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ABSTRACT

Heterogeneous Effects of Missing out on a
Place at a Preferred Secondary School in
England®

Schools vary in quality, and high-performing schools tend to be oversubscribed: there are
more applicants than places available. In this paper, we use nationally representative cohort
data linked to administrative education records to study the consequences of failing to gain
admission to one’s first-choice secondary school in England. Our empirical strategy leverages
features of the institutional setting and the literature on school choice to make a case for
a selection-on-observables identifying assumption. Failing to gain a place at a preferred
school had null to small impacts on short-run academic attainment, but was associated
with large reductions in mental health and increased fertility in early in adulthood. These
effects are especially pronounced in areas which deployed a manipulable assignment
mechanism to allocate school places, where we detected larger detrimental effects on high-
stakes examination outcomes. A potential channel is increased early engagement in risky
behaviours. Our results show that schools are important in shaping more than test scores,
and that the workings of the school admission system play a fundamental role in ensuring
access to good schools.
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1 Introduction

Demand for places at popular schools exceeds supply, and not all children are able to attend their
preferred school. Attending a preferred school may have potentially important consequences
for long term outcomes, if parents choose schools based on test score improvements or other
school attributes important for child outcomes. In addition to academic outcomes, parents may
rationally value a wider range of outputs that schools might provide, for example non-cognitive
skill development or a safe environment that supports pupil well-being—all of which can have

important consequences for success in later life (Heckman et al.| 2006 Mendolia et al., 2018]).

The evidence to date on whether parents choose schools based on causal improvements in
test scores, rather than peer mix, pedagogy or other school attributes, is mixed (Gibbons and
Silval 2011} Burgess et al., 2014; /Abdulkadiroglu et al., 2017b). The evidence on effects of
attending a preferred school is also mixed, although the majority of studies document little or
no effect of attending a preferred school on short-run test scores (Cullen et al.,[2006; Dobbie and
Fryer, 2014; Deming et al., 2014; Abdulkadiroglu et al., 2014, 2017a; Beuermann and Jackson,
2020). These studies are often based on data from specific cities (for example, Boston or New
York), and specific settings, such as academically “elite” schools. This paper provides new
evidence by combining administrative data and detailed cohort data, which follows pupils who
entered secondary school in 2001, from age 14 to age 25 years, to study the short- and long-run
outcomes associated with missing out on a place at a first-choice school. Our setting is England,
which, with a largely centralised school funding system and admissions policies, represents an

informative laboratory for studying school choice.

The majority of school places in England are allocated using a centralised system, which
endeavours to honour parental preferences subject to school capacity constraints. Our study
focuses on secondary schools, which children attend from age 11 to at least 16 years. Sec-
ondary school test score averages are well-publicised and a number of empirical regularities
have been established. We know that parents value secondary schools which perform well on

accepted academic metrics (Gibbons and Silva, 2011} Burgess et al., 2019), and there is regional



and demographic patterning in the share of families gaining entrance to their preferred school
(Weldonl, 2018)). On average, parents value schools perceived as academically “good” schools,
and are willing to travel to attend them (Burgess, [2016; Weldon, 2018}, Burgess et al., [2019).
About 84% of children are offered a place at their first-choice secondary school. Yet, to date,
there is little evidence on differences in outcomes for those attending (or not) their first-choice

secondary school in the UK.

This paper contributes to the literature in at two important ways. First, we consider longer-
run outcomes, in contrast to many papers which focus on the effects of missing out on short-run
test scores only. For instance, Ovidi (2019) studies the causal effects of missing out on preferred
primary schools in London, and does not detect achievement losses from missing out on a first-
choice school at ages 6 to 7 years—aside from small detrimental effects on writing skills among
affluent children. However, parents may choose schools based on other dimensions, the effects of
which may not be revealed until later in life (Beuermann and Jackson, [2020). Hence in addition
to short-run academic achievements, we consider longer run and broader outcomes, including
mental health, fertility, and income in early adulthood. Second, two mechanisms for allocat-
ing school places (given parental preferences, school priorities and capacity constraints) were
employed at the time that the children in our cohort were making their school selections: “first-
preference” (also called immediate acceptance, which is now illegal) and “equal preference”
(also called deferred-acceptance, which remains in force today). Theoretically, first-preference
is inefficient, because it incentivises parents, when they rank schools, to trade off their true pref-
erences against acceptance probabilities (Ergin and Sonmez, [2006)). Moreover it is, in practice,
likely to be inequitable, because not all families have the knowledge to engage with this system
to ensure a satisfactory school placement (Pathak and Sonmez, 2008). Geographical variation
in the allocation system allows us to estimate effects separately for pupils exposed to these two
mechanisms. While there is a body of theoretical work studying these mechanisms that suggest
that their allocations might differ, there is little empirical evidence that tests whether there are

differential consequences for child outcomes.

To apply for a place at a state secondary school in England, parents submit a ranking of



schools to the local admissions authority. Parents can list between 3 and 6 schools depending on
their local area. High-performing secondary schools tend to be oversubscribed: there are more
applicants than places available. In the case of oversubscribed schools, places are rationed
based on a set of published criteria, including whether the applicant had special educational
needs, has older siblings at the school, and the family’s distance from the school. Faith will be
considered for religious schools. If a pupil cannot be allocated to any of their nominated schools
(often because the parents do not list enough schools), they are assigned to a school with spare
capacity (which is often of lower quality). We study the consequences of not attending a first-

choice school, henceforth termed “preferred” school.

We employ data from the Longitudinal Study of Young People in England (LSYPE, also
known as Next Steps), a nationally representative birth cohort study which tracks the lives of a co-
hort of young people in England through secondary secondary until age 25 years (Calderwood,
2018). This data is confidentially linked to the National Pupil Database (NPD), a database of
administrative school records. From this data we can characterise the attributes of schools, and
track the achievement of the LSYPE pupils in high-stakes examinations. An ideal study design
would involve using administrative data on the parental rankings of schools, linked to complete
data on admissions probabilities, in order to model the admissions process and identify the out-
comes of pupils on the margins of acceptance to their preferred school. We do not have this ideal
complete administrative parental preference data. Rather, we have reports of whether a pupil
is attending their preferred school, or not, and assumptions must be imposed for our results to
have a causal interpretation. We rely on a selection-on-observables strategy, where our choice
of covariates is informed by the admissions criteria and the literature on parental preferences.
We have detailed information on the variables which determine school admission, proxies for
parental preferences and engagement with the school choice system, socio-economic status,
prior ability of the child, and variables characterising the density and quality of the local choice
set of schools. One important advantage of our linked survey data is that we have information
on important admissions-relevant variables—religion and presence of older siblings—which
are absent from the available administrative data. We pair our analyses with tests of sensitivity

to unobserved selection (Oster, [2019)).



We use Ordinary Least Squares, and then a two-stage combination of geographical matching
and regression adjustment, to estimate the average effects of failing to gain a place at a preferred
school. For the matching procedure, we first create a matched sample of pupils, matching each
pupil who missed out on a place at their preferred school, to a set of control pupils who attend
schools in close proximity to the treated pupil. Using this geographically matched sample, we
use regression-adjustment to estimate the average treatment effect of missing out on a preferred
school, where the contributions of the control observations are weighted in inverse proportion

to their distance from the treated unit’s school.

Our main findings show, at best, only weak evidence for detrimental effects of missing out
a preferred school on high-stakes examination scores. We find no significant effects on gaining
5 or more ‘good’ passes in examinations taken at age 16 years (GCSEs), and a statistically
significant, but small, reduction of 5% in the total grade points achieved at this level. We find
some evidence of reduced rates of staying on in school after 16 years, the age of compulsory
schooling—about a 12% reduction from the mean. In terms of longer run outcomes, we fail to
detect any effects on university attendance. The results show small detrimental effects on income
at age 25 years, but sensitivity analyses indicate that this figure is not robust to unobserved
selection. We do find robust evidence of negative effects on mental health in early adulthood, of
about one-quarter of a standard deviation, and a 5-6 percentage point increase in the probability

of having a child by age 25 years.

Our subgroup analyses show that the negative consequences of missing out are more pro-
nounced in local areas which used a more manipulable mechanism (‘first-preference first’, FPF)
for allocating school places. This mechanism is now illegal because it rewarded strategic be-
haviour by parents in ranking schools, giving rise to a concern that this system advantages
families who could successfully engage with this complexity. Conversely, under an ‘equal-
preference’ (or ‘deferred acceptance’, DA) system, parents can (in theory[]) do no better than
reveal their true preferences over schools, and playing strategically yields no advantage. In FPF

areas, we do find detrimental effects on short-run academic attainment, including test perfor-

!Constrained list lengths induce some degree of strategic behaviour in practice.



mance, staying on in school after age 16 years, university attendance, in addition to longer run
outcomes of mental ill-health and income. The findings are similar to /Abdulkadiroglu et al.
(2017), who find test score and graduation rate improvements from switching to a less manipu-
lable school choice mechanism in Boston. The differences in distance-to-school, between those
who get in and miss out on a place at a preferred school, are larger in areas where the FPF
mechanism was used, possibly indicating poorer quality school matches. Pupils who miss out

in FPF areas also show increased patterns of early engagement in risky behaviours.

We also find (weaker) evidence that consequences of missing out are larger for pupils of
White ethnic origin, compared with Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) pupils, specif-
ically for poor mental health in adulthood, and risky behaviours in early adolescence. While
White pupils are less likely to miss out on a preferred school, they more commonly express
a preference for only one, strategically chosen, school in their preference ranking, rather than
providing a complete list of 3 to 6 preferences (depending on the area). Hence if they do miss
out on this first-choice school, they are more likely to be be allocated to a less popular school

which has spare capacity remaining—most likely of lower quality.

Overall, our findings reveal only weak evidence for negative effects of missing out on a
preferred school on short-run test scores, with null to small effect sizes—except in those areas
which used a manipulable mechanism to assign school places, where we find more pronounced
detrimental effects. These findings suggest that the nature of the school choice process and as-
signment mechanism, and how parents understand and engage with it, are important for ensuring
equal access to satisfactory schools. The results also demonstrate that which school a child at-
tends shapes more than test scores: we find that missing out on a preferred school is associated
with poorer life outcomes in a broader sense, including mental health and early engagement in

risky behaviours.



2 Related literature

There are a number of studies that combine market design theory with modern methods for pol-
icy evaluation to assess how missing out on a preferred school impacts outcomes (Pop-Eleches
and Urquiola, 2013;|Cullen et al., 2006; |Dobbie and Fryer, 2014, 2015; |Abdulkadiroglu et al.,
2017a; |Ovidi, [2019). Several of these papers focus on peer effects as a possible channel (Ab-
dulkadiroglu et al., 2014; [Hoekstra et al., 2018). Nonetheless, the majority of these studies
do not find any causal effect of attending a preferred secondary school in academic outcomes.
This puzzle could have a number of possible explanations. First, many of these studies use a
compelling empirical design—comparing the outcomes of pupils who “just” got into a school
compared with those who just missed out, either side of a threshold based on a continuous test
score. On this margin, there are at least two possible offsetting effects. First, pupils who just get
in will be at the bottom of the ability rank in a top tier school, whereas those who miss out will
be at the top of the ability rank. Rank has been documented to have a direct effect on outcomes
(Elsner and Isphording, 2017). This issue is less relevant for our results, as for most schools
in England selection on ability is explicitly prohibited—meaning we escape the confounding
effect of ability rank faced by other studies, and our estimates are more generalisable across
the ability distribution. Second, parents and families may increase (reduce) their effort invested
in their child if she gets in (misses out), again exerting an offsetting effect (Pop-Eleches and

Urquiola, [2013).

More generally, parents may not choose schools based on school effectiveness; either be-
cause they are not aware of the effectiveness of different schools, or they mistake the quality of
the intake mix for school effectiveness (Abdulkadiroglu et al.,[2017b)), or they value something
else. Parents may value other school attributes, such as “elite” status of the school, diversity in
the school, or expected skill improvements on other margins, such as non-cognitive skills. In-
deed, choosing a school based on considerations other than test scores can be a rational choice,
which might show up in a wider set of outcomes, such as well-being and mental health, and
longer-term outcomes. For instance, Beuermann and Jackson| (2020) provide compelling evi-

dence that while attending preferred school in Barbados does not improve short-run test scores,



it does reduce early pregnancy and enhance employment rates among women.

The are number of papers looking at the effects of attending a “good school” in the UK.
Studies looking at the effects of gaining a place at the academically selective “grammar’ schools
typically find positive effects on secondary school educational tests scores and years in school.
The effects on other outcomes are more mixed: Clark and Del Bono| (2016) find large positive
effects on income and wages, and reduced fertility among women, but no similar effects among
men, in a sample from one district in England. |Pastore and Jones| (2019) study the effects of
attending academically selective grammar schools in a nationally representative sample, and do
not detect any effects on adult labour market outcomes or measures of health and well-being.
These papers look at attendance at grammar schools, which comprise only about 3% of pupils

(see Appendix [A]for a description of school types).

There is little evidence in the English literature looking at the effects of attending a preferred
secondary school. One exception is/Ovidi|(2019), who estimates the causal effects of missing out
on a place at a preferred state primary school in London, where the school admissions system is
centrally coordinated. Comparing the outcomes of marginally accepted students, |(Ovidi (2019)
finds no achievement losses from missing out on a first-choice choice school, but does find
negative effects from missing out on a second-choice school. These losses are driven by more
affluent families, for whom there are effects of missing out on second, third and lower ranked
choices, as well as small detrimental effects of missing out on a first-choice on writing skills only.
However, no effects of missing out are detected for disadvantaged pupils, whether a school is
first-choice or lower in the preference list. The implications put forward are that, while both low
and high socio-economic status (SES) families appear to value academic achievement, affluent
families are more able to sort into neighbourhoods with at least two good schools, in order to
boost achievement and reduce the chance of being assigned an undesirable school. This reflects
a theme emerging in the English literature that it is constraints (via the proximity tie-breaker),
rather than preferences for quality, which drive differences in the quality of schools attended by

low versus high SES families.



3 Setting

“School choice” is defined as policies which allow parental preferences to influence which
school their child will attend (Cantillon, 2017)). The central problem in designing a school choice
system is to allocate pupils to schools, while accounting for parental preferences, school capac-
ities and wider policy objectives (e.g. diversity in schools). One motivation for school choice
focuses on the importance of respecting parental preferences, and allowing them to choose from
a diversity of school types. A second motivation, not necessarily implied by the first, is to in-
duce competition between schools with the aim of improving school standards. Both of these
motivations have been referenced by different UK governments in relation to school choice pol-
icy. In England, features of parental “choice” and a “quasi-market” in compulsory schooling
started to emerge from 1988, formalising the role of parental preferences and tying funding to

enrollment numbers.

While many changes in the operation of the school choice system have occurred over recent
decades (West et al., 2011), the share of children being offered a place at their first choice school
has remained static at about 84%. Not everyone can attend their preferred school, so why does
missing out matter? Taking the stock of “good schools” as fixed, this statistic has both equity and
allocative efficiency concerns at its core. First, if particular segments of society are more likely
to miss out on a place at a preferred school, this raises an equity concern about equal access
to good schools. In England, there are large differences in attending a good school by ethnic
group, which are unlikely to be explained by differing preferences (Weldon, 2018)). A second
issue is potential school-pupil match effects. If schools are heterogeneous and their productivity
varies depending on intake, then matching the right pupils to the right schools improves school
performance and child outcomes. Therefore, whether pupils attend their preferred school can

have consequences for the performance of the sector overall.

Generally speaking, the process of allocating school places in England works as follows:
parents submit a ranking of their preferred schools to the local government. They can list be-

tween 3 and 6 places depending on their local area. For oversubscribed schools, the allocation



of places is prioritised based on a set of criteria (“school priorities”). In 2000/01, these criteria
were similar to today’s setting, including: whether the child has exceptional “medical or social
needs”; whether the child has an older sibling at the school; and the distance from the school as
the tie—breakerﬂ For religious schools, faith is often considered. Once the families’” preference
rankings have been submitted, a procedure is required to allocate school places, given school
capacities and priorities. There are a number of approaches for doing this. The two used in
2000 were: the first-preference (FPF), algorithm (also termed the “immediate-acceptance”, or
Boston, mechanism); and the equal-preference algorithm, also termed ‘“‘deferred-acceptance”

(DA).

The FPF approach proceeds in rounds. First, each school starts by assigning places to pupils
who put that school as their first choice, based on the ranking determined by the school’s ad-
mission criteria—until either there are no places left, or all students who put that school as first
choice are assigned. The next round conducts the same process for pupils who put that school
as their second-choice, and so on. This approach maximises the share of families getting their
first-choice school. The drawback of this approach is that families who are not offered a place
at their first preference school can also be rejected by their second preference school in favour
of a child of parents who placed that school first, despite living further away. If families put
their true preferred school as their first choice, but where they have a very low chance of ac-
ceptance, they may not only fail to secure a place at their preferred school, but also fail to be
placed at any school that they deem acceptable. This means that families have an incentive to
trade-off their true preferences against their probability of acceptance, in order to increase the
chance of gaining a place at a satisfactory, but not most preferred, school. 41% of schools used

a ‘first-preference’ approach to offer places for the September 2001 intake (West et al., [2004)).

This practice of using preference order as a priority was prohibited in the School Admis-
sions Code 2007: [schools must not] “give priority to children according to the order of schools

named as preferences by their parents, including ‘first preference first’ arrangements;” (School

2In 2000, it was not required to give “looked-after” children first priority. From 2006, it was a statutory require-
ment that such children in care should be given top priority in the event of a school being oversubscribed, and in
2008, almost all schools (99%) had an admissions criterion relating to children in care compared with 2% in 2001
West et al.| (2011).
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Admissions Code 2007, 2.16 (b)); “the ‘first preference first’ criterion made the system unnec-
essarily complex to parents” and “forces many parents to play an ‘admissions game’ with their
children’s future.” (Foreward, p.7.). In the nationally representative survey conducted in Flatley
et al. (2001), about 25% of parents indicated that they took into account the nature of the over-
subscription criteria when considering which schools to apply to. Parents who were familiar
with the oversubscription criteria in their preferences tended to be more highly educated, owner

occupier and of white ethnic origin.

In contrast, the DA approach does not use the preference ranking as a way for schools to rank
applicants. In this method, parents submit their preference ranking over schools. The families’
application is considered at each school that they listed as a preference without reference to
where the school was ranked by parents. Places are offered by ordering applicants by the over-
subscription criteria, such that priority goes to families who meet these criteria to the greatest
extent. This may lead to a parent whose child does not meet the criteria of his first preference
school being offered a place at a nearby school for which she has nominated as a second pref-
erence. Since proximity is almost always the tie-breaker, one effect is to confer advantage to

parents who live near to several popular schools.

The LSYPE cohort were applying to secondary schools in 2000, to start in September 2001.
Admissions were similar in principle to today, but rather less regulated and subject to less strin-
gent reporting standards. The legal guidance on admissions at this time was 2001 Schools
Admissions Code (DfE!| |2001), enacted on 01 April 1999, and in force for admissions for in-
takes in September 2000 onward. The Admissions Code is a document providing guidance on
best practice in admissions. The 2001 and subsequent editions of the School Admission Code
contain descriptions of the primary legislation from which they stem, extensive guidance, and
reference to statutory responsibilities which must be met, but are not themselves a legal docu-
ment. Schools and admission authorities were required to “have regard to” the indications in
the Code. The 2001 Code encourage increased uptake of common admission processes: “LEAs
should consider, with other admission authorities, having coordinated admission arrangements

- including standard application forms and common timetables - for all schools” (DfE| (2001),

11



para. 3.9). West et al.|(2004) collected survey evidence to explore the use of various admission
criteria at this time, and identified older siblings at the school (96%), distance from home to the
school (86%), medical/social need (73%), catchment area (61%) and ‘first preference’ (41%) as
the most common admission criteria practices in the presence of oversubscription. We do not
have data on the exact admission arrangements used in each school or admission authority at
this time, therefore it is not possible to precisely model the admissions process or to rely on this

type of modeling for causal inference.

There are a range of sources of uncertainty about whether one will be admitted to a par-
ticular school, such that while parents can increase their chances of admission for their child,
for instance by moving closer to a school, the probability of admission remains uncertain and
difficult to predict in advance. Catchment area policies, while becoming less popular up to
2001, were used in both general admissions (14.9%) and featured somewhere as an oversub-
scription criteria in (63.1%) of LEAs (Williams et al., 2001). Catchment area policies create
uncertainty because the de facto catchment areas can change over time in unpredictable ways.
For example, in the survey by Williams et al.| (2001), one LEA deployed a flexible catchment
area system based on the numbers of children applying to particular secondary schools from
particular primary schools over a period of time. Additionally, in some schools sibling and
catchment criteria interact; for example, prioritising the children in a catchment area with older
siblings in the school, followed by other children living in a catchment area, then siblings living
outside a catchment area and, finally other children outside a catchment area. Given random
fluctuations in the sibling distribution, this creates some random variations in the effects of the

catchment area on the probability of admission.

The changing interaction of sibling, distance and the other criteria makes it difficult for
parents to predict their chances of gaining a place at a particular school. Distance to school is
itself an unpredictable criterion, because families do now know in advance whether or not they
live close enough to a school in any given year, because the distance cut-off changes every year
due to population fluctuations, changes in siblings at the schools, house-building programmes,

changes in LEA boundaries, and school closures. Although some individual schools and Local

12



Authorities publish information over several years about the ‘cut-off point’ for distance, typically
it is not clear how near ‘near enough’ will be the next year (Williams et al.,[2001). This is least
predictable factor under the FPF system because it depends, among other things, upon how many
parents apply to a school in a given year, which fluctuates year-on-year and cannot be known in

advance (Williams et al., 2001)).

4 Data

Longitudinal Study of Young People in England

We employ data from the Longitudinal Study of Young People in England (LSYPE, or Nex?
Steps). This is a nationally representative birth cohort study which tracks the lives of a cohort of
around 15,000 young people in England who were born in school year 1989/90 (Department for
Education, |201 1; Calderwood, 2018}; |{University College London et al.,[2017,|2018). The study
begins when the children are in Year 9, the third year of secondary school, and follows them
until they are aged 25 years (annually until age 19/20, at which point there is a break until the
age 25 wave). The LSYPE contains detailed information on school choice, including whether
the child attends their preferred school, as well as family background, experiences in school,

and crucially labour market and university outcomes.

The sampling frame comprised all pupils attending maintained schools, independent schools
and pupil referral units in England on February 2004. Pupils from an ethnic minority or deprived
background were oversampled to provide sufficient sample sizes for subgroup analyses. The
first 7 waves of the study were funded by the Department for Education (DfE), commissioned to
explore the factors shaping educational attainment and transitions out of compulsory schooling.
The final wave, at age 25 years, was funded by the Economics and Social Research Council, and
management was transferred to the Center for Longitudinal Studies, now with a broader remit

to explore wider aspects of the transition to the labour market.

The LSYPE records have been confidentially linked to the National Pupil Database (NPD),

13



a database of administrative records on schools and pupils. The NPD contains individual test
scores, individual characteristics, and school-level attributes (e.g., socio-economic and ethnic
mix). From this data we can track the achievement of the LSYPE pupils in statutory exami-
nations: primary school tests taken at age 10/11 (known as Key Stage 2 (KS2)), tests taken at
age 13/14 in secondary school (Key Stage 3); the high stakes national examinations taken at age
15/16 in at least five subjects, including English and Mathematics, known as General Certificate
of Secondary Education (GCSE). Finally, subject to satisfactory performance at GCSE, further

national examinations known as A-levels can be taken at age 17/18 .

The LSYPE achieved cross-sectional responses rates ranging from 51% (in wave 8), to 92%
(in Waves 3 and 4). For wave 1 to 7, the sample issued (response rate denominator) at each wave
comprised respondents from the immediately preceding wave who agreed to be re-contacted
(rather than all participants identified by the sampling frame in wave 1). The exception is the
Wave 4 sample, which also included an ethnic minority boost of six hundred Black African
and Black Caribbean young people, this sample was selected from schools who did not co-
operate in the initial Wave 1 sampling frame. This boost had a response rate of 59%, adding an
additional n=352 participants. Therefore, despite reasonable cross-sectional response rates, by
Wave 8 the sample size was reduced to n=7,707 from an initial n=15,774 productive responses
at Wave 1. The fact that many of the participants in wave 8 had not participated in each wave,
due to the sequential sampling method, means that out of the 7,707 Wave 8 participants, many
do not have a complete history from participation in all waves. Out of the sample of 16,122
participants at any Wave, 33.7% (n=5,426) of all respondents partook in all 8 Waves, 16.7%
(n=2,694) had interrupted response—Ilargely due to dropping out somewhere between Wave
1 and 7, and then being contacted for Wave 8; 49.6% (n=8,002) had a monotone pattern of
response, that is, they partook in some number of consecutive waves then permanently dropped
out. This type of non-response and attrition could pose a problem for our study if, conditional on
observed covariates, survey drop-out is related to the true relationship between missing out and
later outcomes, which is our parameter of interest. While it is not possible to completely rule
out this possibility, because it relates to unobserved selection as well as data, we do investigate

the issue in our analyses by performing analyses with the survey weights (main analyses) and
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without (in robustness checks) the survey weights.

To classify Local Education Authorities (LEAs) by use of deferred-acceptance or first-preference
mechanism, we use data collected by Coldron et al. (2008) and Pathak and Sonmez (2013).
Coldron et al.|(2008)) surveyed the admissions policies of English Local Authorities for pupils
entering the 2006 academic year, indicating whether an area (or in some cases specific schools)
used a ‘first-preference’ approach (30% of schools used FPF in 2006, compared with 41% in
2001). To ident