High achieving, above average SES 0.64 0.53 0.77 

Q3 SES, high achieving 0.64 0.52 0.78 

N 179465 

 

 

Notes: Sample restricted to young people with Key Stage 2 scores in the top quartile from disadvantaged 

socio-economic backgrounds, with academic achievement measures available through to age 18 and 

who started and completed an undergraduate degree. Estimates based on a logistic regression model 

controlling for Key Stage 2, GCSE and Key Stage 5 point scores, best three A-Level grades achieved, 

whether they completed an undergraduate at a Russell Group or Oxbridge University and degree 

classification obtained.  Odds ratios greater than one indicate that the group was more likely to enter 

postgraduate study than high achieving disadvantaged White boys as the reference group. * indicates a 

statistically significant difference at the 5% level. 

 

 


