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1.  Introduction  

In this analysis we describe the academic attainment and achievement of students in the 

English education system who have been identified as having Speech, Language and 

Communication Needs. Around one in five of pupils in the English education system have 

been identified as having a special educational need of some description. Around 3% of five 

year olds have been identified by the English school system as having a special educational 

need that is specifically related to Speech, Language and Communication Needs. This falls 

to around 0.63% of 16 year olds. Given that each cohort passing through the education 

system consists of approximately 500,000 students, 3% represents is a sizeable group of 

pupils who have or have had some kind of Speech, Language and Communication Need. 

Investigating the progress made by these pupils is therefore of paramount importance and in 

this study we address a number of key research questions, building on the findings of the 

Bercow Review of Services for Children and Young People (0-19) with Speech, Language 

and Communication Needs (SLCN) (2008). The analysis does not strive to determine the 

effectiveness of any particular SLCN intervention or pedagogical approach to SLCN. Rather 

it provides a system wide assessment: we consider the average achievement of pupils 

identified as SLCN and compare this to the progress made by as similar a group of students 

as possible. This tells us about the relative achievement of SLCN pupils rather than the 

causal impact of specific types of SLCN provision. 

The Bercow Review identified a range of key issues relating to the education provision and 

progression of children with SLCN (Lindsay et al, 2008). In particular, the Review 

acknowledged that early identification and intervention is needed if young people are to 

overcome/manage their communication need. Our first research question is therefore: 

 Which pupils are identified in the school system as having SLCN and at what age 

were they identified?  

The Review also acknowledged that provision for pupils with SLCN was extremely variable 

across the system. Services for this group of children across England and Wales were 

described in detail in a DFES- funded study (Law, Lindsay, Peacey, Gascoigne, Soloff, 

Radford, & Band, 2000; Law, Lindsay, Peacey, Gascoigne, Soloff, Radford, & Band, 2001; 

Lindsay, Soloff, Law, Band, Peacey, Gascoigne, & Radford, 2002) and a further study found 

considerable variation in specialist provision across local education authorities and phases 

of education (Lindsay, Dockrell,  Mackie, & Letchford, 2002). This presents some problems 

for analysts attempting to determine the effectiveness of SLCN provision. We have to 
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acknowledge that there is no such concept as a common “intervention” or “treatment”1 for 

pupils with any kind of special educational need, and in particular for those identified as 

having SLCN. What this means is that the resources allocated to SLCN and the nature of 

support for students with SLCN is going to vary substantially across schools and local 

authorities. When we are modelling the progress of pupils with SLCN we need to be aware 

of this and incorporate this consideration into our modelling. Our second set of research 

questions are therefore: 

 How much variability in the incidence of SLCN do we observe across the education 

system? 

 How does the academic progress made by pupils with SLCN compare to the 

academic progress made by other students, including those with other special 

educational needs? 

The Bercow Review and the accompanying research evidence base (Lindsay, 2008)also 

highlighted that whilst there was a vast array of administrative data collected on pupils with 

SLCN, there had been remarkably little analysis of such data. This is partly because Local 

Authorities lack the capacity to analyse such data. This study makes use of system wide 

administrative data to describe the incidence of SLCN in the English school system and the 

progress made by pupils with SLCN. 

In fact the quantitative evaluation literature on the impact of the special needs system as a 

whole is extremely limited, with the exception of some US studies (e.g. Hanushek et al. 2002) 

and recent work for the UK by Keslair et al. (forthcoming). Furthermore, the problem of 

variability of provision extends across the full range of special educational needs. Keslair et 

al. suggest that there is large variation in the probability of being identified as having Special 

Educational Needs even for pupils who appear to have similar levels of achievement. 

Furthermore, pupils with the same level of (low) academic achievement have a much higher 

chance of being identified as SEN in a school where most pupils are high achieving, as 

compared to a school where the average pupil is low achieving. They also found that despite 

this variability in identifying SEN this did not appear to be closely related to pupils’ outcomes 

(their work applied to pupils with moderate learning difficulties in primary school). Keslair et 

al. did not however focus specifically on SLCN and so it is unclear how applicable their work 

is for this particular group of students.  

                                                             
11

 We use the term treatment in an evaluation sense rather than a medical context. 
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The Bercow review also highlighted the lack of data on the effectiveness and cost 

effectiveness of the interventions for the SLCN group specifically (Lindsay, Desforges, 

Dockrell, Law, Peacey and Beecham, 2008). Effectiveness (whether treatments work) and 

efficiency (optimal use of resources) are crucially important concepts and we need to apply 

them in the context of evaluating current SLCN provision. This study is only a partial step in 

that direction however. Here we attempt to determine the progress of SLCN pupils, paying 

close attention to comparing SLCN pupils with other non SLCN pupils who are otherwise 

extremely similar. We cannot however, undertake a proper evaluation of a SLCN programme 

using these data. This is because, as has been said, the nature of SLCN interventions is so 

variable across the system there is no such concept as “an intervention”. Thus our evidence 

cannot be used to support a particular approach or type of provision. However, we can 

provide a national assessment of the progress of SLCN pupils and therefore some idea of 

the effectiveness of the system as a whole. This is a valuable contribution, particularly given 

the considerable resource spent on attempting to meet the needs of pupils identified as 

SLCN, as set out in the Bercow Review. 

Before we commence our analysis, we must highlight an important definitional issue. For this 

work, we rely on English administrative education data, described further below. This means 

that identification of pupils with SLCN is entirely based on whether a) the individual has been 

identified by the school as having special educational needs and b) that the individual has an 

SLCN code for their special educational need. Clearly there may be pupils who have SLCN 

but who have not been formally identified. Equally, some pupils may have been identified as 

having SLCN but in fact have some other kind of primary special educational need. For this 

report, we do not use data that can help us with these important issues but we are aware of 

them. Our analysis should therefore be interpreted as a system wide assessment of the 

incidence of SLCN and the relative progress made by SLCN pupils as compared to other 

similar pupils. 
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2.  The data 

Our analysis relies on administrative data collected by the Department for Children, Schools 

and Families (DCSF) on all pupils in state schools (primary and secondary) in England. The 

data come from two different sources. The National Pupil Database (NPD) provides 

information on pupils' records in standard national test (Key Stage tests) for all children aged 

between 7 and 16; the Pupil Level School Census (known as PLASC) contains a number of 

pupil-level background characteristics, such as ethnicity, gender, month of birth, whether 

s/he is a recipient of Free School Meals (FSM), whether s/he has English as an Additional 

Language (EAL), and whether s/he is classified as having Special Educational Needs (SEN).  

This dataset has features that make it the ideal dataset to use in this context: first, it is a 

census, and therefore provides information on all children in state schools in England2. This 

ensures the results are general and not specific to a particular sample of the population.  

Second, it is longitudinal, and children can be followed throughout their school careers as 

they progress through primary and secondary school. Third, children can be tracked across 

schools and it is possible to link in other datasets with school-level characteristics.  

We used the school codes included in PLASC to match individual-level data to national 

school-level data available in EDUBASE and in the “LEA and School Information Service” 

(LEASIS). In particular, we used information on measures of school outcomes (exam 

results), inputs (pupil-teacher ratios), disadvantage (the percentage of students eligible for 

FSM or identified as SEN, or belonging to an ethnic minority group) and other school 

characteristics (school type; school size; whether single-sex school). 

PLASC also provides data on pupils’ neighbourhoods and we include in the analysis a 

measure of area deprivation (the Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index, IDACI) 

defined at the Super Output Area (SOA)3 level. The IDACI score measures the percentage 

of children in each SOA that live in families that are income deprived (i.e. in receipt of 

Income Support, Income based Jobseeker's Allowance, Working Families' Tax Credit or 

Disabled Person's Tax Credit below a given threshold).  An IDACI score of, for example 0.24 

means that 24% of children aged less than 16 in that SOA are living in families that are 

income deprived.  

                                                             
2
 We decided to focus on state schools only (that account for about 93 percent of all pupils) and exclude 

private schools, since they do not carry out all the Key Stage tests.  
3
 More specifically, the IDACI index id defined at Lower Layer Super Output Area (LSOA), which is a 

geographical unit created by the Office for National Statistics (ONS).  The minimum population in each LLSOA is 
1000, while the mean population is 1500. There are 34,378 LSOAs in England and Wales.  
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Our variable of interest is each pupil’s Special Education Need (SEN) status. If the pupil is 

classified as having SEN, information is also provided on SEN type and the programme into 

which she is placed (School Action; School Action Plus; Statemented). 

As explained in Keslair, Maurin, McNally (2010), the Special Educational Needs Code of 

Practice recommends a graduated approach to helping children who are deemed to have 

learning difficulties in need of special educational provision. The first stages are at the 

discretion of the school which identifies and labels SEN students and decides the type of 

provision given (‘School Action’ or ‘School Action Plus’)4. For pupils with greater needs, the 

school may request a statutory assessment, which may lead to a statement of special 

educational needs for the child. This statement imposes a statutory duty on the Local 

Authority and not only on the school.  

In our analysis, we will distinguish between SEN without a statement and SEN with a 

statement, which only constitutes a small percent of the school population (see below for 

data on these categories). In most of our analysis, students who are SEN without a 

statement are simply recorded as school action plus. For our age 11 analysis, we also have 

data on SLCN students classified as school action only. There is potentially more 

heterogeneity in the way in which the category of school action categorisation is used across 

schools and in fact at age 11 only 2% of those with a Speech, Language and 

Communication Need are classified as school action.  

Starting from 2004, PLASC also provides information on SEN types5 and allows 

identification of pupils with Speech, Language and Communication Needs (SLCN). The 

other types of SEN are the following: Specific Learning Difficulty (SpLD); Moderate Learning 

Difficulty (MLD); Severe Learning Difficulty (SLD); Profound & Multiple Learning Difficulty 

(PMLD); Behaviour, Emotional & Social Difficulties (BESD); Hearing Impairment (HI); Visual 

Impairment (VI); Multi-Sensory Impairment (MSI); Physical Disability (PD); Autistic Spectrum 

Disorder (ASD); Other Difficulty/Disability (OTH).   

This analysis investigates the differences in attainment across pupils with different SEN 

status and measures academic achievement using the results in Key Stage tests contained 

in the NPD. The Key Stage tests are national achievement tests performed by all children in 

                                                             
4
 ‘School Action’ is when the school identifies a child as having ‘special educational needs’ and sets about 

providing an intervention that is additional to or different from that which is provided to the rest of the pupils. 
‘School Action Plus’ comes into place if ‘School Action’ is considered inadequate and the school seeks the help 
of external support services.  
5
 This information is not provided for all the pupils that are classified as SEN in the data but only for a 

proportion of SEN pupils (around 45%) 
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state schools. The tests are anonymised and marked by external graders. Key Stage 1 is 

taken at age 7, Key Stage 2 at age 11, Key Stage 3 at age 14 and Key Stage 4 (GCSE6 and 

equivalent) at age 16. Throughout Key Stage 1 to Key Stage 3, pupils are assessed in the 

core disciplines English, Mathematics, and Science, while at Key Stage 4 pupils take a 

variety of subjects. 

For each Key Stage we create a synthetic score averaging scores in different subjects. More 

precisely, for Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 3, we compute the total score by averaging the 

marks in the core subjects English, Maths and Science. For Key Stage 4, we use a capped 

average point score7 - already available in the raw data - that takes into account the pupil's 

eight highest grades.  The data on Key Stage 1 do not include the scores, but only the level 

obtained. We therefore decided to exclude KS1 from our analysis. 

In order to make the results at different Key Stages comparable, we standardize all the 

scores so that they have mean 0 and standard deviation 1. This essentially implies that we 

are using a rank ordering of the pupils in the different Key Stages. 

Throughout the report we use information on various cohorts of pupils. In the descriptive 

section, we use different cohorts to depict the evolution over time of the proportion of pupils 

labelled as SEN. In particular, we use PLASC 2009 to look at how the proportion of pupils 

with SEN and how the different SEN types vary according to pupils’ age in one point in time, 

namely in spring 2009, the most recent data available.  

Finally, we link the data longitudinally for one cohort of pupils born between September 1992 

and August 1993. This cohort is the most recent available and completed compulsory 

education in 2008/2009. In this way we are able to follow the same group of pupils over time 

throughout their school careers linking longitudinally their results and at Key Stages 2, Key 

Stage 3, and Key Stage 4 and their contemporaneous SEN status. The econometric analysis 

will be only based on this cohort.  

  

                                                             
6
 General Certificate of Secondary Education 

7
 According to the new scoring system introduced between 2002–03 and 2003–04, 58 points were awarded for 

an A*, 52 for an A, 46 for a B, 40 for a C, 34 for a D, 28 for a E, 22 for F, and 16 for a G. Marks are allocated for 
standard GCSEs, but also for all qualifications approved for use pre-16, such as entry-level qualifications, 
vocational qualifications, and AS levels taken early. 
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The next table summarises the timing of the Key Stages tests for the cohort of interest. 

 KS1 (age 7) 
KS2 (age 

11) 
KS3 (age 

14) 
KS4 (age 

16) 

     
Cohort  born in 1992/1993 2000 2004 2007 2009 
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3.  Empirical Strategy  

As has been said above, for this report we rely only on administrative education data. This 

means that our measures of pupil background, and in particular their parents’ socio-

economic and educational status, are limited. Hence we are not attempting to identify a 

causal relationship between a student’s identification as having SLCN and their academic 

attainment and achievement. Rather we are presenting information on the academic 

progression of these pupils to inform the debate about the extent to which the system is 

meeting the needs of these pupils. In order to examine the relationship between having 

SLCN and pupil attainment and achievement, we need to start first by exploring the extent to 

which being identified as having statemented and non statemented special educational 

needs varies across different schools and different local authorities. We then go on to 

specifically focus on the characteristics of pupils who have been identified as having SLCN, 

both statemented and non statemented. We then model the academic attainment and 

achievement of pupils with SLCN compared to similar students who are not classified as 

SLCN. 

3.1:  Analysis of the determinants of SLCN/SEN status 

To determine the factors associated with being classified as SLCN, we estimate a 

multinomial logit (MNL). We include a broad set of covariates which includes pupils’ personal 

characteristics, in order to understand the relative importance of these factors in affecting the 

probability of being identified as having different types of SEN (compared to non SEN). This 

will allow us to study the specificities of each SEN type and to focus in particular on the 

characteristics associated with the probability of being classified as SLCN.  

 

If we consider K SEN types, the multinomial logit specifies that the probability of y=k  is 

equal to  

 

                     (3) 

 

To ensure model identification, βj is set to zero for one of the categories and the coefficients 

are then interpreted with respect to that category. In our case, we set NON SEN as the base 

category. In order to make the interpretation of the coefficients easier, we transform the 
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coefficients into relative risk ratios (RRR)8, which yield the proportionate change in the 

relative risk of being in alternative k rather than the base category for a one unit change in 

any particular X. This can be written as:  

                                (4) 

 

For the SLCN category specifically, we also report the marginal effects calculated at different 

values of some relevant independent variables.   

 

An important assumption of such models is the Independence of Irrelevant Alternatives (IIA); 

that is, the ratio of the choice probabilities for any two alternatives for a particular 

observation is not influenced systematically by any other alternatives. In our case IIA 

assumption seems to hold since the probability of having a given educational need is 

unlikely to depend on the other types of SEN included.   

 

3.2:  Analysis of the impact of SLCN/SEN status on achievement  

The second part of this report analyses the academic progress made by students who have 

been identified as SLCN. As we commented in previous sections, pupils identified as having 

any special education need are put by the schools in some form of SEN programme that 

offers some kind of additional monitoring or provision. Provision may however, be extremely 

heterogenous across pupils, schools and local authorities. Whilst ideally we want to 

investigate the effect of these programmes on pupils’ achievement, we are not able to 

identify the causal effect of special education provision, not least because there is such a 

diverse range of interventions and provision. Rather in this study we document differences in 

attainment and in attainment growth between pupils who have and have not received the 

SLCN label, taking individual heterogeneity into account. Thus we can give a picture of the 

overall progress of SLCN students within the English secondary education system. 

Part of the difficulty in isolating the causal effects of special education need provision is that 

a comparison of pupils with special education needs and those who do not have special 

education needs does not provide a valid measure of SEN programme effectiveness. This is 

because SEN and non-SEN pupils by definition differ in some respect. These differences in 

                                                             
8
 RRR are obtained by by exponentiating the multinomial logit coefficients 
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unobserved characteristics lead to differences in academic achievement, independent of 

SEN status (see Hanushek et al, 2002).  

Instead we model the relative progress of SLCN pupils by exploiting the longitudinal 

information on individual pupil available in PLASC/NPD. This allows us to follow pupils from 

primary to secondary schools across three Key Stages. We include in our model pupil fixed 

effects that control for unobserved individual heterogeneity and then investigate how school 

attainment changes over time as pupils change their SLCN status. In other words, in this 

case the identification of the SLCN effect comes from the comparison of attainment before 

and after the assignment of the SLCN label for the same pupils rather than from the 

comparison of attainment between pupils with different SEN status.  

More formally we will estimate the following equation:  

 

k k

ijgi

k

jgk

k

ijgkijgijg SXSENA 0

                      (5)

 

 

where i, j and g denote respectively pupil, school and grade (key stage).  A is achievement 

as defined in section 2; Xk and Sk are a set of time varying pupil-level characteristics 

(whether EAL, whether being in receipt of FSM) and school characteristics (pupil-teacher 

ratio, the percentage of students eligible for FSM, the percentage of non white British, school 

size, whether single-sex school). SEN is our variable of interest here and describes a vector 

of SEN types. i  are pupils fixed effects and ijg  is the random error. We also estimate 

equation (5) using OLS for comparisons: in this case we include additional individual 

covariates that are constant over time (gender and ethnicity).  

Our parameter of interest is β. In the OLS model, β just captures the average difference in 

achievement between SEN pupils and non-SEN pupils, controlling for (few) observed 

personal and school characteristics. As mentioned before, the coefficient is therefore biased 

by the fact that the selection into the SEN type is likely to be correlated with unobserved 

characteristics that also affect achievement, so that we expect a negative sign for β when 

using OLS. When we include pupil fixed effects, we control and get rid of time invariant 

unobserved heterogeneity across students that might be correlated with SEN type and 

achievement. This should reduce part of the selection problem and β should capture the 
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average difference in achievement levels for those who changed SEN status, which is a 

better identification than the one based on cross sectional data.  

Following Hanushek et al. (2002) we also estimate the following equation, where the 

dependent variable is the difference in achievement between grade (key stage) k and grade 

k-1:  

 

k k

ijgi

k

jgk

k

ijgkijggjiijgijg SXSENAAA 01,1,      (6) 

In this way we control for unobserved pupil characteristics that affect levels of achievement 

(stripped out by the value added model) and for unobserved factors affecting the change in 

achievement. In other words we are allowing for fixed differences in the rate of growth of 

achievement.  Here the identification of the impact of SEN type comes from the changes in 

achievement gains for pupils who changed SEN status (i.e. transit in or out of special 

education needs status).    

Still we are not controlling for unmeasured differences in schools and in schools-by-grade 

that might affect the probability of SEN classification and change in achievement, but this is 

only possible using multiple cohorts and it can be a future extension of this work.  
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4.  The incidence of SLCN across the English school population 

4.1:  Proportion of SEN at different ages in 2009 

A high proportion of each cohort of students in the English education system has been 

identified as having special educational needs. Non statemented special educational needs 

should be considered separately from statemented special educational needs. The incidence 

of non statemented SEN is around one in five pupils, although the incidence in late primary 

is somewhat higher than that as shown in Figure 1. The incidence of statemented SEN rises 

as pupils get older and more are identified as having major needs, and by age 16 nearly one 

in twenty of the cohort have statemented SEN. 

Figure 1: Incidence of SEN across ages, by status 

 

 

We now consider the specific type of SEN that pupils have. It is important to note however 

that we do not know the exact nature of all students’ special educational needs. For some 

students we simply know that they have non statemented special educational needs, rather 

than the nature of that need. Thus the total number of pupils for which we have a 

disaggregated SEN type is much lower than the total number of pupils identified as SEN (we 

lose around 134,000 pupils for this reason). Henceforth we restrict our analysis to students 

for whom we can identify the exact nature of their SEN, at least according to administrative 

records in the education system. 
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For this report we are interested specifically in the incidence of Speech, Language and 

Communication Needs (SLCN). This is shown in Figure 2 below which shows the proportion 

of each cohort that is identified as having SLCN at different ages. The incidence of SLCN 

shows a marked overall decrease with age, confirming early identification in many cases. At 

the age of 7 nearly 3% of the cohort have been identified has having some speech, 

language and communication need. By the age of 16 this has fallen to just 0.63% of the 

cohort. Some SLCN pupils are reclassified as having an alternative primary need during the 

course of their schooling. This reclassification may be in response to different needs being 

identified as children progress through the school system and need to develop different 

cognitive and non-cognitive skills: it may also reflect differences in school and local authority 

policy. Reclassification of SLCN pupils is considered below in section 4.4. For some pupils 

therefore, SLCN is a transitory need that is either overcome or recedes (or at least is seen 

by schools to recede) as the child ages.   

 

Figure 2: Incidence of SLCN across ages, by SEN status 

 

 

Indeed this is born out by focusing on the differences between SLCN pupils who have a 

statement and those with non statemented SLCN from Figure 2. In the early years, pupils 

who have SLCN without a statement are more frequent than statemented SLCN. Thus the 

incidence of less acute SLCN is higher than the incidence of severe need in the early years. 

The incidence of SLCN without a statement then decreases with age, perhaps reflecting the 

less severe needs of this group and the ability of the system to meet and overcome those 
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needs. By contrast, the incidence of SLCN pupils with a statement is roughly constant 

across age, reflecting the persistent and more severe needs of this group. By age 16, there 

are more pupils with statemented SLCN than pupils with non statemented SLCN.  This 

confirms that some types of non statemented speech and language difficulties are more 

frequent for young children, and as children grow these problems reduce. Those who still 

have problems when they are older are likely to have serious problems and thus to receive a 

statement.   

It is interesting to compare the incidence of SLCN to that of other special educational needs. 

Figure 3 compares the incidence rates across different types of SEN9. The figure confirms 

that Behavioural, Emotional and Social Difficulties (BESD) and Mild Learning Difficulties 

(MLD) are the most prevalent form of special educational need at all ages. SLCN is a 

relatively high incidence need at age 7 but by age 16 it is one of the least frequent forms of 

SEN.  Further whilst the incidence of BESD actually increase with age, SLCN, as has been 

said, reduces. Most other categories of SEN, such as profound and multiple learning 

difficulties, or visual impairment remain constant over time, as one might expect given the 

nature of these needs. 

 

Figure 3: incidence of different types of SEN, by age 

 

 

                                                             
9
 See Table 1 in Annex A for exact proportions. 
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Another interesting comparison is the balance between statemented and non statemented 

SEN according to type of SEN. This is shown in Table 1. Among those who are identified as 

SLCN, only around one quarter have a statement of SEN. The proportion of statemented 

children in each category is much higher for some types of SEN, such as Autistic Spectrum 

Disorder (71%), Severe Learning Difficulties (86%), and Profound and Multiple Learning 

Difficulties (93%). Note however, that the proportion with statements change with pupils’ age 

as discussed above in Figure 2 in the context of SLCN (see also table 3 below showing that 

at age 16, about 60 percent of SLCN are with statement). 

Table1: Percentages of SEN with statement by different types of SEN (row %) - 2009 

Type of SEN 
SEN without 
statement 

SEN with 
statement 

Total 

    

SLCN 73.59 26.41 100 

ASD 28.35 71.65 100 

BESD 80.32 19.68 100 

HI 57.1 42.9 100 

MLD 76.96 23.04 100 

MSI 49.11 50.89 100 

OTH 87.25 12.75 100 

PD 44.53 55.47 100 

PMLD 6.74 93.26 100 

SLD 13.82 86.18 100 

SPLD 84.35 15.65 100 

VI 56.61 43.39 100 

    

Total 70.02 29.98 100 

Notes:  SPLD=Specific Learning Difficulty; MLD=Moderate Learning Difficulty; 
SLD=Severe Learning Difficulty; PMLD=Profound & Multiple Learning 
Difficulty; BESD=Behaviour, Emotional & Social Difficulties; SLCN=Speech, 
Language and Communication Needs; HI=Hearing Impairment; VI=Visual 
Impairment; MSI=Multi-Sensory Impairment; PD=Physical Disability; 
ASD=Autistic Spectrum Disorder; OTH=Other Difficulty/Disability 
Source: PLASC 2009 

 

Thus far we have focused on the entire population of English school pupils in primary and 

secondary. Now we focus on the cohort aged 16 in 2009 (cohort born in 1992/1993). This is 

the cohort on which the econometric analysis will be based.   
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4.2: Proportion of SEN at age 16 – 1992/93 cohort  

As Table 2 indicates, for our particular cohort the incidence of SEN at age 16 is just under 

20% non statemented SEN and 3.5% statemented SEN. 

 

Table 2: SEN status at age 16 - 2009 

 Freq. Percent Cum. 

    

No SEN 443,178 75.97 75.97 

SEN without statement  114,686 19.66 95.62 

SEN with statement  20,251 3.47 99.09 

Unclassified  5,281 0.91 100 

    

Total 583,396 100  

 

Table 3 provides this information broken down by type of SEN. 5.5% of our cohort at age 16 

have been identified as having SLCN. 

Table 3: Types of SEN in at age 16 - 2009 

 Freq. Percent 

   

SLCN 3,214 5.46 

   

ASD 3,305 5.62 

BESD 21,370 36.32 

HI 1,332 2.26 

MLD 14,360 24.41 

MSI 54 0.09 

OTH 3,686 6.26 

PD 1,918 3.26 

PMLD 70 0.12 

SLD 949 1.61 

SPLD 7,907 13.44 

VI 674 1.15 

   

Total 58,839 100 

Notes:  SPLD=Specific Learning Difficulty; MLD=Moderate Learning Difficulty; SLD=Severe Learning 
Difficulty; PMLD=Profound & Multiple Learning Difficulty; BESD=Behaviour, Emotional & Social 
Difficulties; SLCN=Speech, Language and Communication Needs; HI=Hearing Impairment; VI=Visual 
Impairment; MSI=Multi-Sensory Impairment; PD=Physical Disability; ASD=Autistic Spectrum 
Disorder; OTH=Other Difficulty/Disability 
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For our cohort, around 61% of pupils who have some kind of SLCN have a statement of 

need (Table 4). This is a relatively high proportion with a statement, as compared to other 

higher incidence categories of SEN such as BESD where just under 20% of students have a 

statement or pupils with MLD of whom only 42% have a statement. 

 
Table 4: Percentages of SEN with statement by different types of SEN (row %) – age 16 (2009) 

Type of SEN 
SEN 

without 
statement 

SEN with 
statement 

Total 

    

SLCN 39.23 60.77 100 

    

ASD 24.3 75.7 100 

BESD 81.48 18.52 100 

HI 53.3 46.7 100 

MLD 57.05 42.95 100 

MSI 44.44 55.56 100 

OTH 91.89 8.11 100 

PD 37.9 62.1 100 

PMLD 15.71 84.29 100 

SLD 10.96 89.04 100 

SPLD 71.2 28.8 100 

VI 48.37 51.63 100 

    

Total 65.58 34.42 100 
Notes:  SPLD = Specific Learning Difficulty; MLD = Moderate Learning Difficulty; SLD = Severe 
Learning Difficulty; PMLD = Profound & Multiple Learning Difficulty; BESD = Behaviour, Emotional & 
Social Difficulties; SLCN = Speech, Language and Communication Needs; HI = Hearing Impairment; VI 
= Visual Impairment; MSI = Multi-Sensory Impairment; PD = Physical Disability; ASD = Autistic 
Spectrum Disorder; OTH = Other Difficulty/Disability 

 

4.3: Proportion of SEN at age 11 – 1992/93 cohort  

Figures 1 and 2 showed how the incidence of SEN and SLCN changes by age. However, 

there may also be changes in policy that mean that an eleven year old today is more likely to 

be identified as having SLCN than an eleven year old from a decade ago. Really what we 

would like to know is the extent to which the same pupils change their SLCN status over 

time. Here we take the same individuals, i.e. the 1993/93 cohort, and look back at their 

status at age 11. As one can see from Table 5, the incidence of SEN generally at age 11 
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was similar to age 16, i.e. 19% had a non statemented SEN and 3.4% had a statemented 

need.  

Table 5: SEN status at age 11 - 2004 

 Freq. Percent Cum. 

    

No SEN 450,779 78.05 78.05 
SEN without statement  106,997 18.53 96.58 
SEN with statement  19,763 3.42 100 
    

Total 577,539 100  

 

However, when we focus on SLCN specifically we see that a much higher proportion of 

children had been identified as having SLCN at age 11, with 8.3% having some kind of 

SLCN (compared to 5.5% at age 16). Within this cohort therefore, there is a decline in the 

incidence of SLCN as pupils start to age.  

Table 6: Types of SEN in at age 11 - 2004 

 Freq. Percent 

   

SLCN 4,745 8.34 

   

ASD 2,590 4.55 

BESD 11,243 19.77 

HI 1,027 1.81 

MLD 20,032 35.22 

MSI 59 0.1 

OTH 2,241 3.94 

PD 1,777 3.12 

PMLD 127 0.22 

SLD 1,651 2.9 

SPLD 10,831 19.04 

VI 558 0.98 

   

Total 56,881 100 

Notes:  SPLD=Specific Learning Difficulty; MLD=Moderate Learning Difficulty; SLD=Severe Learning 
Difficulty; PMLD=Profound & Multiple Learning Difficulty; BESD=Behaviour, Emotional & Social 
Difficulties; SLCN=Speech, Language and Communication Needs; HI=Hearing Impairment; VI=Visual 
Impairment; MSI=Multi-Sensory Impairment; PD=Physical Disability; ASD=Autistic Spectrum 
Disorder; OTH=Other Difficulty/Disability 

 
Likewise looking at the proportions with and without a statement, we observe that 51% of 

this cohort had a statemented SLCN by the age of 11. 
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Table 7: Percentages of SEN with statement by different types of SEN (row %) – age 11 (2004) 

Type of SEN 
SEN 

without 
statement 

SEN with 
statement 

Total 

    

SLCN 49.31 50.69 100 

    

ASD 22.33 77.67 100 

BESD 71.16 28.84 100 

HI 43.25 56.75 100 

MLD 68.87 31.13 100 

MSI 42.37 57.63 100 

OTH 81.54 18.46 100 

PD 31.82 68.18 100 

PMLD 19.69 80.31 100 

SLD 31.52 68.48 100 

SPLD 79.63 20.37 100 

VI 41.62 58.38 100 

    

Total 64.97 35.03 100 

 

Notes:  SPLD = Specific Learning Difficulty; MLD = Moderate Learning Difficulty; SLD = Severe 
Learning Difficulty; PMLD = Profound & Multiple Learning Difficulty; BESD = Behaviour, Emotional & 
Social Difficulties; SLCN = Speech, Language and Communication Needs; HI = Hearing Impairment; VI 
= Visual Impairment; MSI = Multi-Sensory Impairment; PD = Physical Disability; ASD = Autistic 
Spectrum Disorder; OTH = Other Difficulty/Disability 

 

4.4: Changes in SEN label over time – 1992/93 cohort  

So the previous section indicated that pupils do change their SLCN status as they age.  

Table 8 shows changes in SLCN status from age 14 to age 16, i.e. from KS3 to KS4. There 

are 936 pupils who were classified as SLCN at age 14 and lost that label by age 16. There 

were 671 pupils not defined as SLCN at age 14 who receive the label at age 16. Of these 

671, one quarter had no recorded special educational need at age 14. Three quarters had a 

recorded special educational need that was not SLCN. The most common type of need was 

Moderate Learning Difficulties (44%), Specific Learning Difficulty (15%) and Autistic 

Spectrum Disorder (8%). This suggests some degree of movement into and out of SLCN 

and reclassification of primary need. 
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Table 8: Change in SLCN status (age 14 to age 16) 

age 14/age 
16  

Non 
SLCN 

SLCN Total 

    

Non SLCN 646,251 671 646,922 

SLCN 936 2,543 3,479 

    

Total 647,187 3,214 650,401 

 

 

Table 9 shows that there are fewer movements if we focus only on pupils who are identified 

as SLCN and who have a statement and who then go on to become either non statemented 

SLCN or who lose their SEN label altogether. 

 
Table 9: Change in SLCN status (only SLCN with statement) (age 14 to age 16) 

age 14/age 
16  

Non st 
SLCN 

St. SLCN Total 

    

Non st. 
SLCN 

560,888 208 561,096 

St. SLCN 311 1,725 2,036 

    

Total 561,199 1,933 563,132 

 

Of course one reason why students may change their SLCN status is because they change 

school. It is important therefore to determine whether most of the pupils who are losing their 

SLCN status (or being identified as having this need) also change school. This is shown in 

Table 10 below, which provides a cross tabulation of switchers (those who change status 

between age 14 and age 16) and those who changed schools between KS3 and KS4.  

Among the students who do not change their SLCN status, which constitutes the majority of 

pupils, only 19 % changed schools, whilst among the pupils who did change their SLCN 

status, almost 30% changed schools.  This suggests that there is indeed a correlation 

between a school change and the probability of losing/receiving the SLCN label.  Indeed it 

may be that parents move children precisely to change their SLCN status, i.e. to be identified 

as having a need or desiring to move to a school where they are not considered to have 

SLCN. However, it is also likely that these changes in SLCN status reflect a lack of 

consistency in school policy and approaches to SLCN provision, clearly an issue of concern 

to both policy-makers and parents. 
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Table 10: Change in SLCN status and change of schools 

 Same school  
between KS3 and 

KS4 

Changed schools 
between KS3 and 

KS4 
Total 

    

Non Switchers 524,591 124,203 648,794 

 80.86 19.14 100 

    

Switchers  1,137 470 1,607 

 70.75 29.25 100 

    

Total 525,728 124,673 650,401 

 80.83 19.17 100 

 

There is one transition that most pupils make which involves a change of school and that is 

the move from primary to secondary school. During this transition, it is obvious from Table 

11 below that movement into and out of SLCN is relatively high. Around 1,500 pupils are 

identified as having SLCN only when they make the transition to secondary school, 

suggesting late identification of educational need, an issue raised by Bercow. Equally around 

3000 students lose their SLCN status when they enter secondary school. This maybe 

because they no longer have any particular need in this regard or due to differences in 

school policy across the educational phases. 

 
Table 11: Change in SLCN status (age 11 to age 16) KS2 to KS4 

age 11/age 
16  

Non 
SLCN 

SLCN Total 

    

Non SLCN 540,978 1,491 542,469 
SLCN 3,007 1,493 4,500 
    
Total 543,985 2,984 546,969 

 
 

Once again for pupils with a statement of SLCN there is less movement into and out of 

this status. Even so around 1,200 pupils lose their statements when they enter 

secondary school, whilst 825 gain a statement. 
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Table 12: Change in SLCN status (only SLCN with statement) (age 11 to age 16) KS2 to KS4 

age 11/age 
16  

Non st 
SLCN 

St. SLCN Total 

    

Non st. 
SLCN 543,860 825 544,685 
St. SLCN 1,188 1,096 2,284 
    
Total 545,048 1,921 546,969 

 

The next table reports a transition matrix for different SEN types looking at changes over 

time. Table 13 therefore enables us to observe the status of those who are losing their SLCN 

status from one period to the next (Key stage 1 to 4 is considered in the table). Around 10% 

of those with SLCN in one period go on to have no special educational need at all in the next 

period. 63% retain their SLCN status. The rest are identified as having different special 

educational needs, and in particular 10% are identified as having a moderate learning 

difficulty. This is an important finding. Schools are basically revising their identification of the 

child’s special educational need at a later stage in their schooling. Further investigation is 

needed to determine whether this is unavoidable due to the multiple and changing difficulties 

experienced by some children or whether this reflects inappropriate identification of primary 

need earlier on. 
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Table 13: Transition matrix: SEN status and types of SEN over time 

 

No 
SEN 

ASD BESD HI MLD MSI OTH PD PMLD SLCN SLD SPLD VI 
Total 

               No SEN 97.69 0.03 1.42 0.04 0.26 0 0.28 0.05 0 0.04 0 0.17 0.02 100 
ASD 2.33 87.03 2.56 0.08 3.65 0 0.47 0.12 0.06 2.25 0.45 0.93 0.08 100 
BESD 15.39 1.83 74.06 0.09 4.35 0 0.83 0.22 0.01 0.82 0.22 2.09 0.05 100 
HI 5.37 0.24 1.17 89.06 1.76 0.2 0.24 0.44 0.05 0.68 0.1 0.54 0.15 100 
MLD 14.23 1.02 6.02 0.22 67.67 0.04 1.27 0.39 0.05 2.08 1.08 5.8 0.13 100 
MSI 3.06 2.04 5.1 7.14 11.22 47.96 1.02 8.16 0 1.02 1.02 8.16 4.08 100 
OTH 22.97 1.92 8.8 0.27 10.48 0.06 42.89 2.77 0.06 1.98 0.7 6.82 0.27 100 
PD 5.06 0.56 1.34 0.22 4.25 0.25 2.55 81.3 0.4 1.06 0.65 1.71 0.65 100 
 PMLD 2.06 2.58 4.12 1.55 16.49 0 0.52 5.15 43.81 4.64 9.28 8.76 1.03 100 
SLCN 11.23 3.42 3.71 0.29 10.36 0.01 1.1 0.38 0.06 63.45 0.97 4.89 0.12 100 
SLD 4.19 1.73 4.15 0.13 22.08 0.04 1.23 1.23 0.63 3.85 53.26 7.4 0.08 100 
SPLD 16.45 0.9 5.04 0.15 8.74 0.02 1.12 0.42 0.06 1.92 0.44 64.68 0.05 100 
VI 5.95 0.56 0.74 0.46 2.6 0.37 0.74 0.84 0.19 0.19 0.28 0.93 86.15 100 

               Total 89.87 0.65 3.25 0.25 2.67 0.01 0.5 0.37 0.02 0.65 0.2 1.43 0.13 100 
Notes:  SPLD=Specific Learning Difficulty; MLD=Moderate Learning Difficulty; SLD=Severe Learning Difficulty; PMLD=Profound & Multiple Learning 

Difficulty; BESD=Behaviour, Emotional & Social Difficulties; SLCN=Speech, Language and Communication Needs; HI=Hearing Impairment; VI=Visual 
Impairment; MSI=Multi-Sensory Impairment; PD=Physical Disability; ASD=Autistic Spectrum Disorder; OTH=Other Difficulty/Disability 
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4.5: Pupil characteristics and SEN status  

In the following tables, we map the incidence of SLCN (with and without statement) and the 

incidence of other types of SEN according to pupil characteristics. Table 14 looks at 

incidence of SEN by ethnic groups, while table 15 looks at the incidence of SEN by gender, 

EAL, FSM status, and prior attainment (quintiles of KS2 scores distribution). Table 16 reports 

mean value of pupils’ characteristics by SEN status.  

As Table 14 shows, the incidence of SLCN varies substantially by ethnic group, as does 

other types of SEN. We do not focus on this issue however, as it is the subject of a separate 

study by Steve Strand for this project. 

Table 14: Incidence of SLCN by ethnic group (%) 

 
SLCN with 
statement 

SLCN without 
statement 

Other SEN with 
statement 

Other SEN 
without 

statement 

     

White British 0.327 0.161 3.353 19.051 

Other White 0.299 0.573 2.238 20.782 

Gypsy and 
Travellers 

0.000 0.351 11.424 43.234 

Bangladeshi 0.566 0.816 1.899 23.655 

Indian 0.217 0.232 1.599 14.226 

Pakistani 0.380 0.423 2.906 24.473 

Chinese 0.253 1.054 1.180 14.123 

Black African 0.474 0.512 1.674 24.849 

Black Caribbean 0.698 0.399 3.366 29.706 

Mixed 0.393 0.234 2.881 18.949 

Other 0.365 0.512 2.131 21.043 

 

We also find that the incidence of SLCN is higher for males, as it is for other types of SEN. 

As discussed in the Bercow review, the incidence of SLCN is particularly high for pupils who 

have English as an Additional Language, even though EAL students are less likely to have 

other forms of SEN. This may reflect the fact that EAL is not seen by the system as a special 

education need and therefore schools may classify pupils as having SLCN in order to attract 

resource. There is a socio-economic gradient in the likelihood of having SLCN, with FSM 

pupils considerably more likely to be identified as having SLCN. SLCN status is also linked 

to achievement, with a higher incidence of SLCN amongst students in the bottom quintile of 

the Key Stage 2 test score distribution. This latter issue is considered further in our 

modelling.  
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Table 15: Incidence of SLCN by other pupil characteristics (%) 

 
SLCN with 
statement 

SLCN without 
statement 

Other SEN with 
statement 

Other SEN 
without 

statement 

     

Male  0.487 0.274 4.561 22.854 

Female 0.183 0.160 1.721 16.274 

     

Non-EAL 0.335 0.170 3.057 19.017 

EAL 0.420 0.425 2.325 23.067 

     

Non-FSM 0.314 0.193 2.648 17.624 

FSM 0.498 0.392 6.706 33.291 

     

KS2 (Q1) 1.011 0.509 8.945 39.265 

KS2 (Q2) 0.092 0.096 0.865 16.738 

KS2 (Q3) 0.054 0.057 0.677 12.115 

KS2 (Q4) 0.029 0.037 0.412 8.121 

KS2 (Q5) 0.009 0.010 0.193 5.039 

 

Another way to consider this issue is to determine the characteristics of students with and 

without SLCN. Around half of students without SEN are female. However, if we take the non 

statemented SLCN group only a third is female and of the statemented SLCN group only 

one quarter is female, illustrating the domination of males in the SLCN group. Whilst 8% of 

the non SEN group has English as an Additional Language, 20% of non statemented SLCN 

have EAL and 11% of statemented SLCN students have EAL. Just fewer than one in ten of 

non SEN students are eligible for Free School Meals whilst nearly a quarter of the non 

statemented SLCN group are FSM eligible and 20% of the statemented SLCN group. Clearly 

poorer students are over represented to a great extent in the SLCN group. Interestingly 

around one quarter or thereabouts of the SLCN group live in a deprived neighbourhood and 

this does not vary across the different groups of pupils. 
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Table 16: Pupil characteristics by SEN status. 

 
No SEN 

SEN 
without 

statement 

SEN with 
statement 

SLCN 
without 

statement 

SLCN with 
statement 

      
% Female 52.36 40.72 26.71 35.36 26.41 
% EAL 8.13 10.21 6.99 19.95 10.69 
% FSM 9.82 21.63 26.20 23.15 19.50 
Mean IDACI score 0.21 0.28 0.26 0.29 0.25 

Note: The IDACI score measures the percentage of children in each area who live in families that are 
income deprived (i.e. in receipt of Income Support, Income based Jobseeker's Allowance, Working Families' 
Tax Credit or Disabled Person's Tax Credit below a given threshold).  An IDACI score of, for example 0.21 
means that 21% of children aged less than 16 in that area are living in families that are income deprived.  

 

4.6: Variability of SEN and SLCN across schools and LAs 

We discussed earlier that the Bercow review had raised the issue of variability in both 

identification of SLCN and SLCN provision across schools and local authorities. The next 

table looks at the proportion of SLCN pupils in different types of schools, where schools are 

classified as high achieving or low achieving according to their average KS4 (GCSE) results 

(table 17). Thus schools in the bottom quintile (Q1) of the school GCSE distribution are the 

lowest achieving schools, whilst schools in the top quintile of the school GCSE distribution 

(Q5) are the highest achieving schools. It is evident that the incidence of SLCN varies 

substantially across school types. Around 0.6% of pupils in the lowest achieving schools are 

identified as SLCN, compared to 0.21% in the highest achieving schools. 0.26% of children 

in the lowest achieving schools have been identified as having non statemented SLCN, 

compared to 0.13 in the highest achieving schools. The differences in the incidence of other 

types of SEN between higher and lower achieving schools are even more stark.  Clearly 

children with SEN have a much lower probability of being in the highest achieving schools. 

There may be a number of different explanations for this: 

 Different school choices made by the parents of SEN pupils; 

 Admissions policies of schools; 

 The fact that SEN children, who tend to be more disadvantaged, live in areas with 

lower achieving schools; 

 Different approaches to identifying SLCN children across different types of schools. 

To understand this issue further we need to simultaneously take account of parental 

background, school characteristics and neighbourhood factors in a multivariate analysis. We 

do this in section 5 below. 
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Table 17: Percentages of SEN across quintiles of school performance (measures as mean KS4 
capped score by schools) 

 School GCSE 

 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 

% SLCN  with statement  0.645 0.310 0.302 0.246 0.207 

% SLCN  without statement 0.261 0.273 0.227 0.190 0.125 

% Other SEN with statement  9.016 2.243 2.067 1.798 1.227 

% Other SEN without 
statement 

27.008 23.239 19.333 16.426 11.457 

 
 

Looking at the issue the other way, we can now examine the proportion of schools that have 

different levels of incidence of SLCN. Table 18 indicates that many schools have no SLCN 

pupils at all. In fact three quarters of schools have no pupils with non statemented SLCN and 

50% have no pupils with statemented SLCN. By contrast, some schools have a high 

incidence of SLCN. For example, the top 1% of schools has on average 4.4% of their pupils 

with SLCN. What this means is that either SLCN pupils are far from spread evenly around 

the school system and some schools have to cope with higher incidences of SLCN or that 

policies towards identification of SLCN vary substantially across different schools. Both 

these notions have clear policy implications for the provision of effective support. By 

contrast, the distribution of other SEN pupils is more even. Only 10% of schools have either 

no pupils with non statemented or no pupils with statemented SEN pupils. There are no 

schools that have no SEN pupils at all. However, some schools have extremely high 

incidences of SEN. The top 5% of schools have 58% of their pupils on average identified as 

having SEN. 
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Table 18:  Distribution of school % of SLCN and SEN across schools – excluding school with 
less than 20 pupils at KS4 

 

School % of 
SLCN without 

statement 

School % of 
SLCN with 
statement 

School % of 
other SEN 

without 
statement 

School % of 
other SEN with 

statement 

School % of 
any type of 

SEN 

      

1% 0 0 0 0 1.64 

5% 0 0 2.25 0 5.56 

10% 0 0 5.00 0 8.29 

25% 0 0 9.93 0.83 12.93 

      

50% 0 0 16.67 1.75 20.18 

      

75% 0 0.48 26.05 2.98 30.51 

90% 0.69 0.98 37.29 4.58 45.29 

95% 1.14 1.39 45.82 6.41 57.81 

99% 2.38 4.43 59.76 100.00 100.00 

 
 

There is less variability in the incidence of SLCN across local authorities as one might 

expect. However, it is nonetheless striking that 5% of local authorities have no children 

identified as having SLCN (statemented or otherwise). This finding merits further 

investigation, particularly in terms of policy in these local authorities towards SLCN. 

 
Table 19:  Distribution of LA % of SLCN and SEN across LAs 

 
LA % of SLCN 

without statement 
LA% of SLCN with 

statement 
LA % of other SEN 
without statement 

LA % of other SEN 
with statement 

     

1% 0 0 4.039 0.915 

5% 0 0 10.836 1.523 

10% 0.032 0.077 12.129 1.903 

25% 0.082 0.165 13.861 2.372 

     

50% 0.162 0.256 16.916 2.886 

     

75% 0.243 0.400 21.228 3.411 

90% 0.416 0.539 25.810 3.851 

95% 0.566 0.656 27.443 4.369 

99% 0.902 0.990 30.222 6.056 

 

 

At the other end of the scale, the local authorities with the highest incidence of statemented 

SLCN are listed in Table 20, and many (but by no means all) are in inner London. Given the 



31 

 

association between SLCN, pupils’ socioeconomic background and their EAL status, this is 

perhaps unsurprising. 

 
Table 20: LAs with the highest % of SLCN with statement 

LA code LA  Name 
SLCN 
with 

statement 
 

SLCN 
without 

statement 

Other 
SEN with 
statement 

Other 
SEN 

without 
statement 

209 Lewisham 1.571  0.832 4.067 20.379 

825 Buckinghamshire 1.102  0.124 3.003 13.166 

202 Camden 0.960  1.165 5.003 26.182 

846 East Sussex 0.903  0.215 5.288 19.089 

936 Surrey 0.859  0.368 3.191 16.901 

212 Wandsworth 0.799  1.811 4.369 37.720 

316 Newham 0.750  0.606 1.414 33.353 

211 Tower Hamlets 0.748  0.873 3.159 25.229 

312 Hillingdon 0.743  0.439 2.702 23.370 

320 Waltham Forest 0.735  0.464 3.520 27.427 

 
 
 

The local authorities with the highest incidence of non statemented SLCN are listed in Table 

21. These authorities are, with one exception (Stoke on Trent), London authorities, again 

confirming the link between socio-economic disadvantage and SLCN. We need to 

investigate this further using multivariate analysis, which we now turn to in Section 5. 

 
 

Table 21: 10 LAs with the highest % of SLCN without statement 

LA code LA  Name 
SLCN 

without 
statement 

 
SLCN with 
statement 

Other SEN 
with 

statement 

Other SEN 
without 

statement 

212 Wandsworth 1.811  0.799 4.369 37.720 

202 Camden 1.165  0.960 5.003 26.182 

208 Lambeth 1.009  0.442 5.552 31.230 

211 
Tower 
Hamlets 0.873 

 
0.748 3.159 25.229 

209 Lewisham 0.832  1.571 4.067 20.379 

315 Merton 0.755  0.629 4.025 15.597 

210 Southwark 0.668  0.584 3.421 31.456 

861 
Stoke-on-
Trent 0.664 

 
0.258 4.722 22.980 

316 Newham 0.606  0.750 1.414 33.353 
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5. Econometric Results 

 

Having provided a description of the incidence of SLCN and documented how the incidence 

varies across individuals as they age, as well as how it varies across pupil characteristics, 

school characteristics and local authorities, we move on to: 

 

 A multivariate analysis of the factors associated with being identified as having SLCN 

status; 

 An analysis of the progress of SLCN pupils in terms of academic achievement at key 

stage 2 to key stage 4.  

 

5.1: Analysis of the determinants of SLCN/SEN status   

We estimate a multinomial logit model, as described earlier, to model the factors associated 

with being SLCN. This analysis excludes pupils in special schools. This approach enables us 

to consider simultaneously a variety of pupil characteristics (table 22) and school 

characteristics (table 24) associated with the likelihood of being identified as having SLCN. 

We consider all possible types of SEN in this way and hence Tables 22 and 24 enable us to 

compare the role of pupil and school characteristics in determining different types of SEN 

status, in comparison with SLCN. The coefficients are relative risk ratios and hence a ratio of 

below one suggests a lower likelihood of being SLCN for that particular risk factor, whilst a 

ratio of greater than one suggests a higher probability of being SLCN for that risk factor. 

 

For SLCN, being female, of Pakistani origin or being a higher achieving pupil at age 11 is 

associated with a lower probability of being SLCN in secondary school. However, being 

male, having English as an additional language, being from other White, African or 

Caribbean ethnic groups, being FSM eligible and being in the bottom quintile of the age 11 

test score distribution is associated with a much higher probability of being SLCN. This is an 

important finding as we are controlling for all these factors simultaneously. Thus being from 

a disadvantaged background in and of itself is associated with a higher likelihood of being 

SLCN even if you allow for pupils’ achievement levels at key stage 2. Equally being from an 

African ethnic origin is associated with a higher probability of being SLCN even allowing for 

socio-economic background and prior achievement of the pupil. 
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Table 22: Determinants of types SEN - MNL (base category-no SEN) – Relative Risk Ratios (RRR)  

 
ASD BESD 

HI VI 
MSI 

MLD OTH PD PMLD SLCN SLD SPLD 
SEN 

unclassifie
d 

            
Female 0.128*** 0.296*** 0.724*** 0.488*** 0.514*** 0.574*** 0.837 0.353*** 0.461*** 0.295*** 0.607*** 
 (0.009) (0.007) (0.039) (0.011) (0.028) (0.033) (0.240) (0.016) (0.047) (0.009) (0.005) 
EAL 0.441*** 0.582*** 1.009 0.935 1.090 0.863 0.094** 1.235** 0.673 0.592*** 0.999 
 (0.089) (0.039) (0.144) (0.058) (0.165) (0.155) (0.103) (0.126) (0.163) (0.057) (0.024) 
Other white 1.183 0.880* 0.927 0.724*** 0.973 0.830 1.367 1.321** 1.250 1.165* 0.952* 
 (0.175) (0.067) (0.169) (0.059) (0.163) (0.172) (1.389) (0.160) (0.383) (0.100) (0.028) 
Gypsy 0.665 2.857*** 0.861 3.907*** 1.300 0.000 0.000 0.439 6.427*** 2.183*** 1.743*** 
 (0.669) (0.621) (0.865) (0.708) (0.928) (0.000) (0.000) (0.441) (3.791) (0.643) (0.224) 
Bangladeshi 0.086** 0.234*** 0.845 0.775** 0.505** 0.724 0.000 1.250 0.602 0.367*** 0.764*** 
 (0.088) (0.044) (0.237) (0.081) (0.144) (0.260) (0.005) (0.218) (0.375) (0.084) (0.035) 
Indian 0.428*** 0.316*** 0.925 0.629*** 0.534*** 0.840 2.864 0.780 0.953 0.357*** 0.763*** 
 (0.128) (0.045) (0.192) (0.063) (0.128) (0.205) (2.976) (0.128) (0.395) (0.061) (0.027) 
Pakistani 0.195*** 0.336*** 1.791*** 0.759*** 0.214*** 1.182 2.269 0.677*** 1.718** 0.238*** 0.859*** 
 (0.074) (0.036) (0.283) (0.056) (0.058) (0.241) (2.419) (0.097) (0.473) (0.038) (0.026) 
Chinese 1.471 0.216*** 0.514 1.028 1.791 0.663 0.000 1.649 3.050 0.562 0.856* 
 (0.682) (0.109) (0.369) (0.245) (0.672) (0.477) (0.008) (0.548) (2.227) (0.234) (0.077) 
African 0.416*** 0.851* 0.659* 0.500*** 0.618** 0.465** 2.746 1.264* 1.000 0.450*** 0.926** 
 (0.131) (0.071) (0.158) (0.047) (0.130) (0.151) (2.841) (0.173) (0.371) (0.066) (0.031) 
Caribbean 0.625* 1.556*** 0.508** 0.960 0.665* 0.453** 0.000 1.914*** 2.114*** 0.865 1.149*** 
 (0.154) (0.099) (0.155) (0.076) (0.152) (0.162) (0.001) (0.237) (0.570) (0.093) (0.038) 
Mixed 1.078 1.195** 0.875 0.814** 1.049 0.819 8.939*** 1.212 1.285 0.839 0.957 
 (0.189) (0.089) (0.194) (0.076) (0.197) (0.202) (4.293) (0.187) (0.463) (0.096) (0.033) 
Other 0.408*** 0.893 0.839 0.644*** 0.624** 0.575** 4.560** 1.134 1.173 0.638*** 0.838*** 
 (0.103) (0.065) (0.159) (0.051) (0.120) (0.142) (2.783) (0.142) (0.357) (0.069) (0.025) 
FSM 1.440*** 2.068*** 1.419*** 1.833*** 1.578*** 1.643*** 0.543 1.276*** 1.843*** 1.261*** 1.425*** 
 (0.102) (0.056) (0.107) (0.050) (0.109) (0.133) (0.291) (0.072) (0.221) (0.048) (0.018) 
KS2 (Q2) 0.227*** 0.266*** 0.296*** 0.043*** 0.175*** 0.246*** 0.018*** 0.079*** 0.022*** 0.091*** 0.284*** 
 (0.015) (0.008) (0.021) (0.002) (0.014) (0.019) (0.018) (0.006) (0.007) (0.004) (0.003) 
KS2 (Q3) 0.194*** 0.184*** 0.231*** 0.022*** 0.165*** 0.170*** 0.042*** 0.048*** 0.014*** 0.065*** 0.196*** 
 (0.014) (0.007) (0.020) (0.002) (0.015) (0.017) (0.031) (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.003) 
KS2 (Q4) 0.130*** 0.121*** 0.180*** 0.008*** 0.104*** 0.134*** 0.000 0.025*** 0.005*** 0.030*** 0.126*** 
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 (0.011) (0.005) (0.018) (0.001) (0.012) (0.014) (0.000) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.002) 
KS2 (Q5) 0.082*** 0.058*** 0.128*** 0.002*** 0.071*** 0.082*** 0.017*** 0.008*** 0.003*** 0.009*** 0.084*** 
 (0.008) (0.004) (0.014) (0.001) (0.009) (0.011) (0.017) (0.002) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) 
IDACI score 0.536*** 4.755*** 1.328* 3.963*** 3.661*** 0.495*** 0.575 1.196 1.243 1.608*** 2.562*** 
 (0.083) (0.288) (0.217) (0.247) (0.543) (0.093) (0.519) (0.148) (0.360) (0.129) (0.067) 
            
N 510136           

Notes: Exponentiated coefficients (RRR); Standard errors in parentheses; * p<.10 (10% significance), ** p<.05 (5% significance), *** p<.01 (1% 

significance); 
Base category in MNL= No SEN.  
EAL= English as Additional Language; FSM= Free School Meal; NWB=Non White British. Reference categories: male, white British. 
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To determine the magnitude of the effects from Table 22, we calculated the marginal effect 

of each factor on the probability of being SLCN, for different values of the explanatory 

variables in Table 23. Hence for FSM eligible females, the impact of having English as an 

Additional Language raises the probability of being SLCN by 0.2 percentage points. The 

effect of being EAL is similar for females who are not eligible for FSM. For males (FSM 

eligible or otherwise) having English as an Additional Language is associated with a 0.5 

percentage point higher probability of being SLCN. Another interesting effect is that for 

females, being in the top four quintiles of the key stage 2 test score distribution is associated 

with a 0.9 percentage point lower probability of being SLCN. For males the effect is greater 

at 1.5-1.7 percentage points. Generally the impact of factors such as EAL, ethnicity and key 

stage 2 attainment on the probability of being SLCN is similar across socio-economic 

disadvantage (i.e. by FSM status). However, generally the impact of pupil characteristics on 

the probability of being SLCN is greater for males.  
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Table 23: Marginal Effect for SLCN calculated at different values of explanatory variables 

 

Female Male 

 

FSM=1 FSM=0 FSM=1 FSM=0 

 
    

EAL 0.00246** 0.00216** 0.00582** 0.00534** 

 (0.00117) (0.00106) (0.00238) (0.00231) 

Other white 0.00327** 0.00287** 0.00659** 0.00618** 

 (0.00148) (0.00133) (0.00291) (0.00281) 

Gypsy -0.00639** -0.00559** -0.0134*** -0.0127** 

 (0.00277) (0.00275) (0.0048) (0.00516) 

Bangladeshi 0.00390* 0.00316 0.0104** 0.00882** 

 (0.00223) (0.00197) (0.00481) (0.0045) 

Indian -0.00093 -0.00112 -0.00021 -0.00109 

 (0.00134) (0.00118) (0.00289) (0.00271) 

Pakistani -0.00231** -0.00226*** -0.00331 -0.00381* 

 (0.00098) (0.00087) (0.0021) (0.00198) 

Chinese 0.00687 0.00605 0.0149 0.0138 

 (0.00522) (0.00469) (0.0106) (0.0101) 

African 0.00332** 0.00280* 0.00791** 0.00710** 

 (0.00167) (0.0015) (0.00345) (0.0033) 

Caribbean 0.00742*** 0.00698*** 0.0139*** 0.0143*** 

 (0.00203) (0.00185) (0.00385) (0.00379) 

Mixed 0.00213 0.0019 0.00424 0.00412 

 (0.00171) (0.00155) (0.00335) (0.00329) 

Other 0.00216 0.00175 0.00532* 0.00466* 

 (0.00139) (0.00124) (0.00285) (0.00273) 

KS2 (Q2) -0.00805*** -0.00745*** -0.0155*** -0.0156*** 

 (0.00053) (0.00033) (0.00093) (0.00054) 

KS2 (Q3) -0.00843*** -0.00777*** -0.0164*** -0.0163*** 

 (0.00055) (0.00034) (0.00097) (0.00054) 

KS2 (Q4) -0.00875*** -0.00803*** -0.0171*** -0.0170*** 

 (0.00056) (0.00035) (0.001) (0.00054) 

KS2 (Q5) -0.00899*** -0.00823*** -0.0178*** -0.0175*** 

 (0.00058) (0.00035) (0.00102) (0.00054) 

IDACI score -0.00209* -0.00107 -0.00692*** -0.00470** 

 

(0.00117) (0.00103) (0.00237) (0.0022) 

Observations 510136 510136 510136 510136 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; * p<.10 (10% significance), ** p<.05 (5% 
significance), *** p<.01 (1% significance); Base category in MNL= No SEN. EAL= 
English as Additional Language; FSM= Free School Meal; NWB=Non White British. 
Reference categories: male, white British. Marginal effects are calculated for FSM and 
non FSM females and FSM and non FSM males. All other X are set at their median 
values.   
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Table 24 shows the relationship between school characteristics and the likelihood of being 

SLCN. Note that these school characteristics were included in the model along with the pupil 

characteristics presented in Table 22 but they are presented separately for ease of 

exposition. Table 24 indicates that there are a number of school characteristics associated 

with a higher/lower probability of being identified as having SLCN. In particular, being in a 

single sex school and a school with a higher proportion of non white British students is 

associated with a higher probability of being SLCN, even after allowing for the pupil’s own 

ethnic status, FSM status and prior attainment. Equally being in a school with a higher 

proportion of FSM pupils is associated with a somewhat lower probability of being SLCN, 

holding other factors constant. These are important findings suggesting that a child with 

similar personal characteristics and prior attainment has a higher/lower probability of being 

identified as SLCN depending on the school they are in. In particular, being in a more 

disadvantaged school reduces the probability of being identified as SLCN, consistent with 

the results found by Keslair et al. (forthcoming). 
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Table 24: Determinants of types SEN - MNL (base category-no SEN) – Relative Risk Ratios (RRR) - Role of school characteristics 

 ASD BESD HI_VI_M
SI 

MLD OTH PD PMLD SLCN SLD SPLD SEN 
unclassifi
ed 

            
School % FSM 0.995 1.000 0.996 1.010*** 1.006 1.002 0.967 0.992** 0.999 1.009*** 1.003*** 
 (0.004) (0.002) (0.005) (0.002) (0.004) (0.005) (0.027) (0.003) (0.008) (0.002) (0.001) 
School size 1.000 1.000*** 1.000 1.000*** 1.000** 1.000 0.999 1.000 1.000 1.000** 1.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Pupil-teacher ratio 0.986 1.011* 0.977 1.006 0.985 0.981 0.975 0.989 0.989 0.993 0.994** 
 (0.014) (0.006) (0.016) (0.006) (0.015) (0.017) (0.066) (0.012) (0.029) (0.008) (0.003) 
School % EAL 1.002 1.015*** 1.001 1.006*** 0.993* 1.007 1.008 1.005* 1.015** 0.998 1.004*** 
 (0.004) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004) (0.005) (0.018) (0.003) (0.007) (0.002) (0.001) 
Single sex school 1.075 1.010 0.907 0.948 1.380*** 0.871 1.827 1.219*** 0.775 1.189*** 0.991 
 (0.097) (0.044) (0.093) (0.043) (0.125) (0.102) (0.753) (0.090) (0.167) (0.062) (0.016) 
School % NWB 1.008*** 0.998 1.005* 1.001 1.006** 0.998 1.016 1.006*** 0.993 1.009*** 1.003*** 
 (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.012) (0.002) (0.005) (0.001) (0.000) 
School score in KS4 
(Q2) 

1.053 0.868*** 0.961 1.055* 0.865* 1.100 0.836 1.036 1.072 1.207*** 0.922*** 

 (0.083) (0.027) (0.083) (0.033) (0.069) (0.103) (0.395) (0.066) (0.157) (0.052) (0.012) 
School score in KS4 
(Q3) 

1.068 0.772*** 1.030 0.951 0.832** 1.165 0.877 1.078 0.834 1.309*** 0.886*** 

 (0.089) (0.027) (0.093) (0.034) (0.073) (0.115) (0.435) (0.073) (0.141) (0.060) (0.013) 
School score in KS4 
(Q4) 

1.211** 0.737*** 1.020 0.910** 1.030 1.179 0.585 1.056 1.318 1.408*** 0.856*** 

 (0.105) (0.029) (0.099) (0.037) (0.095) (0.125) (0.342) (0.079) (0.224) (0.069) (0.014) 
School score in KS4 
(Q5) 

1.351*** 0.620*** 0.915 0.914* 1.012 1.127 2.075 1.140 1.311 1.414*** 0.810*** 

 (0.132) (0.031) (0.106) (0.047) (0.112) (0.141) (1.117) (0.101) (0.277) (0.084) (0.015) 
            
N 494615           
Exponentiated coefficients (RRR); Standard errors in parentheses; * p<.10 (10% significance), ** p<.05 (5% significance), *** p<.01 (1% significance);  
Base category in MNL= No SEN. Reference categories: male, white British. 
Controls include gender, ethnicity, English as an Additional Language, eligibility for Free School Meals, results at Key Stage 2; IDACI score 
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So in conclusion, we find that a variety of pupil and school factors are associated with a 

higher probability of being identified as having SLCN. In particular risk factors are being 

male, socio-economically disadvantaged, having English as an additional language and 

being from certain ethnic minority groups. Equally we found that even allowing for pupil 

characteristics, the probability of being identified as SLCN varies by school characteristics. 

Being in a single sex school and attending a school with a higher proportion of non white 

British students is associated with a higher probability of being SLCN. Pupils in schools with 

a higher proportion of FSM pupils are less likely to be SLCN. 

5.2:  Analysis of the impact of SLCN/SEN status on achievement  

We now consider the academic progress (the value added) made by SLCN pupils in 

comparison with other pupils. For this analysis we use a panel data set for the cohort born in 

1992/1993, where we observe both their SEN status and their achievement at three points in 

time, namely key stage 2 (age 11), key stage 3 (age 14) and key stage 5 (age 16). We start 

with models where the dependent variable is the level of the pupil’s achievement at a given 

point in time. For comparison, we estimate pooled Ordinary Least Squares regression. The 

problem with using OLS estimation however, is that there may be unobservable 

characteristics of pupils that are correlated with both their SLCN status and their 

achievement. Hence we might observe that SLCN pupils do considerable worse than other 

pupils, even allowing for characteristics. This may however, not be attributable to their SLCN 

status but rather their underlying unobserved characteristics, such as attitude or ability, 

which are correlated to both their SLCN status and impact on their achievement. To 

overcome this problem we also estimate a pupil fixed effect model. The pupil fixed effect 

model enables us to allow for constant pupil factors that do not change over time, such as 

underlying attitudes or more controversially IQ. This fixed effect approach enables us to 

determine whether changes in SEN status within individuals are associated with changes in 

academic achievement and is arguably superior to comparing SLCN pupils with other non 

SLCN pupils. 

We then estimate a third model where instead of measuring pupils’ level of achievement at 

each point in time, we measure their progress from the previous time period i.e. their 

progress between key stage 2 and 3, and between key stage 3 and 4.  

Column 1 of Table 25 shows the results from the OLS model and unsurprisingly we find that 

having SLCN status is associated with a much lower value added in achievement, even 

controlling for pupil gender, ethnicity and socio-economic disadvantage. In column 2 we add 

pupil fixed effects which reduces the negative coefficient on SCLN substantially but it 
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remains negative and significant10, suggesting that SLCN status is negatively associated 

with achievement even allowing for constant underlying pupil characteristics. Note that in the 

pupil fixed effect models we can no longer include any time constant variables, such as 

gender and ethnicity. These factors are however, allowed for in the model as part of the pupil 

fixed effect. In column 3 we then use the change in test scores across each period instead of 

the levels.  This is our most stringent specification where we fully allow for both fixed pupil 

effects and also measure progression taking full account of prior attainment. In this model 

the coefficient on SLCN becomes insignificant. This indicates that SLCN pupils have similar 

academic progression to non SLCN pupils, when we take account of as many factors as we 

can in the data, and when we allow for the fact that SLCN pupils have fixed and unobserved 

characteristics that differ from non SLCN pupils. 

Columns 4, 5 and 6 of Table 25 estimate similar models but this time including school 

characteristics. Some of these school characteristics, such as school size, are indeed 

correlated with pupil achievement. However, our interest is in the specific achievement of the 

SLCN group rather than school effects per se. When we control for school characteristics, 

we find the same pattern as in columns 1-3. In the OLS equation, SLCN status is negatively 

and significantly associated with lower academic achievement. Once we control for pupil 

fixed effects and measure progression rather than levels (column 6), the coefficient on SLCN 

becomes insignificant. This confirms that SLCN pupils make similar progress to other pupils 

when we take full account of their underlying characteristics and the characteristics of 

schools they attend. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
10

 The tables provide key coefficients with their level of statistical significance indicated by stars. Given the 

large sample sizes, we describe a coefficient as statistically significant in the text only if it is significant at the 

5% or 1% level. 
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Table 25: Different types of SEN and achievement 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Pooled 

OLS 
Fixed 

Effects 
Fixed 

Effects 
Pooled 

OLS 
Fixed 

Effects 
Fixed 

Effects 
 

KS scores KS scores 
Δ KS 

scores 
KS scores KS scores 

Δ KS 
scores 

       
SEN type: ASD -1.085*** -0.217*** -0.103*** -1.019*** -0.214*** -0.115*** 
 (0.009) (0.012) (0.035) (0.009) (0.012) (0.037) 
SEN type: BESD -1.182*** -0.385*** -0.179*** -1.148*** -0.396*** -0.176*** 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.009) (0.004) (0.004) (0.009) 
SEN type: HI-VI-MSI -0.758*** -0.083*** -0.027 -0.733*** -0.088*** -0.023 
 (0.011) (0.015) (0.041) (0.011) (0.015) (0.042) 
SEN type: MLD -1.590*** -0.232*** -0.022* -1.527*** -0.222*** -0.031** 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.012) (0.004) (0.004) (0.012) 
SEN type: OTH -0.966*** -0.228*** -0.035** -0.956*** -0.231*** -0.033* 
 (0.009) (0.008) (0.018) (0.009) (0.008) (0.018) 
SEN type: PD -1.002*** -0.170*** 0.075* -0.950*** -0.174*** 0.065 
 (0.011) (0.015) (0.042) (0.011) (0.015) (0.043) 
SEN type: PMLD -2.148*** -0.434*** 0.179 -2.103*** -0.420*** 0.161 
 (0.048) (0.045) (0.144) (0.048) (0.046) (0.143) 
SEN type: SLCN -1.349*** -0.269*** 0.009 -1.321*** -0.255*** 0.003 
 (0.008) (0.008) (0.028) (0.008) (0.008) (0.029) 
SEN type: SLD -2.120*** -0.378*** -0.033 -1.999*** -0.358*** -0.041 
 (0.014) (0.014) (0.054) (0.014) (0.014) (0.057) 
SEN type: SPLD -1.091*** -0.193*** -0.011 -1.085*** -0.183*** -0.014 
 (0.005) (0.005) (0.015) (0.005) (0.005) (0.015) 
SEN type: 
unclassified 

-0.774*** -0.086*** 0.003 -0.768*** -0.087*** 0.002 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.004) 
FSM -0.274*** 0.037*** 0.037*** -0.242*** 0.044*** 0.032*** 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) 
EAL -0.010*** -0.083*** 0.027** -0.022*** -0.047*** 0.012 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.012) (0.004) (0.004) (0.012) 
female 0.017***   0.007***   
 (0.001)   (0.001)   
Other white 0.106***   0.028***   
 (0.004)   (0.004)   
Gypsy -0.554***   -0.561***   
 (0.021)   (0.020)   
Bangladeshi 0.196***   0.122***   
 (0.007)   (0.007)   
Indian 0.199***   0.088***   
 (0.005)   (0.005)   
Pakistani 0.008   -0.084***   
 (0.005)   (0.005)   
Chinese 0.459***   0.395***   
 (0.011)   (0.011)   
African 0.173***   0.044***   
 (0.005)   (0.005)   
Caribbean 0.052***   -0.066***   
 (0.005)   (0.005)   
Mixed 0.162***   0.095***   
 (0.005)   (0.005)   
Other 0.129***   0.028***   
 (0.004)   (0.004)   
IDACI score  -0.785*** 0.054*** -0.279*** -0.640*** 0.034*** -0.259*** 
 (0.004) (0.007) (0.016) (0.004) (0.007) (0.016) 
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School size    0.000*** 0.000*** -0.000*** 
    (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Pupil-teacher ratio    0.003*** -0.004*** 0.009*** 
    (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) 
School % FSM    -0.007*** 0.002*** -0.000 
    (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
School % EAL    -0.001*** -0.001*** 0.001*** 
    (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Single sex    0.258*** 0.079*** 0.000 
    (0.002) (0.002) (0.018) 
School % NWB    0.004*** 0.001*** -0.002*** 
    (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Constant 0.448*** 0.076*** 0.098*** 0.291*** 0.100*** 0.314*** 
 (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.015) 
       
Observations 1586482 1640864 1071051 1568800 1623022 1053362 
R-squared 0.311 0.013 0.002 0.323 0.019 0.005 
Number of pupils   575597 550526  575474 549963 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Reference categories: NON SEN, 
male, white British. :  SPLD = Specific Learning Difficulty; MLD = Moderate Learning Difficulty; SLD = 
Severe Learning Difficulty; PMLD = Profound & Multiple Learning Difficulty; BESD = Behaviour, 
Emotional & Social Difficulties; SLCN = Speech, Language and Communication Needs; HI = Hearing 
Impairment; VI = Visual Impairment; MSI = Multi-Sensory Impairment; PD = Physical Disability; ASD = 
Autistic Spectrum Disorder; OTH = Other Difficulty/Disability 

 

It is also of interest to look at other types of SEN. All the SEN coefficients are negative and 

significantly related to achievement in the OLS models.  Obviously this is due to selection 

bias, i.e. because SEN pupils have underlying characteristics that differ from their non SEN 

peers. When we use a pupil fixed effect model to allow for this, the negative coefficients on 

the SEN type variables significantly reduce but are still negative and significant. When we 

turn to model 3 and model progress rather than levels of achievement we are able to control 

also for unobserved factors affecting the change in achievement. The coefficient on most but 

not all types of SEN becomes insignificant, suggesting these SEN pupils have similar 

performance to their non SEN peers once you properly allow for their characteristics. 

However, we continue to see that the coefficients on BESD, ASD and the ‘other’ remain 

significant and negative at the 1% level of significance. This means that pupils with BESD, 

ASD and ‘other’ special educational needs have worse academic progression than their non 

SEN peers, even after you allow for their fixed unobserved characteristics. 

In the last table below (table 26) we look specifically at the effect of school characteristics on 

achievement for pupils with different special education needs. It may be that certain school 

features are important in boosting achievement only for a particular group of pupils 

characterised by specific needs. Therefore we run separate regressions for pupils divided 

into the following groups: 
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- statemented SEN 

- non-statemented SEN 

- SLCN 

- No SEN 

 

We run the same specification as in table 22 and 24 but only report the coefficients on the 

school characteristics.  For SLCN pupils specifically, and focusing on our preferred 

specification which is the pupil fixed effect model of pupils’ progress rather than their level of 

academic achievement, we find that larger schools are associated with less academic 

progress for SLCN pupils. Schools with a higher pupil teacher ratio also have pupils who 

progress more, and single sex schools have pupils who progress less. We need to be 

cautious here however, in that certain types of pupils attend certain types of school and so 

our results may reflect so called “selection bias”. For example, if less able SLCN students 

sort into single sex schools because their parents think they need that environment then it 

will look like single sex schools are less effective but in fact it is because they take less able 

students. However, in our pupil fixed effect model we allow for this to a great extent since we 

allow for any fixed unobserved characteristics of individual pupils.  Our result that SLCN 

pupils make better progress in schools with higher pupil teacher ratios is striking (and 

mirrored for other SEN pupils as shown in Table 26). Perhaps it is because such schools 

spend more of their resource on learning support rather than reducing the pupil teacher 

ratio? Further investigation of this issue is needed with richer data on what schools do with 

their resources on the ground, going beyond the relatively limited administrative data that is 

available on school resource allocation. 

 
  



44 

 

Table 26: Effect of school characteristics on achievement for pupils with different education needs 

 Statemented SEN Non Statemented SEN SLCN No SEN 

 Pooled 
OLS 

Fixed 
Effects 

Fixed 
Effects 

Pooled 
OLS 

Fixed 
Effects 

Fixed 
Effects 

Pooled 
OLS 

Fixed 
Effects 

Fixed 
Effects 

Pooled 
OLS 

Fixed 
Effects 

Fixed 
Effects 

 KS 
scores 

KS 
scores 

Δ KS 
scores 

KS 
scores 

KS 
scores 

Δ KS 
scores 

KS 
scores 

KS 
scores 

Δ KS 
scores 

KS 
scores 

KS 
scores 

Δ KS 
scores 

             
School size 0.001*** 0.000*** -0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** -0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** -0.000** 0.000*** 0.000*** -0.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Pupil-teacher ratio 0.014*** -0.016*** 0.033*** -0.013*** -0.010*** 0.008*** 0.014*** -0.021*** 0.058*** -0.001*** -0.002*** 0.007*** 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.004) (0.000) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.015) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) 
School % FSM -0.006*** -0.002*** -0.006*** -0.003*** 0.002*** -0.003*** -0.006*** -0.002 -0.003 -0.007*** 0.002*** 0.001** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.006) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
School % EAL 0.004*** 0.004*** -0.001 -0.002*** -0.001*** 0.000 0.002** 0.003** -0.008 -0.002*** -0.001*** 0.001*** 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.005) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Single sex 0.351*** 0.100*** 0.322** 0.230*** 0.091*** -0.047 0.293*** 0.088 -1.290** 0.258*** 0.082*** -0.026 
 (0.020) (0.023) (0.148) (0.007) (0.010) (0.053) (0.043) (0.061) (0.512) (0.003) (0.002) (0.021) 
School % NWB -0.002*** -0.004*** -0.009*** 0.004*** 0.000** -0.003*** -0.001 -0.005*** -0.005 0.004*** 0.001*** -0.001*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.004) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Constant -1.656*** -1.212*** 0.307*** -0.381*** -0.650*** 0.426*** -1.426*** -0.804*** 0.344 0.430*** 0.262*** 0.337*** 
 (0.018) (0.024) (0.084) (0.012) (0.016) (0.049) (0.049) (0.087) (0.341) (0.005) (0.004) (0.017) 
             
Observations 49890 52093 33325 285581 297263 192623 9959 10302 5714 1233329 1273666 827414 
R-squared 0.178 0.100 0.014 0.072 0.025 0.004 0.107 0.145 0.021 0.091 0.004 0.005 
Number of pupils   22071 19273  165042 126003  6413 3578  498181 452745 

Controls include gender, ethnicity, English as an Additional Language, eligibility for Free School Meals, results at Key Stage 2; IDACI score 
Standard errors in parentheses; * p<.10 (10% significance), ** p<.05 (5% significance), *** p<.01 (1% significance); Note the coefficients on the school size 
variable are extremely small but statistically significant since an increase of one pupil has a very small impact on attainment. 
  

Comment [G1]: How come .000 is sig? 
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6.  Conclusions 

 

In this study we investigated the incidence of SLCN, the relationship between pupil and 

school characteristics and having SLCN, as well as the academic progress of SLCN pupils. 

 

We found the following: 

 The incidence of SLCN shows a marked overall decrease with age and at the age of 

7 nearly 3% of the cohort have been identified has having some speech, language 

and communication need. By the age of 16 this has fallen to just 0.63% of the cohort. 

  

 Many pupils do change their SLCN status as they age.  This movement into and out 

of SLCN status occurs both at the transition point into secondary school and at key 

stage 3 to 4, some of these changes in status are linked to a school change. Around 

1,500 pupils are identified as having SLCN only when they make the transition to 

secondary school, suggesting late identification, an issue raised by Bercow. Equally 

around 3000 students lose their SLCN status when they enter secondary school.  

 

 There is substantial variability in the incidence of SLCN across schools but less 

across local authorities.  

 

 Risk factors for SLCN are being male, socio-economically disadvantaged, having 

English as an additional language and being from certain ethnic minority groups.The 

probability of being identified as SLCN varies by school characteristics. Being in a 

single sex school and attending a school with a higher proportion of non white British 

students is associated with a higher probability of being SLCN. Pupils in schools with 

a higher proportion of FSM pupils are less likely to be SLCN. 

 

 Most strikingly of all, using a model which allow for fixed unobserved characteristics 

of pupils, we found that SLCN pupils make similar progress to other pupils when we 

take full account of their underlying characteristics and the characteristics of schools 

they attend. 

 

 Larger schools are associated with less academic progress for SLCN pupils. Schools 

with a higher pupil teacher ratio also have pupils who progress more, though we 
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must be careful about attributing causality here as pupils who are more educationally 

disadvantaged will tend to end up in schools with a lower pupil teacher ratio – giving 

a counter-intuitive relationship between pupil teacher ratio  and academic progress. 

Single sex schools have pupils who progress less. 
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ANNEX A 

Table 1: Incidence of SLCN and other types of SEN at different ages (%) in 2009 

 
age 
7 

age 
8 

age 
9 

age 
10 

age 
11 

age 
12 

age 
13 

age 
14 

age 
15 

age 
16 

           

SLCN 2.95 2.60 2.19 1.85 1.54 1.13 0.92 0.82 0.73 0.63 

SLCN with statement  0.39 0.44 0.47 0.49 0.48 0.44 0.38 0.38 0.36 0.33 
SLCN without 
statement 2.15 1.78 1.40 1.09 0.85 0.52 0.40 0.33 0.27 0.22 
           

Other types of SEN           

ASD 0.75 0.80 0.91 0.93 0.97 1.05 0.94 0.86 0.77 0.73 

BESD 1.81 2.04 2.30 2.44 2.55 2.84 3.29 3.78 4.12 4.38 

HI 0.21 0.24 0.23 0.24 0.23 0.27 0.27 0.28 0.27 0.26 

MLD 2.19 3.10 3.71 3.91 4.04 3.54 3.41 3.20 3.01 2.92 

MSI 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

OTH 0.35 0.43 0.45 0.46 0.47 0.59 0.59 0.63 0.63 0.73 

PD 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.42 0.43 0.42 0.39 0.40 0.39 0.40 

PMLD 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.10 

SLD 0.34 0.40 0.43 0.46 0.50 0.48 0.45 0.44 0.43 0.43 

SPLD 0.61 1.04 1.42 1.71 1.86 1.94 1.80 1.71 1.65 1.57 

VI 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 

           

Any SEN1 22.2
7 

24.3
3 

25.3
1 

25.5
3 

25.1
3 

25.5
1 

24.8
8 

24.2
6 

23.4
0 

23.8
0 

SEN with statement  1.90 2.22 2.56 2.90 3.25 3.62 3.65 3.86 3.89 3.94 
SEN without statement 20.3

7 
22.1
1 

22.7
5 

22.6
3 

21.8
8 

21.8
8 

21.2
2 

20.4
1 

19.5
0 

19.8
6 

           

Notes:  SPLD = Specific Learning Difficulty; MLD = Moderate Learning Difficulty; SLD = Severe 
Learning Difficulty; PMLD = Profound & Multiple Learning Difficulty; BESD = Behaviour, Emotional & 
Social Difficulties; SLCN = Speech, Language and Communication Needs; HI = Hearing Impairment; VI 
= Visual Impairment; MSI = Multi-Sensory Impairment; PD = Physical Disability; ASD = Autistic 
Spectrum Disorder; OTH = Other Difficulty/Disability 
1
: This information is based on the PLASC variable: “senprovisionmajor_spr09“. The information on 

different types of SEN is taken from the PLASC variable “primarysentype_spr09“. This latter variable is 
not defined for all those who are labelled SEN according to “senprovisionmajor_spr09”. Therefore the 
sum of percentages for the different types of SEN is not equal to the percentage reported for “Any 
SEN”.  
Source: PLASC 2009 

 


