IZA DP No. 6581

The Quest for More and More Education:
Implications for Social Mobility

Joanne Lindley
Stephen Machin

DISCUSSION PAPER SERIES

May 2012




The Quest for More and More Education:
Implications for Social Mobility

Joanne Lindley
University of Surrey

Stephen Machin
University College London,
CEP, London School of Economics and I1ZA

Discussion Paper No. 6581
May 2012

IZA

P.O. Box 7240
53072 Bonn
Germany

Phone: +49-228-3894-0
Fax: +49-228-3894-180
E-mail: iza@iza.org

Any opinions expressed here are those of the author(s) and not those of IZA. Research published in
this series may include views on policy, but the institute itself takes no institutional policy positions.

The Institute for the Study of Labor (IZA) in Bonn is a local and virtual international research center
and a place of communication between science, politics and business. I1ZA is an independent nonprofit
organization supported by Deutsche Post Foundation. The center is associated with the University of
Bonn and offers a stimulating research environment through its international network, workshops and
conferences, data service, project support, research visits and doctoral program. IZA engages in (i)
original and internationally competitive research in all fields of labor economics, (ii) development of
policy concepts, and (iii) dissemination of research results and concepts to the interested public.

IZA Discussion Papers often represent preliminary work and are circulated to encourage discussion.
Citation of such a paper should account for its provisional character. A revised version may be
available directly from the author.


mailto:iza@iza.org

IZA Discussion Paper No. 6581
May 2012

ABSTRACT

The Quest for More and More Educa}tion:
Implications for Social Mobility

In this paper, we discuss the quest for more and more education and its implications for
social mobility. We document very rapid educational upgrading in Britain over the last thirty
years or so and show that this rise has featured faster increases in education acquisition by
people from relatively rich family backgrounds. At the same time, wage differentials for the
more educated have risen. Putting these two together (more education for people from richer
backgrounds and an increase in the payoff to this education) implies increasing within
generation inequality and, by reinforcing already existent inequalities from the previous
generation, this has hindered social mobility. We also highlight three important aspects that
to date have not been well integrated into the social mobility literature: the acquisition of
postgraduate qualifications; gender differences; and the poor education performance of men
at the lower end of the education distribution.
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1. Introduction

The British population currently holds more edumadil qualifications than at any point
before. The quest for more and more education higgnafrom the view that more
education enhances individual productivity and gates a wage payoff. Indeed, evidence
shows that this holds in the context of modern lsboarkets. Despite the supply of more
educated workers rising very rapidly in the laseéhdecades, wage differentials between
workers with more education and workers with ledscation have risen over time as
employers have increased their demand for highatitucindividuals:

Rising education levels and educational wage diffeals not only matter for
inequality within generations, but also have pa#diyt important implications for the
level of social mobility across generations and fts evolution through time. If
individuals from wealthy backgrounds acquire madaaation and get a wage payoff for
this education, already existing inequalities arangmitted more strongly across
generations and social mobility falls.

Research shows this to have been a feature of treogerience in Britain.
Blanden, Goodman, Gregg and Machin (2005) compgerectoss-generation correlation
of income for two British birth cohorts (the firsbrn in 1958, the second born in 1970)
and show this correlation rose significantly acrdsse birth cohorts. Thus, social
mobility fell. A key aspect of this fall was an mreased sensitivity of degree acquisition to
family income (Blanden and Machin, 2004). Furthewvestigation (by Blanden and
Machin, 2008) reveals that there appears to haem lae step change down in social
mobility levels for these cohorts who respectivelgre of the age to go to higher

education in the late 1970s/early 1980s and lat@d/@&rly 1990s. For cohorts born after

! See Acemoglu and Autor (2010) for a recent congmsive review of this work.
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this, the level of social mobility probably did ndeteriorate further. Neither, though, did
it improve.

A great deal of concern has been expressed in maasters about these trends
and they have generated a lot of subsequent réseat controversy.Nevertheless,
certain aspects of rising inequality and fallingiabmobility remain not well understood.
There is still a need to generate a better undedstg of the ways in which higher
educational levels have produced economic benfefitsome individuals and how these
have translated into changing levels of social fitgbiThis forms the focus of this paper,
where we examine in some detail how the quest fmerand more education has affected
inequality within generations and mobility acrognegrations.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows.ti®ec2 describes trends in
education acquisition and in educational inequeditiSection 3 considers how these
changing patterns have mapped into wage inequadityls through changes in education-
related wage differentials. Section 4 discussesntipdications for social mobility, whilst

Section 5 offers some concluding remarks.

2. Trendsin Education Acquisition and Educational 1 nequality

Education Acquisition Over Time

Increased time spent in education and acquisitfanare educational qualifications have
occurred over time in many countries. In Britaime post Second World War period saw
successive cohorts of individuals spend more timeducation, with more people staying

on after the compulsory school leaving age (nowfdiwing an increase from 15 to 16

2 See the debate about whether mobility really defloss the 1958 and 1970 cohorts between Blanden,
Gregg and Macmillan (2011) and Erikson and Goldiko2010). These sets of authors agree that income
mobility fell across the 1958 and 1970 cohorts,Isttsocial class mobility did not. Blanden, Greggla
Macmillan (2011) reconcile the differences by ngtthat income inequality rose within social classups
over time so that one sees no between-group changecial class mobility, but that the fall in inoe
mobility occurs within social class groupings. Sdso Ermisch and Nicoletti (2007) who report faglin
mobility from British Household Panel Survey data the same birth cohorts.
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in 1973, and from 14 to 15 in 1947) and more peaplatinuing on to higher education
after that. At the same time, qualification attaemh has risen. There is, of course,
contemporary policy relevance here with the prodasereases in the leaving age (first to
17, then to 18) that will occur in due course.

The higher education (HE) dimension of increasagtation is shown in Figure 1.
The Figure shows the percentage of the relevantcaberts entering HE over the last
thirty years or so, from 1981 to the most recerdryhen data is available, 2009. Two
series are shown. The first is the Age Participatimex (API), the number of domiciled
young people (aged less than 21) who are initigtaats to full time and sandwich
undergraduate courses as a percentage of the 118 year old GB population. The API
was discontinued in 2001 and replaced by the Higfurcation Initial Participation Rate
(HEIPR), which has a different definition as it ess entrants to HE from different age
groups (the one in the Figure covers ages 17 to 20)

The Figure shows a very clear upward trend in higlokeication participation. The
API rises from 13 percent in 1981 to 35 percenit®yast year, 2001 The rise was very
rapid for cohorts entering HE in the early 199Q0s.(those born in the early 1970s).
Despite plateauing out a little after this, there still year on year rises that continue to
2009 (and interesting blips in 1998 and 2006 whiae HE financing regime was
changed). The second series, the HEIPR, rises &bmercent in 1999 to 37 percent by
2009.

Rising qualification attainment has also occurredraime. This is considered in
Table 1. The Table uses Labour Force Survey dat&feat Britain to show trends in

employment shares between 1981 and 2011 in fiveaitm categorie$.Four of these

% Our focus is on the past thirty years, but thisvaigl trend pre-dates the start of the series shovihe
Figure. For example, the APl was 6 percent in 1961.

* We focus on Britain, dropping observations fronriNern Ireland from the Labour Force Survey, whigh
a UK wide survey, to maintain comparability wittetBritish cohort data we also analyse.
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are observed for the whole period, whilst the HEegary can be further disaggregated in
a consistent manner through time from 1996 onwésds the Data Appendix for more
details). Ordered from lowest to highest, the catieg are:

i) No qualifications.

i) Intermediate A - if an individual's highest difi@ation is a school-level qualification
up to and including A levels (or an equivalent lediploma via further education).

iii) Intermediate B - if an individual's highest ajtfication is a professional qualification,
or a teaching and nursing qualification.

iv) Undergraduate degree or higher.

The last group, undergraduate degree or higher,beafurther split from 1996
onwards (from when a consistent definition over etiraxists) into those with an
undergraduate degree only and those who contingetta postgraduate qualification.

The pattern of change shown by the numbers in #ieTis striking. Over the last
thirty years, a huge educational upgrading hasroeduln 1981, 58 percent of the adult
(aged 26-60) workforce had no qualifications. He same year, 5 percent had a degree.
By 2011, the percent without qualifications fellaanere 5 percent, whilst 31 percent had
a degree.

There were also sharp gender inequalities in educat 1981, as described in
panels B and C of the Table that show employmearteshfor men and women separately.
In 1981, 62 percent of adult women had no qualtifbces and only 3 percent had a degree.
Comparable percentages for adult men were 55 andBy. 2011 convergence has
occurred, and the proportions in each of the edutairoups in the Table are almost
identical among men and women. This catch-up, aremapid expansion, for women is
an important feature of the educational upgradiveg has occurred. We will return to the

implications for social mobility later in the paper



The expansion of HE has also seen a rise in thebauwf workers who do not
stop their education at the end of their undergatslstudies, but rather go on to get a
postgraduate qualification. We can only show numipem 1996 onwards (owing to
definition changes in the LFS), but the share ef ddult workforce with a postgraduate
gualification goes from 4 percent in 1996 to 11cpet by 2011. The percentage doubles
for men (from 5 to 10 percent), but it triples feomen (from 3 to 10 percent). This, too,
has potentially important implications for sociabloility that we will consider later.

It is also interesting to consider variations bffedtent postgraduate qualification.
Table 2 therefore looks at what qualifications gomiiuates have been obtaining by
looking at employment shares within the postgraelgabup between 1996 and 2011. Itis
evident that the share of Masters degrees has ugdlst in relative terms the Doctorate
share has fallen. This pattern is qualitatively #@ne for men and women, though
somewhat more pronounced for men.
Educational Inequality Over Time

When studying the social mobility implications ¢iig education expansion, one
needs to consider from which part of the familyome distribution the most rapid
upgrading has occurred. Some previous work hasiadenes this question. Blanden and
Machin (2004) show that HE expansion (measureddyyek acquisition by age 23) was
much faster for people from the top 20 percenthef mhcome distribution than for the
middle 60 percent, where in turn it was faster tfoe bottom 20 percent: it more than
doubled (from 20 percent to 46 percent between E9®11993) for the top quintile, rose
by less (from 8 to 23 percent) for the middle 6€cpat, and barely rose at all (going from
6 to 9 percent) for the bottom quintile. Thus ediocel inequality significantly rose, and

in turn led to reduced social mobility.



We reconsider this question, studying cross-cohldranges in educational
inequality more comprehensively. We first consideanges in qualification attainment
and its relation to family income across the whadieication distribution (not just degree
acquisition) and second we break down HE into uydeluate and postgraduate stady.
We also consider gender differences in more detail.

We do this using the same British birth cohort gets, but now measuring
educational qualifications at age 33/34 in 1991 2004, respectively from the National
Child Development Study, the birth cohort of evergdoorn in Great Britain in a week of
March 1958, as well as the British Cohort Study 8CGhe birth cohort of everyone born
in a week of April 1970. To study educational inelify, we have calculated the
proportion of each education group within familyame quintiles (measured when the
cohort member was age 16). These are reportechéofaur main education groups in
Table 3, for both cohorts and for the lowest 20ceet of family income, the middle 60
percent and the highest 20 percent.

The top panel of Table 3 shows the education shiayemicome group for all
cohort members. It is evident that, for both cofiogducation levels are lower in the
bottom 20 percent of family incomes and higheshatop 20 percent. Moreover, the gaps
are large. For example, for the 1958 cohort, degoegiisition in the lowest 20 percent of
family incomes is only 9 percent, compared to 2&@eat in the top 20 percent of family
incomes (and 12 percent in the middle 60 perceht)the bottom of the education
spectrum, there is a bigger share with no quatiboa (at 14 percent) in the bottom
quintile, as compared to 4 percent in the top. Baiggests wide educational inequalities

in terms of qualification attainment across theifgmmcome distribution.

® See also Gregg and Macmillan (2010) for a conatiter of education-family income correlations for
different education levels.
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Looking at the BCS shares, one identifies the s&med of pattern, but the
inequalities are more marked. Take the case ofegegerquisition. The share in the bottom
quintile barely improves when compared to the NGid8om quintile (10 percent versus
9 percent), but the share getting an undergraddedeee or higher in the top quintile
increases by a lot (to 37 percent from 28 peraettié NCDSY

Gaps between the top and bottom quintile also widethe other three education
shares, showing an increase in cross-cohort ednedtinequalities. Put differently,
family income matters more for the BCS cohort'soadional attainment than it did for the
NCDS cohort. Even though stark educational inetjgaliwere in place for the latter,
educational attainment actually became more unexpealtime.

The gender dimension is interesting as well. Bodmmand women see widening
out of education gaps by family income quintileassrthe cohorts. Moreover, the position
among graduates looks very similar for men and wonhe the rest of the distribution
women are doing just as well, if not better thamntéor example, in the BCS cohort 15
percent of men from the bottom 20 percent of farmmijomes have no qualifications as
compared to only 9 percent of women.

In Table 4, we probe the graduate differences irendetail. By their early thirties,
it is evident that graduates can also have obtapustigraduate qualifications after their
first degree. One key feature (as highlighted bwdley and Machin, 2011) of the
increased demand for graduates that has occunredgtin time has been the fact that many
graduates now do not stop at the end of their gndduate studies, but go on to obtain a

postgraduate degree. This aspect of the quest doe mnd more education has, to date,

® The use of data at an older age (33 in NCDS, BdB) provides an interesting contrast with the bera

in Blanden and Machin (2004) who looked at degreguisition by age 23. Our NCDS age 33 numbers
show slightly higher shares further up the educatistribution, suggesting people from the NCDSarbh
acquired more education after age 23. This 'seahghce' aspect is seen much less in the BCS cohort
where our age 34 numbers are closer to the BlaadéMachin (2004) age 23 numbers.

" See Belley and Lochner (2007) for US evidencedtham a cross-cohort comparison of the 1979 and 199
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth) that familgcome has become a more important determinant of
college attendance over time.



been a rather understudied aspect of rising wagppuadity and, to our knowledge, has not
been studied at all in the social mobility literatu

Table 4 therefore shows how HE qualifications viayyfamily income for those
graduates who only have an undergraduate degreefanthose who also have a
postgraduate qualification. The upper panel of Tlable shows results for all cohort
members and also considers HE inequality as théoghpeen the education shares of the
top quintile relative to the bottom quintile of tfeemily income distribution. As we have
already seen in the discussion around Table 3,ndguality widened across the cohorts.
For all graduates, HE inequality went up from Of@®the 1958 cohort to 0.27 for the
1970 cohort, showing a rise of 0.08. The Tableaghthat, for all cohort members, this is
divided half and half amongst those with only amengraduate qualification and those
with a postgraduate qualification (both rising b§4).

In terms of gender, considered in panels B and Tabfe 4, patterns of change are
similar, with males seeing postgraduate HE inetyalke a bit more, and females seeing
undergraduate HE inequality go up by marginally endtowever, the changes are quite
similar, suggesting that the postgraduate dimensfarising educational inequality is an

important dimension that research has not studied.

3. Trendsin Educational Wage Differentials

In terms of education, in order to consider theeptéide of the social mobility coin, we

have to look at the wage payoffs individuals obtairthe labour market. If the groups
who have acquired more education (i.e. those frioenupper part of the family income

distribution) also get a bigger wage payoff, thdms texacerbates already existent

inequalities and reduces social mobility.



In this section, we therefore consider what hagpbaed to wage differentials
between education groups over time. Since the gtaduare those whose education has
risen more rapidly, and they are increasingly framalthy families, it is this group of
individuals we choose to focus upon. As in the Issttion, we first show what has
happened for the overall adult workforce using LabBorce Survey data through time,
and then focus on the cross-cohort comparisonsone metail.

Changesin LFS Wage Differentials by HE Group

Table 5 shows LFS wage differentials for the contpagraduate education groups
between 1996 and 2011. These are estimated fiostla pooled sample of male and
female full time workers and results are preseitegoanel A, but then also separately by
gender where the results are presented in panafsdlEC. These are conditional log wage
differentials with respect to the intermediate Adkeof highest qualification, where the
wage equations also include controls for gendePénel A), a quadratic in age, being of
white ethnicity, being married/cohabiting, working a private sector job and for
government office region.

The first row of panel A shows that the relativeges of all college graduates as
compared to intermediate A workers increased awez by 0.029 log points, rising from
0.428 in 1996 to 0.457 in 20#1The subsequent rows however, show that there theere
important differences in the growth of wages bylfigation within this graduate group.
The rise in the college graduate wage premium fi®®6 to 2011 has only occurred for
those who have stayed on after their first degleedeed, the postgraduate wage
differential increased by 0.075 log points (fro™d7 in 1996 to 0.545 in 2011), whereas

the wage premium for undergraduate workers bagisttlyed flat over this time period

8 As noted in the Data Appendix, intermediate A eamg school level qualifications up to and inclurifa

levels. We prefer to compare to this broader grofugualifications, in part for reasons of samplesbut
restricting to A levels only as the comparison grquoduced a similar pattern of changing relativagay
differentials. For example, the Undergraduate DegreHigher differential (standard error) rose b§41

(0.021) between 1996 and 2011 as compared to @28 @0.012) in the Table.
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(increasing by a statistically insignificant 0.0 points)? Indeed the strengthening of
the relative wage position of postgraduate vissaunidergraduate workers can be clearly
seen in the final row of panel A. The postgradustéérgraduate wage differential
increased by 0.068 log points (from 0.060 log point 1996 to 0.129 in 2011). These
patterns are consistent with those found both faraGBritain and the United States in
Lindley and Machin (2011) which suggest that fasetative graduate wage growth for
postgraduates is not only a British phenomenon.

Figure 2 shows the year on year evolution of th&graduate/undergraduate wage
differential. The overall upward trend between 1896 2011 is characterised by a sharp
rise up in the late 1990s and early 2000s, followgdrelative stability, and then the
suggestion of another rise in the most recent ydiad®es seem that staying on in higher
education after acquisition of a first degree abthiming postgraduate qualifications is
increasingly paying off through time.

An important addition to the existing literaturetésinvestigate whether the wage
growth of postgraduates relative to undergradudisglays any notable differences by
gender. This is considered in panels B and C ofierab which shows gender-specific
changes over time. There is some evidence thatréimels differ by gender, with there
being a bigger rise in the postgraduate/undergtadiiéerential for women (of 0.099 as
compared to 0.039 log points for men). The fasterdase in the differential occurs
because of a faster increase in the postgraduage wddferential of 0.100 for women
compared 0.044 for men. The undergraduate wagereliffials did not change for either

men or women (where both changes are very smallirgignificantly different from

° Thus, the post-1996 experience is different toli®@0s, which was the period where wage inequedie
fastest in the UK, and where the graduate wageréifitial rose significantly (see Machin, 2011, calkér
and Zhu, 2008).
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zero). The lack of growth is probably not surprismiven the very rapid increases in the
supply of graduates (especially women) documenmtehle previous section of the papér.

However, it turns out that the gender differences dll 26-60 year olds mask
different patterns of change by age cohort. Thishiown in Table 6 where the 1996 and
2011 wage differentials, and the 2011-1996 chaage,shown separately by two broad
age cohorts, aged 26-45 and 46-60 respectively. petteern for the younger group of
graduates is now very similar across men and wonwth relatively constant
undergraduate wage differentials and significanyng postgraduate wage differentials
combining to form a significant rise in the postiyrate/undergraduate wage differential of
0.079 log points for men and 0.092 log points fonven.

For the older cohorts, however, the patterns afierdnt. Older women with
postgraduate qualifications have much more sizatdge differentials in the cross-
sections and do just as well through time as thenger women (in fact, numerically a
little better with a rise in the postgraduate/uigdaduate wage differential of 0.103 log
points). However, for men, the postgraduate diffeads for the older cohort do not rise,
and the postgraduate/undergraduate wage diffeteadtaally falls by 0.046 log points
between 1996 and 2011.

Cross-Cohort Changes in Wage Differentials by HE Groups

We have also looked at changes in HE related wdfgrentials using the British
cohort data. Results are presented in Table 7,hwaikes the same structure as Tables 5
and 6, showing cross-sectional educational wageerdiitials and their cross-cohort

change for all cohort members in panel A, and fenrand women in panels B and C.

19 See also O'Leary and Sloane (2005) who reportiiagavage premium to an undergraduate degree for
younger women. If we look at the younger 26-35 qugrip in our data we also find a fall over timetie
undergraduate differential (standard error) of 36.000.025) for men and -0.037 (0.029) for women,
compared to an increase for postgraduates of @®39) for men and 0.083 (0.043) for women.
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Considering first all cohort members in panel e tesults show (like the LFS) a
small rise in overall undergraduate wage diffeadat{which go up by 0.042 log points),
but that within the graduate group wages rise Saantly only for the postgraduates.
Thus, the postgraduate/undergraduate wage diffateviiens out for this comparison of
similar aged cohorts through time.

The focus on specific cohorts means that comparisith the LFS is not
straightforward. Our LFS analysis so far coverdedént age cohorts in each year. To
undertake a more consistent comparison, we haveftine also tried to select specific
samples from the LFS data that more closely mitnerNCDS and BCS cohort data. We
do so by selecting out the same age cohorts, textent that we can, and estimating the
same sets of wage differentials. However, we capadectly match because the first year
of usable LFS data with the postgraduate variabfesistently defined is 1996. Thus, we
are only able to obtain data that matches the NGBS BCS birth cohorts at a slightly
older age centred on age 38 as our first yeartfieNCDS 1958 birth cohort are 38 in
1996). Thus we take a sample of 36-40 year oldlsarL996 LFS (i.e. those born between
1956 and 1960) to match the NCDS 1958 birth coaott a sample of 36-40 year olds in
2008 (i.e. born in 1968 to 1972) to match the BO30Lbirth cohort?!

Reassuringly, we obtain a similar pattern of restittm these cohorts. Table Al in
the Appendix shows that the overall postgraduatidtgraduate wage differential rose by
a little more (0.127) in the older age 38 LFS cohioan for the younger age 33/34 NCDS-
BCS comparison (0.104), but the overall patternrising postgraduate/undergraduate

wage differentials is cledf.The same is true for men and women where the esangre

M We use the age range 36-40 (i.e. centred on &jg® &nsure sufficiently large cell sizes for #malysis.

12 The ages after 33/34 when the NCDS and BCS coharts been studied again are at ages 41/42 (in
1999/2000) and age 50 (in 2008) for NCDS and at3yén 2008) for BCS. These survey years mean we
cannot compare directly for both cohorts at theesage when they are older. We can, however, compare
the age 38 BCS in 2008 with the LFS cohort agetb38 in 2008. Doing so produces similar estimafes
educational wage differentials. In the LFS 2008 486-cohort the postgraduate/undergraduate wage

12



also broadly similar, with an LFS cohort rise foemof 0.133 (compared to 0.084) and for
women a rise of 0.108 (compared to 0.102).
Postgraduate Heter ogeneity

What about variations over time in the wage dédfeials for different postgraduate
degrees relative to an undergraduate degree orlig? i3 considered in Table 8 where,
like the earlier analysis of LFS differentials, imeak the results down by age cohort. The
results in the Table therefore elaborate more enetrlier results (of Table 6) showing
rises in the postgraduate/undergraduate differeftttayounger men, but not older men,
and for both younger and older women.

Consider first the results for Masters degreesgtioeip of postgraduates showing
the faster supply increases (in Table 2 aboves. iliteresting that, for younger men and
all women, the wage differentials for those deg@sot fall over time despite increased
supply. In fact for some of these groups they rise,example going up by 0.051 for
younger men and by a huge 0.189 for older womem Igitier presumably reflecting the
relatively small number of older women holding adtais degree). The Masters wage
differential compared to an undergraduate degrég fafis for the older men. That the
majority of the Masters differentials do not fadl therefore in line with there being an
increased demand for Masters degree holders cothpatsdergraduate only workers.

Finally, again with the exception of the older nfen whom postgraduate wage
premia are either constant or falling, the otheee¢hpostgraduate groups also show
increases in wages over time relative to undergitadu These rises are often sizable for
women, but it is also worth noting that the relativages for a Doctorate for men show at
best modest (and statistically insignificant) imgments, again despite their much lower

rise in supply than the other postgraduate groups.

differential is estimated at 0.152 (with associag&ghdard error 0.025). For the age 38 BCS coha20D8
this differential is estimated in a comparable \&a9.167 (0.038).
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4. Implicationsfor Social Mobility

What are the implications for social mobility dfet quest for more and more
education, and the associated changes in educati@age differentials? The patterns of
change we have shown in the previous two sectiansat make for especially good
reading in this regard. It is very clear that theividuals who have done better in terms of
wages are those people who have acquired higheragdn qualifications. In turn, the
acquisition of higher qualifications has become enskewed towards people from more
wealthy backgrounds. Thus, the labour market egsminends we have described here
have not only raised earnings inequality withingations, but have also hampered social
mobility. It is people from already rich family degrounds who are increasingly reaping
higher rewards in the labour market from their leiggualifications.

Our findings also highlight some new features ais¢ed with this. First, there is
clear heterogeneity within the graduate group whuehbeen doing better in terms of
labour market outcomes in the last thirty yearsarAn interesting trend through time is
that more people are acquiring postgraduate degumegsot stopping their education to
enter the labour market after their undergradutitdies. This seems to be a key part of
the quest for more and more education, espectadiyatquisition of Master's degrees. The
1980s was characterised by sharp increases in iagesdergraduates, but this seems to
have dried up more recently (possibly due to irsedagraduate supply finally dampening
down wages in the late 1990s and 2000s) and pduple realised the need to get a
postgraduate degree to distinguish themselves. ,Thalé of the rise in educational
inequality we described in section 2 is from poatiglates and they have seen the biggest
wage gains across the whole education spectrusingaivage inequality and holding

back social mobility.
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Second, there is an interesting gender dimensidinet patterns of change that also
has ramifications for social mobility. Women's ediign levels were lagging some way
behind men's at the start of the period we stuaytytyears ago in 1981) but by 2011 they
are just as high. Commensurate with this, the edu inequality numbers (in Table 4)
showed that women from the top quintile of the fgrimicome distribution have benefited
in terms of getting more education, but unlike nibis is also true of women in the
middle part of the family distribution. Thus, won®mcreased education has proven to be
a key factor in terms of narrowing gender wageedéhtials through time.

The final observation on gender differences ancasanobility is that, at the
bottom end of the education distribution (thoseéhwib or limited qualifications), men are
now doing worse than women in terms of educatiati@inment. This, of course, can be
tracked back to school where girls are doing betiaraverage, across the board. The
bigger share of young men leaving school with pgoalifications is a serious policy
concern. Similar patterns can be seen in the USemvmen's education has been falling
back quite rapidly relative to woméh.Autor (2010) argues that stagnating male
education levels imply serious problems because anerbehind at the bottom end of the
education spectrum and the labour market increbspenalises this, he also argues that
there are wider negative consequences, includimgeciower marriage probabilities (as

there are fewer similarly educated women) and ticégetal problems that ensue.

5. Concluding Remarks
In this paper, we consider how the quest for makraore education in Britain has raised
labour market inequality within generations andedcto hinder social mobility across

generations. We use evidence from the Labour Feuceey and the British cohort studies

13 See Bailey and Dynarski (2011) who note this trendender education gaps and who like our British
results, show that there are growing gaps in cellEgiry and completion between individuals fromhhaand
low income families.
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to document how educational attainment has chatigedigh time and how the labour
market has changed the way it rewards workers different education levels. On the
former, we document a very rapid educational uggoadhat has occurred in the past
thirty years or so. On the latter, we see sizatteeases in relative wages for workers
with higher education levels, despite their rapickéases in relative supply.

Increased qualification attainment has, howevetr peen neutral across the family
income distribution. Indeed, people from richer kzrounds have done much better in
terms of educational upgrading than those from @obeackgrounds. At the same time,
because of labour market changes favouring moreageld workers (e.g. due to technical
changes), wage differentials for the more educhtec risen. If these two facts (more
education for people from richer backgrounds andiramease in the payoff to this
education) are put together, then the overall tdgas been increases in within generation
inequalities and, by reinforcing already exister@gualities from the previous generation,
falling social mobility. Of course, these findingee specific to the cohorts of individuals
and time periods that we have studied.

We have also noted three important features ddethmatterns of change which
existing research has not studied in the contexdoaofal mobility. First, the pattern of
educational upgrading has resulted in a rise in tibnber of people acquiring
postgraduate qualifications. Moreover, it is thgaalifications, rather than undergraduate
degrees only, that have commanded the biggestaser@ wage differentials compared to
other workers. Second, women have narrowed educgips between themselves and
men over the last thirty years and in Britain byl2Onale-female education gaps have
converged. If men and women are more likely to slkeggartners with similar educational
attainment this is potentially a further detrimémthousehold income inequality and to

social mobility. Third, the faster accumulationfalifications for women then for men

16



over time has left some men behind, especiallpatbttom of the education distribution

where labour market prospects and opportunities baen worsening through time.
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Figurel: Trendsin Higher Education Participation in Great Britain, 1981-2009
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Notes: The Age Participation Index (API) is the femof domiciled young people (aged less than 219 w
are initial entrants to full time and sandwich urgtaduate courses as a percentage of the 18yedr%ld
GB population. The APl was discontinued in 2001 amglaced by the Higher Education Initial
Participation Rate (HEIPR), which has a differeefinition as it covers entrants to HE from differege
groups (for the one reported here covering ages 20).
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Figure 2:
Trendsin the Overall Postgraduate/Under graduate Only
Wage Differential, 1996-2011
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Notes: The squares joined by the dark line showeethryear moving averages of the
postgraduate/undergraduate wage differential, ddrivom annual estimates of the log earnings egpustti
for all full-time workers reported in panel A of fla 5 and calculated as [efp(- 1]X100, wheréj3 is the
estimated postgraduate/undergraduate only log regsndifferential. The solid lighter lines are 95%
confidence intervals.
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Table 1. Employment Shares by Education

A. All 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006 2011
No Qualifications 0.58 0.47 0.33 0.16 0.11 0.08 50.0
Intermediate A 0.23 0.29 0.43 0.53 0.55 0.53 0.52
Intermediate B 0.14 0.16 0.15 0.17 0.16 0.15 0.12
Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.14 0.18 0.23 0.31
Of which:

Undergraduate Degree Only - - - 0.10 0.12 0.15 0.20

Postgraduate Degree - - - 0.04 0.06 .080 0.11
Sample Size 96384 69861 69998 172024 163714 148705 121246
B.Men 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006 2011
No Qualifications 0.55 0.44 0.27 0.12 0.10 0.08 50.0
Intermediate A 0.25 0.32 0.48 0.57 0.57 0.54 0.53
Intermediate B 0.13 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.14 0.14 0.11
Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.07 0.09 0.11 0.16 0.19 0.24 0.31
Of which:

Undergraduate Degree Only - - - 0.11 0.13 0.15 0.20

Postgraduate Degree - - - 0.05 0.06 090. 0.10
Sample Size 47680 35131 35143 86232 81339 72654 24583
C. Women 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006 2011
No Qualifications 0.62 0.51 0.39 0.20 0.13 0.09 50.0
Intermediate A 0.20 0.27 0.37 0.49 0.53 0.52 0.51
Intermediate B 0.15 0.18 0.17 0.19 0.18 0.17 0.13
Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.11 0.16 0.22 0.30
Of which:

Undergraduate Degree Only - - - 80.0 0.11 0.15 0.20

Postgraduate Degree - - - 0.03 0.05 0.08 0.10
Sample Size 48704 34730 34855 85792 82375 76051 22629

Notes: Source is Labour Force Surveys (annual 98111986 and 1991, quarterly thereafter) for peaplGreat Britain. Employment shares are defiioegheople in work
aged 26 to 60. Intermediate A qualifications ineélugthool-level qualification up to and includinglévels (or an equivalent level diploma via furthestucation), whilst
intermediate B include professional undergraduatellqualifications which are not a degree (likacteng and nursing qualifications).
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Table 2 : Employment Shares of Postgraduates

A.All 1996 2001 2006 2011
Masters 0.45 0.49 0.51 0.52
PGCE 0.21 0.21 0.23 0.23
Doctorate 0.19 0.16 0.14 0.13
Other Postgraduate 0.15 0.13 0.12 0.12
Sample Size 6898 8980 11928 11778
B. Men 1996 2001 2006 2011
Masters 0.48 0.55 0.55 0.58
PGCE 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.15
Doctorate 0.23 0.19 0.18 0.16
Other Postgraduate 0.14 0.13 0.12 0.11
Sample Size 4133 5056 6214 5591
C. Women 1996 2001 2006 2011
Masters 0.40 0.42 0.45 0.45
PGCE 0.32 0.32 0.33 0.32
Doctorate 0.11 0.12 0.10 0.09
Other Postgraduate 0.16 0.14 0.12 0.14
Sample Size 2765 3924 5714 6187

Notes: Source is Quarterly Labour Force Survey9612001, 2006 and 2011) for people in Great Britdtmployment shares are defined for postgraduatesrk aged 26
to 60.
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Table 3: Qualification Attainment (by Age 33/34) and Family Income, British Birth Cohorts

1958 Birth Cohort, NCDS (in 1991) 1970 Birth Coh@®€S (in 2004)
Lowest 20 Middle 60 Highest 20 Lowest20 Middle 60 Highest 20
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
A.All
a) Pr[No Qualifications] 0.14 0.08 0.04 0.12 0.04 .010
b) Pr[Intermediate A] 0.61 0.63 0.49 0.63 0.59 90.3
c) Pr[Intermediate B] 0.16 0.17 0.19 0.15 0.16 0.22
d) Pr[Undergraduate Degree or Higher] 0.09 0.12 280. 0.10 0.21 0.37
B.Men
a) Pr[No Qualifications] 0.12 0.08 0.03 0.15 0.06 .010
b) Pr[Intermediate A] 0.62 0.61 0.50 0.63 0.60 0.40
c¢) Pr[Intermediate B] 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.13 0.16 0.23
d) Pr[lUndergraduate Degree or Higher] 0.10 0.15 300. 0.10 0.18 0.38
C. Women
a) Pr[No Qualifications] 0.17 0.09 0.06 0.09 0.03 .010
b) Pr[Intermediate A] 0.60 0.66 0.47 0.62 0.58 0.38
c) Pr[Intermediate B] 0.14 0.17 0.22 0.18 0.17 0.24
d) Pr[Undergraduate Degree or Higher] 0.09 0.08 260. 0.12 0.23 0.36

Notes: Sample sizes are All - NCDS 3875, BCS 3R8 - NCDS 2109, BCS 1598; Women - NCDS 1766, B680. Intermediate A qualifications include schizael
qualification up to and including A levels (or aguévalent level diploma via further education), ishintermediate B include professional undergraellevel qualifications
which are not a degree (like teaching and nursirgifications).
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Table4: HE Qualification Attainment (by Age 33/34) and Family Income, British Birth Cohorts

1958 Birth Cohort, NCDS (in 1991)

1970 Birth Coh@®CS (in 2004)

Cross-Cohort Change

Lowest 20 Middle 60 Highest 20 HE Lowest 20 Middle 60 Highest 20 HE HE
Percent Percent Percent  Inequality Percent Percent Percent  Inequality Inequality

A.All
a) Pr[Degree] 0.09 0.12 0.28 0.19 (0.02) 0.10 0.21  0.37 0.27 (0.02) 0.08 (0.03)
b) Pr[Undergraduate Degree] 0.07 0.09 0.20 0.1»Rj0 0.07 0.14 0.24 0.17 (0.02) 0.04 (0.03)
c¢) Pr[Postgraduate Degree] 0.02 0.03 0.08 0.04)0.0 0.03 0.07 0.13 0.10 (0.01) 0.04 (0.02)
B.Men
a) Pr[Degree] 0.10 0.15 0.30 0.20 (0.03) 0.10 0.18 0.38 0.28 (0.03) 0.08 (0.04)
b) Pr[Undergraduate Degree] 0.08 0.11 0.22 0.18pj0. 0.07 0.13 0.24 0.17 (0.03) 0.03 (0.04)
c¢) Pr[Postgraduate Degree] 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.0)0.0 0.03 0.06 0.15 0.12 (0.02) 0.06 (0.03)
C. Women
a) Pr[Degree] 0.09 0.08 0.26 0.17 (0.03) 0.12 0.23 0.36 0.24 (0.03) 0.07 (0.04)
b) Pr[Undergraduate Degree] 0.06 0.06 0.18 0.107§0. 0.08 0.14 0.25 0.17 (0.03) 0.05 (0.04)
c) Pr[Postgraduate Degree] 0.02 0.02 0.07 0.02)0.0 0.04 0.08 0.12 0.08 (0.02) 0.03 (0.04)

Notes: Sample sizes are All - NCDS 3875, B383 Men - NCDS 2109, BCS 1598; Women - NCDS 1B36S 1640. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table5: LFSWage Differentialsfor HE Groups (Full-Timers)

A.All 1996 2001 2006 2011 Change 2011-1996
Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.428 (0.009) 0(a31%6) 0.457 (0.006) 0.457 (0.006) 0.029 (0.012)
Undergraduate Degree Only 0.409 (0.010) 0.429@.0 0.416 (0.007) 0.416 (0.007) 0.006 (0.013)
Postgraduate Degree 0.470 (0.014) 0.531 (0.009) 27q®008) 0.545 (0.009) 0.075 (0.018)
Postgraduate/Undergraduate 0.060 (0.016) 0.10a@ 0.111 (0.009) 0.129 (0.010) 0.068 (0.021)
Sample size 21300 38007 33032 26285

B. Men 1996 2001 2006 2011

Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.401 (0.011) 0(e2307) 0.415 (0.008) 0.419 (0.008) 0.018 (0.015)
Undergraduate Degree Only 0.378 (0.012) 0.3910@).0 0.377 (0.009) 0.383 (0.010) 0.005 (0.017)
Postgraduate Degree 0.452 (0.018) 0.505 (0.012) 82Q@.011) 0.496 (0.013) 0.044 (0.024)
Postgraduate/Undergraduate 0.074 (0.020) 0.1034p 0.104 (0.013) 0.113 (0.014) 0.039 (0.027)
Sample size 13621 23594 19734 15509

C. Women 1996 2001 2006 2011

Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.474 (0.014) 0(619) 0.515 (0.009) 0.510 (0.004) 0.035 (0.019)
Undergraduate Degree Only 0.458 (0.015) 0.479.(.0 0.469 (0.010) 0.459 (0.011) 0.001 (0.021)
Postgraduate Degree 0.512 (0.022) 0.577 (0.014) 950(6012) 0.612 (0.014) 0.100 (0.029)
Postgraduate/Undergraduate 0.054 (0.025) 0.098%D 0.126 (0.014) 0.153 (0.014) 0.099 (0.032)
Sample size 7679 14413 13298 10776

Notes: The sample consists of full-time workerscagé to 60 in Britain Wage differentials are relatto Intermediate A qualifications. Control vafiebincluded are: age,
age squared, no qualifications, intermediate B teyhirivate sector, married/cohabiting, governnedfite region dummies and additionally gender ie &l specification.
Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table 6: LFSWage Differentialsfor HE Groups (Full-Timers) by Age Cohort

Age 26-45 Age 46-60
A.Men 1996 2011 Change 2011-1996 1996 2011 Change 2086-19
Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.371 (0.012) 0(G911L0) 0.019 (0.017) 0.482 (0.022) 0.478 (0.015) -0.004 (0.029)
Undergraduate Degree Only 0.361 (0.014) 0.356.).0 -0.005 (0.020) 0.428 (0.026) 0.442 (0.017) 0.(IL034)
Postgraduate Degree 0.396 (0.021) 0.470 (0.016) 74q@028) 0.574 (0.033) 0.542 (0.022) -0.032 (8)04
Postgraduate/Undergraduate 0.035 (0.024) 0.1047D 0.079 (0.032) 0.146 (0.039) 0.100 (0.025) 046.(0.051)
Sample size 9031 9155 4590 6354
B. Women 1996 2011 Change 2011-1996 1996 2011 Change 2084.-19
Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.464 (0.016) 0(@012) 0.013 (0.022) 0.521 (0.028) 0.566 (0.016) 0.045 (0.037)
Undergraduate Degree Only 0.456 (0.026) 0.4414).0 -0.016 (0.024) 0.475 (0.034) 0.480 (0.022) B.(044)
Postgraduate Degree 0.486 (0.026) 0.562 (0.018) 76q@O035) 0.596 (0.042) 0.704 (0.022) 0.108 (0)053
Postgraduate/Undergraduate 0.029 (0.029) 0.1228D 0.092 (0.038) 0.121 (0.050) 0.223 (0.026) 08.(0.063)
Sample size 5170 6207 2509 4569

Notes: The samples consist of full-time workerscagé to 45 and 46 to 60 in Britain Wage differelstiare relative to Intermediate A qualificationsor@ol variables
included are: age, age squared,, no qualificatimsrmediate B, white, private sector, marriedadsiting and government office region dummies. Saadcerrors are in

parentheses.
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Table 7: Cross-Cohort Wage Differentialsfor HE Groups (Full-Timers)

A.All NCDS, 1991, Age 33  BCS, 2004, Age 34 Cross-Cohbange
Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.403 (0.021) o(@4?2) 0.042 (0.030)
Undergraduate Degree Only 0.409 (0.024) 0.412@).0 0.007 (0.035)
Postgraduate Degree 0.388 (0.036) 0.498 (0.032) 110qa.049)
Postgraduate/Undergraduate -0.021 (0.040) 0.0837) 0.104 (0.055)
Sample size 5335 5028

B.Men NCDS, 1991, Age 33  BCS, 2004, Age 34 Cross-Cohbange
Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.364 (0.025) 0(@1R7) 0.060 (0.037)
Undergraduate Degree Only 0.378 (0.029) 0.413@.0 0.035 (0.042)
Postgraduate Degree 0.329 (0.043) 0.448 (0.041) 18(qA.059)
Postgraduate/Undergraduate -0.049 (0.048) 00348) 0.084 (0.068)
Sample size 3645 3247

C. Women NCDS, 1991, Age 33  BCS, 2004, Age 34 Cross-Cohbarnge
Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.458 (0.038) 0(06x38) 0.007 (0.054)
Undergraduate Degree Only 0.450 (0.043) 0.41614).0 -0.033 (0.061)
Postgraduate Degree 0.480 (0.063) 0.550 (0.053) 69q@084)
Postgraduate/Undergraduate 0.031 (0.070) 0.188@D 0.102 (0.094)
Sample size 1690 1781

Notes: Wage differentials are relative to interiagel A qualifications. Control variables includede:a no qualifications, intermediate B, white, ptivasector,
married/cohabiting, government office region dunsraed additionally gender in the All specificati®iandard errors are in parentheses.
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Table8: LFSWage Differentials by Postgraduate Group (Full-Timers) by Age Cohort

Age 26-45

Age 46-60

A. Men

1996

2011

Change 2011-1996

1996

2011

Change 2084.-19

Master Degree
PGCE
Doctorate

0.095 (0.031)
-0.084 (0.050)
0.097 (0.043)

0.145 (0.021)
0.016 (0.039)
0.131 (0.038)

0.05146).
0.101 (0.075)
0.033 (0.066)

0.169 (0.053)
490.117)
0.239 (0.066)

0.096 (0.035)
-0.059 (0.065)
0.239 (0.051)

-0.073 (0.075)
-0.104 (0.159)
-0.0002 (0.096)

Other Postgraduate 0.025 (0.047) 0.138 (0.045) 30(QD75) 0.111 (0.086) 0.153 (0.067) 0.042 (0.126)
Sample size 1587 3229 594 1512
B. Women 1996 2011 Change 2011-1996 1996 2011 Change 2084.-19

Master Degree
PGCE

Doctorate

Other Postgraduate

Sample size

0.123 (0.041)
-0.056 (0.044)
0.053 (0.074)

0.065 (0.053)

973

0.125 (0.024)
0.052 (0.029)
0.230 (0.044)

0.140 (0.040)

2700

0.00254).
0.108 (0.065)
0.177 (0.106)

50(0D79)

0.110 (0.072)

050.(0.086)
0.304 (0.107)
0.025 (0.136)

282

0.299 (0.036)

0.095 (0.041)

0.408 (0.072)

0.180 (0.060)

1141

0.189 (0.095)

0.146 (0.113)

0.104 (0.148)

0.155 (0.177)

Notes: The samples consist of full-time graduatekers aged 26 to 45 and 46 to 60 in Britain Wadéeintials are relative to Undergraduate Degredy OBontrol
variables included are: age, age squared, whiteatprsector, married/cohabiting, government offiegion dummies. Standard errors are in parentheses
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Appendix

Table Al: LFS Cross-Cohort Wage Differentialsfor HE Groups (Full-Timers)

A.All

Born 1956-60,
Age 36-40 in 1996

Born 1968-72,
Age 36-40 in 2008

Cross-Cohort Change

Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.440 (0.021) 0(09BL6) 0.053 (0.028)
Undergraduate Degree Only 0.433 (0.024) 0.438.6).0 0.004 (0.032)
Postgraduate Degree 0.458 (0.034) 0.590 (0.022) 320A.044)
Postgraduate/Undergraduate 0.025 (0.039) 0.1825%p 0.127 (0.050)
Sample size 3446 5010

B.Men Born 1956-60, Born 1968-72, Cross-Cohort Change

Age 36-40 in 1996

Age 36-40 in 2008

Undergraduate Degree or Higher 0.395 (0.025) 0(a3®0) 0.039 (0.035)
Undergraduate Degree Only 0.384 (0.029) 0.372@.0 -0.010 (0.040)
Postgraduate Degree 0.422 (0.042) 0.545 (0.029) 23QA.056)
Postgraduate/Undergraduate 0.039 (0.048) 0.1024p 0.133 (0.063)
Sample size 2306 3093

C. Women Born 1956-60, Born 1968-72, Cross-Cohort Change

Age 36-40 in 1996

Age 36-40 in 2008

Undergraduate Degree or Higher
Undergraduate Degree Only
Postgraduate Degree
Postgraduate/Undergraduate

Sample size

0.532 (0.036)
0.530 (0.041)
0.537 (0.058)
0.007 (0.065)

1160

0(6IR4)
0.5426).0
0.664 (0.034)
0.1038p

1917

0.061 (0.047)

0.019 (0.053)
27Q0L073)

0.108 (0.081)

Notes: As for Table 5.
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Data Appendix
1. Basic Processing of the LFS Data

We use the annual Labour Force Surveys of 19816,19891 and the quarterly Labour
Force Surveys from 1996 through 2011. We drop ofasiens from Northern Ireland to
maintain comparability with the British cohort dakEamployment shares are calculated for
a sample of employed individuals aged between 2i668n All estimates are weighted by
LFS person weights.

Our highest qualification definitions are 'no (qtieitions’, ‘intermediate A
qualifications’, ‘intermediate B qualifications’,undergraduate degree’ and "higher
degree’. Before 1996, it is not possible to disaggte postgraduates and undergraduates
in the composite graduate group because the LFS do¢ include Post-Graduate
Certificates in Education (PGCESs) in the higherrdegqqualification category. PGCEs are
instead included in the undergraduate level teactgoalifications. Intermediate A
gualifications include school-level qualificatiorp uo and including A levels (or an
equivalent level diploma via further education),ilsthintermediate B include professional
undergraduate level qualifications which are notlegree (like teaching and nursing
gualifications). From 1996 onwards, we disaggredhée postgraduate group into those
with a Masters, a PGCE, a Doctorate or those witlotheer professional higher
qualification as their highest qualification attagh

2. Basic Processing of the NCDS and BCS Data

We use data from the National Child Developmentd$tgNCDS, a cohort of all
individuals born in Britain in a week of March 19%8d the British Cohort Study (BCS, a
cohort of all individuals born in Britain in a week April 1970).

The education data is coded to the same five cat=gas for the LFS and comes from the
age 33 wave of the NCDS in 1991 and the age 34 whtlee BCS in 2004.

Parental income at age 16 comes from the 1974 whiree NCDS and the 1986 wave of
the BCS. We use the data cleaned by Blanden, Gregdvlacmillan (2007, 2011), which
was kindly supplied by Lindsey Macmillan. For mondormation, see Appendix B of
Blanden, Gregg and Macmillan (2011) where issuesttition biases to do with the
parental income variable in the NCDS and BCS aseudised in detall

3. LFS Wage Data and Sample

Full-time weekly earnings are calculated as thaidibigm of weekly earnings for all full-
time workers. Earnings numbers are deflated uiegRPI deflator. We trim the sample
by excluding the bottom one percent of full timerkers in each year and again restrict
the sample to be aged between 26 and 60. The wagie equations include a continuous
age variable and its square, 10 dummy variable&Stwmernment Office region, as well as
dummy variables for working in the private sectming married/cohabiting and being of
white ethnicity. All estimates are weighted usirfgS_person weights.
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For the cross-cohort comparisons with the NCDSthedBCS data, we use the 1996 and
2008 Quarterly Labour Force Survey for respondagexd between 36 and 40. We do this
because we want to compare the NCDS and BCS ingilsdvho were born in 1958 and
1970 respectively with the same birth cohorts m S at around the same age. We are
restricted in using 1996 as our earliest year ftoenLFS because we can only consistently
distinguish between postgraduate and undergraddatgees from 1996 onwards.
Therefore, if we want to compare individuals bamilB58 and 1970 from the NCDS and
BCS with those from the LFS using data from 199¢%/amls we are forced to use age 36
onwards from the 1996 LFS. We use the age rang® 3® (i.e. centred on age 38) to
ensure sufficiently large cell sizes for this asay

4. NCDS and BCS Wage Data and Sample

Full-time weekly earnings are calculated as thatitigm of weekly earnings for all full-
time workers and are taken from the age 33 wavine®fNCDS in 1991 and the age 34
wave of the BCS in 2004. We also use the age 3&wéthe BCS in 2008 (referred to in
footnote 9 of the paper). Earnings numbers areatdzfl using the RPI deflator. We trim
the sample by excluding the bottom one percenallbfime workers in each year. As with
the LFS, the basic wage equations include 10 dumaniables for Government Office
region, as well as dummy variables for working ihe tprivate sector, being
married/cohabiting and being of white ethnicity.
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