") Check for updates

Received: 3 November 2020 Accepted: 20 April 2021

DOI: 10.1002/rev3.3291

RESEARCH SYNTHESIS Review of Education

Socioeconomic status and school
absenteeism: A systematic review and
narrative synthesis

Edward M. Sosu' @ | Shadrach Dare’ | Claire Goodfellow®® |
Markus Klein'

'School of Education, University of

Strathelyde, UK Abstract

;icn':jﬂe‘z’“&gea“h Sciences, University of School absenteeism is detrimental to life course
Institute of Health and Wellbeing, outcomes and is known to be socioeconomically
University of Glasgow, UK stratified. However, the link between socioeconomic
Correspondence status (SES) and school absence is complex given
Eﬂﬁﬁ,t“;o?‘;“mtﬁzg‘;ﬂ‘125"8”;?;';';5 the multidimensional nature of both family SES (e.g.,
Road, Glasgow G4 OLT, UK. income, education, occupational status) and absen-

Email: edward sosu@strath.ac.uk . . . .
teeism (e.g., truancy, sickness, suspension). Despite
Funding information

Economic and Social Research Council, the vast literature on socioeconomic inequalities in
Grant/Award Number: ES/R004943/1 school attendance, no systematic review on SES and
school absenteeism exists. This study systematically
reviewed and provides a narrative synthesis of journal
articles (n = 55) published between 1998 to 2019 on
the association between SES dimensions and forms
of absenteeism. The majority of studies from high-
income contexts found an association between SES
and absenteeism in the expected direction, albeit
on average with small effect sizes. Studies largely
confirmed these findings among populations at risk
of school absence and those from low- and middle-
income countries. There was greater evidence for an
association between absenteeism and SES meas-
ured at the family than the school level. Studies using

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution
and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

© 2021 The Authors. Review of Education published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of British Educational Research
Association.

Rewview of Education. 2021;9:e3291. wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/roe 1of 28
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3291


www.wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/roe
mailto:﻿
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7026-8470
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5990-8150
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1195-8938
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:edward.sosu@strath.ac.uk
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1002%2Frev3.3291&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-08-18

2of28 | Review of Education SOSU et aL.

SES measures of financial resources (e.g., free or
reduced-price lunch) provided more evidence for this
association than studies measuring sociocultural re-
sources (e.g., parental education). We found limited
evidence that socioeconomic gaps in absenteeism
vary by the reasons for absence. Research on the
mediating pathways between SES and absenteeism
is sparse. A key implication is that attempts to ad-
dress inequalities in educational outcomes must in-
clude tackling SES gaps in school attendance.
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Context and implications
Rationale for this study

Our narrative review synthesised the literature on socioeconomic status (SES) and
school absenteeism.

Why the new findings matter

Inequalities in school absenteeism may partly account for socioeconomic disparities
in children’s academic achievement. We found that lower SES is associated with
higher levels of absenteeism in most of the studies we reviewed, including among
disadvantaged groups.

Implications for policy-makers and practitioners

Given robust evidence that school absences are detrimental to children’s academic
achievement, policy-makers and practitioners need to place an explicit focus on
addressing socioeconomic disparities in school attendance in order to close SES
achievement gaps. This will be particularly important in tackling the consequences
of Covid-19 related school closures around the world. An intersectional approach
that addresses multiple disadvantages should be adopted to tackle inequalities in
school attendance. Researchers should address several gaps, such as directly
comparing SES effects across different reasons for absenteeism and examining the
mechanisms by which SES leads to absenteeism.

INTRODUCTION

Prolonged periods of absences during school have significant consequences for individu-
als’ life courses. Children and adolescents who frequently miss school are at a higher risk
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of dropping out from school, attaining lower qualifications, showing risky sexual and drug-
related behaviours, or being involved in criminal activities (Alexander et al., 1997; Hallfors
et al., 2002; Balfanz ef al., 2007; Gottfried, 2010; Balfanz & Byrnes, 2012; Morrissey et al.,
2014; Wolf & Kupchik, 2017). In the longer term, school absenteeism lowers employment
probability (Cattan et al., 2017) and leads to greater economic difficulties in early adult-
hood (Ansari ef al., 2020). To reduce the risk of these life course disadvantages for in-
dividuals and associated costs to the state, researchers, policymakers, and practitioners
have stressed the role of identifying and tackling the determinants of school absenteeism
(European Commission, 2013; Attendance Works, 2016; Jordan & Miller, 2017; Gottfried &
Hutt, 2019; OECD, 2019).

An important risk antecedent of school absenteeism identified in several studies is family
socioeconomic status (SES) (e.g., Gottfried & Gee, 2017; Gubbels ef al., 2019; Klein et al.,
2020). Students from lower SES backgrounds are over-represented among those absent
from school (e.g., Morrissey et al., 2014; Gottfried & Gee, 2017; Gennetian ef al., 2018;
Gubbels et al., 2019). For instance, Garcia and Weiss (2018) found that 23.2% of students
eligible for free and reduced-price lunch (FRPL) missed three or more days of school per
month compared to only 15.4% of those not eligible for FRPL. Students on FRPL were also
more than twice as likely to be absent than their peers without FRPL (2.3% vs. 1.1%) when
looking at school absence of more than 10 days a month.

Socioeconomic inequalities in school absenteeism are relevant because they parallel
SES gaps in children’s academic achievement (Sirin, 2005; Chmielewski, 2019) and may
partly account for these socioeconomic disparities. Additionally, research suggests that
school absences may be more harmful to children from lower SES families (Ready, 2010;
Gershenson et al., 2017; Smerillo ef al., 2018). This is because parents from lower SES
backgrounds have fewer financial, social and educational resources necessary (e.g., Yeung
et al., 2002; Cooper & Stewart, 2020) to support their children in catching up with missed
school lessons (Ready, 2010). Parental involvement in home learning also varies across
socioeconomic strata (Guryan et al., 2008), affecting how parents from different SES back-
grounds moderate the harmful consequences of school absences on their children’s learn-
ing. These arguments are consistent with research on the ‘summer learning gap’, indicating
that children from lower SES families gain fewer academic skills during summer holidays
than children from higher SES families (e.g., Alexander et al., 2001; Downey ef al., 2004,
Von Hippel et al., 2018). Hence, socioeconomic inequalities in school absenteeism may lead
to an accumulation of multiple disadvantages in the educational trajectory of children from
lower SES families (Kallio ef al., 2016).

However, the link between family SES and school absenteeism is complex, given the
multidimensional nature of family SES and school absenteeism. Researchers primarily de-
fined and measured family SES using the traditional tripartite indicators of family income,
parental occupation, and parental education. Others used proxy measures for poverty,
such as FRPL, to indicate low financial resources (e.g., Garcia & Weiss, 2018). Studies
also measured SES at the school or neighbourhood rather than the individual level (e.g.,
Kirk, 2009). While these different dimensions of family SES are associated with each other,
they have independent and unique influences on educational outcomes, including school
absenteeism (e.g., Schenck-Fontaine & Panico, 2019; Klein ef al., 2020). Further, school
absenteeism forms (e.g., overall, truancy, or sickness absence) may be differently associ-
ated with family SES. To address socioeconomic inequalities in school absence effectively,
we need to disentangle these complexities and provide a thorough account of the existing
evidence.

Disentangling socioeconomic inequalities in school absenteeism by SES dimensions may
also give us insights into possible mechanisms. For instance, greater evidence of associa-
tions between family income and school absenteeism may suggest mediating pathways via
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economic resources or family stress (Shaw & Shelleby, 2014). In comparison, more robust
evidence for associations with parental education hints at the role of cultural resources as hy-
pothesised by cultural capital theories (Bourdieu, 1977). A school or neighbourhood effect of
SES independent of family SES suggests the additional impact of school or neighbourhood-
level risks for absenteeism (Teasley, 2004; Galster, 2012; Gottfried, 2014).

Although several reviews have examined the broad contextual determinants of school ab-
senteeism (e.g., Gubbels et al., 2019), there has been no systematic review of the literature
that specifically examines the association between SES and children’s school absences.
Additionally, no existing studies have examined these associations considering the nuances
of SES and school absenteeism. Our narrative synthesis aims to systematically synthesise
the research evidence on the association between various SES dimensions and different
forms of school absenteeism.

THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Sociological and psychological theories suggest children from families with lower SES
face several structural barriers that affect their developmental and educational outcomes
(Bourdieu, 1977; Mayer, 1997; Conger et al., 2010). These theories provide insight into how
family SES can lead to increased risks of school absenteeism.

According to Bronfenbrenner’s ‘hioecological model’ (Bronfenbrenner, 1993), children’s
developmental outcomes are determined by their interactions with their environment. SES
influences school absenteeism by shaping children’s dispositions, resources, immediate
and distal environments such as neighbourhoods, and how they interact with these envi-
ronments (Galster, 2012; Gottfried & Gee, 2017). Other theoretical perspectives attempt to
explore the possible mediating pathways by which family economic circumstances deter-
mine educational outcomes, including school absences. These theories suggest that family
income position may influence absenteeism through developmental, health, neighbourhood,
family discord, parenting, and school alienation mechanisms.

With regard to developmental, health, and neighbourhood mechanisms, the ‘investment
model’ suggests that economic hardship restricts lower SES families to invest in proper
nutrition, health, housing, neighbourhood, and other inputs that improve a child’s well-being
(Mayer, 1997; Shaw & Shelleby, 2014). Poor health and well-being outcomes arising from a
lack of financial resources may decrease children’s school attendance.

The role of family discord and parenting is detailed by the ‘family stress model’ (Conger
et al., 2010; Shaw & Shelleby, 2014). In this model, familial economic pressures and the
strain of having fewer resources available for day-to-day living will increase psychological
distress among parents. Such stressors result in greater family conflict, separation, and
unresponsive parenting styles, leading to inadequate monitoring of children’s school atten-
dance. Family stress is also associated with punitive parenting, leading to childhood con-
duct problems (Kiernan & Huerta, 2008; Rijlaarsdam ef al., 2013; Sosu & Schmidt, 2017), a
known risk antecedent of absenteeism.

Bourdieu’s (1977) ‘cultural capital theory’ provides insight on how schools may alienate
children from lower socioceconomic backgrounds. The cultural capital theory argues that
schools are based on middle-class ideals and, therefore, particularly suit children from these
backgrounds. Thus, children from disadvantaged social classes may feel alienated and dis-
engaged from school practices, leading to lower school attendance. A common thread in all
theories is that SES determines circumstances in which children grow and develop. These
circumstances play a significant role in shaping school behaviour, including attendance.
However, they emphasise different factors (e.g., developmental, health, neighbourhood,
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family discord, parenting and school alienation) as the key mediator of the SES-absenteeism
association.

Overall, the mechanisms by which SES is associated with school absenteeism are multi-
faceted and may depend on the operationalisation of SES and the nature of school absen-
teeism. The consequences of living in socioeconomic disadvantages such as poor health,
behaviour problems, or exposure to crime are all likely to contribute to the association be-
tween SES and children’s school attendance (Currie, 2009; Slopen et al., 2011; Burdick-Will
et al., 2019). While empirical evidence suggests these factors are associated with absentee-
ism, limited research on these mechanisms exist. As argued earlier, understanding how dif-
ferent SES dimensions are associated with school absenteeism will provide further insights
into the dominant mediating pathways.

THE NEED FOR SYSTEMATIC REVIEW AND NARRATIVE SYNTHESIS

Several complexities exist in the association between SES and school absenteeism. First,
SES is defined and measured in multiple ways (e.g., family income, parental occupation,
parental education), making it difficult to draw clear-cut conclusions about the nature of
socioeconomic disparities in school absenteeism. Although different SES dimensions are
interrelated, evidence from studies linking family SES to developmental or educational out-
comes suggests that different components of family SES are likely to influence school ab-
senteeism independently from each other and to a varying extent (Bukodi & Goldthorpe,
2013; Schenck-Fontaine & Panico, 2019). As argued earlier, disentangling socioeconomic
inequalities in school absenteeism by SES dimensions may give us further insights into the
mechanisms.

Second, school absenteeism does not refer to a single concept but is defined and mea-
sured differently. Absenteeism can be defined as excused or unexcused absences or as
more specific reasons for school absence such as exclusion, sickness, truancy, or vacation
during school term (e.g., Heyne et al., 2019; Klein ef al., 2020). Family SES may be a risk
antecedent of excused absences such as sickness due to socioeconomic inequalities in
children’s health (e.g., Evans & Kim, 2007; Currie, 2009). It may also be a risk factor for tru-
ancy due to, for instance, differences in behaviour problems (Mazza et al., 2017). However,
the strength of this relation and its consistency across SES dimensions may differ across
these forms of absenteeism.

Third, how studies measure school absences further complicates collecting clear-cut evi-
dence on the link between SES and school absenteeism. For instance, there are significant
variations in the duration of absenteeism (ranging from one week to over a year) and its
measurement (self-reported survey vs. administrative information). The relation between
SES and school absenteeism may differ across other background characteristics such as
race and gender. It is not clear whether these characteristics influence the nature of the
association found in studies to date.

Fourth, we do not know a lot about the mediating pathways between SES and school
absenteeism. Many risk antecedents identified in previous reviews (e.g., child externalis-
ing and internalising problem behaviour) are influenced by socioeconomic disadvantage
(Rijlaarsdam et al., 2013; Mazza et al., 2017) and are, therefore, possible mediators of the
link between SES and school absenteeism. As a result, there is a need to systematically re-
view studies that considered the mediating pathways between SES and school absenteeism.

Despite these complexities, no studies have synthesised knowledge examining these
nuances in the relation between SES and school absenteeism. The few existing reviews
on school absenteeism have tended to focus on broad contextual determinants of absen-
teeism combined with issues relating to the definition, policy, comorbidity, prevalence, or
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treatment (King & Bernstein, 2001; Reid, 2005; Kearney, 2008; Gubbels ef al., 2019). The
meta-analysis by Gubbels et al. (2019) identified risk factors clustered into child, family,
school, and peer-interaction risk domains. It considered only studies on ‘problematic school
absenteeism’, such as truancy, thereby excluding studies investigating risk factors for over-
all absenteeism or excused absences such as sickness. This exclusion may downplay
the role of SES in shaping school absenteeism. Health problems are socioeconomically
stratified, and family SES is a well-established risk antecedent of health outcomes (Reiss,
2013).

Moreover, although Gubbels ef al. (2019) examined the risks posed by SES, they did not
sufficiently differentiate between SES dimensions. They futher did not provide a synthesis of
evidence on moderating and mediating factors. Efforts to address socioeconomic inequali-
ties in school attendance and to reduce their effect on life-course outcomes require a clearer
understanding of the nature of the association between SES and school absenteeism. In
this review, we address the gaps outlined above by systematically reviewing and narratively
synthesising the evidence on the association between SES at various levels (family, school,
neighbourhood) and forms of school absenteeism.

Specifically, we ask the following research questions:

—

. What is the overall association between SES and school absenteeism?

2. Does the association between SES and school absenteeism differ depending on the SES
dimensions considered?

3. Does the association between SES and school absenteeism vary by the reasons for
absence?

4. Is the association between SES and school absenteeism moderated by other student
characteristics?

5. What factors mediate the association between SES and school absenteeism?

6. Does the association between SES and school absenteeism vary across study

characteristics?

METHOD
Search strategy

To systematically identify, screen and select journal articles on SES and school absen-
teeism (from preschool to upper secondary school), we followed the Preferred Reporting
Items for Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) guidelines (Moher ef al., 2009).
Our electronic search included databases in education (ERIC and Education database),
sociology (ASSIA, Sociological Abstracts and Sociology database), psychology (PsycINFO,
PsycARTICLES), and other multidisciplinary (JSTOR and Web of Science) fields.

First, medical subject headings (MeSH terms) for absenteeism and socioeconomic sta-
tus were constructed and searched in each database. We used the following terms in our
electronic search: (absenteeism, absen*, truan®, exclu*, miss*, suspen®, attend*, expulsion,
late*, discipline*) AND (socioeconomic, socio-economic, “status attainment,” “social mobil-
ity,” “social class,” “class-mobility,” occupation®, wealth, earning®, age, sex, gender, income®,
inequalit®, stratification, marital status, ethnic*, wage*, “parent* education”, poverty). To in-
crease the sensitivity of the search terms, we used the proximity operator ‘N5’ to identify pa-
pers on various forms of school absenteeism. That is, school N5 absen*, school N5 suspen®,
school N5 miss*, school N5 exclu*, school N5 expulsion®, school N5 atten*, school N5 late™.
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Using the proximity operator ensured that the studies retrieved had at least a single instance
where the words ‘school’ and ‘absenteeism’ were within a five-word distance to each other
regardless of the order in which they appear. After that, we combined the terms for absen-
teeism or SES using the Boolean logic OR, and for absenteeism and socioeconomic status
using AND.

To avoid missing out on recently published research, we repeated our search with the
exact keywords in Google Scholar for research published between January 2018 and May
2019. In the last step, we manually searched the reference lists and performed forward
citation, searching with all articles that remained in our sample after the title and abstract re-
view. We also searched for articles on SES and absenteeism in the reference list of Gubbels
et al’s (2019) systematic review.

Eligibility criteria

This study examined research published in journal articles within the past 21 years (1998—
2019). Studies from all countries were eligible. To avoid publication bias, we also included
studies in which the relations between SES and school absenteeism were secondary inter-
est (e.g., SES was a control variable). The majority of primary studies included in the review
investigated a vast range of risk factors for school absenteeism, potentially reducing the
risk of publication bias. For practical purposes, we limited our systematic review to studies
published in English. In addition to these restrictions, we applied the following criteria for
including articles in our review:

1. Studies needed to include family SES measures.

We considered common family SES measures such as composite scores, parents’ oc-
cupation, parents’ education, family income, poverty, proxies of poverty (such as FRPL),
and neighbourhood and housing characteristics of deprivation. Our review excluded any
studies using composite SES scores comprising indicators other than socioeconomic fac-
tors (e.g., age or ethnicity), number of books, or subjective measures of socioeconomic
circumstances.

2. Studies needed to consider school absenteeism as the outcome variable.

We defined school absenteeism as being absent from school premises during a school
day of regular classes. Our definition excludes expulsions, if defined as permanent removal,
but includes out-of-school suspensions during which students are temporarily removed from
school. It also excludes tardiness because students attend classes later during a school
day. Our definition prohibits any form of exclusionary discipline that allows for an alternative
educational provision and keeps children within the school premises (e.g., in-school suspen-
sion). We further refrained from including studies focusing on absenteeism from one curricu-
lar subject or studies focusing on dropout (i.e., where students left schools permanently). We
also discarded studies in which the measure of absenteeism was a combination of forms of
absenteeism that met our inclusion criteria (e.g., out-of-school suspension) and those which
did not (e.g., expulsion). We did not include analyses that controlled for school absenteeism
from previous school years, as this may underestimate the association between SES and
school absenteeism. Lastly, studies investigating absences from college or other forms of
post-secondary education were not considered.
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FIGURE 1 Flow chart of search and selection process

Study selection

Figure 1 shows the selection process of journal articles. The initial search via electronic
databases produced 20,455 records in total. After removing duplicates, 10,678 titles were
reviewed. Following the title review, 189 studies were deemed relevant for abstract consid-
eration. When reviewing abstracts, we only included studies that were published in journals.
Overall, we considered 79 studies for full-text review.

Our Google Scholar search of studies published between January 2018 and May 2019
found 497 records based on the same search terms. After removing duplicates and review-
ing titles, 63 titles were selected. After reviewing the abstracts, 23 studies were selected for
full-text review.

The total number of articles retrieved from both sources was 102 articles (79 from the main
search; 23 from Google Scholar). Following the full-text review, we removed 61 studies either
because they did not meet our inclusion criteria or quality threshold. We excluded studies for
which: (a) it was unclear how SES was measured, (b) the timeframe of absenteeism consid-
ered was very short (one week), (c) statistical output was not reported or reported only selec-
tively, (d) results in tables and text were inconsistent, and (e) there were putative errors in the
statistical analysis (e.g., incorrect coding of multiple dummy variables). Overall, we included
41 studies from our review after detailed reading and analysis of selected manuscripts.

The citation mining of the 41 included articles and the review of Gubbels ef al’s (2019)
reference list resulted in 124 studies for further investigation. After removing duplicates and
any research not published in journals, we reviewed 82 full texts. Fourteen additional studies
were included in our final review. In total, we considered 55 studies that met our inclusion
criteria and were of sufficient quality to be part of our review.
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Data extraction and analysis

We read and extracted data from the included studies using an author-developed data ex-
traction instrument (see Tables S1-S54 in the Supplementary Material for abridged version).
The instrument consisted of the following sections: study focus (primary vs. secondary),
year of publication, country, geographic area (urban vs. rural), school stage, subgroup re-
strictions (e.g., by race or populations with pre-existing health conditions), level of data (in-
dividual vs. school-level), sample size, the form of absenteeism considered, the period of
absenteeism considered, the type of data on absenteeism (survey vs. administrative data),
the measurement of absenteeism (e.g., binary vs. continuous), the dimension and number
of SES measures used, statistical analysis (bivariate vs. multivariable), the effect size and
their interpretation for each SES measure, and whether the study mentioned or tested any
mechanisms.

Due to the vast heterogeneity of studies regarding study focus (primary vs. secondary),
SES and school absenteeism measures, design and statistical methodology, we refrained
from using meta-analytic techniques as this may lead to misleading conclusions (Cheung
& Slavin, 2016; See, 2018). Instead, we adopted a narrative synthesis for summarising our
findings. Following the literature on family SES and developmental outcomes (Anderson
et al., 2018; Cooper & Stewart, 2020), we summarised the results based on the direction of
effect size estimates for each SES dimension considered. We converted all effect sizes (e.g.,
Cohen’s d, correlation coefficients, odds-ratio, standardised regression coefficients) into a
common effect size metric, the correlation coefficient r (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001; Peterson &
Brown, 2005; Borenstein ef al., 2009). Our sample includes effect sizes drawn from studies
using bivariate and multivariable analysis. ‘Positive’ indicates an association in the expected
direction, that is, lower SES increases the level of school absenteeism. ‘Negative’ refers to
an association in the opposite direction to that expected, that is, lower SES decreases the
level of school absenteeism. To provide descriptive evidence on the practical significance
of the association between SES and absenteeism, we used the effect size guidelines by
Funder and Ozer (2019), differentiating between tiny (r < 0.05), very small (0.05 >=r < 0.1),
small (0.1 >=r<0.2), medium (0.2 >=r<0.3), large (0.3 >=r<0.4), and very large (r>=0.4).

We differentiated studies from high-income and middle- and low-income countries using
the World Bank’s classification of economies based on gross national income per capita.
For studies from high-income countries and using individual-level data (n = 37), we provided
the proportions of effect sizes finding an SES effect in the categories discussed above. We
also investigated whether these proportions vary with the SES measure used, the forms of
absenteeism, and other study characteristics.

The remaining 18 studies were clustered into those from low- and middle-income coun-
tries (LMIC) (n = 3), based on specific subgroups of the population (n = 9), and using school-
level data (n = 6). The synthesis of the nine studies based on subgroups of the population
includes special education students, Black students, students with disabilities, low-income
students (2), discipline-referred students (2), asthmatic students, and students with sickle
cell disease.

FINDINGS
Study characteristics
Figure 2 shows the association between studies’ sample size and type of data on absen-

teeism (survey vs. administrative data) over time. There was an increase of journal articles
investigating the link between SES and school absenteeism over time, with more than 80%
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FIGURE 2 Sample size and measurement of absenteeism by year of publication. Note: Sample restricted to
high-income contexts and general student population

of our reviewed articles published from 2010. The number of studies using larger sam-
ple sizes increased over time, and this trend was similar for studies using administrative
and survey data. While there is a huge variety of sample sizes across studies (min = 166;
max = 291,040; median = 9350), there is no indication that the sample size is dependent on
the type of data.

Table 1 provides summary statistics for the 37 comparable studies from high-income
countries. It shows an equal proportion of studies examining the association between SES
and school absenteeism as a primary or secondary focus. The overwhelming majority (83%)
of studies was conducted in the United States. Only 6 out of 37 articles referred to the
European context: two studies from the United Kingdom (Attwood & Croll, 2006; Paget
et al., 2018), two studies from Switzerland (Salzer et al., 2012; Teuscher & Makarova, 2018),
one from Ireland (Darmody et al., 2008), and one from Norway (Ingul ef al., 2012). Almost
two-thirds (65%) of the studies drew on data from the general population, with 30% focused
exclusively on urban areas, and only two studies (5%) were based on rural areas (Hunt &
Hopko, 2009; Rhoad-Drogalis & Justice, 2018). We found studies on all school stages, al-
though research within high school contexts was predominant. The most prominent forms of
absenteeism considered were overall absenteeism (38%), out-of-school suspension (30%)
and truancy (22%). Only one study considered more than one form of absenteeism (truancy
and sickness-related absence) (Austin & Totaro, 2011).

Studies varied in their measurement of absenteeism concerning duration, type of data,
and operationalisation. The overwhelming majority of studies (73%) used only one measure
of SES in their analysis. The most popular measures of SES were FRPL (30% of the esti-
mates), parental education (21%) and family income (19%). The majority of studies (76%)
used SES measures at the family rather than the school or neighbourhood level. Finally,
multivariable statistics was the most common analytic strategy (70%).
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TABLE 1 Study characteristics (n = 37)

No. of
studies (%)

Study focus on family SES and absenteeism

Primary 19 (51)
Secondary 18 (49)
Country
USA 12 (32)
US state/city/district 19 (51)
UK 2(9)
Ireland 1(3)
Norway 1(3)
Switzerland 2(5)
Geographic location
Urban and rural 24 (65)
Urban 11 (30)
Rural 2(5)
School stage
K-12 2(9)
Elementary to high school 6 (16)
Kindergarten and elementary school 2(5)
Elementary and middle school 3(8)
Middle and high school 4 (11)
Preschool 2(5)
Kindergarten 2(5)
Elementary school 3(8)
Middle school 3(8)
High school 10 (27)
Form of absenteeism measured
Overall absenteeism 14 (38)
Sickness 3(8)
Truancy 8(22)
Suspension 11 (30)
Truancy and sickness 1(3)

Period of absenteeism measured

<Half of school year 3(8)
One school year 27 (73)
>0ne school year 6 (16)
Ever in school career 1(3)

Type of data on absenteeism

Administrative 16 (43)
Student self-reported 13 (35)
Parent reported 4 (11)

(Continues)
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

No. of
studies (%)
Teacher reported 4 (11)
Measurement of absenteeism
Binary 19 (51)
Categorical 4 (11)
Continuous 14 (38)
No. of family SES dimensions measured
One 27 (73)
Two 5(14)
Three 4 (11)
Four 1(3)
Dimension of family SES measured’
Free and reduced-price school lunch 16 (30)
Parental education 11 (21)
Parental occupation 5(9)
Poverty 5(9)
Housing tenure 2(4)
Family income 10 (19)
Composite score 4 (8)
Family SES level considered
Individual 28 (76)
Individual + school 6 (16)
School 1(3)
Neighbourhood 2(5)
Statistical analysis
Bivariate 11 (30)
Multivariable 26 (70)

*n = 53: number of family SES measures used across all studies irrespective of considered level (family, school,
neighbourhood).

Socioeconomic status and school absenteeism

The 37 studies in high-income contexts investigated the association between 57 meas-
ures of SES and school absenteeism (Table 2). However, five papers (representing five
effect estimates) did not provide sufficient information to calculate effect sizes, resulting
in 52 estimates. The effect size estimates for each study are included in Supplementary
Table S1. Table 2 shows that only three effect sizes (6%) were ‘negative’ and very small,
that is, lower SES was associated with lower absenteeism levels. Studies overwhelmingly
(94%) found ‘positive’ results, that is, lower SES was associated with higher absenteeism
levels; 29% were of tiny effect size, 12% can be interpreted as very small, 31% were small,
19% were medium, and 4% large. Hence, most studies found ‘positive’ effects that were
at least small (r >= 0.1). Effect size estimates ranged from -0.10 to 0.40, with a median
effect size of 0.11. The unweighted mean of the effect size estimates was 0.11, 95% CI [0.08;
0.14].
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TABLE 2 Effect sizes of SES on absenteeism by SES dimension (n = 52)

Negative Positive

Very Very
n small Tiny small Small Medium Large
Overall 52 3 (6) 15(29) 6(12) 16 (31) 10 (19) 2(4)

Family SES dimensions

Free and reduced-price school lunch

Overall 16 — 4(25) 2(13) 8 (50) 1(6) 1(6)

Family 10 - - 1(10) 7 (70) 1(10) 1(10)

School 6 - 4(67) 1(17) 1(17) — —
Poverty

Overall 5 1(20) 1(20) 1(20) 1(20) 1(20) -

Family 4 1(25) 1(25) 1(25) 1(25) -

Neighbourhood 1 - - 1(100) - - —
Family income

Overall 9 - 3(33) 1(11) - 5 (56) —

Family 8 - 3(38) - - 5(63) —

Neighbourhood 1 - - 1(100) - - —
Parental occupation

Family 5 1(20) 120 - 2 (40) 1(20) -
Housing tenure

Overall 2 - 1(50) - - - 1(50)

Family 1 - - - - - 1(100)

Neighbourhood 1 - 1(100) - - - —
Parental education

Family 11 1(20) 5(45) 2(18) 1(9) 2(18) -
Composite score

Overall 4 - - - 4 (100) - —

Family 3 - - - 3 (100) - —

Neighbourhood 1 - - - 1(100) - —

Level
Family 42 3(7) 10(24) 3(7) 14 (33) 10 (24) 2 (5)
School/ 10 - 5(50) 3(30) 2 (20) - -
Neighbourhood

Note: Percentages in parentheses are rounded up so may be slightly more than 100 in some cases. Sample restricted to high-
income contexts and general student population.

Figure 3 indicates the trends in effect sizes over time. It illustrates that there is cumulative
evidence that lower SES students are more frequently absent from school than students
from higher SES families. While there is no particular trend regarding the magnitude of ef-
fect sizes, most recent studies are of tiny and very small effect sizes.

Evidence from low- and middle-income countries (LMIC)

The three papers on SES and school absenteeism from LMIC contexts represent research
from Kenya (Dreibelbis ef al., 2013), India (Prakash et al., 2017), and six member countries
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FIGURE 3 SES effect sizes on absenteeism by year of publication (cumulative). Note: Sample restricted to
high-income contexts and general student population

of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) (Pengpid & Peltzer, 2017). Each of
these papers assessed absenteeism over a time frame of less than one month, relied on
a parent or student self-report of days absent and used various SES measures (for more
information, see Table S2 in the Supplementary Material).

Dreibelbis ef al. (2013) found that household wealth reduced the risk of school absentee-
ism by four percentage points for Kenyan girls, whereas the education of both female and
male head of the household had no impact. Among Kenyan boys, being from a family where
the male head of household had at least a primary education reduced the risk of absentee-
ism by four percentage points. Household wealth and the education of the female head of
the household were not associated with absenteeism among boys. Prakash ef al. (2017)
investigated school absenteeism among low-caste girls in India. They found that household
wealth was ‘positively’ associated with a risk of frequent absenteeism (more than four days
absent in the last 30 days), with those from the wealthiest quintile being at the lowest risk.
The effect size for this association was medium (r = 0.23). For ASEAN countries, Pengpid
and Peltzer (2017) showed that more days of reported hunger was ‘positively’ associated
with increased truancy, albeit with a small effect size (r = 0.10). Overall, the results from
LMIC countries reflect findings from high-income contexts.

Evidence from studies among at-risk groups

Nine studies analysed the relation between SES and school absenteeism among at-risk
groups. They included low-income students (Ansari & Purtell, 2018; Gennetian ef al., 2018),
students that were referred for discipline problems (Anyon et al., 2014; Gregoryeft al., 2018),
students with disabilities (Sullivan et al., 2014), students with asthma (Meng ef al., 2012),
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students with sickle cell disease (Schwartz et al., 2009), students with special education
needs (Achilles et al., 2007), and African American students (Hannon ef al., 2013). All of
these studies were conducted in the USA.

Eight out of the nine subgroup studies found a ‘positive’ association between SES and
school attendance. One study reported both a ‘positive’ and a ‘negative’ association for the
two different socioeconomic measures in their analysis (Anyon ef al., 2014). Effect size es-
timates based on eight studies (excluding Gennetian et al., 2018) range from —0.02 to 0.28;
43% were of tiny effect size, 7% very small, 29% small and 21% medium.

SES was associated with out-of-school suspension among students with disabilities
(Sullivan et al., 2014), those with special education needs (Achilles et al., 2007), and
among African American students (Hannon et al., 2013). A ‘positive’ association was
also reported between FRPL eligibility and suspension among those who received a
referral due to discipline problems (Gregory ef al., 2018). Anyon ef al. (2014) reported a
‘positive’ association between FRPL and suspension among students who received dis-
ciplinary referrals but a ‘negative’ association between homelessness and suspension,
suggesting that homeless students were less likely to be suspended than non-homeless
peers.

Meng et al. (2012) reported an association between low family income and the number
of days missed from school due to asthma-related sickness. Schwartz ef al. (2009) found
an association between family income and absenteeism among students with sickle cell
disease, with those from higher-income households less likely to be absent from school.
Ansari and Purtell (2018) reported a ‘positive’ association between parental education and
absenteeism from Head Start among 3- to 4-year-olds from low-income households. Finally,
Gennetian ef al. (2018), using fixed-effects regressions, found that higher family income
was ‘positively’ associated with increased school attendance among low-income students
across all three different grades investigated. Overall, the evidence from studies based on
subgroups mainly supports findings on the general student population. Effect sizes for the
individual studies are reported in Supplementary Table S3.

Evidence from studies based on school-level data

Six studies examined the association between school-level SES and absenteeism using
school-level data (Raeffele Mendez ef al., 2002; Christle ef al., 2004; Gregory ef al., 2011,
Gagnon et al., 2017; van Eck ef al., 2017; Allen et al., 2019). All of these were US based and
used the percentage of students on FRPL as the measure of school-level SES. Five of the
six studies found an association in the expected direction, with the remaining study report-
ing a medium ‘negative’ association (r = —0.25). Among the ‘positive’ findings, effect sizes
ranged from r = 0.12 to 0.57 with 33% small, 50% large and 17% very large. More specifi-
cally, three of the studies found that schools with a higher percentage of children on FRPL
had a higher suspension rate (Raeffele Mendez ef al., 2002; Christle et al., 2004; Gagnon
et al., 2017). Allen et al. (2019) provided further evidence for these ‘positive’ associations
between school-level FPRL, suspension and overall absenteeism. Gregory et al. (2011) re-
ported that school SES was associated with a greater risk of suspension for White and Black
high schools students. Only Van Eck ef al. (2017) found a ‘negative’ association whereby
schools with a higher percentage of students eligible for FRPL had a lower rate of chronic
absenteeism. Overall, the evidence from school-level data suggests that lower school-level
SES is associated with increased school absenteeism. However, due to potential issues of
‘ecological fallacy’, the findings cannot be interpreted as representing associations with fam-
ily SES (Sirin, 2005).
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SES dimensions and school absenteeism

Table 2 shows how effect sizes vary across SES dimensions. Studies that employed a com-
posite SES measure, FRPL, and parental occupation were more likely to find small or larger
associations. Over 60% of analyses using these measures at the family, school or neigh-
bourhood level found small or larger associations with school absenteeism. The second
group of SES measures (family income, poverty, housing tenure) found associations with
school absenteeism that were small or larger in over 40% of analyses. Parental education
forms the third category, with less than 30% of all analyses showing associations consid-
ered small or larger. Very small ‘negative’ associations were only found once for poverty,
parental occupation, and parental education. This heterogeneity may suggest that, com-
pared to household financial conditions, socio-cultural resources play a less decisive role
in determining children’s school attendance. However, the comparison is limited as some of
the SES measures (e.g., composite score and housing tenure) are based on a small number
of studies.

Another way of examining the importance of SES is the difference between individual ver-
sus school or neighbourhood measures. Table 2 indicates that effect sizes for family SES at
the individual level are larger than for neighbourhood and school SES. Although more than
one-fourth of analyses using family SES measures found medium or large ‘positive’ effects,
there are no studies with medium or large ‘positive’ effects using neighbourhood and school
SES measures. Furthermore, 33% of analyses found a small ‘positive’ effect using family
SES measures, but only 20% of analyses with neighbourhood or school measures. Albeit
the three ‘negative’ effect sizes can all be found in analyses with family SES, the percent-
age finding only tiny or very small effect sizes among neighbourhood or school SES is 80%
compared to only 31% among family SES. This stark contrast between effect sizes for family
SES and school/neighbourhood SES is also evident when considering our most common
measure of FRPL.

Regarding studies that examined family and school SES in the same analysis (n = 6), four
of these analyses found that the effect size for family SES was greater than the effect size
for school/neighbourhood SES (e.g., medium vs. tiny). In contrast, one study found a small
effect size for both SES levels. For one study, we could not determine the effect size for the
school SES measure.

Finally, we examined the evidence for a multidimensional effect of SES on school absen-
teeism. Only a small number of studies (n = 10, see Table 1) analysed more than one SES
dimension in a multivariable analysis (not counting the same measure at different levels).
Only three out of ten studies found ‘positive’ associations that were small or larger for each
of the SES measures analysed. Hence, evidence for multiple associations between SES
dimensions and school absenteeism is limited.

SES and forms of absenteeism

Table 3 reports effect sizes by the form of absenteeism considered. The majority of analyses
found a ‘positive’ association that is small or larger (55%) between SES and overall absen-
teeism. The percentage of small or larger ‘positive’ findings is similar for out-of-school sus-
pension (53%) but somewhat reduced for truancy (50%). For sickness-related absenteeism,
the percentage of small or larger effect sizes for SES is 67% and considerably higher than
for other absenteeism forms. However, we need to interpret these differences with caution
as the evidence, particularly for sickness absence, is sparse. Overall, differences in effect
sizes of SES across forms of absenteeism tend to be small.
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TABLE 3 Effectsizes of SES on absenteeism by absence form (n = 52)

Negative Positive
Very
n Very small Tiny small Small Medium Large
Overall absenteeism 20 1(5) 5(259) 3(19) 8 (40) 3(15) -
Sickness absence 3 - 1(33) - - 2 (67) —
Truancy 8 1(12.5) 2 (25) 1(12.5) 2 (25) 2 (25)
Suspension 21 1(5) 7(33) 2(9.5) 6 (29) 3 (14) 2(9.5)

Note: Percentages in parentheses. Sample restricted to high-income contexts and general student population.

Moderators

Six articles examined whether the association between SES and school absenteeism varied
across students’ race (Gregory ef al., 2011; Ganao ef al., 2013; Gottfried, 2014; Gennetian
etal., 2018) or gender (Austin & Totaro, 2011; Hannon et al., 2013; Gottfried, 2014; Gennetian
et al., 2018).

Race

Two of the four studies examining the moderating role of race (Gregory et al., 2011; Ganao
et al., 2013) investigated whether SES was associated with out-of-school suspension among
both White and Black students. Whereas Ganao et al. (2013) reported tiny effect sizes for
family income among both groups (White r = 0.03; African American r = 0.01), Gregory
et al. (2011) found large school SES effects among schools mainly serving White students
(r = 0.31) and small effects among schools mainly serving Black students (r = 0.13). The
reduced impact of school SES among Black students may be due to a smaller school SES
variance in this group. Gottfried (2014), using least square regressions, found that mul-
tiple neighbourhood SES measures (housing tenure, family income, and poverty) were
‘positively’ associated with absenteeism for Black students while only family income was
‘positively’ associated with absenteeism for White students. Gennetian ef al. (2018), using
fixed-effects models, found that family income was ‘positively’ associated with absenteeism
among African American and Hispanic students. The effect of income level on student at-
tendance did not differ by these racial groups. Overall, the limited evidence suggests that
race moderates the association between school/neighbourhood SES and absenteeism but
is no moderator for the link between family SES and absenteeism.

Gender

All five studies considering moderation by gender (Austin & Totaro, 2011; Dreibelbis et al.,
2013; Hannon et al., 2013; Gottfried, 2014; Gennetian et al., 2018) found that SES was
‘positively’ associated with school absenteeism among male and female students. The
findings by Austin and Totaro (2011) did not reveal any differences in the relation between
family income and truancy. Gennetian ef al. (2018) showed that family income level had
a similar ‘positive’ association with student attendance among male and female students.
Dreibelbis et al. (2013) found that household wealth reduced the risk of school absenteeism
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for Kenyan girls but not boys, while the education of the male head of household reduced
the risk of absenteeism for Kenyan boys but not girls. The education of the female head
of household did not have any impact on absenteeism among boys and girls. Gottfried’s
(2014) findings suggest that neighbourhood poverty is more strongly associated with poorer
school attendance among boys than girls. The effect of family income at the neighbour-
hood level did not differ across a child’'s gender. Findings from Hannon et al.’s study (2013)
on African American students indicates a small effect size of SES among female students
(r = 0.12) and tiny effect size for male students (r = 0.02). Overall, the limited evidence is
inconclusive about whether gender moderates the link between SES and absenteeism and
in which direction.

Mediators

In our review, only one study explored the mechanisms between SES and school ab-
senteeism. Ingul ef al. (2012) investigated whether externalising and internalising prob-
lems were mediating pathways for the link between parental education and school
absences in Norway. While internalising behaviour was predicted by parental education,
it did not predict absenteeism. Externalising behaviour was a predictor of school absen-
teeism, but it was not associated with parental education. Hence, externalising and in-
ternalising behaviour did not mediate the link between parental education and school
absenteeism.

Only a small proportion of papers in our review discussed potential mechanisms in
their literature reviews (Darmody et al., 2008; Hunt & Hopko, 2009; Nolan et al., 2013;
Gottfried, 2014; Morrissey et al., 2014; Gottfried & Gee, 2017; Lim ef al., 2019). Even
among studies whose primary goal was to investigate the association between SES and
school absenteeism, only a quarter provided some theoretical considerations on how
SES affects school absence risk. For instance, Gottfried and Gee (2017) investigated
multiple influences of chronic absenteeism through the lens of Bronfenbrenner’s (1993)
bioecological model of development. Darmody et al. (2008) focused on individual and in-
stitutional habitus (Bourdieu, 1977), while Hunt and Hopko (2009) drew on social control
theory (Hirschi, 1969). Other studies provided arguments for the association between
SES and school absenteeism based on specific mediators, such as parental involvement
(Nolan ef al., 2013), role modelling (Gottfried, 2014), health (Lim et al., 2019), and mul-
tiple risk antecedents (Hunt & Hopko, 2009; Morrissey ef al., 2014). Hence, the empiri-
cal findings on SES and school absenteeism are not well situated in a clear theoretical
framework.

The role of study characteristics

Figure 4 shows the percentages of analyses finding a small or larger SES effect on school
absenteeism in the expected direction (i.e., ‘positive’) by study characteristics (Table S5 in
the Supplementary Material differentiates between all effect size groups). Studies found
more frequently larger effect sizes if the primary focus was SES and school absenteeism.
They were also more likely to report larger effect sizes when the data were collected from
urban or rural areas, elementary school stages, administrative sources, and using binary or
categorical outcome measures or shorter periods of absenteeism. Studies using bivariate
statistics reported considerably more effect sizes of small or larger effect than those using
multivariable analyses. There is also an indication that the likelihood of gaining effect sizes
greater or equal to small decreases with the study’s sample size.
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DISCUSSION

The current study aimed to systematically synthesise evidence on the association between
SES and school absenteeism from the past two decades (1998-2019). Overall, most findings
from high-income contexts, LMIC contexts, and at-risk groups show that SES is ‘positively’
linked to school absenteeism. The average effect size for SES in studies from high-income
contexts (unweighted mean r = 0.11) is similar to those found in a recent meta-analysis (low
family SES: weighted mean r = 0.134 and low parental education: weighted mean r = 0.155)
of risk factors of school absenteeism and dropout (Gubbels et al., 2019). Given that fre-
quently absent students miss out on important learning experiences that influence their
educational achievement (Gershenson et al., 2018; Gottfried, 2009, 2010; Morrissey et al.,
2014; Smerillo et al., 2018), socioeconomic inequalities in school absenteeism likely play an
important role in socioeconomic disparities in educational achievement. This suggests a
need for an explicit focus on addressing socioeconomic disparities in school attendance to
close the SES-achievement gap.

The strong evidence of socioeconomic differences in absenteeism among populations
known to be at a higher risk of absenteeism (e.g., low-income students, those with a disability
or at risk of suspension) also suggests an accumulation of multiple disadvantages in the ed-
ucational trajectory of the most vulnerable children (e.g., Kallio ef al., 2016). Socioeconomic
risks may, therefore, intersect with other disadvantages to influence school absenteeism.
These possible interaction effects should be taken into account in research, policy and prac-
tice interventions to address school absenteeism.

Despite support for socioeconomic differences in absenteeism, almost half of the studies
(47%) from high-income contexts found an association that can be considered as very small
‘positive’, tiny ‘positive’ or very small ‘negative.” Although the reasons for these weak associ-
ations require further investigation, evidence from our review on whether associations differ
by SES dimensions provides some insights. We found that studies using parental education
yield smaller effect sizes than studies using free or reduced-price lunch or composite SES
scores. This may suggest that sociocultural resources play a less decisive role in deter-
mining children’s school attendance than financial endowments. There was also greater
evidence suggesting that SES at the family rather than school level is associated with school
absenteeism. A tentative conclusion from our review is that family-level processes (e.g.,
Bourdieu, 1977; Bronfenbrenner, 1993; Mayer, 1997; Conger et al., 2010) arising from low
SES have more detrimental effects on absenteeism than school-level processes. A key
implication is that interventions to reduce social disparities in school absenteeism need to
include support that addresses family-level economic circumstances.

Free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL) was the most widely used SES dimension in our
review. However, this measure is commonly considered as a poor operationalisation of a
family’s economic conditions (Harwell & LeBeau, 2010) because not all students living in
financial hardship claim FRPL. Additionally, in some contexts, FRPL may provide an incen-
tive for lower SES students to go to school and may lead to underestimating the true SES
effect on school absence. While FRPL captures relatively little variation in family income, it
does capture other SES dimensions that are not measured by family income (Domina et al.,
2018). This suggests that other family SES measures should be considered additional com-
ponents rather than substitutes for FRPL when analysing educational outcomes, including
school absenteeism.

Despite an increasing call for investigating the multidimensional effects of family SES
on educational outcomes (Bukodi & Goldthorpe, 2013; Schenck-Fontaine & Panico, 2019),
only a small number of studies examined more than one SES dimension in their analy-
sis. Although there is some evidence that different SES dimensions have differing impacts
on school absenteeism, more research is required to draw clear-cut conclusions on the
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conditions under which multidimensional effects arise. The range of SES measures uniquely
associated with absenteeism covers a broad spectrum of dimensions.

Most studies focused on measuring overall absenteeism (e.g., the number of half-days
absent during a school year) or out-of-school suspension. Fewer studies focused on the
association between family SES and sickness-related absenteeism despite solid evidence
on the link between family SES and children’s health (e.g., Evans & Kim, 2007; Currie, 2009).
There was no clear-cut evidence that socioeconomic inequalities are stronger for one form
of absenteeism than another. However, research directly comparing SES effects across
different reasons for absenteeism is sparse.

Generally, the literature on SES and school absenteeism seems atheoretical, with only
a limited number of studies providing theoretical considerations on why this association
exists. Only one study in our review investigated the mediating pathway of externalising and
internalising behaviour between parental education and school absenteeism (Ingul et al,,
2012). While several studies use multiple predictors in their model, they did not address
possible causal pathways between them. Using a vast number of predictors of absenteeism
may result in overcontrol and collider bias when adjusting for variables that lie on the me-
diating path between SES and school absenteeism (Elwert & Winship, 2014). Therefore, it
may be more informative to explicitly model the direct and indirect effects of SES on school
absenteeism.

The extent to which student characteristics moderate the association between SES and
school absences requires further investigation. There was inconclusive evidence about
whether socioeconomic disparities in school absenteeism differ across boys and girls, and
race did not moderate the link between family SES and absenteeism. Findings were also
inconsistent in how the association between school and neighbourhood SES and absentee-
ism varied across race. There were noticeable influences of a range of study characteristics
on the magnitude of association between SES and school absenteeism, particularly the
study design and sample size. Therefore, we should exercise caution in interpreting SES
effects on school absenteeism based on a single study and replicate results using different
designs, data and contexts.

In addition to those highlighted above, our narrative synthesis has implications for policy-
makers, practitioners and researchers. Since school absenteeism harms children’s aca-
demic achievement (Gershenson et al., 2018; Gottfried, 2009, 2010; Morrissey ef al., 2014;
Smerillo ef al., 2018), it is likely to be an important pathway by which SES influences chil-
dren’'s school performance and later life-course outcomes. If narrowing socioeconomic
attainment gaps is our aim, then there is an urgent need to focus on socioeconomic dis-
parities in school absenteeism more explicitly. Our review also shows that family SES is
an important predictor of school absenteeism among disadvantaged groups such as those
with disability. This suggests that policymakers need to take an intersectional approach that
addresses multiple disadvantages. Interventions to reduce absenteeism should be tailored
to subgroups, targeting combinations of socioeconomic and demographic risk factors and
conceptualising a multi-component intervention framework that combines personalised and
whole-school interventions (Gee, 2018). The findings are also relevant within the current
global context of Covid-19 related school closures. During the Covid-19 school closures,
socioeconomic inequalities in engagement with home learning have exacerbated (Andrew
et al., 2020; Education and Endowment Foundation, 2020; Kuhfeld et al., 2020), which likely
led to an increase in disparities in educational achievement (Engzell ef al., 2021). Covid-19
also exacerbated school absenteeism and perpetuated socioeconomic disparities in school
attendance once schools reopened (Sosu & Klein, 2021). Hence, SES-achievement gaps
have also likely grown even when students returned to school.

Future research may be concerned with several gaps in the literature. First, our knowl-
edge of social inequality in school absenteeism is mainly restricted to overall measures
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of school absences and school suspensions. Researchers should focus on more precise
reasons for school absenteeism, such as family holidays during the school term, family
emergencies, caring responsibilities, or other difficult family circumstances. Ideally, studies
should compare social inequalities in different forms of school absenteeism using the same
data. Only one study in our review considered more than one form of absenteeism. A com-
parison may provide us with greater insights into the role of family resources and behaviours
in shaping social disparities in school absences.

Second, future research on risk factors of school absenteeism needs to consider the
multidimensionality of family SES. Almost three-quarters of the studies in our review tested
the association between one SES dimension and school absenteeism, ignoring other di-
mensions. These studies fail to address the unique effects of different socioeconomic di-
mensions on the risk of school absence, thereby underestimating the full scope of social
inequality in school absenteeism. The mediating pathways by which family income and par-
ents’ education affect children’s risk of school absence are likely to differ as studies of the
link between family SES and educational outcomes suggest (Bukodi & Goldthorpe, 2013;
Schenck-Fontaine & Panico, 2019). Using SES dimensions interchangeably may lead to
misleading conclusions if the link between one SES dimension and school absenteeism is
mainly driven by another SES dimension that remains unobserved.

Third, future research, in addition to modelling SES at the family level, should incorpo-
rate neighbourhood and school SES characteristics more often. Most studies in our review
focused on family SES and school absenteeism. Differentiating these levels and measuring
their unique effects may help us better understand the multifaceted ecological determinants
of school absenteeism.

Fourth, there is a need to investigate the mediating pathways between family SES and
school absenteeism. Future studies should draw on new or existing theoretical proposi-
tions such as the Family Stress Model (Conger ef al., 2010), Bronfenbrenner’s ‘bioecological
model’ (Bronfenbrenner, 1993; Gottfried & Gee, 2017), or the ‘investment model’ (Mayer,
1997) to examine potential mediators (e.g., familial stress, environmental factors, nutrition,
health) of the association between family SES and school absenteeism. These mediating
pathways may vary across different socioeconomic characteristics and forms of absentee-
ism considered.

Finally, we do not know much about the relations between SES and school absences in
different educational settings. While the overwhelming majority of studies were conducted
in the United States, evidence on other contexts is sparse, with only a few studies focusing
on European and LMIC countries. The association between SES and school absenteeism
may depend on the configuration of educational and social security systems. More research
exploring socioeconomic inequalities in school absences in different contexts is required.

CONCLUSION

Our systematic review shows that children from low-SES backgrounds are more likely to
be absent from school than their peers from high-SES backgrounds. Interpreting this over-
all finding is complicated by the multiple ways in which SES and school absenteeism are
measured. However, our narrative synthesis indicates that irrespective of the SES dimen-
sion or absenteeism form considered, socioeconomic inequalities exist. Hence, an impor-
tant dimension of socioeconomic disparities in children’s educational experiences includes
missing out on school. A key implication is that attempts to address inequalities in educa-
tional outcomes must involve tackling socioeconomic gaps in school attendance. There is
abundant evidence that missing out on school has detrimental consequences for academic
achievement and longer-term educational outcomes, particularly for students from lower
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socioeconomic backgrounds (Ready, 2010; Gershenson et al., 2017; Smerillo et al., 2018).
Targeted interventions to increase school attendance among low-SES students are vital in
tackling socioeconomic achievement gaps.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
This study is funded by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) Secondary Data
Analysis Initiative Award ES/R004943/1.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
We have no known conflict of interest to disclose.

ETHICS STATEMENT
Ethical approval for this research was granted by the University of Strathclyde, School of
Education ethics committee.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author
upon reasonable request.

ORCID

Edward M. Sosu ' https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7026-8470
Claire Goodfellow (= https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5990-8150
Markus Klein = https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1195-8938

REFERENCES

Studies marked with an asterisk were included in the review.

*Achilles, G. M., McLaughlin, M. J. & Croninger, R. G. (2007). Sociocultural correlates of disciplinary exclusion
among students with emotional, behavioral, and learning disabilities in the SEELS national dataset, Journal
of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 15(1), 33—45. https://doi.org/10.1177/10634266070150010401

Alexander, K_L_, Entwisle, D. R. & Horsey, C. S_(1997). From first grade forward: Early foundations of high school
dropout, Sociology of Education, 70, 97107 https://doi.org/10.2307/2673158

Alexander, K. L., Entwisle, D. R. & Olson, L. S. (2001). Schools, achievement, and inequality: A seasonal per-
spective, Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 23(2), 171-191. https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373702
3002171

*Allen, J., Way, J. D. & Casillas, A. (2019). Relating school context to measures of psychosocial factors for stu-
dents in grades 6 through 9, Personality and Individual Differences, 136, 96—106. https://doi.org/10.1016/).
paid.2018.01.041

Anderson, L. R., Sheppard, P. & Monden, C. W. (2018). Grandparent effects on educational outcomes: A system-
atic review, Sociological Science, 5(6), 114—142_ https://doi.org/10.15195/v5 a6

Andrew, A_, Cattan, S., Dias, M. C_, Farquharson, C., Kraftman, L., Krutikova, S., Phimister, A_, & Sevilla, A.
(2020). Learning during the lockdown: real-time data on children’s experiences during home learning. IFS
Briefing Note BN288. https://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/14848

*Ansari, A. & Gottfried, M. A. (2018). The benefits of center-based care and full-day kindergarten for school
attendance in the early grades, Child & Youth Care Forum, 47(5), 701-724. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1056
6-018-9453-2

Ansari, A_, Hofkens, T. & Pianta, M. (2020). Absenteeism in the first decade of education forecasts civic engage-
ment and educational and socioeconomic prospects in young adulthood, Journal of Youth and Adolescence,
49(9), 1835—1848._ https://doi.org/10.1007/510964-020-01272-4

*Ansari, A. & Purtell, K. M. (2018). Absenteeism in Head Start and children’s academic learning, Child Development,
89(4), 1088—1098. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12800

*Anyon, Y., Jenson, J. M_, Altschul, |, Farrar, J, McQueen, J., Greer, E., Downing, B. & Simmons, J. (2014).
The persistent effect of race and the promise of alternatives to suspension in school discipline outcomes,
Children and Youth Services Review, 44, 379—386. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2014 06.025

"Attwood, G. & Croll, P. (2006). Truancy in secondary school pupils: Prevalence, trajectories and pupil perspec-
tives, Research Papers in Education, 21(4), 467—484. https://doi.org/10.1080/02671520600942446


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7026-8470
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7026-8470
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5990-8150
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5990-8150
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1195-8938
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1195-8938
https://doi.org/10.1177/10634266070150010401
https://doi.org/10.2307/2673158
https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737023002171
https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737023002171
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.01.041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.01.041
https://doi.org/10.15195/v5.a6
https://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/14848
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-018-9453-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-018-9453-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01272-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12800
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2014.06.025
https://doi.org/10.1080/02671520600942446

24 of 28 Review of Education SOSU et AL

*Austin, W._ A_ & Totaro, M. W._ (2011). Gender differences in the effects of Internet usage on high school absentee-
ism, Journal of Socio-Economics, 40(2), 192—198. https://doi.org/10.1016/).socec.2010.12.017

Balfanz, R. & Byrnes, V. (2012). The importance of being In school: A report on absenteeism in the nation’s public
schools. Johns Hopkins University Center for Social Organization of Schools. https://www_ attendanceworks.
org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/FINALChronicAbsenteeismReport_May16-1_pdf

Balfanz, R_, Herzog, L. & Mac Iver, D. J. (2007). Preventing student disengagement and keeping students on the
graduation path in urban middle-grades schools: Early identification and effective interventions, Educational
Psychologist, 42(4), 223—235_ https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520701621079

Borenstein, M_, Hedges, L. V_, Higgins, J. P. & Rothstein, H. R. (2009). Converting among effect sizes, Introduction
to Meta-analysis, 45—49.

Bourdieu, P. (1977). Cultural reproduction and social reproduction. In J. Karabel & A. H. Halsey (Eds.), Power and
ideology in education (pp. 487-510). Oxford University Press.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1993). Ecological models of human development. In M. Gauvain & M. Cole (Eds.), Readings
of the development of children (2nd ed_, pp. 37—43). Freeman.

Bukodi, E. & Goldthorpe, J. H. (2013). Decomposing “social origins” The effects of parents’ class, status and
education on the educational attainment of their children, European Sociological Review, 29(5), 1024—1039.
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcs079

Burdick-Will, J_, Stein, M. L. & Grigg, J. (2019). Danger on the way to school: Exposure to violent crime, public
transportation, and absenteeism, Sociological Science, 6(5), 118—142_ https://doi.org/10.15195/v6 a5

Cattan, S., Kamhdfer, D. A_, Karlsson, M. & Nilsson, T. (2017). The short- and long-term effects of student ab-
sence: evidence from Sweden. IFS Working Paper W17/21_ https://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/9978

*Chen, C. C_, Culhane, P. D, Metraux, S_, Park, J. M. & Venable, J. C.(2016). The heterogeneity of truancy among
urban middle school students : A latent class growth analysis, Journal of Child and Family Studies, 25(4),
1066—1075. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-015-0295-3

Cheung, A. & Slavin, R. (2016). How methodological features affect effect sizes in education, Educational
Researcher, 45(5), 283—292_ https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X16656615

Chmielewski, A. (2019). The global increase in the socioeconomic achievement gap, 1964 to 2015, American
Sociological Review, 84(3), 517-544_ https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122419847165

*Christle, A. C_, Nelson, C. M. & Jolivette, C. (2004). School characteristics related to the use of suspension,
Education and Treatment of Children, 27(4), 509-526s https://www jstor.org/stable/42899820

Conger, R. D, Conger, K. J. & Martin, M. J. (2010). Socioeconomic status, family processes, and individual de-
velopment, Journal of Marriage and Family, 72, 685—704_ https://doi.org/101111/j.1741-3737.2010.00725 x

Cooper, K. & Stewart, K. (2020). Does household income affect children’s outcomes? A systematic review of the
evidence, Child Indicators Research, 14, 981-1005, https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-020-09782-0

Currie, J. (2009). Healthy, wealthy, and wise: Socioeconomic status, poor health in childhood, and human capital
development, Journal of Economic Literature, 47(1), 87—122_ https://doi.org/10.1257/jel 471.87

*Darmody, M., Smyth, E. & McCoy, S. (2008). Acting up or opting out? Truancy in Irish secondary schools,
Educational Review, 60(4), 359-373. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131910802393399

Domina, T., Pharris-Ciurej, N, Penner, A. M_, Penner, E. K., Brummet, Q_, Porter, S. R. & Sanabria, T. (2018). Is
free and reduced-price lunch a valid measure of educational disadvantage?, Educational Researcher, 47(9),
539-555_ https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X18797609

Downey, D. B, von Hippel, P. T. & Broh, B. A. (2004). Are schools the great equalizer? Cognitive inequality
during the summer months and the school year, American Sociological Review, 69(5), 613—635. https://doi.
org/10.1177/000312240406900501

*Dreibelbis, R., Greene, L. E_, Freeman, M. C_, Saboori, S_, Chase, R. P. & Rheingans, R. (2013). Water, sanita-
tion, and primary school attendance: A multi-level assessment of determinants of household-reported ab-
sence in Kenya, International Journal of Educational Development, 33(5), 457—465. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
ijedudev.2012.07.002

*Duncan, D. T., Hansen, A. R_, Woo Baidal, J_, Lyn, R_, Hill, A_ & Zhang, J. (2017). Perceived not actual overweight
Is associated with excessive school absenteeism among U.S. adolescents, Obesity Research and Clinical
Practice, 11(4), 398—405. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orcp.2016.10.286

Education Endowment Foundation (2020). Impact of school closures on the attainment gap: Rapid Evidence
Assessment. Education Endowment Foundation. https://feducationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/
EEF_(2020) - Impact_of_School_Closures_on_the_Attainment_Gap.pdf

Elwert, F. & Winship, C. (2014). Endogenous selection bias: The problem of conditioning on a collider variable,
Annual Review of Sociology, 40, 3—53.

Engzell, P, Frey, A. & Verhagen, M. D. (2021). Learning loss due to school closures during the Covid-19 pan-
demic, PNAS, 118(17), 2022376118 https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2022376118

European Commission. (2013). Reducing early school leaving: Key messages and policy support. Final report of
the Thematic Working Group on Early School Leaving. https://fec.europa.eu/education/sites/education/files/
early-school-leaving-group2013-report_en pdf


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2010.12.017
https://www.attendanceworks.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/FINALChronicAbsenteeismReport_May16-1.
https://www.attendanceworks.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/FINALChronicAbsenteeismReport_May16-1.
http://pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520701621079
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcs079
https://doi.org/10.15195/v6.a5
https://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/9978
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-015-0295-3
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X16656615
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122419847165
https://www.jstor.org/stable/42899820
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00725.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-020-09782-0
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.47.1.87
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131910802393399
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X18797609
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240406900501
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240406900501
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2012.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2012.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orcp.2016.10.286
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/EEF_(2020)_-_Impact_of_School_Closures_on_the_Attainment_Gap.pdf
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/EEF_(2020)_-_Impact_of_School_Closures_on_the_Attainment_Gap.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2022376118
https://ec.europa.eu/education/sites/education/files/early-school-leaving-group2013-report_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/education/sites/education/files/early-school-leaving-group2013-report_en.pdf

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND SCHOOL ABSENTEEISM Review of Education | 55,523

Evans, G. W. & Kim, P. (2007). Childhood poverty and health. Cumulative risk exposure and stress dysregulation,
Psychological Science, 18(11), 953—957_ https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.02008 x

*Fuhs, M. W._, Nesbitt, K. T. & Jackson, H. (2018). Chronic absenteeism and preschool children’s executive func-
tioning skills development, Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk (JESPAR), 23(1-2), 39-52.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10824669.2018.1438201

Funder, D. C. & Ozer, D. J. (2019). Evaluating effect size in psychological research: Sense and nonsense,
Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science, 2(2), 156—168. https://doi.org/10.1177/25152
45919847202

*Gagnon, J. C_, Gurel, S. & Barber, B. R. (2017). State-level analysis of school punitive discipline practices in
Florida, Behavioral Disorders, 42(2), 65—80. https://doi.org/10.1177/0198742916688652

Galster, G. C. (2012). The mechanism(s) of neighbourhood effects: Theory, evidence, and policy implications. In
M. van Ham, D. Manley, N. Bailey, L. Simpson & D. Maclennan (Eds.), Neighbourhood effects research: New
perspectives (pp. 23—56). Springer.

*Ganao, J. S. D, Silvestre, F. S. & Glenn, J. W. (2013). Assessing the differential impact of contextual factors on
school suspension for Black and White students, Journal of Negro Education, 82(4), 393—407. https://doi.
org/10.7709/jnegroeducation.82 .4 0393

Garcia, E. & Weiss, E. (2018). Student absenteeism. Who misses school and how missing school matters for
performance. Economic Policy Institute. https://www_epi.org/files/pdf/152438 pdf

Gee, K. A_ (2018). Minding the gaps in absenteeism: Disparities in absenteeism by race/ethnicity, poverty
and disability, Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk (JESPAR), 23(1-2), 204-208. https://doi.
org/10.1080/10824669.2018.1428610

*Gennetian, L. A_, Rodrigues, C_, Hill, H. D. & Morris, P. A. (2018). Stability of income and school attendance
among NYC students of low-income families, Economics of Education Review, 63, 20—30. https://doi.
org/10.1016/].econedurev.2018.01.003

Gershenson, S, Jacknowitz, A. & Brannegan, A. (2017). Are student absences worth the worry in U.S. primary
schools?, Education Finance and Policy, 12, 137—165_ https://doi.org/10.1162/EDFP_a_00207

Gershenson, S., McBean, J.R_, & Tran, L. (2018). Quantile regression estimates of the effect of student absences
on academic achievement. 1ZA Discussion Paper Series, No. 11912. (Bonn, Germany, Institute of Labor
Economics (IZA)). https://www.iza.org/publications/dp/11912/quantile-regression-estimates-of-the-effect-
ofstudent-absences-on-academic-achievement

*Gottfried, M. A_. (2009). Excused versus unexcused: How student absences in elementary school affect academic
achievement, Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 31(4), 392—415. https://doi.org/10.3102/01623
73709342467

Gottfried, M. A. (2010). Evaluating the relationship between student attendance and achievement in urban ele-
mentary and middle schools: An instrumental variables approach, American Educational Research Journal,
47(2), 434—465_ https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831209350494

*Gottfried, M. A. (2014). Can neighbor attributes predict school absences?, Urban Education, 49(2), 216—250.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085913475634

*Gottfried, M. A. (2015). Can center-based childcare reduce the odds of early chronic absenteeism?, Early
Childhood Research Quarterly, 32, 160—173. https://doi.org/10.1016/).ecresq.2015.04.002

*Gottfried, M. A. & Gee, K. A. (2017). Identifying the determinants of chronic absenteeism: A bioecological sys-
tems approach, Teachers College Record, 119(7), 1-34.

Gottfried, M. A. & Hutt, E. (2019). Absent from school: Understanding and addressing student absenteeism.
Harvard University Press.

*Gregory, A, Cornell, D. & Fan, X_ (2011). The relationship of school structure and support to suspension rates
for Black and White high school students, American Educational Research Journal, 48(4), 904—-934_ https://
doi.org/10.3102/0002831211398531

*Gregory, A, Huang, F. L., Anyon, Y., Greer, E. & Downing, B. (2018). An examination of restorative interven-
tions and racial equity in out-of-school suspensions, School Psychology Review, 47(2), 167—182_ https://doi.
org/10.17105/SPR-2017-0073 V47-2

Gubbels, J., van der Put, C. E. & Assink, M. (2019). Risk factors for school absenteeism and dropout: A meta-
analytic review, Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 48, 1637—1667. https://doi.org/10.1007/510964-019-
01072-5

Guryan, J_, Hurst, E. & Kearney, M. S. (2008). Parental education and parental time with children, Journal of
Economic Perspectives, 22(3), 23—46. https://doi.org/10.3386/w13993

Hallfors, D, Vevea, J. L., Iritani, B., Cho, H. S_, Khatapoush, S. & Saxe, L. (2002). Truancy, grade point average,
and sexual activity: A meta-analysis of risk indicators for youth substance use, Journal of School Health,
72(5), 205-211. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1746-1561.2002 tb06548 x

*Hannon, L., Defina, R. & Bruch, S. (2013). The relationship between skin tone and school suspension for African
Americans, Race and Social Problems, 5, 281-295_ https://doi.org/10.1007/512552-013-9104-z


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.02008.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10824669.2018.1438201
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245919847202
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245919847202
https://doi.org/10.1177/0198742916688652
https://doi.org/10.7709/jnegroeducation.82.4.0393
https://doi.org/10.7709/jnegroeducation.82.4.0393
https://www.epi.org/files/pdf/152438.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/10824669.2018.1428610
https://doi.org/10.1080/10824669.2018.1428610
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2018.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2018.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1162/EDFP_a_00207
https://www.iza.org/publications/dp/11912/quantile-regression-estimates-of-the-effect-ofstudent-absences-on-academic-achievement
https://www.iza.org/publications/dp/11912/quantile-regression-estimates-of-the-effect-ofstudent-absences-on-academic-achievement
https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373709342467
https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373709342467
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831209350494
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085913475634
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2015.04.002
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831211398531
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831211398531
https://doi.org/10.17105/SPR-2017-0073.V47-2
https://doi.org/10.17105/SPR-2017-0073.V47-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-01072-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-01072-5
https://doi.org/10.3386/w13993
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2002.tb06548.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-013-9104-z

26 of 28 Review of Education SOSU et AL

Harwell, M. & LeBeau, B. (2010). Student eligibility for a free lunch as an SES measure in education research,
Educational Researcher, 39(2), 120—131. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X10362578

Heyne, D., Gren-Landell, M_, Melvin, G. & Gentle-Genitty, C. (2019). Differentiation between school atten-
dance problems: Why and how?, Cognitive and Behavioral Practice, 26, 8—34. https://doi.org/10.1016/).
cbpra.2018.03.006

von Hippel, P. T., Workman, J. & Downey, D. B. (2018). Inequality in reading and math skills forms mainly be-
fore kindergarten: A replication, and partial correction, of “Are schools the great equalizer?”, Sociology of
Education, 91(4), 323—357._ https://doi.org/10.1177/0038040718801760

Hirschi, T. (1969). Causes of delinquency (Berkeley, CA, University of California Press).

*Huang, F. L. (2018). Do Black students misbehave more? Investigating the differential involvement hypoth-
esis and out-of-school suspensions, The Journal of Educational Research, 111(3), 284—294_ https://doi.
org/10.1080/00220671.2016.1253538

*Huang, F.L. & Cornell, D. G. (2017). Student attitudes and behaviors as explanations for the Black-White suspen-
sion gap, Children and Youth Services Review, 7.3, 298—308. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.01.002

*Hunt, M. K. & Hopko, D. R. (2009). Predicting high school truancy among students in the Appalachian South,
Journal of Primary Prevention, 30, 549—567. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-009-0187-7

*Ingul, J. M., Kléckner, C. A_, Silverman, W. K. & Nordahl, H. M. (2012). Adolescent school absenteeism:
Modelling social and individual risk factors, Child and Adolescent Mental Health, 17(2), 93—100. https://doi.
org/10.1111/).1475-3588 .2011.00615.x

Jordan, W. P. & Miller, R. (2017). Who's in: Chronic absenteeism under the every student succeeds act. FutureEd,
Georgetown University, McCourt School of Public Policy. https://www future-ed.org/wp-content/uploa
ds/2017/09/REPORT_Chronic_Absenteeism_final_v5.pdf

Kallio, J. M_, Kauppinen, T. M. & Erola, J. (2016). Cumulative socio-economic disadvantage and secondary edu-
cation in Finland, European Sociological Review, 32(5), 649—661. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcw021

Kearney, C. A. (2008). School absenteeism and school refusal behavior in youth : A contemporary review, Clinical
Psychology Review, 28, 451—471_ https://doi.org/10.1016/].cpr.2007.07.012

Kiernan, K. E. & Huerta, M. C. (2008). Economic deprivation, maternal depression, parenting and children’s cog-
nitive and emotional development in early childhood, British Journal of Sociology, 59(4), 783—806. https://
doi.org/10.1111/].1468-4446 200800219 x

King, N. J. & Bernstein, G. A. (2001). School refusal in children and adolescents: A review of the past 10
years, Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 40(2), 197—205. https://doi.
org/10.1097/00004583-200102000-00014

*Kirk, D. S. (2009). Unraveling the contextual effects on student suspension and juvenile arrest: The independent
and interdependent influences of school, neighborhood, and family social controls, Criminology, 47(2), 479—
520. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1745-9125.2009.00147 x

Klein, M., Sosu, E. M. & Dare, S. (2020). Mapping inequalities in school attendance: The relationship between
dimensions of socioeconomic status and forms of school absence, Children and Youth Services Review,
118, 105432. https://doi_org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105432

Kuhfeld, M., Soland, J_, Tarasawa, B_, Johnson, A_, Ruzek, E. & Liu, J. (2020). Projecting the potential impact of
COVID-19 school closures on academic achievement, Educational Researcher, 49(8), 549-565. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0013189X20965918

*Lim, E., Davis, J., Choi, S. Y. & Chen, J. J. (2019). Effect of sociodemographics, health-related problems, and
family structure on chronic absenteeism among children, Journal of School Health, 89(4), 308—318. https://
doi.org/10.1111/josh 12736

Lipsey, M. W. & Wilson, D. B. (2001). Practical meta-analysis. SAGE Publications, Inc.

Mayer, S. E_ (1997). What money can’t buy: Family income and children’s life chances. Harvard University Press.

Mazza, J. R, Pingault, J-B_, Booij, L., Boivin, M., Tremblay, R., Lambert, J., Zunzunegui, M. V. & Cdété, S.
(2017). Poverty and behavior problems during early childhood: The mediating role of maternal depression
symptoms and parenting, International Journal of Behavioral Development, 41(6), 670—-680. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0165025416657615

*Meng, Y., Babey, S. H. & Wolstein, J. (2012). Asthma-related school absenteeism and school concentration of low-
income students in California, Preventing Chronic Disease, 9(2), 1-8. https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd9.110312

Moher, D, Liberati, A_, Tetzlaff, J. & Altman, D. G. (2009). Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and
meta-analyses: The PRISMA statement, PLoS Medicine, 6(6), e1000097. https://doi.org/10.1371/journ
al pmed.1000097

*Morgan, M. A. & Wright, J. P. (2018). Beyond Black and White: suspension disparities for Hispanic, Asian, and
White Youth, Criminal Justice Review, 43(4), 377—-398. https://doi.org/10.1177/0734016817721293

*Morrissey, T. W_, Hutchison, L. & Winsler, A. (2014). Family income, school attendance, and academic achieve-
ment in elementary school, Developmental Psychology, 50(3), 741-753. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033848

*Nolan, J. R, Cole, T, Wroughton, J_, Clayton-Code, K. P. & Riffe, H. A. (2013). Assessment of risk factors for
truancy of children in grades K-12 using survival analysis, Journal of At-Risk Issues, 17(2), 23—-30.


https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X10362578
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.2018.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.2018.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038040718801760
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2016.1253538
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2016.1253538
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-009-0187-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-3588.2011.00615.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-3588.2011.00615.x
https://www.future-ed.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/REPORT_Chronic_Absenteeism_final_v5.pdf
https://www.future-ed.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/REPORT_Chronic_Absenteeism_final_v5.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcw021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2007.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-4446.2008.00219.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-4446.2008.00219.x
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-200102000-00014
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-200102000-00014
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2009.00147.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105432
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X20965918
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X20965918
https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12736
https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12736
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025416657615
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025416657615
https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd9.110312
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734016817721293
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033848

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND SCHOOL ABSENTEEISM Review of Education | 57,523

OECD (2019). PISA 2018 results (Volume I11). What school life means for students’ lives (Paris, France, OECD
Publishing). https://doi.org/10.1787/acd78851-en

*Paget, A_, Parker, C_, Heron, J_, Logan, S_, Henley, W., Emond, A. & Ford, T. (2018). Which children and young
people are excluded from school ? Findings from a large British birth cohort study, the Avon Longitudinal
Study of Parents and Children (ALSPAC). Child: Care, Health and Development, 44, 285-296. https://doi.
org/10.1111/cch.12525

*Pengpid, S. & Peltzer, K. (2017). Prevalence, demographic and psychosocial correlates for school truancy among
students aged 13—15 in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) member states, Journal of
Child & Adolescent Mental Health, 29(3), 197—203. https://doi.org/10.2989/17280583.2017.1377716

Peterson, R. A. & Brown, S. P. (2005). On the use of beta coefficients in meta-analysis, Journal of Applied
Psychology, 90(1), 175—181. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.175

*Prakash, R., Beattie, T., Javalkar, P, Bhattacharjee, P., Ramanaik, S., Thalinja, R., Murthy, S., Davey, C_,
Blanchard, J., Watts, C_, Collumbien, M., Moses, S_, Heise, L. & Isac, S. (2017). Correlates of school dropout
and absenteeism among adolescent girls from marginalized community in north Karnataka, south India,
Journal of Adolescence, 61, 64—76._ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.09.007

*Raeffele Mendez, L. M_, Knoff, H. M. & Ferron, J. M_ (2002). School demographic variables and out-of-school sus-
pension rates: A quantitative and qualitative analysis of a large, ethnically diverse school district, Psychology
in the Schools, 39(3), 259—-277. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.10020

*Rappaport, E. B., Daskalakis, C. & Andrel, J. (2011). Obesity and other predictors of absenteeism in Philadelphia
school children, Journal of School Health, 81(6), 341-344_ https://doi.org/10.1111/].1746-1561.2011.00599 x

*Ready, D. D. (2010). Socioeconomic disadvantage, school attendance, and early cognitive development,
Sociology of Education, 83(4), 271-286. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038040710383520

Reid, K. (2005). The causes, views and traits of school absenteeism and truancy: An analytical review, Research
in Education, 74, 59—82_ https://doi.org/10.7227/RIE. 74 6

Reiss, F. (2013). Socioeconomic inequalities and mental health problems in children and adolescents: A system-
atic review, Social Science and Medicine, 90, 24—31_ https://doi.org/10.1016/].socscimed.2013.04 026

*Rhoad-Drogalis, A. & Justice, L. M. (2018). Absenteeism in Appalachian preschool classrooms and children’s
academic achievement, Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 58, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
appdev.2018.07.004

Rijlaarsdam, J._, Stevens, G. W. J. M_, van der Ende, J., Hofman, A_, Jaddoe, V. W.V_ Mackenbach, J. P., Verhulst,
F. C. & Tiemeier, H. (2013). Economic disadvantage and young children’s emotional and behavioral prob-
lems: Mechanisms of risk, Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 41, 125—137_ https://doi.org/10.1007/s1080
2-012-9655-2

*Salzer, C., Trautwein, U., Ladtke, O. & Stamm, M. (2012). Predicting adolescent truancy: The importance of
distinguishing between different aspects of instructional quality, Learning and Instruction, 22(5), 311-319.
https://doi.org/10.1016/)_learninstruc_.2011.12.001

Schenck-Fontaine, A_ & Panico, L. (2019). Many kinds of poverty: Three dimensions of economic hardship, their
combinations, and children’s behavior problems, Demography, 56, 2279-2305. https://doi.org/10.1007/
513524-019-00833-y

*Schwartz, L. A_, Radcliffe, J. & Barakat, L. P. (2009). Associates of school absenteeism in adolescents with sickle
cell disease, Pediatric Blood and Cancer, 52, 92—96_ https://doi.org/10.1002/pbc.21819

See, B. H. (2018). Evaluating the evidence in evidence-based policy and practice: Examples from systematic
reviews of literature, Research in Education, 102(1), 37—61. https://doi.org/101177/0034523717741915

Shaw, D. S. & Shelleby, E. C. (2014). Early-starting conduct problems: Intersection of conduct problems and
poverty, Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 10, 503—528. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-03281
3-153650

Sirin, S. R_(2005). Socioeconomic status and academic achievement: A meta-analytic review of research, Review
of Educational Research, 75(3), 417—453._ https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543075003417

Slopen, N_, Fitzmaurice, G_, Williams, D. R. & Gilman, S. E. (2011). Poverty, food insecurity, and the behavior for
childhood internalizing and externalizing disorders, Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent
Psychiatry, 49(5), 444—452 _ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2010.01.018

Sosu, E.M. & Schmidt, P. (2017). Economic deprivation and its effects on childhood conduct problems: The me-
diating role of family stress and investment factors, Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 1580. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2017.01580.

*Smerillo, N. E., Reynolds, A. J., Temple, J. A. & Ou, S. (2018). Chronic absence, eighth-grade achievement,
and high school attainment in the Chicago Longitudinal Study, Journal of School Psychology, 67, 163—178.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2017.11.001

Sosu, E. & Klein, M. (2021). Socioeconomic disparities in school absenteeism after the first wave of COVID-19
school closures in Scotland. Research Brief. University of Strathclyde. https://pure_strath.ac_uk/ws/portalfile
s/portal/117483909/Sosu_Klein_2021_Socioeconomic_disparities_in_school_absenteeism_after pdf


https://doi.org/10.1787/acd78851-en
https://doi.org/10.1111/cch.12525
https://doi.org/10.1111/cch.12525
https://doi.org/10.2989/17280583.2017.1377716
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.175
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.10020
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2011.00599.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038040710383520
https://doi.org/10.7227/RIE.74.6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2013.04.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2018.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2018.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-012-9655-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-012-9655-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2011.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-019-00833-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-019-00833-y
https://doi.org/10.1002/pbc.21819
https://doi.org/10.1177/0034523717741915
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-032813-153650
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-032813-153650
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543075003417
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2010.01.018
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01580
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01580
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2017.11.001
https://pure.strath.ac.uk/ws/portalfiles/portal/117483909/Sosu_Klein_2021_Socioeconomic_disparities_in_school_absenteeism_after.pdf
https://pure.strath.ac.uk/ws/portalfiles/portal/117483909/Sosu_Klein_2021_Socioeconomic_disparities_in_school_absenteeism_after.pdf

28 of 28 Review of Education SOSU et AL

*Stempel, H., Cox-Martin, M., Bronsert, M., Dickinson, L. M. & Allison, M. A. (2017). Chronic school absen-
teeism and the role of adverse childhood experiences, Academic Pediatrics, 17(8), 837—843. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.acap.2017.09.013

*Sullivan, A. L, Van Norman, E. R. & Klingbeil, D. A. (2014). Exclusionary discipline of students with disabilities:
Student and school characteristics predicting suspension, Remedial and Special Education, 35(4), 199-210.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932513519825

Teasley, M. L. (2004). Absenteeism and truancy: Risk, protection, and best practice implications for school social
workers, Children & Schools, 26, 117—128. https://doi.org/10.1093/cs/26 2 117

*Teuscher, S. & Makarova, E. (2018). Students’ school engagement and their truant behavior: Do relation-
ships with classmates and teachers matter?, Journal of Education and Learning, 7(6), 124—137. https://doi.
org/10.5539/jel vin6p124

*Van Eck, K., Johnson, S. R., Bettencourt, A. & Lindstrom, S. (2017). How school climate relates to chronic
absence : A multi-level latent profile analysis, Journal of School Psychology, 61, 89—102. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jsp.2016.10.001

*Vaughn, M. G_, Maynard, B. R_, Salas-Wright, C. P, Perron, B. E. & Abdon, A_(2013). Prevalence and correlates
of truancy in the US: Results from a national sample, Journal of Adolescence, 36(4), T67—776. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2013.03.015

Wolf, K. C. & Kupchik, A. (2017). School suspensions and adverse experiences in adulthood, Justice Quarterly,
34(3), 407-430. https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2016.1168475

Works, A. (2016). Chronic absence: Our top pick for the ESSA school quality or student success indicator: A policy
brief. https://www_attendanceworks org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/ESSA-Brief_083016-revised_ pdf

Yeung, W. J_, Linver, M. R. & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2002). How money matters for young children’s develop-
ment: Parental investment and family processes, Child Development, 73(6), 1861-1879. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1467-8624 t01-1-00511

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found online in the Supporting Information section.

How to cite this article: Sosu, E. M., Dare, S., Goodfellow, C., & Klein, M., (2021).
Socioeconomic status and school absenteeism: A systematic review and narrative
synthesis. Review of Education, 9, e3291. https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3291



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acap.2017.09.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acap.2017.09.013
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932513519825
https://doi.org/10.1093/cs/26.2.117
https://doi.org/10.5539/jel.v7n6p124
https://doi.org/10.5539/jel.v7n6p124
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2016.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2016.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2013.03.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2013.03.015
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2016.1168475
https://www.attendanceworks.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/ESSA-Brief_083016-revised.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.t01-1-00511
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.t01-1-00511
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3291

