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Abstract

We compare employment and earnings of British gutaibelonging to ethnic minorities to
those of white British six months and three andl&years after graduation. Six months
after graduation all ethnic minority graduateslass likely than whites to be employed but
those who have a job earn similarly or more thaitesh University choice, parental
background and area characteristics account fanmge Ipart of the ethnic differences in
earnings but do not explain ethnic differencesmplyment. Three and a half years after
graduation the ethnic advantages in earnings desapphile employment penalties reduce.
Both employment probability and earnings increass the career in a similar way for

whites and minorities, with only few exceptions.
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1. Introduction

People from ethnic minorities in Britain are on @&ge more likely to have a university
degree than white British people (Modood, 2005). his been suggested that the
comparatively higher level of qualifications of eityminorities may be the result of strategic
choices to signal the quality of the job seeker mgbrevent expected ethnic (statistical)
discrimination (Colding, Husted, & Hummelgaard, 20MHeath, Rothon, & Kilpi, 2008;
Modood, 2005). However, although having higher djgations increases the labour market
success of ethnic minority workers, it does nanhelate the ethnic penalty altogether. For the
UK, Rafferty (2012) shows that ethnic minority guates are less likely to find employment
than white British people, and are more likely itdfjobs for which they are overqualified.
Battu and Sloane (2004) and Lindley (2009) show #tanic minority workers, including
those born in the UK, are more likely to be oveunaated for their job and are paid less than
white British for their higher qualifications. Treemay be various reasons for this.

Studies for the UK have shown that ethnic minogitgduates are more likely to come
from a lower socio-economic background than whitéidh graduates and are also more
likely to graduate from less prestigious univeesitand to obtain lower grades than white
British students with similar qualifications upomtey to university (Modood, 2005;
Richardson, 2015). Parents from a higher socio-economic backgroend to transmit soft
skills to their children (Bowles, Gintis, & Grove®)05) which are likely to be valued in the
labour market but are rarely measured in surveyadtition, parental background may have
an impact on graduates’ labour market career thrawggworks. Using contacts is a common
and often highly successful method of obtainingpadyjob, especially for young adults who
often rely on their parents’ networks (Holzer, 198&dushin, 2012; Patacchini & Zenou,
2012). Since ethnic minority graduates are less\likhan white British graduates to be from
a high socio-economic background their parents laely information and resources to help
them find a graduate job (Flap & Volker, 2008; Zoitic 2015). Being able to fall back on
parents with more financial resources may alsonaticaduates to search for longer and be
more selective in accepting employment and (ungatdynships.

Besides parental background, the local commun#y aiso be a source of potentially

useful contacts that can help graduates in thdirgearch. Patacchini and Zenou (2011)

! Although ethnic minority applicants seem to bes lideely to receive an offer or have an offer comiéd from
more prestigious universities (Boliver, 2013; Shi&eModood, 2002), there seems to be no differdnce
ethnicity in the tendency to apply to more presitigi universities once previous attainment is acealfor
(Boliver, 2013; Shiner & Noden, 2015).



suggest that the human capital in the neighbourhmag help parents to improve their
children’s education and that this can be espgciafiportant for parents with fewer

resources, while Bayer et al. (2008) show thatrgawveighbours with better socio-economic
positions increases labour force participation @&adnings. Because of discrimination or
because networks are often divided among ethnes l{pustmann, 2008; Zuccotti, 2015),
ethnic minority and white British parents may halrferent quality networks, even when

they are from the same social class. Ethnic miwgsriare highly influenced by their

community (Dustmann, 2008) and rely more oftenariad networks to find work than white

British do (Battu, Seaman, & Zenou, 2011; Dustmaalitz, & Schonberg, 2016). On the

other hand, possibly because of such networks, ratdmic minority graduates tend to work
close to where they grew up (Abreu, Faggian, & Maa&2015) and these are often more
deprived areas that may offer only few (graduatg)pleyment opportunities (Feng,

Flowerdew, & Feng, 2015).

Several qualitative studies have shown how a boietcommunity can help instil
cultural values and the importance of higher edanain the younger generation (Shah,
Dwyer, & Modood, 2010; Zhou, 2005) while quantiatistudies found correlations between
the average education in the ethnic community hecetiucation of co-ethnics (Borjas, 1992,
1995; Edin, Fredriksson, & Aslund, 2003; Luthra &eBl, 2015). The literature has also
found that ethnic minorities are more likely toeati worse-quality universities than white
British people and obtain lower grades on averagk.worse “university career” and
gualification may have a negative impact on labmarket careers and may help explain
ethnic inequalities in the labour market.

This paper contributes to the literature on emmleyt and earning inequalities of
ethnic minorities by analysing the early careegraiduates who are British nationals. To our
knowledge, this is the first paper to focus on mthemployment and earning gaps among
British graduates and in a longitudinal way. Bgusing on British nationals we can reduce
issues related to language barriers or lack fantyiavith UK institutions and labour market
that may instead apply to non-nationals. By udimg Destination of Leavers of Higher
Education (DLHE) we can analyse longitudinally fbmt impact of qualifications, parental
social class and area characteristics on ethnialfpes in employment and earnings both six
months and three and half years after graduatibis. dllows us to analyse the importance of
the socio-economic background, area and univeraitgl, how their relevance changes with
time spent in the labour market. To the best af lowowledge this is the first paper that

accounts for the separate contribution of thestifa®n transitions to the labour market. In
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addition, the DLHE has rarely been used to anabtbmic differences in labour market
outcomes.

We contribute to the academic and policy debateettic inequalities also by
analysing how ethnic disadvantage among graduatepares to what we know from the
existing literature, which includes workers of afjes and education levels. This allows us to
identify to what extent a university degree pratecitinorities from disadvantage. We also
contribute to the discussion on the transmissionlishdvantage by analysing the relative
importance of parental and area background, whektieer impact is mediated by university
careers, and how it evolves over people’s labouketaareers.

In the remainder of this paper we describe thas#dtand how we measure parental
background, qualifications and area characteristi®sction 2). Section 3 describes the
methods and models used and Section 4 discussessthles. Ethnic minority graduates face
substantial disadvantage in gaining employmentnsonths after graduation compared to
their white colleagues, and this disadvantage gisrsiver their labour market career. Their
lower parental background, worse characteristicthefarea of origin and worse university
career do not explain the penalty. However, fostheho are employed there are no earning
disadvantages, in contrast to what the literaturdsffor ethnic minorities of all ages and
levels of education. Some earning disadvantagairsramong women although this can be

explained by ethnic differences in qualifications.

2. Data and descriptive statistics

2.1. The Destination of Leavers of Higher Educa{ibhHE)

The DLHE is unique in combining administrative asutvey data on students graduating
from UK universities. The dataset includes admraiste data collected when the graduate
entered university, such as gender, ethnicity,bditg socio-economic background, area of
residence together with data on their universitseeasuch as the university attended, the
degree studied and the grades obtained. In additierdata include a census of all graduates,
who are surveyed six months after graduation alboeir labour market status and job
characteristics. A subsample of those who gradueteadd years is re-interviewed three
years later. As data on parental background is anfylable from 2005 onwards we use the
interviews from 2005 to 2012 (for those graduatm@004/2005 to 2011/2012) and the three
year follow-up surveys (for those graduating in 2005, 2006/2007 and 2008/2009). The

follow-up surveys give us information about labooarket status and job characteristics in
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2008, 2010 and 2012. The second wave thereforesrédelabour market outcomes on or
after the recession.

We exclude the heterogeneous group of mature stsidend restrict the sample to
graduates younger than 24 (when entering theirl fye@ar) who have not reported any
disability, are British nationals and lived in Eagtl before entering university. In line with
previous studies, we focus on the largest ethnionty groups in the UK: Indian, Pakistani,
Bangladeshi, black Caribbean, black African andn€se and compare them to white British.
To keep the gender and ethnic gaps separate weacerathnic minority men to white men
and ethnic minority women to white women.

Our dependent variables of interest are employrstatus (having a job or not) and
earnings. Employment is measured by a dummy wikicme for those who have a paid job
or are self-employed, and zero for those who aemmphoyed, excluding the inactive from the
whole analysis. Yearly earnings, which we deflate®11 prices using the Consumer Price
Index (CPI) provided by the Office for National &$tics (ONS), are provided for people in
paid jobs only (and exclude the self-employed). €liminate possible outliers and coding
errors we exclude graduates in the highest and dbd&o of observations for earnings.
Descriptive statistics of the variables used in aoalysis are in Table Al in the Appendix.
The table, which does not separate men and worhemssthat the proportion of graduates
who have a job six months after graduation varigsveen 77% for Pakistani and 90% for
whites. Six months after graduation there are difierences in yearly earnings. Perhaps
surprisingly, most minority groups seem on averéméhave higher earnings than white
British. Three and a half years after graduatidfed#nces in the proportions of those who

have a job decrease while differences in earninggase.

2.2. Parental background

We measure parental background by parental soldas @and the type of high school the
graduate attended before university. Parental katags is measured in four categories:
managerial and professional occupations (high xlassall self-employed, intermediate and
lower supervisory and technical occupations (middlass); semi-routine or routine
occupations or long-term workless (working class)d self-employment. Self-employment
is kept separate because of its relevance among ettinority groups (Light, 2005). We use
parental class rather than education because @slugatonly measured through a dummy
variable from 2008 onwards and because we belitags do be more appropriate: many

parents of ethnic minority graduates are first gati@n migrants and the correlation between
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their education and social class is low (Dustm2®08). In addition, social class is generally
more closely linked to social capital and financedources than education is (Platt, 2005).

Parental social class may measure skills thatnpgateansmit to their children, as well
as networks. To separate that part which may lageceto human capital investment we also
compute a dummy for having attended a private dcheore university. Since private
schools are usually rather expensive, it is likbt those who attended private schools have
more affluent parents and/or parents who highlyeaducation as a mean to succeed in the
labour market.

There are clear differences among ethnic groupsiiantal background in our sample
of graduates and in the population in England. ddmparison of the class distribution of
graduates and of the general population (TablenAke Appendix) shows that 59% of white
British graduates are from high class backgroundpared to 37% of white British in the
population. Consistently with Modood (2005), th#edence for ethnic minorities is much
lower, especially for Indian, Bangladeshi and Ch&eéViore than a quarter of ethnic minority
graduates come from a working class background,peoad to only 14% of white British

graduates.

2.3. University

Wages and the probability of finding a job may lghbr for those who graduate from more
prestigious universities, with higher grades ana wtudied disciplines more valued in the
labour market. Similar to Boliver (2013) we diffatete between graduates from Russell-
group universities (the most prestigious, compgsi¥d highly ranked research-intensive
universities), those from the former polytechnistitutes (the least prestigious), and all
others. Like Richardson (2015) we also accoungfades obtained: a first-class honour, an
upper second-class honour (2:1) or any lower digtin. Finally, we differentiate between
nine groups of subjects categorised based on ihé asademic coding system following
Abreu et al. (2015J.

Pakistani, Bangladeshi, black African and blackrili¥®an students on average
graduate from less prestigious universities thameshwhile Indian and Chinese students
graduate from better universities (Appendix, TaBlg). In addition 13% of white and
Chinese students graduate with first-class honduutsonly 5% of black graduates and 7% to

2 Health sciences (A and B); biological sciencesf@ D); physical sciences (F, G, H and J); sociehnses (K,
L and M); business (N); humanities (Q, R, T and&fgative arts (P and W); education (X); and a dopth
degree.



9% of those of south-Asian ethnicity do so. Chindselian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi
graduates are more likely than white British todgtta STEM (Science, Technology,

Engineering and Mathematics) subject and blackbBaan and black African graduates are
least likely.

2.4. Characteristics of the area of residence befamtering university

The DLHE allows us to identify the area where thadgate lived before going to university.
To analyse the impact of the characteristics ofatea on labour market outcomes of ethnic
minorities we need to decide on a geographicaleaggion. Most studies on social networks
focus on the neighbourhood and use rather smaljrgpbical areas. However, to capture
labour market opportunities larger areas are likelype more appropriate. In this paper we
include information at the local authority distrievef as it is the lowest level at which
detailed information on ethnicity is available tieah be linked to the DLHE.

People coming from more deprived areas may hawerlauality networks. As a
measure of job opportunities in the labour marketuse data on the share of claimants of
job-seeker’s allowance. These data are availatdelyyérom the Department for Work and
Pensions through the ONS.

Diversity in a community may reduce social cap{@thaeffer, 2014; Vervoort, Flap,
& Dagevos, 2010) and the use of social networksekample to find work. In line with the
previous literature we use the Herfindhal indexaameasure of ethnic diversity in each
district. The Herfindahl index is computed as onaus the sum, over ethnic groups, of the
square of the proportion of people belonging td #tanic minority to the overall population
(Alesina, Devleeschauwer, Easterly, Kurlat, & Wacgj 2003). The index can be interpreted
as the probability that two persons randomly drdnem the population of that district have
the same ethnicity (Vervoort et al., 2010, p. e Bhares of each ethnic group, which we
use to compute the Herfindhal index, are availdbjedistrict from the 2001 and 2011
censuses. We use linear interpolation to comp@tetinic shares for the intra-census years.

We measure the quality of the network with thealcamployment rate and with the
share of graduates. The employment rate measoireaviilability and the likelihood that
people hear about new jobs, while the share ofugri@d measures the probability that people
hear about graduate jobs. The employment rateshendhares of graduates are available
from the 2001 and 2011 censuses and we use limespolation for the intra-census years.

% Between the 2001 and 2011 censuses some localriyitistricts have been aggregated; for consestene
use the 2009 administrative boundaries, resultir@gRié districts.



As shown in the Appendix, Table Al, ethnic mingprgraduates are more likely to
come from more diverse and more deprived areas higfiner rates of benefit claimants, but

also from areas with a slightly higher share ofigates compared to whites.

3. Method and models

3.1. Labour market outcomes six months after gradoa

To assess whether differences in parental classacteristics of the local area and university
career account for ethnic differences in employnagt earnings six months after graduation
we estimate models in which these three factoradded sequentially to analyse the impact

that each have on labour market inequalities, asshn equation (1):

Empk = o1 + B1Ei + 811Z1; + 812721 + 81373 + €1 (1)
Earn = ax + BoEi + 02121 + 022201 + 023231 + 024241t + €2i

where the dependent variable is either the dummyefoployment (Emp) or the log of

labour market earnings (Eajrof individual “i” at time “t” (i.e. six months &ér graduation).
The employment models are estimated using binagistio regressions while the earning
models are estimated by OLS regressions. The sesthe logistic regression are shown as
marginal effects. We use weights provided by theHBLto account for graduates studying
more than one degree. To account for the factltital area characteristics are the same for
people from the same district of origin we cludtee standard errors of all models by the
district in which the respondent lived before umsity. All models are estimated separately
for men and women.

E consists of dummies for ethnicity and can be prieted as the ethnic gaps. We
start by estimating ethnic gaps from a model wtaaly includes dummies for the year of
graduation to control for year-specific charactertss No additional controls are needed as
our graduates are all between 21 and 24 yearsndldhave essentially no work experience as
graduates.

Zyi, Zi and 2; include the variables identifying parental backgrd, university
careers, and the characteristics for the areaigihceind therefore do not vary over time. We
first include these three sets of variables sephirand then include them jointly. If the
labour market disadvantage faced by ethnic minagigduates is partly mediated by their

parental background, university careers, or theadaristics of the area they come from, we
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expect the inclusion of the variables in Z to resup coefficients which are closer to zero (a
coefficient of zero would indicate no ethnic gaps).

Z,i is included only in the earning models to capjakecharacteristics that may have
an impact on earnings. These are: a dummy for mwgrgart-time, one for temporary jobs,
and a dummy for those who work in London, wherearitres concentrate and wages are

comparatively high (Dustmann & Theodoropoulos, 2010

3.2. Labour market outcomes three and a half ya#tes graduation

We could use a model similar to Equation (1) als@amalyse ethnic differences in labour
market outcomes three and a half years after gttuaHowever, it is important to note that
only a subsample of graduates is interviewed threka half years after graduation and it is
possible that the sample is biased towards thogeardhmore successful in the labour market
if those who are less successful are less likelyaticipate in the survey. As shown in the
Appendix (Table A3) graduates who participate ithbwaves of the survey do not seem to
differ much in terms of parental background andhaorigin, nor in terms of employment
or earnings. There are substantial differenceseler, in terms of university career: those
who participate in both waves are more likely tovehastudied a STEM subject, to have
graduated with a 2:1 or a first degree and fromuaskll group university than those who
only participated in the first wave.

As a further test we estimate Equation (1), iniclgcall covariates, for employment
and earnings six months after graduation on thesfarple of all graduates participating in
the first wave and on the subsample of those whticpate in both waves. The results in
the Appendix (Table A4) show that the gaps esticthabe months after graduation on the full
sample (those who patrticipate at least in the Wiste) tend to be higher than those estimated
on graduates who participated in both waves (tihngitadinal sample). This suggests that
those who participated in both waves may not baendeam sample, and results need to take
this into consideration. The models estimatinglabmarket outcomes three and a half years

after graduation include the full set of covariates

Empli = oz + BaEi + 83121 + 832722 + 83323 + 03575+ €3 (2)
Earnuy = as + BaEi + 84121 + 04222 + 84323 + 044Z4r+1 + 045Z5 + €4

where the labour market outcomes in this case teféme “t+1”, i.e. three and a half years

after graduation. The explanatory variables ame shme as in Equation (1) with the
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exception of Z, which now refers to the job held at time t+1 eatthan the job held at time t.
To control for the “initial conditions” we also ihwle dummies for whether the graduate was
unemployed, in unpaid work, in further study, ohest type of inactivity six months after
graduation, with employment and self-employmentiesereference categorys{Z

Once again, employment models are estimated Wsnagy logistic regressions while
the earning models are estimated by OLS regresst&tasdard errors are clustered by district

and the models are estimated separately for memwaneen.

3.3. Trajectories

While the previous models give us an indicatiom@iv employment probability and earnings
may vary over time for these cohorts of gradudtesgdata also allows us to add another layer
to the analysis. By exploiting the longitudinaltura of the data we can compare career
trajectories of ethnic minorities in terms of empleent probability and earning for those
graduates who were active in the labour marketo#tt points in time or had a paid job at
those points in time (six months and three andlfayears after graduation). We do this by

estimating models in first differences betweend &l (A 1+1):

tA i1 EMpl = 05 + 011 A t+1Li + 0120 A il B + &5 3)

tA w1Earn = oe + 021 A t+1li + 022 A rali B + 023 A 141 24+ €6

In these models all time-invariant characteristid®th observed, such as parental
background, local area and university career, anobserved, are differenced out. The
models only include a dummy variable (L) which eya in the first wave and one in the
second wave. The coefficient of this variable uegg changes between t and t+1 in the
probability of being employed and in earnings. Trteractions between this dummy and the
ethnicity dummies measure how the trajectorieshim probability of employment and in
earning for ethnic minorities differ from thosewite graduates.

For simplicity, the employment models are estimatesing a linear probability
models and contain no other control variables. 8&r@ing models are estimated by OLS and

also include changes in the characteristics ojab€Z;) between t and t+1.
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4. Reaults

4.1. Employment gaps six months after graduation

Table 1 shows ethnic differences (gaps) in the gdity of being in employment six months
after graduation; the top part of the Table refemnen, while the bottom part of the Table
refers to women.

The basic model only accounts for the year of gaidn and shows that ethnic
minority graduates are on average less likely toebwloyed than white graduates. The
employment gaps are generally slightly larger fanven than for men although the patterns
are the same. The gap is smallest for black CaaiblgFaduates, who are 3-4 percentage
points (p.p.) less likely to be employed than wietish, and largest for Pakistani and
Bangladeshi graduates and Chinese men who are p(z1kss likely to be employed. While
the existing literature, which includes people afious ages and education levels, normally
finds the best labour market outcomes for Indiad @hinese minorities (Blackaby, Leslie,
Murphy, & O’Leary, 2005) we find that, compared tteeir white counterparts, Indian and
Chinese graduates experience similar employmerg ggphe other minority groups.

The model in Column (2) includes the parental haoknd variables. People from
high and middle parental class have a higher piibtyabf being in employment, while those
who went to a public — as opposed to private —aslcare less likely to be in employméht.
Including controls for parental background in Cotunf2) does not reduce ethnic
disadvantage in employment, suggesting that thd fthat ethnic minorities come
disproportionately from lower parental backgroumesinot explain their employment gaps.

We still find employment gaps in Column (3) where include the characteristics of
the local area, although they are reduced by ardutwl 2p.p. for all ethnic groups bar the
Chinese. Graduates who come from an area with clammants of jobseeker’s allowance
are less likely to be employed six months aftedgadion, while those coming from an area
with a higher employment rate are more likely toelngployed. This suggests that the work
opportunities as well as the quality of the loca&twork may be important for young
graduates to find work.

In Column (4) we include the university career.o3& who graduate from more

prestigious universities and with higher grades raoge likely to be employed six months

* The full set of coefficients are not shown hereduailable on request. The coefficients for thedels
including all explanatory variables are in the Apgie, Tables A5 (employment and earning gaps sirtim®
after graduation) and A6 (employment and earnimgsdhree and a half years after graduation).

11



after graduation, and the subject of study hagrgract too. Perhaps surprisingly, this does
not seem to explain ethnic minority employment gejiser. Instead, ethnic gaps seem to
increase for some groups, thus suggesting thaicethinority graduates are not rewarded for
their degrees the same way as white British are.

The model in Column (5) includes all the covasat&mployment gaps are similar to
the models in which only the characteristics of il area where graduates come from are
included. The only exception is the employment tapblack Caribbean men, which is no
longer statistically significant. In addition, tharious covariates do not seem to influence
each other as their coefficients remain largelyhamged when they are all included. This
suggests that parental background and local area &alirect impact on employment six

months after graduation, and this impact is notiated by university careers.

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

4.2. Earning gaps six months after graduation

Table 2 shows the estimated ethnic gaps for yesaipings for men (top part of the Table)
and women (bottom part of the Table). The basidehan Column (1) shows the average
difference in earnings by ethnicity when accounfimgyear of graduation only. The results
suggest that Pakistani and Bangladeshi women aolt Klaribbean men earn around 3% less
than white British graduates on average, but blafrican, Indian and Chinese graduates
earn 4-9% more. This is in contrast with the poasi literature on ethnic gaps including
workers of all ages and levels of education andveigp much larger earning gaps, especially
for Pakistani and Bangladeshi men (Longhi & P2808; Longhi et al. 2013). Although this
earning advantage for ethnic minorities may perfsgesn surprising, it may be related to the
lower employment probability of ethnic minoritigbose who do get a paid job are likely to
be a positively selected group in terms of unmesakuharacteristics.

The model in Column (2) includes controls for wiegtrespondents work in London,
as well as for whether their contract is part-tioretemporary. Being employed in “low
quality” jobs may itself be due to disadvantage eanot be considered as an explanation of
the earning gaps. In addition, the fact that meiitmic minority graduates in the UK live in
London, where wages are higher (Dustmann & Thequoros, 2010) may partly hide
earning gaps (Longhi & Brynin, forthcoming). Nethaless, it is important to analyse how
job characteristics and location affect our estedagaps. After controlling for job

characteristics, all differences become either pesstive or more negative. The advantages
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of Bangladeshi men and black African men and wodisappear, while those of Indian and
Chinese graduates are substantially reduced. Ethmority graduates appear to be more
disadvantaged than white British graduates in simdbs. Only among Pakistani women the
penalty disappears when taking work characterigticsaccount.

When controlling for parental background in Colu@y the earning gaps disappear
and the advantages increase. This indicates tlealother average parental background of
ethnic minority graduates contributes to their lovearnings compared to white British.
While parental background does not seem to expla@nworse employment outcomes for
ethnic minority graduates it nevertheless explaipgart of the earning differences.

When we control for characteristics of the locadaain Column (4) we find earning
gaps only for Pakistani and Bangladeshi women dacklCaribbean men and women, while
when controlling for university career in Column) (dnly the earning gaps of Pakistani
women remain. The final model in Column (6) inclsdél control variables and shows only
minor differences in earnings across ethnic groupkck Caribbean, Pakistani and
Bangladeshi women earn 2-4% less than their whitesB counterparts, while Indian and
Chinese graduates and male Bangladeshi graduates2e€a6 more than white British
graduates.

In summary, for ethnic minority British graduates find only small earning gaps
which are explained by lower parental background aniversity careers. The average
earning gaps for graduates are substantially smikléan the average gap of 7-8% found by
Blackaby et al. (2002; 2005) or the 4-9% gap folmydDustmann and Theodoropoulos

(2010). So, at least initially in graduates’ caseearning inequalities seem to be minor.

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

4.3. Employment and earning gaps three and a lealfs/after graduation
Table 3 shows the estimated employment gaps sixhmand three and a half years after
graduation for the longitudinal subsample (i.e.yotllose people who participated in both
waves); the number of observation differs becaisenimber of people in the labour market
— or with a job — increases between waves. Tlosllsghgive us an idea of how employment
gaps change over time for this sample of graduates.

As already mentioned in the methods section, labmarket penalties six months after
graduation estimated on the longitudinal sampleshghtly different than the ones estimated

on the full sample. Table 3 shows that among roaly, Chinese graduates are less likely to
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be employed than white British while black Caribibeaen are more likely to be employed.
Among women we find substantial gaps for Pakistéwlipwed by Chinese and Indian.
Three and a half years after graduation employrgaps tend to decrease compared to six
months after graduation. Among men we observe @ynpnt gaps only for black African
(6 p.p.), while among women we observe pay gapsgimg from 2 p.p. to 6 p.p., for all
groups except Chinese. Hence, differences in gmmat probability tend to remain stable
or decrease over time, with the exception of blafrican men and women, black Caribbean
women and Bangladeshi women, for whom they tenda®ase

The activity status six months after graduatiors h@ substantial impact on
employment probability three years later, beingeisged with a 4-6 p.p. lower probability
of employment, and is consistent with the literatan the scarring effect of unemployment
(Gregg & Tominey, 2005). While the differences amealler three and a half years than six
months after graduation, they do remain, especiaiywomen and indicate long-lasting

inequalities in employment among graduates, afiatrolling for all other factors.

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Table 4 presents earning gaps six months and wmeea half after graduation for the
longitudinal sample. As with employment, there iscarring effect of early unemployment
on earning. Graduates who were unemployed six rsoaftier graduation earn 12-14% less
than those who were initially employed, suggestheg ethnic employment gaps six months
after graduation can have long-lasting effects.

Although the small number of observations for tomgitudinal sample may
contribute to the low level of statistical signditce, after controlling for early unemployment
and background, we find no remaining earning gapsrinority graduates six months after
graduation, with the exception of black Caribbeaannand Pakistani women. Three and a
half years after graduation only black African wamgeem to experience earning gaps.
Hence, also three and a half years after gradyatiom main ethnic penalties are in

employment rather than in earnings.

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE
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4.4. Trajectories

Differences in the employment and earning trajeesoof white British and ethnic minority
graduates between six months and three and a éal$ yafter graduation are shown in Table
5. The sample for employment includes only those were in the labour market both six
months and three and a half years after graduatvbile the sample for earnings includes
only those who had a paid job at both points iretinBy focusing on the same people, this
allows us to study the evolution of employment aachings by ethnicity over time, although
at the price of a much reduced sample size. Tiads in Table 5 are estimates of the
overall probability of employment and average eaggifor each group computed from the

interaction effects estimated from equation (3).

TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

The probability of being in employment grows bypand 8p.p. for white women and
12 p.p. for white men and there does not seem tanlyestatistically significant difference
across groups with only few exceptions. Thereasinange in the employment probability
for black African men compared to white British mand for black Caribbean women
compared to white British women. Since ethnic mires have a lower probability of
employment compared to white British six monthgaffraduation, a similar or lower growth
suggests that inequalities tend to persist — orease for some groups — over the career.
Only Pakistani women experience a statisticallyigicantly larger growth in employment
probability than their white counterparts, suggestiatching up.

Earnings increase substantially for white gradsidbet significantly less so for Black
African women and Pakistani men. While these diifiees can only be indicative, given the
small sample size and the selective subsample lnsey they indicate that certain ethnic
groups, mainly black Caribbean, black African anddme extent Pakistani graduates, may
face difficulties in career progression. The défeces we find in early labour market
outcomes may persist over time and may be resdenfab the lower outcomes of ethnic

minority graduates compared to their white courdes

4.6. Living in London
It could be argued that the size of the geograplaicesas we use for our analyses may be
inappropriate for London. Because of its size lamd divided into over 20 local authority

districts, while the districts outside London getlgr include towns and their surrounding
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areas or larger cities. Districts in London aregyaphically much smaller than in the rest of
the country and the ease of transportation meaats gbople are likely to cross district
boundaries multiple times a day and are likely &wehties and networks spanning over
multiple districts (this is much less likely forethdistricts outside London). The local
unemployment rate or the local deprivation in stioiy geographical areas may not properly
represent the opportunities and networks that thdugite has access to. To analyse whether
this has an impact on our results we have re-esttmaur models after aggregating all
London districts into one single (London) arddence in this case the characteristics of the
area are the same for all graduates who lived amgan district before going to university.
The values for London are computed as the weigatedage of the local authority districts
within London by their population in the 2001 cenisuThe estimated ethnic gaps do not
change substantially and the fact that in our amslizondon is divided into more than 20

districts does not affect our results.

5. Conclusions

Higher education is often seen as a pathway tcebetitcomes and to social mobility
(Lindley, 2009). As a higher proportion of ethnicinrities in the UK gain higher
gualifications overall inequalities in labour markeitcomes are likely to decrease over time.
In this paper we focus on employment and earnirgs ganong British people of different
ethnicity graduating from UK universities.

The literature on ethnic employment and earninupfiees includes people of all ages
and levels of education and find substantial empleayt and earning gaps, especially for
Bangladeshi and Pakistani men (Longhi & Platt, 200& contrast, for British graduates we
find that there are employment gaps six monthg gfeduation — smaller than what found in
the previous literature — and that those who hayebaearn more than their white British
counterpart; the only exception are Pakistani amaddgBadeshi women, who experience a
small (3%) earning gap compared to white women. ithide parental background nor
differences in university careers explain ethnipgga employment while the characteristics
of the area of origin play only a small role. Hawe differences in earnings seem to be

largely explained by differences in university @se followed by differences in parental

® The results are available upon request.
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background and in the area of origin, indicatingttbackground remains important even
among university graduates.

Employment and earning gaps evolve over time am@ers. Employment gaps
across groups disappear for most ethnic minoritg theee and a half years after graduation,
with the only exception of black African men. Thetial earning advantages disappear.
Among women employment gaps remain for most mimesrivhile we find earning gaps only
for black African women. For most ethnic minorigroups employment and earning
trajectories do not seem to differ significantlgrr those of white British. However, black
African men and black Caribbean women’s employntejectories tend to be worse than
those of the other groups, suggesting persistenh@easing inequalities. In contrast,
Pakistani women seem to catch up with white womear their career. In terms of earnings
few groups, black African women and Pakistani ne@em to have worse trajectories than
whites.

Overall, ethnic minority women are more at a disaddage compared to white
women than ethnic minority men compared to whitenraad this difference seems to be
larger three and a half years after graduation thignsix months after graduation. Given the
possible gender gap, this suggests that ethnic ritynvomen may be at particular
disadvantage. Our findings also indicate that emsity may not always pay off for ethnic
minorities as much as it does for whites. Thissigegially true when it comes to finding work
as these penalties do not seem to diminish asrgaregresses.

Since the main hurdle for ethnic minorities seamsbe the lower employment
probability and its negative long-term scarring ®eguences, employability schemes targeted

to minorities may help reduce ethnic gaps in thetséind longer term.
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Tables

Table 1 Employment probability six months after graduatio

Men Q)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Obs. = 196,976 Basic model Parental backgroundLocal area University Full model

Ethnicity (ref. white British)

Black Caribbean -0.034** -0.033** -0.020* -0.027** -0.016+
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)
Black African -0.072** -0.071** -0.057**  -0.073**  0.061**
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)
Indian -0.066** -0.063** -0.054**  -0.074**  -0.060**
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Pakistani -0.109** -0.103** -0.093**  -0.117**  -0.(B*
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Bangladeshi -0.107** -0.098** -0.091**  -0.113*  093**
(0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.014)
Chinese -0.128** -0.121** -0.122**  -0.126**  -0.115*
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)
Women
Obs. = 258,166
Ethnicity (ref. white British)
Black Caribbean -0.037** -0.038** -0.028**  -0.032**  -0.027**
(0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006)
Black African -0.084** -0.085** -0.070**  -0.082**  0.074**
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Indian -0.076** -0.076** -0.071**  -0.082**  -0.077**
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)
Pakistani -0.156** -0.155** -0.148**  -0.165* -0.¥5*
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Bangladeshi -0.128** -0.127** -0.116**  -0.134**  -023**
(0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014)
Chinese -0.099** -0.095** -0.094**  -0.095**  -0.08%*
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Marginal effects of binary logistic regressionggtard errors are clustered by local authorityrigfio. Other

explanatory variables: dummies for year of graduméind for disability. Parental background: dunsia

parental social class and for having attended fwisehool before university. Local area: ethngsihilarity
index (Herfindhal), proportion of co-ethnics, profion of claimants, employment rate, employmeng i@tco-

ethnics, share of graduates, ratio of co-ethnidgages. University: dummies for Russell group fomcher

polytechnic, dummies for grades and for subjedtistl

+: p<0.1; *: p<0.05; **: p<0.01
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Table 2 Earnings six months after graduation

Men 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Basic Job Parental Local Full
Obs.=75,831  model type  background area  University model
Ethnicity (ref. white British)
Black Caribbean -0.026+ -0.053** -0.013 -0.048**  0.030* -0.001
(0.015) (0.011) (0.014) (0.012) (0.014) (0.010)
Black African 0.042* -0.007 0.052** 0.016 0.064** 0.015
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.012) (0.012)
Indian 0.079** 0.056** 0.089** 0.069**  0.065**  0.048**
(0.014) (0.009) (0.012) (0.010) (0.012) (0.007)
Pakistani -0.008 -0.000 0.012 -0.004 -0.007 0.009
(0.015) (0.009) (0.014) (0.012) (0.015) (0.009)
Bangladeshi 0.034+ 0.009 0.065** 0.030+ 0.042* G103
(0.019) (0.016) (0.019) (0.018) (0.019) (0.016)
Chinese 0.092** 0.061** 0.097** 0.084**  0.041** 0.021+
(0.015) (0.013) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.012)
Women
Obs. =112,033
Ethnicity (ref. white British)
Black Caribbean 0.006 -0.041**0.015 -0.029**  0.040** -0.021*
(0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.010) (0.013) (0.010)
Black African 0.071* -0.001 0.078** 0.031**  0.081** -0.004
(0.010) (0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.008) (0.008)
Indian 0.049** 0.032** 0.056** 0.027**  0.038** 0.014*
(0.014) (0.009) (0.013) (0.009) (0.013) (0.006)
Pakistani -0.035* -0.010 -0.021 -0.042** -0.045** 0.022*
(0.016) (0.011) (0.016) (0.012) (0.016) (0.011)
Bangladeshi -0.033+ -0.047**-0.013 -0.050** -0.029+ -0.044**
(0.017) (0.015) (0.017) (0.014) (0.017) (0.015)
Chinese 0.088** 0.046** 0.095** 0.072**  0.064** 0.029**
(0.013) (0.011) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.010)

Standard errors are clustered by local authorityrigfin. Other explanatory variables: dummiesyfear of

graduation, disability and for working in Londodob Type: dummy for working part-time, for tempgrgobs,

and for working in London. Parental backgroundndies for parental social class and for havingnalie

private school before university. Local area: &tltissimilarity index (Herfindhal), proportion eb-ethnics,
proportion of claimants, employment rate, employtate of co-ethnics, share of graduates, raticoedthnic
graduates. University: dummies for Russell groog #rmer polytechnic, dummies for grades and injesct

studied.
+: p<0.1; *: p<0.05; **: p<0.01
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Table 3 Employment probability longitudinal sample

1) 2) 1) 2
Men Men Women Women
Full model Six months Three and a half yearsSix months Three and a half years
Ethnicity (ref. white British)
Black Caribbean 0.087** 0.025** 0.011 -0.031+
(0.026) (0.009) (0.023) (0.017)
Black African 0.045 -0.063* -0.059 -0.039*
(0.031) (0.029) (0.036) (0.019)
Indian -0.018 -0.010 -0.065** -0.023*
(0.019) (0.009) (0.019) (0.009)
Pakistani -0.030 -0.027 -0.224** -0.064**
(0.040) (0.018) (0.043) (0.020)
Bangladeshi 0.018 -0.011 -0.036 -0.050+
(0.050) (0.026) (0.051) (0.029)
Chinese -0.073+ -0.014 -0.090* -0.039
(0.044) (0.019) (0.042) (0.025)
Observations 8,305 10,592 11,327 14,248

Marginal effects of binary logistic regressionggtard errors are clustered by local authorityrigfio. Other
explanatory variables: dummies for year of gradumtdummies for parental social class and for lavin
attended private school before university, ethissicilarity index (Herfindhal), proportion of cakeics,
proportion of claimants, employment rate, employtate of co-ethnics, share of graduates, raticoedthnic
graduates, dummies for Russell group and formept@chnic, dummies for grades, subject studied,satidity
status six months after graduation (for modelsetlaned a half years).

+: p<0.1; *: p<0.05; **: p<0.01
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Table 4 Earnings longitudinal sample

Full model

(1)

Men

(2)

Men

(1)

Women
Six months Three and a half yearsSix months Three and a half years

(2)

Women

Ethnicity (ref. white British)

Black Caribbean

Black African
Indian
Pakistani
Bangladeshi

Chinese

Observations

-0.142*
(0.062)
0.049
(0.042)
0.034
(0.032)
-0.001
(0.039)
0.074
(0.070)
-0.064
(0.060)

3,566

-0.048
(0.051)
-0.054
(0.050)
0.036+
(0.021)
0.005
(0.041)
0.035
(0.097)
0.003
(0.045)

8,011

-0.014
(0.032)
-0.018
(0.048)
-0.007
(0.022)
-0.078+
(0.044)
0.057
(0.061)
0.075*
(0.033)

5,454

-0.037
(0.029)
-0.087*
(0.032)
0.001
(0.024)
-0.039
(0.031)
-0.047
(0.052)
-0.014
(0.033)

11,480

Marginal effects of binary logistic regressiongygtard errors are clustered by local authorityrigfio. Other

explanatory variables: dummies for year of gradumtdummies for parental social class and for lgvin

attended private school before university, ethmgsichilarity index (Herfindhal), proportion of cdkmics,
proportion of claimants, employment rate, employtrate of co-ethnics, share of graduates, raticoeéthnic
graduates, dummies for Russell group and formet@actnic, dummies for grades, subject studied, dyriom

working part-time, for temporary jobs, for workingLondon, and activity status six months afterdgiaion
(for models three and a half years).

+: p<0.1; *: p<0.05; **: p<0.01
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Table 5 Labour market trajectories

Women
Average change Employment Earning Employment Earning
White British 0.120** 0.426** 0.076** 0.410**
(0.005) (0.007) (0.003) (0.007)
Black Caribbean 0.068 0.428** 0.017 0.342**
(0.045) (0.067) (0.024) (0.060)
Black African 0.014 0.342** 0.118* 0.257**
(0.045) (0.081) (0.026) (0.064)
Indian 0.140** 0.436** 0.101** 0.453**
(0.020) (0.038) (0.015) (0.034)
Pakistani 0.109** 0.317* 0.201** 0.330**
(0.035) (0.054) (0.028) (0.071)
Bangladeshi 0.135* 0.615** 0.040** 0.516**
(0.063) (0.101) (0.046) (0.126)
Chinese 0.149** 0.450** 0.070* 0.364**
(0.041) (0.071) (0.035) (0.089)

First difference model of employment and earnif@her explanatory variables: changes in part-time,

temporary or work in London for earnings. The ergptent sample for men consists of 13,318 white, dld6k
Caribbean, 146 black African, 756 Indian, 238 Ptakis 74 Bangladeshi and 174 Chinese. The emplayme
sample for women consists of 17,160 white, 354kb@aribbean, 306 black African, 888 Indian, 268iBtali,
100 Bangladeshi and 172 Chinese. The earning saompheen consists of 5,482 white, 52 black Carilohe®
black African, 178 Indian, 84 Pakistani, 24 Banglslu, 60 Chinese. The earning sample for womenistsnof
8,164 white, 98 black Caribbean, 94 black Africai¥ Indian, 68 Pakistani, 20 Bangladeshi and 54 &d.

+: p<0.1; *: p<0.05; **: p<0.01,
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Table Al Mean (standard error) by ethnicity for all vate(2002-2011)

White Black Black Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Chinese
British Caribbean African
Men 0.43 0.34 0.38 0.47 0.47 0.45 0.49
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Private school 0.11 0.04 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.04 0.17
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01)
Parental background
Working class 0.15 0.22 0.25 0.30 0.31 0.51 0.43
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Self-employed 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.10 0.24 0.22 0.15
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)
Intermediate 0.20 0.26 0.18 0.22 0.15 0.08 0.11
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00)
High 0.59 0.48 0.54 0.38 0.30 0.20 0.31
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Herfindahl index 0.18 0.54 0.53 0.49 0.44 0.44 0.31
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Share of co-ethnics (%) 0.00 4.86 7.46 11.15 7.56 194 0.91
(0.00) (0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.07) (0.16) (0.01)
Share claimants (%) 2.71 4.04 3.82 3.52 3.85 3.77 .00 3
(0.00) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Employment rate 74.85 70.02 70.87 70.56 69.52 69.45 73.08
(0.01) (0.08) (0.08) (0.04) (0.07) (0.13) (0.09)
Employment rate co-ethnics 0.00 68.50 59.31 74.88 9.2 49.28 59.96
(0.00) (0.08) (0.10) (0.05) (0.08) (0.17) (0.21)
Share graduates (%) 24.88 30.00 32.88 26.19 24.85 8.672 27.37
(0.01) (0.14) (0.13) (0.05) (0.09) (0.20) (0.14)
Ratio co-ethnic graduates 1.00 0.89 1.34 1.43 0.94 0.73 1.49
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)
Grades
At most lower second class honours 0.31 0.52 0.51 0.45 0.52 0.48 0.36
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Upper second-class honours 0.56 0.42 0.44 0.46 0.41 0.44 0.51
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
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First-class honours

University
Mid-group university

Former polytechnic
Russell group

Subject studied
Health

Biology
Physical sciences
Social sciences
Business
Humanities
Arts
Education
Combined subject

Outcomes six months after graduation
Employed

Yearly earnings

Temporary job

0.13
(0.00)

35
(0.00)
0.34
(0.00)
0.30
(0.00)

0.05
(0.00)
0.12
(0.00)
0.16
(0.00)
0.15
(0.00)
0.12
(0.00)
0.16
(0.00)
0.18
(0.00)
0.06
(0.00)
0.00
(0.00)

0.90
(0.00)

16,764.35
(12.49)
0.32
(0.00)

0.05
(0.00)

0.40
(0.01)
0.50
(0.01)
0.10
(0.00)

0.04
(0.00)
0.13
(0.01)
0.11
(0.00)
0.19
(0.01)
0.17
(0.01)
0.09
(0.00)
0.23
(0.01)
0.03
(0.00)
0.00
(0.00)

0.87
(0.01)
16,633.90
(125.69)

0.28
(0.01)

0.06
(0.00)

0.42
(0.01)
0.40
(0.01)
0.18
(0.01)

0.08
(0.00)
0.10
(0.00)
0.14
(0.01)
0.25
(0.01)
0.21
(0.01)
0.06
(0.00)
0.14
(0.01)
0.01
(0.00)
0.00
(0.00)

0.82
(0.01)
18,121.25
(129.25)

0.31
(0.01)

0.09
(0.00)

0.29
(0.00)
0.46
(0.00)
0.26
(0.00)

0.11
(0.00)
0.08
(0.00)
0.21
(0.00)
0.20
(0.00)
0.24
(0.00)
0.05
(0.00)
0.08
(0.00)
0.02
(0.00)
0.00
(0.00)

0.83
(0.00)
3P
(66.23)
0.33
(0.00)

0.07
(0.00)

0.33
(0.01)
0.50
(0.01)
0.17
(0.00)

0.12
(0.00)
0.10
(0.00)
0.20
(0.00)
0.21
(0.00)
0.23
(0.00)
0.06
(0.00)
0.05
(0.00)
0.03
(0.00)
0.00
(0.00)

0.77
(0.00)
16,708.31
(108.17)
0.34
(0.01)

0.08 140
(0.01) (0.01)
0.29 0.25
(0.01) (0.01)

0.56 310.
(0.01) (0.01)

0.14 0.44
(0.01) (0.01)

0.08 0.07
(0.01) (0.00)
0.10 0.09
(0.01) (0.00)

0.19 9 0.2
(0.01) (0.01)

0.23 0.16
(0.01) (0.01)

0.24 0.20
(0.01) (0.01)

0.06 0.06
(0.01) (0.00)
0.06 0.13
(0.00) (0.01)

0.03 0.01
(0.00) (0.00)

0.01 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

0.79 0.79

(0.01) (0.01)

17,019.06  18,650.42
(185.94) (175.66)

0.32 0.34
(0.01) (0.01)
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Part-time work 0.17 0.31 0.25 0.20 0.26 0.32 0.20
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Work in London 0.15 0.41 0.50 0.27 0.16 0.31 0.30
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)
Outcomes three and a half years after
graduation
Employed 0.97 0.96 0.92 0.95 0.90 0.92 0.94
(0.00) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Yearly earnings 25,832 21,088 22,888 27,702 24,182 28,191 26,910
(238) (586) (744) (1,030) (2,302) (5,695) (1,252)
Temporary job 0.05 0.11 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.07 0.02
(0.00) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01)
Part-time work 0.16 0.16 0.23 0.15 0.17 0.09 0.20
(0.00) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Work in London 0.25 0.61 0.77 0.45 0.26 0.45 0.52
(0.00) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04)
Observations 410,693 4,402 4,672 21,724 7,346 2,332 3,973
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Table A2 Parental background among graduates (DLHE) atikipopulation (census)

White British Black Caribbean Black African India  Pakistani Bangladeshi Chinese
Working class Graduates 0.14 0.23 0.25 0.30 0.31 0.51 0.43
Population 0.31 0.37 43. 0.36 0.60 0.67 0.30
Self-employed Graduates 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.10 0.24 0.21 0.15
Population 0.09 0.05 04. 0.10 0.11 0.07 0.19
Middle class Graduates 0.20 0.25 0.18 0.22 150. 0.08 0.11
Population 0.22 0.25 0.18 0.18 0.12 0.13 0.14
High class Graduates 0.59 0.48 0.53 0.38 300 0.20 0.31
Population 0.37 0.33 0.35 0.35 0.18 0.14 0.38
Private school Graduates 0.12 0.03 0.06 0.11 06 0. 0.04 0.17
Observations Graduates 451,458 4,862 5,048 7722, 7,693 2,436 4,117

Figures for graduates are computed from the 2002 Z0_HE; figures for the population are computethgghe 2001 census for England
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Table A3 Balance between respondents to one or both waweava 1

Participating in wave 1 Participating in wave Havave 2 difference s.e. difference p-value
Employed 0.894 0.873 -0.020 0.002 0.000
Log of earnings 9.681 9.641 -0.040 0.003 0.000
Earnings £16,843 £16,162 -681 57 0.000
Part-time job 0.171 0.137 -0.034 0.003 0.000
Temporary contract 0.325 0.351 0.026 0.004 0.000
Works in London 0.165 0.167 0.002 0.003 0.486
High parental social class 0.567 0.592 0.025 0.004 0.000
Public school 0.112 0.122 0.010 0.002 0.000
Local share claimants 2.797 2.596 -0.202 0.011 0.0
Local ethnic diversity 0.211 0.213 0.001 0.001 0.35
Local share graduates 25.111 23.653 -1.457 0.054  0000.
Local employment rate 74.429 74.004 -0.425 0.042 00®.
STEM-subject 0.357 0.416 0.060 0.003 0.000
Graduate with first 0.130 0.157 0.027 0.002 0.000
Attend Russell-group 0.297 0.368 0.072 0.003 0.000
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Table A4: Ethnic gaps six months after graduatmnrfdll and longitudinal samples

Men Employment probability Yearly earnings
Full sample Longitudinal sample Full sample Longitudinal sample
Black Caribbean  -0.016+ 0.087** -0.001 -0.142*
(0.008) (0.026) (0.010) (0.062)
Black African -0.061** 0.045 0.015 0.049
(0.010) (0.031) (0.012) (0.042)
Indian -0.060** -0.018 0.048** 0.034
(0.005) (0.019) (0.007) (0.032)
Pakistani -0.098** -0.030 0.009 -0.001
(0.009) (0.040) (0.009) (0.039)
Bangladeshi -0.093** 0.018 0.033* 0.074
(0.014) (0.050) (0.016) (0.070)
Chinese -0.115** -0.073+ 0.021+ -0.064
(0.011) (0.044) (0.012) (0.060)
Observations 188,671 8,305 72,265 3,566
Women
Black Caribbear -0.027** 0.011 -0.021* -0.014
(0.006) (0.023) (0.010) (0.032)
Black African -0.074** -0.059 -0.004 -0.018
(0.007) (0.036) (0.008) (0.048)
Indian -0.077** -0.065** 0.014* -0.007
(0.005) (0.019) (0.006) (0.022)
Pakistani -0.156** -0.224** -0.022* -0.078+
(0.009) (0.043) (0.011) (0.044)
Bangladeshi -0.123** -0.036 -0.044** 0.057
(0.014) (0.051) (0.015) (0.061)
Chinese -0.089** -0.090* 0.029** 0.075*
(0.009) (0.042) (0.010) (0.033)
Observations 246,839 11,327 106,579 5,454

Marginal effects of binary logistic regressions éonployment, and coefficients of an OLS model faméngs.

Standard errors are clustered by local authorityrigfin. Other explanatory variables: dummiesyfear of
graduation, dummies for parental social class anttdving attended private school before universitignic
dissimilarity index (Herfindhal), proportion of athnics, proportion of claimants, employment rate,

employment rate of co-ethnics, share of graduadis, of co-ethnic graduates, dummies for Rusgellig and
former polytechnic, dummies for grades, subjedistl, and (for earnings) dummy for working partinfor

temporary jobs, and for working in London.
+: p<0.1; *: p<0.05; **: p<0.01
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Table A5: Employment and earnings six months aftaduation

Men
Employment Earning Employment Earning

Women

Ethnicity (ref. white British)
Black Caribbean

Black African

Indian

Pakistani

Bangladeshi

Chinese

Parental class (ref. working class)
Self-employed

Middle class

High class

Private school

Claimant rate

Herfindahl index of diversity
Share of graduates
Employment rate

Study subject (ref. health sciences)
Biological sciences

Physical sciences

Social sciences

Business

Humanities

Creative arts

Education

Combined degree

Grades (ref. at most lower second-class)
Upper second-class honours

First-class honours

-0.016+
(0.008)
-0.061**
(0.010)
-0.060**
(0.005)
-0.098**
(0.009)

-0.093**
(0.014)
-0.115**
(0.011)

-0.001
(0.004)
0.006*
(0.003)
0.011%*
(0.002)
-0.001
(0.002)
-0.004**
(0.001)
-0.011
(0.008)
-0.000
(0.000)
0.000
(0.000)

-0.040*
(0.005)
-0.062**
(0.004)
-0.045**
(0.004)
-0.027*
(0.005)
-0.079*
(0.005)
-0.079*
(0.005)
0.023**
(0.006)
-0.056**
(0.015)

0.033**
(0.002)
0.065**

-0.001
(0.010)
0.015
(0.012)
0.048**
(0.007)
0.009
(0.009)

0.033*
(0.016)
0.021+
(0.012)

0.002
(0.005)
0.012**
(0.003)
0.022%*
(0.003)
0.057*
(0.004)
-0.001
(0.003)
0.030*
(0.012)
0.000
(0.000)
0.003**
(0.001)

-0.127%
(0.007)
0.041**
(0.006)
-0.048*
(0.007)
-0.014*
(0.007)
-0.165**
(0.007)
-0.175**
(0.007)
0.041**
(0.010)
-0.115**
(0.019)

0.062**
(0.002)
0.148**

-0.027*
(0.006)
-0.074*
(0.007)
-0.077*
(0.005)
-0.156**
(0.009)
-0.123*
(0.014)
-0.089*
(0.009)

-0.003
(0.003)
0.003
(0.002)
0.003*
(0.002)
-0.012**
(0.002)
-0.004*
(0.001)
0.004
(0.005)
-0.000**
(0.000)
0.000
(0.000)

-0.042%*
(0.002)
-0.046**
(0.002)
-0.035**
(0.002)
-0.027**
(0.002)
-0.055**
(0.002)
-0.056%*
(0.002)
0.004+
(0.002)
-0.033**
(0.007)

-0.021*
(0.010)
-0.004
(0.008)

0.014*
(0.006)
-0.022*
(0.011)

-0.044**
(0.015)
0.029**
(0.010)

0.008*
(0.003)
0.014**
(0.003)

0.021**
(0.002)
0.037**
(0.003)

-0.000
(0.002)
.0g2%*
(0.014)
0.001
(0.000)
0.002**
(0.000)

_(22**
(0.004)
-0.092*
(0.004)
-0.161*
(0.004)
-0.126*
(0.004)
-0.220**
(0.004)
-0.262%
(0.004)
0.016**
(0.005)
-0.215**
(0.013)

0.018** 0.039**

(0.001)
0.025%*

(0.002)
0.098**




(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003)
University attended (ref. other old)
Former polytechnic -0.010**  -0.037** -0.002+ -0.0t6
(0.002) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002)
Russell group -0.023** 0.042** -0.013** 0.013**
(0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003)
Year of graduation (ref. 2005)
2006 0.006 0.080** 0.006* 0.071*
(0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004)
2007 0.021** 0.145** 0.007** 0.130**
(0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004)
2008 -0.031** 0.198** -0.022** 0.186**
(0.005) (0.006) (0.003) (0.005)
2009 -0.053** 0.194** -0.030** 0.188**
(0.005) (0.008) (0.004) (0.007)
2010 -0.029** 0.228** -0.021** 0.220**
(0.005) (0.007) (0.003) (0.006)
2011 -0.033** 0.286** -0.020** 0.268**
(0.005) (0.008) (0.004) (0.007)
2012 -0.013* 0.334** -0.009** 0.310**
(0.005) (0.009) (0.003) (0.007)
Part-time -0.299** -0.249**
(0.005) (0.004)
Temporary contract -0.096** -0.048**
(0.003) (0.002)
Work in London 0.197** 0.198**
(0.005) (0.005)
Observations 196,976 75,831 258,166 112,033

+: p<0.1; *: p<0.05; **: p<0.01, standard errorg atustered by local authority of origin. Coefficte for

employment are marginal effects at grand margin.
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Table A6 Employment and earnings three and a half yeags gfduation

Men Women
Employment Earning Employment Earning

Ethnicity (ref. white British)

Black Caribbean 0.025** -0.048 -0.031+ -0.037
(0.009) (0.051) (0.017) (0.029)
Black African -0.063* -0.054 -0.039* -0.087**
(0.029) (0.050) (0.019) (0.032)
Indian -0.010 0.036+ -0.023* 0.001
(0.009) (0.021) (0.009) (0.024)
Pakistani -0.027 0.005 -0.064** -0.039
(0.018) (0.041) (0.020) (0.031)
Bangladeshi -0.011 0.035 -0.050+ -0.047
(0.026) (0.097) (0.029) (0.052)
Chinese -0.014 0.003 -0.039 -0.014
(0.019) (0.045) (0.025) (0.033)
Parental class (ref. working class)
Self-employed -0.014 -0.016 -0.009 0.023
(0.009) (0.022) (0.007) (0.018)
Middle class -0.001 0.027 -0.002 0.029+
(0.007) (0.018) (0.005) (0.015)
High class 0.006 0.026+ -0.003 0.040**
(0.005) (0.015) (0.004) (0.013)
Private school 0.002 0.050** 0.004 0.051**
(0.006) (0.013) (0.005) (0.012)
Claimant rate 0.003 -0.008 0.002 -0.003
(0.004) (0.008) (0.002) (0.008)
Herfindahl index of diversity -0.032** 0.020 0.009 0.045
(0.012) (0.031) (0.009) (0.028)
Share of graduates 0.001* -0.000 -0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001)
Employment rate -0.000 0.004* 0.001* 0.003+
(0.001) (0.002) (0.000) (0.001)
Study subject (ref. health sciences)
Biological sciences -0.022* -0.198**  -0.009 -0.164**
(0.011) (0.033) (0.006) (0.020)
Physical sciences -0.013 -0.051+ -0.011+ -0.071**
(0.009) (0.027) (0.006) (0.018)
Social sciences -0.020* -0.098** -0.005 -0.115**
(0.010) (0.030) (0.006) (0.018)
Business -0.009 -0.042 -0.001 -0.079**
(0.010) (0.028) (0.005) (0.020)
Humanities -0.028**  -0.227** -0.016**  -0.191**
(0.010) (0.031) (0.005) (0.019)
Creative arts -0.024* -0.268** -0.020** -0.211**
(0.011) (0.031) (0.006) (0.020)
Education 0.008 -0.036 -0.003 -0.053*
(0.015) (0.052) (0.006) (0.022)
Combined degree -0.017 -0.208**  -0.020 -0.151**
(0.038) (0.067) (0.024) (0.041)
Grades (ref. at most lower second-class)
Upper second-class honours 0.011* 0.101** 0.010* 070*
(0.005) (0.011) (0.004) (0.011)
First-class honours 0.029** 0.196** 0.020** 0.134**
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(0.005) (0.013) (0.005) (0.014)
University attended (ref. other old)
Former polytechnic -0.003 -0.024+ 0.004 -0.028*
(0.005) (0.014) (0.003) (0.011)
Russell group 0.007 0.078* 0.002 0.045**
(0.005) (0.012) (0.004) (0.011)
Activity status six months (ref. paid work)
Unpaid work -0.003 -0.195**  -0.004 -0.140**
(0.014) (0.032) (0.009) (0.023)
Unemployed -0.056**  -0.137** -0.042**  -0.119**
(0.009) (0.015) (0.008) (0.017)
Further study -0.010* -0.001 -0.005 0.050*
(0.004) (0.011) (0.003) (0.009)
Not available for employment -0.015 -0.062* -0.020* -0.015
(0.010) (0.024) (0.008) (0.027)
Year of graduation (ref. 2005)
2007 -0.016** 0.040** -0.009* 0.046**
(0.005) (0.013) (0.003) (0.010)
2009 -0.017* 0.153** -0.007 0.153**
(0.008) (0.022) (0.005) (0.018)
Part-time -0.780** -0.679**
(0.043) (0.029)
Temporary contract -0.104** -0.071**
(0.016) (0.012)
Work in London 0.227** 0.193**
(0.011) (0.010)
Observations 10,592 8,011 14,248 11,480

+: p<0.1; *: p<0.05; **: p<0.01, standard errore atustered by local authority of origin.
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