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Executive summary 

This report presents the findings on the working class population in Sussex for Sussex 
Learning Network (SLN:COP). Of particular interest in this research were the white 
working class who, in Sussex, are an under-represented group in higher education. 

The report presents data from existing published sources on the following indicators: 

■ Progression to HE – the proportion of young people within a local area who enter 
higher education; 

■ Material deprivation, as proxied by the Index of Multiple Deprivation – another area-
based definition; there are sub-domains related to income, employment and 
education/skills within the overall index, and a related index looking at income 
deprivation affecting children, although they all paint a similar picture; 

■ Eligibility for free school meals – eligibility is based on families in receipt of benefits, but 
is measured at the level of the school/college; 

■ Socio-economic group – based on the National Statistics Socio-Economic 
Classification (NS-SEC) which categorises individuals based on their occupation and 
employment status, with a working class definition based on those in semi-routine and 
routine jobs, or those not in work; 

■ Unemployment as defined by the claimant count – individuals claiming work-related 
benefits (Jobseekers Allowance, Employment and Support Allowance, Income Support, 
or Universal Credit). 

SLN:COP uses local council wards as the basis of their activities, and so where possible 
we have analysed the data at an individual ward level. 

Key findings 
The key findings from the analysis are as follows: 

Progression to HE - POLAR 

■ Of the 264 wards in Sussex, 101 (38.3%) are in POLAR4 quintiles 1 and 2 (lowest 
participation rates), which are the quintiles commonly used as target criteria in 
widening participation/outreach activity. Nationally, 40 per cent of wards will be in the 
bottom two quintiles, so the proportion in Sussex is slightly below the national average. 

■ Within the SLN:COP area, 44 per cent of wards in East Sussex are in the bottom two 
quintiles, compared with 35 per cent of wards in West Sussex are and 33 per cent of 
wards in Brighton and Hove.  
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■ In terms of high participation, 28 per cent of wards in Sussex are in quintile 5 (highest 
participation rate), compared with 20 per cent nationally. 

■ Low participation to higher education is evident in many coastal areas in Sussex, along 
with some inland areas. These inland areas are around Hailsham, Uckfield, Burgess 
Hill, Chichester and parts of Crawley. The ward with the lowest participation rate to HE 
in Sussex is Hollingdean and Stanmer in Brighton.  

Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) 

■ A single Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) is used to rank local areas across the 
country in terms of deprivation. The IMD scores for wards in Sussex range from 2.3 to 
55, with a quarter having scores below 9.9, half having scores below 13.4, and a 
quarter having scores above 20.  

■ Around 80 per cent of wards in Hastings have IMD scores above 20, ie they are in the 
25% most deprived wards across Sussex, followed by Brighton and Hove (67% of 
wards), Crawley (47% of wards) and Adur (43% of wards). The ward with the highest 
IMD score is Central St Leonards in Hastings. 

■ From exploring the relationship between POLAR and IMD in Sussex we find that there 
are many wards which have both high levels of deprivation and low participation in HE, 
which show a degree of clustering geographically. Crawley, Bognor Regis, 
Littlehampton and Worthing in West Sussex have a number of these areas, as do 
Newhaven, Eastbourne, Hailsham, Hastings and Rye in East Sussex. The eastern side 
of Brighton and Hove also has a number of these wards. 

■ Areas with low participation in HE only, without high deprivation, are more 
commonplace and spread across the Sussex region, with some along parts of the 
coastal strip around Eastbourne, and the outskirts of Worthing and Littlehampton. 
There are also spots inland around rural towns – Uckfield, Burgess Hill, Heathfield and 
Crowborough. 

■ Some of individual components of the IMD – income, employment, education and skills 
– were also investigated, as was the related Income Deprivation Affecting Children 
Index (IDACI): 

● Wards with high income deprivation scores are not distributed evenly across 
Sussex Most areas of high income deprivation are in coastal areas, with some 
others in Crawley. There are multiple wards in Brighton, Eastbourne and Hastings 
with high income deprivation scores. 

● Employment deprivation largely maps findings on income deprivation above. There 
are multiple wards in Brighton, Eastbourne and most noticeably Hastings with over 
16% of the working age population involuntarily excluded from the labour market. At 
least one ward in Rother, Worthing, Littlehampton and Bognor are also above this 
threshold. 

● Our findings show that Coastal areas; Hailsham and Crawley are most affected by 
employment skills and training deprivation. 



 

6   Profile of the working class in Sussex 

 

● There are a high number of Hastings wards that feature in the top 10 most deprived 
wards based on income deprivation affecting children (IDACI). Nearly half of under 
16s in Central St Leonards, and 45% of under 16s in Tressell, live in income 
deprived families. 

Free School Meals 

■ Across Sussex, 10.7 per cent of secondary school pupils in maintained schools were 
eligible for FSM in 2019. This is below the national proportion of 14.1 per cent. By 
district, the proportion varied from 5 per cent in Horsham and Mid Sussex, to 26 per 
cent in Hastings. Only Hastings and Eastbourne (14.4%) have more FSM pupils 
proportionally than the country as a whole. 

■ Not all wards have secondary schools, so ward level data is not comprehensive across 
the whole of Sussex, but Moulsecoomb and Bevendean in Brighton had the highest 
proportion of FSM pupils (35%), followed by Ore in Hastings (29%) and Hampden Park 
in Eastbourne (29%). 

Socio-economic group 

■ A number of wards with highest proportions of ‘working class’ residents based on NS-
SEC in Sussex are in Arun and Crawley. Wards in Arun, and to a lesser extent those in 
Crawley, tend to have relatively low proportions of the unemployed/never worked but 
high proportions in semi-routine and routine occupations. By contrast, the Hastings 
wards tend to have high proportions of unemployed/never worked residents. 

Claimant Count 

■ The claimant count unemployment rate in Sussex in June 2019 was 2.0 per cent, 
below the rate for England of 2.7 per cent but above the rate for the South East of 1.8 
per cent. The rate was highest in Hastings, at 4.5 per cent, followed by Eastbourne 
(3.4%), Brighton and Hove (2.4%) and Rother (2.4%), and was lowest in Mid Sussex 
(0.9%), Horsham (1.1%) and Wealden (1.2%). 

Pupil characteristics 

■ There is an even gender split among the school population, and little evidence from 
national or regional sources that variables such as ethnicity or eligibility for free school 
meals varies by gender. 

■ Sussex is a predominantly white area, with more than 90 per cent of 13 to 17 years 
being of white ethnic background (compared with 77% for England). However, there is 
considerable variation within Sussex, and both population data and school level data 
show larger proportions of non-white pupils/young people in Crawley and Brighton. 
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Attainment 

■ Average attainment at GCSE was similar in Sussex to across the whole of England, 
although there was substantial variation within the area, with attainment highest in 
Horsham and Mid Sussex, and lowest in Hastings. 

■ Pupils who are eligible for FSM have lower attainment on average than other pupils, 
and this is one factor affecting the differences in attainment by district, as Hastings has 
the highest proportion of FSM pupils, and Horsham and Mid Sussex have the lowest. 

■ Girls do better than boys at their GCSEs, in Sussex and across the country, and this 
difference is greater among FSM pupils than among other pupils. There are also 
differences by ethnicity, with Asian and Chinese pupils doing best, Mixed pupils having 
similar attainment to white pupils, and Black pupils having the lowest average 
attainment. 

Progression to HE 

■ National data published by the Department for Education show that male progression 
rates to HE are lower than female rates, within each ethnic group and regardless of 
FSM status. By ethnicity, progression rates are lowest for white young people, 
regardless of gender or FSM status. And progression rates for those eligible for free 
school meals are much lower than for non FSM eligible students. 

■ These national data confirm that white, male students eligible for FSM (likely to be 
‘working class’) have the lowest progression rates to HE and are therefore a key 
priority group for widening participation and outreach. 

Summary and conclusions 
To summarise the picture across these multiple definitions of working class, we have 
produced a composite map showing the number of these working class indicators (except 
for eligibility for Free Schools Meals is available at the School level only) that each ward 
meets, using the following definitions: 

■ POLAR – in the bottom two quintiles nationally 

■ IMD – in the bottom quartile within Sussex 

■ Socio-economic group – at least 25% of residents in NS-SEC groups 6, 7 and 8 

■ Claimant count – unemployment rate of 2.5% or higher 

Areas meeting all four measures of working class are mainly found along the coast across 
both East and West Sussex, and around Crawley and Hailsham (see first map in 
Executive Summary), while other major towns have wards meeting some of the 
measures. The rural areas across Sussex generally meet none of the working class 
measures.  
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Comparing this to SLN:COP participation data (second map) shows a very close 
correlation between where SLN:COP is working and where the heaviest concentrations of 
working class residents are located. 

However, based on our research there is evidence to suggest that SLN:COP could 
increase activity in Hastings, Crawley, Eastbourne and Worthing, to match the high 
concentrations of working class pupils in these areas. There is also evidence to suggest 
SLN:COP activity would be beneficial in more rural towns, for example Uckfield and 
Crowborough in East Sussex where there is currently no SLN:COP activity. 

The analysis has been based on existing information published by the various sources, 
and as such is limited to the breakdowns that these sources use. In some situations we 
have data broken down by gender and ethnicity, but only at the level of the whole of 
Sussex, or even only nationally, while in other situations we have data down to wards but 
with no breakdowns by individual characteristics. Moving forward, it would be possible to 
extend the analysis by requesting National Pupil Database data linked to Higher 
Education student data to fully understand the links between working class, other 
individual characteristics, and educational attainment and progression, at the Sussex level 
and even for local areas within Sussex. 
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Number of working class indicators (POLAR, IMD, socio-economic group and claimant count) by ward, 2011-19 – also appears as Figure 10.1 

 
Note: yellow dots indicate locations of secondary schools in Sussex 

Source: IES calculations from POLAR, IMD, Census and Claimant Count data 
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SLN:COP participants by ward, 2019 – also appears as Figure 9.1 

 

Source: SLN:COP, 2019 
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1 Introduction 

This report sets out the analysis of the working class population in Sussex for Sussex 
Learning Network (SLN:COP). 

It presents data from existing published sources on the following indicators: 

1. POLAR4 – Quintiles of young people’s participation rates in Higher Education; also 
national data on variation in HE progression rates by personal characteristics 

2. IMD – Index of Multiple Deprivation, and associated sub-domains, which give an 
indication of material deprivation 

3. Free School Meals 
4. Socio economic group 
5. Labour market data including unemployment rates and employment by sector 
6. Gender and ethnicity of school pupils 
7. KS4 attainment and progression 

Sussex Learning Network uses local council wards as the basis of their activities. Where 
data are available at ward level, these results have been presented geographically using 
colour-shaded maps. In some instances data are produced for other local areas, and 
these have been mapped onto wards on a best-fit basis, and again results are presented 
geographically using maps. 

A description of the different data sources used is contained in the Appendix Report. 
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2 Progression to Higher Education 

2.1 Participation of Local Areas – POLAR data 
The Office for Students’ POLAR1 (Participation of Local Areas) is a classification which 
groups local areas in the United Kingdom based on the proportion of young people that 
participate in higher education. POLAR classifies local areas into five groups – also 
known as quintiles - based on the proportion of 18 year olds who enter higher education 
aged either 18 or 19 years old. 

The latest version of the classification, POLAR4, is based on the combined participation 
rates of those who entered higher education between the academic years 2009-10 and 
2013-14 if they entered aged 18, or between 2010-11 and 2014-15 if they entered aged 
19. POLAR4 data has been produced for Middle Layer Super Output Areas, whereas 
earlier versions of POLAR used wards as the building blocks. We have use a best-fit 
match between MSOAs and wards to present the data for the wards used by Sussex 
Learning Network in its activities. 

Of the 264 wards in Sussex, 101 (38.3%) are in POLAR4 quintiles 1 and 2 (lowest 
participation rates), which are the quintiles commonly used as target criteria in widening 
participation/outreach activity.  

Nationally, 40% of wards will be in the bottom two quintiles, so the proportion in Sussex is 
below the national average. Looking within the whole SLN:COP area, 43.6% of wards in 
East Sussex are in the bottom two quintiles, compared with 35.2% of wards in West 
Sussex and 33.3% of wards in Brighton and Hove. Looking at areas with high HE 
participation, 28% of wards in Sussex are in quintile 5, compared with 20% nationally. 

Low participation wards are not distributed evenly across Sussex, but are concentrated in 
Hastings, Adur, Eastbourne, Arun and Worthing, where they make up more than half of all 
wards, while Horsham has no wards in the bottom two quintiles (Figure 2.1). 

The wards with the lowest young people’s participation rates are shown in Table 2.1. A 
map showing wards by POLAR quintiles is presented in Figure 2.2. It is clear that many 
coastal areas have low progression rates to HE, along with inland areas around 
Hailsham, Uckfield, Burgess Hill, Chichester and parts of Crawley. 

 
1 https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/data-and-analysis/polar-participation-of-local-areas/ 
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Figure 2.1 Proportion of wards in each district in the bottom two POLAR4 quintiles 

 

Source: POLAR4, 2017 

 

Table 2.1 Wards with the lowest young people’s participation rate, 2017 

Ward District Entrants Population YPR % 
East Brighton Brighton and Hove 93 877 10.6 
Hollington Hastings 68 632 10.8 
Moulsecoomb and Bevendean Brighton and Hove 94 770 12.2 
Newhaven Valley Lewes 61 470 13.0 
Hailsham East Wealden 58 434 13.4 
Baird Hastings 73 520 14.0 
Tressell Hastings 73 520 14.0 
Courtwick with Toddington Arun 88 608 14.5 
Pevensey Arun 87 593 14.7 
Langney Eastbourne 112 759 14.8 
Hollingdean and Stanmer Brighton and Hove 148 993 14.9 

Source: POLAR4, 2017 
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Figure 2.2 Sussex wards by POLAR4 quintile 

 

Source: POLAR4, 2017 
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2.2 Variation in HE progression by personal 
characteristics 

POLAR data are produced by the Office for Students and presented for the total 18-19 
year old population with no breakdowns by other personal characteristics, such as gender 
and ethnicity. However, national data released by the Department for Education (DfE)2 
present variation in national progression rates by gender, ethnicity and free school meals 
status. Figure 2.3 shows progression rates by gender, ethnicity and FSM, and shows that: 

■ Male progression rates are lower than female rates, within each ethnic group and 
regardless of FSM status 

■ Progression rates are lowest for white young people, and highest for those from Asian 
and Black backgrounds, regardless of gender or FSM status 

■ Progression rates for those eligible for free school meals are lower than for other 
students 

Figure 2.3 HE progression rates by age 19 by gender, ethnicity and FSM status, England, 
2016/17 

 

Source: Department for Education, 2016/17 

 
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/widening-participation-in-higher-education-2018 
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These influences are additive, in that white male students eligible for free school meals 
have the lowest participation rates (13%), while Asian and Black female students not 
eligible for FSM have the highest participation rates (70%). 

The data presented in Figure 2.3 are for the whole of England, although it is likely these 
patterns will be evident in Sussex. The DfE data present regional breakdowns by ethnicity 
and FSM status, but not by gender, and the comparisons between the South East and 
England are presented in Figure 2.4 which shows little difference between the regional 
and national data. 

Figure 2.4 HE progression rates by age 19 by ethnicity and FSM status, South East and 
England, 2016/17 

 

Source: Department for Education, 2016/17 
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3 Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) 

The Indices of Multiple Deprivation measure a range of material disadvantage indicators, 
relating to income, employment, education and training, barriers to housing and services 
etc. These are produced for very small areas – Lower Layer Super Output Areas 
(LSOAs). A combined single Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) is produced and is used 
to rank local areas across the country in terms of deprivation. 

3.1 Overall IMD scores 
We have constructed IMD scores for wards in Sussex based on a look-up of LSOAs to 
wards. The scores in themselves do not provide a meaningful absolute measure, but they 
provide a relative measure – a ward with a higher score than another ward will have 
higher levels of material deprivation.  

The IMD scores for wards in Sussex range from 2.3 to 55, with a quarter having scores 
below 9.9, half having scores below 13.4, and a quarter having scores above 20.  

Around 80 per cent of wards in Hastings have IMD scores above 20, ie they are in the 25 
per cent most deprived wards across Sussex (see Figure 3.1), followed by Brighton and 
Hove (67% of wards), Crawley (47% of wards) and Adur (43% of wards). 

Table 3.1 shows the wards with the highest IMD deprivation scores. Hollington, East 
Brighton and Hailsham East appear on this list and on the POLAR list in Table 2.1, 
indicating both high material deprivation and low HE progression. 

Figure 3.2 shows a map of Sussex wards by their overall IMD scores. The areas with the 
highest IMD scores, ie with the highest relative deprivation, are generally along the coast, 
and in Hailsham. 
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Figure 3.1 Proportion of wards in each district in most deprived quartile in Sussex, 2015 

 

Source: IMD, 2015 

 

Table 3.1 Wards with the highest deprivation scores, 2015 

Ward District IMD Score 
Central St Leonards Hastings 55.4 
Castle Hastings 49.7 
East Brighton Brighton and Hove 47.5 
Hollington Hastings 44.7 
Gensing Hastings 44.2 
Tressell Hastings 42.9 
Baird Hastings 41.9 
Queen's Park Brighton and Hove 39.4 
Sidley Rother 38.6 
Wishing Tree Hastings 36.8 
Moulsecoomb and Bevendean Brighton and Hove 35.8 
Hailsham East Wealden 35.6 

Source: IMD, 2015 
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Figure 3.2 Sussex wards by overall IMD score, 2015 

 

Source: IMD, 2015 
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3.2 Underlying domains within the IMD 
There are several individual domains within the IMD, and a related index focused on 
income deprivation affecting children, that are of interest to this study. These are: 

■ Income Deprivation Domain 

■ Employment Deprivation Domain 

■ Education, Skills and Training Deprivation Domain 

■ Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index 

3.2.1 Income deprivation 
Income deprivation is an important indicator of material deprivation, and it has the joint 
largest weighting in the single IMD index, along with employment. Those who are in the 
working class may be disadvantaged by their level of income, and so this domain is likely 
to be highly correlated with definitions of working class. 

The Income Deprivation Domain measures the proportion of the population in local areas 
experiencing deprivation relating to low income. The definition of low income which is 
used includes both those people that are out-of-work, and those that are in work but who 
have low earnings. 

Table 3.2 shows the wards with the highest income deprivation scores. The top five wards 
with high income deprivation scores are all in Hastings; these have at least 30 per cent of 
the population experiencing deprivation due to low income. Wards in Hastings comprise 
seven out of the top ten wards across Sussex for income deprivation, with the other wards 
being in Rother, Wealden, and Brighton and Hove. 

Table 3.2 Top 10 wards with the highest income deprivation scores, 2015 

Ward District Income deprivation score 
Central St Leonards Hastings 0.341 
Tressell Hastings 0.320 
Castle Hastings 0.307 
Hollington Hastings 0.303 
Baird Hastings 0.302 
Sidley Rother 0.287 
Gensing Hastings 0.280 
East Brighton Brighton & Hove 0.278 
Wishing Tree Hastings 0.247 
Hailsham East Wealden 0.245 

Source: IMD, 2015 
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Wards with high income deprivation scores are not distributed evenly across Sussex 
(Figure 3.3). Most areas of high income deprivation are in coastal areas, with some others 
in Crawley. There are multiple wards in Brighton, Eastbourne and Hastings with high 
income deprivation scores (above 0.2). 

3.2.2 Employment deprivation 
Related to income deprivation is employment deprivation which also has the joint largest 
weighting in the single IMD index. 

The Employment Deprivation Domain measures the proportion of the working age 
population in an area involuntarily excluded from the labour market. This includes people 
who would like to work but are unable to do so due to unemployment, sickness or 
disability, or caring responsibilities. For example, in Central St Leonards, nearly 28 per 
cent of the working age population would like to be in employment but are unable to do so 
due to the factors above. 

Hastings again features heavily in the Top 10 wards presented Table 3.3, with Central St 
Leonards topping both tables. All wards, with exception of East Brighton are in East 
Sussex. 

Table 3.3 Top 10 wards with the highest employment deprivation scores, 2015 

Ward District Employment  deprivation score 
Central St Leonards Hastings 0.277 
Castle Hastings 0.250 
Hollington Hastings 0.248 
Gensing Hastings 0.239 
Sidley Rother 0.238 
Baird Hastings 0.237 
Wishing Tree Hastings 0.230 
East Brighton Brighton & Hove 0.223 
Tressell Hastings 0.223 
Central Rother 0.203 

Source: IMD, 2015 

As with income deprivation above, Figure 3.4 shows that there are multiple wards in 
Brighton, Eastbourne and most noticeably Hastings with the highest levels of employment 
deprivation, that is over 16 per cent of the working age population involuntarily excluded 
from the labour market. At least one ward in Rother, Worthing, Littlehampton and Bognor 
are also above this threshold. 
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Figure 3.3 Sussex wards by IMD Income deprivation index score, 2015 

 

Source: IMD, 2015 
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Figure 3.4 Sussex wards by IMD Employment deprivation index score, 2015 

 

Source: IMD, 2015 
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There is a high correlation between income deprivation and employment deprivation as 
show in Figure 3.5, i.e. the higher the level of economic inactivity the more likely the area 
is to have high levels of income deprivation. It also indicates that most wards are 
clustered towards the lower end of both scales. 

Figure 3.5 Relationship between income and employment deprivation, Sussex wards, 2015 

 

Source: IMD 2015 

3.2.3 Education, skills and training deprivation 
The third domain of interest is the education, skills and training (EST) measure of 
deprivation. This measures the lack of attainment and skills within the local population. 
The indicators fall into two sub-domains: one relating to children and young people and 
one relating to adult skills. Both are important to consider, as parents of pupils from 
disadvantaged or under-represented backgrounds may be encouraged to attend HE as a 
result of personal opportunities to upskill and undertake training/qualifications. Unlike the 
previous two domains which are represented as proportions of the population, the EST 
score does not have intrinsic value in itself but indicates relative differences in deprivation 
regarding education, skills and training. 

Table 3.4 shows the top 10 wards with the highest levels EST deprivation. Hailsham East 
and Hollington stand out with the highest EST scores, above 60. Sidley, Baird and 
Moulsecoomb and Bevendean also have scores above 50.  
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Table 3.4 Top 10 wards with the highest education, skills and training deprivation scores, 
2015 

Ward District EST Deprivation Score 
Hailsham East Wealden 66.2 
Hollington Hastings 60.3 
Sidley Rother 55.0 
Baird Hastings 50.8 
Moulsecoomb and Bevendean Brighton & Hove 50.6 
Tressell Hastings 47.2 
Courtwick with Toddington Arun 46.7 
East Brighton Brighton & Hove 46.2 
Pevensey Arun 46.1 
Broadfield South Crawley 44.3 

Source: IMD, 2015 

Figure 3.6 presents the differing levels of education, skills and training deprivation across 
the Sussex area. Coastal areas, Hailsham and Crawley are most affected by EST 
deprivation. 

3.2.4 Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index 
The Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) is one of two supplementary 
indices to the IMD. It measures the proportion of all children aged 0 to 15 living in income 
deprived families, and so provides a more nuanced measure of income-related 
deprivation for young people than the income domain in the IMD. Table 3.5 shows the 
wards with the highest IDACI scores. 

Table 3.5 Top 10 wards with the highest Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index 
scores, 2015 

Ward District IDACI Score   
Central St Leonards Hastings 0.467 
Tressell Hastings 0.450 
Baird Hastings 0.431 
Moulsecoomb and Bevendean Brighton & Hove 0.408 
Castle Hastings 0.391 
Hollington Hastings 0.383 
East Brighton Brighton & Hove 0.374 
Sidley Rother 0.367 
Ore Hastings 0.333 
Gensing Hastings 0.328 

Source: IMD, 2015 
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Figure 3.6 Sussex wards by IMD Education, skills and training deprivation index score, 2015 

 

Source: IMD, 2015 
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Figure 3.7 Sussex wards by Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) score, 2015 

 

Source: IMD, 2015 
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Like the overall income domain shown previously there are a high number of Hastings 
wards that feature in the Top 10 most deprived wards based on income deprivation 
affecting children. Nearly half of under 16s in Central St Leonards, and 45 per cent of 
under 16s in Tressell, live in income deprived families. The map showing the distribution 
of wards by IDACI score is presented as Figure 3.7. 

3.3 Relationship between POLAR and IMD 
There is a strong relationship between POLAR and IMD at a ward level, with low 
deprivation associated with high HE progression, and conversely high deprivation 
associated with low HE progression. Figure 3.8 shows the plot of wards in Sussex by both 
IMD and POLAR, and shows a downward sloping pattern from left to right, indicating that 
wards with low material deprivation (IMD) generally have high rates for progression to HE, 
and wards with high material deprivation have low HE progression rates. This pattern is 
repeated when comparing POLAR with the individual domains within the IMD or with the 
IDACI scores. 

Figure 3.8 Relationship between IMD and POLAR, Sussex wards, 2015 

 

Source: IMD, 2015 and POLAR4, 2017 

Figure 3.9 presents a map showing the combination of the IMD and POLAR. Wards in 
blue indicate the area is in the top 25% most deprived wards in Sussex, areas in red 
indicate they are in the bottom two quintiles (40%) of participation in higher education 
nationally. Purple areas combine the two indicators. There are only 15 wards with high 
levels of deprivation only, seven of which are in Brighton and Hove. Areas with low 
participation in HE are more commonplace and spread across the Sussex region, in 
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particular the coastal strip. There are also spots inland, around rural towns, with low HE 
participation E.g. Uckfield, Burgess Hill and Crowborough.   

There are many wards which have both high levels of deprivation and low participation in 
HE (shaded purple), which show a degree of clustering geographically. Crawley, Bognor 
Regis, Littlehampton and Worthing in West Sussex have a number of these areas, as do 
Newhaven, Eastbourne, Hailsham, Hastings and Rye in East Sussex. The eastern side of 
Brighton and Hove also has a number of these wards. 
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Figure 3.9 Sussex wards by POLAR and IMD 

 

Source: IMD, 2015 and POLAR4, 2017 
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4 Free School Meals 

Eligibility for Free School Meals (FSM) is another commonly-used indicator for targeting 
students for WP/outreach work. Whereas the previous indicators examined – POLAR and 
IMD – are area-based characteristics, FSM eligibility is an individual characteristic, but it is 
collected at the school level. Thus data are produced on how many individuals at a 
particular school are eligible for FSM, but not on where FSM pupils live. 

4.1 Variation in FSM across Sussex 
Across Sussex, 10.7 per cent of secondary school pupils in maintained schools were 
eligible for FSM in 2019. This is below the national proportion of 14.1 per cent. By 
districts, the proportion varied from 5 per cent in Horsham and Mid Sussex, to 26 per cent 
in Hastings (Table 4.1). Only Hastings and Eastbourne (14.4%) have more FSM pupils 
proportionally than the country as a whole. 

Table 4.1 Proportion of pupils eligible for FSM by district, 2019 

District 
No. of pupils 

eligible for FSM 
Total no. 
of pupils 

% eligible 
for FSM 

Adur 305 2,299 13.3 
Arun 652 6,245 10.4 
Brighton and Hove 1,598 11,468 13.9 
Chichester 393 5,407 7.3 
Crawley 702 6,844 10.3 
Eastbourne 824 5,706 14.4 
Hastings 901 3,475 25.9 
Horsham 372 7,412 5.0 
Lewes 572 4,937 11.6 
Mid Sussex 395 7,761 5.1 
Rother 615 4,708 13.1 
Wealden 523 6,309 8.3 
Worthing 528 5,988 8.8 

Sussex 8,380 78,559 10.7 

England  468,780 3,328,000 14.1 

Source: Department for Education School and Pupil Characteristics, 2019 

Not all wards in Sussex contain secondary schools, and as the data are school-based 
they reflect the proportion of pupils at the school, rather than the proportion of pupils by 
area of residence, although there will be a relationship between the two. Table 4.2 shows 
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the wards with the highest proportions of pupils eligible for FSM. With the exception of 
Tilgate in Crawley, all of these wards are in Brighton and Hove or East Sussex. 

Table 4.2 Wards with the highest proportions of FSM pupils, 2019 

Ward District 
No. of pupils 

eligible for FSM 
Total no. 
of pupils 

% eligible 
for FSM 

Moulsecoomb and Bevendean B&H 226 654 34.6 
Ore Hastings 258 885 29.2 
Hampden Park Eastbourne 201 696 28.9 
West St Leonards Hastings 377 1,433 26.3 
Hastings Hastings 901 3,475 25.9 
Rottingdean Coastal B&H 217 888 24.4 
Ashdown Hastings 148 640 23.1 
Conquest Hastings 118 517 22.8 
Langney Eastbourne 117 524 22.3 
Tilgate Crawley 180 878 20.5 
St Stephens Rother 245 1,243 19.7 
Newhaven Denton & Meeching Lewes 125 643 19.4 
Ouse Valley and Ringmer Lewes 79 415 19.0 
Rye Rother 107 582 18.4 

Source: Department for Education School and Pupil Characteristics, 2019 

Figure 4.1 shows a map of wards by the proportion of pupils eligible for FSM, and shows 
that the highest proportions of pupils eligible for FSM are generally along the coast in East 
Sussex and Brighton and Hove, while schools in rural areas generally have low 
proportions of FSM pupils. 

4.2 Relationship between FSM and other pupil 
characteristics 

Unfortunately, published school-level data on FSM pupils do not provide any intersection 
of FSM with other pupil characteristics, such as gender or ethnicity. Thus we are not able 
to examine whether FSM rates vary between boys and girls, or between white and non-
white pupils. 

However, DfE data on HE progression provide breakdowns of the 19 year old population 
in 2016/17 by gender, ethnicity and their FSM status at age 15. The variation in FSM 
eligibility by gender and ethnicity is shown in Figure 4.2. There is very little variation by 
gender in FSM eligibility, although substantial variation by ethnicity, with eligibility lowest 
among white pupils, and highest among Black pupils. 
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Figure 4.1 Proportion of pupils eligible for FSM, 2019 

 

Source: Department for Education School and Pupil Characteristics, 2019 
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Figure 4.2 Eligibility for free school meals by gender and ethnicity, England, 2016/17 

 

Source: Department for Education, 2017 

Figure 4.3 shows variation in FSM eligibility by ethnicity for the South East and England. 
Differences by ethnicity are less marked in the South East than in the country as a whole, 
although FSM eligibility in the South East is lowest for white pupils and highest for Black 
pupils. The low proportion of pupils from non-white backgrounds in the South East, and 
Sussex, is likely to influence the lower than average eligibility rate. 
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Figure 4.3 Eligibility for free school meals by ethnicity, South East and England, 2016/17 

 

Source: Department for Education, 2017 
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5 Socio-economic group 

A commonly used indicator of ‘working class’ in economics and sociology is socio-
economic group, which is based on occupation and employment status. The 2011 Census 
of Population used the National Statistics Socio-Economic Classification which has the 
following categories: 

1. Higher managerial, administrative and professional occupations 
2. Lower managerial, administrative and professional occupations 
3. Intermediate occupations 
4. Small employers and own account workers 
5. Lower supervisory and technical occupations 
6. Semi-routine occupations 
7. Routine occupations 
8. Never worked and long-term unemployed 
Not classified (mainly full-time students) 

The NS-SEC differs from the other ‘working class’ variables used so far – POLAR, IMD, 
FSM – in that it is individual-based rather than area-based or school-based. We have 
used the proportion of all people, excluding the not classified group, who are in Groups 6, 
7 and 8 as the indicator for ‘working class’ in the NS-SEC. The NS-SEC descriptions for 
Groups 6 and 7 are as follows: 

■ Routine occupations – Positions with a basic labour contract, in which employees are 
engaged in routine occupations. These positions have the least need for employee discretion 
and employees are regulated by a basic labour contract. 

■ Semi-routine occupations – Positions with a slightly modified labour contract, in which 
employees are engaged in semi-routine occupations. Employees in these positions are 
regulated by an only slightly modified labour contract typified by a short term and the direct 
exchange of money for effort. The category name ‘semi‑routine’ is designed to indicate that, 
in employing this group, employers must slightly improve on the basic labour contract, the 
work involved requires at least some element of employee discretion. 

The occupations that are included in Groups 6 and 7 are presented in the Appendix 
Tables. 

Across the whole of Sussex in 2011, 28 per cent of people aged 16 to 74 in Sussex were 
‘working class’ according to this socio-economic group definition – 15 per cent were in 
semi-routine occupations, 10 per cent were in routine occupations, and 4 per cent were 
long-term unemployed or had never worked. This is slightly below the proportion across 
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the whole of England of 31 per cent (14% semi-routine, 11% routine, 6% unemployed/ 
never worked). 

Table 5.1 shows the wards with the highest proportions of ‘working class’ residents. A 
number of wards in Arun and Crawley feature on this list, that do not feature on the lists of 
top wards for the area-based characteristics of POLAR and IMD. Wards in Arun on this 
list, and to a lesser extent those in Crawley, tend to have relatively low proportions of the 
unemployed/never worked but high proportions in semi-routine and routine occupations. 
By contrast, the Hastings wards on this list have high proportions of unemployed/never 
worked residents. 

Table 5.1 Districts with highest proportion of ‘working class’ residents based on NS-SEC, 
2011 

Ward District 

Semi-
routine 
occs 

Routine 
occs 

Never 
worked/ 

LTU 
Working 

Class 
Ham Arun 25.4 18.5 5.8 49.7 
Hollington Hastings 23.0 16.1 9.9 49.0 
Hailsham East Wealden 23.7 17.6 7.1 48.4 
Tressell Hastings 23.5 14.1 9.2 46.9 
Hotham Arun 22.9 18.0 5.4 46.3 
Pevensey Arun 22.2 16.4 7.6 46.2 
Langley Green Crawley 20.3 16.3 9.6 46.2 
Broadfield North Crawley 21.0 16.8 7.7 45.4 
Bewbush Crawley 21.7 17.4 6.3 45.3 
Orchard Arun 23.0 16.3 6.0 45.3 
Hampden Park Eastbourne 22.7 15.3 6.5 44.5 
Moulsecoomb & Bevendean B&H 20.0 15.6 8.6 44.2 
Baird Hastings 20.5 13.6 9.5 43.7 
Sidley Rother 21.0 14.5 8.1 43.6 
Wishing Tree Hastings 20.8 14.7 7.6 43.1 
River Arun 19.4 16.2 7.5 43.1 
Langney Eastbourne 22.3 14.3 6.2 42.8 
Marine Arun 20.3 15.4 6.6 42.2 
Central St Leonards Hastings 17.5 13.2 10.9 41.6 
Gensing Hastings 18.5 12.0 11.1 41.6 
Broadfield South Crawley 19.1 14.9 7.3 41.4 
Ore Hastings 20.2 13.9 7.1 41.2 
Newhaven Valley Lewes 21.1 14.8 5.0 40.8 
Bersted Arun 22.4 14.5 3.7 40.6 
Castle Hastings 18.9 12.2 9.3 40.3 
Devonshire Eastbourne 19.5 15.0 5.8 40.2 

Source: 2011 Census of Population 
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Table 5.1 shows the proportion of residents in NS-SEC groups 6, 7 and 8 by ward. The 
familiar pattern of high proportions of working class residents in coastal areas is apparent, 
but with high proportions around Littlehampton, Bognor Regis and Selsey which were less 
prominent in the POLAR and IMD maps. There is also a heavy concentration of working 
class residents in Crawley. 
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Figure 5.1 Proportion of adults in NS-SEC groups 6, 7 and 8 (socio-economic working class definition), 2011 

 

Source: 2011 Census of Population 
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6 Labour market indicators 

This chapter looks at two labour market indicators of relevance – claimant count 
unemployment which is likely to be related to the ‘working class-ness’ of an area, and the 
proportion working in trade sectors, which again demonstrates working class but also 
alternative destinations to further or higher education for those not staying in academic 
education. 

6.1 Claimant count unemployment 
The unemployment rate is an indication of the mismatch between labour demand and 
labour supply, with a high unemployment rate indicating a surplus of labour supply over 
demand and thus employment deprivation. Headline national unemployment rate results 
are based on the Labour Force Survey asking respondents whether they have looked for 
work in the last four weeks, and would be available to start a job in the next two weeks, 
although being a sample the results are not available for small areas. Therefore we have 
used the claimant count measure of unemployment, which counts the number of 
individuals claiming work-related benefits (Jobseeker’s Allowance, Employment and 
Support Allowance, Income Support and Universal Credit), and produces a rate based on 
the working age population. 

The claimant count unemployment rate in Sussex in June 2019 was 2.0 per cent, below 
the rate for England of 2.7 per cent but above the rate for the South East of 1.8 per cent. 
The rate was highest in Hastings, at 4.5 per cent, followed by Eastbourne (3.4%), 
Brighton and Hove (2.4%) and Rother (2.4%), and was lowest in Mid Sussex (0.9%), 
Horsham (1.1%) and Wealden (1.2%; see Figure 6.1). 

Table 6.1 shows the wards with the highest unemployment rates. Wards in Hastings 
comprise the top four wards, and five out of the top ten, while wards with rates of 5.0 per 
cent or more are also found in Eastbourne, Brighton and Hove and Rother. River ward in 
Arun has the highest unemployment rate of wards in West Sussex (4.8%). 

Figure 6.2 shows variation in claimant count unemployment by ward across Sussex, and 
shows a familiar pattern of higher unemployment in coastal areas and Crawley, and lower 
unemployment across the rural areas. 
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Figure 6.1 Claimant count unemployment as a % of the working age population, June 2019 

 

Source: Department for Work and Pensions, 2019 

Table 6.1 Wards with the highest claimant count unemployment rates, June 2019 

Ward District Claimant count (%) 
Central St Leonards Hastings 8.3 
Gensing Hastings 6.9 
Castle Hastings 6.5 
Baird Hastings 5.9 
Devonshire Eastbourne 5.7 
Tressell Hastings 5.6 
East Brighton Brighton and Hove 5.3 
Central Rother 5.3 
Sidley Rother 5.0 
River Arun 4.8 

Source: Department for Work and Pensions, 2019 
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Figure 6.2 Claimant count unemployment rate, June 2019 

 

Source: Department for Work and Pensions, 2019 
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6.2 Employment in ‘trade’ sectors 
Employment in ‘trade’ sectors traditionally associated with apprenticeships may be 
correlated with ‘working class’, in that these are likely to employ workers in semi-routine 
and routine occupations, and it also provides contextual insight into employment and 
training destinations as alternatives to further or higher education.  

The proportion of workers in trade sectors in Sussex was 15.8 per cent in 2017 – 5.8 per 
cent in manufacturing, 4.8 per cent in construction, and 5.3 per cent in transport and 
storage. This was slightly below the national proportion of 17.6 per cent but close to the 
South East proportion of 16.2 per cent - nationally, manufacturing accounts for 8.1 per 
cent of total employment. 

Within Sussex, Figure 6.3 shows that the proportion of employment in trade sectors was 
highest in Crawley, at 31 per cent (predominantly transport and storage related to 
Gatwick, at 22%), followed by Adur, at 21 per cent (with the largest manufacturing sector, 
at 11%). Brighton and Hove had the lowest proportion (7.9%). 

Figure 6.3 Proportion of employment in trade sectors, 2017 

 

Source: Business Register and Employment Survey, 2017 

Table 6.2 shows the wards with the highest proportions of employment in trade sectors. 
There are four wards in which trade sectors make up the majority of local employment – 
Hollington, and Central St Leonards in Hastings; Broadwater in Worthing; and Lavant in 
Chichester. 
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Table 6.2 Wards with the highest proportions of employment in trade sectors, 2017 

Ward District Manufacturing Construction 
Transport 
& storage 

Trade 
sectors 

Hollington Hastings 43.8 7.5 32.0 83.3 
Broadwater Worthing 50.0 7.8 0.0 57.8 
Central St Leonards Hastings 2.2 2.0 48.1 52.3 
Lavant Chichester 50.0 1.0 0.0 51.0 
North Mundham Chichester 36.0 6.0 4.2 46.2 
Newhaven Denton 
and Meeching Lewes 22.2 2.2 20.0 44.4 
Hillside Adur 0.0 22.2 21.9 44.1 
Baird Hastings 14.0 14.0 15.0 43.0 
Harting Chichester 21.4 17.9 1.6 40.9 
Furnace Green Crawley 20.0 17.5 0.6 38.1 
Bewbush Crawley 1.0 6.0 30.0 37.0 

Source: Business Register and Employment Survey, 2017 

Unfortunately it has not been possible to link the prevalence of trade sectors to 
progression to apprenticeships or employment and training destinations, as for many 
schools the number of Key Stage 4 leavers going into these destinations is too small for 
the data to be released. 

 



 

Institute for Employment Studies   45 

 

7 Students by gender and ethnicity 

7.1 Gender 
The invitation to tender suggested gender as a key characteristic to investigate. However, 
in terms of understanding the characteristics of the youth population, before entry into the 
labour market, variation by gender is relatively limited in that half of the population are 
male and half female, and what information is available on other background 
characteristics shows little difference between the two groups – data on FSM eligibility 
shows that the proportion of male students who are eligible for FSM is very similar to the 
proportion of female students. 

There are gender differences in outcome measures such as progression to HE (described 
above in Chapter 2) and attainment (described later in Chapter 8), but as a background 
characteristic of the student population, there is an even split between the two genders 
(with the exception of single sex schools). 

7.2 Ethnicity 

7.2.1 Individual level data from the Census of Population 
Sussex is known to have a predominantly white population, particularly in the more rural 
areas. The focus of this report is to explore the white working class population so it is 
important to consider how ethnicity varies across the county, in particular for young 
people. The 2011 Census of Population collected ethnicity by age group at a detailed 
local level. Those who were aged between 5 and 9 in the Census in 2011 will now be 
aged between 13 and 17, and the main target group for the Sussex Learning Network. 
Therefore the analysis has focused on this group. 

Overall, nine out of ten 13-17 year olds in Sussex are white, compared with 77 per cent in 
England. Four wards in Sussex have a complete white population; these are Easebourne, 
and Funtingdon in Chichester, and Alfriston, and Ninfield and Hooe with Wartling, in 
Wealden. In England, just over three quarters (77%) of 13-17 year olds are white. 

Table 7.1 shows the wards with the highest proportion of children aged 5-9 in 2011 (now 
aged 13-17) with a white ethnic background. The wards in this table are predominantly in 
Chichester and Wealden. 

Table 7.2 shows the wards with the lowest proportion of children aged 5-9 in 2011 (now 
aged 13-17) with a white ethnic background. The top eight wards in this table are all in 
Crawley, which as a district had 71 per cent of children aged 5-9 in 2011 who had a white 
background, below the national figure of 77 per cent. Figure 7.1 shows these data 
geographically. 
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Table 7.1 Wards with the highest proportions of 5-9 years of white ethnic background, 2011 

Ward District No. 5-9 white  Total 5-9 % white  
Easebourne Chichester 157 157 100.0 
Funtington Chichester 140 140 100.0 
Alfriston Wealden 74 74 100.0 
Ninfield and Hooe with Wartling Wealden 132 132 100.0 
East Wittering Chichester 208 209 99.5 
Walberton Arun 169 170 99.4 
Heathfield East Wealden 137 138 99.3 
Newick Lewes 135 136 99.3 
Polegate North Wealden 230 232 99.1 
North Mundham Chichester 111 112 99.1 
West Wittering Chichester 160 162 98.8 
Herstmonceux Wealden 158 160 98.8 
Barcombe and Hamsey Lewes 149 151 98.7 
Framfield Wealden 134 136 98.5 
Aldwick West Arun 183 186 98.4 

Source: 2011 Census of Population 

Table 7.2 Wards with the lowest proportions of 5-9 years of white ethnic background, 2011 

Ward District No. 5-9 white  Total 5-9 % white  
Langley Green Crawley 277 575 48.2 
Northgate Crawley 142 240 59.2 
Broadfield North Crawley 283 474 59.7 
Three Bridges Crawley 229 366 62.6 
Bewbush Crawley 401 613 65.4 
West Green Crawley 193 288 67.0 
Southgate Crawley 316 453 69.8 
Broadfield South Crawley 301 422 71.3 
Queen's Park Brighton and Hove 387 533 72.6 
Furnace Green Crawley 174 232 75.0 
St. Peter's and North Laine Brighton and Hove 404 538 75.1 
Regency Brighton and Hove 153 202 75.7 
Central St Leonards Hastings 183 240 76.3 
Hangleton and Knoll Brighton and Hove 717 935 76.7 
Central Hove Brighton and Hove 165 214 77.1 

Source: 2011 Census of Population 
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Figure 7.1 Proportion of 5-9 of white ethnic background, 2011 

 

Source: 2011 Census of Population 
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7.2.2 School level data from DfE 
The findings above are supported by ethnicity characteristics from school level data from 
the Department for Education for the current academic year, 2018-19. Not all wards in 
Sussex contain secondary schools, and as the data are school-based they reflect the 
proportion of pupils at the school, rather than the proportion of pupils by area of 
residence, although there will be a relationship between the two.  

Table 7.3 shows across the ethnicity of pupils by district. Across the whole of Sussex, 87 
per cent of secondary school pupils in maintained schools were white in 2019. By 
districts, the proportion varied from a low of 67 per cent in Crawley, up to 93 per cent in 
Arun and Wealden. 

Table 7.3 Proportion of secondary school pupils who are white by district, 2019 

District Total no. of pupils No. of pupils who are white % who are white 
Adur 2,662 2,447 91.9 
Arun 7,084 6,589 93.0 
Brighton and Hove 12,501 10,116 80.9 
Chichester 5,982 5,368 89.7 
Crawley 8,019 5,339 66.6 
Eastbourne 5,770 5,028 87.1 
Hastings 3,577 3,177 88.8 
Horsham 8,139 7,341 90.2 
Lewes 5,131 4,661 90.8 
Mid Sussex 8,745 7,859 89.9 
Rother 4,712 4,215 89.5 
Wealden 7,520 6,989 92.9 
Worthing 5,988 5,217 87.1 

Sussex 74,346 85,830 86.6 

Source: Department for Education School and Pupil Characteristics, 2019 

Table 7.4 shows the wards with the highest proportions of pupils who have a white ethnic 
background. This list contains several wards from Chichester, as did Table 7.1 based on 
the Census data, but also wards in Arun and Wealden.  

Heathfield East in Wealden, where Heathfield Community College is located, is the only 
ward to appear in both Table 7.1and Table 7.4. This suggests that the wards in which 
most secondary schools and colleges are located have more diverse local populations, 
but draw in students from surrounding areas that are predominantly white, even for 
Sussex. 
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Table 7.4 Wards with the highest proportions of white secondary school pupils, 2019 

Ward  District No. of pupils who 
are white 

No. of 
pupils 

% pupils who 
are white 

Selsey North Chichester 352 365 96.4 
Cokeham Adur 931 974 95.6 
Heathfield East Wealden 1,365 1,439 94.9 
Crowborough North Wealden 1,226 1,297 94.5 
Salehurst Rother 682 723 94.3 
Ouse Valley and Ringmer Lewes 393 417 94.2 
Rye Rother 549 583 94.2 
Pevensey Arun 1,427 1,516 94.1 
Brookfield Arun 1,284 1,366 94.0 
Billingshurst and Shipley Horsham 1,610 1,713 94.0 
Southbourne Chichester 679 724 93.8 
Angmering & Findon Arun 1,281 1,371 93.4 
Felpham West Arun 1,230 1,319 93.3 
Chichester South Chichester 1,273 1,373 92.7 
Hailsham Central & North Wealden 1,182 1,275 92.7 

Source: Department for Education School and Pupil Characteristics, 2019 

Table 7.5 shows the wards containing schools/colleges with the lowest proportions of 
white students, and, much like Table 7.2 which presented data from the Census, is 
dominated by wards in the Crawley district, with the top four wards with the largest 
proportion of non-white pupils in the district. In terms of number of non-white pupils, two 
Brighton and Hove wards have a largest numbers. Three secondary schools, Blatchington 
Mill School and Sixth Form College, Hove Park School and Sixth Form Centre and 
Cardinal Newman Catholic School, are located in Hove Park, and Withdean ward has 
Varndean School and College, and Dorothy Stringer School, leading to a high overall 
figure.  

The presence of Sackville in Rother in this table, and other slight anomalies, are due to 
the presence of religious schools, in this instance St. Richards Catholic College. These 
schools tend to have a larger catchment area than most secondary schools and attract 
people from different ethnic backgrounds. Hence the proportion of those who are white in 
the school will be somewhat different to resident population. 
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Table 7.5 Wards with the lowest proportions of white secondary school pupils, 2019 

Ward  District No. of pupils 
who are white 

No. of 
pupils 

% pupils who 
are white 

Gossops Green Crawley 656 1,235 53.1 
Three Bridges Crawley 1,338 2,456 54.5 
Southgate Crawley 649 959 67.7 
Ifield Crawley 746 1,003 74.4 
Midhurst Chichester 799 1,056 75.7 
Hove Park Brighton & Hove 4,049 5,337 75.9 
Sackville Rother 781 1,021 76.5 
Tilgate Crawley 757 983 77.0 
Broadwater Worthing 509 654 77.8 
South Portslade Brighton & Hove 424 529 80.2 
Upperton Eastbourne 903 1,099 82.2 
Withdean Brighton & Hove 2,516 3,025 83.2 
Moulsecoomb & Bevendean Brighton & Hove 783 937 83.6 
Selden Worthing 1,050 1,237 84.9 
Ashdown Hastings 604 701 86.2 

Source: Department for Education School and Pupil Characteristics, 2019 

Figure 7.2 shows a map of wards by the proportion of pupils who have a white ethnic 
background. 
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Figure 7.2 Proportion of 5-9 of white ethnic background, 2011 

 

Source: Department for Education School and Pupil Characteristics, 2019 
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8 Attainment and progression 

This chapter presents information on attainment and progression at Key Stage 4. 
Progression to HE at the end of Key Stage 5 has been covered above in Chapter 2. 

8.1 Key Stage 4 attainment 
Table 8.1 presents information on attainment at Key Stage 4, in the form of Attainment 8 
scores. This measure has been chosen as it has the largest coverage in terms of pupils 
entered, and thus the most robustness when looking at small groups such as those 
eligible for free school meals. 

Attainment 8 measures the achievement of a pupil across 8 qualifications including mathematics 
(double weighted) and English (double weighted), 3 further qualifications that count in the 
English Baccalaureate (EBacc) measure and 3 further qualifications that can be GCSE 
qualifications (including EBacc subjects) or any other non-GCSE qualifications on the DfE 
approved list. Each individual grade a pupil achieves is assigned a point score, from 1 point for a 
GCSE grade G up to 8.5 points for a grade A*3 

The average Attainment 8 score across Sussex in 2018 was 46.4, very similar to the 
figure for England of 46.6 but below the average for the South East of 47.9. Within 
Sussex, Horsham and Mid Sussex had the highest average attainment, with scores just 
over 50, while Hastings had the lowest score, at 39.2 (Figure 8.1). 

Students eligible for free school meals had lower average Attainment 8 scores than those 
who were not eligible. Across Sussex, FSM eligible students had an average score of 
31.4, compared with 47.9 for non-eligible students. This gap is wider than that in England, 
where FSM students scored 34.5 compared with 48.4 for non-FSM eligible students. Thus 
although Sussex has a below average proportion of FSM eligible students, they tend to do 
less well than those in other parts of the country. Within Sussex, FSM students do least 
well in Chichester (27.3), Crawley (29.4) and Wealden (29.7), and do best in Adur (36.6), 
Mid Sussex (35.3) and Horsham (34.8). 

Table 8.1 Average Attainment 8 score per pupil by FSM status and district, 2018 

 All FSM Non-FSM 
Adur 46.4 36.6 47.3 
Arun 43.5 30.5 44.7 

 
3 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/561021/
Progress_8_and_Attainment_8_how_measures_are_calculated.pdf  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/561021/Progress_8_and_Attainment_8_how_measures_are_calculated.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/561021/Progress_8_and_Attainment_8_how_measures_are_calculated.pdf
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Brighton and Hove 48.0 31.2 50.3 
Chichester 44.7 27.3 46.3 
Crawley 43.5 29.4 44.6 
Eastbourne 43.2 32.5 44.9 
Hastings 39.2 30.4 41.8 
Horsham 50.7 34.8 51.5 
Lewes 47.7 33.6 49.2 
Mid Sussex 50.6 35.3 51.3 
Rother 45.3 31.4 47.1 
Wealden 48.2 29.7 49.3 
Worthing 44.7 30.3 46.0 

Sussex 46.4 31.4 47.9 

South East 47.9 31.6 49.4 

England 46.6 34.5 48.4 

Source: Department for Education, 2018 

Figure 8.1 Average Attainment 8 score per pupil by FSM status and district, 2018 

 

Source: Department for Education, 2018 

Figure 8.2 shows the relationship between the proportion of students eligible for free 
school meals and average attainment for districts in Sussex. Looking at overall 
attainment, there is a clear negative relationship with the proportion of FSM students; 
however, when looking at the attainment of FSM students there is very little correlation. 
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This suggests that the attainment of FSM students is broadly similar regardless of the size 
of the FSM population within each ward, and that the differences observed in attainment 
for all students is largely influenced by the size of the FSM student population in different 
wards. Thus in wards with a high proportion of FSM students, the overall attainment score 
is likely to be lower than in a ward with a low proportion of FSM students, but the 
attainment of both FSM and non-FSM students is likely to be broadly similar. 

Figure 8.2 Relationship between attainment and FSM at district level, 2018 

 

Source: Department for Education, 2018 

8.1.1 Attainment by gender and ethnicity 
Data for Sussex show that girls do better than boys in their GCSEs, as is the case for the 
whole of England. Figure 8.3 shows variation in average Attainment 8 scores by gender 
and by FSM status, and shows not only that girls do better than boys, but that the gap is 
wider among FSM students (8.2 points difference) and among non-FSM students (5.4 
points difference). 

Figure 8.4 shows variation in attainment by gender and ethnicity. Across all ethnic groups, 
girls do better than boys, while Asian and Chinese pupils do better than white pupils, and 
Mixed pupils have very similar attainment, although Black pupils have slightly lower 
attainment levels than white pupils. 
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Figure 8.3 Average Attainment 8 score by gender and FSM, Sussex, 2018 

 

Source: Department for Education, 2018 

Figure 8.4 Average Attainment 8 score by gender and ethnicity, Sussex, 2018 

 

Source: Department for Education, 2018 
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8.2 Progression at Key Stage 4 
Progression at the end of Key Stage 4 is measured in terms of sustained education or 
employment destinations – these could be sixth form or FE college, an apprenticeship, or 
other employment which may or may not include training. Progression rates are broken 
down by ‘disadvantage status’ which is a slightly broader definition than FSM eligibility: 

Disadvantaged pupils include pupils known to be eligible for free school meals (FSM) in any 
spring, autumn, summer, alternative provision or pupil referral unit census from year 6 to year 11 
or that are looked after children for at least one day or are adopted from care. These are the 
pupils who would have attracted the pupil premium at the end of the academic year. 

The progression rates into sustained education or employment destinations in Sussex 
were the same as the rates for England – 94 per cent of all pupils were in a sustained 
destination; 88 per cent of disadvantaged pupils and 96 per cent of other pupils (Table 
8.2). Figure 8.5 shows that Hastings had the lowest overall progression rate (90.3%) and 
the lowest rate for disadvantaged pupils (83%) while Eastbourne had the lowest rate for 
other pupils (93.0%). 

Table 8.2 Proportion of students with sustained education or employment destination, by 
disadvantage status, 2016/17 

 

Disadvantaged 
pupils 

Other 
pupils 

All 
pupils 

Adur 86.2 93.6 91.5 
Arun 86.3 95.4 93.5 
Brighton and Hove 90.3 97.0 95.3 
Chichester 90.6 97.9 96.7 
Crawley 86.8 95.3 93.4 
Eastbourne 88.8 93.0 91.9 
Hastings 83.0 94.9 90.3 
Horsham 87.1 96.5 95.4 
Lewes 84.9 97.6 95.0 
Mid Sussex 87.6 97.3 96.3 
Rother 87.7 96.7 95.1 
Wealden 87.3 96.8 95.3 
Worthing 91.2 95.8 95.0 

Sussex 87.7 96.2 94.4 

England 88 96 94 

Source: Department for Education, 2016/17 

Table 8.3 shows the wards with the lowest KS4 progression rates, which are 
predominantly coastal wards plus Tilgate in Crawley, and these wards have featured on 
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most of the working class definitions. This provides further evidence of the relationship 
between working class status and lower educational outcomes within Sussex. 

 

Figure 8.5 Progression rates by disadvantage status and district, 2016/7 

 

Source: Department for Education, 2016/17 

 

Table 8.3 Wards with lowest KS4 progression rates, 2016/17 

 

 Disadvantaged 
pupils 

Other 
pupils 

All 
pupils 

Tilgate Crawley 75 86 82.0 
Hampden Park Eastbourne 82 83 82.6 
Ore Hastings 86 88 86.9 
Conquest Hastings 71 96 88.1 
Angmering & Findon Arun 77 91 88.8 
Moulsecoomb and Bevendean Brighton & Hove 92 87 89.8 
Langney Eastbourne 88 93 91.1 
Cokeham Adur 88 93 91.5 
West St Leonards Hastings 86 95 91.5 
Southwick Green Adur 85 94 91.5 

Source: Department for Education, 2016/17 
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9 SLN:COP participation data 

SLN:COP provided aggregate data on the numbers of pupils they have worked with by 
ward. In total there were 19,842 SLN:COP participants across the Sussex region.  

9.1 Geographical distribution of participants 
The largest numbers of pupils who had worked with SLN:COP were within the district of 
Brighton and Hove, at almost 4,000, accounting for one in five of all participants (Table 
9.1). There were 2,955 pupils with whom SLN:COP worked in Eastbourne (14.9%) and a 
further 2,590 in Hastings (13.1%). No schools in either Mid Sussex or Horsham are part of 
the SLN:COP network outreach. No wards in Horsham are considered low participation 
(POLAR quintiles 1 and 2), and the only low participation wards in Mid Sussex are in 
Burgess Hill. 

Table 9.1 SLN:COP participants by district,  

District Total no. of SLN:COP participants % of total SLN:COP participants 
Adur 1,054 5.3 
Arun 1,885 9.5 
Brighton and Hove 3,954 19.9 
Chichester 348 1.8 
Crawley 1,580 8.0 
Eastbourne 2,955 14.9 
Hastings 2,590 13.1 
Horsham 0 0.0 
Lewes 1,844 9.3 
Mid Sussex 0 0.0 
Rother 1,396 7.0 
Wealden 1,074 5.4 
Worthing 1,162 5.9 

Sussex 19,842 
 

Source: SLN:COP, 2019 

Figure 9.1 shows the pupil locations for Sussex Learning Participants across Sussex. 
There are several wards in Brighton, Eastbourne and Hastings with a large number of 
SLN:COP participants. 
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Figure 9.1 SLN:COP participants by ward, 2019 

 

Source: SLN:COP, 2019 
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9.2 Gender and ethnicity 
Slightly over half of all participants (50.8%, 10,079 pupils) were male. By ward, the 
proportions ranged from 58 per cent in Hailsham East in Wealden, to 44 per cent in 
Hillside in Adur. 

White pupils/students made up 88 per cent of the total number of participants for whom 
ethnicity data were available, broadly in line with the proportion of secondary school 
pupils who are white of 87 per cent. Turning to the non-white groups, 4.6 per cent of 
participants were of Mixed ethnicity, 3.8 per cent were Asian, 2.1 per cent were Black, 
and 1.2 per cent were from Other ethnic groups. There was no difference by gender in the 
proportion of white participants. By area, the lowest proportions of white participants were 
in Broadfield (60%), Bewbush (66%) and Tilgate (76%) wards in Crawley, followed by 
East Brighton (81%). There were five wards (out of 38) where more than 95 per cent of 
participants were white. 
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10 Summary 

There are a number of ways of identifying the ‘working class’ population, and this report 
has examined a range: 

■ Eligibility for free school meals – eligibility is based on families in receipt of benefits, but 
is measured at the level of the school/college 

■ Progression to HE – the proportion of young people within a local area who enter 
higher education 

■ Material deprivation, as proxied by the Index of Multiple Deprivation – another area-
based definition; there are sub-domains related to income, employment and 
education/skills within the overall index, and a related index looking at income 
deprivation affecting children, although they all paint a similar picture 

■ Socio-economic group – based on individuals’ occupation and employment status, with 
a working class definition based on those in semi-routine and routine jobs, or those not 
in work; 

■ Claimant count – individuals claiming work-related benefits (Jobseekers Allowance, 
Employment and Support Allowance, Income Support, or Universal Credit) 

The first of these is school-based and so data are only available for locations of schools, 
rather than where students live, and so the data do not cover all local areas within 
Sussex. However, for the last four, data are available for all wards in Sussex, and we 
have produced a composite map showing the number of these working class indicators 
that each ward meets, using the following definitions: 

■ POLAR – in the bottom two quintiles nationally 

■ IMD – in the bottom quartile within Sussex 

■ Socio-economic group – at least 25% of residents in NS-SEC groups 6, 7 and 8 

■ Claimant count – unemployment rate of 2.5% or higher 

Figure 10.1 shows the number of these working class indicators that each ward meets. 
Areas meeting all four measures are mainly found along the coast across both East and 
West Sussex, and around Crawley and Hailsham, while other major towns have wards 
meeting some of the measures. The rural areas across Sussex generally meet none of 
the working class measures.  

Comparing this map with the map of SLN:COP participation data shows a very close 
correlation between where SLN:COP is working and where the heaviest concentrations of 
working class residents are located. However, based on our research there is evidence to 
suggest that SLN:COP could increase activity in Hastings, Crawley, Eastbourne and 
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Worthing, to match the high concentrations of working class pupils in these areas. There 
is also evidence to suggest SLN:COP activity would be beneficial in more rural towns, for 
example Uckfield and Crowborough in East Sussex where there is currently no SLN:COP 
activity. 

The impact of ‘working class-ness’ on student outcomes (attainment and progression) is 
confirmed by the available local (Sussex) data and by national data. 

Looking first at attainment, students eligible for free school meals in Sussex have lower 
attainment than other students, and the size of the FSM eligible population by district 
impacts on the overall average attainment scores, although the average attainment for 
FSM-eligible students does not vary consistently by the size of the FSM population. 
However, FSM students in Sussex have lower average attainment than those elsewhere 
in England. 

Turning to progression at Key Stage 4, after GCSEs, Sussex data show that 
disadvantaged students, which includes those eligible for FSM, are less likely to move 
into a sustained education or employment destination than non-disadvantaged students, 
although the vast majority of disadvantaged students, around nine out of ten, do move 
into sustained education/employment destinations. 

Finally, looking at progression to HE, national data confirm that FSM-eligible students 
have lower progression rates than non-FSM students. In addition, male students have 
lower progression rates than female students, regardless of FSM status, and white 
students have lower progression rates than non-white students, regardless of FSM status 
or gender. These national data confirm that white, male students eligible for FSM (and 
thus likely to be ‘working class’) have the lowest progression rates to HE and are 
therefore a key priority group for widening participation and outreach. 

Sussex data on ethnicity show that the areas of greatest concentrations of working class 
tend to be those with the highest proportion of non-white students, which to some extent 
will even out the sizes of the white working class populations compared with areas that 
are slightly less ‘working class’ but more predominantly white. 

The analysis has been based on existing information published by the various sources, 
and as such is limited to the breakdowns that these sources use. In some situations we 
have data broken down by gender and ethnicity, but only at the level of the whole of 
Sussex, or even only nationally, while in other situations we have data down to wards but 
with no breakdowns by individual characteristics. Moving forward, it would be possible to 
extend the analysis by requesting National Pupil Database data linked to Higher 
Education student data to fully understand the links between working class, other 
individual characteristics, and educational attainment and progression, at the Sussex level 
and even for local areas within Sussex. 
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Figure 10.1 Number of working class indicators (POLAR, IMD, socio-economic group and claimant count) by ward, 2011-19 

 
Note: yellow dots indicate locations of secondary schools in Sussex 

Source: IES calculations from POLAR, IMD, Census and Claimant Count data 
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