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Summary 

This report examines the link between training and job 
mobility in Britain, drawing on two large-scale micro­
economic data sources -the National Child Develop­
ment Survey (NCDS) and the Quarterly Labour Force 
Survey (QLFS). The analysis of both data sources un­
covers a similar story for each. Mobility, measured in 
terms of job-to-job moves, is, if anything, lower for in­
dividuals who received training in previous periods. 
This is particularly true if the training was employer­
funded and generally regardless of whether this em­
ployer-funded training involved a qualification being 
obtained. This suggests that employers who provide 
training, including qualification training, in general face 
a lower-than-average probability of losing those workers 
in the next year than employers who do not provide such 
training. All this supports the notion that employers 
train workers they wish to retain so that they can benefit 
from any skill upgrading that results from training. 

Looking at the relationship between training and 
previous mobility, we find that, for men, there is no 
clear evidence that training receipt is lower or higher for 
recent job movers. For women, there is some evidence 
of a positive link with recent job moves and a negative 
link with the total number of jobs held, but the results 
are not strong. For both men and women, a job move in 
the current quarter is associated with an increase in the 
probability of being trained in that quarter, and this rela­
tionship is probably driven by induction training when a 
person first moves into a new job. Overall, a skill accu­
mulation interpretation of the mobility-training relation­
ship seems consistent with the data. 
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However, certain ambiguities in the results do re­
main, particularly if one wishes to place the empirical 
results in an appropriate theoretical context. Some of 
these could be resolved by obtaining more precise data 
on training structures. The fact that different effects 
emerge for different forms of training makes it espe­
cially important that data collection agencies are careful 
to distinguish what is meant by questions that try to 
elicit information on forms of training. For example, our 
results seem to suggest that the distinction between 
employer-funded and non-employer-funded training is 
important. This suggests that understanding how indi­
viduals respond to questions asking them who financed 
training appears to be important and it would be useful 
to probe this further in future surveys. This would in­
volve asking questions about whether wage levels were 
adjusted during training periods. 

Furthermore, the results we present, when taken in 
conjunction with the theoretical work discussed in the 
report, make it clear that the link between training and 
job mobility is a complex one. This implies that one 
should exercise some caution in moving from the basic 
empirical relationships to policy analysis. The latter 
would require more knowledge on who finances differ­
ent training spells, the size of hiring markets for workers 
with different skill attributes, the extent of information 
asymmetries, the distribution of returns between work­
ers and employers, and information on the social scar­
city of alternative skills. At present, we know very little 
about most of these. Some could be learnt were there 
good-quality data on training strategies of employers 
and their workers but, as of now, there is no data source 
that contains such high-quality data on workers and their 
employers. A better understanding of the links between 
mobility and training could be developed if such data 
were collected. 
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 

Training is seen by many commentators as vital to the 
future performance of the economy. 1 According to this 
view, the role that training may play in developing and 
sustaining the skills base of the work-force is crucial for 
economic performance, both for individual companies 
and their employees and for maintaining international 
competitiveness. In the light of these views, it is impor­
tant to examine the links between training and the de­
velopment of the UK skills base. An important aspect of 
this is the relationship between training incidence and 
the labour force mobility of workers, which is the sub­
ject of this report. 

Standard human capital theory argues that firms will 
only bear the costs of firm-specific training and not of 
general training, since general training is also produc­
tivity-enhancing in other firms and therefore there is a 
distinct potential for 'generally' trained workers to be 
subject to poaching. The notion of poaching has been 
widely quoted as leading to under-provision of general 

1 Some clear examples from the two main political parties are: 

To compete internationally the UK [needs] employers who see the 
importance of developing the skills of their workforce' (Forging 
Ahead, Competitiveness White Paper, 1995, p. 78). 

'Our aim is to make this country the unrivalled Enterprise Centre 
of Europe ... one which provides the education and training we 
need for the world of today and tomorrow' (Creating the Enter­
prise Centre ol Europe, Competitiveness White Paper, 1996. 
Foreword). 

'Labour is determined to reverse the falling level of skills within 
our workforce ... by widening access to retraining for those in 
work' (Winning for Britain. Labour Party. 1994, p. 19). 
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training and as contributing to many of the skills prob­
lems that, so it is argued, characterise the British work­
force. 

The human capital approach goes on to argue that. 
since workers receive all of the return to general train­
ing, such general training must be financed by the indi­
vidual. It is clear in practice. however, that most 
employer-funded training will not be entirely firm­
specific and, in any case, that some firms do bear some 
of the costs of more general training. 2 

It is also argued that human capital accumulation. 
including that generated by work-related training. is an 
important determinant of labour market success. An in­
tegral part of the latter is the ability of individuals to 
move jobs, either within firms or by changing employer. 
Hence, while labour turnover may affect the probability 
of receiving work-related training, it is also possible that 
training will affect labour turnover. This possible simul­
taneity needs to be considered if one wishes to gauge the 
relationship between labour turnover and employer­
funded training accurately. 

The research in this report explores the relationship 
between labour turnover and work-related training in 
several (related) dimensions. The questions the research 
sets out to answer are: 

2The UK Labour Force Survey shows that, in 1985, employers paid the 
fees of about 64 per cent of job-related training for employees. Self-finance 
(from self. family or relatives) accounted for about I X per cent. about X per 

cent was financed by government or local authority. 7 per cent of training 
had no fee. and the source of fees for the residual J per cent wa\ not 
known. Trends over time suggest an increased importance of employer­
paid fees as, by 1994, employers paid the fees of 6R per cent of training 

while 17 per cent of training was self-financed and 5 per cent had no Icc 
(see Government Statistical Service ( 1994. Table D I)). Of course. thi., 

abstracts from the notion that employers may finance training by paying 

workers a wage beneath their marginal product Juring thctr training period. 
We discuss this below. 

4 
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• What sort of individuals are more likely to receive 
different types of work-related training and how im­
portant is an individual's current stock of human 
capital in determining the probability of receiving 
training? What sorts of firms undertake training and 
to whom do they give it? To what extent is training 
just given to people as they enter new jobs? Or is it a 
more integral part of developing an individual's skills 
whilst in employment? 

• What impact does work-related training have on the 
probability of staying in a job? Does receiving differ­
ent types of training increase or decrease job mobil­
ity? What are the other determinants of labour 
turnover and job mobility? 

• Does labour turnover (variously defined) increase or 
decrease the probability of receiving different types 
of work-related training? 

The research uses two microeconomic datasets - the 
UK Labour Force Survey (LFS) and British National 
Child Development Survey (NCDS)- in an attempt to 
answer these important questions. Both of these data 
sources allow us to track individuals' labour market 
statuses over time and therefore to look directly at la­
bour turnover. Both have advantages and disadvantages, 
but for the most part we feel the data sources are com­
plementary, hence our focus on both. The data sources 
allow us to measure directly the effects of training in 
one period on labour market status in future periods, as 
well as the relationship between labour market transi­
tions and the subsequent probability of receiving differ­
ent types of work-related training. 

Understanding the relationship between training and 
labour turnover is a crucial ingredient in developing ap­
propriate policies aimed at increasing the skills base of 
the economy. In Chapter 2, we review previous theoreti­
cal and empirical work on the relationship between em-

5 
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ployer-funded training and job turnover. In Chapter 3, 
we discuss in more detail the data we use in this report, 
and Chapter 4 sets out the methodology used in this re­
port to look at the relationship between work-related 
training and job turnover. The results of our study are 
presented in Chapter 5, and Chapter 6 summarises the 
findings of the report. 

6 



CHAPTER2 
Work-Related Training and Job Thrnover: 

Theory and Evidence 

2.1 Theoretical Models of Training and Job 
Thrnover 

The standard human capital approach, as formulated by 
Becker (1964 ), recognised that an individual's human 
capital is affected by more than the level of education 
they have invested in. Ability and work-related (what he 
terms 'on-the-job') training will also play a part. Becker 
distinguishes between general on-the-job training, 
which increases an individual's productivity to different 
employers, and specific on-the-job training, which in­
creases an individual's productivity only at the firm in 
which the individual is employed. 

He argues that the cost of specific training is shared 
by the worker and the firm. The employee might be paid 
a wage greater than marginal product during the training 
period, but after the training the employee's wage is be­
low marginal product, although above what the em­
ployee could get elsewhere since the training only 
increases productivity in the current job. For general 
training, where the employees acquire skills that are 
productivity-enhancing elsewhere, they alone pay for the 
training costs in terms of lower wages while they re­
ceive training. Their wage during training is equal to 
their marginal product at this time, which will be lower 
than their marginal product if they were not undertaking 
training because of the costs associated with the time 
spent off work and/or the need for supervision. They 
accept this lower wage because they expect that, as a 
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result of this training, the present value of the stream of 
lifetime benefits net of this cost will be higher than if 
they had not undertaken the training. In this modeL 
firms will not bear any of the costs of general training 
because general training is also productivity-enhancing 
in other firms and therefore there is a distinct potential 
for 'generally' trained workers to be subject to poach­
ing. There is no poaching externality problem in the 
human capital model. If firms were to share some of the 
costs of general training. then there is likely to be a 
poaching externality leading to under-provision of gen­
eral training. 

Human capital models, such as the Ben-Porath 
( 1967) modeL also predict that investment in general 
training declines with age, because of the shorter in­
vestment horizon. Older individuals have less time left 
in the labour market to reap the benefits of such invest­
ments. With entirely firm-specific training, the invest­
ment horizon is not the expected remaining time in work 
but the expected remaining time in the current job, since 
the returns to such investments can only be realised by 
both the individual and their employer while they stay in 
their current employment. Human capital theory there­
fore predicts that individuals and/or firms are, ceteris 
paribus, more likely to invest in firm-specific training, 
the longer the expected job duration of the individual. 
This suggests that there should be a negative relation­
ship between receipt of firm-specific training and the 
probability of moving jobs in the future. If firms view an 
individual's past mobility as a predictor of their future 
mobility, then this may also suggest a negative relation­
ship between past mobility and the probability of receiv­
ing firm-specific training. 

The human capital model assumes that the labour 
market is perfectly competitive. Stevens ( 1994) has de­
veloped a theoretical model which shows that if a firm 
operates in a market with imperfect competition. then 

8 
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firms may obtain some return to an investment in gen­
eral training. Because other firms may also benefit from 
this general training, there is an externality which may 
lead to under-investment in general training and over­
investment in more firm-specific training. One implica­
tion of her model is that future labour turnover will be 
lowest for workers who receive relatively firm-specific 
training. This is also a prediction of the human capital 
model. In the Stevens model, however, there is a 
poaching externality leading to under-investment in 
general training, whereas in the human capital model 
there is no such poaching externality. 

Furthermore, the work by Stevens makes it clear that 
the Beckerian concepts of general and specific training 
are special cases and she points out that they are ex­
treme cases of what she terms 'transferable training'. 
When one adopts this richer definition, many aspects of 
which cannot be characterised as a linear combination of 
general and specific training, it becomes clear that ob­
taining policy predictions about the likely economic ef­
fects of different kinds of training is, in fact, a complex 
area of study. Stevens also makes it clear that any value 
of training not captured by the training employer does 
not automatica11y go to a new employer if the worker 
moves jobs. This is because any externality would have 
to be shared by the worker who moves and the new 
employer, and the worker will try to extract the highest 
wage possible from his or her new employer. A third 
important point made by Stevens is that employers may 
well customise their training, so that it becomes more 
firm-specific and therefore reduces inter-firm mobility. 
This may not reflect an optimal outcome if it results in a 
deficit of transferable skills in the economy. Further­
more, if receipt of training is associated with reduced 
job mobility, this may well reflect a bias of employer­
funded training towards firm-specific skill accumula­
tion. 

9 
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Katz and Ziderman ( 1990) develop a model which 
shows that firms will share the costs of general training 
because of informational asymmetries. They assume that 
potential recruiters of trained workers do not possess 
much information on the extent and type of workers' 
on-the-job training, which imposes substantial informa­
tion-based costs on firms that recruit rather than train. 
This means that 'poaching' firms will place a lower 
value on workers with general training than the firms 
that trained them. One implication of their model is that 
firms may find it feasible to finance part, or all, of a 
worker's general training. They argue that firms are less 
likely to do this if formal certification is involved as this 
increases the information available to potential 
'poachers'. They recognise that the case of West Ger­
many is an anomaly in terms of this prediction. 

Related to this is the fact that there is increasing em­
pirical evidence that training policies are part of more 
widely defined 'bundles' of human resource policies. It 
is clear that other components of these bundles have di­
rect impacts on mobility by raising the commitments of 
workers to their firms. From a theoretical perspective, it 
makes sense that a profit-maximising employer may 
well wish to link together such human resource policies 
(i.e. to protect their training investment) and that a pre­
diction of reduced job mobility from training will 
emerge without one needing to develop a model based 
on information asymmetries. There may also be less di­
rect reasons for a link between training and other com­
pany human resource policies: for example, Brown, 
Reich and Stern (1 993) argue that job security, employee 
involvement and training are self-reinforcing strategies, 
in the sense that it may be difficult for an employer to 
introduce one element without the others. If this is true, 
then we would expect employer-funded training, 
whether general or specific, to reduce future job mobil­
ity. 

10 
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Finally, Acemoglu and Pischke (1995) have devel­
oped a model which shows that workers may not pay for 
the general training they receive. Their model once 
again relies on informational asymmetries, but is em­
pirically applied to explain the relationship between 
training and mobility in West Germany. In their model, 
the crucial assumption is that an individual's current 
employer has better information about the worker's 
ability than other firms. This informational advantage 
gives the firm some ex-post monopsony power over the 
worker which encourages the firm to provide general 
training. The model can lead to multiple equilibria. In 
one equilibrium, quits (which are assumed to be en­
dogenous) are high and this means that employers have 
limited monopsony power and therefore are more reluc­
tant to bear the costs of any general training. In the other 
equilibrium, there are low quits and high training. One 
interesting feature of this model is that the equilibrium 
with high quits, which involves a better match of indi­
viduals to jobs, may be less efficient because the level of 
training is too low. The authors also show that the effect 
of active poaching by other employers depends crucially 
on the institutional settings in the labour market. In a 
market where the institutional structure makes poaching 
more difficult (for example, the existence in Germany of 
work councils which can enforce consistent rules in 
hiring and firing), training levels will be higher than for 
a labour market where poaching raids are not restricted. 

Acemoglu and Pischke then look at the implications 
of their model for individuals undertaking apprentice­
ship training in Germany. They argue that there are three 
main reasons why apprentices leave their jobs in Ger­
many. These are (i) that they are not offered a permanent 
contract by their employer, (ii) that they quit voluntarily 
and (iii) that they are drafted to do military service. 
Their model predicts that stayers will earn more than 
laid-off workers and voluntary quitters. It predicts that 

II 
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military quitters leaving for exogenous reasons earn 
more than other quitters, and may earn more or less than 
stayers. They then use two cross-sections of the German 
'Qualification and Career Survey' conducted in 1979 
and 1985-86 to test the empirical predictions from their 
model. Their empirical results are consistent with the 
model's predictions and inconsistent with a pure specific 
human capital explanation. 

2.2 Empirical Studies of Training and Job Mobility 

There have been relatively few empirical studies looking 
at the relationship between training and job mobility. 
The studies that have examined this issue have looked at 
either the effect of training on mobility or the effect of 
mobility on training. 

Wadsworth ( 1989) uses data from the Labour Force 
Survey in 1983 and 1984 to study inter-firm mobility, 
focusing specifically on job-to-job moves. He finds that 
around 6.5 per cent of employees moved jobs between 
1983 and 1984, and includes a training receipt dummy 
variable in an econometric model of job mobility. The 
estimated coefficient on the training variable is negative, 
but statistically insignificant at conventional levels of 
significance. 

Elias ( 1994) uses panel data from the 1986-90 ESRC 
Social Change and Economic Life Initiative (SCELI) 
and focuses on a subsample of adults living in Roch­
dale, England. He uses these data to look at whether or 
not job-related training influences the probability of 
leaving a job, controlling for other factors such as job 
tenure, trade union membership, and other individual 
and job-related characteristics. He only considers job­
related training received in the job held in the preceding 
month of employment. He finds that such job-related 
training reduced the probability of turnover for women 
but was not an important determinant of men's job 

12 
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mobility. He uses a logit model and a model that allows 
for unobserved individual heterogeneity. 3 

Greenhalgh and Mavrotas ( 1996) use data from the 
1984 and 1989 British Labour Force Surveys to look at 
the determinants of job mobility and training. They use 
a recursive model which looks at the determinants of 
mobility during the past year and then the impact this 
has on the probability of receiving training in the last 
four weeks. Their data do not allow them to look at the 
effect of training on subsequent mobility. They also as­
sume that the unobserved determinants of mobility and 
training are uncorrelated. They find that job mobility is 
highest for the young and for those individuals with 
higher educational qualifications. These factors are also 
important determinants of training incidence. They find 
that mobility has no significant effect on training inci­
dence for men. For women, recent job movers are more 
likely to be trained than those who have been in their 
jobs for more than 12 months. This could reflect induc­
tion training received by women when they start a new 
job. They also find that public sector workers have high 
training rates and low mobility. Sectoral R. & D. activity 
is associated with more training and less mobility for 
men in their sample. Women are more likely to train and 
less mobile if the rate of adoption of innovation is rapid. 

Another British study is that of Booth and Satchell 
(1994), who use data from the fourth wave of the Na­
tional Child Development Survey (which took place in 
1981) to look at the impact of apprenticeships on job 
tenure. They found that men who completed apprentice­
ships had a lower exit rate from jobs than men who un-

3He assumes that these unobserved individual effects are uncorrelated with 
the other explanatory variables in his model, and are normally distributed 
with end points on the distribution (one of which represents individuals 
who never change their employer and one of which represents persistent 
changes). 

13 
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dertook no training, whereas men who terminated their 
apprenticeship before completion had a higher exit rate. 

Winkelmann (1994) looks at the effect of education 
and training in West Germany on labour mobility 
(measured as the number of job changes over a given 
period of time) and industry/occupational mobility 
(measured as a year-to-year change of industry and/or 
broad occupation). He uses data from the German 
Socio-Economic Panel (GSEOP) over the period 1974 
to 1990. In looking at the determinants of labour 
mobility, he uses a Poisson regression model, and for 
occupational mobility he uses a probit model. He finds 
that apprenticeships and all other types of vocational 
training reduce labour mobility. An apprenticeship, for 
example, reduces the number of job changes from 0.73 
to 0.50, or by 32 per cent. The mobility-reducing effects 
of other types of vocational training are found to be 
even larger. General schooling, on the other hand, has no 
effect on labour mobility. His results for occupational 
mobility are less clear, but suggest that these training 
effects are not occupation-specific. He argues that this 
supports the idea that the negative effect of training on 
mobility is mainly due to firm-specificness. 

Campbell ill ( 1993) also finds reduced mobility from 
training in his firm-level test of the efficiency wage hy­
pothesis. He estimates quit equations to test the effi­
ciency wage hypothesis, and includes a training variable 
in his set of explanatory variables. In all his specifica­
tions, training has a negative impact on the probability 
of quitting a job. 

Royalty ( 1996) looks at the effect of predicted prob­
ability of job-to-job turnover and job-to-nonemployment 
turnover on the probability of undertaking general and 
firm-specific training. She argues that these predicted 
probabilities are proxies for the worker's total expected 
employment over the life cycle and the worker's ex­
pected job duration with the current employer. She uses 

14 
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data from the 1980-86 US National Longitudinal Sur­
vey of Youth (NLSY) and looks at the determinants of 
company training (which she takes to be firm-specific 
training) and off-the-job training (which she takes to be 
general training) for both men and women. Hednstru­
ments for turnover are health status and real wages in 
the current job. She finds that a higher estimated prob­
ability of job-to-nonemployment turnover reduces the 
probability of receiving company training for men and 
women and off-the-job training for men. A higher esti­
mated probability of job-to-job turnover has no effect on 
company training and increases the likelihood of under­
taking off-the-job training, though only significantly for 
women. She finds a significant gender difference in the 
probability of undertaking both types of training, but 
finds that it is reduced by around 25 per cent once con­
trols for the predicted probability of job turnover are in­
cluded. She also argues that the finding in previous 
studies of strong complementarities between education 
and training is due to differences in turnover for differ­
ent education groups rather than being a direct effect of 
education on training. The finding of a positive relation­
ship between expected turnover and general training 
suggests that general training may be obtained by work­
ers in order to move to a new job rather than as training 
for the present job. She argues that simultaneous esti­
mation of the relationship between turnover and training 
is an important extension of her work. 

2.3 Summary of Existing Theory and Evidence 

The theoretical discussion makes it clear that the link 
between job mobility and training has a number of im­
portant features and that different theoretical approaches 
may well generate different predictions. For example, 
the life-cycle human capital model generates the predic­
tion that firm-specific training should reduce the prob-

15 
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ability of an individual leaving his or her current job. 
When one moves away from the perfect competition 
notion inherent in the Beckerian and human capital life­
cycle model, predictions become more difficult. Most of 
the alternative models we have looked at also predict 
that firm-specific training should reduce future mobility. 
but these models also argue that there may be a poach­
ing externality leading to under-investment in employer­
funded general training. On the other hand, if the human 
capital model is true, there should be no employer­
funded general training. 

Furthermore, if one prefers to think of training in 
terms of a joint venture between workers and employers, 
in which training raises the levels of skill accumulation 
by fostering longer-term matches (perhaps in conjunc­
tion with other human resources policies), then all em­
ployer-funded training should have a negative impact on 
the probability of an individual leaving their current job. 
In the same vein, there is likely to be a zero or positive 
link between training receipt and previous (recent) job 
mobility as employers who wish to develop their skills 
base will want to provide training for newer recruits 
(even if this is just induction training programmes). On 
the other hand, if one views recent and/or frequent job 
mobility as a signal of problems with previous job 
matches, this may result in a negative association be­
tween employer-funded training receipt and previous 
job mobility. 

The existing empirical work on the relationship be­
tween turnover and training has focused on either the 
effect of training on future turnover or the effect of past 
turnover on training (most has looked at the former). 
The studies have found 

• negative, but often small and sometimes insignifi­
cant, effects of previous training on mobility (for men 
and women); 
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• insignificant effects of mobility on training for men, 
with some evidence: Qf po~itive, but statistically 
weak, effects for women. 
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3.1 Introduction 

CHAPTER3 
Data Description 

This research uses data from the British National Child 
Development Survey (NCDS) and the UK Labour Force 
Survey (LFS) panel. Both of these datasets are longitu­
dinal data sources which allow us to follow the same 
individuals over time. For the NCDS data, we have in­
formation (for various years) after the individual was 
born (in 1958). For the purposes of this research, we are 
able to look at the impact of training at different points 
in time on future job mobility as well as the effect of 
mobility on later training over a I 0-year period between 
1981 and 1991. From the LFS panel, we observe indi­
viduals for five consecutive quarters (since Spring 1992 
when the LFS switched to being quarterly, as compared 
with earlier years when it was conducted on an annual 
basis and did not have a longitudinal component). This 
allows us to look at the impact of training received in 
early quarters on mobility in later quarters and vice 
versa. Both of these datasets, because of their panel 
element, have clear advantages over those that have 
been used in the past to look at the relationship between 
mobility and training. 

3.2 Setting Up the Data 

The LFS and NCDS data need to be set up in a special 
way to estimate these models. We now explain in some 
detail how this is done for each dataset and the variables 
we use, and then discuss the relative advantages and 
disadvantages of each. 



· Data description 

3.2.1 The National Child Development Survey 
(NCDS)data 

The NCDS is a continuing panel survey of all individu­
als born in Britain between 3 and 9 March 1958. There 
have been five waves of the NCDS, with the most recent 
survey being conducted in 1991. The project predomi­
nantly uses information from NCDS4 (when the indi­
viduals were aged 23 years, in 1981) and NCDS5 (when 
aged 33, in 1991 ). 

NCDS5 first asks for information on the two highest 
qualification courses the person has undertaken between 
1981 and 1991. It then goes on to ask about the number 
of other training courses lasting three days or more re­
ceived by the individual between 1981 and 1991 
'designed to help you develop skills that you might use 
in a job'. For the three most recent of these courses as 
well as the two highest qualification courses, it has de­
tailed information on items such as when the training 
took place, whether it was provided by an employer at 
the time, where it took place, whether the employer paid 
for all or part of the course, whether the person has 
started a new job since leaving the course, and whether 
the respondent thought that the course helped them get 
any job since they finished the course. 

We have constructed a series of quarterly cross­
sections from the NCDS from the first quarter of 1981 
until the fourth quarter of 1990. The dataset incorporates 
panel information by using an individual's known job 
history (both retrospective and future) and training his­
tory (again, both retrospective and prospective). In each 
quarter of our dataset, for example, we know how long 
the person has been in their current job and how long 
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they will spend in it.4 In constructing the dataset, we 
have excluded 

• individuals not employed at the end of the quarter in 
question; 

• people who are self-employed; 
• agricultural workers in 1981 ;5 

• quarters before the individual's first work-related 
training course (for individuals who undertook more 
than five such courses between 1981 and 1991 ); 

• individuals for whom we have missing values on any 
of the variables used in the analysis. 

With these sample selections, we are left with a final 
dataset of around 60,000 observations on men and 
50,000 on women. The sample consists of approxi­
mately 1 ,500 men and 1 ,250 women for each quarter of 
our dataset, on average. In each quarter, we record the 
person's current job tenure (in quarters), whether they 
changed jobs in the last quarter or last year excluding 
the current quarter, how long they will spend in their 
current job (calculated from the future job histories in 
the data up until 1991 ), whether they have undertaken or 
are currently undertaking training courses, and industry, 
region and employer characteristics in their 1981 job. 

We use the additional information about each training 
spell in the NCDS data to break the training variable 
down in several ways. We first identify training that is 

4If a person is employed at the time of the 1991 interview, we will only 
know, of course, how long they have been in that job and not how long 
they will stay in the job in the future. For such jobs, there is what is termed 
a 'right censoring' problem. This censoring restricts our estimating sam­
ples. If, for example, we want to look at the effect training in one quarter 
has on the probability of moving jobs in the following four quarters, our 
estimation period must end one year before the date of the person's inter­
view in order for us to ascertain whether they moved jobs in the following 
year. 
5Dropped because of small cell sizes. 
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employer-funded. We define trammg to be employer­
funded if the employer wholly or partly paid for the 
training. All other training is defined to be non­
employer-funded. We also distinguish between training 
that is completed in the quarter and training that is ongo­
ing. Finally, we distinguish between training that leads 
to a qualification and training that does not. For indi­
viduals undertaking training leading to a qualification, 
we distinguish between lower, middle and higher voca­
tional qualifications, degree qualifications and other 
qualifications. A full description of these qualification 
training variables is given in Table 3.1. Various interac­
tions of these training variables are also considered. 

TABLE3.1 

Description of qualification training variables: NCDS 

Variable 
Qualification 
truininx 
undertaken since 
1981: 
Degree 

Higher vocational 

Middle vocational 

Lower vocational 

Other 

None 

Description 

University or CNAA first degree 
CNAA Post-graduate Diploma 
University or CNAA higher degree 
Full professional qualification 
Part of a professional qualification 
Polytechnic Diploma or Certificate (not CNAA validated) 
University or CNAA Diploma or Certificate 
Nursing qualification including nursery qualification 
Non-graduate teaching qualification 
Higher National Certificate (HNC) or Diploma (HND) 
BECfTEC Higher Certificate or Higher Diploma 
City and Guilds Full Technological Certificate 
City and Guilds Advanced or Final Certificate 
Ordinary National Certificate (ON C) or Diploma (OND) 
BECfTEC National, General or Ordinary Certificate or 

Diploma 
A level qualification 
City and Guilds Craft or Ordinary Certificate 
Royal Society of Arts (RSA) awards, stage I, 2 or 3 
Other commercial or clerical qualification 
0 level qualification 
All other courses leading to some sort of qualification that 

are not identified above 
No qualification training undertaken since 1981 
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TABLE3.2 

Description of highest educational qualification variables: NCDS 

Variable 
Highest 
qualification at 
axe 23. in /9R/: 
Degree 

Higher vocational 

A levels 

Middle vocational 

5+ 0 levels 

Lower vocational 

0 levels 

Other 

None 

Description 

University or CNAA first degree 
CNAA Post-graduate Diploma 
University or CNAA higher degree 
Full professional qualification 
Part of a professional qualification 
Polytechnic Diploma or Certificate (not CNAA validated) 
University or CNAA Diploma or Certificate 
Nursing qualification including nursery qualification 
Non-graduate teaching qualification 
Higher National Certificate (HNC) or Diploma (HND) 
BECffEC Higher Certificate or Higher Diploma 
City and Guilds Full Technological Certificate 
At least one: GCE A level 

or Scottish Leaving Certificate (SLC) 
or Scottish Certificate of Education (SCE) 
or Scottish University Preliminary 

Examination (SUPE) at Higher Grade 
or Certificate of Sixth Year Studies 

City and Guilds Advanced or Final Certificate 
Ordinary National Certificate (ONC) or Diploma (OND) 
BECffEC National, General or Ordinary Certificate or 

Diploma 
At least five: GCE 0 level passes or Grades A-C 

or CSE Grade I or equivalent 
City and Guilds Craft or Ordinary Certificate 
Royal Society of Arts (RSA) awards, stage I, 2 or 3 
Other commercial or clerical qualification 
One to four: GCE 0 level passes or Grades A-C 

or CSE Grade I or equivalent 
All other courses leading to some sort of qualification that 

are not identified above, including CSE Grades 2-5 
or equivalent and miscellaneous apprenticeship 
qualifications 

No qualifications. including those with no formal 
schooling 

The NCDS also gives us information on the person's 
highest school and post-school qualification as at 1981. 
We use this information to identify a person's highest 
educational qualification and follow as closely as pos­
sible the schema of Schmitt (1993) which has subse­
quently been used by the OECD. This education 
measure based on highest qualification is clearly ordered 
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and a full description of these NCDS highest education 
varia,bles is contained in Table 3.2.6 

We also use some information from earlier waves of 
the NCDS to construct variables that identify whether 
the individual's mother was employed in 1974 and the 
number of times the person moved house up until the 
age of 16. The reasons for constructing these variables 
are discussed in more detail in Chapter 4 on methodol­
ogy. 

3.2.2 The Labour Force Survey (LFS) data 

Since Spring 1992, the LFS panel has been conducted as 
a rotating panel where individuals enter in waves and 
then stay in the survey for five quarters. Thus we can 
follow different cohorts of individuals over five quar­
ters. In this report, we use 11 quarters of the Quarterly 
Labour Force Survey (QLFS) from Spring 1992 to 
Autumn 1994 which allows us to construct seven panels 
following individuals for five quarters. In each of the 
quarters, individuals are asked the same basic questions, 
giving us labour force status, industry and occupation. 
The main training question is asked to employees only 
and is as follows: 'Over the 4 weeks ending Sunday ... 
have you taken part in any education or training con­
nected with your job, or a job that you might be able to 
do in the future (including courses that you have told me 
about already)?'. From Summer 1994, interviewees 
have also been asked about training over the last 13 
weeks in addition to training received in the last four 
weeks. In this report, we also undertake estimation for 
the cohort that was first interviewed in Summer 1994 to 

fiUnlike Schmitt, we do not separately identify teaching qualifications; 
these are included in the highest vocational qualifications if they did not 
lead to a degree. We also do not have a category of 0 levels plus commer­
cial/clerical. People with commercial or clerical qualifications are included 
in the lower vocational category. 
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TABLE 3.3 

Description of highest educational qualification variables: QLFS 

Variable 

Hixllest 
qual!fication: 
Degree 

Higher vocational 

Middle vocational 

Lower vocational 

Other 

None 

Description 

Higher degree 
First degree 
Other degree-level qualification 
Diploma in Higher Education 
Higher National Certificate (HNCl or Diploma (HNDJ 
Higher BTEC/SCOTVEC 
Teaching qualification 
Nursing qualiftcauon 
Other higher qualification below degree level 
Royal Society of Arts (RSA) Higher Diploma 
A level 
BTEC/SCOTVEC 
RSA Advanced Diploma 
Ordinary National Certificate (0NC) or Diploma (OND) 
BEC/TEC National. General or Ordinary Certtticate or 

Diploma 
City and Guilds Advanced Craft 
Scottish Certificate of Sixth Year Studies (CSYS) or 

equivalent 
Scottish Certificate of Education (SCEl Higher or 

eqUivalent 
CSYS or equivalent 
City and Guilds craft or other qualification 
0 level or equivalent 
GCSE or equivalent 
CSE Grades 2-5 
Youth Training Certificate 
RSA Diploma or other qualification 
BTEC/SCOTVEC First Diploma or General Certificate 
All other courses leading to some sort of qualification that 

are not identified above 
No qualifications, including those with no formal 

schooling 

see if our results change when we use the 13-week 
rather than the four-week training question.7 

In addition to these questions, there are supplemen­
tary questions on whether the training was on- or off­
the-job; the main place the training took place; time 
spent training; whether the training was continuing; 

7We only gained access to this additional data very late in the project and 

for this reason most of our analysis is based on the seven cohorts tirst In­

terviewed from Spring 1992 to Autumn 1993. 
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whether the training led to a formal qualification (or a 
credit towards such a qualification); the type of qualifi­
cation; and who paid for the training. We use the infor­
mation on time, qualification and who paid for the 
training to construct training variables directly compa­
rable to those we create from the NCDS data. The in­
formation on whether the training led to a qualification 
and whether it was continuing is only available for the 
1992 panels. 

The QLFS also gives us information on the person's 
highest educational qualification at the time of the sur­
vey. For data up until 1992, the highest education vari­
ables are divided into 15 different ordered classif­
ications, whereas for 1993 onwards there are 28 ordered 
classifications. We use these ordered variables to create 
an ordered highest education variable with six different 
classifications.8 A full description of this is given in 
Table 3.3. 

3.2.3 An NCDS age cohort from annual LFS data 

Despite our focus on the quarterly LFS data (since 
Spring 1992 when the longitudinal element of the LFS 
was initially introduced), the LFS was previously con­
ducted on an annual cross-sectional basis since 1983 
(and once every two years before that, starting in 1975). 
Training questions were first introduced in the 1984 
survey. The large sample size in the LFS means we can 
also construct an age cohort from the annual LFS cross­
sections to broadly match the NCDS age cohort. From 
these annual cross-sections, we have taken all individu­
als who were in the same school year as the NCDS 1958 

xBecause of the ordering imposed by the QLFS questionnaire, it is not 
possible to construct a more disaggregated ordered highest education vari­
able that separately identifies school qualitications such as 5+ 0 levels and 
A levels. A levels are included in the middle vocational qualification, and 
0 levels in the lower vocational category. 
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birth cohort from 1984 to 1991. This is very useful for 
cross-validating the quality of the NCDS data as we can 
compare the summary statistics for key variables from 
both datasets. We cannot, however, use this cohort from 
the LFS in our analysis as it has no panel element. 

3.2.4 The advantages and disadvantages of the 
datasets 

The datasets are largely complementary, given their dif­
ferent structures and time periods of coverage. We feel 
that it is necessary to look at both to obtain a clear pic­
ture of the links between training and job mobility. The 
relative advantages of the two data sources are as fol­
lows: 

• NCDS: covers a substantial time period of training 
receipt and job experience for a cohort that ages be­
tween 23 and 33 over the period 1981-91; contains 
data on multiple training spells throughout time; has 
very detailed work history data; covers a variety of 
forms of training. 

• QLFS: has an explicit panel data focus (as individu­
als are observed for five quarters); covers individuals 
of all ages; asks questions about a variety of forms of 
training (which are similar to those covered in the 
NCDS). 

The relative disadvantages of each data source 
(which are usually compensated for by one of the advan­
tages of the other) are 

• NCDS: only covers a single birth cohort; involves left 
censoring of the training variables as data on up to 
three training spells are available; as with all longi­
tudinal data sources, may have problems as a result 
of sample attrition. 
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• QLFS: has a short time dimension as it only covers 
five quarters; as detailed above, utilises a rather basic 
training definition (i.e. receipt in last four weeks). 

Overall, however, the focus on both data sources 
does seem to get around many of the problems that a 
study based on a single data source would face. 

3.3 An Initial Look at the Data 

Figure 3.1 gives an aggregate picture of what has hap­
pened to training incidence in the UK between 1984 and 
1995 (based on LFS data). The figure displays the well­
known pattern of rising training incidence as the fraction 
of employees who received any training in the four 
weeks prior to being interviewed showed a steady up­
ward rise between 1984 and 1990 (from just under 10 
per cent to over 15 per cent) and then remained fairly 
flat in the 1990s.9 

FIGURE3.1 

Training incidence: LFS 1984-95 

15 

0,_--,--,---,--,--,,--,--.---.--.---.--. 
1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

9See the May 1996 issue of the Department for Education and Employ­
ment's Labour Market Quarterly Report for more details on the trend rise 
in training from the LFS. Also, see Greenhalgh and Mavrotas (1994) for 
breakdowns of training incidence from the annual LFS for various sub­
groups (e.g. by gender, training type and industry). 
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FIGURE 3.2 

Male training incidence: QLFS 
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Figures 3.2-3.7 report trammg incidence statiStics 
from the LFS data that we use in our empirical work. A 
set of analogous graphs based on NCDS data are re­
ported in Figures 3.8-3.13. Figure 3.2 shows that, for 
men in the QLFS panel, there was no clear overall up­
ward or downward trend in the incidence of training 
between Spring 1992 (March-May 1992 or 92/1) and 
Autumn 1994 (September-November 1994 or 94/3 ). 
Figures for Summer 1994 onwards are not comparable 
to earlier figures because of a change in the survey 
questionnaire. 10 Despite this, there appears to be clear 
seasonal variation: training was about 3 or 4 per cent 
less likely in the summer months. It is likely that this 
seasonality is driven by the fact that many further edu­
cation colleges (and other training colleges) are closed 

11From Summer 1994, respondents were asked a new question about 
training received in the 13 weeks prior to interview before they were asked 
the question about training received in the previous four weeks. This seems 
to have altered the way respondents answered the four-week question and 
caused a discontinuity in the data. 
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for much of the summer, and thus training cannot be un­
dertaken at this time. 11 As for the breakdown into em­
ployer-funded and non-employer-funded trairing, these 
seem to be roughly equally split throughout the period. 
Figure 3.3 splits the training receipts for men in the 
QLFS into those spells that finished in a particular 
quarter and those that continued on past that quarter. 12 It 
is clear that around two-thirds of training spells in a 
particular quarter are continuing spells. Furthermore, in 
Figure 3.4 we see that only around 40 per cent of train­
ing spells in each period led to a qualification being ob­
tained. 

FIGURE 3.3 

Male completed and continuing training: QLFS 

• Any training in last four weeks 
• Training finished 
E1l Training continuing 

92/1 92/2 92/3 92/4 

11 In work arising from this report, we hope to make use of this seasonality, 
and the fact that vacation times differ by area, to instrument training in 
mobility equations (see Chapter 4). 
12Note that information on whether training finished in a certain quarter 
and whether a qualification was obtained from training is only available in 
the QLFS for 1992. Hence we only have four quarters of statistics for Fig­
ures 3.3, 3.4, 3.6 and 3.7. 
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FIGURE 3.4 

Male qualification and non-qualification training: QLFS 
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FIGURE 3.5 

Female training incidence: QLFS 
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The comparable QLFS statistics for women are 
shown in Figures 3.5-3.7. The differences to note are (a) 
that overall training incidence is slightly higher for 
women than for men, (b) that women have a lower pro-
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portion of employer-funded training, and.(c) that women 
have a slightly higher proportion of training that leads to 
a qualification. Once again, a seasonal dip in training 
receipts occurs during the summer months. 

FIGURE 3.6 

Female completed and continuing training: QLFS 
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FIGURE 3.7 

Female qualification and non-qualification training: QLFS 
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The NCDS panel data summarised in Figures 3.8-
3.13 give us a longer-term picture of trends in training 
than does the QLFS panel. In Figure 3.8, we see that 
there is a clear increase in overall training receipts for 
men over the period Summer 1981 to Winter 1990, from 
about 4 per cent of the sample per quarter to about 13 
per cent. This is a more dramatic increase (from a lower 
starting-point) than for the LFS cross-section data in 
Figure 3.1; this may be partially due to the censoring in 
the NCDS data, which means that we are less likely to 
observe training undertaken further back in time to­
wards 1981 for individuals who have undertaken other 
work-related training courses for which we have no 
timing information. Nevertheless, it is interesting that it 
is an increase in employer-funded training that seems to 
account for the overall increase during the penod: if 
censoring bias were driving the entire observed increase 
in training, then we would surely expect an increase in 
non-employer-funded training as well, but this fails to 
materialise. 
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Male training incidence: NCDS 
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FIGURE3.9 

Male completed and continuing training: NCDS 
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The breakdown into training spells that finished and 
those that were ongoing in Figure 3.9 appears to show 
that the proportion of completed training spells in­
creased markedly in the late 1980s and early 1990s, 
whereas ongoing spells (those more likely to be the 
longer courses associated with qualification-related 
training) remained roughly constant. 

FIGURE 3.10 

Male qualification and non-qualification training: NCDS 
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Female training incidence: NCDS 
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FIGURE 3.12 

Female completed and continuing training: NCDS 
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This finding is echoed by Figure 3.10, where we see 
that the incidence of training that led to a qualification 
remained roughly constant over the period, whereas 
other training increased from the mid-1980s onwards. 

The comparable statistics for NCDS women in Fig­
ures 3.11-3.13 present a very similar picture, although 
the proportion of employer-funded training (shown in 
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FIGURE3.13 

Female qualification and non-qualification training: NCDS 
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Figure 3.11) is lower than that for men. The broad re­
sults from a look at the NCDS data would therefore 
seem to be that the increase in training during the period 
(as far as we can accurately measure it) is mainly due to 
employer-funded training and to courses that did not 
lead to qualifications and were completed during the 
period of observation. 

Turning to the data we use in our empirical work, 
Tables 3.4 and 3.5 present some descriptive data for 
men and women in the seven quarterly LFS panels, for 
the NCDS cohort and for the subsample of NCDS-aged 
individuals in the annual LFS surveys. The seven LFS 
panels correspond to the Spring 1992 (March-May 
1992) to Autumn 1994 (September-November 1994) 
time periods; the NCDS quarterly panel runs from 1981 
to 1990; and the LFS NCDS cohort runs from 1984 to 
1991. 

The mean of training receipt for men was around 15 
per cent in the LFS panels, about 8 per cent in the earlier 
NCDS cohort and around 13 per cent in the NCDS co­
hort from the LFS. Comparable figures for women are 
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TABLE 3.4 

Incidence of male training: LFS and NCDS 

Men who have undertaken: 

Any education and/or training 
Employer-funded training 

With qualification 
Without qualification 
Completed training 
Continuing training 

Other training 
With qualification 
Without qualification 
Completed training 
Continuing training 

Training leading to no qualification 
Training leading to qualification 

Other qualification 
Lower vocational 
Middle vocational 
Higher vocational 
Degree 

Sample size 

LFS pcmels: NCDS 
mean panel: 

mean 

0.146 0.082 
0.086 0.069 
0.032 0.035 
0.053 0.034 
0.()25 0.031 
0.060 0.038 
0.060 0.014 
0.020 0 010 
0.037 0.004 
0.014 0.004 
0.043 0.010 
0.090 o.o:n 
0.052 0.045 
0.019 0.010 
0.001 0.008 
0.013 0.004 
0.007 0.016 
0.011 0007 

26,232 59.957 

NCDS 
cohort in 

LFS. 
mean 
0.129 
0.072 

0.0.\R 
0.034 
().()23 

0.005 
O.OIX 

7.740 

Note: Training incidence in the LFS refers to any education and/or training in the 
last four weeks. whereas in the NCDS it refers to any training in the last quarter. 
Employer-funded training is defined as any training partly or wholly funded by the 
person's employer. The base sample for the LFS is all men in work for the tlve 
quarters of the panel. Note that, for the LFS, the subgroups beneath employer­
funded and other training (i.e. with/without qualification and completed/continuing) 
do not add up to the total group mean as they are from different samples (the 
subgroup breakdowns are not available for all seven panels and are available for 
15.131 observations). For the NCDS cohort in the LFS. qualification-based 
breakdowns are not reported as the qualifications question is only asked in 1991. 
For the NCDS, we include all men employed in a particular quarter over the period 
1981 to 1990. 

16, 7 and 13 per cent respectively. The decomposition of 
this aggregate measure into the more detailed training 
classifications displays a very consistent pattern across 
data sources, for both groups. Bearing in mind that the 
datasets have different questioning procedures, and that 
they cover different time periods and ages, the means in 
Tables 3.4 and 3.5 paint a very consistent picture of 
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trammg receipt (the time series profiles are given m 
various graphs above). 

TABLE 3.5 

Incidence of female training: LFS and NCDS 

Women who have undertaken: 

Any education and/or training 
Employer-funded training 

With qualification 
Without qualification 
Completed training 
Continuing training 

Other training 
With qualification 
Without qualification 
Completed training 
Continuing training 

Training leading to no qualification 
Training leading to qualification 

Other qualification 
Lower vocational 
Middle vocational 
Higher vocational 
Degree 

Sample size 

LFS pane I.e NCDS 
nlean panel: 

mean 

0.156 0.071 
0.081 0.049 
0.031 0.025 
0.049 0.024 
0.025 0.022 
0.056 0.027 
0.075 0.022 
0.028 0.015 
0.043 0.007 
0.015 0.005 
0.055 0.017 
0.092 0.031 
0.059 0.040 
0.022 0.005 
0.005 0.009 
0.008 0.004 
0.012 0.018 
0.010 0.003 

25,060 51,162 

NCDS 
cohort in 

LFS: 
mean 

0.134 
0.068 

0.033 
0.034 
0.033 

0.005 
0.027 

5,273 

Note: Training incidence in the LFS refers to any education and/or training in the 
last four weeks. whereas in the NCDS it refers to any training in the last quarter. 
Employer-funded training is defined as any training partly or wholly funded by the 
person's employer. The base sample for the LFS is all women in work for the five 
quarters of the panel. Note that, for the LFS, the subgroups beneath employer­
funded and other training (i.e. with/without qualification and completed/continuing) 
do not add up to the total group mean as they are from different samples (the 
subgroup breakdowns are not available for all seven panels and are available for 
14,357 observations). For the NCDS cohort in the LFS, qualification-based 
breakdowns are not reported as the qualifications question is only asked in 1991. 
For the NCDS, we include all women employed in a particular quarter over the 
period 1981 to 1990. 
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4.1 Introduction 

CHAPTER4 
Methodology 

How do we model the relationship between labour 
mobility and work-related training? Both of the datasets 
that we use allow us to track individuals' labour market 
statuses over time and therefore to look directly at la­
bour turnover. This will allow us to measure directly the 
effects of different types of training in one period on la­
bour market status in future periods, as well as the rela­
tionship between labour market transitions over a period 
of time and the probability of subsequently receiving 
different types of training. 

4.2 Modelling Training and Thrnover 

Modelling the relationship between mobility and train­
ing is not straightforward. Using longitudinal data, as 
we do, gives two potential options for identifying the 
relationship(s) between training and mobility. The first, 
and much simpler, approach is to use the repeat obser­
vation nature of the panel data to identify the respective 
relationships between training and mobility (and vice 
versa) by adopting an explicit 'before-and-after' ap­
proach. This involves asking the questions 'if an indi­
vidual receives training in time period t, do they move 
jobs in subsequent time periods (that is, t+l onwards)?' 
and 'if an individual moves jobs in time period t, do 
they receive training in subsequent time periods?'. In 
order for this approach to be valid, we have to assume 
that the unobserved determinants of subsequent training 
are uncorrelated with mobility in the current period and 
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that the unobserved determinants of subsequent mobility 
are uncorrelated with training in the current period. 

If this assumption is not valid, then we need to fol­
low a second approach which involves using instrumen­
tal variables to net out the problems of causal feedback. 
This requires us to find an 'instrument' for training in 
our mobility equation - that is, something that deter­
mines training in the current quarter but does not de­
termine future mobility controlling for current training 
-as well as an 'instrument' for mobility in our training 
equation. The difficulty here is that theory is not very 
forthcoming in terms of offering suitable instruments 
(which probably reflects a preoccupation with abstract, 
and rather impractical, theory in some areas of the eco­
nomics of training). Nevertheless, there are possibilities 
to do something about this, given the nature of our data 
sources. 

So our empirical approach is to use both these 
strategies. We begin by using the 'before-and-after' ap­
proach which looks at whether an individual moves jobs 
or receives training after a period in which they were 
trained or moved job respectively. Then we attempt to 
adopt an instrumental variable framework which allows 
for the possibility that mobility and training are endoge­
nous. Finally, we use a simultaneous model which al­
lows current as well as lagged mobility to affect current 
training and vice versa. Each of these approaches is dis­
cussed in turn below. Full technical details of the mod­
els discussed below are found in Appendix A 

4.2.1 The effect of training on job turnover 

Consider first the question 'if an individual receives 
training in time period t, do they move jobs in subse­
quent time periods?'. To answer this, we begin by esti­
mating simple models for individual i in year t of the 
form 
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(4.1) Pr(MOBILITY;1 = 1) = .f(X;.r-l, TRAIN;,r-l, !; ) 

where TRAIN; and MOBILITY; are (at least to start with) 
0-1 indicators of training receipt and job mobility, X; is 
a vector of other relevant control variables and fi is a 
vector of unobserved individual characteristics that de­
termine the probability of moving jobs. There is an issue 
to do with defining the period over which mobility 
should be defined: in most of our work, this is taken to 
be the four quarters subsequent to the training time pe­
riod. 

To be more explicit about how the two methodolo­
gies we use are related, in our initial work we assume 
that the unobserved individual characteristics, fi, that 
determine the probability of moving jobs are uncorre­
lated with training receipt (and, indeed, all our other 
explanatory variables), so that E(TRAIN;, 1_J,fi) :;e 0. If this 
condition holds, then we can consistently estimate the 
effect of training on mobility by estimating equation 
(4.1). The effect training has on the probability of mov­
ing jobs in this model is given by 

( 4.2) Pr(MOBILITY;t = 11 TRAIN;,1_1 = 1, Xi.r-1 ) 

- Pr(MOBILITY,1 = 11 TRAIN;,r-l = 0, X;.r-l ). 

This expression is usually evaluated using mean values 
for the Xi,t-1· 

If the unobserved individual characteristics that de­
termine job mobility also determine training, so that 
E(TRAIN;, 1_J.Ji) :;; 0, then we will obtain biased estimates 
of the effect of training on job mobility. The direction of 
this bias depends on whether these unobserved individ­
ual characteristics, Ji, are positively or negatively corre­
lated with training participation and/or mobility and on 
the true correlation between training and mobility. This 
will lead us to the instrumental variable approach con­
sidered below. 
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4.2.2 The effect of mobility on employer-funded 
training 

The same points apply to the impact of mobility on 
training. We begin by using the time dynamics to iden­
tify the relationship between training for individual i in 
period t and previous job mobility: 

( 4.3) Pr(TRAIN;1 = 1) = j(X;,1_ 1, MOBILITY;,1_ 1, /;). 

The effect mobility has on the probability of under­
taking training in this model is given by 

( 4.4) Pr(TRAIN;1 = 11 MOBILITf;, 1_ 1 = 1, X;,1_ 1 ) 

- Pr(TRA/Nit = 11 MOBILITYi.t-l = 0, X;,1_ 1 ). 

It is evident that we can use the 'before-and-after' 
methodology when we have panel data to look at the 
relationship between training and previous job mobility. 
We adopt this approach below. 

4.2.3 Instrumental variable methods 

The second approach that we take is the more difficult 
instrumental variable (N) approach which requires the 
endogenous modelling of training receipt in a job mo­
bility equation (and vice versa). The full details of this 
approach are discussed in Appendix A. The idea behind 
the methodology can be described in the context of the 
following training equation: 

( 4.5) Pr(TRAIN;1 = 1) = j(X;,r-l, MOBILITY;, 1_ 1 , /;) 

where we now allow for the possibility that 
E(MOBILITYu-J.fi) =1:- 0 - that is, lagged mobility is en­
dogenous. 

The issue here is that, to resolve the potential en­
dogeneity bias, we need an instrumental variable that is 
correlated with MOBILITYu_1 but not with the error 
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term (which contains the unobserved heterogeneity 
component through /;). We discuss in Section 5.6 the 
specific instruments that we have developed so far. 

Suppose that we have a legitimate instrument for 
mobility, say ZM;; then we need to estimate a second 
equation of the form 

(4.6) Pr(MOB/LITY;,1_ 1 = 1) = f(X;,r-l ,ZM;) 

and replace the binary indicator of mobility 
(MOBILITYu_1) in the initial equation (4.5) with the 

continuous prediction index MOBIL/Tf;~1_ 1 (rather than 

the predicted probability) from equation (4.6). The im­
pact of mobility on the probability of receiving training 
(or the marginal effect of moving) is now calculated by 
taking the average value of the prediction index for 

those who move ( M; ) and for those who do not move 

( M~ ), and is given by 

( 4.7) Pr(TRA/Nit = 11 MOBILITY;:-] = M;' xi,t-1) 

- Pr(TRA/Nit = 11 MOBILIT(t-1 = M~' xi,t-1 ). 

The methodology and the exact expression for this 
marginal effect in the probit model are discussed in Ap­
pendix A. The same IV approach can be used for mod­
elling mobility. This again requires that we have an 
additional legitimate instrument for training in our 
mobility equation. 

4.2.4 A simultaneous model of training and job 
mobility 

In the models considered so far, we have only allowed 
lagged values of training and mobility to influence cur­
rent mobility and training. We can extend our model to 
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allow simultaneous determination of training and mo­
bility, following the method of Mallar ( 1977). Our si­
multaneous model is given by 

( 4.8) Pr(MOBILITY;, = 1) 

= j(X;,r-l ,ZMi• TRAIN;,, TRAIN;,1_ 1 ,/;) 

and 

(4.9) Pr(TRAIN;, = 1) 

= f(X;,1_ 1 , ZTi, MOBILITY;,, MOBILITY;,,_1, /;) 

where we assume that all the lagged variables in the two 
equations are exogenous. In order for this system of 
equations to be identified, we need an instrument for 
mobility, ZM;, which determines mobility but not train­
ing controlling for mobility, and an instrument for 
training, Zn, which explains training but not mobility 
controlling for training. If we also want to treat lagged 
training and mobility as endogenous, we require at least 
two instruments for current and lagged training and at 
least two instruments for current and lagged mobility. 
Finding suitable instruments will be difficult in practice. 
In this model, we need to undertake a two-stage estima­
tion procedure. In the first stage, we estimate reduced 
form probits of our endogenous binary variables and 
include all our exogenous variables from our two equa­
tions as explanatory variables including all the instru­
ments. In the second stage, we include our prediction of 
our unobserved training and mobility variables (the 
prediction index from these probits) in our structural 
probit regressions and exclude our instruments for 
training from the mobility probit and our instruments for 
mobility from our training probit. See Appendix A for 
full details. 
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4.3 More General Models of Training and Job 
Mobility 

In the discussion so far, we have only considered binary 
indicators of training and mobility and looked at how 
we measure the impact of training on the probability of 
moving jobs and the impact of moving jobs on the prob­
ability of undertaking training. The theoretical and em­
pirical work reviewed earlier suggests that we may 
expect different types of training to have very different 
effects on the probability of moving jobs. Also, it may 
be the case that it is the accumulation of training rather 
than just a recent episode that affects an individual's 
decision as to whether to move jobs. This clearly needs 
to be explored. Also, we have only considered one 
measure of job turnover - the probability of leaving a 
job within a specified period. Another measure of job 
mobility that has been used in the literature (for exam­
ple, the work of Winkelmann (1994) discussed in 
Chapter 2) is the number of jobs an individual has held 
at any point in time. Again, it may be the individual's 
whole job history that determines whether or not they 
receive training. Broadening the scope of our study nec­
essarily requires us to use more complicated models, 
and the ideas behind these alternative models are dis­
cussed in more detail below while the more technical 
details are again discussed in Appendix A. 

4.3.1 Models that use different types of training 

We now allow for the possibility that there are two types 
of training - employer-funded training (EMPTRAIN) 
which we define as training for which the employer has 
fully or partly paid (which we may expect to be rela­
tively firm-specific) and non-employer-funded training 
(OTHTRA/N) (which presumably involves more general 
training). If we have multiple measures of training, then 
it is easy to adapt our mobility equation to include them 

44 



Methodology 

FIGURE4.1 

A multinomial model of training choice 

Undertake 
training? 

Yes­
employer­
funded 
training 

Yes-
other training 

No 

as explanatory variables. If we want to treat both these 
training variables as endogenous, then we need to have 
at least two instruments for training which explain both 
types of training but not mobility controlling for both 
types of training. 

The more difficult problem is how to model the 
probability of receiving different types of training ap­
propriately. In our original model, we only model the 
probabilities of two outcomes: the probability of under­
taking training and, as a consequence, the probability of 
not undertaking training. If we separately identify em­
ployer-funded and non-employer-funded training, we 
now have three possible outcomes for which we need to 
model the probabilities. The way we model them de­
pends on our assumption about how the decision proc­
ess operates. One approach, which is the approach 
adopted by Royalty (1996), is to use a multinomial 
probit (or logit) model. This assumes that the decision 
process is not sequential and can be described diagram­
matically as in Figure 4.1. 

An alternative approach to modelling the probabili­
ties of undertaking different types of training is to treat 
the decision process as sequential. One possibility is that 
an individual makes a decision regarding whether or not 
they should undertake training. If they decide to under-
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FIGURE4.2 

A sequential model of training choice 

Yes 

Undertake< 
training? 

No 

< 
Employer­
funded 
training 

Other 
training 

take training, they then make a decision as to what kind 
of training they should undertake. The decision process 
for this type of sequential model can be described dia­
grammatically as in Figure 4.2. 

In this type of model, the probabilities of undertaking 
employer-funded and non-employer-funded training are 
given by 

( 4.10) Pr(EMPTRAIN;1 = 11 X;,1_ 1, MOBILITY;,1_ 1 ) = 
Pr(EMPTRAIN;1 = 11 TRAIN;1 = 1, Xi.r-l, MOBILITY;,~_ 1 ) 

x Pr(TRAIN;1 = 11 X;,r-l, MOBILITY;,r-l) 

and 

(4.11) Pr(OTHTRAIN;1 =11X;_,_1 ,MOBILITY;,1_1 )= 

(1- Pr(EMPTRA!Nil = 11 TRAIN;, = 1, X;.r-l, MOBILITYu_ 1 )) 

x Pr(TRAIN;, = II X;,1_ 1 , MOBILITY;_1_ 1 ). 

These probabilities can be calculated by undertaking a 
training probit on the whole sample and then by carrying 
out a further probit on all those individuals who under­
take training, to obtain the conditional probability of 
undertaking employer-funded training, given that they 
have undertaken training (Pr(EMPTRA/Nit = 11TRA/Nit = 
1, X.r-I, MOBILITYu.J)). 
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FIGURE4.3 

An alternative sequential model 

Undertake<: Yes 
employer-

funded -------
training? No ---------

Undertake 
other training 

Undertake 
no training 

It can be argued that employers largely decide on 
which individuals undertake employer-funded training. 
If individuals do not receive employer-funded training, 
they may then decide whether or not to invest in other 
types of training. The sequential process in this type of 
model can be shown diagrammatically as iri Figure 4.3. 

In this sequential model, the probability of undertak­
ing employer-funded training is obtained from a first­
stage probit modelling the probability of undertaking 
employer-funded training on the whole sample. The 
probability of undertaking other training is calculated by 
undertaking a second-stage probit on all individuals who 
did not undertake employer-funded training and, from 
this, calculating the conditional probability of undertak­
ing other training, given that they have not received 
employer-funded trammg (Pr( OTHTRAINu 
11EMPTRAIN;1= 0, Xu_1, MOBILITYi.t-J)). In this model, 
the probability of undertaking employer-funded training 
(Pr(EMPTRA/Nit = liXu-J, MOBILITYi.t-J)) is obtained 
directly from the first-stage regression. The probability 
of receiving other training in this alternative sequential 
model is given by 

( 4.12) Pr( OTHTRA/Ni, = II Xi.r-I, MOBILITYu_1 ) = 

Pr( OTHTRA!Ni, = 11 EMPTRA!Ni, = 0, Xu_ 1 , MOBILI'JY;,~_ 1 ) 

x (1- Pr(EMPTRA!Ni, = 11 Xi.t-I, MOBILITYi.t_ 1 )). 
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In this report, we estimate both of these sequential 
models and compare the estimates obtained from each. 
We can again work out the marginal effects of mobility 
on different types of training by evaluating the differ­
ence in the predicted probabilities when we set our 
mobility dummy variable to one and then zero 
(evaluated at sample means for all other variables). If 
we instrument mobility, then the marginal effect is ob­
tained by looking at how the predicted probability of 
undertaking employer-funded or other training changes 
with respect to the continuous mobility index. Full de­
tails are given in Appendix A. 

4.3.2 Models that use different measures of job 
mobility 

In all the models discussed above. our measure of mo­
bility has been a dummy variable that equals one if a 
person has moved or will move jobs within a specified 
period. There are clearly other measures of mobility that 
are of interest. In this report, we look at the impact of 
the number of jobs a person has held over their entire 
working life (excluding their current job) on the prob­
ability of receiving different types of training in their 
current job. 

We also follow the approach of Winkelmann ( 1994) 
and use count data models to look at the effect of differ­
ent types of training on the number of jobs a person has 
held over their working life. This involves estimating a 
model of the form 

(4.13) Pr(NJOBS;r =j)=f(X;.r-l•.{;) .i=OJ.2,3, ... 

where NJOBSit is the number of jobs since leaving 
school that individual i has held at time t. The issues and 
econometric complications that arise in these count data 
models are similar to those already discussed above. 
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Full details of the models we use are given in Appendix 
A. 

4.3.3 Identifying assumptions of our models 

Training receipt displays a marked pattern over the year. 
Much of this variation is driven by the fact that many 
further education colleges (and other academic training 
colleges) close down or do not offer courses over the 
Summer, Winter and Easter holidays. As such, indi­
viduals cannot receive training of this sort during these 
periods. In future work, we hope to exploit this within­
year variation to use holiday times as an instrument for 
training receipt in a job mobility equation for our LFS 
panel. We have conducted a survey of around 50 per 
cent of further education colleges in Britain and have 
received responses from about 170 at this stage, a re­
sponse rate of around 40 per cent. We have college term 
dates from 1991-92 to 1995-96, from which we can 
construct weekly data on college opening times. We 
have not, as yet, been able to make use of these data as 
we need to gain access to disaggregated regional codes 
in the LFS data. A copy of the questionnaire we sent out 
to further education colleges is contained in Appendix 
c. 

We have also tried a number of instruments for 
training using the NCDS panel, such as characteristics 
of the individual's first ever job. These, however, did 
not generally pass instrument validity tests. In terms of 
instruments for mobility, the NCDS contains more 
promising possibilities than the LFS. In this report, we 
have carried out both IV and simultaneous probit esti­
mation of training equations using the number of times 
the cohort member moved house between 0 and 16 years 
of age, and a variable for whether the cohort member's 
mother was employed in 1974, as instruments. We argue 
that both these variables explain individual job moves 
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but not training controlling for mobility. Finding suit­
able instruments for training and mobility is very diffi­
cult, in general, as the large majority of characteristics 
that determine mobility, such as employer characteris­
tics, region and education, also determine the probability 
of receiving training. 
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5.1 Introduction· 

CHAPTERS 
Results 

In this chapter, we report our results. We begin by re­
porting estimates of the reduced form determinants of 
training and mobility, then move on to estimate models 
that attempt to identify the impact of training on mobil­
ity and of mobility on training by adopting the 'before­
and-after' approach discussed in the previous chapter. 
We then discuss the results from the more complicated 
sequential models of training choice and count data 
models looking at the impact of training on the number 
of jobs held by an individual. Finally, we consider in­
strumental variable and simultaneous models. 

5.2 What Are the Determinants of Training and 
Job Mobility? 

In this section, we look at what (exogenous) factors de­
termine training (ignoring job mobility) and job mobility 
(ignoring training) in our two datasets. The specifica­
tions we use are fairly standard and for the most part 
reconfirm existing results in the large number of studies 
that have looked at the determinants of training and 
mobility. 

Our results for the factors determining training 
(shown in Table B. I in Appendix B for our NCDS panel 
and Tables B.2 and B.3 for our QLFS panel) show that 
there is a clear positive relationship between the level of 
qualifications attained and the likelihood of receiving 
training, with those with degrees and higher vocational 
qualifications receiving more training than individuals 
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with lower qualifications. As for differences between 
industries in the LFS, for the whole sample of men, 
most training seems to take place in 'other services' (the 
base industry in the LFS regressions); construction and 
other manufacturing industries seem to train least. The 
industry effects are, by and large, significant. For 
women and for men under 30, the wholesale and retail 
trade sector is associated with Jess training, whilst for 
women the manufacturing sector as a whole (minerals, 
metals and other manufacturing) is associated with sig­
nificantly less training. The regional dummies in the 
LFS training regressions provide little evidence of wide 
regional variations in training incidence. For men and 
for younger women, training incidence seems to de­
crease with age in the LFS, as predicted by a human 
capital interpretation of training expenditure (i.e. 
younger workers have more to gain over the life cycle 
from expenditure on training than older workers). For 
women in the LFS, there is significantly less training for 
part-time workers than for full-time workers. Finally, 
those individuals working for larger employers (with 25 
or more employees) in the LFS seem to undertake more 
training. The probability of receiving training for men 
who work for large employers is, on average, 2.6 per­
centage points higher than it is for men who work for 
smaller firms. The corresponding figure for women is 
2 0 . 11 . percentage pomts. -

The results for the determinants of training in the 
NCDS panel echo the equivalent LFS results in many 
areas. Individuals with higher levels of educational 
qualifications undertake more training. The results from 

13The marginal effects reported in the tables measure the average impact 
different types of training have on the probability of moving jobs (which 
will range between 0 and 1). Hence these marginal effects need to be mul­
tiplied by I 00 to obtain the percentage point impact of the variable in 
question on the probability of moving jobs. 
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the NCDS in Table B.l show that if a man's highest 
qualification is A levels, his probability of receiving 
training is 16.0 percentage points higher than that of a 
man with no formal educational qualifications. A simi­
lar story is found for NCDS women, with the average 
difference in the probability of receiving training being 
14.8 percentage points between women with A levels 
and those with no qualifications. 14 Although the re­
gional effects are more significant than for the LFS, it is 
hard to isolate any clear pattern that holds true for both 
men and women (the strongest findings here are that 
training is significantly lower in the South-West and 
Scotland). The industry effects from the NCDS data are 
a lot less significant, on the whole, than those from the 
LFS, perhaps because we are only able to use the 1981 
industry variable from the NCDS. Individuals who were 
employed in larger firms in 1981 are more likely to be 
trained. In addition, the NCDS allows us to look at the 
impact of some variables that are not always available in 
the LFS questionnaires. For men, there is some evidence 
of a link between increased training and being a union 
member in 1981, although this is not very significant. 15 

Individuals employed in the private sector in 1981 seem 
to train significantly less than those in the public sector. 
As for the changing incidence of training over the period 
1981-90, the NCDS data appear to show an increase in 
the amount of training each year over time (especially 
for men), although it is not clear to what extent this is 
the result of a genuine increase in training over the pe­
riod or of the right censoring problem discussed in 
Chapter 3. The results suggest that, other things being 

1'These figures are given by the marginal effects column in Table 8.1. 
15Including a union variable in the LFS specifications also produced a 
positive effect. at the cost of a reduced sample size (see Green. Machin and 
Wilkinson (l996b) for examples of specifications that include a union 
recognition variable. which is a more appropriate measure of union pres­
ence than membership). 
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held equal, the average training incidence has increased 
between 1981 and 1990 by 8.0 percentage points for 
men and by 6.0 percentage points for women. In sum­
mary, it is encouraging that we find no direct contradic­
tions concerning the determinants of training in the 
NCDS and the LFS. 

Moving on to the determinants of mobility (shown in 
the first column of Tables B.4 and B.8 for our NCDS 
sample and of Tables B.12, B.16, B.20 and B.24 for our 
LFS sample), in the LFS there seems to be a positive 
relationship between mobility and having some sort of 
educational qualification. Perhaps not surprisingly, fi­
nance and the wholesale and retail trade are the indus­
tries where people appear to experience the most 
mobility, while minerals, energy and water, and the base 
industry of other services are the least mobile. In gen­
eral. there are few significant regional variations in 
mobility, the main exception being the finding that 
young men in the South-East and East Anglia seem to 
be significantly more mobile than those in most other 
areas. Part-time workers are much more mobile than 
full-timers. Men working part-time have, on average, a 
7.0 percentage point higher probability of moving in the 
next year than men working full-time. The correspond­
ing figure for women is 2.5 percentage points. The re­
sults also show that there is less mobility amongst non­
whites and individuals working for larger employers. 

The NCDS results on mobility are similar to the LFS 
ones with respect to education and employer size. The 
effects over time from 1981 to 1990 show a modest but 
uneven increase in mobility for men relative to 1981 
(except in 1990). In this case, it is male workers in the 
North in 1981 who appear to be the most mobile, rather 
than those in the South-East. Union membership in 
1981 is associated with less mobility, while individuals 
who worked in the private sector in 1981 are more likely 
to move jobs. Finally, there is a strong positive relation-
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ship between the number of times an individual in the 
NCDS moved house before the age of 16 and their sub­
sequent labour market mobility. This is important, as our 
aim is to exploit this positive relationship by using times 
moved since birth as an instrument for mobility in IV 
regressions (see Section 5.6). 

Overall, the NCDS and LFS results on the reduced 
form determinants of mobility seem to roughly corre­
spond in overall pattern. 

5.3 What Effect Does Training Have on Job 
Mobility? 

We now extend our mobility equations and allow job 
mobility to also be dependent on previous training. 

Tables 5.1 and 5.2 give some descriptive statistics for 
men and women. Tables 5.3 and 5.4 then report the es­
timated marginal effects for the training variable in job 
mobility probits based on NCDS data for men and 
women respectively (training effects significant at the 5 
per cent level are denoted by ** and those significant at 
the 10 per cent level by *). Tables 5.5 and 5.6 then re­
port the effects of training on mobility for all men and 
for men aged less than 30 respectively from the LFS 
panel data, while Tables 5.7 and 5.8 report the corre­
sponding figures for women. Coefficient estimates and 
standard errors, as well as marginal effects for the full 
models, are given in Tables B.4 through B.27 in Ap­
pendix B. 

Consider first the descriptive statistics in Tables 5.1 
and 5 .2. The tables break down job moving rates from 
the quarterly LFS panels and the NCDS by various 
characteristics of individuals and their jobs. The basic 
definition of job mobility is any change of jobs in the 
four quarters following the period in which the training 
incidence is defined. Whilst showing higher mobility 
rates for women than for men, both tables demonstrate, 
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from both data sources, that job moves are more likely 
for young workers, in smaller workplaces and in 
industries that have lower-than-average wages (notably 
wholesale and retail trade). 

TABLES.! 

The characteristics of male job movers in the LFS and NCDS 

LFS NCDS 
Group Proportion Number Proportion Number 

movinK}ob in KYOUp movinK)ob in Rrt!Uf> 

Trained in quarter 0.057 3.829 0.151 4.785 
Did not train in quarter 0.053 22,403 0.162 55.172 
Age< 30 0.093 6,474 
Age~ 30 0.041 19,758 
Degree 0.055 4,070 0.221 5,827 
Higher vocational 0.057 2,228 0.167 8.807 
Middle vocational 0.059 5.565 0.149 15,772 
Lower vocational 0.061 6,399 0.158 13,811 
Other 0.053 2,522 0.163 3,36X 
No educational 0.037 5,448 0.147 12.372 
qualifications 
Full-time worker 0.051 25,543 0.161 59.217 
Part-time worker 0.160 689 0.150 740 
White 0.054 25,375 
Non-white 0.038 857 
Employer size < 25 0.076 6,630 0.189 16,222 
Employer size ~ 25 0.046 19,602 0.151 43.735 
Industry 
Energy and water 0.038 966 0.117 3,117 
Minerals 0.029 1,357 0.146 2,534 
Metals 0.051 4,593 0.161 8,779 
Other manufacturing 0.043 2,877 0.147 5,269 
Construction 0.060 1.845 0.194 4.517 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.090 3,743 0215 7.()02 
Transport and 0.043 2,686 0.133 4,126 
communications 
Finance 0.081 2,679 0.173 3.879 
Other services 0.034 5,486 0.171 7,314 

All men 0.053 26,232 0.161 59,957 

Note: Moving job in the LFS refers to any job move in quarters 2 to 5, whereas 
training refers to training in quarter I. A job move in the NCDS refers to any job 
move in the current or next three quarters. whereas training refers to training in the 
previous quarter. The group characteristics are measured in the tirst quarter of the 
LFS panel and in 1981 (except for training variables) in the NCDS panel. Industry 
numbers do not sum to the total in the NCDS data because of missing values. 
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TABLE 5.2 

The characteristics of female job movers in the LFS and NCDS 

LFS NCDS 
Group Proportion Number Proportion Number 

11UJVtnK job in Kroup movinK)ob in Kroup 
Trained in quarter 0.074 3,907 0.242 3 . .540 
Did not train in quarter 0072 21,1.53 0.237 47.622 
Age< 30 0.123 6,.548 
Age~ 30 0.0.54 18,.512 
Degree 0.078 2.414 0.269 .5,7'2.5 
Higher vocational 0.0.59 2.970 0.239 10.711 
Middle vocational 0.089 3,026 0.220 9,371 
Lower vocatio11al 0.084 8.8.57 0.240 13 . .510 
Other 0.0.51 1.452 0.2.54 2.089 
No educational 0.0.56 6,341 0.22.5 9,7.56 
qualifications 
Full-time worker 0.067 14,444 0.237 46,1')0 
Part-time worker 0.079 10,616 0.238 4,972 
White 0.073 24,288 
Non-white 0.0.51 772 
Employer size < 25 0.088 9,069 0.2.57 16,764 
Employer size ~ 25 0.063 15,991 0.227 34,398 
Industry 
Energy and water 0.041 242 0.159 691 
Minerals 0.053 438 0.274 1,084 
Metals 0.078 1,261 0.2.57 2,830 
Other manufacturing 0.08.5 1,723 0.264 4,032 
Construction 0.084 406 0.262 282 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.106 .5,29.5 0.271 7,018 
Transport and 0.073 820 0.219 1,885 
communications 
Finance 0.074 3,168 0.218 6,110 
Other services 0.054 11,707 0.23.5 3,862 

All women 0.072 2.5,060 0.237 .51,162 

Note: See note to Table .5.1. 

Table 5.3 reports the results from our job mobility 
probits for our NCDS sample of men and Table 5.4 for 
our NCDS sample of women. In the tables, we only re­
port the marginal effects of training - that is, the effect 
different types of training have (in percentage point 
terms) on the probability of moving jobs. We only look 
at the probability of moving within four quarters of re­
ceiving training; however, the results do not change 
dramatically if we extend this to longer periods in the 
NCDS. In the tables, we report results for a variety of 
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TABLE 5.3 

The effect of training on male mobility: NCDS 

Type of training 
I. Any training 

2. Employer-funded 
2. Other 

3. Completed training 
3. Training continued 

4. Employer-funded & completed 
4. Employer-funded & not completed 
4. Other & completed 
4. Other & not completed 

5. Qualification 
5. No qualification 

6. Employer-funded & qualification 
6. Employer-funded & no qualification 
6. Other & qualification 
6. Other & no qualification 

7. No qualification 
7. Other qualification 
7. Lower qualification 
7. Middle qualification 
7. Higher qualification 
7. Degree qualification 
Sample size 

Note: * Significant at I 0 per cent level. 
** Significant at S per cent level. 

Mwxinal effect 
-0.010 

-0.029 
0.025 

-0.018 
-0.004 

-0.031 
-0.028 
-0.002 

0.052 

-0.006 
-0.015 

-0.027 
-0.032 

0.049 
0.005 

-0.015 
-0.034 
-0.001 
-0.026 
-0.020 

0.085 

59,957 

Significance 

** 
** 

** 

** 
** 

** 

* 

** 
** 
** 

** 

** 

specifications where the training variable is defined dif­
ferently in each case. Specification I uses the overall 
training variable, 2 splits training into employer-funded 
and other training, 3 splits it into whether training fin­
ished in the quarter or was ongoing, 4 interacts continu­
ing and completed training with employer-funded and 
other training, 5 divides training according to whether or 
not a qualification was obtained, 6 interacts the qualifi­
cation split with whether or not the training was em-
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ployer-funded, and finally 7 breaks the qualifications 
gained down into more disaggregated categories. 

In the results reported in Tables 5.3 and 5.4, we have 
only included people who were employed in 1981 (so 
that we can have 1981 employer characteristics as ex­
planatory variables) and we have dropped all quarters 
within a year of the 1991 interview, as in these periods 
we cannot clearly identify whether the individual moved 
jobs in the following four quarters. 

The results in Table 5.3 suggest that, for men, receiv­
ing work-related training significantly decreases the 
probability of moving jobs over the following year by, 
on average, 1.0 percentage point. The estimated average 
probability of moving in the following year for non­
trainees is 15.7 per cent, compared with 14.7 per cent 
for trainees. 16 Breaking this down, it is apparent that the 
negative effect is only the case for employer-funded 
training. If a man undertakes employer-funded training, 
then the probability of moving jobs in the next year is 
decreased by an average of 2.9 percentage points (from 
15.7 per cent to 12.8 per cent). This is in line with the 
theoretical discussions, which state that specific training 
is far less likely to lead to job turnover. Training finish­
ing in a given quarter also shows different effects from 
ongoing training, with the negative impact of previous 
training on job mobility only being significant for 
training that has been completed. Presumably this re­
flects the fact that employers wish to retain more highly 
trained workers who have just completed training 
courses. Finally, NCDS men are less likely to change 
jobs if their training does not lead to a formal qualifica-

1 ~ese probabilities are derived from the estimates of our probit equations 
where we have set all other explanatory variables equal to the mean values 
for the particular sample. Hence these probabilities are different from the 
raw mean probabilities of trainees and non-trainees reported in Table 5.1 
for our male NCDS cohort. 

59 



Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLE 5.4 

The effect of training on female mobility: NCDS 

Type o(truining 

I. Any training 

2. Employer-funded 
2. Other 

3. Completed training 
3. Training continued 

4. Employer-funded & completed 
4. Employer-funded & not completed 
4. Other & completed 
4. Other & not completed 

5. Qualification 
5. No qualification 

6. Employer-funded & qualification 
6. Employer-funded & no qualification 
6. Other & qualification 
6. Other & no qualification 

7. No qualification 
7. Other qualification 
7. Lower qualification 
7. Middle qualification 
7. Higher qualification 
7. Degree qualification 
Sample size 
Note: ** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

Marginal effect 
0.006 

0.002 
0.012 

-0.007 
0.014 

0.001 
0.002 

-0.018 
0.030 

0.034 
-0.034 

0.002 
0.000 
0.084 

-0.067 

-0.034 
0.022 
0.047 
0.031 
0.041 

-0.008 
51,162 

Significance 

** 
** 

** 
** 

** 

** 

** 

tion than if it does. However, it is clear that this varies 
depending on the type of qualification being undertaken. 
with men undertaking a degree qualification much more 
likely to move. 

Turning to women (as reported in Table 5.4), the 
overall effect of training is not significantly different 
from zero and numerically very small. The only signifi­
cant results for women relate to qualification training. 
Women undertaking qualification training are much 
more likely to move jobs, particularly those undertaking 
lower or higher vocational qualifications. This suggests 
that this type of qualification training may be obtained 
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The effect of training on male mobility: QLFS 

Type of trainin;: 

I. Any training 
I. Any training (13-week question) 

2. Employer-funded 
2. Other 

3. Completed training 
3. Training continued 

4. Employer-funded & completed 
4. Employer-funded & not completed 
4. Other & completed 
4. Other & not completed 

5. Qualification 
5. No qualification 

6. Employer-funded & qualification 
6. Employer-funded & no qualiftcation 
6. Other & qualification 
6. Other & no qualification 

7. No qualification 
7. Other qualification 
7. Lower qualification 
7. Middle qualification 
7. Higher qualification 
7. Degree qualification 

Note: * Significant at I 0 per cent level. 
'* Significant at 5 per cent level. 

Mar;:inal 
effect 

-0.004 
-0.006 

-0.011 
0.006 

-0.014 
-0.002 

-0.021 
-0.008 
-0.003 

0.005 

-0.001 
-0.009 

-0.019 
-0.005 
0.027 

-0.013 

-0.008 
-0.005 

0.054 
-0.003 
-0.032 

0.030 

Si;:nifi­
cance 

** 

•• 

** 

** 

** 

Results 

Sampie 
size 

26.232 
4.520 

26,232 
26,232 

15,131 
15.131 

15,131 
15.131 
15,131 
15,131 

15.131 
15,131 

15,131 
15,131 
15.131 
15,131 

15,131 
15,131 
15,131 
15.131 
15,131 
15,131 

by women in order to move jobs rather than as training 
for the present job. 

For men, a similar story emerges from the LFS panel, 
as shown in Table 5.5. This is reassuring, given the clear 
differences in the nature of the data being used. The re­
sults presented in this table relate to the seven pooled 
five-quarter panels between Spring 1992 and Autumn 
1993. The clear point to note is that, in line with the 
NCDS work above, work-related training is once again 
associated with reduced job mobility. Also, there is a 
negative effect of similar magnitude if we instead use 
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TABLE5.6 

The effect of training on young men's mobility: QLFS panel 

Type of" traininK 

I. Any training 
I. Any training ( 13-week question) 

2. Employer-funded 
2. Other 

3. Completed training 
3. Training continued 

4. Employer-funded & completed 
4. Employer-funded & not completed 
4. Other & completed 
4. Other & not completed 

5. Qualification 
5. No qualification 

6. Employer-funded & qualification 
6. Employer-funded & no qualification 
6. Other & qualification 
6. Other & no qualification 

7. No qualification 
7. Other qualification 
7. Lower qualification 
7. Middle qualification 
7. Higher qualification 
7. Degree qualification 

Note: * Significant at 10 per cent level. 
** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

MarK ina! 
effect 

-0.015 
-0.044 

-0.031 
0.005 

-0.016 
-0.019 

-0.011 
-0.034 
-0.024 

0.001 

-0.016 
-0.021 

-0.040 
-0.012 

0.018 
-0.032 

-0.020 
-0.024 
-0.003 
-0.017 
-0.052 

0.024 

Siwtifi­
cance 

* 
* 

** 

** 

** 

** 

Sample 
size 

6,474 
1.028 

6,474 
6.474 

3,776 
3,776 

3,776 
3,776 
3,776 
3,776 

3,776 
3,776 

3,776 
3,776 
3,776 
3,776 

3.776 
3,776 
3,776 
3,776 
3,776 
3,776 

the 13-week training question rather than the four-week 
training question for the Summer 1994 panel, though 
neither of these variables is significant at conventional 
levels. The same pattern of results as in the NCDS re­
gressions for men emerges, with significant negative 
effects being confined to employer-funded training 
(model 2) and to the training spell being completed 
(model 3). Men undertaking employer-funded training 
have a 3.5 per cent chance of moving in the next year 
compared with the estimated 4.6 per cent chance of in­
dividuals who have not undertaken employer-funded 
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training in the previous four weeks, a difference of 1.1 
percentage points. Like the NCDS results, there is no 
association between mobility and previous training re­
ceipt for women (see Table 5.7), but a negative effect 
does emerge for employer-funded training and in par­
ticular employer-funded training that does not lead to a 
qualification. 

Focusing only on young men aged under 30 (a simi­
lar age structure to the NCDS data), Table 5.6 shows a 
significant negative effect for any training (in line with 
the NCDS results). The marginal effect of training is to 
reduce the probability of moving jobs in the next year by 

TABLE 5.7 

The effect of training on female mobility: QLFS 

Type of traininK Marf?inal Sit?nifi· Sample 
effect cance size 

I. Any training 0.000 25,060 
I. Any training ( 13-week question) -0.006 4.118 

2. Employer-funded -0.016 ** 25,060 
2. Other 0.014 ** 25,060 

3. Completed training -0.012 14,357 
3. Training continued 0.003 14.357 

4. Employer-funded & completed -0.012 14,357 
4. Employer-funded & not completed -0.013 14,357 
4. Other & completed -0.014 14,357 
4. Other & not completed 0.018 ** 14,357 

5. Qualification 0.014 * 14.357 
5. No qualification -0.011 14,357 

6. Employer-funded & qualification -0.006 14,357 
6. Employer-funded & no qualification -0.017 ~* 14,357 
6. Other & qualification 0.033 ** 14,357 
6. Other & no qualiftcation -0.004 14,357 

7. No qualification -0.011 14,357 
7. Other qualification 0.011 14,357 
7. Lower qualification 0.064 ** 14,357 
7. Middle qualification -0.002 14,357 
7. Higher qualification 0.035 ** 14,357 
7. Degree qualification 0.001 14,357 

Note: * Significant at I 0 per cent level. 
** Significant at 5 per cent level. 
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1.5 percentage points from 8.6 per cent to 7.1 per cent. 
The effect appears even stronger when the 13-week 
training question is used (reducing mobility by 4.4 per­
centage points). A similar pattern emerges when the 
overall training variable is broken down: job mobility 
seems lower when individuals received training that was 
employer-funded and/or was not completed in the quar­
ter concerned. For young men, the marginal effect for 
employer-funded training (at -0.031 or 3.1 percentage 
points) is very similar to the NCDS result (of -0.029 or 
2.9 percentage points) reported above. Finally, the 
strongest negative effect is where the training was em­
ployer-funded and led to a qualification: workers receiv­
ing training of this sort are much less likely to move 
jobs in the following four quarters. This again supports 
the notion that employees who receive higher-quality 
qualification training from their employers are more 
likely to stay with that employer despite the fact that this 
training is presumably less firm-specific than employer­
funded training that does not involve a qualification. 

The full regression results shown in Appendix B also 
tell us something about other factors that affect job 
mobility. It is interesting to compare the marginal effects 
from the mobility equations that do not include training 
(discussed in the last section) with the marginal effects 
from the mobility equations with training as a regressor. 
The two are compared for NCDS males in Table B.4 and 
for NCDS women in Table B.S. Interestingly, the coef­
ficients and marginal effects on the other regressors vary 
only slightly, if at all, with the inclusion of training as an 
extra regressor. This implies that the relationships be­
tween mobility and other variables that we identify in 
the previous section cannot be discounted as spurious 
effects operating only due to the exclusion of the train­
ing variable. Even in Table B.6, the inclusion of recent 
qualification variables in the mobility equation does not 
displace the effects of earlier qualifications up to 1981. 
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TABLE 5.8 

The effect of training on young women's mobility: QLFS 

Type of traininK 

I. Any training 
I. Any training ( 13-week question) 

2. Employer-funded 
2. Other 

3. Completed training 
3. Training continued 

4. Employer-funded & completed 
4. Employer-funded & not completed 
4. Other & completed 
4. Other & not completed 

5. Qualification 
5. No qualification 

6. Employer-funded & qualification 
6. Employer-funded & no qualification 
6. Other & qualification 
6. Other & no qualification 

7. No qualification 
7. Other qualification 
7. Lower qualification 
7. Middle qualification 
7. Higher qualification 
7. Degree qualification 

Note: * Significant at I 0 per cent level. 
~* Significant at 5 per cent level. 

Mar~-:inal 
effect 

-0.014 
-0.034 

-0.034 
0.004 

-0.039 
-0.022 

-0.011 
-0.043 
-0.086 
-0.004 

-0.021 
-0.030 

-0.036 
-0.033 
-0.006 
-0.027 

-0.030 
-0.003 

0.001 
-0.055 

0.005 
-0.042 

Si~-:nifi­

cance 

** 

** 
** 

** 

Sample 
size 

6,548 
1.046 

6,548 
6,548 

3.785 
3,785 

3,785 
3,785 
3,785 
3,785 

3,785 
3,785 

3,785 
3,785 
3,785 
3,785 

3,785 
3,785 
3,785 
3,785 
3,785 
3,785 

It can be implied from this that school qualifications and 
later qualifications obtained whilst at work have sepa­
rate and distinct effects on mobility. The results for 
NCDS females and for the LFS seem to support these 
findings. 

One interesting extension of these findings is to con­
sider the effect on mobility of not just the most recent 
training scheme(s), but the individual's entire training 
history. This can be done using the training history data 
back to 1981 that we constructed from the NCDS retro­
spective questionnaire. In addition, we use information 
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from the 1981 NCDS which identifies individuals who 
received employer-funded training in their 1981 job. 
Mobility equations were estimated using the overall 
training variable, and then breaking the training variable 
down into different types of training as discussed earlier, 
but this time including the training count variable and 
the 1981 employer-funded training variable as addi­
tional regressors. These results, presented in Tables 5.9 
and 5.1 0, show that, for men, the 1981 training variable 
has a significant negative marginal effect on mobility 
which is not diminished by the inclusion of any other 
training regressors. The training count variable, by con­
trast, fails to be significant. The coefficients on the other 
training variables are broadly similar to the earlier cases 
where these extra variables were not included. What this 
seems to indicate for NCDS men is that training earlier 
on in an individual's labour market history (at the age of 
23 in this case) has an important effect on mobility 
which is separate from the effects of training later on. 
Our finding for the effects of the 1981 training variable 
echoes the results of Booth and Satchell (1994). For the 
women in the NCDS, our results are similar, apart from 
the finding that in this case there is a small, significant, 
negative effect for the training count variable as well as 
for the 1981 variable. 

Overall, despite some evidence of a negative training 
effect, the results from both data sources suggest only a 
very small impact of training in the previous period on 
job mobility. Other factors appear to be much more im­
portant determinants of job mobility, as the full specifi­
cations make clear. In particular, size of employer, 
industry, age, unionisation and full- or part-time job 
status are much more important. However, the NCDS 
data offer some evidence that training earlier on in an 
individual's work history may have a significant nega­
tive impact on mobility later on in life. 
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TABLE5.9 

Alternative estimates of the effect of training on male mobility: NCDS 

Type of training Marginal Si~:nijicance 

effect 

I. Any training in last quarter -0.008 
I. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.001 
I. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0.035 ** 

2. Employer-funded -0.028 ** 
2. Other 0.028 •• 
2. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.001 
2. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0.035 ** 

3. Completed training -0.014 
3. Training continued -0.003 
3. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.001 
3. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0.035 ** 

4. Employer-funded & completed -0.028 ** 
4. Employer-funded & not completed -0.027 ** 
4. Other & completed 0.002 
4. Other & not completed 0.054 ** 
4. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.001 
4. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0.035 ** 

5. Qualification -0.004 
5. No qualification -0.013 
5. No. of other training .courses since 1981 -0.001 
5. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0.035 ** 

6. Employer-funded &.qualification -0.025 ** 
6. Employer-funded &.no qualification -0.031 ** 
6. Other & qualificatio11 0.051 ** 
6. Other & no qualification 0.009 
6. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.001 
6. Employer-fundedtraining in 1981 job -0.035 ** 

7. No qualification -0.012 
7. Other qualification •; -0.033 ** 
7. Lower qualification . 0.002 
7. Middle quatification -0.025 
7. Higher qualification -0.017 
7. Degree qualification 0.080 ** 
7. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.001 
7. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0.035 ** 
Sample size 59,957 
Note: ** Significant at 5 per cent level. 
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TABLE5.10 

Alternative estimates of the effect of training on female mobility: 
NCDS 

Type ol training Marginal Significance 
effect 

I. Any training in last quarter 0.007 
I. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.004 
I. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0.020 ** 

2. Employer-funded 0003 
2. Other 0.128 
2. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.004 ** 
2. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0020 *'~ 

3. Completed training -0.002 
3. Training continued 0.013 
3. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.004 ** 
3. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0.020 ** 

4. Employer-funded & completed 0.005 
4. Employer-funded & not completed 0.002 
4. Other & completed -0.012 
4. Other & not completed 0.027 ** 
4. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.004 ** 
4. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0.020 ** 

5. Qualification 0.034 ·I'* 

5. No qualification -0.031 ** 
5. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.004 ** 
5. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0.020 ** 

6. Employer-funded & qualification 0.003 
6. Employer-funded & no qualification 0.003 
6. Other & qualification 0.084 ** 
6. Other & no qualification -0.065 ** 
6. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.004 ' ~~ :(. 

6. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0.020 ** 

7. No qualification -0.031 ** 
7. Other qualification 0.022 
7. Lower qualification 0.046 ** 
7. Middle qualification 0.030 
7. Higher qualification 0.042 ** 
7. Degree qualification -0.011 
7. No. of other training courses since 1981 -0.004 ** 
7. Employer-funded training in 1981 job -0.020 ** 
Sample size 51,162 

Note: ** Significant at 5 per cent level. 
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5.4 What Effect Does Job Thrnover Have on 
Training? 

We now look at the effect of job mobility on the provi­
sion of training using the NCDS and QLFS data. In this 
section, we assume lagged mobility is exogenous. We 
implement an instrumental variable strategy for lagged 
mobility in our NCDS sample in Section 5.6. 

The estimated marginal effects of mobility on the 
various types of training for the NCDS male panel are 
given in Table 5.11. These are based on our sequential 
model where we assume individuals decide first whether 
to undertake training and then what type of training they 
undertake (see Figure 4.2). 

Table 5.11 shows a small negative relationship be­
tween mobility in the previous period and current train­
ing spells (the first stage of the decision tree in this 
sequential model). A job move in the previous year re­
duced the probability of receiving training from 6.9 per 
cent to 6.3 per cent, a difference of 0.6 percentage 
points. We then report the results of using different bi­
nary decompositions of types of training spell for the 
second stage of the tree. In the case of employer-funded 
versus other training, it seems that it is the employer­
funded training which is more negatively related to 
mobility. From Table B.29 in Appendix B, we see that, 

TABLE5.11 

Estimates orthe effect of mobility on training: 
NCDS males (sequential model I) 

Type of" train in!? 

Any training 
Employer-funded training 
Other training 
Qualification obtained 
No qualification obtained 
Training finished 
Training continuing 
No training 

Note: ** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

Probit 
Marginal effect 

-0.006 
-0.008 

0.002 
-0.005 
-0.001 
-0.003 
-0.003 

0.006 

Significance 

** 
** 
** 

** 
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TABLE 5.12 

Alternative estimates of the effect of mobility on training: 
NCDS males (sequential model 2) 

Type of trainin!{ 

Any training 
Employer-funded training 
Other training 
No training 

Note: ** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

Probit 
Mar!{inal effect 

-0.006 
-0.009 

0.002 
0.006 

Si!{nificance 

** 
** 
** 
** 

amongst trainees, those who moved in the last year are 
much less likely to have received employer-funded 
training. The probability of receiving employer-funded 
training (rather than other training) for movers is 77.7 
per cent compared with 83.1 per cent for non-movers, a 
difference of 5.4 percentage points (the marginal effect 
reported in Table B.29) or 6.9 per cent. The overall im­
pact of moving on the probability of receiving em­
ployer-funded training is calculated by evaluating 
equation ( 4.1 0) (the expression for the predicted prob­
ability of undertaking employer-funded training) when 
the mobility dummy is set to zero (setting all other ex­
planatory variables equal to their means). This suggests 
that moving jobs in the last year reduced the probability 
of receiving employer-funded training from 5.7 per cent 
(6.9 x 83.1 I 100) to 4.9 per cent (6.3 x 77.7 I 100), a 
difference of 0.8 percentage points. 17 It is this overall 
marginal effect, rather than the marginal effect condi­
tional on receiving training (reported in Table B.29 in 
Appendix B), which is reported in Table 5.11. 

Similarly, mobility has a more negative impact on 
qualification-related training than on training that did 

17We saw earlier that the marginal effect of moving jobs last year on the 
probability of receiving training was -0.6 percentage points. Of those who 
did not move, 6.9 per cent received training compared with 6.3 per cent of 
those who did. We need to use these two figures in calculating the overall 
marginal effect of moving on receiving employer-funded training (see 
equation ( 4.1 0)). 
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TABLE 5.13 

Estimates of the effect of mobility on training: 
NCDS females (sequential modell) 

Type of !raining 
Any training 
Employer-funded training 
Other training 
Qualification obtained 
No qualification obtained 
Training finished 
Trammg continuing 
No training 

Note: ** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

Pro bit 
Margmal effecl 

0.017 
0.005 
0.012 
0.014 
0.003 
0.003 
0.015 

-0.017 

Results 

Significance 

** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 

not lead to a qualification. The main conclusion to draw 
from this model of training choice seems to be that la­
bour turnover has a very different impact on different 
types of training, according to whether they lead to a 
qualification or not and whether they are employer­
funded. Bearing this in mind, we turn to Table 5.12, 
which shows the corresponding results from the second 
sequential model (where individuals decide whether or 
not to fund their own training only in the event that their 
employer will not pay for them- see Figure 4.3). 

Reassuringly, this alternative tree structure produces 
virtually identical coefficients to the previous structure, 
despite the different order of estimation. We thus take 
some comfort from the fact that, for NCDS males, the 
finding that previous labour turnover is negatively re­
lated to employer-funded training is robust over these 
two different specifications. 

The corresponding results for women in the NCDS 
are given in Tables 5.13 and 5.14. Interestingly, the ef­
fect of mobility on overall training levels under the first 
sequential probit model for women is opposite to its ef­
fect for men. Mobility increases the probability of re­
ceivmg trammg, particularly non-employer-funded 
training. In addition, it seems to matter whether the 
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TABLE5.14 

Alternative estimates of the effect of mobility on training: 
NCDS females (sequential model 2) 

Type of"traininx 

Any training 
Employer-funded training 
Other training 
No training 

Note: ** Significant at S per cent level. 

Probit 
Marxinal effect 

0.017 
0.005 
0.012 

-0.017 

Sixnificance 

** 
"* 
** 

trammg is a continuing course; if it is, mobility has 
more of a positive effect than if training is finished. The 
results we get for qualification-related training - that it 
is more positively affected by mobility - are the op­
posite of those for men. 

The corresponding results from the second sequential 
model are given in Table 5.14. Once again, we get very 
similar coefficients for the effect of mobility on overall 
training and for the effects of mobility on employer­
funded training to those we got before, which is a reas­
suring result in terms of data robustness and model 
specification. The overall message from women in the 
NCDS, then, seems to be that mobility has more of a 
positive relationship to training levels than it does for 
men, and that when we subdivide the training variable 
into employer-funded I non-employer-funded, finishing I 
continuing and qualification-related I non-qualification­
related, we get rather different results from those for 
men. 

Tables 5.15 and 5.16 present the results for the 
overall LFS male sample, whereas Tables 5.17 and 5.18 
give results for the subsample of men under 30. Note 
also that for the second stage of the first model, the co­
efficients for employer-funded versus other training are 
estimated on a different subsample of the LFS data from 
the one used to estimate the coefficients for training 
finished versus training continuing and qualification-
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TABLE5.15 

Estimates of the effect of mobility on training: 
LFS males (sequential model!) 

Type o{ training 

Any training 
Any traming 
( 13-week question) 
Employer-funded training 
Other training 
Qualification obtained 
No qualification obtained 
Training finished 
Training continuing 
No training 

Probit 
Full sample 

Marginal Signifi-
etfect cance 

-0.008 

-0.007 
0.000 

0.008 

TABLE 5.16 

Subsamples 
Marginal Signifi-

etfect cance 
-0.002 
-0.009 

-0.014 
0.011 
0.012 

-0.014 
0.002 

Alternative estimates of the effect of mobility on training: 
LFS males (sequential model 2) 

Type of training 

Any training 
Empl,,ycr-funded training 
Other training 
No training 

Pro bit 
Mar}?inal effect 

-0.005 
-0.008 

0.003 
0.005 

Significance 

related versus non-qualification trammg; this is due to 
missing information about these subsidiary aspects of 
training in some of the LFS panels that we use because 
the questionnaire varied over the sample period. This 
also means that we only have very small sample sizes in 
our second-stage regressions for these splits and, as a 
result, our estimates are poorly determined_ 18 This 
should be borne in mind when interpreting the results. 

For the overall LFS quarterly sample, the estimated 
marginal effects of previous mobility on different types 

1 KFor this reason, we do not report the results of these second-stage re­
gressions in Appendix B. The results are available from the authors. 
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of training are generally of similar magnitude to those 
found in the NCDS male sample, but none of the esti­
mated effects is statistically significant at conventional 
levels. 19 The corresponding results from the second se­
quential model are given in Table 5.16 (this time, esti­
mated on the full LFS sample). Again, we get results 
that are reasonably similar to those from the NCDS 
sample for the effect of mobility on overall training and 
employer-funded training, but, again, the effects are not 
significant. 

The results for the LFS subsample of men under 30 
in Table 5.17 under sequential model 1 attribute gener­
ally larger marginal effects (in absolute terms) to the 
mobility variable than was the case for the overall sam­
ple of men; also, the coefficients of mobility on overall 
training, and on whether training finished or continued, 

TABLE 5.17 

Estimates of the effect of mobility on training: 
LFS males under 30 (sequential modell) 

Probit 

Type of training 

Any training 
Any training 
( 13-week question) 
Employer-funded training 
Other training 
Qualification obtained 
No qualification obtained 
Training finished 
Training continuing 
No training 

Full sample 
Marginal Signiji· 

~ffect cance 

-0.036 ** 

-0.030 
-0.006 

0.036 ** 
Note: * Significant at I 0 per cent level. 

** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

Subsamples 
Marginal Signifi-

ejfect cance 

-0.023 * 
-0.044 * 

-0.034 
0.012 
0.024 * 

-0.047 * 
0.023 • 

19This may be partly because the second-stage results for the LFS subsam­
ple in the second column of Table 5.15 are from a sample size of only 494 
and therefore the standard errors on the coefficients are large. 
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are statistically significant. The signs of the coefficients 
are very similar to those we get for the overall sample of 
men. As for sequential model 2 in Table 5 .18, this pro­
duces very similar marginal effects on the overall and 
employer-funded training variables, and although larger 
in magnitude, these are similar to the (negative) effects 
in the NCDS. 

Turning to the results for women, estimating sequen­
tial model 1 on the overall sample (as shown in Table 
5.19) produces results similar to the NCDS - that is, 
that mobility has a much more positive relationship to 

TABLE 5.18 

Alternative estimates of the effect of mobility on training: 
LFS males under 30 (sequential model 2) 

Type o{training 
Pro bit 

Marginal effect Significance 
Any training 
Employer-funded training 
Other training 
No training 

Note: •• Significant at 5 per cent level. 

TABLE 5.19 

-0.038 
-0.033 •• 
-0.005 

0.038 

Estimates of the effect of mobility on training: 
LFS females (sequential modell) 

Probit 
Full sample Subsamples 

Type of training Marginal Signifi- Marginal Signifi-

Any training 
Any training 
(13-week questi":1l 
Employer-fund.:J training 
Other training 
Qualification obtained 
No qualification obtained 
Training finished 
Training continuing 
No training 

effect cance 
0.024 •• 

0.000 
0.024 

-0.024 

•• 
** 

** 
Note: ** S1gmficant at 5 per cent level. 

ejfect cance 

0.023 ** 
0.037 •• 

0.016 
0.007 
0.009 
0.013 

-0.023 •• 
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TABLE5.20 

Alternative estimates of the effect of mobility on training: 
LFS females (sequential model 2) 

Type o( traininx 
Pro bit 

Marxinal e!Ject Sixnificance 

Any training 
Employer-funded training 
Other training 
No training 

Note: ** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

TABLE 5.21 

0.024 
-0.003 

0.027 
-0.024 

Estimates of the effect of mobility on training: 
LFS females under 30 (sequential model!) 

Probit 
Full sample Subsamples 

** 

Type of trainin!{ Marxinal Si!{nifi- Marginal Sipiifi-
e!Ject cance 

Any training 
Any training 
(13-week question) 
Employer-funded training 
Other training 
Qualification obtained 
No qualification obtained 
Training finished 
Training continuing 

0.023 

-0.008 
0.031 

No training -0.023 

Note: * Significant at 10 per cent level. 
** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

** 
** 

* 

e{(ect cance 

0.005 
0.040 

0.028 
-0.024 

0.016 
-0.011 
-0.005 

training for women than for men, but none the less it has 
the same relatively negative impact on employer-funded 
training as for men. Meanwhile, the results for the effect 
of mobility on training when the training variable is split 
into qualification-related or not, and finishing or con­
tinuing, are the opposite of those for men but similar in 
magnitude to those that were obtained from the NCDS 
for women. Also, in contrast to the LFS men, most of 
the effects here are significant. Estimation via sequential 
model 2, in Table 5.20, once again yields very similar 
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TABLE 5.22 

Alternative estimates of the effect of mobility on training: 
LFS females under 30 (sequential model 2) 

Pro bit 
Type of' training Marginal effect Significance 

Any training 0.019 
Employer-funded trainmg -0.0 I 0 
Other training 0.029 
No training -0.019 

Note: ** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

coefficients of mobility on the trammg variables. The 
results for women under 30 in the LFS, shown in Tables 
5.21 and 5 .22, tell us little in addition to the results we 
have already discussed for the whole sample, and are on 
the whole less significant (the reverse of what was the 
case for men). 

Finally in this section, it is instructive to examine the 
overall training regressions reported in Tables B.40 and 
B.44 in Appendix B to see whether the inclusion of 
previous mobility in the regression wipes out any of the 
factors we had identified earlier in our analysis of the 
determinants of training. For the LFS, we find that the 
inclusion of mobility in a training equation alters the 
coefficients and marginal effects on the other regressors 
little, if at all. In particular, the effects of previous labour 
market qualifications are virtually unchanged by the in­
clusion of the training variable. 

The overall conclusions from this section would 
seem to be that there is a negative effect of mobility on 
overall training for men, whereas the reverse seems to 
be true for women; this is broadly in line with many of 
the previous studies of these phenomena (although, par­
ticularly for the male LFS samples, estimates are not 
always significant). We are able to uncover more subtle 
effects by using the sequential modelling of training 
choice, the most consistent of these being that, for men, 
mobility affects employer-funded training more nega-
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tively than it does non-employer-funded training. The 
fact that our two alternative sequential probit models 
seem to produce similar coefficients on the employer­
funded training variable when estimated on the same 
data (except when the second-stage sample size is ex­
tremely small) is reassuring and gives us some confi­
dence in the techniques used. 

5.5 Models Using Different Measures of Mobility 

In the work so far, we have only measured job mobility 
in terms of a job move within a specified period of time. 
It is quite conceivable that an individual's entire labour 
market history of job moves is more important than a 
move in the previous year in determining whether an 
individual gets training at a particular point in time in 
their career. This is particularly true if a high (or low) 
propensity to move jobs sends out a signal about the 
probability of a worker moving in the future, worker 
quality or potential productivity. Similarly, by only fo­
cusing on the impact of recent training on the probabil­
ity of moving jobs within a specified period, we may be 
missing an important part of how training affects the 
likelihood of moving jobs over an extended period of 
time. 

In this section, we use the NCDS panel to look first 
at the impact of training over an extended period of time 
on the number of jobs a person has held over a particu­
lar time period. This involves estimating count data 
models, and the results of doing this are given in Tables 
5.23 and 5.24. Full details of the estimated equations are 
given in Tables B.48 and B.49 in Appendix B. In our 
earlier models, receiving training in the previous quarter 
only had a negligible effect on the probability of moving 
jobs in the next year. The results in Tables 5.23 and 5.24 
show that we are missing an important part of the story 
by only considering recent training. An individual who 
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TABLE5.23 

The effect of training on number of jobs: NCDS males 

Type of traininf? 

Any training in last quarter 
Number of training courses since 1981 
Training in 1981 job 

Note: ** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

Poisson model 
Marf?inal effect 

0.009 
0.003 

-0.641 

Significance 

** 

TABLE 5.24 

The effect of training on number of jobs: NCDS females 

Type of traininf? 

Any training in last quarter 
Number of training courses since 1981 
Training in 1981 job 

Note: ** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

Poisson model 
Marf?inal effect Significance 

0.188 ** 
0.019 ** 

-0.231 ** 

received employer-funded training in their 1981 job has, 
on average, held significantly fewer jobs than a person 
who did not receive such training. This effect is much 
larger than the effect of more recent training spells. Men 
who received employer-funded training in their 1981 job 
have held on average 2.5 jobs, compared with the 3.1 
jobs held by men who did not receive such training. For 
women, the comparable figures are 2.8 jobs for those 
who received training in their 1981 job versus an aver­
age of 3.0 for those who did not. In the case of women, 
undertaking training since 1981 is associated with hav­
ing a higher number of jobs since leaving school, which 
partially offsets the effect of earlier training. 

Thus from these models it would appear that receiv­
ing training early in their career results in fewer job 
changes for both men and women. For women, how­
ever, training between the ages of 23 and 33 is associ­
ated with more job changes. 

Tables B.50 and B.51 in Appendix B show the im­
pact of the number of jobs on the probability of receiv-
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ing training in a particular quarter. For those who re­
ceived training, we also undertake a second-stage re­
gression to see if the number of jobs affects the 
probability of receiving employer-funded training dif­
ferently from the probability of receiving other training. 
The results of these regressions are shown in Tables 
B.52 and B.53. For men, there seems to be no effect on 
overall training receipt from an increase in the number 
of jobs. However, from Table B.52 we see that amongst 
individuals receiving training, people who have held 
more jobs have a lower probability of receiving em­
ployer training (and, by implication, a higher probability 
of undertaking other training). These opposing effects 
are missed if we only consider the effect of number of 
jobs on overall training incidence. For every additional 
job held among trainees, the probability of receiving 
employer-funded training is reduced by 0.5 percentage 
points. For women, we find that an additional job since 
1974 increases the probability of undertaking training in 
a given quarter by 0.3 percentage points. From Table 
B.53, it appears that the effect of an increase in the 
number of jobs held does not differ between employer 
and other training (unlike for men). These results are 
similar to the results obtained when using our original 
measures of mobility. For men, increased mobility is 
associated with a modest reduction in the probability of 
receiving employer-funded training. 

5.6 Instrumental Variable Estimates of the 
Relationship between Training and Mobility 

The results of instrumental variable (IV) estimation of 
the effects of previous mobility on training are given in 
Tables 5.25 and 5.26. This involves a re-estimation of 
sequential model 1, as shown in Figure 4.2, on the 
NCDS data but this time using the number of times 
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TABLE5.25 

IV estimates of the effect of mobility on training: NCDS males 

Type of training 

Any training 
Employer-funded training 
Other training 
Qualification obtained 
No qualification obtained 
Training finished 
Training continuing 
No training 
Note: ** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

IV-probit 
Marginal effect 

0.006 
0.004 
0.002 
0.005 
0.001 

-0.003 
0.009 

-0.006 

Significance 

** 
** 

** 

** 
** 

moved since 1974 as an instrument for mobility.20 A 
comparison of Table 5.25 with Table 5.11 shows that IV 
estimation produces somewhat different results. Under 
IV, we get a positive effect of mobility on overall train­
ing, and the effect of mobility on employer-funded 
training is more positive than the effect of mobility on 
non-employer-funded training. Both of these findings 
are the reverse of what we found under conventional 
probit. Additionally, the effects of mobility on qualifi­
cation-related training are greater than the effects on 
training that does not lead to a qualification, and con­
tinuing training is more positively related to mobility 
than finished training; again, these findings are very dif­
ferent from the straight probit estimates. 

The findings for the female NCDS sample in Table 
5.26 also differ from the conventional probit results for 
women in Table 5.13. For women, mobility now appears 
a much less important determinant of training than sug­
gested by our 'before-and-after' results in Table 5.13. 
Although we find a significant positive relationship 
between previous mobility and employer-funded train-

20Because the effects of mobility on overall training and employer-funded 
training were very similar under sequential models I and 2 in most cases, it 
was decided not to estimate model 2 by IV. 
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TABLE 5.26 

IV estimates of the effect of mobility on training: NCDS females 

Type lJj'training 

Any training 
Employer-funded training 
Other training 
Qualification obtained 
No qualification obtained 
Training finished 
Training continuing 
No training 
Note: ** Significant at 5 per cent level. 

IV-probit 
Marginal effect 

0.004 
0.007 

-0.003 
0.001 
0.003 

-0.001 
0.005 

-0.004 

Significance 

** 
** 

** 

ing which is similar to that found earlier, mobility is 
now found to have a significant negative effect on the 
probability of receiving other training, whereas in our 
earlier model it had a significant positive effect. The 
female IV results are similar to the IV results for men. 
The interpretation of a positive coefficient of previous 
mobility on training requires some thought, however. It 
may be that a lot of the training being carried out just 
after a job move is induction training, rather than train­
ing that is necessary to upgrade skills as part of an ongo­
ing career process. Because we are only considering 
quite recent mobility, we might expect to find a positive 
relationship between mobility and training in this type 
of model. To investigate this issue further, we need to 
consider other models. 

One approach is to estimate a simultaneous probit 
model to see if what we are picking up are simply the 
effects of induction training when a person commences 
a job. If this is the case, we would expect current mobil­
ity to be positively correlated to current training (as a 
result of the induction training effect) and, having con­
trolled for this, we may get an unbiased estimate of the 
'true' relationship between previous mobility and cur­
rent training. This is done in the next section. 
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An alternative approach is to consider the individ­
ual's whole history of job moves in order to get around 
this simultaneity problem. In this vein, we also estimate 
IV regression equations for our specification using 
number of jobs held, and these are reported in the sec­
ond column of Tables B.50 through B.53, again using 
the number of times moved up to the age of 16 and 
mother's employment status in 1974 as instruments for 
the number of jobs. The instrumented mobility variable 
is now significant and positive in the overall training 
equation and positive and insignificant in the employer­
funded training equation for men. For women, we now 
find that the probability of receiving training decreases 
rather than increases with the number of jobs the woman 
has held, though this overall effect is not significant. 
From Table B.53, we see that the impact of mobility on 
employer-funded training is positive and significant. 
This suggests that the number of jobs held has a positive 
significant effect on employer-funded training but a 
negative and significant effect on other training, which 
results in the overall insignificant impact reported in 
Table B.51. These results suggest that it is important to 
control for the endogeneity of mobility in our training 
equations, especially for women. 

5.7 Simultaneous Models of Training and Mobility 

Table 5.27 presents the marginal effects of current and 
lagged mobility on current training in the first equation 
of a simultaneous model of training and mobility. The 
coefficients on current mobility appear to be similar to 
those we see on lagged mobility in the IV models above. 
Meanwhile, the marginal effects of lagged mobility ap­
pear to be small and negative for men, and positive and 
significant for women. Therefore, the simultaneous 
model seems to confirm that part of the positive effect 
of mobility on training we were picking up earlier may 
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TABLE 5.27 

Simultaneous model of the determinants of training: NCDS 

Simultaneous probit 
Males Females 

Measure of mobility Marl{ ina/ Sil{nificance Marl{ ina/ Sil{nificance 
e!Ject e!Ject 

Moved this quarter 0.005 ** 0.008 ** 
Moved last year -0.007 ** 0.017 ** 
Note: ** Signtficant at 5 per cent level. 

be due to the fact that people who have recently moved 
jobs receive induction training. For men, it appears par­
ticularly important to look at contemporaneous as well 
as lagged job moves. Movements in the current quarter 
are associated with an increase in the probability of be­
ing trained, whereas movements in the previous year are 
associated with a decrease in the probability of training. 
For women, both contemporaneous job moves and a 
move in the previous year are associated with significant 
increases in the probability of undertaking training. 

Taking the results as a whole, we have to conclude 
that the impact of job-to-job mobility on the probability 
of receiving training is ambiguous and depends crucially 
on the time frame over which we examine the relation­
ship. 
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CHAPTER6 
Conclusions 

The relationship between the amount of trammg re­
ceived by workers and their mobility from job to job is 
an important aspect of the role that training may play in 
developing and sustaining the skills base of the UK la­
bour force. This project has attempted to analyse the 
nature of the relationship between job mobility and 
training in Britain. 

Standard economic theory, based on a human capital 
approach to the acquisition of skills by individuals, ar­
gues that firms may pay for specific training (where the 
skills acquired are specific to the firm in which the in­
dividual is employed), but they will not pay for general 
training (where the skills acquired are potentially usable 
by other firms) because of the danger that workers, once 
trained, will be poached by other firms. This conclusion, 
however, is challenged by more recent work which em­
phasises market imperfections (such as imperfect com­
petition and asymmetric information) and questions the 
validity of characterising training as simply general or 
specific in nature. The debate in the literature means that 
it is hard to obtain clear-cut predictions of the directions 
of the effects of job mobility on training or vice versa. In 
this context, it is more important than ever for an em­
pirical study to examine how and in what direction such 
relationships operate. Previous studies in this field have 
found negative, but often small and sometimes statisti­
cally insignificant, effects of previous training on job 
mobility, and insignificant effects of mobility on training 
for men, with some evidence of positive but statistically 
weak effects for women. 
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This report has looked at what sort of individuals are 
more likely to receive different types of employer­
funded training, what sorts of firms undertake such 
training and to whom they give it. Both the impact of 
employer-funded training on the amount of job mobility 
in the economy and the impact of job mobility on levels 
of training have been considered. Two microeconomic 
datasets - the UK Labour Force Survey (LFS) and the 
National Child Development Survey (NCDS) - were 
used in the analysis. Both of these datasets feature pan­
els where the same individuals are tracked over time, 
allowing the research to examine the pattern of job-to­
job moves; and each dataset also contained detailed in­
formation on the amount and type of training received 
by different individuals, both before and after moving 
jobs. Hence, for the first time in Britain, this study was 
able to examine both the effects of training on job mo­
bility and the effects of job mobility on training. The 
NCDS is a cohort study of all individuals in the UK 
born in one week in 1958. Detailed information on 
training and employment history was collected in 1981 
and 1991; the NCDS therefore offers a good source of 
information on training and employment over a long 
period of time for individuals of a certain age. By con­
trast, since 1992, the LFS has operated as a quarterly 
panel where individuals are observed for five consecu­
tive quarters; it therefore offers more recent data on 
training and mobility for people of all ages, although 
over a much shorter time period. Hence, the two data 
sources can be seen as complementary in the research. 
This study utilised about 60,000 quarterly observations 
on men and about 50,000 on women in the NCDS. From 
the LFS data, just under 30,000 quarterly observations 
on both men and women were used in most of the em­
pirical work. 

An initial look at the incidence of training in the UK 
between 1984 and 1995 showed a rise in the proportion 

86 



Conclusions 

of individuals in the annual LFS cross-section who re­
ported receiving training in the four weeks prior to in­
terview, from around 10 per cent of respondents in 1984 
to 15 per cent in 1990 and thereafter. In the quarterly 
LFS panel, training divides roughly equally into em­
ployer-funded and non-employer-funded. Around one­
third of training spells in a given quarter ended in that 
quarter and about 40 per cent of training spells in each 
period led to a qualification. The NCDS data since 1981 
appear to show that most of the increase in training over 
the period 1981-90 was due to employer-funded train­
ing and training that was not qualification-related. 

The first issue that the report addressed using the data 
was what factors (other than job mobility) determined 
training, and vice versa. For the most part, the results 
obtained for the determinants of training and mobility 
reconfirmed findings in the large number of existing 
studies looking at this issue. The level of training is 
positively affected by the level of qualifications ob­
tained by an individual, there are some differential ef­
fects by industry and training incidence decreases with 
age in the LFS. Part-time workers train less than full­
time workers, while employees working for larger em­
ployers seem to undertake more training. As for the de­
terminants of labour market mobility, mobility is 
positively related to the level of qualification, and seems 
to decrease with age. Part-time workers are more mobile 
than full-timers. In short, most of these findings seem to 
confirm the results of the existing literature. 

Turning to models of the effects of training on mo­
bility, the datasets used gave us scope to consider the 
effects of different types of training courses separately. 
In particular, the data allowed us to categorise training 
according to whether it was employer-funded or not, 
what kind of qualification (if any) it led to and how long 
the training course lasted. Similarly, some results use 
individual job-to-job moves as the measure of mobility, 
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whereas others concentrate on the total number of jobs 
held by a person over a longer period. By experimenting 
with different definitions of training and mobility, we 
were able to cross-check the robustness of the results 
and consider a wider range of models than would oth­
erwise have been possible. The first strategy used in ex­
amining the effects of training on mobility was to see 
whether individuals getting trained in a particular quar­
ter were more or less likely to move jobs in subsequent 
time periods (generally the following four quarters). 
Simple models of this form suggested that, for men, re­
ceiving training decreased the probability of moving 
jobs over the following year by, on average, 1 percent­
age point. This finding is broadly consistent with the 
empirical work reviewed in Chapter 2. If the training 
was employer-funded, then the negative effect was 
stronger. For women, the results were less clear-cut; the 
overall effect of training on mobility seems to be insig­
nificantly different from zero, but training that is spe­
cifically employer-funded appears to decrease mobility, 
whereas most types of training course that lead to a 
qualification appear to increase it. Also, training courses 
that finished in a given quarter had a more negative im­
pact on mobility than training courses that were ongoing 
past that quarter. These results seem to hold for both the 
NCDS and the LFS, though the NCDS results are not 
significant for women. When just the young people in 
the LFS (those aged under 30) are considered separately, 
the effects of training on mobility appear to be more 
negative than for other groups. 

By using the training history data back to 1981 in the 
NCDS, it was possible to consider the effects on mobil­
ity not just of the most recent training scheme(s), but of 
the individual's entire training history. This question has 
not previously been looked at in empirical studies be­
cause of data restrictions. The results obtained from 
these models suggest for both men and women that 
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employer-funded training undertaken in the individual's 
1981 job has a strong and negative effect on mobility 
over and above the effects of more recent training. 
However, it should be noted that other factors (such as 
employer size, industry, age, unionisation and full- or 
part-time job status) seem to be much more important 
determinants of job mobility than does previous train­
ing. Also, the effects of these other factors on mobility 
are not diminished by including training in the models. 

Turning to the converse question - the effect of job 
mobility on the provision of training - a sequential 
model was used, where it was assumed that individuals 
first decide whether or not to undertake training and 
then decide what training they undertake. For men in the 
NCDS, it was found that there was a small negative re­
lationship between moving jobs in the current period 
and training in future periods: moving jobs in the cur­
rent period decreased the probability of receiving train­
ing in a future period by 0.6 percentage points. Mobility 
had a larger impact on employer-funded training. For 
women, the results were somewhat different. Mobility 
increased the probability of receiving training, particu­
larly qualification training and non-employer-funded 
training. The results from the LFS again suggest that a 
recent job move reduces the probability of employer­
funded training for men, and this effect is particularly 
strong for young men. As was the case for the NCDS, 
mobility was associated with an increased probability of 
receiving training for women. An alternative sequential 
model of training choice was also used, where employ­
ers first select certain individuals to train, and then the 
remaining individuals decide whether to finance their 
own training or not. Encouragingly, the results for the 
effects of mobility on training from this model were 
very similar to those from the other sequential model. 

In the same way that it was possible to use training 
information from the NCDS going back to 1981 in the 
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model, it was also possible to measure mobility in terms 
of the total number of jobs held by a person thus far in 
his or her career. Looking at the effects of training on 
the total number of jobs held, it was found that men who 
received employer-funded training in their 1981 job 
have held, on average, 2.5 jobs compared with the 3.1 
jobs held by men who did not receive such training. For 
women, the comparable figures were 2.8 jobs and 3.0 
jobs respectively. Hence, for both men and women, 
training received early in their career seems to markedly 
decrease overall job turnover; however, for women, later 
training appears to be associated with increased mobil­
ity. In most of the research reviewed in Chapter 2, there 
was found to be no effect of mobility on the probability 
of training for men, and positive, though weak, effects 
on the probability of training for women. 

If there are unobserved determinants of training that 
also determine earlier job moves (or vice versa), our es­
timates of the impact of mobility on training may be bi­
ased. Also, it is quite conceivable that there is some 
simultaneity in the relationship between training and 
mobility - for example, a job move in a particular 
quarter may be associated with an increase in the prob­
ability of receiving induction training. By not consider­
ing both current and lagged mobility in our training 
equations, we may be ascribing to lagged mobility 
something that is attributable to the fact that a person 
has moved jobs in the current quarter. 

In order to look at these possibilities, we also esti­
mated the effects of mobility on training using instru­
mental variable procedures. These produced somewhat 
different results from those of the earlier models, par­
ticularly for men. This time, there was a positive effect 
of earlier mobility on overall training for men, and ear­
lier mobility had a more positive effect on employer­
funded training than on other training. In the models 
where we instead used the number of jobs as our meas-
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ure of mobility (instrumented), there was evidence that 
the number of jobs increased the probability of receiving 
training for men. For women, we found that the prob­
ability of receiving employer-funded training was posi­
tively related to the number of jobs held, whereas the 
probability of undertaking other training was negatively 
related to the number of jobs held. These two effects 
largely cancelled each other out and the overall impact 
of the number of jobs on the probability of receiving 
training was found to be insignificant for women. These 
results suggest that the negative relationship found in 
our earlier models between earlier mobility and training 
for men, particularly employer-funded training, may 
have been due to other unobserved characteristics of 
those men who move, rather than to mobility itself. This 
is an interesting finding and casts doubt on earlier stud­
ies that treated mobility as exogenous. 

When we estimated a simultaneous model of training 
determination, we found that mobility in the current 
quarter was associated with an increased probability of 
receiving training for both men and women. One expla­
nation for these results is that mobility necessitates in­
creased amounts of induction training rather than 
training that is necessary to upgrade skills as part of an 
ongoing career process. Job moves in the previous year 
reduced the probability of receiving training for men, 
but increased the probability of receiving training for 
women. Overall, a skill accumulation interpretation of 
the mobility-training relationship seems consistent with 
the data. Again, however, other factors, such as em­
ployer characteristics and educational qualifications, are 
much more important determinants of the probability of 
receiving different types of training than mobility. 

The overall conclusions of this report are that mobil­
ity, measured in terms of job-to-job moves, is, if any­
thing, lower for individuals who received training in 
previous periods. This negative association is specific to 
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employer-funded training, training courses that were 
completed in the quarter in question and training that led 
to a formal qualification. All this supports the notion 
that employers train workers who they wish to retain so 
that they can benefit from any skill upgrading that re­
sults from the training. It is interesting that those firms 
that provide workers with training are less likely to lose 
workers as a result of this training, even when qualifica­
tions are involved. While this result is interesting, it says 
nothing about whether there is a poaching externality 
leading to under-investment in training by firms. All it 
tells us is that firms that train are less likely to lose 
workers; it tells us nothing about whether firms are not 
training or only providing firm-specific training because 
of a perceived threat that their workers may be poached 
in the future. 

In all of the models looking at the determinants of 
mobility, training was treated as exogenous. The validity 
of this assumption needs to be further tested using in­
strumental variable techniques. This was seen to be im­
portant when looking at the impact of mobility on 
training and it is therefore likely that the reverse is also 
true. In work arising out of this project, we hope to ex­
plore this issue more by using college term and holiday 
times as an instrument for training. It should also be 
emphasised that other factors, such as educational 
qualifications, are much more important in determining 
a person's future mobility than different types of train­
mg. 

However, there remain certain ambiguities in the re­
sults, which might be resolved by more precise data on 
training structures. The fact that different effects emerge 
for different forms of training makes it important that 
these are distinguished carefully when future data are 
collected. Moreover, the fact that the results show a 
good deal of complexity in the link between training and 
job mobility means that one should exercise some cau-
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tion when moving from the results to policy implica­
tions. In particular, more knowledge on who finances 
different training spells, the size of hiring markets for 
workers with different skill attributes, the extent to 
which information is imperfect, the distribution of re­
turns between workers and employers, and the social 
scarcity of alternative skills would aid a better under­
standing of these issues. 
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APPENDIX A 
Technical Details of the Econometric Models 

This report looks at the effects of training on mobility 
and of mobility on training. The models used in it are 
described in detail below. 

A.l Models where Both Mobility and Training Are 
Binary Variables 

Our initial models look at the case where both mobility 
and training are observed as simple binary variables. In 
all our models where training and mobility are binary 
variables, we write our structural model of the unob­
served latent variables as 

(A.l) MOBIL/~;= aiXIi.r-1 + YITRA/Ni.r-1 + f11;r 

and 

where TRAINu = I if TRAIN;: > 0 , TRAINir = 0 if 

TRAIN;: ::;: 0 and similarly MOBILITYir = I if 

MOBILITY;; > 0 and MOBILITYir = 0 if 

MOBILITY;;::;: 0. In this formulation, TRAINir and MO­

BILITYir are binary indicators of training receipt and job 
mobility respectively for individual i at time t, Xli,r-I and 
X2i,t-I are vectors of other relevant control variables at 
time t-I, and J.lur and J.12ir are error terms that are as-
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sumed to have a normal distribution with mean zero and 
. 21 variance one. 

A.l.l Lagged training and mobility exogenous 

We first assume that lagged training and mobility are 
exogenous; that is, E(TRAIN;,,-I.J.lw) = E(MOBILITYu-
1,f.l2;1) = 0. Under these assumptions, we can estimate 
both our regression equations by univariate probits. In 
this model, the estimated probability of moving jobs is 
given by 

(A.3) Pr(MOBILITYit = 11 X1;,,_1 , TRAIN;,H) 

= Pr(MOBILITY;; > 01 Xli,H, TRAIN;,H) 

= <l>(aiXJ;,r-1 + YJTRAIN;,H) 

Where a I and r I are the estimateS from OUr mobility 
probit and <I> is the standard normal cumulative density 
function. Similarly, the probability of undertaking 
training is given by 

(A.4) Pr(TRAIN;, = 11 X2;,H, MOBILITY;,t-1) 

= Pr(TRAIN;: > 01 X2;,H, MOB/LITf;,1_ 1 ) 

= <l>(a 2X 2;,H + Y 2MOBILITY;,H) 

where a2 and r 2 are the estimates from our training 

probit. 
Hence the estimated impact of undertaking training 

on the probability of moving jobs (or the marginal effect 
of training) is given by 

21This is a standard normalisation in this type of model. Our observed bi­
nary indicator is zero or one depending on the sign of the unobserved la­
tent variable, not on its scale. We also assume that E(J.L1;1, Jl.2;1) = 0 and that 
both JJ. 1;1 and JJ.2;1 are serially uncorrelated - that is, E(Jl.w, Jl.H.t-.,) = 0 and 
E(J.L2i•• Jl.2i.t-.<) = 0 V s *- 0. 
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(A.5) Pr(MOBIL/11';1 = 11 TRAIN;,1_ 1 = 1, Xli,r-l) 

- Pr(MOBILITY;1 = 11 TRAIN;,1_ 1 = 0, X1;,r-l) 

=$(a I Xli,t-1 + Y I)-$( a I Xli,t-1 ). 

This expression can be evaluated for different values of 
the X1;,r-I, including mean values. Similarly, the esti­
mated marginal effect of mobility on the probability of 
receiving training is given by 

(A.6) Pr(TRA/Nit = liMOBILITY;,r-l = 1, X2;,1_ 1) 

- Pr(TRAIN;1 = 11 MOBILITY;, 1_ 1 = 0, X2;,1- 1 ) 

= <l>(azXz;,r-1 + Y 2)- <l>(azXz;,r-1 ). 

A.1.2 Lagged training and mobility endogenous 

We now allow for the possibility that E(TRA/Ni.t-I ,f.llit) t:-

0 and/or E(MOBILITYi.t-I,J.l2;1) :f. 0. If lagged training 
and/or mobility are endogenous, then estimation of uni­
variate probit models will result in biased estimates of 
the effects of earlier mobility on training and earlier 
training on mobility. To obtain consistent estimates, we 
use a two-stage instrumental variable technique. In the 
first stage, we estimate the following reduced form 
equations by a probit maximum likelihood proceJure: 

(A.7) MOBILIT(1_1 = ll1 X;,r-1 + J.l1;r 

and 

where X;, 1_ 1 contains all the exogenous variables in X1;, 1_ 1 

and X2i.r-1 and we assume that Var(J.lt;r) = Var(J.12u) = 1. 
We then substitute the predicted values oi 

MOBILITY;~-~ (MOBiLIT(r-~) and of TRAIN;~1_ 1 
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(TRA/Ni:t-I) into our structural equations (A.l) and 

(A.2) and estimate the model again by a probit maxi­
mum likelihood method. 

In this model, the probability of moving jobs is given 
by 

(A.9) Pr(MOBILITYit = 11 Xli,t-I, TRA/Ni.t-I) 

= <l>(aiXIi,t-I + Y ITRAIN;~t-I) 

and the probability of undertaking training is given by 

(A.IO) Pr(TRAIN;1 = 11 X 2i,t-I, MOBILITf;, 1_I) 

= <l>(a 2 X 2i,t-I + y 2 MOBILITY;~r-I ). 

In this model, the estimated impact of undertaking 
training on the probability of moving jobs (or the mar­
ginal effect of training) is given by 

(All) Pr(MOBILITY;I = 11 TRA/Ni:t-1 = r;·' XIi,t-I) 

- Pr(MOBILITY;I = 11 TRA/Ni~l-I = ro·' XIi,I-I) 

= <I>( a I Xli,I-I + Y I r;•)- <I>( a I Xli,I-I + Y I To*) 

where y;· is the average of the predicted training index 

(from equation (A.8)) for those who train and T0* is the 

average of the predicted training index for those who do 
not train. 22 This expression again can be evaluated at 
different values of Xli,r-J, including mean values. 

22Let X T,t-I be the average characteristics of trainees and X N,t-I be the 

average characteristics of non-trainees. Then y;• = TI 2 X T,t-I and 

To* = TI 2 X N,t-1 where TI 2 is our estimated coefficients from our 

reduced form training equation (A.8). 
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The marginal effect of mobility on training is derived 
in an analogous way. 

A.1.3 Simultaneous model of training and mobility 

We now have a model of the form 

and 

where TRAINit = 1 if TRAIN;: > 0, TRAINit = 0 if 

TRAIN;: ~ 0 and similarly MOBILITYit = 1 if 

MOBILITY;; > 0 and MOBILITYit = 0 if 

MOBILITY;;~ 0. We assume in this model that lagged 

training is exogenous and contained in the X1i,t-l and 
similarly that lagged mobility is exogenous and con­
tained in the X2i,r-1•

23 This type of model was first con­
sidered by Mallar ( 1977) and is discussed in detail by 
Maddala (1983, pp. 246-7). In order for this system of 
equations to be identified, we need at least one instru­
ment for mobility, ZMi. which determines mobility but 
not training controlling for mobility, and at least one in­
strument for training, Zn, which explains training but 
not mobility controlling for training. Hence, ZMi is con­
tained in our Xli,t-1 but not our Xzu-1. and Zn is contained 
in our Xzu-1 but not our Xli,t-1· 

To obtain consistent estimates, we use a two-stage 
estimation procedure once again. In the first stage, we 
estimate the following reduced form equations by a 
probit maximum likelihood procedure: 

23If we wish to treat these variables as endogenous, we need to implement 
the methodology of the previous section in parallel with our simultaneous 
equation approach. This requires extra identifying assumptions. 
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(A.l4) MOBILITY;;= n.xi,t-1 + flt;, 

and 

where X;,,_1 contains all the exogenous variables in Xli,t-l 
and Xzu-I (except for within-sample lagged values of 
training and mobilityi4 and we assume that Var(flw) = 
Var(Jlzit) = 1. We then substitute the predicted values of 

MOBILITY;~, (MOBiliTY;~,) and of TRAIN;:, 

(TRAIN;:,) into our structural equations (A.12) and 

(A.13) and estimate the model again by a probit maxi­
mum likelihood method. 

In this model, the probability of moving jobs is given 
by 

(A.l6) Pr(MOBILITY;, = 11 X1;,,_1, TRAIN;:) 

= Pr(MOBILITY;; > 01 xli,t-1' TRAIN;:) 

= <l>(a1X1;,,_1 + y1TRAIN;:) 

and the probability of undertaking training is given by 

(A.17) Pr(TRAIN;, = 11 X2;,,_1 , MOBiLITY;;) 

= Pr(TRAIN~ > 01 x2i,t-1 'MOBILITY;;) 

= <l>(a 2 X 2i.t_1 + y 2 MOBJLin';; ). 

The expression for the covariance matrix for the co­
efficients for the structural parameters is given by Mad­
dala (1983, p. 247). 

24We do not include the lagged values of our training or mobility variables 
(TRAIN;,,_ 1 or MOBILITY;,,_1) in our reduced form equations as these are, 
by definition, not strictly exogenous. 
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A.2 Models Expanding Our Measures of Training 

We now allow for the possibility that there are two types 
of training, TRTYPEI and TRTYPE2. In the report, we 
distinguish between employer-provided and non­
employer-provided training, completed and continuing 
training, and qualification and non-qualification train­
ing, for example. If we have multiple measures of 
training, then it is easy to adapt our mobility equation to 
include them as explanatory variables. If we want to 
treat these more disaggregated training variables as en­
dogenous, then, for each of our training variables, we 
need to have at least one instrument that explains this 
training but not mobility controlling for training. 

The more difficult problem is how to appropriately 
model the probability of receiving different types of 
training. In our original model, we only model the prob­
abilities of two outcomes- the probability of undertak­
ing training and, as a consequence, the probability of not 
undertaking training. If we have two types of training, 
then we have three possible outcomes for which we 
need to model the probabilities. The way we model 
them depends on our assumption about how the decision 
process operates, as was explained in subsection 4.3.1 of 
the report. For most of the work in this report, we as-

FIGUREA.I 

A sequential model of training 
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sume that the sequential training decision process oper­
ates as shown in Figure A.l. 

To estimate this sequential model, we estimate by 
probit equation (A.2) as before on the full sample. From 
this model, as we saw earlier, 

(A.18) Pr(TRAIN;1 = 11 X2;,1_ 1 , MOBILITf;,1_ 1 ) 

= Pr(TRAIN;: > 01 X2;,1_ 1, MOBILITY;, 1_ 1 ) 

= <l>(a 2 X2;,H + y 2 MOBILITY;,1_ 1 ). 

We then estimate the following probit on the sub­
sample of all individuals who undertake training: 

(A.19) TRTYPEI;: = a 3X2;,1_ 1 + y 3MOBILITY;,1_ 1 + )13;, 

where TRTYPElit = 1 and TRTYPE2it = 0 if 
TRTYPEl;: > 0, and TRTYPElit = 0 and TRTYPE2it = 1 

if TRTYPEl;: ~ 0. From this model, we can calculate 

the probability of undertaking TRTYPElit and 
TRTYPE2it, conditional on undertaking training- that 
is, conditional on TRAJNit = 1. These probabilities are 
given by 

(A.20) Pr(TRTYPEI;1 = 11 TRAIN;, = 1, X2;,r-l, MOBILITY;,H) 

= <l>(a3X2;,r-1 + y 3MOBILITY;,1_I) 

and 

(A.21) Pr(TRTYPE2il = 11TRAIN;1 = 1,X2;,1_ 1 ,MOBILITY;,1_ 1) 

= 1- <l>(a 3X2;,1_ 1 + y 3MOBILITY;,1_ 1 ). 

From equations (A.18), (A.20) and (A.21), we can 
calculate the three unconditional probabilities of our 
three states as 
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(A.22) Pr(TRTYPE1;1 = 11 X2;,r-I, MOBJL1TY;,1_ 1) 

= <l>(a2X2i,r-I + Y 2MOBIL1TY;,r-1) 

X <I>(a3X2i.t-l + r 3MOBIL1TY;,~_I ), 

(A.23) Pr(TRTYPE2il = 11 X2;,1_ 1, MOBIL1TY;,1_ 1) 

= <l>(a2X2;.r-I + y 2MOBILJTY;,H) 

X (1- <I>(a3X2i,l-l + r 3MOBILITY;,t-l) 

and 

(A.24) Pr(TRAIN;1 =OIX2;,1_ 1,MOBIL11Y;,H) 

= 1- <l>(a2X2i,r-I + y 2MOB/LJTY;,r-I ). 

The impact of mobility on the probability of under­
taking TRTYPEJ is given by 

(A.25) Pr(TRTYPElill MOBILlTY;,r-I = 1, X2u_1) 

- Pr(TRTYPE1;1 1 MOBIL1TY;,1_ 1 = 0, X2 ;,1_ 1 ) 

=<I><a2x2i.r-] +r2)x<I><a3x2i,t-] +r3) 

- <l>(a2X2i,r-I) X <l>(a3X2i,r-I ), 

which we evaluate at sample mean values of the X2i.t-I· 

We can again treat mobility as endogenous by includ­
ing the prediction index of mobility from our reduced 

FIGUREA.2 

An alternative sequential model of training 
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form equation (A.7) in our structural equations (A.2) 
and (A.19). In this case, the marginal effect of mobility 
on the probability of receiving TRTYPEJ is given by 

(A.26) Pr(TRTYPEl;,l MOBILIT(,_1 = M;, x2i,t-1) 

- Pr(TRTYPEl;,l MOBILIT(,_1 = M~, x2i,t-1) 

=<P(azX2i,t-1 +y2M;)x<P(a3Xzi,t-1 +y3M;) 

- <P(azX2i.t-l + Y 2M~) X <P(a3X2i.t-1 + Y 3M~) 

where M; is the average of the predicted mobility index 

for those who move and M~ is the average of the pre­

dicted mobility index for those who do not move, de­
rived from equation (A.7).25 

As was discussed in subsection 4.3.1 of the report, an 
alternative sequential model could be of the form shown 
in Figure A.2. In the report, when looking at the deter­
minants of employer-provided and non-employer­
provided training, we estimate both sequential models 
and compare the results obtained. The estimated effects 
of mobility on training are broadly similar for the two 
models. 

A.3 Models that Use Different Measures of Job 
Mobility 

In the report, we also follow Winkelmann ( 1994) and 
look at the impact of training on the number of jobs that 
an individual holds. This involves estimating count data 

25Let X M,H be the average characteristics of movers and X /,t-1 be the 

average characteristics of non-movers. Then M; = ft X M,t-1 and 

M~ =:it X 1.1-1 where :it is our estimated coefficients from our 

reduced form mobility equation (A.7). 
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models. With the Poisson count data model, as used in 
this report, 

, e-A;, ,A. 
(A.27) Pr(NJOBSit =J)=-T- j = 0, 1,2,3, ... 

where NJOBSit is the number of jobs since leaving 
school that individual i has held at time t, and 

(A.28) }nAil =a I xli.t-1 + r I TRA/Ni.t-1 + J.llit. 

In this model, 

(A.29) E(NJOBS;1 I Xli.r-l, TRAIN;.r-~) 

In this model, the estimated impact of training on the 
number of jobs held by an individual is given by 

(A.30) E(NJOBS;1 1X1 ;,r-~> TRA/Ni.t_1 = 1) 

- E(NJOBS;1 1 Xli.r-l, TRAIN;,r-1 = 0) 

Where a I and Y I are the estimated COefficientS from 
our Poisson model. 

If we treat training as endogenous, then we can once 
again undertake a two-stage procedure. In the first stage, 
we estimate the reduced form probit given by equation 
(A.8). We then substitute the predicted value of 

TRAIN;~1_ 1 (TRA.1N;~1_ 1 ) into our structural equation 

(A.27) and estimate the structural equation using a Pois­
son maximum likelihood procedure. With this two-stage 
estimation procedure, the estimated impact of training 
on the number of jobs held by an individual is given by 
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Technical details of the econometric models 

One limitation of the Poisson model is that the vari­
ance of the count variable is assumed to be equal to the 
mean. A number of other models have been developed 
that relax this assumption. One such model is the nega­
tive binomial model. We have also estimated our count 
data models using a negative binomial specification, but 
the results obtained from this procedure were very 
similar to those obtained from the Poisson and are not 
reported for reasons of parsimony. They are available 
from the authors on request. 

We can also use the number of jobs (excluding the 
current job) as an alternative measure of mobility in 
equation (A.2). This will tell us whether the probability 
of training increases or decreases with the number of 
jobs a person holds. We would also include quadratics, 
as the relationship between number of jobs and training 
is unlikely to be linear. We can also use instrumental 
variable techniques and allow the number of jobs to be 
endogenous (provided we have at least one suitable in­
strument). 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.l 

Determinants of Training: NCDS 

Vanable 
Coef. ~~~~) Marg. Coef. 

Fem~es 
(S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
Constant -L04b (0.058) -l..CY77 (O.Ub.l) 
lear dummies: 

1982 O.o75 (0.041) 0.010 0.083 (0.041) 0.010 
1983 0.082 (0.041) 0.011 0.094 (0.041) 0.012 
1984 0.101 (0.041) 0.014 0.019 (0.043) 0.002 
1985 0.143 (0.040) 0.021 0.048 (0.043) 0.006 
1986 0.184 (0.040) 0.027 0.118 (0.042) 0.015 
1987 0.164 (0.040) 0.024 0.150 (0.042) 0.019 
1988 0.211 (0.039) 0.031 0.160 (0.042) 0.021 
1989 0.332 (0.038) 0.053 0.275 (0.040) 0.038 
1990 0.465 (0.038) 0.080 0.400 (0.041) 0.060 

Quarter dummie.•: 
2nd quarter O.D35 (0.022) 0.005 -0.003 (0.025) 0.000 
3rd quarter 0.085 (0.022) 0.012 0.099 (0.025) 0.012 
4th quarter 0.020 (0.023) 0.003 -0.017 (0.026) -0.002 

Hi~:hest education qualification: 
0.038 Other 0.244 (0.043) 0.038 0.270 (0.056) 

0 levels 0.307 (0.033) 0.048 0.248 (0.037) 0.033 
Lower vocational 0.255 (0.035) 0.039 0.494 (0.044) 0.080 
5+ 0 levels 0.482 (0.036) 0.085 0.379 (0.040) 0.056 
Middle vocational 0.536 (0.029) 0.090 0.539 (0.044) 0.090 
A levels 0.771 (0.036) 0.160 0.781 (0.041) 0.148 
Higher vocational 0.684 (0.032) 0.133 0.706 (0.038) 0.122 
Degree 0.690 (0.033) 0.133 0.702 (0.039) 0.123 

lndu.•try 1981 job: 
Energy and water -0.121 (0.040) -0.015 0.043 (0.078) 0.005 
Minerals -0.024 (0.045) -0.003 0.123 (0.066) 0.016 
Metals 0.055 (0.027) 0.007 0.079 (0.049) 0.010 
Other manufacturing -0.042 (0.036) -0.005 -0.146 (0.049) -0.016 
Construction -0.170 (0.038) -0.020 -0.228 (0.164) -0.022 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.069 (0.033) -0.009 0.120 (0.037) 0.015 
Transport and communication 0.021 (0.034) 0.003 0.148 (0.049) 0.019 
Finance 0.186 (0.033) o.ozs 0.250 (0.034) 0.034 
Other services 0.144 (0.027) 0.020 0.200 (0.026) 0.025 

1981 region: 
South-East 0.001 (0.029) 0.000 -0.127 (0.030) -0.014 
South-\\est -0.202 (0.039) -0.023 -0.139 (0.040) -0.015 
Wales -0.194 (0.045) -0.022 0.090 (0.045) 0.011 
West Midlands -0.008 (0.035) -0.001 -0.084 (0.037) -0.009 
East Midlands -0.085 (0.037) -0.011 -0.141 (0.041) -0.015 
East Anglia 0.041 (0.049) 0.006 -0.255 (0.053) -0.025 
Yorkshire and Humherside 0.153 (0.034) 0.022 -0.137 (0.038) -0.015 
North-\\est -0.043 (0.033) -0.006 0.006 (0.034) 0.001 
North 0.223 (0.036) 0.034 -0.205 (0.050) -0.021 
Scotland -0.179 (0.037) -0.021 -0.124 (0.036) -0.014 

Employer .•ize 1981 job: 
10-24 0.121 (0.033) 0.017 -0.105 (0.033) -0.012 
25-99 0.112 (0.029) 0.015 0.012 (0.029) 0.001 
100-500 0.195 (0.029) O.D28 0.036 (0.030) 0.004 
500+ 0.133 (0.030) 0.018 0.010 (0.031) 0.001 

Union member 1981 0.036 (0.019) 0.005 -0.010 (0.020) -0.001 
Private sector 1981 -0.250 (0.022) -0.035 -0.068 (0.026) -0.008 
Part-time 1981 -0.123 (0.073\ -0.015 -0.158 (0.034\ -0.017 
Number o_! observabons :!>'J':JYI 5llbl. 
Pseudo R2 0.0703 0.0611 
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TABLEB.2 

Detenninants of Male Training: QLFS 

Yanable 7~.·~\ Young Mates 
Coef. Mar g. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
(;onstant -U.b"/5 (0.l.i4) b.b7l (I.UZb) 
Panel dummies: 

Jun 1992 -0.145 (0.039) -0.024 -0.375 (0.077) -0.073 
Sep 1992 -0.080 (0.038) -0.014 -0.206 (0.072) -0.043 
Dec 1992 -0.065 (0.038) -0.011 -0.158 (0.073) -0.034 
Mar 1993 0.008 (0.038) 0.001 -0.071 (0.073) -0.016 
Jun 1993 -0.200 (0.039) -0.032 -0.365 (0.076) -0.072 
Sep 1993 -0.090 (0.039) -0.015 -0.259 (0.076) -0.053 

Highe.tl etfucalion qualificalitm: 
Degree 0.765 (0.044) 0.182 l.l76 (0.127) 0.378 
Higher vocational 0.765 (0.049) 0.194 1.038 (0.130) 0.331 
Middle vocational 0.665 (0.046) 0.156 0.980 (0.119) 0.287 
Lower vocational 0.475 (0.042) 0.094 0.739 (0.114) 0.169 
Other 0.376 (0.051) 0.080 0.523 (0.171) 0.149 

Jndustrv: 
Energy and water -0.040 (0.056) -0.007 -0.019 (0.137) -0.004 
Minerals -0.173 (0.051) -0.028 -0.135 (0.112) -002'1 
Metals -0.294 (0.034) -0.046 -0.141 (0.071) -0.030 
Other manufacturing -0.416 (0.043) -0.060 -0.449 (0.086) -0.084 
Construction -0.376 (0.048) -0.054 -0.294 (0.090) -0.058 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.327 (0.037) -0.050 -0.450 (0.071) -0.090 
Transport and communication -0.299 (0.042) -0.046 -0.350 (0.091) -0.067 
Finance -0.139 (0.036) -0.023 -0.099 (0.073) -0.022 

Region: 
South-East 0.030 (0.041) 0.005 0.021 (0.081) 0.005 
South-\\1:'5t 0.056 (0.050) 0.010 0.113 (0.098) 0.027 
Wales 0.060 (0.059) 0.011 0.115 (0.117) O.D28 
\\lost Midlands 0.056 (0.048) 0.010 0.077 (0.093) 0.018 
East Midlands 0.045 (0.050) 0.008 0.044 (0.100) 0.010 
East Anglia -0.056 (0.066) -0.010 0.152 (0.122) 0.037 
Yorkshire and Humherside 0.067 (0.048) 0.012 0.!!4 (0.094) 0.027 
North-\\est -0.021 (0.046) -0.004 -0.0!4 (0.089) -0.003 
North 0.021 (0.057) 0.004 -0.084 (0.113) -0.018 
Scotland -0.048 (0.049) -0.008 -0.059 (0.095) -0.013 

Age -0.031 (0.006) -0.005 -0.632 (0.087) -0.144 
Age2 /l00 0.018 (0.008) 0.003 1.192 (0.183) 0.270 
Part-time 0.062 (0.064) 0.011 0.056 (0.093) 0.013 
Non-white -0.069 (0.063) -0.012 0.103 (0.!!8) 0.025 
Employer size 25+ 0.154 (0.026) 0.026 0.122 (0.048) 0.027 
!"umber o}· observations ~~~~ 5903 
Pseudo R2 0.068 0.081 
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TABLEB.3 

Determinants of Female Training: QLFS 

'kria1>1e 
Coef. 

t•emales Young Females 
(S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
Constant -1.1!>5 (0.143) 4.212 (1.018) 
Panel dummies: 

Jun 1992 -0.158 (0.040) -0.028 -0.319 (0.076) -0.067 
Sep 1992 -0.042 (0.039) -0.008 -0.013 (0.072) -0.003 
Dec 1992 -0.057 (0.039) -0.010 -0.123 (0.073) -0.028 
Mar 1993 0.003 (0.038) 0.001 -0.077 (0.073) -0.018 
Jun 1993 -0.214 (0.040) -0.037 -0.279 (0.076) -0.060 
Sep 1993 -0.048 (0.039) -0.009 -0.092 (0.073) -0.021 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.921 (0.044) 0.250 1.008 (0.125) 0.325 
Higher vocational 0.884 (0.043) 0.237 0.848 (0.127) 0.267 
Middle vocational 0.697 (0.046) 0.177 0.684 (0.120) 0.197 
Lower vocational 0.446 (0.038) 0.090 0.325 (0.114) 0.076 
Other 0.341 (0.054) 0.076 0.604 (0.175) 0.184 

Industry: 
Energy and Water -0.131 (0.109) -0.023 -0.072 (0.178) -0.017 
Minerals -0.264 (0.086) -0.042 -0.268 (0.155) -0.056 
Metals -0.335 (0.056) -0.052 -0.342 (0.101) -0.069 
Other manufacturing -0.508 (0.054) -0.072 -0.497 (0.089) -0.095 
Construction -0.078 (0.085) -0.014 -0.168 (0.165) -0.037 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.216 (0.032) -0.038 -0.238 (0.057) -0.053 
Transport and communication -0.150 (0.061) -0.026 -0.052 (0.099) -0.012 
Finance -0.205 (0.033) -0.035 -0.165 (0.056) -0.037 

Region: 
South-East 0.081 (0.041) 0.016 0.025 (0.076) 0.006 
South-\\est 0.115 (0.049) 0.023 0.159 (0.093) 0.041 
Wales 0.067 (0.060) 0.013 0.252 (0.109) 0.067 
West Midlands 0.050 (0.049) 0.010 0.064 (0.090) 0.016 
East Midlands 0.140 (0.051) O.D28 0.069 (0.098) 0.017 
East Anglia 0.165 (0.063) 0.034 0.129 (0.119) 0.033 
Yorkshire and Humherside 0.113 (0.048) 0.022 0.065 (0.089) 0.016 
North-\\est 0.046 (0.046) 0.009 0.103 (0.084) O.D25 
North 0.052 (0.056) 0.010 -0.017 (0.104) -0.004 
Scotland -0.038 (0.049) -0.007 -0.169 (0.092) -0.038 

Age -0.010 (0.007) -0.002 -0.428 (0.086) -0.102 
Age2 /IOO 0.002 (0.009) 0.000 0.816 (0.182) 0.195 
Part-time -0.233 (0.024) -0.043 -0.153 (0.054) -0.035 
Non-white -0.089 ~g:~~~ -0.016 -0.047 w-~~~~ -0.011 
Employer size 25+ 0.110 0.020 0.060 0.044 0.014 
Number o_! ol>servanons :z:IIYH g~~ Pseudo R2 0.087 
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TABLEB.4 

Training and the Determinants of Male Mobility 1: NCDS 

Variable coer. (S.E.) M~g. Coef. (S.E.) M_:ug. 
effect effect 

constant -l..i4' (U.U4') =b:~i ~g:~~l Any training -0.010 
lear dummies: 

1982 0.014 (0.030) 0.003 0.014 (0.030) 0.003 
1983 0.056 (0.030) 0.014 0.057 (0.030) 0.014 
1984 0.092 (0.030) 0.023 0.093 (0.030) 0.023 
1985 0.108 (0.030) 0.027 0.108 (0.030) 0.027 
1986 0.053 (0.030) 0.013 0.054 (0.030) 0.013 
1987 0.062 (0.030) 0.015 0.063 (0.030) 0.016 
1988 0.087 (0.030) 0.022 0.088 (0.030) 0.022 
1989 0.059 (0.030) 0.014 0.061 (0.030) 0.015 
1990 -0.100 (0.032) .0.023 -0.098 (0.032) -0.022 

Quarter dummie.•: 
2nd quarter -0.017 (0.018) .0.004 -0.017 (0.018) -0.004 
3rd quaner -0.020 (0.018) .0.005 -0.019 (0.018) -0.005 
4th quarter -0.027 (0.018) .0.006 -0.026 (0.018) .0.006 

Highest education qualification: 
Other 0.094 (0.030) 0.023 0.095 (0.030) 0.024 
0 levels -0.015 (0.024) .0.003 -0.013 (0.024) -0.003 
Lower vocational 0.105 (0.024) 0.026 0.106 (0.024) 0.026 
5+0 levels -0.006 (0.028) .0.001 -0.004 (0.028) -0.001 
Middle vocational 0.045 (0.021) 0.011 0.048 (0.021) 0.012 
A levels 0.160 (0.030) 0.041 0.164 (0.030) 0.042 
Higher vocational O.D78 (0.026) 0.019 0.082 (0.026) 0.020 
Degree 0.350 (0.025) 0.095 0.353 (0.025) 0.096 

Industry 1981 job: 
Energy and water 0.129 (0.035) 0.033 0.128 (0.035) 0.032 
Minerals 0.090 (0.035) 0.023 0.090 (0.035) 0.022 
Metals 0.129 (0.022) 0.032 0.129 (0.022) 0.032 
Other manufacturing 0.071 (0.027) 0.018 0.071 (0.027) 0.017 
Construction 0.221 (0.027) 0.058 0.220 (0.027) 0.058 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.280 (0.023) 0.074 0.280 (0.023) 0.074 
Transport and communication 0.101 (0.030) O.Q25 0.101 (0.030) O.Q25 
Finance 0.091 (0.029) 0.023 0.093 (0.029) 0.023 
Other services 0.268 (0.025) 0.071 0.269 (0.025) 0.071 

1981 region: 
South-East 0.034 (0.024) 0.008 0.034 (0.024) 0.008 
South-\\est -0.061 (0.030) -0.014 -0.062 (0.030) -0.014 
Wales -0.074 (0.034) .0.017 -0.074 (0.034) -0.017 
\\est Midlands -0.064 (0.029) .().Q15 -0.064 (0.029) -0.015 
East Midlands -0.051 (0.030) .0.012 -0.051 (0.030) -0.012 
East Anglia -0.149 (0.042) -0.033 -0.149 (0.042) -0.033 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.014 (0.029) 0.003 O.DI5 (0.029) 0.004 
North-\\est 0.034 (0.027) 0.008 0.034 (0.027) 0.008 
North 0.056 (0.031) 0.014 0.058 (0.031) 0.014 
Scotland -0.048 (0.029) .0.011 -0.048 (0.029) -0.011 

Employer .<ize 1981 job: 
10-24 0.006 (0.024) 0.001 0.007 (0.024) 0.002 
25-99 -0.044 (0.021) -0.010 -0.043 (0.021) -0.010 
100-500 -0.069 (0.022) -0.016 -0.068 (0.022) -0.016 
500+ -0.117 (0.023) -0.027 .0.116 (0.023) -0.027 

Union member 1981 -0.048 (0.015) -0.011 -0.048 (0.015) -0.011 
Pri vale sector 1981 0.192 (0.019) 0.044 0.191 (0.019) 0.044 
Part-time 1981 -0.099 (0.058) .0.022 -0.099 (0.058) -0.023 
Times moved 1958 to 1974 0.034 (0.003) 0.008 0.034 (0.003) 0.008 
Mother em(Jloyed 1974 0.007 (0.014) 0.002 0.007 (0.014) 0.002 
!'!umJ:>er of observauons 
Pseudo R2 l~4~ g:~ 
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TABLEB.5 

Training and the Determinants of Male Mobility II: NCDS 

Y.u:iable Loet. (S.E.) Mat g. Loet. (S.E.) Matg. 
effect effect 

Constant -1.346 (0.045) ·1.346 (0.045) 
Employer-funded training -0.129 (0.030) -0.029 
Other training 0.098 (0.036) 0.025 
Continuin,f training -0.018 (0.030) -0.004 
Complete training -0.077 (0.037) -0.018 
>ear dummies: 

1982 0.014 (0.030) 0.003 0.014 (0.030) 0.003 
1983 0.056 (0.030) 0.014 0.057 (0.030) 0.014 
1984 0.092 (0.030) 0.023 0.093 (0.030) 0.023 
1985 0.108 (0.030) 0.027 0.109 (0.030) 0.027 
1986 0.053 (0.030) 0.013 0.054 (0.030) 0.013 
1987 0.063 (0.030) 0.015 0.064 (0.030) 0.016 
1988 0.086 (0.030) 0.021 0.089 (0.030) 0.022 
1989 0.059 (0.030) 0.015 0.062 (0.030) 0.015 
1990 -0.097 (0.032) -0.022 -0.096 (0.032) -0.022 

Quarter dummies: 
2nd quarter -0.017 (0.018) -0.004 -0.017 (0.018) -0.004 
3rd quatter -0.019 (0.018) -0.005 -0.019 (0.018) -0.005 
4th quatter 

Highest educalion qualification: 
-0.026 (0.018) -0.006 -0.026 (0.018) -0.006 

Other 0.095 (0.030) 0.024 0.095 (0.030) 0.024 
0 levels -0.013 (0.024) -0.003 -0.013 (0.024) -0.003 
Lower vocational 0.107 (0.024) 0.027 0.106 (0.024) 0.026 
5+ 0 levels -0.005 (0.028) -0.001 -0.004 (0.028) -0.001 
Middle vocational 0.049 (0.021) 0.012 0.047 (0.021) 0.011 
A levels 0.162 (0.030) 0.041 0.164 (0.030) 0.042 
Higher vocational 0.082 (0.026) 0.020 0.082 (0.026) 0.020 
Degree 

Industry /981 job: 
0.354 (0.025) 0.097 0.354 (0.025) 0.096 

Energy and water 0.130 (0.035) 0.033 0.128 (0.035) 0.032 
Minerals 0.089 (0.035) 0.022 0.090 (0.035) 0.022 
Metals 0.128 (0.022) 0.032 0.129 (0.022) 0.032 
Other manufacturing 0.071 (0.027) O.DI8 0.071 (0.027) 0.017 
Construction 0.220 (0.027) 0.057 0.220 (0.027) 0.058 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.279 (0.023) 0.074 0.280 (0.023) 0.074 
Transport and communication 0.100 (0.030) 0.025 0.101 (0.030) 0.025 
Finance! 0.092 (0.029) 0.023 0.093 (0.029) 0.023 
Other services 0.270 (0.025) 0.071 0.268 (0.025) 0.071 

1981 region: 
South-East 0.035 (0.024) 0.008 0.034 (0.024) 0.008 
South-\\est -0.063 (0.030) -0.015 -0.062 (0.030) -0.014 
Wales -0.076 (0.034) -0.017 -0.074 (0.034) -0.017 
West Midlands -0.067 (0.029) -0.016 -0.065 (0.029) -0.015 
East Midlands -0.051 (0.030) -0.012 -0.052 (0.030) -0.012 
East Anglia -0.149 (0.042) -0.033 -0.150 (0.042) -0.033 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.016 (0.029) 0.004 0.015 (0.029) 0.004 
North-\\est 0.032 (0.027) 0.008 0.034 (0.027) 0.008 
North 0.059 (0.031) 0.014 0.057 (0.031) 0.014 
Scotland -0.051 (0.029) -0.012 -0.049 (0.029) -0.011 

Employer .•ize /98/ job: 
10--24 0.007 (0.024) 0.002 0.007 (0.024) 0.002 
25-99 -0.041 (0.021) -0.010 -0.043 (0.021) -0.010 
100--500 -0.068 (0.022) -0.016 -0.067 (0.022) -0.016 
500+ -0.115 (0.023) -0.027 -0.116 (0.023) -0.027 

Union member 1981 -0.048 (0.015) -0.012 -0.048 (0.015) -0.011 
Private sector 1981 0.191 (0.019) 0.044 0.191 (0.019) 0.044 
Part-time 1981 -0.098 (0.058) -0.022 -0.099 (0.058) -0.022 
Times moved 1958 to 1974 0.035 (0.003) 0.008 0.034 (0.003) 0.008 
Mother employed 1974 0.008 (0.014) 0.002 0.007 (0.014) 0.002 
Number of observanons 59957 5~57 
Pseudo R2 0.0211 0.0206 
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11\BLEB.6 

Training and the Determinants of Male Mobility III: NCDS 

Vanable Coef. (S.E.) M~rg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 
effect effect 

Lonstant -U45 (0.045) -1.347 (0.045) 
Non-~alification training -0.064 (0.035) -0.015 -0.063 (0.035) -0.015 
Quali tcation training -0.024 (0.031) -0.006 

Other -0.155 (0.067) -0.034 
Lower vocational -0.004 (0.069) -0.001 
Middle vocational -0.115 (0.103) -0.026 
Higher vocational -0.090 (0.052) -0.020 
DeJ.ree 0.309 (0.071) 0.085 

~ar ummie.li: 
1982 0.014 (0.030) 0.003 O.Dl5 (0.030) 0.004 
1983 0.057 (0.030) 0.014 0.057 (0.030) 0.014 
1984 0.093 (0.030) 0.023 0.093 (0.030) 0.023 
1985 0.109 (0.030) 0.027 0.109 (0.030) 0.027 
1986 0.054 (0.030) 0.013 0.054 (0.030) 0.013 
1987 0.064 (0.030) 0.016 0.062 (0.030) 0.015 
1988 0.089 (0.030) 0.022 0.088 (0.030) 0.022 
1989 0.061 (0.030) 0,015 0.061 (0.030) O.Ql5 
1990 -0.096 (0.032) -0.022 -0.096 (0.032) -0.022 

Quaner dummies: 
2nd quarter -0.017 (0.018) -0.004 -0.016 (0.018) -0.004 
3rd quarter -0.019 (0.018) -0.005 -0.019 (0.018) -0.005 
4th quarter -0.026 (0.018) -0.006 -0.026 (0.018) -0.006 

Highest education qualification: 
Other 0.095 (0.030) 0.024 0.096 (0.030) 0.024 
0 levels -0.013 (0.024) -0.003 -0.013 (0.024) -0.003 
Lower vocational 0.106 (0.024) 0.026 0.106 (0.024) 0.026 
5+ 0 levels -0.004 (0.028) -0.001 -0.004 (0.028) -0.001 
Middle vocational 0.047 (0.021) 0.012 0.047 (0.021) 0.011 
A levels 0.164 (0.030) 0.042 0.161 (0.030) O.D41 
Higher vocational 0.081 (0.026) 0.020 O.D75 (0.026) 0.018 
Degree 0.353 (0.025) 0.096 0.347 (0.025) 0.094 

Industry 1981 job: 
Energy and water 0.128 (0.035) 0.032 0.131 (0.035) 0.033 
Minerals 0.090 (0.035) 0.022 0.090 (0.035) 0.022 
Metals 0.129 (0.022) 0.032 0.128 (0.022) 0.032 
Other manufacturing 0.071 (0.027) 0,018 0.069 (0.027) 0.017 
Construction 0.220 (0.027) 0.057 0.222 (0.027) 0.058 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.280 (0.023) 0.074 0.278 (0.023) 0.074 
Transport and communication 0.101 (0.030) O.D25 0.102 (0.030) O.D25 
Finance 0.093 (0.029) 0.023 0.097 (0.029) 0.024 
Other services 0.269 (0.025) 0.071 0.270 (0025) 0.071 

1981 region: 
South-East 0.034 (0.024) 0.008 0.035 (0.024) 0.008 
South-\\est -0.063 (0.030) -0.015 -0.060 (0.030) -0.014 
Wales -0.075 (0.034) -0.017 -0.076 (0.034) -0.017 
West Midlands -0.065 (0.029) -0.015 -0.067 (0.029) -0.016 
East Midlands -0.052 (0.030) -0.012 -0.052 (0.030) -0.012 
East Anglia -0.150 (0.042) -0.033 -0.147 (0.042) -0.033 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.014 (0.029) 0.003 0.014 (0.029) 0.003 
North-\\est 0.034 (0.027) 0.008 0.035 (0.027) 0.008 
North 0.057 (0.031) 0.014 0.058 (0.031) 0.014 
Scotland -0.049 (0.029) -0.011 -0.048 (0.029) -0.011 

Employer size 1981 job: 
10-24 0.007 (0.024) 0.002 0.007 (0.024) 0.002 
25-99 -0.044 (0.021) -0.010 -0.043 (0.021) -0.010 
100-500 -0.068 (0.022) -0.016 -0.065 (0.022) -0.015 
500+ -0.117 (0.023) -0.027 -0.115 (0.023) -0.027 

Union member 1981 -0.048 (0.015) -0.011 -0.049 (0.015) -0.012 
Private sector 1981 0.191 (0.019) 0.044 0.194 (0.DI9) O.D45 
Part-time 1981 -0.099 (0.058) -0.023 -0.098 (0.058) -0.022 
Times moved 1958 to 1974 0.034 (0.003) 0.008 0.034 lg:g?~~ 0.008 
Mother employed 1974 0.007 (0014) 0.002 0.007 0.002 
Number o_! observatwns 59957 59957 
Pseudo R2 0.0206 0.0211 

112 



Detailed results 

TABLE B.? 

Training and the Determinants of Male Mobility IV: NCDS 

Vanable Coef (S.E.) Marg. Loet. (S.E.) Marg. 
effect effect 

Constant -U41"> (0.045) -1.347 (0.045) 
Employer qualification training -0.120 (0.037) -0.027 
Employer non-'lualification training -0.145 (0.049) -0.032 
Other qualificallon training 0.188 (0.053) 0.049 
Other non-qualification training 0.022 (0.049) 0.005 
Employer continuing training -0.123 (0.037) -0.028 
Employer completed training -0.140 (0.050) -0.031 
Other continuing training 0.199 (0.050) 0.052 
Other completed training -0.008 (0.052) -0.002 
tear dummies: 

1982 0.014 (0.030) 0.003 0.014 (0.030) 0.003 
1983 0.056 (0.030) 0.014 0.056 (0.030) 0.014 
1984 0.093 (0.030) 0.023 0.092 (0.030) 0.023 
1985 0.108 (0.030) 0.027 0.108 (0.030) 0.027 
1986 0.054 (0.030) 0.013 0.054 (0.030) 0.013 
1987 0.064 (0.030) 0.016 0.064 (0.030) 0.016 
1988 0.088 (0.030) 0.022 0.087 (0.030) 0.022 
1989 0.062 (0.030) 0.015 0.061 (0.030) 0.015 
1990 -0.094 (0.032) 

Quarter dummies: 
-0.022 -0.095 (0.032) -0.022 

2nd quarter -0.016 (0.018) -0.004 -0.017 (0.018) -0.004 
3rd quarter -0.019 (0.018) -0.005 -0.019 (0.018) -0.005 
4th quarter -0.026 (0.018) 

Hi!(hest education qualification: 
-0.006 -0.025 (0.018) -0.006 

Other 0.095 (0.030) 0.024 0.096 (0.030) 0.024 
0 levels -0.013 (0.024) -0.003 -0.013 (0.024) -0.003 
Lower vocational 0.107 (0.024) 0.027 0.107 (0.024) 0.027 
5+ 0 levels -0.005 (0.028) -0.001 -0.004 (0.028) -0.001 
Middle vocational 0.049 (0.021) 0.012 0.049 (0.021) 0.012 
A levels 0.160 (0.030) 0.041 0.161 (0.030) 0.041 
Higher vocational 0.081 (0.026) 0.020 0.082 (0.026) 0.020 
Degree 0.354 (0.025) 0.097 0.355 (0.025) 0.097 

Industry 1981 job: 
Energy and water 0.131 (0.035) 0.033 0.132 (0.035) 0.033 
Minerals 0.089 (0.035) 0.022 0.089 (0.035) 0.022 
Metals 0.129 (0.022) 0.032 0.128 (0.022) 0.032 
Other manufacturing 0.072 (0.027) O.DI8 0.072 (0.027) 0.018 
Construction 0.220 (0.027) 0.058 0.220 (0.027) 0.057 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.279 (0.023) 0.074 0.279 (0.023) 0.074 
Transport and communication 0.101 (0.030) 0.025 0.101 (0.030) 0.025 
Finance 0.093 (0.029) 0.023 0.091 (0.029) 0.023 
Other services 0.271 (0.025) 0.071 0.270 (0.025) 0.071 

1981 region: 
South-East 0.034 (0.024) 0.008 0.034 (0.024) 0.008 
South-\\est -0.064 (0.030) -0.015 -0.063 (0.030) -0.015 
Wales -0.076 (0.034) -0.018 -0.076 (0.034) -0.018 
West Midlands -0.069 (0.029) -0.016 -0.070 (0.029) -0.016 
East Midlands -0.051 (0.030) -0.012 -0.051 (0.030) -0.012 
East Anglia -0.150 (0.042) -0.033 -0.150 (0.042) -0.033 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.014 (0.029) 0.003 0.014 (0.029) 0.003 
North- \\est 0.031 (0.027) 0.008 0.030 (0.027) 0.007 
North 0.058 (0.031) 0.014 0.057 (0.031) 0.014 
Scotland -0.052 (0.029) -0.012 -0.052 (0.029) -0.012 

Employer size 1981 job: 
10-24 0.007 (0.024) 0.002 0.008 (0.024) 0.002 
25-99 -0.041 (0.021) -0.010 -0.040 (0.021) -0.010 
100-500 -0.069 (0.022) -0.016 -0.068 (0.022) -0.016 
500+ -0.116 (0.023) -0.027 -0.114 (0.023) -0.026 

Union member 1981 -0.049 (0.015) -0.012 -0.049 (0.015) -0.012 
Private sector 1981 0.191 (0.019) 0.044 0.192 (0.019) 0.044 
Part-time 1981 -0.097 (0.058) -0.022 -0.096 (0.058) -0.022 
Times moved 1958 to 1974 O.D35 (0.003) 0.008 0.035 (0.003) 0.008 
Mother employed 1974 0.008 (0.014\ 0.002 0.008 (0.014) 0.002 
Numoer o_! observations 5.~i;~ 59957 
Pseudo R2 0.0212 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.8 

Training and the Determinants of Female Mobility 1: NCDS 

V.mable Coer. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 
effect effect 

Lonstant -0.733 (0.043) -g:~~6 ~~-~~) 
Any training (0.024) 0.006 
lear dummies: 

1982 0.007 (0.027) 0.002 0.006 (0.027) 0.002 
1983 0.067 (0.027) 0.021 0.067 (0.027) 0.021 
1984 0.013 (0.028) 0.004 0.013 (0.028) 0.004 
1985 0.002 (0.028) 0.001 0.002 (0.028) 0.000 
1986 -0.035 (0.028) -0.011 -0.035 (0.028) -0.011 
1987 -0.003 (0.028) -0.001 -0.003 (0.028) -0.001 
1988 0.011 (0.028) 0.003 0.011 (0.028) 0.003 
1989 -0.007 (0.028) -0.002 -0.007 (0.028) -0.002 
1990 -0.099 (0.030) -0.030 -0.100 (0.030) -0.030 

Quarter dummies: 
2nd quarter -0.015 (0.018) -0.004 -0.015 (0.018) -0.005 
3rd quarter -0.013 (0.018) -0.004 -0.013 (0.018) -0.004 
4th quarter -0.031 (0.018) -0.009 -0.031 (0.018) -0.010 

Highest education qualification: 
(0.034) 0.028 Other 0.088 (0.034) O.D28 0.088 

0 levels 0.069 (0.020) 0.022 0.069 (0.020) 0.022 
Lower vocational 0.119 (0.028) O.D38 0.118 (0.028) 0.038 
5+ 0 levels 0.062 (0.024) 0.019 0.061 (0.024) 0.019 
Middle vocational -0.060 (0.030) -0.018 -0.061 (0.030) -0.018 
A levels 0.089 (0.028) O.D28 0.087 (0.028) 0.027 
Higher vocational 0.186 (0.024) 0.060 0.184 (0.024) 0.060 
Degree 0.241 (0.025) 0.079 0.239 (0.025) O.D78 

Industry /981 job: 
Energy and water -0.137 (0.060) -0.040 -0.137 (0.060) -0.040 
Minerals 0.170 (0.044) 0.055 0.170 (0.044) 0.055 
Metals 0.132 (0.031) 0.042 0.131 (O.D31) 0.042 
Other manufacturing 0.165 (0.027) 0.053 0.165 (0.027) 0.053 
Construction 0.109 (0.083) O.o35 0.109 (0.083) O.D35 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.151 (0.023) 0.048 0.151 (0.023) 0.048 
Transport and communication 0.028 (0.036) 0.009 0.028 (0.036) 0.009 
Finance -0.027 (0.024) -0.008 -0.027 (0.024) -0.008 
Other services 0.094 (0.019) 0.029 0.094 (0.019) 0.029 

1981 region: 
South-East -0.031 (0.022) -0.009 -0.030 (0.022) -0.009 
South-\\est -0.087 (0.028) -0.026 -0.086 (0.028) -0.026 
Wales -0.133 (0.035) -0.039 -0.134 (0.035) -0.039 
West Midlands -0.068 (0.027) -0.021 -0.068 (0.027) -0.020 
East Midlands -0.009 (0.028) -0.003 -0.009 (0.028) -0.003 
East Anglia -0.106 (0.035) -0.031 -0.105 (0.035) -0.031 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.146 (0.028) -0.043 -0.145 (0.028) -0.043 
North-\\est -0.066 (0.025) -0.020 -0.065 (0.025) -0.020 
North -0.123 (0.033) -0.036 -0.123 (0.033) -0.036 
Scotland -0.099 (0.026) -0.030 -0.099 (0.026) -0.030 

Employer size 1981 job: 
10-24 -0.030 (0.022) -0.009 -0.030 (0.022) -0.009 
25-99 -0.098 (0.020) -0.029 -0.098 (0.020) -0.029 
100-500 -0.064 (0.020) -0.019 -0.064 (0.020) -0.019 
500+ -0.071 (0.022) -0.022 -0.071 (0.022) -0.022 

Union member 1981 -0.110 (0.014) -0.034 -0.110 (0.014) -0.034 
Private sector 1981 0.096 (0.018) 0.029 0.096 (0.018) 0.029 
Part-time 1981 -0.047 (0.022) -0.014 -0.046 (0.022) -0.014 
Times moved 1958 to 1974 0.007 (0.004) 0.002 0.007 _10.00jt 0.002 
Mother employed 1974 -0.028 /0.013\ -0.009 -0.027 0.013 -0.008 
Number o_! observatiOns 51162 51162 
Pseudo R2 0.0107 0.0107 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.9 

Training and the Determinants of Female Mobility II: NCDS 

v..riable Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 
effect effect 

Constant -0.7.i.l (0.~3) -0.734 (0.043) 
Employer-funded training 0.005 (0.032) 0.002 
Other training O.D38 (0.036) 0.012 
Continuing training 0.044 (0.030) 0.014 
Completed training -0.024 (0.040) -0.007 
>!<ar dummies: 

1982 0.006 (0.027) 0.002 0.007 (0.027) 0.002 
1983 0.066 (0.027) 0.021 0.067 (0.027) 0.021 
1984 0.012 (0.028) 0.004 0.013 (0.028) 0.004 
1985 0.001 (0.028) 0.000 0.002 (0.028) 0.001 
1986 -0.036 (0.028) -0.011 -0.034 (0.028) -0.010 
1987 -0.004 (0.028) -0.001 -0.003 (0.028) -0.001 
1988 0.010 (0.028) 0.003 0.011 (0.028) 0.004 
1989 -0.008 (0.028) -0.002 -0.006 (0.028) -0.002 
1990 -0.101 (0.030) -0.030 -0.099 (0.030) -0.029 

Quarter dummies: 
2nd quarter -0.015 (0.018) -0.005 -0.014 (0.018) -0.004 
3rd quarter -0.013 (0.018) -0.004 -0.012 (0.018) -0.004 
4th quarter -0.031 (0.018) -0.010 -0.031 (0.018) -0.009 

HiKhest education qualification: 
Other 0.088 (0.034) O.D28 0.088 (0.034) O.D28 
0 levels 0.069 (0.020) 0.022 0.069 (0.020) 0.022 
Lower vocational 0.118 (0.028) 0038 0.118 (0.028) O.D38 
5-r 0 levels 0.061 (0.024) 0.019 0.061 (0.024) 0.019 
Middle vocational -0.061 (0.030) -0.018 -0.061 (0.030) -0.018 
A levels 0.087 (0028) 0.027 0.086 (0.028) 0.027 
Higher vocational 0.185 (0.024) 0.060 0.184 (0.024) 0.060 
Degree 0.239 (0.025) O.D78 0.240 (0.025) O.D78 

lndu.l"try 1981joh: 
Energy and water -0.138 (0.060) -0.040 -0.137 (0.060) -0.040 
Minerals 0.170 (0.044) 0.055 0.170 (0.044) 0.055 
Metals 0.131 (0.031) 0.042 0.131 (0.031) 0.042 
Other manufacturing 0.165 (0.027) 0.053 0.165 (0.027) 0.053 
Construction 0.110 (0.083) 0.035 0.110 (0.083) O.D35 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.150 (0023) 0.048 0.151 (0.023) 0.048 
Transport and communication 0.028 (0.036) 0.009 O.D28 (0.036) 0.009 
Finance -0.027 (0.024) -0.008 -0.027 (0.024) -0.008 
Other services 0.094 (0.019) 0.029 0.094 (0.019) 0.029 

1981 region: 
South-East -0.030 (0.022) -0.009 -0.030 (0.022) -0.009 
South-\\est -0.086 (0.028) -0.026 -0.086 (0.028) -0.026 
Wales -0.134 (0.035) -0.039 -0.134 (0.035) -0.039 
West Midlands -0.068 (0.027) -0.020 -0.068 (0.027) -0.020 
East Midlands -0.008 (0.028) -0.003 -0.008 (0.028) -0.003 
East Anglia -0.105 (0.035) -0.031 -0.105 (0.035) -0.031 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.145 (0.028) -0.043 -0.146 (0.028) -0.043 
North-\\est -0.065 (0.025) -0.020 -0.066 (0.025) -0.020 
North -0.123 (0.033) -0.036 -0.123 (0.033) -0.036 
Scotland -0.098 (0.026) -0.029 -0.099 (0.026) -0.030 

Employer .•ize 1981 job: 
10-24 -0.030 (0.022) -0.009 -0.029 (0.022) -0.009 
25-99 -0.098 (0.020) -0.029 -0.098 (0.020) -0.029 
100-500 -0.065 (0.020) -0.020 -0.064 (0.020) -0.019 
500+ -0.071 (0.022) -0.022 -0.071 (0.022) -0.022 

Union member 1981 -0.110 (0.014) -0.034 -0.110 (0.014) -0.034 
Private sector I 98 I 0.096 (0.018) 0.029 0.096 (0.018) 0.029 
Part-time 1981 -0.047 (0.022) -0.014 -0.047 (0.022) -0.014 
Times moved 1958 to 1974 0.007 ~~-00~~ 0.002 0.007 :8:8?~~ 0.002 
Mother emoloved 1974 -0.028 0.013 -0.008 -0.027 -0.008 
Number o_t observanons 51162 51162 
Pseudo R2 0.0107 0.0107 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.lO 

Training and the Detenninants of Female Mobility III: NCDS 

Variable Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (:;.1:..) Marg. 
effect effect 

Constant ~g:f~ ~g:gj~~ ·0.754 (0.04.1) 
Non-~ualification training ·0.034 ·0.114 (0.038) ·0.034 
Quali 1cation training 0.108 (0.031) 0.034 

Other 0.071 (0.082) 0.022 
Lower vocational 0.146 (0.062) 0.047 
Middle vocational 0.097 (0.101) 0.031 
Higher vocational 0.127 (0045) 0.041 
DeJ,ree -0.026 (0.101) -0.008 

lear ummies: 
1982 0.007 (0.027) 0.002 0.007 (0.027) 0.002 
1983 0.066 (0.027) 0.021 0.067 (0.027) 0.021 
1984 0.014 (0.028) 0.004 O.DI5 (0.028) 0.005 
1985 0.004 (0.028) 0.001 0.004 (0.028) 0.001 
1986 -0.033 (0.028) -0.010 -0.033 (0.028) -0.010 
1987 -0.001 (0.028) 0.000 -0.001 (0.028) 0.000 
1988 0.012 (0.028) 0.004 0.012 (0.028) 0.004 
1989 -0.005 (0.028) -0.001 -0.004 (0.028) -0.001 
1990 -0.096 (0.030) -0.029 -0.096 (0.030) -0.029 

Quarter dummies: 
2nd quarter -0.014 (0.018) -0.004 -0.014 (0.018) -0.004 
3rd quarter -0.012 (0.018) -0.004 -0.012 (0.018) -0.004 
4th quarter -0.031 (0.018) -0.009 -0.031 (0.018) -0.010 

Highest education qualification: 
Other 0.087 (0.034) 0.027 0.087 (0.034) 0.027 
0 levels 0.069 (0.020) 0.022 0.069 (0020) 0.022 
Lower vocational 0.118 (0.028) 0.037 0.117 (0.028) 0.037 
5+ 0 levels 0.060 (0.024) 0.019 0.061 (0.024) 0.019 
Middle vocational -0.059 (0.030) -0.018 -0.059 (0.030) -0.018 
A levels 0.086 (0.028) 0.027 0.087 (0.028) 0.027 
Higher vocational 0.183 (0.024) 0.059 0.184 (0.024) 0.059 
Degree 0.240 (0.025) 0.078 0.241 (0.025) 0.079 

Industry /981 job: 
Energy and water -0.135 (0.060) -0.039 -0.135 (0.060) -0.039 
Minerals 0.173 (0.044) 0.056 0.172 (0044) 0.056 
Metals 0.131 (0.031) 0.042 0.130 (0.031) 0041 
Other manufacturing 0.165 (0.027) 0.053 0.165 (0.027) 0.053 
Construction 0.111 (0.083) 0.036 0.111 (0.083) oms 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.151 (0.023) 0.048 0.151 (0.023) 0.048 
Transport and communication 0.029 (0.036) 0.009 0.029 (0.036) 0.009 
Finance -0.025 (0.024) -0.007 -0.025 (0.024) -0.008 
Other services 0.094 (0.019) 0.029 0.094 (0.019) 0.029 

1981 region: 
South-East -0.030 (0.022) -0.009 -0.030 (0.022) -0.009 
South-'""st -0.088 (0.028) -0.026 -0.087 (0.028) -0.026 
Wales -0.132 (0.035) -0.039 -0.133 (0.035) -0.039 
West Midlands -0.068 (0.027) -0.021 -0.068 (0.027) -0.020 
East Midlands -0.010 (0.028) -0.003 -0.010 (0.029) -0.003 
East Anglia -0.105 (0.035) -0.031 -0.\06 (0.035) -0.031 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.146 (0.028) -0.043 -0.146 (0.028) -0.043 
North-'""st -0.066 (0.025) -0.020 -0.066 (0.025) -0.020 
North -0.124 (0.033) -0.036 -0.124 (0.033) -0.037 
Scotland -0.101 (0.026) -0.030 -0.101 (0026) -0030 

Employer size /98/ job: 
10-24 -0.027 (0.022) -0.008 -0.028 (0022) -0.009 
25-99 -0.097 (0.020) -0.029 -0.098 (0.020) -0.029 
100-500 -0.064 (0.020) -0.020 -0.065 (0.020) -0.020 
500+ -0.071 (0.022) -0.022 -0.072 (0.022) -0.022 

Union member 1981 -0.110 (0.014) -0.034 -0.110 (0.014) -0.034 
Private sector 1981 0.095 (0.018) 0.029 0.095 (0.018) 0.029 
Part-time 1981 -0.046 (0.022) -0.014 -0.047 (0.022) -0.014 
Times moved 1958 to 1974 0.007 (0.004) 0.002 0.007 (0.004) 0.002 
Mother emoloved 1974 -0.027 (0.013) -0.008 -0.027 (0.013) -0.008 
Number o} observations 51162 51162 
Pseudo R2 0.0111 0.0111 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.ll 

Training and the Determinants of Female Mobility IV: NCDS 

Vanaote Coet. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 
effect effect 

Constant -0.733 (0.~3) -0.734 (0.043) 
Employer qualification training 0.007 (0.040) 0.002 
Employer non-11ualification training 0.000 (0.052) 0.000 
Other qualificauon training 0.255 (0.047) 0.084 
Other non-qualification training -0.241 (0.056) -0.067 
Employer continuing training 0.005 (0.039) 0.002 
Employer completed training 0.005 (0.053) 0.001 
Other continuing training 0.093 (0.044) 0.030 
Other completed training -0.060 (0.059) -0.018 
>!!ar dummies: 

1982 0.006 (0.027) 0.002 0.006 (0.027) 0.002 
1983 0.066 (0.027) 0.021 0.067 (0.027) 0.021 
1984 0.013 (0.028) 0.004 0.013 (0.028) 0.004 
1985 0.004 (0.028) 0.001 0.002 (0.028) 0.001 
1986 -0.034 (0.028) -0.010 -0.035 (0.028) -0.011 
1987 -0.004 (0.028) -0.001 -0.004 (0.028) -0.001 
1988 0.009 (0.028) 0.003 0.010 (0.028) 0.003 
1989 -0.007 (0.028) -0.002 -0.008 (0.028) -0.002 
1990 -0.099 (0.030) 

Quarter dummie.,·: 
-0.029 -0.101 (0.030) -0.030 

2nd quarter -0.014 (0.018) -0.004 -0.014 (0.018) -0.004 
3rd quarter -0.012 (0.018) -0.004 -0.012 (0.018) -0.004 
4th quarter 

Highe.rt education qualification: 
-0.032 (0.018) -0.010 -0.031 (0.018) -0.010 

Other 0.085 (0.034) 0.027 0.087 (0.034) 0.027 
0 levels 0.069 (0.020) 0.021 0.069 (0020) 0.022 
Lower vocational 0.118 (0.028) O.D38 O.ll7 (0.028) 0.037 
5+ 0 levels O.D58 (0.024) 0.018 0.061 (0.024) 0.019 
Middle vocational -0.059 (0.030) -0.018 -0.061 (0.030) -0.019 
A levels 0.087 (0.028) 0.027 0.087 (0.028) 0.027 
Higher vocational 0.187 (0.024) 0.060 0.184 (0.024) 0.059 
Degree 

hulu.rtrr 19111 joh: 
0.240 (0.025) O.D78 0.240 (0.025) O.D78 

Energy and water -0.138 (0.060) -0.040 -0.137 (0.060) -0.040 
Minerals 0.176 (0.044) 0.057 0.169 (0.044) 0.055 
Metals 0.131 (0.031) 0.042 0.131 (0.031) 0.042 
Other manufacturing 0.165 (0.027) 0.053 0.165 (0.027) 0.053 
Construction 0.114 (0.083) 0.036 0.110 (0.083) 0.035 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.151 (0.023) 0.048 0.150 (0.023) 0.048 
Transport and communication 0.030 (0.036) 0.009 0.028 (0.036) 0.009 
Finance -0.022 (0.024) -0.007 -0.026 (0.024) -0.008 
Other services 0.094 (0.019) 0.029 0.094 (0.019) 0.029 

19X1 region: 
South-East -0.030 (0.022) -0.009 -0.030 (0.022) -0.009 
South-\\est -0.088 (0.028) -0.026 -0.086 (0.028) -0.026 
Wales -0.132 (0.035) -0.039 -0.134 (0.035) -0.039 
West Midlands -0.069 (0.027) -0.021 -0.067 (0.027) -0.020 
East Midlands -0.007 (0.029) -0.002 -0.007 (0.028) -0.002 
East Anglia -0.106 (0.035) -0.031 -0.105 (0.035) -0.031 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.147 (0.028) -0.043 -0.146 (0.028) -0.043 
North- \\est -0.064 (0.025) -0.019 -0.065 (0.025) -0.020 
North -0.123 (0.033) -0.036 -0.122 (0.033) -0.036 
Scotland -0.099 (0.026) -0.029 -0.098 (0.026) -0.029 

Employer .1·ize 19/il joh: 
1~24 -0.029 (0.022) -0.009 -0.030 (0.022) -0.009 
25-99 -0.098 (0.020) -0.030 -0.098 (0.020) -0.029 
1~500 -0.066 (0.020) -0.020 -0.064 (0.020) -0.020 
500+ -0.073 (0.022) -0.022 -0.071 (0.022) -0.022 

Union member 1981 -0.109 (0.014) -0.033 -O.l!O (0.014) -0.033 
Private sector 1981 0.094 (0.018) 0.029 0.096 (0.018) 0.029 
Part-time 1981 -0.046 (0.022) -0.014 -0.047 (0.022) -0.014 
Times moved 1958 to 1974 0.007 (0.004) 0.002 0.007 (0.004) 0.002 
Mother employed 1974 -0.028 (0.013) -0.009 -0.028 (0.013) -0.009 
Number o! observauons 5ll62 51162 
Pseudo R2 O.Oll5 0.0108 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

1ABLEB.l2 

Training and the Determinants of Male Mobility 1: QLFS 

Yanable Coet. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 
effect effect 

Constant -1.052 (0.160) -1.~31 (0.!()1) 
Any training in last 4 weeks -0.042 (0.038) -0.004 
Panel dummies: 

Jun 1992 0.094 (0.051) O.OIO 0.092 (0.051) 0.009 
Sep 1992 0.089 (0.050) 0.009 0.088 (0.051) 0.009 
Dec 1992 0.105 (0.051) O.OII 0.104 (0.051) O.OII 
Mar 1993 0.068 (0.052) 0.007 0.068 (0.052) 0.007 
Jun 1993 0.089 (0.051) 0.009 0.088 (0.051) 0.009 
Sep 1993 0.191 (0.050) 0.021 0.191 (0.050) 0.021 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.191 (0.050) 0.021 0.196 (0.050) 0.021 
Higher vocational 0.152 (0.057) 0.016 0.158 (0.057) 0.017 
Middle vocational 0.092 (0.045) 0.009 0.096 (0.045) 0.010 
Lower vocational 0.029 (0.044) 0.003 0.032 (0.044) 0.003 
Other 0.221 (0.054) 0.025 0.223 (0.054) O.OZ5 

Industry: 
Energy and water 0.093 (0.083) 0.010 0.093 (0.083) 0.010 
Minerals -0.037 (0.079) -0.003 -0.040 (0.079) -0.004 
Memls 0.221 (0.047) 0.024 0.217 (0.047) 0.023 
Other manufacturing 0.134 (0.055) 0.014 0.129 (0.056) 0.014 
Construction 0.250 (0.059) 0.029 0.246 (0.059) O.OZ8 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.344 (0.047) 0.041 0.339 (0.048) 0.040 
Transport and communication 0.129 (0.057) 0.014 0.126 (0.057) 0.013 
Finance 0.378 (0.049) 0.047 0.377 (0.049) 0.047 

Rexion: 
South-East 0.062 (0.053) 0.006 0.063 (0.053) 0.006 
South-\\est -0.039 (0.066) -0.004 -0.039 (0.066) -0.004 
Wales -0.051 (0.081) -0.005 -0.051 (0.081) -0.005 
West Midlands 0.014 (0.063) 0.001 0.014 (0.063) 0.001 
East Midlands 0.067 (0.065) 0.007 0.067 (0.065) 0.007 
East Anglia 0.137 (0.078) 0.015 0.136 (0.078) O.oJ5 
Yorkshire and Humbetside 0.092 (0.062) 0.009 0.093 (0.062) 0.010 
North-\\est 0.087 (0.059) 0.009 0.087 (0.059) 0.009 
North 0.104 (0.072) 0.011 0.105 (0.072) 0.011 
Scotland 0.060 (0.062) 0.006 0.060 (0.062) 0.006 

Age -0.032 (0.008) -0.003 -0.032 (0.008) -0.003 
Age2/IOO 0.019 (0.010) 0.002 0.019 (0.010) 0.002 
Part-time 0.497 (0.065) 0.070 0.498 (0.065) O.o?O 
Non-white -0.209 (0.085) -0.017 -0.208 (0.085) -0.017 
Employer size 25+ -0.159 (0.030i -0.016 -0.157 (O.o30i -0.016 
Number of observatiOns 
Pseudo R2 

~6?32 
0.055 

Lb_L?2 
0.055 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.l3 

Training and the Determinants of Male Mobility II: QLFS 

vanante coer. (:;.~:>.} M_arg. coer. (:;.h.) Marg. 
effect effect 

~onstant -1.034 ~g:&~B -0.':112 (0.212) 
Employer-funded training -0.129 -O.Oll 
Other training 0.061 (0.052) 0.006 
Completed training -0.176 (0.104) -0.014 
Contmuing training -0.024 (0.058) -0.002 
Panel dwnmie.r: 

Jun 1992 0.093 (0.051) 0.009 0.095 (0.051) 0.009 
Sep 1992 0.089 (0.051) 0.009 0.089 (0.051) 0.009 
Dec 1992 0.106 (0.051) O.Oll 0.105 (0.051) 0.010 
Mar 1993 0.069 (0.052) 0.007 
Jun 1993 0.088 (0.051) 0.009 
Sep 1993 0.192 (0.050) 0.021 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.200 (0.050) 0.022 0.199 (0.066) 0.021 
Higher vocational 0.162 (0.057) 0.017 0.160 (0.074) 0.017 
Middle vocational 0.096 (0.045) 0.010 0.098 (0.055) 0.010 
Lower vocational 0.031 (0.044) 0.003 -O.Oll (0.060) -0.001 
Other 0.221 (0.054) O.o25 0.212 (0.074) 0.023 

Industry: 
Energy and water 0.098 (0.083) 0.010 0.145 (0.104) 0.015 
Minerals -0.037 (0.079) -0.003 -0.025 (0.104) -0.002 
Metals 0.218 (0.047) 0.024 0.236 (0.062) O.o25 
Other manufacturing 0.129 (0.056) 0.013 0.044 (0.077) 0.004 
Construction 0.246 (0.059) O.o28 0.166 (0.082) 0.017 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.338 (0.048) 0.040 0.367 (0.064) 0.043 
Transport and communication 0.127 (0.057) 0.013 0.127 (0.076) 0.013 
Finance 0.378 (0.049) 0.047 0.394 (0.066) 0.048 

Re~ion: 
outh-East 0.063 (0.053) 0.006 0.082 (0.070) 0.008 

South-\\est -0.039 (0.066) -0.004 -0.138 (0.091) -0.012 
Wales -0.048 (0.081) -0.004 -0.022 (0.108) -0.002 
West Midlands 0.014 (0.063) 0.001 -0.072 (0.086) -0.006 
East Midlands 0.066 (0.065) 0.007 0.065 (0.086) 0.006 
EastAnglia 0.136 (0.078) O.oJ5 0.209 (0.100) 0.023 
Yorkshire and Humherside 0.092 (0.062) 0.009 0.043 (0.084) 0.004 
North-\\est 0.085 (0.059) 0.009 0.083 (0.079) 0.008 
North 0.104 (0.072) O.Oll 0.109 (0.095) 0.011 
Scotland 0.057 (0.062) 0.006 0.088 (0.082) 0.009 

Age -0.032 (0.008) -0.003 -0.040 (0.010) -0.004 
Age2 1100 0.019 (0.010) 0.002 0.032 (0.013) 0.003 
Part-time 0.484 (0.066) 0.067 0.433 (0.090) 0.057 
Non-white -0.209 (0.085) -0.017 -0.189 (O.lll) -0.015 
Employer size 25+ -0.157 (0.030) -0.016 -0.157 (0.040) -0.016 
Numner O,! onservanons 
Pseudo R2 ~6~~~ :{~~~ 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.l4 

Training and the Determinants of Male Mobility III: QLFS 

Vnnable Coet. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 
effect effect 

~onstant -0.924 (0.?13) -0.900 (0.215) 
Non-},ualification training -0.099 (0.067) -0.009 -0.097 (0.067) -0.008 
Quali 1cation training -0.006 (0.075) -0.001 

Other -0.053 (0.128) -0.005 
Lower vocational 0.416 (0.446) 0.054 
Middle vocational -0.033 (0.134) -0.003 
Higher vocational -0.539 (0.273) -0.032 
De~ree 0.258 (0.136) omo 

Pane dummies: 
Jun 1992 0.095 (0.051) 0.009 0.094 (0.051) 0.009 
Sep 1992 0.089 (0.051) 0.009 0.089 (0.051) 0.009 
Dec 1992 0.105 (0.051) 0.010 0.104 (0.051) 0.010 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.200 (0.066) 0.021 0.192 (0.066) 0.020 
Higher vocational 0.160 (0.074) 0.017 0.158 (0.075) 0.016 
Middle vocational 0.098 (0.055) 0.010 0.101 (0.055) 0.010 
Lower vocational -0.011 (0.060) -0.001 -0.007 (0.060) -0.001 
Other 0.212 (0.074) 0.023 0.211 (0.074) 0.023 

Jndustrv: 
Energy and water 0.142 (0.103) 0.015 0.147 (0.104) 0.015 
Minerals -0.026 (0.104) -0.002 -0.021 (0.104) -0.002 
Metals 0.235 (0.062) 0.025 0.236 (0.062) 0.025 
Other manufacturing 0.043 (0.077) 0.004 0.041 (0.077) 0.004 
Construction 0.164 (0.082) 0.017 0.164 (0.082) 0.017 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.366 (0.064) 0.043 0.366 (0.064) 0.043 
Transport and communication 0.126 (0.076) 0.013 0.128 (0.076) 0.013 
Finance 0.393 (0.066) 0.048 0.387 (0.066) 0.047 

Region: 
South-East 0.083 (0.069) 0.008 0.084 (0.070) 0.008 
South-Vkst -0.138 (0.091) -0.012 -0.138 (0.091) -0.012 
Wales -0.020 (0.108) -0.002 -0.015 (0.108) -0.001 
West Midland,. -0.073 (0.086) -0.006 -0.068 (0.086) -0.006 
East Midland ; 0.064 (0.086) 0.006 0.065 (0.086) 0.006 
East Anglia 0.208 (0.100) 0.023 0.209 (0.100) 0.023 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.044 (0.084) 0.004 0.043 (0.084) 0.004 
North-Vkst 0.084 (0.079) 0.008 0.087 (0.079) 0.009 
North 0.109 (0.095) 0.011 0.110 (0.095) 0.011 
Scotland 0.090 (0.082) 0.009 0.092 (0.082) 0.009 

Age -0.040 (0.010) -0.004 -0.041 (0.011) -0.004 
Age2/IOO 0.031 (0.014) 0.003 0.033 (0.014) 0.003 
Part-time 0.431 (0.091) 0.056 0.431 (0.091) 0.056 
Non-white -0.188 AO.II ~~ -0.015 -0.192 

(\0 II ~l -0.015 
Emnlover size 25+ -0.158 0.040 -0.016 -0.157 0.040 -0.016 
Number O.! observatiOns 15131 15131 
Pseudo R2 0.053 0.055 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.l5 

Training and the Determinants of Male Mobility N: QLFS 

Variable Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coet. (S.I:l.) M_arg. 
effect effect 

~onstant :Z:~ ~ -u.~ll (0.21~) 
Employer qualification training (0.108) -0.019 
Employer non-qualification training -0.062 (0.084) -0.005 
Other qualificauon training 0.243 (0.100) 0.027 
Other non-qualification training -0.159 (0.104) -0.013 
Employer continuincf training -0.088 (0.076) -0.008 
Employer complete training -0.279 (0.139) -0.021 
Other continuing training 0.054 (0.081) 0.005 
Other completed training -0.033 (0.154) -0.003 
Panel dummie.<: 

Jun 1992 0.098 (0.051) 0.009 0.096 (0.051) 0.009 
Sep 1992 0.091 (0.051) 0.009 0.089 (0.051) 0.009 
Dec 1992 0.108 (0.051) 0.010 0.107 (0.051) 0.010 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.199 (0.066) 0.021 0.201 (0.066) 0.021 
Higher vocational 0.164 (0.074) 0.017 0.164 (0.074) 0.017 
Middle vocational 0.098 (0.055) 0.009 0.098 (0.055) 0.010 
Lower vocational -0.014 (0.060) -0.001 -0.012 (0.060) -0.001 
Other 0.212 (0.074) 0.023 0.2ll (0.074) 0.023 

lndustrv: 
Energy and water 0.147 (0.104) 0.015 0.148 (0.103) 0.015 
Minerals -0.021 (0.104) -0.002 -0.023 (0.104) -0.002 
Metals 0.238 (0.062) 0.025 0.237 (0.062) 0.025 
Other manufacturing 0.040 (0.077) 0.004 0.043 (0.077) 0.004 
Construction 0.165 (0.082) 0.017 0.167 (0.082) 0.018 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.361 (0.064) 0.042 0.366 (0.064) 0.043 
Transport and communication 0.125 (0.076) 0.013 0.128 (0.076) 0.013 
Finance 0.392 (0.066) 0.047 0.395 (0.066) 0.048 

Re~o:ion: 
South-East 0.084 (0.070) 0.008 0.082 (0.070) 0.008 
South-\\est -0.129 (0.091) -0.011 -0.138 (0.091) -0.012 
Wales -0.019 (0.108) -0.002 -0.019 (0.108) -0.002 
West Midlands -0.069 (0.086) -0.006 -0.072 (0.086) -0.006 
East Midlands 0.065 (0.086) 0.006 0.066 (0.086) 0.006 
East Anglia 0.211 (0.100) 0.023 0.209 (0.100) 0.023 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.045 (0.084) 0.004 0.041 (0.084) 0.004 
North-\\est 0.084 (0.079) 0.008 0.081 (0.079) 0.008 
North O.Jl7 (0.095) 0.012 0.109 (0.095) 0.011 
Scotland 0.092 (0.082) 0.009 0.086 (0.082) 0.008 

Age -0.041 (0.010) -0.004 -0.040 (0.010) -0.004 
Age2/IOO 0.033 (0.014) 0.003 0.032 (0.013) 0.003 
Part-time 0.396 (0.092) 0.050 0.422 (0.091) 0.055 
Non-white -0.188 ~0.11~~ -0.015 -0.188 (0.111) -0.015 
Employer size 25+ -0.154 0.040 -0.015 -0.157 (0.040\ -0.016 
Number o.f observauons 15131 15131 
Pseudo R2 0.055 0.054 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.16 

Training and the Determinants of Young Male Mobility 1: QLFS 

V.mable Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coet (S.E.) M_arg. 
effect effect 

Constant ·U.:lH.i (U.972) -0.099 (0.979) 
Any training in last 4 weeks -0.101 (0.060) -0.015 
Panel dummie.•: 

Jun 1992 0.010 (0.087) 0.002 0.003 (0.087) 0.000 
Sep 1992 0.134 (0.083) 0.022 0.129 (0.083) 0.021 
Dec 1992 0.040 (0.086) 0.006 0.037 (0.086) 0.006 
Mar 1993 -0.073 (0.089) -O.Oll -0.073 (0.089) -O.Oll 
Jun 1993 0.129 (0.084) 0.021 0.121 (0.084) 0.020 
Sep 1993 0.246 (0.083) 0.043 0.247 (0.083) 0.043 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.307 (0.104) 0.055 0.330 (0.105) 0.060 
Higher vocational 0.303 (0.104) 0.055 0.323 (0.104) 0.059 
Middle vocational 0.129 (0.085) 0.021 0.141 (0.086) 0.023 
Lower vocational 0.083 (0.080) 0.013 0.092 (0.080) 0.014 
Other 0.465 (0.135) 0.094 0.474 (0.135) 0.097 

lndustrv: 
Energy and water -0.141 (0.190) -0.020 .1).137 (0.190) -0.019 
Minerals -0.092 (0.145) -0.013 -0.101 (0.145) -0.014 
Metals 0.135 (0.087) 0.022 0.126 (0.087) 0.020 
Other manufacturing 0.102 (0.098) 0.017 0.086 (0.098) 0.014 
Construction 0.134 (0.106) 0.022 0.127 (0.106) 0.021 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.317 (0.081) 0.055 0.305 (0.081) 0.052 
Transport and communication 0.091 (0.106) 0.015 0.082 (0.106) 0.013 
Finance 0.279 (0.089) 0.049 0.278 (0.089) 0.049 

Rex ion: 
South-East 0.237 (0.090) 0.040 0.239 (0.090) 0.040 
South-\\est 0.074 (0.112) 0.012 O.D78 (0.112) 0.012 
Wales 0.096 (0.133) 0.016 0.101 (0.133) 0.016 
West Midlands 0.125 (0.106) 0.020 0.128 (0.106) 0.021 
East Midlands 0.017 (O.ll5) 0.003 0.021 (0.115) 0.003 
East Anglia 0.212 (0.135) 0.037 0.213 (0.135) 0.037 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.101 (0.107) 0.016 0.108 (0.108) O.DI8 
North-\\est 0.130 (0.100) 0.021 0.132 (0.100) 0.022 
North 0.178 (0.123) 0.030 0.188 (0.123) 0.032 
Scotland 0.046 (0.108) 0.007 0.045 (0.108) 0.007 

Age -0.096 (0.084) -0.015 -0.108 (0.084) -0.017 
Age21100 0.146 (0.179) 0.022 0.169 (0.180) 0.026 
Part-time 0.453 (0.092) 0.090 0.453 (0.092) 0.090 
Non-white -0.203 (0.143) -0.027 -0.199 (0.143) -0.027 
Employer size 25+ -0.217 (0.049) -0.035 -0.213 (0.049) -0.035 
Number o! observauons 
Pseudo R2 8.6~~ ~~~ 
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TABLEB.l7 

Training and the Determinants of Young Male Mobility II: QLFS 

Variable Coet. (:S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 
effect effect 

Constant :8:~~~ <2.980) -u.988 (l..iU.i) 
Employer-funded training (0.081) -0.031 
Other training 0.029 (0.079) 0.005 
Completed training -0.118 (0.181) -0.016 
Conunuing training -0.138 (0.087) -0.019 
Panel dummies: 

Jun 1992 0.004 (0.087) 0.001 0.001 (0.088) 0.000 
Sep 1992 0.132 (0.083) 0.021 0.130 (0.083) 0.020 
Dec 1992 0.044 (0.086) 0.007 0.035 (0.086) 0.005 
Mar 1993 -0.071 (0.090) -0.010 
Jun 1993 0.124 (0.084) 0.020 
Sep 1993 

Hi!(he.•t education qualification: 
0.249 (0.084) 0.043 

Degree 0.338 (0.105) 0.061 0.173 (0.141) O.o28 
Higher vocational 0.334 (0.105) 0.061 0.244 (0.133) 0.041 
Middle vocational 0.146 (0.086) 0.023 0.047 (0.107) 0.007 
Lower vocational 0.089 (0.081) 0.014 -0.050 (0.104) -0.007 
Other 0.471 (0.136) 

Industry: 
0.0% 0.412 (0.197) O.o78 

Energy and water -0.129 (0.190) -0.018 -0.288 (0.264) -0.034 
Minerals -0.098 (0.145) -0.014 -0.142 (0.191) -0.019 
Metals 0.125 (0.087) 0.020 0.147 (0.116) 0.023 
Other manufacturing 0.082 (0.098) 0.013 -0.073 (0.138) -0.010 
Construction 0.118 (0.106) 0.019 0.095 (0.142) 0.015 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.296 (0.081) 0.050 0.344 (0.108) 0.057 
Transport and communication 0.079 (0.106) 0.013 0.212 (0.135) O.o35 
Finance 0.275 (0.089) 0.048 0.277 (0.121) 0.047 

Re/(ion: 
South-East 0.236 (0.090) 0.040 0.273 (0.118) 0.045 
South-\\est O.D78 (0.112) 0.012 0.108 (0.146) 0.017 
Wales 0.103 (0.133) 0.017 0.340 (0.170) 0.061 
West Midlands 0.127 (0.107) 0.021 -0.072 (0.151) -0.010 
East Midlands 0.017 (0.116) 0.003 0.023 (0.152) 0.003 
East Anglia 0.210 (0.135) 0.037 0.213 (0.172) O.o35 
Yorkshire and Humbcrside 0.105 (0.108) 0.017 0.066 (0.144) 0.010 
Nonh-\\est 0.127 (0.100) 0.021 0.130 (0.132) 0.020 
Nonh 0.185 (0.123) 0.032 0.263 (0.159) 0.045 
Scotland 0.038 (0.108) 0.006 0.045 (0.145) 0.007 

Age -0.110 (0.084) -0.017 -0.023 (0.112) -0.003 
Age21100 0.172 (0.180) 0.026 -0.015 (0.240) -0.002 
Part-time 0.424 (0.093) 0.083 0.420 (0.127) 0.079 
Non-white -0.201 ~~-14~~ -0.027 -0.061 (0.18~~ -0.008 
Employer size 25+ -0.212 0.049 -0.034 -0.190 (0.066 -0.029 
Number of observallons 6474 377_6 
Pseudo R2 0.054 0.054 
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TABLEB.l8 

Training and the Determinants of Young Male Mobility III: QLFS 

Variable Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 
effect effect 

Constant -I.ULO (1..11,1~) -0.858 (1.327) 
Non-i}.ualification training -0.161 (0.123) -0.021 -0.155 (0.123) -0.020 
Quali •cation training -0.118 (0.099) -0.016 

Other -0.188 (0.190) -0.024 
Lower vocational -0.024 (0.657) -0.003 
Middle vocational -0.126 (0.152) -0.017 
Higher vocatio"lal -0.524 (0.293) -0.052 
De free 0.151 (0.190) 0.024 

Pane dummie.,·: 
Jun 1992 0.003 (0.088) 0.000 0.000 (0.088) 0.000 
Sep 1992 0.132 (0.083) 0.020 0.131 (0.084) 0.020 
Dec 1992 0.036 (0.086) 0.005 0.037 (0.086) 0.005 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.173 (0.141) O.OZ8 0.153 (0.142) 0.024 
Higher vocational 0.243 (0.133) 0.040 0.242 (0.133) 0.040 
Middle vocational 0.046 (0.107) 0.007 0.051 (0.107) 0.008 
Lower vocational -0.051 (0.104) -0.007 -0.043 (0.104) -0.006 
Other 0.412 (0.197) 0.078 0.411 (0.198) 0.077 

lndustrv: 
Energy and water -0.290 (0.264) -0.034 -0.289 (0.264) -0.034 
Minerals -0.143 (0.191) -0.019 -0.140 (0.192) -0.018 
Metals 0.145 (0.115) 0.022 0.139 (0.116) 0.021 
Other manufacturing -0.074 (0.138) -0.010 -0.080 (0.138) -0.011 
Construction 0.093 (0.142) 0.014 0.084 (0.143) 0.013 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.344 (0.108) 0.057 0.336 (0.109) O.OS5 
Transport and communication 0.211 (0.135) 0.035 0.210 (0.136) 0.034 
Finance 0.276 (0.121) 0.046 0.259 (0.122) 0.043 

Region: 
South-East 0.272 (0.118) 0.044 0.269 (0.118) 0.044 
South-\\lost 0.105 (0.146) 0.016 0.108 (0.146) 0.017 
Wales 0.338 (0.170) 0.061 0.342 (0.170) 0.061 
West Midlands -0.073 (0.151) -0.010 -0.069 (0.151) -0.010 
East Midlands 0.022 (0.152) 0.003 0.029 (0.152) 0.004 
East Ang1ia 0.213 (0.172) O.o35 0.208 (0.172) 0.034 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.064 (0.144) 0.010 0.064 (0.144) 0.010 
North-\\lost 0.129 (0.132) 0.020 0.129 (0.132) 0.020 
North 0.261 (0.159) 0.044 0.261 (0.160) 0.044 
Scotland 0.043 (0.145) 0.006 0.042 (0.145) 0.006 

Age -0.020 (0.113) -0.003 -0.033 (0.114) -0.005 
Age2/100 -0.020 (0.240) -0.003 0.007 (0.244) 0.001 
Part-time 0.419 (0.127) 0.079 0.417 (0.128) O.D78 
Non-white -0.061 wl8:~ -0.008 -0.070 ~?·18~~ -0.010 
Employer size 25+ -0.190 0.066 -0.029 -0.191 0.066 -0.029 
Number o!· observations 3776 3776 
Pseudo R2 0.054 0.056 
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TABLEB.l9 

Training and the Determinants of Young Male Mobility IV: QLFS 

Vanable Coet. (S.E.) ~arg. Coef. (S.E.) M_arg. 
effect effect 

~onstaDI -l.Ul4 (UIJIS) -O.'J'JU (UU4) 
Employer qualification training -0.342 (0.139) -0.040 
Employer non-qualification training -0.085 (0.160) -0.012 
Other qualification training 0.114 (0.132) O.Ql8 
Other non-qualification training -0.261 (0.184) -0.032 
Employer continuing training -0.279 (0.120) -0.034 
Employer completed training -0.079 (0.222) -0.011 
Other continuin.f training 0.005 (0.115) 0.001 
Other complete training -0.193 (0.304) -0.024 
Panel dummies: 

Jun 1992 0.007 (0.088) 0.001 0.001 (0.088) 0.000 
Sep 1992 0.138 (0.084) 0.021 0.134 (0.083) 0.020 
Dec 1992 0.040 (0.087) 0.006 0.039 (0.086) 0.006 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.173 (0.141) 0.027 0.176 (0.141) O.Q28 
Higher vocational 0.254 (0.133) 0.042 0.250 (0.133) 0.042 
Middle vocational 0.047 (0.107) 0.007 0.046 (0.107) 0.007 
Lower vocational -0.051 (0.104) -0.007 -0.055 (0.104) -0.008 
Other 0.41\ (0.198) 0.077 0.409 (0.197) 0.077 

lndustrv: 
Energy and water -0.294 (0.267) -0.035 -0.294 (0.265) -0.035 
Minerals -0.138 (0.192) -0.018 -0.141 (0.191) -0.019 
Metals 0.147 (0.116) 0.023 0.145 (0.116) 0.022 
Other manufacturing -0.081 (0.138) -0.011 -0.079 (0.138) -0.011 
Construction 0.095 (0.143) 0.014 0.091 (0.143) 0.014 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.334 (0.109) 0.055 0.336 (0.109) 0.055 
Transport and communication 0.204 (0.136) 0.033 0.205 (0.136) 0.033 
Finance 0.268 (0.121) 0.045 0.269 (0.121) 0.045 

Region: 
South-East 0.272 (0.118) 0.044 0.273 (0.118) 0.044 
South-\'kst 0.119 (0.146) O.Ql8 0.111 (0.146) 0.017 
Wales 0.339 (0.170) 0.060 0.341 (0.170) 0.061 
\\est Midlands -0.071 (0.151) -0.010 -0.075 (0.151) -0.010 
East Midlands 0.019 (0.152) 0.003 0.021 (0.152) 0.003 
East Anglia 0.216 (0.172) 0.036 0.210 (0.172) 0.035 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.063 (0.144) 0.009 0.066 (0.144) 0.010 
North-\'kst 0.126 (0.133) 0.019 0.123 (0.132) 0.019 
North 0.275 (0.160) 0.047 0.267 (0.160) 0.046 
Scotland 0.048 (0.146) 0.007 0.045 (0.145) 0.007 

Age -0.019 (0.113) -0.003 -0.021 (0.113) -0.003 
Age2 /JOO -0.025 (0.241) -0.004 -0.019 (0.240) -0.003 
Part-time 0.369 (0.129) 0.067 0.388 (0.129) 0.071 
Non-white -0.056 (0.184) -0.008 -0.062 (0.184) -0.009 
Emplover size 25+ -0.180 (0.067\ -0.027 -0.184 (0.067\ -0.028 
Num~er o,! observauons J77b &1~~ Pseudo R2 0.058 
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TABLEB.20 

Training and the Determinants of Female Mobility 1: QLFS 

Vanable coer. (:S.t:.) M_arg. coer. (:S.t:.) M_arg. 
effect effect 

Constant -0.270 (O.I5:i) -0.2(>9 (0.153) 
Any training in last 4 weeks -0.004 (0.035) 0.000 
Panel dummies: 

Jun 1992 -0.022 (0.047) -0.003 -0.023 (0.047) -0.003 
Sep 1992 0.073 (0.046) 0.009 0.073 (0.046) 0.009 
Dec 1992 -0.017 (0.047) -0.002 -0.017 (0.047) -0.002 
Mar 1993 -0.024 (0.047) -0.003 -0.024 (0.047) -0.003 
Jun 1993 0.086 (0.046) 0.011 0.086 (0.046) 0.011 
Sep 1993 0.085 (0.046) 0.011 0.085 (0.046) 0.011 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.212 (0.051) 0.029 0.213 (0.051) 0.029 
Higher vocational 0.069 (0.049) 0.009 0.070 (0.050) 0.009 
Middle vocational 0.041 (0.046) 0.005 0.042 (0046) 0.005 
Lower vocational 0.017 (0.036) 0.002 0.017 (0.036) 0.002 
Other -0.007 (0.063) -0.001 -0.007 (0.063) -0.001 

lndu.nry: 
Energy and water -0.140 (0.152) -0.015 -0.140 (0.152) -0.015 
Minerals 0.017 (0.106) 0.002 0.017 (0.106) 0.002 
Metals 0.248 (0.058) 0.036 0.248 (0.058) 0.036 
Other manufacturing 0.271 (0.051) 0.039 0.271 (0.051) 0.039 
Construction 0.216 (0.094) 0.031 0.216 (0.094) 0.031 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.269 (0.033) 0.037 0.269 (0.033) 0.037 
Transport and communication 0.102 (0.071) 0.013 0.102 (0.071) 0.013 
Finance 0.070 (0.041) 0.009 0.070 (0.041) 0.009 

Region: 
South-East -0.018 (0.049) -0.002 -0.018 (0.049) -0.002 
South-\\est -0.005 (0.058) -0.001 -0.005 (0.058) -0.001 
Wales -0.182 (0.074) -0.019 -0.182 (0.074) -0.019 
West Midlands -0.068 (0.057) -0.008 -0.068 (0.057) -0.008 
East Midlands -0.040 (0.060) -0.005 -0.040 (0.060) -0.005 
East Anglia -0.058 (0.075) -0.007 -0.058 (0.075) -0.007 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.084 (0.057) -0.010 -0.084 (0.057) -0.010 
North-\\est -0.039 (0.054) -0.005 -0.039 (0.054) -0.005 
North -0.151 (0.067) -0.017 -0.151 (0.067) -0.017 
Scotland -0.075 (0.058) -0.009 -0.076 (0.058) -0.009 

Age -0.048 (0.008) -0.006 -0.048 (0.008) -0.006 
Age2 /IOO 0.029 (0.011) 0.004 0.029 (0.011) 0.004 
Part-time 0.201 (0.028) 0.025 0.200 (0.028) 0.025 
Non-white -0.210 (0.081) -0.022 -0.210 (0.081) -0.022 
Employer size 25+ -0.143 (0.026\ -0.018 -0.143 /0.026\ -0.018 
Number O! observations 
Pseudo R2 

2500() 
0.060 ~5&o;; 
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TABLEB.21 

Training and the Determinants of Female Mobility II: QLFS 

Yariable Coel. (S.E.) M_!lfg. Coef. (S.E.) M_arg. 
effect effect 

~onstant =8:m (Q. !~~~ -0.:>411 (U.:tU5) 
Employer-funded training (0.051) -0.016 
Other training 0.110 (0.044) 0.014 
Completed training -0.115 (0.094) -0.012 
Contmuing training 0.029 (0.052) 0.003 
Panel dummies: 

Jun 1992 -0.021 (0.047) -0.003 -0.017 (0.047) -0.002 
Sep 1992 0.074 (0.046) 0.009 0.070 (0.046) 0.009 
Dec 1992 -0.017 (0.047) -0.002 -0.017 (0.047) -0.002 
Mar 1993 -0.025 (0.047) -0.003 
Jun 1993 0.085 (0.046) 0.011 
Sep 1993 0.085 (0.046) O.Oll 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.220 (0.051) 0.031 0.283 (0.068) 0.040 
Higher vocational 0.073 (0.050) 0.009 0.164 (0.065) 0.021 
Middle vocational 0.043 (0.046) 0.005 0.120 (0.058) 0.015 
Lower vocational 0.014 (0.036) 0.002 0.013 (0.048) 0.002 
Other -0.011 (0.063) -0.001 -0.052 (0.093) -0.006 

Industry: 
Energy and water -0.129 (0.151) -0.014 -0.025 (0.199) -0.003 
Minerals 0.018 (0.106) 0.002 0.070 (0.138) 0.009 
Metals 0.245 (0.058) 0.035 0.320 (0.074) 0.047 
Other manufacturing 0.267 (0.051) 0.038 0.343 (0.067) 0.051 
Construction 0.218 (0.094) 0.031 0.278 (0.126) 0.040 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.265 (0.033) 0.036 0.290 (0.045) 0.039 
Transport and communication 0.102 (0.071) 0.013 0.202 (0.093) O.o28 
Finance 0.071 (0.041) 0.009 0.038 (0.057) 0.005 

Region: 
South-East -0.017 (0.049) -0.002 -0.012 (0.065) -0.001 
South-\\est -0.004 (0.058) 0.000 -0.055 (0.080) -0.006 
Wales -0.179 (0.074) -0.019 -0.046 (0.095) -0.005 
West Midlands -0.068 (0.058) -0.008 -0.076 (0.079) -0.009 
East Midlands -0.040 (0.060) -0.005 -0.005 (0.080) -0.001 
East Anglia -0.058 (0.075) -0.007 -0.059 (0.102) -0.007 
Yorkshire and Hurnberside -0.083 (0.057) -0.010 0.017 (0.075) 0.002 
North-\\est -0.040 (0.054) -0.005 0.002 (0.073) 0.000 
North -0.150 (0.067) -0.016 -0.113 (0.090) -0.012 
Scotland -0.074 (0.058) -0.009 0.020 (0.076) 0.002 

Age -0.047 (0.008) -0.006 -O.o38 (0.011) -0.005 
Age2/100 0.027 (0.011) 0.003 0.018 (0.015) 0.002 
Part-time 0.193 (0.028) 0.024 0.235 (0.037) 0.029 
Non-white -0.211 (0.081) -0.022 -0.215 (0.108) -0.022 
Employer size 25+ -0.145 (0.026\ -0.018 -0.170 (0.035\ -0.021 
Number o,! observations 25UW 14:l57 
Pseudo R2 0.061 0.059 
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TABLEB.22 

Training and the Determinants of Female Mobility III: QLFS 

Vanable Coef. (S.E.) M_arg. Coef. (:,.1:'..) M_arg. 
effect effect 

~onstant -0.5n (0.206) -0.557 <<!2qz> 
Non-:liualification training -0.100 (0.063) -0.011 -0.098 (0.063) -0.011 
Quali tcation training 0.109 (0.065) 0.014 

Other 0.091 (0.105) 0.011 
Lower vocational 0.402 (0.186) 0.064 
Middle vocational -0.014 (0.167) -0.002 
Higher vocational 0.247 (0.132) O.D35 
De free 0.007 (0.157) 0.001 

Pane dummie.,·: 
Jun 1992 -0.016 (0.047) -0.002 -0.014 (0.048) -0.002 
Sep 1992 0.074 (0.046) 0.009 0.074 (0.046) 0.009 
Dec 1992 -0.017 (0.047) -0.002 -0.016 (0.047) -0.002 

Highest education qualification: 
0.287 (0.068) Degree 0.041 0.291 (0.068) 0.041 

Higher vocational 0.164 (0.065) 0.021 0.159 (0.065) 0.021 
Middle vocational 0.121 (0.058) O.Dl5 0.122 (0.058) O.Dl5 
Lower vocational 0.014 (0.048) 0.002 0.011 (0.048) 0.001 
Other -0.056 (0.093) -0.006 -0.057 (0.093) -0.006 

lndustrv: 
Energy and water -0.027 (0.199) -0.005 -0.042 (0.201) -0.005 
Minerals 0.071 (0.138) 0.009 0.073 (0.138) 0.009 
Metals 0.321 (0.074) 0.047 0.323 (0.074) 0.047 
Other manufacturing 0.346 (0.067) 0.051 0.346 (0.067) 0.051 
Construction 0.275 (0.126) 0.040 0.279 (0.126) 0.040 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.292 (0.045) 0.039 0.294 (0.045) 0.039 
Transport and communication 0.207 (0.093) O.D28 0.203 (0.093) O.D28 
Finance 0.038 (0.057) 0.005 0.041 (0.057) 0.005 

ReKion: 
South-East -0.012 (0.065) -0.001 -0.013 (0.065) -0.002 
South-\\est -0.057 (0.080) -0.006 -0.061 (0.080) -0.007 
Wales -0.052 (0.095) -0.006 -0.055 (0.095) -0.006 
West Midlands -0.080 (0.079) -0.009 -0.084 (0.079) -0.009 
East Midlands -0.009 (0.081) -0.001 -0.012 (0.081) -0.001 
East Ang!ia -0.059 (0.102) -0.007 -0.060 (0.102) -0.007 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.015 (0.075) 0.002 0.012 (0.075) 0.001 
North-\\est -0.001 (0.073) 0.000 -0.003 (0.073) 0.000 
North -0.115 (0.090) -0.013 -0.120 (0.090) -0.013 
Scotland 0.019 (0.076) 0.002 0.017 (0.076) 0.002 

Age -0.037 (0.011) -0.004 -0.038 (0.011) -0.004 
Age2fJOO 0.016 (0.015) 0.002 0.018 (0.015) 0.002 
Part-time 0.232 (0.037) 0.028 0.233 (0.037) O.D28 
Non-white -0.214 (0.108) -0.022 -0.215 (0.108) -0.022 
Employer size 25+ -0.170 (O.D35) -0.021 -0.170 (0.035) -0.021 
Number O! observauons 143)/ 1435/ 
Pseudo R2 0.060 0.061 

128 



TABLEB.23 

Training and the Determinants of Female Mobility IV: QLFS 

vanal>le Coet. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 
effect effect 

Constant :g:g~~ (0.~~) -U.))~ (U.~Ub) 
Employer qualification training (0.097) -0.006 
Employer non-qualification training -0.166 (0.087) -0.017 
Other qualificatiOn training 0.239 (0.084) 0.033 
Other non-qualification training -0.038 (0.085) -0.004 
Employer continuin! training -0.118 (0.078) -0.013 
Employer complete training -0.113 (0.116) -0.012 
Other continuing training 0.139 (0.066) 0.018 
Other completed training -0.126 (0.152) -0.014 
Panel dummies: 

Jun 1992 -0.013 (0.048) -0.002 -0.016 (0.047) -0.002 
Sep 1992 0.074 (0.046) 0.009 0.071 (0.046) 0.009 
Dec 1992 -0.017 (0.047) 

Highest education qualification: 
-0.002 -0.018 (0.047) -0.002 

Degree 0.291 (0.068) 0.041 0.287 (0.068) 0.040 
Higher vocational 0.165 (0.065) 0.021 0.166 (0.065) 0.022 
Middle vocational 0.119 (0.058) 0.015 0.118 (0.058) 0.015 
Lower vocational 0.011 (0.048) 0.001 0.009 (0.048) 0.001 
Other -0.057 (0.093) -0.006 -0.053 (0.093) -0.006 

Industry: 
Energy and water -0.011 (0.199) -0.001 -0.010 (0.198) -0.001 
Minerals 0.075 (0.138) 0.009 0.076 (0.138) 0.010 
Metals 0.31& (0.074) 0.046 0.315 (0.074) 0.046 
Other manufacturing 0.343 (0.067) 0.051 0.338 (0.067) 0.050 
Construction 0.279 (0.126) 0.040 0.279 (0.126) 0.040 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.289 (0.045) 0.039 0.287 (0.045) 0.038 
Transport and communication 0.207 (0.093) 0.028 0.201 (0.093) 0.027 
Finance 0.039 (0.057) 0.005 0.037 (0.057) 0.004 

Region: 
South-East -0.011 (0.065) -0.001 -0.012 (0.065) -0.001 
South-\\est -0.056 (0.080) -0.006 -0.055 (0.080) -0.006 
Wales -0.049 (0.095) -0.006 -0.044 (0.095) -0.005 
West Midlands -0.082 (0.079) -0.009 -0.079 (0.079) -0.009 
East Midlands -0.010 (0.081) -0.001 -0.007 (0.081) -0.001 
East Anglia -0.058 (0.102) -0.007 -0.059 (0.102) -0.007 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.017 (0.075) 0.002 0,018 (0.075) 0.002 
North-\\est 0.000 (0.073) 0.000 0.002 (0.073) 0.000 
Nonh -0.114 (0.090) -0.012 -0.113 (0.090) -0.012 
Scotland 0.021 (0.076) 0.002 0.020 (0.076) 0.002 

Age -0.036 (0.011) -0.004 -0.037 (0.011) -0.004 
Age2/IOO 0.016 (0.015) 0.002 0.017 (0.015) 0.002 
Part-time 0.225 (0.037) 0.027 0.228 (0.037) O.D28 
Non-white -0.216 (0.108) -0.022 -0.217 (0.108) -0.022 
Employer size 25+ -0.170 {0,035) -0.021 -0.170 {0,035) -0.021 
Number O.! ooservanons 
Pseudo R2 

14,')1 
0.060 

1_4:5< 
0.060 
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TABLEB.24 

Training and the Determinants of Young Female Mobility I: QLFS 

vanatlle Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (:S.h.) M~rg. 
effect effect 

Constant 2.194 (0.892) 
.5:~¥: ~g:gm Any training in last 4 weeks -0.014 

Panel dummies: 
Jun 1992 0.005 (0.080) 0.001 0.001 (0.080) 0.000 
Sep 1992 0.077 (0.079) 0.015 0,075 (0.079) 0.015 
Dec 1992 0.144 (0.077) 0.029 0.143 (0.077) 0.029 
Mar 1993 0.139 (0.078) O.Q28 0.139 (0.G78) O.Q28 
Jun 1993 0.166 (O.G78) 0.034 0.163 (0.078) 0.033 
Sep 1993 0.197 (0.077) 0.041 0.196 (0.077) 0.041 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.342 (0.101) 0.077 0.358 (0.102) 0.081 
Higher vocational 0.152 (0.102) 0.031 0.165 (0.103) 0.034 
Middle vocational 0.080 (0.087) 0.016 0.088 (0.087) 0.017 
Lower vocational -0.010 (0.079) -0.002 -0.007 (0.079) -0.001 
Other 0.114 (0.153) 0.023 0.119 (0.153) 0.024 

lndu.l'trv: 
Energy and water -0.072 (0.217) -0.013 -0.069 (0.218) -0.013 
Minerals 0.209 (0.150) 0.045 0.209 (0.150) 0.045 
Metals 0.205 (0.099) 0.044 0.203 (0.099) 0.043 
Other manufacturing 0.212 (0.084) 0.045 0.206 (0.084) 0.043 
Construction 0.244 (0.160) 0.054 0.240 (0.161) 0.052 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.306 (0.057) 0.064 0.304 (0.057) 0.064 
Transport and communication 0.152 (0.105) 0.031 0.150 (0.105) 0.031 
Finance 0.056 (0.064) 0.011 0.057 (0.064) 0.011 

Region: 
South-East -0.070 (0.078) -0.013 -0.070 (0.079) -0.013 
South-\\est -0.137 (0.097) -0.024 -0.137 (0.097) -0.024 
Wales -0.208 (0.122) -0.035 -0.213 (0.122) -0.036 
West Midlands -0.104 (0.093) -0.019 -0.105 (0.093) -0.019 
East Midlands -0.132 (0.101) -0.024 -0.134 (0.101) -0.024 
East Anglia -0.167 (0.129) -0.029 -0.165 (0.129) -0.029 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.131 (0.092) -0.023 -0.129 (0.092) -0.023 
Nonh-\\tst -0.033 (0.086) -0.006 -0.034 (0.086) -0.006 
Nonh -0.229 (0.108) -0.039 -0.231 (0.108) -0.039 
Scotland -0.128 (0.093) -0.023 -0.134 (0.093) -0.024 

Age -0.249 (0.078) -0.048 -0.257 (0,078) -0.049 
Age21100 0.418 (0.168) 0.080 0.433 (0.168) 0.083 
Part-time 0.249 (0.052) 0.052 0.248 (0.052) 0.051 
Non-white -0.145 (0.120) -0.026 -0.144 (0.120) -0.025 
Employer size 25+ -0.193 (0.044) -0.038 -0.190 (0.044) -0.038 
Number of observattons 
Pseudo R2 

~548 
0.052 3.~fz 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.25 

Training and the Determinants of Young Female Mobility II: QLFS 

Variable Coei. (S.E.) ~i Coef. (S.E.) M_arg. 
effect 

~onstant .&:f~j ~g:g~g~ 2.63lf (1.214) 
Employer-funded training ..0.034 
Other training 0.019 (0.068) 0.004 
Completed training -0.258 (0.170) -0.039 
Contmuing training -0.131 (0.082) -0.022 
Panel dummies: 

Jun 1992 0.001 (0.080) 0.000 0.004 (0.081) 0.001 
Sep 1992 0.072 (0.079) 0.014 0.081 (0.080) 0.015 
Dec 1992 0.140 (0.078) O.o28 0.143 (0.078) 0.026 
Mar 1993 0.134 (0.079) 0.027 
Jun 1993 0.159 (0.078) 0.033 
Sep 1993 0.195 (0.077) 0.040 

Highe..r education qualification: 
Degree 0.365 (0.102) 0.083 0.457 (0.135) 0.101 
Higher vocational 0.166 (0.103) 0.034 0.158 (0.137) 0.030 
Middle vocational 0.090 (0.087) 0.018 0.147 (0.112) 0.027 
Lower vocational -0.009 (0.079) -0.002 -0.029 (0.105) -0.005 
Other 0.114 (0.154) 0.023 -0.056 (0.235) -0.010 

Industry: 
Energy and water -0.061 (0.218) ..0.011 -0.002 (0.313) 0.000 
Minerals 0.216 (0.150) 0.047 0.360 (0.192) O.D78 
Metals 0.200 (0.099) 0.042 0.310 (0.125) 0.065 
Other manufacturing 0.204 (0.084) 0.043 0.254 (0.115) 0.051 
Construction 0.243 (0.161) 0.053 0.253 (0.237) 0.052 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.301 (0.057) 0.063 0.363 (0.077) 0.072 
Transport and communication 0.150 (0.105) 0.031 0.317 (0.138) 0.067 
Finance 0.059 (0.064) 0.012 0.014 (0.090) 0.002 

Ref?ion: 
South-East -0.069 (0.079) -0.013 -0.180 (0.106) -0.030 
South-\\est -0.133 (0.097) -0.024 -0.266 (0.134) -0.041 
Wales -0.210 (0.122) ..0.036 -0.217 (0.160) -0.034 
West Midlands -0.106 (0.093) ..0.019 -0.246 (0.129) -0.038 
East Midlands -0.135 (0.101) ..0.024 -0.104 (0.133) -0.017 
East Anglia -0.164 (0.129) ..0.028 -0.301 (0.173) -0.044 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.127 (0.092) -0.023 -0.117 (0.121) -0.019 
North-\\est -0.035 (0.086) -0.007 -0.173 (0.120) -0.028 
North -0.227 (0.108) -0.038 -0.305 (0.147) -0.045 
Scotland -0.131 (0.093) -0.023 -0.066 (0.121) -0.011 

Age -0.252 (0.078) -0.048 -0.288 (0.106) -0.051 
Age2/IOO 0.425 (0.168) 0.081 0.504 (0.228) 0.089 
Part-time 0.239 (0.052) 0.049 0.322 (0.070) 0.064 
Non-white -0.146 ~g~~ -0.026 -0.342 ~8:~6~ -0.049 
Employer size 25+ -0.191 -0.038 -0.192 -0.035 
Number O! observallons 8.t~~ 

37!!5 
Pseudo R2 0.064 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.26 

Training and the Determinants of Young Female Mobility III: QLFS 

Van able Coet. (:S.b.) Mar g. Coet. (S.b.) Marg. 
effect effect 

Constant ~-?J4 (1.~!5) 2.813 (1.227) 
Non-~ualification training -0.190 (0.110) -0.030 -0.189 (0.110) -0.030 
Quali !cation training -0.125 (0.096) -0.021 

Other -0.016 (0.150) -0.003 
Lower vocational 0.007 (0.347) 0.001 
Middle vocational -0.400 (0.218) -0.055 
Higher vocational 0.029 (0.193) 0.005 
De~ree -0.283 (0.238) -0.042 

Pane dummie.a;: 
Jun 1992 0.004 (0.081) 0.001 0.002 (0.081) 0.000 
Sep 1992 0.082 (0.080) 0.015 0.082 (0.080) 0.015 
Dec !992 0.142 (0.078) 0.026 0.141 (0.078) 0.026 

Highest education qualification: 
0.467 Degree 0.457 (0.135) 0.101 (0.136) 0.103 

Higher vocational 0.158 (0.137) 0.030 0.155 (0.137) 0.030 
Middle vocational 0.147 (0.112) 0.027 0.149 (0.112) 0.028 
Lower vocational -0.029 (0.105) -0.005 -0.031 (0.105) -0.005 
Other -0.058 (0235) -0.010 -0.058 (0235) -0.010 

Industry: 
Energy and water -0.004 (0.313) -0.001 -0.026 (0.315) -0.005 
Minerals 0.362 (0.192) 0.079 0.374 (0.193) 0.082 
Metals 0.312 (0.125) 0.065 0.314 (0.125) 0.066 
Other manufacturing 0.253 (0.115) 0.051 0.260 (0.115) 0.052 
Construction 0.252 (0.237) 0.052 0.259 (0.237) 0.053 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.363 (0.077) 0.072 0.370 (0.077) 0.074 
Transport and communication 0.318 (0.138) 0.067 0.321 (0.139) 0.068 
Finance 0.013 (0090) 0.002 0.017 (0.090) 0.003 

Region: 
South-East -0.179 (0.106) -0.030 -0.182 (0.106) -0.030 
South-\\est -0.267 (0 134) -0.041 -0.271 (0.135) -0.041 
Wales -0.217 (0.160) -0.034 -0.222 (0.160) -0.034 
West Midlands -0.247 (0.129) -0.038 -0.258 (0.129) -0.040 
East Midlands -0.104 (0.133) -0.017 -0.117 (0.133) -0.019 
East Anglia -0.299 (0.173) -0.044 -0.311 (0.173) -0.045 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.116 (0.121) -0.019 -0.127 (0 122) -0.021 
North-\\est -0.172 (0.120) -0.028 -0.179 (0.120) -0.029 
Nonh -0.304 (0.147) -0.045 -0.315 (0.147) -0.046 
Scotland -0.067 (0.121) -0.011 -0.074 (0.121) -0.013 

Age -0.288 (0.106) -0.051 -0.302 (0.107) -0.053 
Age2fl00 0.504 (0.228) 0.089 0.533 (0.230) 0.094 
Part-time 0.321 (0.070) 0.064 0.331 (0.070) 0.066 
Non-white -0.339 (O.I7;J -0.049 -0.341 (0.177) -0.049 
Employer size 25+ -0.193 (0.060 -0.035 -0.194 (0.060) -0.036 
Number o% observations 378_5 3785 
Pseudo R2 0.064 0.065 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.27 

Training and the Determinants of Young Female Mobility IV: QLFS 

vanaDie l.:oet. (:S.li.) Mar g. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 
effect effect 

<.;onstant -~:~ (1.2~~~ 2.601 (1.215) 
Employer qualification training (0.142) -0.036 
Employer non-qualification training -0.215 (0.153) ·0.033 
Other qualification training -0.036 (0.124) -0.006 
Other non-qualification training -0.171 (0.149) ·0.027 
Employer continuin.f training -0.286 (0.125) .0.043 
Employer complete training -0.066 (0.193) -0.011 
Other continu~ training -0.024 (0.101) .0.004 
Other compte training -0.857 (0.423) .0.086 
Panel dummies: 

Jun 1992 0.005 (0.081) 0.001 0.002 (0.081) 0.000 
Sep 1992 0.082 (0.080) 0.015 0.083 (0.080) 0.015 
Dec 1992 0.140 (0.078) 0.026 0.138 (0.078) 0.025 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.461 (0.135) 0.102 0.458 (0.135} 0.100 
Higher vocational 0.159 (0.137) 0.030 0.162 (0.137) 0.031 
Middle vocational 0.146 (0.112) 0.027 0.144 (0.112) 0.026 
Lower vocational -0.031 (0.105) -0.005 -0.031 (0.105) .0.005 
Other -0.061 (0.235) -0.010 -0.062 (0.235) .0.010 

Industry: 
Energy and water 0.007 (0.312) 0.001 0.028 (0.314) 0.005 
Minerals 0.367 (0.192) 0.080 0.372 (0.192) 0.081 
Metals 0.308 (0.125) 0.064 0.298 (0.125) 0.061 
Other manufacturing 0253 (0.115) 0.051 0.246 (0.115) 0.049 
Construction 0254 (0.237) 0.052 0.246 (0.237) 0.050 
Wholesale and retail trade 0360 (0.077) 0.072 0.356 (0.077) 0.070 
Transport and communication 0316 (0.138) 0.067 0.316 (0.138) 0.066 
Finance 0015 (0.090) 0.003 O.QJ5 (0.090) 0.003 

Region: 
South-East -0.178 (0.106) -0.029 -0.181 (0.106) .0.030 
South· \\est -0263 (0.135) -0.040 -0.268 (0.135) .0.041 
Wales -0215 (0.160) -0.033 -0.218 (0.161) .0.034 
\\lost Midlands ·0248 (0.129) -0.038 -0.250 (0.129) .0.038 
East Midlands -0104 (0.133) ·0.017 ·0.108 (0.133) .0.018 
EastAnglia -0.298 (0.173) ·0.044 ·0.301 (0.174) .0.044 
Yorkshire and Humberside ·0.112 (0.121) ·0.019 ·0.109 (0.122) ·O.DI8 
North· \\est -0.169 (0.120) -0.027 -0.174 (0.120) .().Q28 
North -0.300 (0.147) -0.045 -0.309 (0.147) .0.045 
Scotland -0.065 (0.121) ·0.011 -0.070 (0.121) .0.012 

Age -0.285 (0.106) -0.050 -0.285 (0.106) -0.050 
Age2 /100 0.500 (0.228) 0.088 0.501 (0.228) 0.088 
Part-time 0.313 (0.070) 0.062 0.313 (0.070) 0.061 
Non-white ·0.340 (0.178) -0.049 ·0.346 (0.17~l ·0.049 
Emo1over size 25+ ·0.191 (0.060\ -0.035 ·0.190 (0.060 -0.035 
Numoer o_! oDservauons -785 3785 
Pseudo R2 0.064 0.066 
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TABLEB.28 

Mobility and the Determinants of Male Training: NCDS 

Vanable 
Coef. 

Prob!t 
Coef. 

IV~l'roblt 
(S.E.) Mar g. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
Constant =i:g~r (0.058) -1.5U (0.HS2) 
Moved job last year (0.023) -0.006 0.423 (0.137) 0.006 
l!<ar dummies: 

1982 0.073 (0.041) 0.010 0.156 (0.049) 0.022 
!983 0.080 (0.041) 0.011 0.161 (0.048) 0.023 
1984 0.099 (0.041) 0.014 0.166 (0.046) 0.024 
1985 0.141 (0.040) 0.020 0.198 (0.044) 0.029 
1986 0.183 (0.040) 0.027 0.224 (0.042) 0.034 
1987 0.163 (0.040) 0.024 0.214 (0.043) 0.032 
1988 0.209 (0.039) 0.031 0.261 (0.042) 0.040 
1989 0.330 (0.038) 0.052 0.367 (0.040) 0.059 
1990 0.464 (0.038) 0.080 0.494 (0.040) 0.086 

Quaner dummie.•: 
2nd quarter 0.035 (0.022) 0.005 0.031 (0.022) 0.004 
3rd quarter 0.085 (0.022) 0.012 0.081 (0.022) 0.011 
4th quarter 0.020 (0.023) 0.003 0.013 (0.023) 0.002 

Hi!!hest education qualification: 
Other 0.245 (0.043) 0.038 0.199 (0.045) 0.030 
0 levels 0.307 (0.033) 0.048 0.303 (0.033) 0.047 
Lower vocational 0.257 (0.035) 0.039 0.205 (0.038) 0.030 
5+ 0 levels 0.483 (0036) 0.085 0.460 (0.036) 0.080 
Middle vocational 0.537 (0.029) 0.090 0.493 (0.032) 0.081 
A levels 0.773 (0.036) 0.161 0.693 (0.044) 0.138 
Higher vocational 0.685 (0.032) 0.133 0.623 (0.038) 0.117 
Degree 0.695 (0.033) 0.135 0.482 (0.075) 0.084 

Industry 1981 job: 
Energy and water -0.120 (0.040) ·0.015 -0.172 (0.043) -0.020 
Minerals -0.023 (0.045) -0.003 -0.060 (0.046) -0.008 
Metals 0.056 (0.027) 0.008 -0.016 (0.036) -0.002 
Other manufacturing -0.041 (0.036) -0.005 -0.087 (0.039) -0.011 
Construction -0.168 (0.038) -0.020 -0.252 (0.047) -0.028 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.067 (0.033) -0.008 -0.188 (0.051) -0.022 
Transport and communication 0.022 (0.034) 0.003 -0.049 (0.041) -0.006 
Finance 0.187 (0.033) O.D28 0.126 (0.038) 0.018 
Other services 0.146 (0.027) 0.021 0.024 (0.047) 0.003 

1981 region: 
South-East 0.001 (0.029) 0.000 0.003 (0.029) 0.000 
South-\\bst -0.203 (0.039) -0.024 -0.170 (0.040) -0.020 
Wales -0.196 (0.045) -0.023 -0.128 (0.050) -0.015 
\\l!st Midlands -0.008 (0.035) -0.001 0.026 (0.037) 0.004 
East Midlands -0.086 (0.037) -0.011 -0.038 (0.040) -0.005 
East Anglia 0.040 (0.049) 0.005 0.095 (0.052) 0.013 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.153 (0.034) 0.022 0.158 (0.034) 0.023 
Nonh-\\bst -0.043 (0.033) -0.006 -0.042 (0.033) -0.005 
North 0.222 (0.036) 0.034 0.223 (0.036) 0.034 
Scotland -0.180 (0.037) -0.021 -0.159 (0.037) -0.019 

Employer size 1981 job: 
lG-24 0.121 (0.033) 0.017 0.123 (0.033) 0.017 
25-99 0.112 (0.029) O.D15 0.123 (0.029) 0.017 
lOG-500 0.195 (0.029) 0.028 0.226 (0.o31) 0.033 
500+ 0.132 (0.030) 0.018 0.187 (0.035) 0.026 

Union member 1981 0.035 (0.019) 0.005 0.074 (0.022) 0.010 
Private sector 1981 -0.249 (0.022) -0.035 -0.333 (0.035) -0.048 
Part-time 1981 -0.124 (0.073) -0.015 -0.085 (0.074\ -0.011 
Numoer O! ooservauons )99,7 59957 
Pseudo R2 0.0704 0.0706 
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TABLEB.29 

Determinants of Male Employer Thaining 1: NCDS 

vanable 
Coef. 

l'rOblt IV:!!£bit 
(S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Ma~g. 

effect effect 
Constant ~.574 (0.~?1) g:g~; ~g:~;~ Moved job last year -0.194 (0.063) -0.054 0.002 
lear dummies: 

1982 0.000 (0.117) 0.000 0.020 (0.139) 0.005 
1983 O.IJ2 (0.117) O.Q28 0.129 (0.138) 0.032 
1984 0.187 (0.117) 0.045 0.198 (0.134) 0.048 
1985 0.217 (O.IJ6) 0.052 0.236 (0.129) 0.056 
1986 0.268 (O.IJ5) 0.062 0.282 (0.122) 0.065 
1987 0.338 (0.117) 0.077 0.342 (0.127) 0.077 
1988 0.322 (0.1J4) 0.074 0.325 (0.125) 0.074 
1989 0.366 (O.IJO) 0.082 0.376 (0.1J6) 0.084 
1990 0.571 (O.IJ2) 0.117 0.578 (O.IJ5) 0.118 

Quarter dummies: 
2nd quarter 0.066 (0.065) 0.017 0.064 (0.065) 0.016 
3rd quarter -0.087 (0.062) -0.023 -0.087 (0.062) -0.023 
4th quarter 0.012 (0.067) 0.003 0.010 (0.067) 0.002 

Highest education qualification: 
Other -0.123 (0.132) -0.033 -0.146 (0.137) -0.040 
0 levels 0.148 (0.107) 0.036 0.139 (0.107) 0.034 
Lower vocational 0.156 (0.1J3) O.D38 0.137 (0.124) 0.034 
5+ 0 levels 0.017 (0.109) 0.004 0.004 (O.IJO) 0.001 
Middle vocational 0.313 (0.093) 0.074 0.301 (0.101) 0.071 
A levels -0.075 (0.106) -0.020 -0.095 (0.126) -0.026 
Higher vocational 0.105 (0.098) 0.026 0.098 (0.113) 0.025 
Degree 

Industry /981 job: 
0.240 (0.099) 0.057 0.183 (0.221) 0.044 

Energy and water 1.003 (0.169) 0.160 1.001 (0.175) 0.160 
Minerals -0.043 (0.136) -O.OIJ -0.047 (0.138) -0.012 
Metals -0.025 (0.082) -0.007 -0.039 (0.104) -0.010 
Other manufacturing O.II7 (0.1J2) 0.029 0.097 (0.1J9) 0.024 
Construction -0.177 (0.112) -0.051 -0.193 (0.135) -0.055 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.216 (0.099) -0.060 -0.238 (0.150) -0.067 
Transport and communication 0.253 (0.104) 0.059 0.246 (0.124) 0.057 
Finance 0.422 (0.099) 0.091 0.406 (O.IJ4) 0.088 
Other services 0.234 (0.074) 0.056 0.21J (0.134) 0.051 

/981 region: 
South-East 0.183 (0.087) 0.045 0.177 (0.087) 0.043 
South-\\est -0.049 (0.1J8) -0.013 -0.029 (0.121) -0.008 
Wales -0.189 (0.131) -0.053 -0.175 (0.146) -0.048 
West Midlands -0.437 (0.096) -0.131 -0.435 (0.102) -0.130 
East Midlands 0.275 (0.117) 0.064 0.277 (0.125) 0.064 
East Anglia 0.086 (0.151) 0.021 0.101 (0.160) 0.025 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.083 (0.096) -0.022 -0.086 (0.096) -0.023 
North-\\est -0.306 (0.093) -0.088 -0.309 (0.093) -0.089 
North 0.067 (0.102) 0.017 0.075 (0.102) 0.019 
Scotland -0.354 (0.104) -0.104 -0.353 (0.106) -0.103 

Employer size 1981 job: 
10-24 -0.064 (0.098) -0.017 -0.065 (0.098) -0.017 
25-99 0.222 (0.089) 0.054 0.228 (0.089) 0.056 
100-500 0.032 (0.086) 0.008 0.032 (0.090) 0.008 
500+ 0.134 (0.089) 0.034 0.142 (0.100) 0.036 

Union member 1981 -0.194 (0.054) -0.050 -0.178 (0.067) -0.046 
Private sector 1981 0.000 (0.067) 0.000 -0.014 (0.103) -0.004 
Part-time 1981 0.707 (0.276i 0.127 0.698 (0.275i 0.126 
Number O! observabons 494u_ 4940 
Pseudo R2 0.0795 0.0774 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub-sample of men who undertook some form of training 
in the quarter. 
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TABLEB.30 

Determinants of Male Completed Training: NCDS 

vanable 
Coef. 

Pro~t 
Coef. 

lV-~r()Dlt 
(S.E.) Mar g. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
Constant -0.832 (U.l~.l) -2.040 (0.447) 
Moved job last year 
lear dummies: 

-0.027 (0.055) -0.010 -0.957 (0.333) -0.031 

1982 0.139 (0.111) 0.054 -0.037 (0.127) -0.014 
1983 0.380 (0.110) 0.150 0.212 (0 125) 0.083 
1984 0.374 (0.109) 0.148 0.228 (0.121) 0.090 
1985 0.393 (0.108) 0.155 0.270 (0.116) 0.106 
1986 0.544 (0.106) 0.214 0.454 (0.110) 0.179 
1987 0.678 (0.106) 0.265 0.563 (0.113) 0.222 
1988 0.714 (0.104) 0.279 0.599 (0.111) 0.235 
1989 0.827 (0.100) 0.320 0.749 (0.104) 0.292 
1990 1.011 (0.100) 0.383 0.950 (0.102) 0.362 

Quarter dummies: 
2nd quarter 0.170 (0.054) 0.066 0.181 (0.054) 0.071 
3rd quarter 0.293 (0.053) 0.115 0.305 (0.053) 0.119 
4th quarter 0.093 (0.056) 0.036 0.108 (0.057) 0.042 

Highest education qualification: 
Other 0.095 (0.116) 0.037 0.189 (0.121) 0.074 
0 levels -0.024 (0.090) -0.009 -0.013 (0.091) -0.005 
Lower vocational 0.126 (0.098) 0.049 0.243 (0.107) 0.095 
5+ 0 levels 0.115 (0.094) 0.045 0.160 (0.095) 0.063 
Middle vocational -0.145 (0.080) -0.055 -0.049 (0.087) -0.019 
A levels -0.080 (0.093) -0.031 0.082 (0 109) 0.032 
Higher vocational -0.020 (0.085) -0.008 0.115 (0.097) 0.045 
Degree 0.150 (0.085) 0.059 0.618 (0.184) 0.243 

Industry /9111 job: 
Energy and water 0.091 (0.098) 0.036 0.206 (0.106) 0.081 
Minerals 0.031 (0.114) 0.012 0.099 (0.117) 0.039 
Metals -0.126 (0.071) -O.D48 0.026 (0.088) 0.010 
Other manufacturing -0.189 (0.096) -0.071 -0.097 (0.101) -0.037 
Construction -0.377 (0.107) -0.138 -0.195 (0.124) -0.074 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.352 (0.089) 0.139 0.619 (0.129) 0.243 
Transport and communication 0.163 (0.084) 0.064 0.330 (0.102) 0.130 
Finance -0.060 (0.077) -0.023 0.071 (0.090) O.OZ8 
Other services -0.184 (0.063) -0.070 0.082 (0.112) O.o32 

/9111 re11ion: 
South-East -0.049 (0.069) -0.019 -0.050 (0.069) -0.019 
South-\\est 0.285 (0.095) 0.112 0.218 (0.098) 0.086 
Wales 0.242 (0.113) O.D95 0.088 (0.125) 0.034 
West Midlands -0.215 (0.085) -0.081 -0.299 (0.089) -0.111 
East Midlands 0.009 (0.090) 0.003 -0.103 (0.098) -0.039 
East Anglia 0.143 (0.117) 0.056 0.015 (0.125) 0.006 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.297 (0.081) -0.110 -0.297 (0.081) -0.110 
North-\\est -0.051 (0.080) -0.019 -0.058 (0.080) -0.022 
North -0.542 (0.084) -0.191 -0.543 (0.084) -0.191 
Scotland -0.081 (0.092) -0.031 -0.128 (0.093) -0.049 

Employer size /9/iljob: 
10-24 -0.013 (0.087) -0.005 -0.014 (0.087) -0.005 
25-99 0.010 (0.077) 0.004 -0.013 (0.078) -0.005 
100-500 0.064 (0.076) O.Q25 -0.005 (0.080) -0.002 
500+ 0.124 (0.077) 0.048 0.010 (0.087) 0.004 

Union member 1981 -0.092 (0.045) -0.035 -0.182 (0.055) -0.070 
Private sector 1981 0.014 (0.05~ 0.005 0.204 

i?08tl_ 
O.o78 

Part-time 1981 0.267 _(0.178 0.105 0.189 0.181 O.o75 
Number o_t observations 4940 4940 
Pseudo R2 0.0744 0.0756 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub-sample of men who undertook some fonn of training 
in the quarter. 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.31 

Determinants of Male Qualification Training: NCDS 

Yanable F'!.?~t IV-Pr~bit 
Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
~!lostant 
Moved job last year 
J!,ar dummie.,: 

~.I~? 
-0.041 

(0.!~1) 
(0.056) -0.016 Km (\).~:) 

(0.331) 0.020 

1982 -0.186 (0.111) -0.073 -0.069 (0.127) -0.027 
1983 -0.291 (0.110) -0.115 -0.182 (0.125) -0.072 
1984 -0.309 (0.110) -0.122 -0.214 (0.121) -0.085 
1985 -0.451 (0.108) -0.178 -0.369 (0.116) -0.146 
1986 -0.529 (0.106) -0.209 -0.469 (0.111) -0.185 
1987 -0.634 (0.106) -0.248 -0.560 (0.113) -0.221 
1988 -0.902 (0.104) -0.344 -0.829 (0.111) -0.319 
1989 -0.958 (0.101) -0.363 -0.906 (0.104) -0.346 
1990 -1.169 (0.101) -0.428 -1.129 (0.103) -0.416 

Quaner dummies: 
2nd quarter -0.026 (0.054) -0.010 -0.034 (0.054) -0.013 
3rd quarter 0.011 (0.053) 0.004 0.004 (0.053) 0.002 
4th quarter 

Highest education qualification: 
-0.021 (0.056) -0.008 -0.032 (0.056) -0.012 

Other 0.301 (0.118) 0.113 0.236 (0.123) 0.090 
0 levels -0.029 (0.092) -0.011 -0.041 (0.092) -0.016 
Lower vocational 0.209 (0.098) 0.080 0.128 (0.107) 0.050 
5+ 0 levels 0.216 (0.094) 0.082 0.182 (0.095) 0.070 
Middle vocational 0.265 (0.080) 0.101 0.198 (0.087) 0.076 
A levels -0.106 (0.093) -0.042 -0.216 (0.109) -0.085 
Higher vocational 0.163 (0.085) 0.062 0.074 (0.097) 0.029 
Degree 0.000 (0.085) 0.000 -0.312 (0.185) -0.124 

Industry 1981 job: 
Energy and water -0.229 (0.099) -0.091 -0.301 (0.107) -0.120 
Minerals 0.249 (0.119) 0.094 0.205 (0.121) O.D78 
Metals 0.041 (0.071) 0.016 -0.058 (0.088) -0.023 
Other manufacturing -0.272 (0.097) -0.108 -0.338 (0.102) -0.134 
Construction 0.198 (0.109) 0.071 0.079 (0.126) 0.029 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.161 (0.089) 0.062 -0.012 (0.128) -0.005 
Transport and communication -0.070 (0.085) -0.028 -0.178 (0.103) -0.070 
Finance 0.036 (0.078) 0.014 -0.049 (0.090) -0.019 
Other services -0.318 (0.064) -0.126 -0.491 (0.112) -0.194 

/98/ region: 
South-East 0.371 (0.070) 0.140 0.373 (0.070) 0.141 
South-\\est 0.448 (0.096) 0.164 0.498 (0.099) 0.181 
W..les 0.257 (0.114) 0.097 0.362 (0.126) 0.134 
\\est Midlands 0.571 (0.086) 0.205 0.628 (0.091) 0.223 
East Midlands 0.746 (0.093) 0.256 0.822 (0.101) 0.277 
East Anglia 0.462 (0.118) 0.167 0.550 (0.127) 0.195 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.799 (0.083) 0.272 0.803 (0.083) 0.273 
North-\\est 0.209 (0.081) 0.080 0.218 (0.081) 0.083 
North 0.862 (0.085) 0.286 0.869 (0.085) 0.288 
Scotland 0.589 (0.093) 0.210 0.622 (0.095) 0.220 

Employer size 1981 job: 
10-24 0.186 (0.085) 0.071 0.184 (0.085) 0.071 
25-99 0.225 (0.076) 0.087 0.240 (0.076) 0.092 
100-500 0.307 (0.074) 0.117 0.351 (0.078) 0.133 
500+ 0.271 (0.076) 0.104 0.344 (0.086) 0.131 

Union member 1981 0.048 (0.046) 0.019 0.108 (0.055) 0.042 
Private sector 1981 -0.183 W05

il 
-0.071 -0.307 ~?·081l -0.118 

Part-time 1981 -0.079 0.171 -0.031 -0.028 0.174 -0.011 
Number o! observanons 4940 4940 
Pseudo R2 0.1006 0.1010 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub··sarnple of men who undertook some form of training 
in the quarter. 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.32 

Detenninants of Male Employer Training II: NCDS 

Variable 
Coef. 

Pro~u 
Coef. 

IV-l'r(lbll 
(S.E.) Marg. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
Constant :~:b~~ ~g:62~l ·b:m (O.I~.i) 
Moved job last year -0.009 (0.145) 0.005 
~ar dummies: 

1982 0.056 (0.045) 0.006 0.140 (0.053) 0.017 
1983 0.079 (0.045) 0.009 0.160 (0.052) 0.020 
1984 0.112 (0.044) 0.013 0.179 (0.049) 0.022 
1985 0.159 (0.044) 0.020 0.216 (0.047) 0.028 
1986 0.211 (0.043) 0.027 0.253 (0.045) 0.033 
1987 0.196 (0.043) O.o25 0.248 (0.046) 0.032 
1988 0.241 (0.042) 0.031 0.293 (0.046) 0.039 
1989 0.361 (0.041) 0.050 0.399 (0.043) 0.057 
1990 0.518 (0.041) 

Quarter dummies: 
0.079 0.549 (0.042) 0.086 

2nd quarter 0.045 (0.023) 0.005 0.041 (0.023) 0.005 
3rd quarter 0.064 (0.023) 0.007 0.060 (0.023) 0.007 
4th quarter 0.019 (0.024) 0.002 0.013 (0.024) 0.001 

Hi!{hest education qualification: 
Other 0.205 (0.046) 0.026 0.160 (0.049) 0.020 
0 levels 0.307 (0.036) 0.041 0.303 (0.036) 0.040 
Lower vocational 0.251 (0.037) 0.033 0.198 (0.041) O.o25 
5+ 0 levels 0.459 (0.038) 0.069 0.435 (0.039) 0.064 
Middle vocational 0.547 (0.031) 0.080 0.504 (0.034) 0.072 
A levels 0.718 (0.039) 0.128 0.636 (0.047) 0.108 
Higher vocational 0.652 (0.035) 0.108 0.590 (0.040) 0.095 
Degree 0.687 (0.035) 0.116 0.472 (0.079) 0.070 

Industry 198/ job: 
Energy and water 0.001 (0.041) 0.000 -0.050 (0.045) -0.005 
Minerals -0.026 (0.048) -0.003 -0.063 (0.050) -0.007 
Metals 0.056 (0.029) 0.006 -0.016 (0.038) -0.002 
Other manufacturing -0.015 (0.038) -0.002 -0.061 (0.041) -0.006 
Construction -0.162 (0.042) -0.016 -0.246 (0.050) -0.023 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.104 (0.036) -0.011 -0.225 (0.055) -0.022 
Transport and communication 0.074 (0.036) 0.009 0.003 (0.044) 0.000 
Finance 0.235 (0.034) 0.031 0.174 (0.040) 0.022 
Other services 0.193 (0.029) 0.024 0.071 (0.050) 0.008 

198/ region: 
South-East 0.017 (0.030) 0.002 0.020 (0.030) 0.002 
South-\\est -0.195 (0.041) -0.019 -0.161 (0.042) -0.016 
Wales -0.220 (0.048) -0.021 -0.152 (0.053) -O.QI5 
West Midlands -0.095 (0.038) -0.010 -0.061 (0.040) -0.007 
East Midlands -0.062 (0.038) -0.007 -0.014 (0.041) -0.002 
East Anglia 0.043 (0.051) 0.005 0.099 (0.054) 0.012 
Yorkshire and Hurnberside 0.125 (0.036) 0.015 0.129 (0.036) 0.016 
North- \\est -0.096 (0.036) -0.010 -0.094 (0.036) -0.010 
North 0.228 (0.037) 0.029 0.229 (0.037) 0.030 
Scotland -0.238 (0.040) -0.023 -0.216 (0.040) -0.021 

Employer size 1981 job: 
10-24 0.095 (0.036) 0.011 0.097 (0.036) 0.011 
25-99 0.146 (0.031) 0.017 0.158 (0.031) 0.019 
100-500 0.201 (0.031) 0.024 0.232 (0.033) 0.028 
500+ 0.150 (0.032) 0.018 0.205 (0.037) O.o25 

Union member 1981 0.005 (0.020) 0.001 0.043 (0.024) 0.005 
Private sector 1981 -0.222 (0.023) -O.u26 -0.306 (0.037) -0.037 
Part-time 1981 -0.018 (0.074) -0.002 0.022 (0.076) 0.002 
Number oX observatiOns 59957 5995~ 
Pseudo R2 0.0748 0.0747 
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TABLEB.33 

Determinants of Male Non-Employer Training: NCDS 

Variable Probit IV-l'r()blt 
Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Mlllg. 

effect effect 
Constant -~:~~ (0.105) -nt! (U.:l4U) 
Moved job last year (0.039) 0.002 (0.258) 0.001 
H!ar dummie.<: 

1982 0.079 (0.069) 0.003 0.117 (0.085) 0.004 
1983 0.048 (0.070) 0.002 0.084 (0.085) 0.003 
1984 0.026 (0.070) 0.001 0.056 (0.081) 0.002 
1985 0.037 (0.070) 0.001 0.062 (0.078) 0.002 
1986 0.027 (0.070) 0.001 0.045 (0.074) 0.001 
1987 -0.011 (0.071) 0.000 0.012 (0.077) 0.000 
1988 0.022 (0.069) 0.001 0.046 (0.076) 0.001 
1989 0.097 (0.067) 0.003 0.113 (0.071) 0.004 
1990 0.085 (0.070) 0.003 0.098 (0.072) 0.003 

Quarter dummies: 
2nd quarter -0.018 (0.042) -0.001 -0.020 (0.042) -0.001 
3rd quarter 0.128 (0.040) 0.004 0.126 (0.040) 0.004 
4th quarter 0.013 (0.042) 0.000 0.010 (0.042) 0.000 

Highe.<t education qualification: 
Other 0.280 (0.074) 0.011 0.261 (0.079) 0.010 
0 levels 0.187 (0.062) 0.007 0.186 (0.062) 0.007 
Lower vocational 0.179 (0.063) 0.006 0.155 (0.070) 0.005 
5+ 0 levels 0.396 (0.064) O.QJ8 0.388 (0.065) 0.017 
Middle vocational 0.294 (0.054) 0.011 0.274 (0.060) 0.010 
A levels 0.673 (0.064) 0.040 0.636 (0.080) 0.037 
Higher vocational 0.549 (0.059) O.Q28 0.520 (0.070) 0.026 
Degree 0.474 (0.061) 

Industry 1981 job: 
0.022 0.378 (0.141) 0.016 

Energy and water -0.740 (0.120) -0.011 -0.765 (0.124) -0.011 
Minerals -0.020 (0.080) -0.001 -0.036 (0.083) -0.001 
Metals 0.041 (0.048) 0.001 0.007 (0.065) 0.000 
Other manufacturing -0.107 (0.066) -0.003 -0.128 (0.072) -0.003 
Construction -0.110 (0.065) -0.003 -0.150 (0.082) -0.004 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.050 (0.055) 0.002 -0.007 (0.091) 0.000 
Transport and communication -0.175 (0.067) -0.004 -0.208 (0.079) -0.005 
Finance -0.075 (0.068) -0.002 -0.103 (0.077) -0.003 
Other services -0.067 (0.049) -0.002 -0.124 (0.088) -0.003 

1981 region: 
South-East -0.081 (0.058) -0.002 -0.081 (0.058) -0.002 
South-\\est -0.157 (0.076) -0.004 -0.144 (0.078) -0.004 
Wales -0.043 (0.081) -0.001 -0.011 (0.090) 0.000 
\\est Midlands 0.238 (0.061) 0.009 0.254 (0.064) 0.010 
East Midlands -0.174 (0.076) -0.004 -0.152 (0.081) -0.004 
East Anglia 0.002 (0.098) 0.000 0.027 (0.103) 0.001 
Yorkshire and Humbenide 0.182 (0.063) 0.007 0.186 (0.063) 0.007 
North-\\est 0.134 (0.060) 0.005 0.134 (0.060) 0.005 
North 0.107 (0.070) 0.004 0.106 (0.070) 0.004 
Scotland 0.070 (0.064) 0.002 0.079 (0.065) 0.003 

Employer .•ize 1981 job: 
10-24 0.160 (0.057) 0.006 0.161 (0.057) 0.006 
25-99 -0.041 (0.053) -0.001 -0.036 (0.054) -0.001 
100-500 0.108 (0.052) 0.003 0.123 (0.055) 0.004 
500+ 0.023 (0.055) 0.001 0.049 (0.064) 0.002 

Union member 1981 0.133 (0.034) 0.004 0.150 (0.042) 0.005 
Private sector 1981 -0.239 ~~-03~~ -0.008 -0.279 ~~-~~ -0.010 
Part-time 1981 -0.559 0.197 -0.009 -0.540 0.198 -0.009 

l\furiilieCOf06SeiVahons 55848 '55848 
Pseudo R2 0.0580 0.0576 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub-sample of men who did not undertake employer 
training in the quarte~ 
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TABLEB.34 

Mobility and the Determinants of Female Training: NCDS 

Van able l'r~t JV-J:'rOblt 
Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
Constant -2.111 (0.003) -1.147 (0.2\17) 
Moved job last year 0.137 (0.022) 0.017 0.389 (0.343) 0.004 
~ur dummies: 

1982 0.093 (0.041) 0.012 0.152 (0.073) 0.020 
1983 0.106 (0.041) 0.013 0.181 (0.088) 0.024 
1984 0.029 (0.043) 0.004 0.090 (0.076) 0.011 
1985 0.058 (0.043) 0.007 0.102 (0.064) 0.013 
1986 0.130 (0.042) 0.016 0.181 (0.070) 0.024 
1987 0.160 (0.042) 0.021 0.186 (0.052) 0.024 
1988 0.169 (0.042) 0.022 0.183 (0.047) 0.024 
1989 0.283 (0.040) 0.039 0.279 (0.040) 0.039 
1990 0.406 (0.041) 0.061 0.401 (0.041) 0.061 

Quarter dummies: 
2nd quarter -0.003 (0.025) -0.001 -0.002 (0.025) 0.000 
3rd quarter 0.099 (0.025) 0.012 0.104 (0.025) 0.013 
4th quarter -0.017 (0.026) -0.002 -0.019 (0.026) -0.002 

Hi}!hest education qualification: 
Other 0.270 (0.056) 0.038 0.237 (0.063) 0.033 
0 levels 0.245 (0.037) 0.032 0.222 (0.044) 0.029 
Lower vocational 0.491 (0.044) 0.079 0.457 (0.054) 0.072 
5+ 0 levels 0.378 (0.040) 0.055 0.374 (0.040) 0.055 
Middle vocational 0.543 (0.044) 0.090 0.579 (0.057) 0.099 
A levels 0.176 (0.041) 0.146 0.726 (0.063) 0.134 
Higher vocational 0.696 (0.038) 0.119 0.593 (0.107) 0.096 
Degree 0.689 (0.039) 0.120 0.555 (0.135) 0.090 

Industry 19111 job: 
Energy and water 0.043 (0.078) 0.005 0.047 (0.078) 0.006 
Minerals 0.120 (0.066) 0.015 0.053 (0.090) 0.006 
Metals 0.072 (0.049) 0.009 -0.004 (0.088) 0.000 
Other manufacturing -0.156 (0.050) -0.016 -0.249 (0.104) -O.D25 
Construction -0.237 (0.164) -0.023 -0.333 (0.189) -0.030 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.111 (0.037) 0.014 0.027 (0.090) 0.003 
Transport and communication 0.143 (0.050) 0.019 0.090 (0.D71) 0.011 
Finance 0.250 (0.034) 0.034 0.244 (0.034) 0.033 
Other services 0.194 (0.026) 0.024 0.133 (0.064) 0.016 

1981 re}!ion: 
South-East -0.125 (0.030) -0.014 -0.085 (0.048) -0.010 
South-\\est -0.134 (0.040) -0.014 -0.093 (0.057) -0.010 
Wales 0.098 (0045) 0.012 0.189 (0.099) 0.025 
West Midlands -0.080 (0.037) -0.009 -0.045 (0.051) -0.005 
East Midlands -0.142 (0.041) -0.015 -0.111 (0.049) -0.012 
East Anglia -0.250 (0.053) -0.024 -0.200 (0.071) -0.020 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.129 (0.038) -0.014 -0.047 (0.088) -0.005 
North-\\est 0.007 (0.034) 0.001 0.038 (0.044) 0.005 
North -0.199 (0.050) -0.020 -0.126 (0.086) -0.014 
Scotland -0.122 (0.036) -0.013 -0.094 (0.045) -0.010 

Employer size 19111 job: 
I 0--24 -0.103 (0.033) -0.011 -0.088 (0.036) -0.010 
25-99 0.015 (0.029) 0.002 0.051 (0.045) 0.006 
100--500 0.039 (0.030) 0.005 0.069 (0.042) 0.008 
500+ 0.013 (0.031) 0.001 0.055 (0.050) 0.007 

Union member 1981 -0.004 (0.020) -0.001 0.058 (0.064) 0.007 
Private sector 1981 -0.071 (0.026) -0.008 -0.086 (0.030) -0.010 
Part-time 1981 -0.156 (0.034) -0.017 -0.164 (0.034) -0.017 
Num~er o1· observations 51162 51162 
Pseudo R2 0.0625 0.0611 
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TABLEB.35 

Detenninants of Female Employer Training I: NCDS 

v.uiable 
Coef. '7~~·) Marg. Coef. 

JV:!:f~blt 
(S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
~~:mstant 
Moved job last year 
H<ar dummies: 

-K~g~ (!J·!?~> 
(0.056) -0.096 ~:~~: ~~:~m 0.064 

1982 -0.186 (0.119) -0.068 0.347 (0.200) 0.115 
1983 -0.356 (0.120) -0.133 0.307 (0.234) 0.103 
1984 -0.290 (0.126) -0.107 0.235 (0.204) 0.080 
1985 -0.204 (0.126) -0.075 0.206 (0.175) 0.071 
1986 -0.343 (0.122) -0.128 0.150 (0.188) 0.052 
1987 -0.514 (0.120) -0.195 -0.220 (0.145) -0.082 
1988 -0.392 (0.120) -0.147 -0.180 (0.132) -0.066 
1989 -0.419 (0.115) -0.158 -0.347 (0.115) -0.131 
1990 -0.355 (0.114) -0.133 -0.325 (0.114) -0.122 

Quaner dummie.,: 
2nd quarter 0.012 (0.068) 0.004 0.017 (0.068) 0.006 
3rd quarter -0.161 (0.064) -0.058 -0.126 (0.065) -0.046 
4th quarter -0.128 (0.070) -0.046 -0.136 (0.070) -0.049 

Highest education qualification: 
Other -0.871 (0.163) -0.335 -1.099 (0.181) -0.417 
0 levels -0.135 (0.115) -0.049 -0.340 (0.131) -0.126 
Lower vocational -0.256 (0.130) -0.095 -0.529 (0.156) -0.203 
5+ 0 levels -0.148 (0.119) -0.054 -0.208 (0.120) -0.077 
Middle vocational -0.001 (0.129) 0.000 0.327 (0.161) 0.108 
A levels 0.293 (0.120) 0.097 -0.111 (0.172) -0.040 
Higher vocational 0.171 (0.116) 0.059 -0.678 (0.288) -0.259 
Degree 0.205 (0.116) 0.069 -0.889 (0.362) -0.341 

Jndu,try /98/ job: 
Energy and water -0.717 (0.213) -0.277 -0.689 (0.212) -0.267 
Minerals -0.366 (0.167) -0.138 -0.862 (0.233) -0.333 
Metals -0.553 (0.138) -0.212 -1.173 (0.239) -0.442 
Other manufacturinf 0.018 (0.143) 0.006 -0.765 (0.281) -0.295 
Wholesale and retai trade -0.247 (0.101) -0.091 -0.943 (0.235) -0.360 
Transport and communication -0.497 (0.128) -0.190 -0.946 (0.190) -0.364 
Finance 0.470 (0.095) 0.149 0.446 (0.095) 0.144 
Other services 0.103 (0.071) 0.036 -0.390 (0.170) -0.143 

19/il region: 
South-East 0.510 (0.084) 0.164 0.803 (0.128) 0.244 
South-\\est 0.161 (0.104) 0.055 0.474 (0.146) 0.150 
W..les -0.369 (0.108) -0.139 0.352 (0.255) 0.115 
West Midlands 0.046 (0.097) 0.016 0.322 (0.133) 0.107 
East Midlands 0.483 (0.116) 0.151 0.666 (0.132) 0.198 
East Anglia 0.136 (0.151) 0.046 0.537 (0.196) 0.165 
Yorkshire and Humbecside -0.290 (0.099) -0.108 0.403 (0.237) 0.131 
North-\\est 0.408 (0.090) 0.132 0.618 (0.116) 0.190 
North 0.663 (0.148) 0.193 1.207 (0.236) 0.289 
Scotland 0.291 (0.099) 0.097 0.479 (0.118) 0.153 

Employer . .-ize 1981 job: 
10-24 -0.097 (0.094) -0.035 O.D35 (0.104) 0.013 
25-99 -0.167 (0.079) -0.060 0.117 (0.122) 0.041 
100-500 -0.298 (0.081) -0.109 -0.044 (0.115) -0.016 
500+ -0.005 (0.087) -0.002 0.312 (0.138) 0.106 

Union member 1981 0.302 (0.053) 0.106 0.807 (0.168) 0.279 
Private sector 1981 -0.013 (0.070) -0.005 -0.170 (0.084) -0.060 
Part-time 1981 -0.309 (0.094) -0.115 -0.340 (0.095) -0.128 
Number o! observations .iO:t.i o~~f19 Pseudo R2 0.1175 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub-sample of women who undertook some form of 
training in the quartet 
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lAbour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.36 

Determinants of Female Completed Training: NCDS 

Variable 
Coef. 

"!.?12!t 
Marg. Coef. 

IV-Pr<?bit 
Marg. (S.E.) (S.E.) 

effect effect 
~_onstant 
Moved job last year 
Year dummies: 

-Q·?~? 
-0.153 

(Q.l?~l 
(0.055) -0.057 :::~~ \Q·?Q~) 

(0.802) -0.034 

1982 0.016 (0.114) 0.006 -0.174 (0.182) -0.064 
1983 0.322 (0.113) 0.126 0.080 (0.211) 0.031 
1984 0.414 (0.117) 0.162 0.216 (0.185) 0.083 
1985 0.532 (0.116) 0.209 0.392 (0.158) 0.153 
1986 0.452 (0.115) 0.177 0.291 (0.171) 0.113 
1987 0.530 (0.114) 0.208 0.450 (0.133) 0.176 
1988 0.562 (0.113) 0.220 0.513 (0.123) 0.201 
1989 0.618 (0.108) 0.242 0.636 (0.108) 0.249 
1990 0.687 (0.107) 0.268 0.709 (0.106) 0.277 

Quaner dummies: 
2nd quarter 0.101 (0.063) 0.039 0.098 (0.063) 0.037 
3rd quarter 0.142 (0.060) 0.054 0.126 (0.061) 0.048 
4th quarter -0.165 (0.067) -0.062 -0.158 (0.067) -0.059 

Highest education qualification: 
Other -0.284 (0.160) -0.102 -0.172 (0.175) -0.063 
0 levels -0.123 (0.110) -0.046 -0.046 (0.123) -0.017 
Lower vocational -0.569 (0.126) -0.191 -0.455 (0.148) -0.157 
5+ 0 levels -0.202 (0.114) -0.074 -0.195 (0.115) -0.072 
Middle vocational -0.258 (0.122) -0.093 -0.369 (0.148) -0.130 
A levels -0.494 (0.113) -0.169 -0.339 (0.159) -0.120 
Higher vocational -0.444 (0.109) -0.157 -0.114 (0.256) -0.042 
Degree -0.078 (0.109) -0.029 0.358 (0.321) 0.140 

Industry 1981 job: 
Energy and water 0.410 (0.207) 0.161 0.390 (0.207) 0.153 
Minerals 0.142 (0.173) 0.055 0.349 (0.222) 0.137 
Metals -0.298 (0.138) -0.107 -0.057 (0.219) -0.021 
Other manufacturing -0.103 (0.140) -0.038 0.188 (0.252) 0.073 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.075 (0.100) -0.028 0.179 (0.209) 0.069 
Transport and communication 0.136 (0.125) 0.053 0.310 (0.175) 0.121 
Finance 0.049 (0.086) 0.019 0.061 (0.086) 0.023 
Other services 0.008 (0.067) 0.003 0.201 (0.151) 0.077 

/981 region: 
South-East 0.017 (0.077) 0.007 -0.110 (0.114) -0.041 
South-\\est 0.066 (0.100) 0.025 -0.066 (0.133) -0.025 
Wales -0.315 (0.111) -0.112 -0.614 (0.230) -0.201 
West Midlands 0.032 (0.093) 0.012 -0.090 (0.122) -0.033 
East Midlands 0.088 (0.105) 0.034 0.004 (0.117) 0.001 
East Anglia 0.135 (0.142) 0.052 -0.029 (0.181) -0.011 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.086 (0.098) -0.032 -0.356 (0.213) -0.126 
North- \\est -0.012 (0.085) -0.005 -0.114 (0.106) -0.042 
North 0.192 (0.133) 0.074 -0.064 (0.209) -0.024 
Scotland -0.141 (0.092) -0.052 -0.228 (0.108) -0.083 

Employer size 1981 job: 
IG-24 0.287 (0.087) 0.111 0.229 (0.096) 0.088 
25-99 0.256 (0.075) 0.099 0.133 (0.111) 0.051 
IOG-500 0.206 (0.077) 0.079 0.100 (0.106) O.D38 
500+ 0.277 (0.081) 0.107 0.129 (0.125) 0.049 

Union member 1981 0.052 (0.051) 0.020 -0.151 (0.150) -0.057 
Private sector 198 I 0.112 (0.067) 0.042 0.167 (0.079) 0.063 
Part-time 1981 -0.230 (0.092) -0.084 -0.210 (0.092) -0.077 
Number of observatmns 
Pseudo R2 o'3~~4 3~~3 

0.0542 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub-sample of women who undertook some form of 
training in the quarter. 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.37 

Determinants of Female Qualification Training: NCDS 

vanaote Pro~t IV-Problt 
Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
Constant U.?lU ~K~~~l _g:m <~·~!!_l~ 
Moved job last year 0.130 0.049 (0.811) -0.017 
}l,ar dummies: 

1982 0.026 (0.109) 0.010 -0.099 (0.180) -0.038 
1983 -0.035 (0.110) .{).014 -0.188 (0.212) -0.073 
1984 -0.402 (0.113) .{).158 -0.522 (0.184) -0.205 
1985 -0.462 (0.113) .{).182 -0.561 (0.157) -0.221 
1986 -0.562 (0.111) .{).221 -0.680 (0.169) -0.266 
1987 -0.493 (0.110) -0.194 -0.570 (0.131) -0.224 
1988 -0.435 (0.110) -0.172 -0.496 (0.120) -0.195 
1989 -0.587 (0.105) -0.231 -0.619 (0.105) -0.243 
1990 -0.853 (0.104) 

Quaner dummies: 
.{).329 -0.872 (0.103) -0.336 

2nd quarter -0.005 (0.063) .{).002 -0.007 (0.063) -0.003 
3rd quarter 0.108 (0.061) 0.041 0.102 (0.062) 0.039 
4th quarter 0.019 (0.066) 0.007 0.019 (0.066) 0.007 

Highe.•t education qualification: 
Other 0.499 (0.163) 0.174 0.544 (0.179) 0.187 
0 levels -0.134 (0.111) .{).052 -0.088 (0.124) -0.034 
Lower vocational 0.187 (0.125) 0.070 0.246 (0.147) 0.091 
5+ 0 levels 0.168 (0.115) 0.063 0.188 (0.116) 0.070 
Middle vocational -0.324 (0.124) .{).128 -0.398 (0.150) -0.157 
A levels -0.020 (0.113) .{).008 0.073 (0.159) O.D28 
Higher vocational 0.118 (0.109) 0.045 0.304 (0.259) 0.112 
Degree -0.164 (0.110) .{).064 0.072 (0.325) 0.027 

lndu.•try 1981 job: 
Energy and water -0.510 (0.211) .{).201 -0.507 (0.211) -0.200 
Minerals -0.620 (0.170) .{).244 -0.522 (0.220) -0.206 
Metals 0.424 (0.146) 0.151 0.566 (0.227) 0.194 
Other rnanufac!Urinf 0.338 (0.145) 0.123 0.513 (0.258) 0.179 
Wholesale and retai trade -0.113 (0.100) .{).044 0.041 (0.212) 0.016 
Transport and communication -0.153 (0.124) .{).060 -0.052 (0.176) -0.020 
Finance -0.462 (0.086) .{).182 -0.457 (0.086) -0.180 
Other services -0.158 (0.068) .{).061 -0.051 (0.152) -0.020 

1981 region: 
South-East -0.016 (0.076) .{).006 -0.077 (0.114) -0.030 
South-\\est 0.352 (0.101) 0.128 0.293 (0.133) 0.107 
Wales -0.071 (0.106) .{).028 -0.219 (0.230) -0.086 
West Midlands 0.105 (0.094) 0.040 0.051 (0.123) 0.019 
East Midlands 0.312 (0.106) 0.114 0.280 (0.119) 0.103 
East Anglia -0.317 (0.143) .{).125 -0.402 (0.183) -0.159 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.109 (0.096) 0.041 -0.039 (0.213) -0.015 
North-\\est 0.062 (0.085) 0.024 0.024 (0.106) 0.009 
North 0.122 (0.134) 0.046 O.D18 (0.210) 0.007 
Scotland 0.472 (0.093) 0.168 0.438 (0.108) 0.157 

Employer size 1981 job: 
10-24 -0.531 (0.087) .{).209 -0.558 (0.096) -0.219 
25-99 -0.204 (0.074) .{).079 -0.262 (0.111) -0.102 
100-500 -0.083 (0.077) .{).032 -0.136 (0.105) -0.053 
500+ -0.173 (0.080) .{).067 -0.235 (0.124) -0.091 

Union member 1981 -0.013 (0.051) .{).005 -0.124 (0.152) -0.047 
Private sector 1981 0.073 (0.067) 0.028 0.110 (0.079) 0.042 
Part-time 1981 -0.003 (0.091) -0.001 0.001 (0.092) 0.000 
Number O! ooservanons 
Pseudo R2 o~g~g7 oj8~t, 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub-sample of women who undertook some form of 
training in the quartet 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.38 

Determinants of Female Employer Training II: NCDS 

vanaote 
Coef. 

l'ro~n 
Marg. Coef. 

IV-j'roon 
Marg. (S.E.) (S.E.) 

effect effect 
Constant -~:~~ (0.072) -1.557 (0.333) 
Moved job last year (0.025) 0.005 0.760 (0.384) 0.006 
>ear dummies: 

1982 0.036 (0.045) 0.003 0.166 (0.082) O.ot5 
1983 0.015 (0.046) 0.001 0.180 (0.098) 0.017 
1984 -0.030 (0.048) -0.002 0.104 (0.085) 0.009 
1985 0.015 (0.047) 0.001 0.116 (0.071) 0.010 
1986 0.034 (0.047) 0.003 0.152 (0.078) 0.014 
1987 O.D25 (0.047) 0.002 0.089 (0.059) 0.008 
1988 0.074 (0046) 0.006 0.115 (0.052) 0.010 
1989 0.178 (0.045) 0.017 0.181 (0.045) 0.017 
1990 0.288 (0.045) 0.029 0.286 (0.045) 0.029 

Quarter dummies: 
2nd quarter 0.004 (0.028) 0.000 0.007 (0.028) 0.001 
3rd quarter 0.047 (0.028) 0.004 0.056 (0.028) 0.005 
4th quarter -0.046 (0.029) -0.004 -0.049 (0.030) -0.004 

Highest education qualification: 
Other -0.005 (0.077) 0.000 -0.069 (0.084) -0.005 
0 levels 0.204 (0.044) 0.019 0.154 (0.051) 0.014 
Lower vocational 0.401 (0.051) 0.045 0.330 (0.063) O.D35 
5+ 0 levels 0.291 (0.047) 0.029 0.282 (0.047) O.D28 
Middle vocational 0.528 (0.050) 0.065 0.606 (0.064) O.D78 
A levels 0.770 (0.046) 0.111 0.664 (0.071) 0.089 
Higher vocational 0.675 (0.044) 0.085 0.459 (0.120) 0.051 
Degree 0.682 (0.045) 0.089 0.401 (0.152) 0.043 

Industry /981 job: 
Energy and water -0.199 (0.105) -0.014 -0.191 (0.105) -0.013 
Minerals 0.044 (0.077) 0.004 -0.092 (0.104) -0.007 
Metals -0.095 (0.062) -0.007 -0.255 (0.103) -0.017 
Other manufacturing -0.172 (0.058) -0.012 -0.369 (0.117) -0.023 
Construction -0.007 (0.166) -0.001 -0.210 (0.196) -0.014 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.005 (0.045) 0.000 -0.174 (0.102) -0.013 
Transport and communication 0.001 (0.060) 0.000 -0.110 (0.083) -0.008 
Finance 0.326 (0.037) 0.033 0.315 (0.038) 0.032 
Other services 0.198 (0.030) 0.017 0.072 (0.072) 0.006 

1981 region: 
South-East -0.010 (0.034) -0.001 0.071 (0.054) 0.006 
South-\\est -0.070 (0.045) -0.005 0.018 (0.064) 0.001 
Wales -0.021 (0.055) -0.002 0.169 (0.112) 0.016 
\\est Midlands -0.051 (0.043) -0.004 0.023 (0.058) 0.002 
East Midlands 0.000 (0.046) 0.000 0.059 (0.054) 0.005 
East Anglia -0.212 (0.061) -0.015 -0.107 (0.082) -0.008 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.197 (0.046) -0.014 -0.025 (0.100) -0.002 
North-\\est 0.114 (0.039) 0.010 0.176 (0.050) 0.016 
North -0.068 (0.056) -0.005 0.082 (0.096) 0.007 
Scotland -0.021 (0.040) -0.002 0.038 (0.051) 0.003 

Employer size 1981 job: 
10-24 -0.098 (0.037) -0.008 -0.065 (0.041) -0.005 
25-99 -0.006 (0.033) 0.000 0.068 (0.051) 0.006 
100-500 -0.012 (0.034) -0.001 0.052 (0.047) 0.004 
500+ 0.022 (0.035) 0.002 0.109 (0.057) 0.010 

Union member 1981 0.054 (0.023) 0.004 0.185 (0.071) 0.015 
Private sector 1981 -0.066 (0.030) -0.006 -0.100 (0.034) -0.008 
Part-time I 981 -0.221 (0.041) -0.016 -0.235 (0.041) -0.016 
Number of observauons 
Pseudo R2 

51~~2 
0.0726 

?1~62_ 
0.0725 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.39 

Determinants of Female Non-Employer Training: NCDS 

VariaDie t'r~l>lt IV:!:J"!?~it 
Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) MaiJl. 

effect effect 
~?nstant 
Moved job last year 
li?ar dummies: 

"6:~~ ~~:~H 0.010 :nH *::~g -0.005 

1982 0.191 (0.068) 0.010 -0.011 (0.107) 0.000 
1983 0.267 (0.067) 0.014 0.012 (0.126) 0.001 
1984 0.153 (0.070) 0.007 -0.055 (0.111) -0.002 
1985 0.137 (0.071) 0.007 -0.021 (0.097) -0.001 
1986 0.306 (0.068) 0.017 0.120 (0.102) 0.006 
1987 0.386 (0.066) 0.023 0.279 (0.079) O.oJ5 
1988 0.342 (0.067) 0.020 0.270 (0.073) O.oJ5 
1989 0.431 (0.065) 0.027 0.415 (0.065) 0.026 
1990 0.539 (0.065) 

Quarter dummie.•: 
0.037 0.533 (0.065) 0.037 

2nd quarJer -0.020 (0.039) -0.001 -0.024 (0.039) -0.001 
3rd quarter . 0.165 (0.036) 0.008 0.151 (0.037) 0.007 
4th quarter O.Q38 (0.039) 0.002 0.043 (0.039) 0.002 

Highest educaJion qualification: 
Other 0.507 (0.070) 0.036 0.601 (0.081) 0.047 
0 levels 0.269 (0.054) 0.014 0.349 (0.062) 0.019 
Lower vocational 0.529 (0.063) 0.037 0.639 (0.077) 0.050 
5+ 0 levels 0.450 (0.058) 0.028 0.464 (0.058) 0.030 
Middle vocational 0.449 (0.067) 0.029 0.332 (0.083) 0.020 
A levels 0.550 (0.063) 0.039 0.705 (0.091) 0.058 
Higher vocational 0.524 (0.058) 0.034 0.850 (0.150) 0.072 
Degree 

Industry 1981 job: 
0.518 (0.060) 0.034 0.940 (0.187) 0.089 

Energy and water 0.315 (0.097) 0.019 0.300 (0.097) 0.018 
Minerals 0.254 (0.090) 0.014 0.447 (0.123) 0.031 
Metals 0.293 (0.065) 0.017 0.528 (0.118) 0.038 
Other rnanufacturinf -0.062 (0.073) -0.003 0.235 (0.143) 0.013 
Wholesale and retai trade 0.246 (0.052) 0.013 0.515 (0.123) 0.034 
Transport and communication 0.321 (0.066) 0.019 0.481 (0.095) 0.033 
Finance 0.016 (0.055) 0.001 0.022 (0.055) 0.001 
Other services 0.135 (0.041) 0.006 0.323 (0.089) 0.016 

1981 region: 
South-East -0.322 (0.046) -O.Oll -0.443 (0.069) -0.015 
South-\\est -0.207 (0.059) -0.007 -0.352 (0.083) -0.011 
Wales 0.243 (0.058) 0.013 -0.051 (0.135) -0.002 
West Midlands -0.111 (0.053) -0.004 -0.228 (0.072) -0.008 
East Midlands -0.377 (0.068) -0.012 -0.471 (0.078) -0.014 
East Ang1ia -0.260 (0.077) -0.009 -0.421 (0.101) -0.012 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.007 (0.052) 0.000 -0.268 (0.121) -0.009 
North-\\est -0.165 (0.051) -0.006 -0.261 (0.065) -0.009 
North -0.375 (0.080) -0.011 -0.609 (0.127) -0.015 
Scotland -0.281 (0.055) -0.010 -0.372 (0.067) -0.012 

Employer .•ize 1981 job: 
10-24 -0.097 (0.050) -0.004 -0.143 (0.054) -0.006 
25-99 0.054 (0.043) 0.002 -0.054 (0.063) -0.002 
100-500 0.125 (0.043) 0.006 0.028 (0.059) 0.001 
500+ -0.013 (0.047) -0.001 -0.141 (0.072) -0.006 

Union member 1981 -0.133 (0.030) -0.006 -0.329 (0.088) -0.014 
Private sector 1981 -0.090 (0.03~l -0.004 -0.033 ~~·~j_ -0.001 
Part-time 1981 -0.030 (0.047 -0.001 -0.012 0.048 0.000 
!'lumber of observauons 
Pseudo R2 ~~~~~ 

0.0637 ri.:~~ 
Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub-sample of women who did not undertake employer 
training in the quartec 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.40 

Mobility and the Determinants of Male Training: QLFS 

Variable 
Coef. 

Majes 
Coef. 

Young Males 
(S.E.} Mar g. (S.E.} Marg. 

effect effect 
~~nstant :Z:~ (2.13?) 

-0.008 _g:~~ Q·2~3} 
-0.036 Move~ob last year (0.040} (0.061} 

Panel ummie.,: 
Jun 1992 -0.144 (0.039} -0.024 -0.368 (0.078} -0.072 
Sep 1992 -0.079 (0.038} -0.014 -0.194 (0.073} -0.041 
Dec 1992 -0.065 (0.038} -0.011 -0.152 (0.073} -0.032 
Mar 1993 0.009 (0.038} 0.002 -0.067 (0.073} -0.015 
Jun 1993 -0.199 (0.040) -0.032 -0.358 (0.076} -0.071 
Sep 1993 -0.089 (0.039} -0.015 -0.247 (0.077} -0.051 

Hifihe.fl education qualification: 
Degree 0.766 (0.044} 0.182 1.193 (0.127} 0.384 
Higher vocational 0.765 (0.049} 0.194 1.046 (0.130} 0.333 
Middle vocational 0.665 (0.046} 0.156 0.984 (0.119} 0.288 
Lower vocational 0.475 (0.042} 0.094 0.742 (0.114} 0.169 
Other 0.377 (0.051} 0.080 0.526 (0.171) 0.149 

Jndu,try: 
Energy and water -0.041 (0.056} -0.007 -0.031 (0.138) -0.007 
Minerals -0.173 (0.051} -0.028 -0.144 (0.112} -0.030 
Metals -0.294 (0.034} -0.046 -0.144 (0.071} -0.031 
Other manufacturing -0.416 (0.043} -0.060 -0.451 (0.086} -0.084 
Construction -0.376 (0.048} -0.054 -0.300 (0.090} -0.059 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.327 (0.037} -0.050 -0.450 (0.071} -0.089 
Transport and communication -0.299 (0.042} -0.046 -0.349 (0.091} -0.067 
Finance -0.138 (0.036} -0.023 -0.101 (0.073} -0.022 

Region: 
South-East 0.030 (0.041} 0.005 0.029 (0.081} 0.007 
Somh-\\est 0.056 (0.050) 0.010 O.ll7 (0.098) 0.028 
W..les 0.059 (0.059) O.Oll 0.119 (0.117) 0.029 
West Midlands 0.056 (0.048) 0.010 0.079 (0.093) 0.019 
East Midlands 0.046 (0.050) 0.008 0.045 (0.100) 0.010 
East Anglia -0.055 (0.066} -0.010 0.155 (0.122) 0.038 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.068 (0.048) 0.013 0.119 (0.094) O.D28 
North-\\est -0.020 (0.046) -0.004 -0.013 (0.089} -0.003 
North 0.022 (0.057) 0.004 -0.076 (0.113) -0.017 
Scotland -0.048 (0.049} -0.008 -0.056 (0.095) -0.012 

Age -0.031 (0.006} -0.006 -0.653 (0.088) -0.148 
Age2 /IOO 0.019 (0.008) 0.003 1.231 (0.184) 0.279 
Part-time 0.066 (0.064) 0.012 0.059 (0.094) 0.014 
Non-white -0.069 (0.063) -0.012 0.103 (0.118) O.D25 
Employer size 25+ 0.152 (0.026\ 0.026 0.117 (0.048\ 0.026 
Number O! observauons ;!00.18 5903 
Pseudo R2 0.068 0.083 

146 



Detailed results 

TABLEB.41 

Determinants of Male Employer 'fraining 1: QLFS 

\luiable M_!II~S Youn~~aies 
Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. ( .E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
~!lOStant :~:~~ <1!·~~101) -~:f~~ ~~::~~ Moved ~ob last year (0.089) -0.028 -0.076 
Panel ummies: 

Jun 1992 -0.078 (0.087) -0.030 -0.049 (0.178) -0.019 
Sep 1992 0.021 (0.084) 0.008 0.083 (0.161) 0.032 
Decl992 -0.001 (0.084) 0.000 0.151 (0.162) 0.058 
Mar 1993 0.008 (0.082) 0.003 -0.002 (0.157) -0.001 
Jun 1993 -0.019 (0.089) -0.007 -0.019 (0.180) -0.008 
Sep 1993 

Hi glum education qualification: 
0.150 (0.086) 0.057 0.124 (0.172) 0.048 

Degree 0.354 (0.117) 0.133 0.819 (0.365) 0.286 
HilJher vocational 0.208 (0.125) 0.079 0.455 (0.375) 0.167 
Mtddle vocational 0.332 (0.121) 0.124 0.536 (0.352) 0.201 
Lower vocational 0.121 (0.115) 0.047 0.386 (0.344) 0.150 
Other 0.048 (0.135) 0.019 

Jndu.<lry: 
Energy and water 0.431 (0.119) 0.155 
Minerals 0.172 (0.111) 0.065 0.382 (0.236) 0.141 
Metals 0.338 (0.076) 0.126 0.391 (0.145) 0.148 
Other manufacturing 0.027 (0.100) 0.010 -0.239 (0.193) -0.094 
Construction 0.219 (0.109) 0.082 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.043 (0.085) 0.017 -0.185 (0.159) -0.073 
Transport and communication 0.416 (0.096) 0.151 0.561 (0.207) 0.201 
Finance 0.298 (0.076) 0.112 0.291 (0.147) 0.111 

Region: 
South-East 0.067 (0.090) 0.026 0.029 (0.180) 0.011 
South-Vkst 0.022 (0.110) 0.009 0.073 (0.224) 0.028 
'Willes 0.008 (0.130) 0.003 0.126 (0.262) 0.048 
\\est Midlands 0.112 (0.106) 0.043 0.117 (0.207) 0.045 
East Midlands 0.050 (0.111) 0.019 -0.208 (0.226) -0.082 
East Anglia -0.130 (0.147) -0.051 -0.466 (0.266) -0.184 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.057 (0.106) -0.022 -0.264 (0.211) -0.105 
North-Vkst -0.060 (0.103) -0.024 -0.061 (0.204) -0.024 
North 0.196 (0.126) 0.074 0.090 (0.266) 0.035 
Scotland 0.025 (0.108) 0.010 -0.028 (0.219) -0.011 

Age 0.000 (0.014) 0.000 -0.411 (0.198) -0.161 
Age2 /100 -0.003 (0.019) -0.001 0.825 (0.418) 0.322 
Part-time -1.236 (0.160) -0.441 -1.462 (0.222) -0.501 
Non-white 0.051 (0.140) 0.020 -0.173 (0.238) -0.069 
Employer size 25+ -0.007 (0.060) -0.003 0.015 {0.115} 0.006 
~umJ?er ot observauons 
Pseudo R2 

3~7_9, 
0.044 o~i9 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub-sample of men who undertook somefonn of training in 
the quarter. The other qualification, energy and water, and construction dummies have been excluded 
from the young male equation because they completely determine employer training outcomes. 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.42 

Determinants of Male Employer Training II: QLFS 

Vanable Males Young M~les 
Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
Constant -1.212 (0.154) 7.257 (1.205) 
Move~ob last year -0.066 (0.047) -0.008 -0.258 (0.075) -0.033 
Panel ummies: 

Jun 1992 -0.149 (0.046) -0.017 -0.325 (0.093) -0.041 
Sep 1992 -0.055 (0.044) -0.007 -0.106 (0.085) -0.015 
Dec 1992 -0.051 (0.045) -0.006 -0.064 (0.085) -0.009 
Mar 1993 0.009 (0.044) 0.001 -0.032 (0.085) -0.005 
Jun 1993 0.270 (0.042) 0.039 0.041 (0.083) 0.006 
Sep 1993 -0.026 (0.045) -0.003 -0.173 (0090) -0.023 

Hi~:hest education qua/ijication: 
Degree 0.808 (0.052) 0.149 1.353 (0.164) 0.359 
Higher vocational 0.757 (0.058) 0.148 1.104 (0 168) 0.279 
Middle vocational 0.699 (0.054) 0.127 1052 (0.158) 0.233 
Lower vocational 0.451 (0.051) 0.065 0.781 (0.153) 0.119 
Other 0.333 (0.060) 0.051 0.422 (0.230) 0.081 

Industry: 
Energy and water 0.089 (0.061) 0.012 0.082 (0.149) 0.013 
Minerals -0.103 (0.058) -0012 -0.001 (0.121) 0.000 
Metals -0.143 (0.038) -0.017 -0.002 (0.078) 0.000 
Other manufacturing -0.369 (0.050) -0.037 -0.550 (0.108) -0.060 
Construction -0.267 (0.053) -0.028 -0.244 (0.103) -0.031 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.295 (0.044) -0.032 -0.496 (0.087) -0.061 
Transport and communication -0.129 (0.046) -0.015 -0.102 (0.099) -0.014 
Finance -0.017 (0.040) -0.002 -0.020 (0.081) -0.003 

Re;:ion: 
South-East 0.048 (0.046) 0.006 0.034 (0.093) 0.005 
South-\\est 0.067 (0.056) 0.009 0.223 (O.lll) 0.037 
Wales 0.059 (0.067) 0.008 0.085 (0.135) 0.013 
West Midlands 0.074 (0.054) 0.010 0.168 (0.105) 0.027 
East Midlands 0.045 (0.057) 0.006 -0.020 (0.117) -0.003 
East Anglia -0.083 (0.076) -0.010 -0.031 (0.149) -0.004 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.051 (0.055) 0.007 0.010 (0.110) 0.001 
Nonh-\\est -0.037 (0.053) -0.005 0.027 (0.102) 0.004 
Nonh 0.061 (0.063) 0.008 -0.003 (0.129) 0.000 
Scotland -0.034 (0.055) -0.004 0.001 (0.108) 0.000 

Age -0.025 (0.007) -0.003 -0.721 (0.102) -0.106 
Age2fl00 0.014 (0.009) 0.002 1.370 (0.214) 0.202 
Part-time -0.548 (0.102) -0.046 -0.918 (0.159) -0.075 
Non-white -0.058 (0.071) -0.007 0.072 (0.135) 0.011 
Employer size 25+ 0.137 (0.030) 0.016 0.136 (0.057) 0.019 
Number o! observations 20()38 5903 
Pseudo R2 0.068 0.105 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.43 

Determinants of Male Non-Employer Training: QLFS 

van able 
Coef. ~~.~) Youn~~~les 

Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 
effect effect 

~51nstant -~:~~ ~g:~m Moved~ob last year 
Panel ummies: 

0.003 -~:~i M:~~~ -0.008 

Jun 1992 -0.097 (0.051) -0.009 -0.295 (0.099) -0.032 
Sep 1992 -0.083 (0.051) -0.007 -0.221 (0.095) -0.025 
Dec 1992 -0.055 (0.051) -0.005 -0.191 (0.096) -0.022 
Mar 1993 0.008 (0.050) 0.001 -0.071 (0.094) -0.009 
Jun 1993 -0.033 (0.051) -0.003 -0.137 (0.095) -0.016 
Sep 1993 -0.148 (0.052) -0.013 -0.247 (0.100) -0.028 

Highest educalion qualification: 
Degree 0.566 (0.058) 0.074 0.785 (0.160) 0.155 
Higher vocational 0.622 (0.064) 0.090 0.796 (0.162) 0.160 
Middle vocational 0.478 (0.060) 0.060 0.741 (0.146) 0.132 
Lower vocational 0.400 (0.054) 0.043 0.594 (0.138) 0.077 
Other 0.346 (0.065) 0.041 0.522 (0.203) 0.094 

Industry: 
Energy and water -0.249 (0.079) -0.019 -0.289 (0.203) -0.030 
Minerals -0.227 (0.067) -0.018 -0.301 (0.156) -0.031 
Metals -0.409 (0.046) -0.031 -0.308 (0.095) -0.033 
Other manufacturing -0.394 (0.054) -0.029 -0.347 (0.105) -0.036 
Construction -0.426 (0.063) -0.029 -0.283 (0.115) -0.030 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.304 (0.047) -0.024 -0.331 (0.086) -0.037 
Transport and communication -0.463 (0.058) -0.032 -0.640 (0.136) -0.055 
Finance -0.277 (0.049) -0.022 -0.246 (0.097) -0.027 

Ret on: 
outh-East -0.010 (0.053) -0.001 -0.001 (0.105) 0.000 

South-\\est 0.015 (0.065) 0.001 -0.005 (0.131) -0.001 
Wales 0.047 (0.077) 0.005 0.115 (0.149) 0.016 
\\est Midlands -0.014 (0.064) -0.001 -0.059 (0.125) -0.007 
East Midlands -0.016 (0.066) -0.002 0.068 (0.128) 0.009 
East Anglia -0.002 (0.083) 0.000 0.301 (0.146) 0.047 
Yorkshire and Hwnberside 0.084 (0.062) 0.008 0.209 (0.118) 0.030 
North-\\est -0.007 (0.060) -0.001 -0.019 (0.115) -0.002 
North -0.085 (0.077) -0.007 -0.242 (0.156) -0.026 
Scotland -0.073 (0.064) -0.007 -0.116 (0.125) -0.014 

Age -0.024 (0.008) -0.002 -0.340 (0.112) -0.043 
Age2/100 0.012 (0.011) 0.000 0.609 (0.235) 0.001 
Part-time 0.414 (0.069) 0.054 0.533 (0.101) 0.095 
Non-white -0.120 (0.084) -0.010 0.072 (0.153) 0.010 
EIIIIlloyer size 25+ 0.125 (0.034) 0.011 0.070 (0.060) 0.009 
~umber O! oDserVaUons 
Pseudo R2 t':':~ l~h 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub-sample of men who did not undertake employer 
training in the quartet: 
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TABLEB.44 

Mobility and the Determinants of Female Training: QLFS 

Vanable Fem~es Young Females 
Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
Constant -1.~':' (0.144) 4.~ (l.Q~~~ 
Move~ob last year 0.123 (0.034) 0.024 0.093 (0.052) 0.023 
Panel ummies: 

Jun 1992 -0.159 (0.040) -0.028 -0.319 (0.076) -0.067 
Sep 1992 -0.044 (0.039) -0.008 -0.016 (0.072) -0.004 
Dec 1992 -0.058 (0.039) -0.011 -0.125 (0.073) -0.029 
Mar 1993 0.003 (0.038) 0.001 -0.076 (0.073) -O.oJ8 
Jun 1993 -0.216 (0.040) -0.037 -0.284 (0.076) -0.061 
Sep 1993 -0.051 (0.039) -0.009 -0.096 (0.073) -0.022 

Highest education qualification: 
Degree 0.919 (0.044) 0.249 0.999 (0.125) 0.322 
Higher vocational 0.886 (0.043) 0.237 0.846 (0.128) 0.266 
Middle vocational 0.700 (0.046) 0.178 0.685 (0.120) 0.197 
Lower vocational 0.447 (0.038) 0.090 0.325 (0.115) 0.076 
Other 0.342 (0.054) 0.076 0.600 (0.175) 0.182 

lndustrv: 
Energy and water -0.128 (0.109) -0.022 -0.066 (0.178) -0.015 
Minerals -0.263 (0.086) -0.042 -0.262 (0.155) -0.054 
Metals -0.339 (0.056) -0.052 -0.346 (0.101) -0.070 
Other manufacturing -0.510 (0.054) -0.072 -0.496 (0.089) -0.094 
Construction -0.076 (0.085) -0.014 -0.166 (0.165) -0.036 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.218 (0.032) -0.038 -0.237 (0.057) -0.053 
Transport and communication -0.149 (0.061) -0.026 -0.051 (0.100) -0.012 
Finance -0.204 (0.033) -0.035 -0.163 (0.056) -0.037 

Region: 
South-East 0.079 (0.041) 0.015 0.026 (0.076) 0.006 
South-\\est 0.113 (0.049) 0.023 0.162 (0.093) 0.041 
Wales 0.070 (0.060) 0.014 0.258 (0.109) 0.069 
West Midlands 0.050 (0.049) 0.010 0.066 (0.090) 0.016 
East Midlands 0.141 (0.051) O.D28 0.072 (0.098) 0.018 
East Anglia 0.164 (0.063) 0.034 0.128 (0.119) 0.032 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.114 (0.048) 0.023 0.068 (0.089) 0.017 
North- \\est 0.047 (0.046) 0.009 0.106 (0.084) 0.026 
North 0.052 (0.056) 0.010 -0.015 (0.104) -0.003 
Scotland -0.038 (0.049) -0.007 -0.165 (0.092) -0.037 

Age -0.007 (0.007) -0.001 -0.414 (0.087) -0.099 
Age21100 -0.001 (0.009) 0.000 0.792 (0.182) 0.189 
Part-time -0.237 (0.024) -0.044 -0.159 (0.054) -0.036 
Non-white -0.086 (0.063) -0.015 -0.045 (0.114) -0.010 
Employer size 25+ 0.113 (0.023) 0.021 0.061 (0.044) O.oJ5 
Number o}· observations 25198 5~95_ 
Pseudo R2 0.088 0.065 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.45 

Determinants of Female Employer Training I: QLFS 

vanable 
Coef. 

Feml!!es 
Marg. 

Young t'emates 
(S.E.) Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
Constant -0.~~~ (l).~!~) =~:~~~ ~t;i~~ Move~ob last year -0.233 (0.072) -0.093 -0.114 
Panel ummie.<: 

Jun 1992 0.006 (0.086) 0.002 0.000 (0.181) 0.000 
Sep 1992 -0.075 (0.080) -0.030 -0.015 (0.161) -0.006 
Dec 1992 -0.134 (0.081) -0.053 -0.200 (0.165) -0.079 
Mar 1993 -0.005 (0.079) -0.002 -0.111 (0.162) -0.044 
Jun 1993 -0.043 (0.087) -0.017 0.130 (0.176) 0.052 
Sep 1993 

Hi!(hest education qualification: 
0.067 (0.081) 0.027 0.172 (0.163) 0.068 

Degree 0.176 (0.105) 0.070 -0.478 (0.354) -0.186 
Higher vocational 0.186 (0.105) 0.074 -0.227 (0.359) -0.090 
Middle vocational 0.108 (0.112) 0.043 -0.579 (0.349) -0.225 
Lower vocational 0.046 (0.099) 0.018 -0.583 (0.340) -0.229 
Other -0.078 (0.138) -0.031 

Industry: 
Energy and water 
Minerals 0.182 (0.194) 0.072 
Metals -0.023 (0.129) -0.009 
Other manufacturing -0.031 (0.133) -0.012 
Construction -0.199 (0.183) -0.079 0.217 (0.413) 0.086 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.298 (0.075) -0.118 -0.059 (0.134) -0.024 
Transport and communication 0.114 (0.133) 0.045 0.119 (0.221) 0.047 
Finance 0.027 (0.071) 0.011 0.226 (0.121) 0.090 

Re!(ion: 
South-East -0.049 (0.086) -0.019 0.077 (0.168) 0.031 
South-\\est -0.050 (0.104) -0.020 -0.366 (0.201) -0.143 
Wales 0.100 (0.125) 0.040 0.005 (0.227) 0.002 
West Midlands -0.076 (0.105) -0.030 0.032 (0.194) 0.013 
East Midlands -0.201 (0.108) -0.080 -0.275 (0.221) -0.108 
East Anglia -0.113 (0.131) -0.045 -0.008 (0.254) -0.003 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.151 (0.101) -0.060 -0.328 (0.194) -0.129 
North-\\est -0.156 (0.097) -0.062 -0.348 (0.182) -0.137 
North -0.057 (0.121) -0.023 -0.079 (0.234) -0.032 
Scotland -0.188 (0.104) -0.075 

Age 0.040 (0.016) 0.016 0.231 (0.199) 0.092 
Age2 /100 -0.050 (0.021) -0.020 -0.403 (0.419) -0.161 
Part-time -0.288 (0.052) -0.114 -0.460 (0.133) -0.180 
Non-white 0.034 (0.135) 0.014 -0.273 (0.114) -0.108 
Employer size 25+ 0.018 (0.050) 0.007 0.150 (0.104) 0.060 
Number of observanons 3303 822 
Pseudo R2 0.032 0.086 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub-sample of women who undertook some form of 
training in the quarter. The energy and water dummy is excluded from the female and young female 
equations because it completely determines employer training outcomes. The other qualification, min­
erals, metals, and other manufacturing dummies have been excluded from the young female equation 
because they completely determine employer training outcomes. 
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TABLEB.46 

Detenninants of Female Employer Training II: QLFS 

Vanable Fem~es Young Females 
Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect eiiect 
Constant -1.984 (0.177) 0.948 (1.273) 
Move'!}.ob last year -0.025 (0.043) -0.003 -0.072 (0.066) -0.010 
Panel ummies: 

Jun 1992 -0.128 (0.049) -0.013 -0.291 (0.093) -0.037 
Sep 1992 -0.062 (0.047) -0.007 -0.025 (0.087) -0.004 
Dec 1992 -0.098 (0.048) -0.011 -0.237 (0.090) -0.031 
Mar 1993 0.002 (0.047) 0.000 -0.107 (0.088) -0.015 
Jun 1993 0.274 (0.044) 0.036 0.265 (0.082) 0.045 
Sep 1993 -0.013 (0.047) -0.001 -0.040 (0.087) -0.006 

Highest education qua/ijication: 
Degree 0.875 (0.053) 0.164 0.727 (0.146) 0.156 
Higher vocational 0.838 (0.053) 0.153 0.720 (0.147) 0.156 
Middle vocational 0.668 (0.057) 0.113 0.460 (0.141) 0.083 
Lower vocational 0.433 (0.048) 0.054 0.152 (0.135) 0.022 
Other 0.279 (0.069) O.D38 0.300 (0.215) 0.054 

Jndu.<rn: 
Energy and water 0.137 (0.112) 0.017 O.D78 (0.193) 0.012 
Minerals -0.184 (0.098) -0.018 0.062 (0.160) 0.010 
Metals -0.349 (0.068) -0.031 -0.351 (0.121) -0.042 
Other manufacturing -0.465 (0.065) -0.038 -0.438 (0.108) -0.050 
Construction -0.141 (0.103) -0.014 -0.102 (0.192) -0.014 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.367 (0.041) -O.o35 -0.295 (0.071) -0.039 
Transport and communication -0.127 (0.071) -0.013 0.011 (0.114) 0.002 
Finance -0.170 (0.039) -0.017 -0.029 (0.064) -0.004 

Region: 
South-East 0.054 (0.047) 0.006 0.061 (0.087) 0.009 
South-'\\est 0.086 (0.057) 0.010 0.016 (0.110) 0.002 
Wales 0.135 (0.067) 0.017 0.241 (0.125) 0.042 
West Midlands 0.013 (0.057) 0.001 0.057 (0.103) 0.009 
East Midlands 0.007 (0.061) 0.001 -0.073 (0.117) -0.010 
East Anglia 0.073 (0.075) 0.009 0.083 (0.139) 0.013 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.068 (0.056) 0.008 0.011 (0.104) 0.002 
North-'\\est -0.020 (0.054) -0.002 -0.016 (0.099) -0.002 
Nonh -0.015 (0.066) -0.002 -0.095 (0.124) -0.013 
Scotland -0.078 (0.057) -0.008 -0.189 (0.107) -0.025 

Age 0.016 (0.009) 0.002 -0.201 (0.107) -0.030 
Age2fl00 -0.027 (0.012) -0.003 0.406 (0.223) 0.060 
Part-time -0.347 (0.029) -0.038 -0.410 (0.071) -0.052 
Non-white -0.037 ~~-07~~ -0.004 -0.008 ~~ 13~~ -0.001 
Employer size 25+ 0.088 0.028 0.010 0.121 0.054 0.017 
Number o_! ooservat10ns 25198 599.'\ 
Pseudo R2 0.102 0.084 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.47 

Detenninants of Female Non-Employer Training: QLFS 

v..riable 
Coef. 

Fem~es 
Marg. 

Young Females 
(S.E.) Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
constant -I.:Z:l2 (0.1?~/ 4.25!1 (1.213) 
Mov"'!).ob last year 0.210 (0.040) 0,028 0.182 (0.060) 0.030 
Panel ummies: 

Jun 1992 -0.151 (0.050) -0.016 -0.282 (0.096) -0.038 
Sep 1992 -0.019 (0.048) -0.002 -0.007 (0.090) -0.001 
Dec 1992 -0.013 (0.048) -0.002 -0.019 (0.089) -0.003 
Mar 1993 -0.002 (0.048) 0.000 -0.035 (0.090) -0.005 
Jun 1993 0.019 (0.048) 0.002 -0.063 (0.092) -0.009 
Sep 1993 

Highest education qualification: 
-0.078 (0.048) -0.009 -0.131 (0.092) -0.019 

Degree 0.789 (0.054) 0.148 1.084 (0.168) 0.277 
Higher vocational 0.776 (0.052) 0.143 0.828 (0.171) 0.194 
Middle vocational 0.616 (0.056) 0.106 0.773 (0.160) 0.163 
Lower vocational 0.411 (0.046) 0.053 0.469 (0.154) 0.070 
Other 0.352 (0.064) 0.052 0.676 (0.223) 0.154 

lndustrv: 
Energy and water -0.612 (0.191) -0.045 -0.267 (0.247) -0.034 
Minerals -0.288 (0.113) -0.027 -0.495 (0.236) -0.054 
Metals -0.281 (0.069) -0.027 -0.332 (0.127) -0.041 
Other manufacturing -0.454 (0.067) -0.040 -0.440 (0.109) -0.052 
Construction -0.020 (0.101) -0.002 -0.299 (0.216) -0.037 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.117 (0.037) -0.013 -0.199 (0.067) -0.028 
Transport and communication -0.204 (0.079) -0.021 -0.154 (0.128) -0.021 
Finance -0.206 (0.042) -0.022 -0.279 (0.072) -0.038 

Region: 
South-East 0.079 (0.051) 0.010 -0.059 (0.097) -0.009 
South-\\est 0.113 (0.061) 0.014 0.200 (0.112) 0.034 
W..les 0.006 (0.077) 0.001 0.152 (0.138) 0.026 
West Midlands 0.059 (0.061) 0.007 0.017 (0.113) 0.003 
East Midlands 0.190 (0.062) 0.026 0.118 (0.118) 0.019 
East Anglia 0.189 (0.076) 0.026 0.015 (0.150) 0.002 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.133 (0.060) 0.017 0.075 (0.109) 0.012 
North-\\est 0.071 (0.057) 0.009 0.135 (0.103) 0.022 
North 0.043 (0.070) 0.005 -0.011 (0.127) -0.002 
Scotland 0.002 (0.061) 0.000 -0.132 (0.113) -0.019 

Age -0.029 (0.009) -0.003 -0.456 (0.103) -0.070 
Age2/JOO 0.026 (0.011) 0.000 0.838 (0.219) 0.001 
Part-time -0.104 (0.028) -0.012 0.024 (0.062) 0.004 
Non-white -0.090 (0.080) -0.010 0.008 (0.140) 0.001 
Emp Ioyer size 25+ 0.093 (0.028i 0.011 0.017 (0.054i 0.003 
Num?er o! observallons 23247 ~ Pseudo R2 0.066 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub-sample of women who did not undertake employer 
training in the quarter. 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.48 

Poisson Model of Training and Male Job Changes: NCDS 

Variable Coef. (:S.b.) Marg. Coef. (:S.b.) Marg. 
effect effect 

~onstant u.4l:l (U.UlH) 
~:~ ((J.\)18) 

Trnining last quarter (0.009) 0.009 
Number of other training 

courses since 1981 0.002 (0.001) 0.003 
Employer-provided training 1981 
Year dummies: 

-0.232 (0.005) -0.641 

1982 0.055 (0.013) 0.156 0.055 (0.013) 0.153 
1983 0.113 (0.013) 0.325 0.112 (0.013) 0.323 
1984 0.173 (0.013) 0.512 0.174 (0.013) 0.514 
1985 0.223 (0.013) 0.673 0.224 (0.013) 0.674 
1986 0.274 (0.013) 0.846 0.278 (0.013) 0.855 
1987 0.331 (0.012) 1.046 0.334 (0.012) 1.049 
1988 0.388 (0.012) 1.254 0.389 (0.012) 1.252 
1989 0.447 (0.012) 1.478 0.448 (0.012) 1.478 
1990 0.495 (0.012) 1.682 0.497 (0.012) 1.683 

Quarter dummies: 
2nd quarter 0.016 (0.007) 0.044 0.016 (0.007) 0.043 
3rd quarter 0.029 (0.007) 0.081 0.029 (0.007) 0.081 
4th quarter 0.038 (0.007) 0.105 0.038 (0.007) 0.105 

Highest education qualification: 
Other 0.005 (0.011) 0.015 0.067 (0.011) 0.189 
0 levels 0.002 (0.009) 0.005 0.050 (0.009) 0.141 
Lower vocational -0.016 (0.009) -0.044 0.044 (0.009) 0.123 
5+ 0 levels -0.061 (0.010) -0.163 -0.015 (0.010) -0.039 
Middle vocational -0.085 (0.008) -0.227 -0.011 (0.008) -0.030 
A levels -0.008 (0.012) -0.022 0.047 (0.012) 0.133 
Higher vocational -0.140 (0.010) -0.366 -0.053 (0.011) -0.140 
Degree 0.023 (0.010) 0.064 0.074 (0.010) 0.209 

Industry /981 job: 
Energy and water 0.345 (0.014) 1.115 0.344 (0.014) 1.105 
Minerals 0.339 (0.014) 1.098 0.325 (0.014) 1.039 
Metals 0.341 (0.009) 1.067 0.287 (0.009) 0.873 
Other manufacturing 0.388 (0.010) 1.262 0.334 (0.011) 1.056 
Construction 0.383 (0.011) 1.248 0.307 (0.011) 0.%1 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.502 (0.009) 1.694 0.448 (0.009) 1.472 
Transport and communication 0.462 (0.011) 1.568 0.425 (0.011) 1.412 
Finance 0.348 (0.011) 1.121 0.305 (0.012) 0.957 
Other services 0.408 (0.010) 1.321 0.393 (0.010) 1.257 

/981 region: 
South-East 0.040 (0.009) 0.111 0.028 (0.009) 0.077 
South-\\est -0.052 (0.012) -0.141 -0.068 (0.012) -0.180 
Wales -0.130 (0.014) -0.338 -0.137 (0.014) -0.355 
West Midlands -0.034 (0.011) -0.092 -0.036 (0.011) -0.097 
East Midlands -0.045 (0.012) -0.122 -0.048 (0.012) -0.128 
East Anglia -0.034 (0.016) -0.092 -0.045 (0.016) -0.121 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.045 (0.011) 0.126 0.029 (0.011) 0.080 
Nonh-\\est 0.046 (0.011) 0.128 0.043 (0.011) 0.119 
North 0.048 (0.012) 0.134 0.052 (0.012) 0.145 
Scotland 0.004 (0.011) 0.010 -0.011 (0.011) -0.030 

Employer .1·ize 198/ job: 
10-24 0.000 (0.009) 0.000 0.007 (0.009) 0.020 
25-99 -0.038 (0.008) -0.103 -0.030 (0.008) -0.081 
100-500 -0.064 (0.008) -0.172 -0.039 (0.008) -0.107 
500+ -0.095 (0.009) -0.256 -0.060 (0.009) -0.162 

Union member 1981 -0.052 (0.006) -0.144 -0.048 (0.006) -0.132 
Private sector 1981 O.D75 (0.007) 0.203 0.072 (0.007) 0.195 
Part-time 1981 -0.059 (0.023) -0.158 -0.093 (0.023) -0.243 
Times moved 1958 to 1974 0.026 ~?·001) 0.071 O.D25 (0.001) 0.069 
Mother employed 1974 0.042 0.005) 0.114 0.043 (0.005) O.ll8 
Number o! observations 5'1951 59957 
Pseudo R2 0.0474 0.0558 

154 



Detailed results 

TABLEB.49 

Poisson Model of Training and Female Job Changes: NCDS 

V..nable Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (::>.b.) M_arg. 
effect effect 

~onstant 0.~99 (0.01~) ~:g~i (0.019) 
Training last ~arter (0.010) 0.188 
Number of o r training 

courses since 1981 0.006 (0.001) 0.019 
Employer-provided training 1981 
>ear dummies: 

-0.079 (0.006) -0.231 

1982 0.060 (0.012) 0.182 0.059 (0.012) 0.177 
1983 0.126 (0.012) 0.389 0.124 (0.012) 0.382 
1984 0.193 (0.012) 0.613 0.191 (0.012) 0.607 
1985 0.240 (0.012) 0.781 0.238 (0.012) 0.771 
1986 0.286 (0.012) 0.950 0.282 (0.012) 0.935 
1987 0.343 (0.012) 1.167 0.338 (0.012) 1.146 
1988 0.416 (0.012) 1.458 0.410 (0.012) 1.433 
1989 0.474 (0.012) 1.704 0.466 (0.012) 1.670 
1990 0.520 (0.012) 1.921 0.510 (0.012) 1.873 

Quarter dummie.r: 
2nd quarter 0.016 (0.007) 0.047 0.015 (0.007) 0.045 
3rd quarter 0.034 (0.007) 0.101 0.033 (0.007) 0.098 
4th quarter 

Highest education qualification: 
0.042 (0.007) 0.124 0.040 (0.007) 0.119 

Other -0.006 (0.014) -0.018 0.003 (0.014) 0.010 
0 levels 0.103 (0.008) 0.312 0.108 (0.008) 0.328 
Lower vocational 0.194 (0.011) 0.623 0.188 (0.011) 0.601 
5+ 0 levels 0.040 (0.010) 0.118 0.046 (0.010) 0.137 
Middle vocational -0.006 (0.012) -0.017 0.004 (0.012) 0.012 
A levels 0.119 (0.012) 0.368 0.115 (0.012) 0.355 
Higher vocational 0.196 (0.010) 0.621 0.213 (0.010) 0.677 
Degree 0.082 (0.01 l) 0.249 O.D78 (0.011) 0.236 

Industry /981 job: 
Energy and water 0.274 (0.025) 0.924 0.278 (0.025) 0.939 
Minerals 0.396 (0.019) 1.419 0.397 (0.019) 1.423 
Metals 0.620 (0.013) 2.446 0.613 (0.013) 2.406 
Other manufacturing 0.584 (0.012) 2.230 0.571 (0.012) 2.169 
Construction 0.493 (0.032) 1.872 0.487 (0.032) 1.840 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.567 (0.010) 2.077 0.562 (0.010) 2.054 
Transport and communication 0.545 (0.014) 2.091 0.543 (0.014) 2.078 
Finance 0.280 (0.011) 0.919 0.285 (0.011) 0.937 
Other services 0.512 (0.009) 1.672 0.510 (0.009) 1.661 

/981 region: 
South-East -0.091 (0.009) -0.260 -0.095 (0.009) -0.271 
South-\1-kst -0.217 (0.012) -0.584 -0.219 (0.012) -0.587 
Wales -0.273 (0.015) -0.712 -0.284 (0.015) -0.736 
West Midlands -0.186 (0.011) -0.509 -0.193 (0.011) -0.524 
East Midlands -0.102 (0.012) -0.288 -0.104 (0.012) -0.292 
East Anglia -0.170 (0.014) -0.463 -0.172 (0.014) -0.468 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.177 (0.011) -0.485 -0.181 (0.011) -0.494 
North-\1-kst -0.143 (0.010) -0.399 -0.146 (0.010) -0.406 
North -0.231 (0.014) -0.616 -0.236 (0.014) -0.627 
Scotland -0.139 (0.010) -0.388 -0.145 (0.010) -0.405 

Employer size 1981 job: 
10-24 0.004 (0.009) 0.012 0.004 (0.009) 0.011 
25-99 -0.144 (0.008) -0.408 -0.141 (0.008) -0.401 
100-500 -0.056 (0.008) -0.163 -0.052 (0.008) -0.150 
500+ -0.101 (0.009) -0.290 -0.094 (0.009) -0.271 

Union member 1981 -0.200 (0.006) -0.586 -0.192 (0.006) -0.564 
Private sector 1981 -0.024 (0.008) -0.070 -0.026 (0.008) -0.076 
Part-time 1981 0.003 (0.009) 0.010 -0.011 (0.009) -0.033 
Times moved 1958 to 1974 0.019 (0.001) 0.057 0.019 (0.001) 0.056 
Mother employed 1974 0.006 (0.006) 0.017 0.004 (0.006) 0.011 
Number of observatiOns 
Pseudo R2 

51~62 
0.0744 

51~62 
0.0756 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.50 

Job Changes and Male Training: NCDS 

Van able 
Coef. 

Pr~~Et 
Coef. 

IY·Pr~Dll 
(S.E.) Marg. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
Constant -2047 (0.05M) -~.118 (0.~4) 
Number of jobs 0.002 (0.004) 0.000 0.147 (0.053) 0.019 
!!ear dumm1es: 

1982 O.D75 (0.041) 0.010 0.056 (0.042) 0.008 
1983 0.081 (0.041) 0.011 0.043 (0.043) 0.006 
1984 0.100 (0.041) 0.014 0.040 (0.046) 0.005 
1985 0.142 (0.040) 0.020 0.062 (0.050) 0.008 
1986 0.183 (0.040) 0.027 0.082 (0.054) 0.011 
1987 0.162 (0.040) 0.023 O.D38 (0.060) 0.005 
1988 0.209 (0.040) 0.031 0.059 (0.067) 0.008 
1989 0.329 (0.039) 0.052 0.151 (0.075) 0.022 
1990 0.462 (0.039) 0.080 0.260 (0.083) 0.040 

Quarter dummies: 
2nd quarter O.D35 (0.022) 0.005 0.028 (0.022) 0.004 
3rd quarter 0.085 (0.022) 0.012 0.073 (0.022) 0.010 
4th quarter 0.019 (0.023) 0.003 0.004 (0.024) 0.001 

Hi~:he.•·t education qualification: 
Other 0.244 (0.043) O.D38 0.239 (0.043) 0.037 
0 levels 0.307 (0.033) 0.048 0.305 (0.033) 0.048 
Lower vocational 0.255 (0.035) 0.039 0.263 (0.035) 0.040 
5+ 0 levels 0.483 (0.036) 0.085 0.508 (0.037) 0.091 
Middle vocational 0.536 (0.029) 0.090 0.572 (0.031) 0.097 
A levels 0.771 (0.036) 0.160 0.778 (0.036) 0.162 
Higher vocational 0.685 (0.032) 0.133 0.739 (0.038) 0.147 
Degree 

Industry /981 job: 
0.690 (0.033) 0.133 0.680 (0.033) 0.131 

Energy and water -0.123 (0.040) -0.015 -0.245 (0.060) -0027 
Minerals -0.026 (0.045) -0.003 -0.147 (0.063) -0.017 
Metals 0.053 (0.028) 0.007 -0.068 (0.052) -0.009 
Other manufacturing -0.044 (0.036) -0.006 -0.186 (0.063) -0.022 
Construction -0.172 (0.039) -0.020 -0.312 (0.064) -0.034 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.073 (0.034) -0.009 -0.278 (0.082) -0.031 
Transport and communication O.Dl8 (0.035) 0.002 -0.159 (0.073) -0.019 
Finance 0.184 (0.033) 0.027 0.058 (0.056) 0.008 
Other services 0.141 (0.028) 0.020 -0.010 (0.061) -0.001 

/981 re~:ion: 
South-East 0.001 (0.029) 0.000 -0.015 (0.030) -0.002 
South· \\est -0.201 (0.039) -0.023 -0.185 (0.039) -0.022 
Wales -0.193 (0.045) -0.022 -0.136 (0.049) -0.016 
West Midlands -0.008 (0.035) -0.001 0.006 (0.036) 0.001 
East Midlands -0.085 (0.037) -0.011 -0.063 (0.037) -0.008 
East Anglia 0.042 (0.049) 0.006 0.061 (0.049) 0.008 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.153 (0.034) 0.022 0.134 (0.035) 0.019 
North-\\est -0.043 (0.033) -0.006 -0.059 (0.034) -0007 
North 0.224 (0.036) 0.034 0.210 (0.036) 0.031 
Scotland -0.179 (0.037) -0.021 -0.181 (0.037) -0.021 

Employer ,,ize 1981 job: 
10-24 0.121 (0.033) 0.017 0.120 (0.033) 0.017 
25-99 0.112 (0.029) O.Dl5 0.129 (0.030) 0.018 
100-500 0.196 (0.029) O.D28 0.221 (0.031) 0.032 
500+ 0.134 (0.030) 0.018 0.172 (0.033) 0.024 

Union member 1981 0.036 (0.019) 0.005 0.057 (0.020) 0.008 
Private sector 1981 -0.251 ~?02~l -0.035 -0.281 -~2:2~!l -0.040 
Part-time 1981 -0.123 0.073 -0.015 -0097 -0.012 
Number o_t observations 59957 59957 
Pseudo R2 0.0703 O.D705 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.51 

Job Changes and Female Training: NCDS 

Variable 
Coef. 

Pr~~t IV-Probll 
(S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
~onstant ·6:~ (O.IJ()~) -1.~~1 (0.11.17) 
Number of jobs (0.005) 0.003 -0.088 (0.076) -0.010 
lear dummtes: 

1982 O.o78 (0.041) 0.010 0.097 (0.042) 0.012 
1983 0.084 (0.041) 0.010 0.122 (0.048) O.Q15 
1984 0.003 (0.043) 0.000 0.064 (0.058) 0.008 
1985 0.028 (0.043) 0.003 0.105 (0.065) 0.013 
1986 0.095 (0.042) 0.012 0.188 (0.074) 0.024 
1987 0.122 (0.042) O.Q15 0.235 (0.085) 0.032 
1988 0.125 (0.042) 0.016 0.267 (0.102) 0.037 
1989 0.235 (0.041) 0.032 0.401 (0.116) 0.060 
1990 0.356 (0.041) 

Quarter dummie.•: 
0.052 0.542 (0.129) 0.089 

2nd quarter -0.004 (0.025) -0.001 0.002 (0.025) 0.000 
3rd quarter 0.096 (0.025) 0.012 0.108 (0.026) 0.013 
4th quarter -0.021 (0.026) -0.002 -0.006 (0.028) -0.001 

Hi!ihe.•t education qualification: 
Other 0.269 (0.056) 0.038 0.268 (0.056) 0.038 
0 levels 0.240 (0.037) 0.032 0.275 (0.044) 0.037 
Lower vocational 0.478 (0.044) 0.076 0.544 (0.062) 0.090 
5+ 0 levels 0.375 (0.040) 0.055 0.388 (0.040) 0.057 
Middle vocational 0.539 (0.044) 0.089 0.535 (0.044) 0.089 
A levels 0.772 (0.041) 0.145 0.812 (0.049) 0.156 
Higher vocational 0.690 (0.038) 0.118 0.759 (0.059) 0.134 
Degree 

Industry 1981 job: 
0.696 (0.039) 0.121 0.721 (0.043) 0.128 

Energy and water 0.032 (0.078) 0.004 0.097 (0.091) 0.012 
Minerals 0.098 (0.066) 0.012 0.212 (0.101) 0.029 
Metals 0.037 (0.050) 0.004 0.227 (0.138) 0.031 
Other manufacturing -0.190 (0.050) -0.020 -0.007 (0.130) -0.001 
Construction -0.257 (0.164) -0.025 -0.110 (0.193) -0.012 
Wholesale and retail trade 0.077 (0.038) 0.009 0.255 (0.123) O.Q35 
Transport and communication 0.109 (0.050) 0.014 0.278 (0.123) 0.040 
Finance 0.232 (0.034) 0.031 0.304 (0.058) 0.043 
Other services 0.164 (0.027) 0.020 0.319 (0.107) 0.041 

198 I region: 
South-East -0.121 (0.030) -0.013 -0.153 (0.038) -0.017 
South-\\lost -0.120 (0.040) -0.013 -0.198 (0.065) -0.020 
Wales 0.112 (0.045) 0.014 0.013 (0.080) 0.002 
West Midlands -0.066 (0.038) -0.007 -0.139 (0.060) -0.015 
East Midlands -0.136 (0.041) -0.015 -0.172 (0.049) -0.018 
East Anglia -0.240 (0.053) -0.024 -0.305 (0.068) -0.029 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.119 (0.038) -0.013 -0.188 (0.058) -0.019 
North-\\est 0.020 (0.034) 0.002 -0.038 (0.051) -0.004 
North -0.183 (0.050) -0.019 -0.269 (0.075) -0.026 
Scotland -0.111 (0.036) -0.012 -0.165 (0.050) -0.018 

Employer size 1981 job: 
10-24 -0.103 (0.033) -0.011 -0.104 (0.033) -0.012 
25-99 0.026 (0.029) 0.003 -0.025 (0.043) -0.003 
100-500 0.042 (0.030) 0.005 0.020 (0.032) 0.002 
500+ 0.019 (0.031) 0.002 -0.018 (0.039) -0.002 

Union member 1981 0.007 (0.020) 0.001 -0.063 (0.050) -0.007 
Private sector 1981 -0.068 ~?·02~~ -0.008 -0.074 (0.026) -0.009 
Part-time 1981 -0.155 0.034 -0.016 -0.157 (0.034\ -0.017 
Number o_! observatwns 51lb2 51162 
Pseudo R2 0.0623 0.0611 
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Labour turnover and work-related training 

TABLEB.52 

Job Changes and Male Employer Training: NCDS 

Vanable 
Coef. 

Pr?'?_!t 
Marg. Coef. 

IV-Pr~bit 
Marg. (S.E.) (S.E.) 

effect effect 
l::Onstant 0.~()1 \~·17!/ 0.517 (1!.1~9) 
Number of jobs -0.021 (0.013) -0.005 0.060 (0.156) 0.015 
H!ar dummres: 

1982 0.007 (0.116) 0.002 -0.004 (0.118) -0.001 
1983 0.120 (0.117) 0.030 0.097 (0.125) 0.024 
1984 0.196 (0.118) 0.047 0.161 (0.133) 0.039 
1985 0.239 (0.116) 0.056 0.193 (0.143) 0.046 
1986 0.292 (0.116) 0.067 0.233 (0.156) 0.055 
1987 0.354 (0.118) 0.080 0.281 (0.176) 0.065 
1988 0.338 (0.115) 0.077 0.253 (0.195) 0.060 
1989 0.397 (0.112) 0.088 0.296 (0.219) 0.068 
1990 0.605 (0.114) 0.122 0.489 (0.243) 0.104 

Quarter dummies: 
2nd quarter 0.066 (0.065) 0.017 0.062 (0.066) 0.016 
3rd quarter -0.083 (0.062) -0.022 -0.091 (0.064) -0.024 
4th quarter 0.012 (0.067) 0.003 0.004 (0.069) 0.001 

Hifihest education qualification: 
Other -0.124 (0.131) -0.034 -0.139 (0.131) -0.038 
0 levels 0.143 (0.107) 0.035 0.139 (0.107) 0.034 
Lower vocational 0.141 (0.113) 0.035 0.150 (0.114) 0.037 
5+ 0 levels 0.002 (0.108) 0.000 0.020 (0.113) 0.005 
Middle vocational 0.301 (0.093) 0.071 0.325 (0.101) 0.076 
A levels -0.087 (0.106) -0.023 -0.075 (0.108) -0.020 
Higher vocational 0.096 (0.098) 0.024 0.134 (0.116) 0.033 
Degree 0.222 (0.099) 0.053 0.223 (0.099) 0.053 

Industry /981 job: 
Energy and water 1.016 (0.169) 0.161 0.962 (0.213) 0.157 
Minerals -0.027 (0.136) -0.007 -0.088 (0.183) -0.024 
Metals -0.012 (0.082) -0.003 -0.073 (0.151) -0.019 
Other manufacturing 0.111 (0.112) 0.027 0.049 (0.187) 0.012 
Construction -0.157 (0.112) -0.043 -0.233 (0.185) -0.066 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.184 (0.100) -0.051 -0.298 (0.241) -0.085 
Transport and communication 0.277 (0.104) 0.064 0.187 (0.218) 0.045 
Finance 0.429 (0.099) 0.092 0.367 (0.167) 0.081 
Other services 0.256 (0.075) 0.060 0.174 (0.176) 0.042 

/98/ refiion: 
South-East 0.182 (0.087) 0.045 0.169 (0.089) 0.042 
South-'M!st -0.045 (0.118) -0.012 -0.030 (0.l19) -0.008 
Wales -0.195 (0.131) -0.054 -0.165 (0.145) -0.045 
West Midlands -0.444 (0.096) -0.133 -0.436 (0.098) -0.131 
East Midlands 0.281 (0.117) 0.065 0.276 (0.119) 0.064 
EastAnglia 0.089 (0.150) 0.022 0.098 (0.152) 0.024 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.086 (0.095) -0.023 -0.095 (0.098) -0.026 
North-'M!st -0.309 (0.093) -0.089 -0.315 (0.094) -O.D91 
North 0.067 (0.102) 0.017 0.070 (0.103) 0.018 
Scotland -0.353 (0.104) -0.103 -0.358 (0.104) -0.105 

Employer size /981 job: 
10-24 -0.070 (0.098) -0.018 -0.066 (0.098) -0.018 
25-99 0.218 (0.089) 0.053 0.232 (0.090) 0.057 
100-500 0.027 (0.086) 0.007 O.Q35 (0.090) 0.009 
500+ 0.131 (0.089) 0.033 0.146 (0.096) 0.036 

Union member 1981 -0.191 (0.054) -0.049 -0.176 (0.060) -0.045 
Private sector 1981 0.008 (0.067) 0.002 -0.009 (0.074) -0.002 
Part-time 1981 0.705 (0.273) 0.126 0.700 (0.274) 0.126 
Number O! observauons 4940 4940 
Pseudo R2 0.0780 0.0775 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sub-sample of men who undertook some form of training 
in the quarter. 
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Detailed results 

TABLEB.53 

Job Changes and Female Employer Training: NCDS 

vanabte I'TObll IV·I'r~~I 
Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

effect effect 
~onstant 
Number of jobs 
tear dummres: 

g:~ ~g:~m 0.000 ~:~~~ (l_J.~~) 
(0.192) 0.150 

1982 -0.154 (0.119) -0.056 -0.222 (0.123) -0.082 
1983 -0.322 (0.120) -0.120 -0.466 (0.137) -0.177 
1984 -0.269 (0.126) -0.100 -0.492 (0.162) -0.187 
1985 -0.173 (0.126) -0.064 -0.459 (0.182) -0.174 
1986 -0.298 (0.122) -0.112 -0.645 (0.200) -0.248 
1987 -0.474 (0.120) -0.180 -0.898 (0.228) -0.344 
1988 -0.354 (0.121) -0.133 -0.874 (0.267) -0.335 
1989 -0.372 (0.116) -0.140 -0.983 (0.303) -0.376 
1990 

Quarter dummies: 
-0.320 (0.115) -0.120 -1.011 (0.337) -0.386 

2nd quarter 0.010 (0.068) 0.004 -0.014 (0.069) -0.005 
3rd quarter -0.162 (0.064) -0.059 -0.209 (0.068) -0.076 
4th quarter 

Highest education qualification: 
-0.124 (0.070) -0.045 -0.181 (0.075) -0.066 

Other -0.850 (0.163) -0.328 -0.821 (0.163) -0.317 
0 levels -0.143 (0.115) -0.052 -0.276 (0.130) -0.102 
Lower vocational -0.258 (0.130) -0.096 -0.500 (0.171) -0.191 
5+ 0 levels -0.168 (0.119) -0.062 -0.223 (0.121) -0.082 
Middle vocational 0.025 (0.128) 0.009 0.043 (0.129) 0.015 
A levels 0.274 (0.120) 0.092 0.138 (0.135) 0.048 
Higher vocational 0.146 (0.116) 0.051 -0.098 (0.161) -0.036 
Degree 

Industry 1981 job: 
0.183 (0.116) 0.063 0.088 (0.124) 0.031 

Energy and water -0.719 (0.212) -0.279 -0.975 (0.243) -0.374 
Minerals -0.359 (0.168) -0.136 -0.773 (0.253) -0.299 
Metals -0.565 (0.138) -0.217 -1.265 (0.350) -0.471 
Other manufacturing -0.014 (0.145) -0.005 -0.678 (0.337) -0.261 
Wholesale and retail trade -0.281 (0.104) -0.105 -0.912 (0.307) -0.348 
Transport and communication -0.510 (0.128) -0.196 -1.141 (0.317) -0.431 
Finance 0.474 (0.095) 0.152 0.213 (0.153) 0.073 
Other services 0.091 (0.073) 0.032 -0.482 (0.272) -0.177 

1981 region: 
South-East 0.501 (0.084) 0.163 0.616 (0.099) 0.195 
South-\\est 0.159 (0.104) 0.055 0.430 (0.162) 0.138 
Wales -0.369 (0.108) -0.140 -0.008 (0.198) -0.003 
\\est Midlands 0.036 (0.097) 0.013 0.295 (0.153) 0.098 
East Midlands 0.474 (0.116) 0.150 0.605 (0.131) 0.183 
East Anglia 0.142 (0.152) 0.049 0.367 (0.182) 0.119 
Yorkshire and Humberside -0.272 (0.099) -0.101 -0.031 (0.148) -0.011 
North-\\est 0.391 (0.090) 0.128 0.593 (0.129) 0.183 
North 0.631 (0.148) 0.188 0.946 (0.206) 0.250 
Scotland 0.280 (0.099) 0.094 0.455 (0.128) 0.146 

Employer size 1981 job: 
10-24 -0.100 (0.094) -0.036 -0.101 (0.094) -0.037 
25-99 -0.173 (0.079) -0.063 -0.002 (0.112) -0.001 
100-500 -0.296 (0.081) -0.109 -0.223 (0.088) -0.082 
500+ -0.021 (0.087) -0.008 0.110 (0.106) 0.038 

Union member 1981 0.308 (0.054) 0.109 0.564 (0.129) 0.198 
Private sector 1981 -0.023 (0.070) -0.008 -0.005 (0.071) -0.002 
Part-time 1981 -0.301 (0.094) -0.113 -0.300 (0.094) -0.112 
Number O! observations o'?f11 3623 
Pseudo R2 0.1138 

Note: Estimation of this equation is on the sul>-sample of women who undertook some form of 
training in the quarter. 
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'D\BLEB.54 

Simultaneous Model of the Detenninants of Training: NCDS 

V.mable M_ales Fem~es 
Coef. (S.E.) Marg. Coef. (S.E.) Marg. 

elfect effect 
~~mstant -~.882 (0.331) 0.392 (1.148) 
Moved job this quarter 0.653 (0.184) 0.005 1.646 (0.754) 0.008 
Moved job last year 
Year dummies: 

-0.053 (0.023) -0.007 0.136 (0022) 0.017 

1982 0.116 (0.043) 0.016 -0.022 (0.067) -0.003 
1983 0.099 (0.041) 0.014 -0.016 (0.070) -0.002 
1984 0.105 (0.041) 0.015 -0.172 (0.102) -0.018 
1985 0.131 (0.040) 0.019 -0.123 (0.093) -0.013 
1986 0.181 (0.040) 0.027 -0.038 (0.087) -0.004 
1987 0.187 (0.040) 0.027 -0.026 (0.095) -0.003 
1988 0.200 (0.039) 0.030 -0.094 (0.127) -0.010 
1989 0.321 (0.038) 0.051 -0.009 (0.140) -0.001 
1990 0.508 (0.040) 0.089 0.229 (0.091) 0.031 

Quarter dummie.c 
2nd quarter 0.059 (0.023) 0.008 0.020 (0.027) 0.002 
3rd quarter 0.096 (0.022) 0.013 0.006 (0.049) 0.001 
4th quarter 0.094 (0.031) 0.013 0.124 (0.069) 0.015 

Highest education qualijication: 
Other 0.204 (0.044) 0.031 0.192 (0.066) 0.026 
0 levels 0.332 (0.034) 0.053 0.174 (0.049) 0.022 
Lower vocational 0.226 (0.036) 0.034 0.379 (0.068) 0.057 
5+ 0 levels 0.500 (0.036) 0.089 0.362 (0.040) 0.052 
Middle vocat'onal 0.546 (0.029) 0.092 0.713 (0.089) 0.131 
A levels 0.716 (0.040) 0.145 0.719 (0.048) 0.132 
Higher vocati >nal 0.665 (0.033) 0.128 0.508 (0.094) 0.079 
Degree 

Industry /9111 job: 
0.518 (0.060) 0.092 0.440 (0.121) 0.067 

Energy and water -0.182 (0.044) -0.021 0.194 (0.105) 0.026 
Minerals -0.122 (0.053) -0015 -0.189 (0.156) -0.019 
Metals -0.042 (0.039) -0.005 -0.094 (0.091) -0.010 
Other manufacturing -0.104 (0.040) -0.013 -0.342 (0.099) -0.032 
Construction -0.282 (0.050) -0.031 -0370 (0.175) -0.032 
Wholesale ar.d retail trade -0.246 (0.060) -0.028 -0.102 (0.104) -0.011 
Transport and communication -0.057 (0.041) -0.007 0.084 (0.056) 0.010 
Finance 0.128 (0.037) 0.018 0.278 (0.036) O.D38 
Other service,; -0.012 (0.052) -0.002 0.019 (0.085) 0.002 

1981 region: 
South-East -0.003 (0.029) 0.000 -0.101 (0.032) -0.011 
South· \\est -0.210 (0.039) -0.024 -0.053 (0.054) -0.006 
Wales -0.179 (0.045) -0.021 0.238 (0.Q78) 0.033 
West Midlands -0.022 (0.035) -0.003 -0.011 (0.049) -0.001 
East Midlands -0.055 (0.038) -0.007 -0.147 (0.041) -0.016 
East Anglia 0.097 (0.052) 0.014 -0.133 (0.075) -0.014 
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.117 (0.036) 0.017 0.046 (0.088) 0.005 
Nonh-\\est -0.076 (0.035) -0.010 0.083 (0.049) 0.010 
North 0.149 (0.041) 0.022 -0.091 (0.071) -0.010 
Scotland -0.203 (0.037) -0024 -0.079 (0.041) -0.009 

Employer size /98/ job: 
10-24 0.122 (0.033) 0.017 -0.084 (0.034) -0.009 
25-99 0.145 (0.031) 0.020 0.113 (0053) 0.014 
100-500 0.239 (0.032) 0.035 0.074 (0.034) 0.009 
500+ 0.205 (0.036) 0.029 0.093 (0.048) 0.011 

Union member 1981 0.059 (0.020) 0.008 0.141 (0.069) 0.017 
Private sector 1981 -0.321 (0.030) -0.046 -0.212 (0.070) -0.025 
Part-time 1981 -0.078 io.074) -0.010 -0.171 ioo35\ -0.018 
Numoer O! ooservauons 59957 51162 
Pseudo R2 O.D708 0.0627 
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APPENDIXC 
Further Education College Questionnaire 

Name of college: 
Contact name: 
Phone no: 
Fax no: 
Term dates in Academic Year 1991/92: 

Autumn term: Half term: 
Spring term: Half term: 
Summer term: Half term: 

Term dates in Academic Year 1992/93: 
Autumn term: Half term: 
Spring term: Half term: 
Summer term: Half term: 

Term dates in Academic Year 1993/94: 
Autumn term: Half term: 
Spring term: Half term: 
Summer term: Half term: 

Term dates in Academic Year 1994/95: 
Autumn term: Half term: 
Spring term: Half term: 
Summer term: Half term: 

Term dates in Academic Year 1995/96: 
Autumn term: Half term: 
Spring term: Half term: 
Summer term: Half term: 

Do you ever offer courses during the vacation period? 
Yes/No 

Were your term dates determined by the LEA before 
your incorporation? 

What was the name of your LEA (before 
incorporation)? 

Thank you for your time and co-operation! 



APPENDIXD 
Summary of Major Results 

In this appendix, we summarise, m simple terms, the 
major findings of the report. 

D.l The Effect of Training on Mobility 

In looking at the impact of training on mobility, we use a 
'before-and-after' approach which involves estimating 
models that look at the impact of various types of train­
ing in an earlier period on the probability of moving jobs 
over the next year or at their impact on the number of 
jobs an individual has held at a particular point in time. 
In all our work looking at the impact of training on 
mobility, we assume that the unobserved individual char­
acteristics that determine the probability of moving jobs 
or the number of jobs held are uncorrelated with previ­
ous training receipt (and, indeed, all our other explana­
tory variables); that is, we assume that lagged training is 
exogenous. If this condition does not hold, then our es­
timates of the impact of training on mobility will be bi­
ased, and instrumental variable techniques need to be 
employed. 

In order to carry out instrumental variable estimation, 
we require at least one suitable instrument for training -
that is, a variable that determines training receipt but not 
mobility controlling for training receipt. This is very dif­
ficult, as most characteristics that determine training re­
ceipt (such as employer characteristics, region and 
education) also determine the probability of a person 
moving jobs or the number of jobs a person has held. 
Training does, however, display marked weekly seasonal 
patterns and this appears to be closely related to term 
times of further education colleges in the person's local 
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region. It is hoped in work arising out of this report to 
use information on further education term and holiday 
times as instruments for training in our QLFS sample to 
correct for the possible endogeneity of lagged training. 

D.l.l NCDS men 

For men in our NCDS sample, the results concerning the 
effect of training on mobility are given in Tables 5.3, 5.9 
and 5.23 of Chapter 5. The results from Table 5.3 show 
that, after controlling for other individual characteristics, 
receiving any training in the previous quarter reduces the 
probability of moving jobs in the current or next three 
quarters by 1.0 percentage point. 

It is clear from Table 5.3, however, that it is impor­
tant to distinguish between different types of training, 
particularly employer-funded versus other training and 
qualification versus non-qualification training. A man 
who receives employer-funded training in the previous 
quarter has a significantly lower probability of moving 
jobs in the following year (2.9 percentage points lower) 
than an individual who has not undertaken training in the 
previous quarter. On the other hand, a man who has un­
dertaken other work-related training has a significantly 
higher probability of moving jobs (2.5 percentage points 
higher) than an individual who has not undertaken train­
ing in the previous quarter. If we further disaggregate 
employer-funded versus other training by whether a 
qualification was obtained (specification 6 in Table 5.3), 
we see that the positive impact on the probability of 
moving jobs of other training is confined to training in­
volving a qualification. This suggests that men may un­
dertake non-employer-funded qualification training 
courses with a view to changing jobs in the next year. 

The NCDS, unlike the QLFS, also allows us to look 
at the impact of an individual's whole history of training 
on the probability of moving jobs and on the number of 
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jobs held over their entire working life. By restricting 
ourselves to training in just one quarter and job moves 
over a relatively short period of time, we might be over­
looking an important part of the relationship between 
training and mobility. We look at these possibilities in 
Tables 5.9 and 5.23 of the report. 

In Table 5.9, we once again measure mobility in terms 
of the probability of moving jobs in the current or next 
three quarters. In our estimation procedure, we also in­
clude a variable identifying the number of work-related 
training courses the individual has undertaken since 1981 
(excluding the previous quarter) and whether the indi­
vidual received employer-provided training in their 1981 
job. Those who did receive such training have a signifi­
cantly lower probability of moving jobs (on average, 3.5 
percentage points lower) than individuals who did not. 
This seems to indicate that training received early on in 
an individual's career (at the age of 23) may be a much 
more important determinant of mobility than training re­
ceived after this time. 

In Table 5.23, we use a different measure of mobility 
- namely, the number of jobs the person has held in the 
quarter of observation - and look at whether training 
affects this alternative measure of mobility positively or 
negatively. In this model, training received in the previ­
ous quarter has no significant impact on the number of 
jobs held. However, individuals who received employer­
provided training in their 1981 job have held, on aver­
age, 2.5 jobs compared with the 3.1 jobs held by men 
who did not receive such training, a difference of 0.64 
jobs (as measured by the marginal effect in Table 5.23) 
or just over 20 per cent. This again suggests that it may 
be training received early in a man's career which has the 
greatest impact on his future mobility. 

164 



Summary of major results 

D.1.2 NCDS women 

The results that look at the effect of training on mobility 
for our NCDS women are given in Tables 5.4, 5.10 and 
5.24 of Chapter 5. The results from Table 5.4 show that, 
after controlling for other individual characteristics, re­
ceiving any training in the previous quarter slightly in­
creased the probability of moving jobs in the current or 
next three quarters, but this effect is not statistically 
significant. 

For women, the impact of training on subsequent 
mobility seems to be related to whether or not a qualifi­
cation was obtained as part of that training. When we 
distinguish between qualification and non-qualification 
training (specifications 5 and 7 in Table 5.4), we see that 
a woman undertaking a qualification training course in 
the previous quarter has a significantly higher probability 
of moving jobs (3.4 percentage points higher) than a 
woman who has not undertaken training in the previous 
quarter. On the other hand, a woman who has under­
taken a non-qualification training course in the previous 
quarter has a significantly lower probability of moving 
jobs in the next year (3.4 percentage points lower). From 
specification 6, it appears that this result is driven by 
non-employer-funded qualification training courses with 
a view to changing jobs in the next year. 

The results of Table 5.4 are robust to inclusion of 
earlier training variables, as shown in Table 5.1 0. As was 
the case for men, women who received employer­
provided training in their 1981 job are much less likely to 
move jobs than women who did not receive such training 
(around 2.0 percentage points less likely). The number 
of work-related training courses undertaken since 1981 
also appears to be an important determinant of mobility 
for women. For every additional course undertaken since 
1981 (excluding courses undertaken in the previous 
quarter), the probability of moving jobs over the next 
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year decreases, on average, by 0.4 percentage points. By 
simply looking at training in the previous quarter, we 
miss an important part of the relationship between train­
ing and mobility for women. 

A slightly different story emerges when we instead 
measure mobility by the number of jobs a woman has 
held in a particular quarter (Table 5.24). As was the case 
with men, women who received employer-provided 
training in their 1981 job have held, on average, fewer 
jobs than women who did not receive such training (0.23 
jobs fewer). However, while employer-provided training 
received early in a woman's career reduces job mobility, 
training received between the ages of 23 and 33 is asso­
ciated with more job changes. This again suggests that 
the relationship between training and mobility is not 
straightforward, and misleading conclusions may be 
drawn if one only considers recent training episodes. 

D.1.3 QLFS men 

For our five-quarter QLFS panel, we look at what im­
pact training received in the first quarter of the panel has 
on the probability of moving jobs in the following four 
quarters. For our QLFS panels, we do not have informa­
tion on earlier training which was found to be important 
in our NCDS sample. Also, our QLFS sample contains 
men of all working ages, whereas our NCDS panel con­
sists only of individuals aged between 23 and 32 (from 
1981 to 1990). For this reason, we also split our QLFS 
panel into those aged under 30 and those aged 30 and 
above to see whether the relationship between training 
and mobility is different for younger and older workers. 

The main results for our QLFS men are given in Ta­
bles 5.5 and 5.6 of the report. For some of the different 
training breakdowns (namely, whether or not a qualifica­
tion was obtained, and whether the training was com­
pleted or continuing), we only have data for the panels 
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commencing in 1992. For our panels commencing in 
Summer 1994 we have information on training received 
in the last 13 weeks. 

From Table 5.5, we see that training received in the 
first quarter of the panel (whether in the last four weeks 
or in the last 13 weeks) has no significant impact on the 
probability of moving jobs in the next four quarters. As 
was the case for men in our NCDS sample, it is impor­
tant to distinguish between types of training, particularly 
employer-funded versus other training and qualification 
versus non-qualification training. A man who receives 
employer-funded training in the previous quarter has a 
marginally significant lower probability of moving jobs in 
the following year (1.1 percentage points lower) than an 
individual who has not undertaken training in the previ­
ous quarter (specification 2). If this employer-funded 
training also involves a qualification (specification 6), 
then the probability of moving jobs in the next year is 
reduced by 4.0 percentage points. On the other hand, a 
person who has undertaken other work-related training 
with a qualification has a significantly higher probability 
of moving jobs (1.8 percentage points higher) than an 
individual who has not undertaken training in the previ­
ous quarter. 

If we just look at men aged under 30 (Table 5.6), then 
the impact of training on future mobility is stronger, par­
ticularly when we use the 13-week training question. For 
our Summer 1994 panel, those who received training in 
Summer 1994 (based on the 13-week question) are 
much less likely to move jobs between Autumn 1994 and 
Summer 1995 than individuals who did not undertake 
such training (a difference of 4.4 percentage points). The 
results from the seven earlier panels suggest that em­
ployer-funded training leads to a significantly lower 
probability of moving jobs in the next year than for indi­
viduals who did not undertake training in the first quar­
ter (a difference of 3.1 percentage points based on the 
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four-week training question - see specification 2). 
These results are very similar to those obtained for our 
NCDS male sample. 

D.l.4 QLFS women 

For women in our QLFS panel, undertaking employer­
funded training and undertaking other work-related 
training have opposing effects on mobility. Undertaking 
employer-funded training in the first quarter reduces the 
probability of moving jobs in the subsequent year by an 
average of 1.6 percentage points. Undertaking other 
work-related training in the first quarter of the panel in­
creases the probability of moving jobs over the next year 
by 1.4 percentage points. 

The impact of employer-funded training is even larger 
when we only consider women under 30 in our QLFS 
panel, as shown in Table 5.8. If a young woman under­
takes employer-funded training in the first quarter of the 
panel, then the probability of moving jobs over the next 
year is reduced by 3.4 percentage points. For young 
women, other training has a positive but insignificant 
impact on the probability of moving jobs. These results 
are somewhat different from our NCDS female sample. 
In our NCDS sample, the biggest impact on mobility 
came from undertaking qualification training courses in 
the previous quarter. However, for NCDS women, em­
ployer-provided training in the woman's 1981 job did 
have a significant negative effect on the probability of 
moving jobs in the future. 

D.l.S Overall summary of major results 

In our NCDS sample, mobility (ignoring training) in­
creases with qualification level and with employment in 
the wholesale and retail trade industry, and decreases 
with employer size. In the LFS, mobility increases with 
employment in the wholesale and retail trade. The major 
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Type of training 

Any training 

Employer-funded training 
Non-employer-funded training 

Qualification training 
Non-qualification training 

Employer-funded & qualification training 
Employer-funded & non-qualification training 

TABLE D. I 

The effect of training on mobility: summary 

Change in probability of moving jobs as a result of training (percentage points) 
NCDS LFS Young LFS 

Men Women Men Women Men 
(-1.0) ns ns ns (-1.5) 

-2.9 ns -1.1 -1.6 -3.1 
2.5 ns ns 1.4 ns 

ns 3.4 ns (1.4) ns 
(-1.5) -3.4 ns ns ns 

-2.7 ns -4.0 ns -1.9 
-3.2 ns ns -1.7 ns 

Women 

ns 

-3.4 
ns 

ns 
(-3.0) 

ns 
ns 

Note: 'ns' signifies not significant at the I 0 per cent level. Coefficients in parentheses are not significant at the 5 per cent level. Other coefficients are 
significant at the 5 per cent level. 'Young LFS' refers to a sample of individuals aged under 30 taken from the LFS. 
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effects of training on mobility in our NCDS and LFS 
samples are summarised in Table D. I. 

0.2 The Effect of Mobility on Work-Related Train-
ing 

In looking at the impact of mobility on training, we again 
begin by using a 'before-and-after' approach which in­
volves estimating models that look at the impact of 
mobility (variously defined) in an earlier period on the 
probability of receiving training in the current quarter. 
We again consider different types of training, and this 
involves estimating sequential models of training deter­
mination. In the first stage, we look at the impact of 
mobility on the probability of receiving any type of 
training. In the second stage, we restrict ourselves to the 
sample of trainees and see whether mobility has a differ­
ent impact on employer-provided versus other training, 
qualification versus non-qualification training and com­
pleted versus continuing training. We estimate an alter­
native sequential model where, in the first stage, we look 
at the impact of mobility on the probability of receiving 
employer-funded training and, in the second stage, we 
look at the impact of mobility on undertaking other 
training versus no training for all individuals who have 
not received employer-funded training. Reassuringly, the 
results obtained from the two sequential models are 
broadly consistent. 

For our NCDS panels, we also allow for the possibil­
ity that mobility is endogenous in our training equations 
by employing instrumental variable techniques. In order 
to carry out instrumental variable estimation, we require 
at least one suitable instrument for mobility - that is, a 
variable that determines the probability of moving jobs 
but not training controlling for mobility. Finding a suit­
able instrument is very difficult, as most characteristics 
that determine mobility, such as employer characteristics, 
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region and education, also determine the probability of 
receiving training. From the 1974 NCDS, we know how 
many times the child moved between 1958 (when they 
were born) and 1974 (when they were aged 16). There is 
a clear positive relationship between the number of times 
a child moved up until the age of 16 and both the prob­
ability of moving jobs and the total number of jobs an 
individual has held at a particular point in time. It would 
appear that children who moved a lot during their first 
16 years are more likely to have higher job turnover 
(variously measured). We argue that the number of times 
a child moved home up until the age of 16, while being 
an important exogenous determinant of job mobility, 
does not affect the probability of receiving training con­
trolling for mobility. As such, it can be used as an in­
strument for mobility. We also use the employment 
status in 1974 of the person's mother as an instrument 
for mobility, though this has fairly limited explanatory 
power in most of our mobility equations. This has impor­
tant implications when interpreting the results from our 
QLFS sample, which are based solely on our 'before­
and-after' methodology. 

For our NCDS sample, we also estimate simultaneous 
models of training receipt which look at the impact of 
current and lagged mobility on the probability of receiv­
ing training. The results from this work suggest that 
models that only look at the impact of lagged mobility 
on current training may be missing an important part of 
the relationship between training and mobility. 

D.2.1 NCDS men 

The results that look at the effects of mobility on training 
for our NCDS male panel are given in Tables 5.11, 5.12, 
5.25 and 5.27 of Chapter 5 and Tables B.50 and B.52 of 
Appendix B. 
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Tables 5.11 and 5.12 give the results of undertaking 
the 'before-and-after' approach in which we assume 
mobility is exogenous (that is, the unobserved determi­
nants of training are uncorrelated with the probability of 
moving jobs). The results from this model suggest that a 
person who has moved jobs in the previous year has a 
lower probability of receiving training in the current 
quarter (by 0.6 percentage points). This negative impact 
of a job move appears to be strongest for employer­
provided training, reducing the probability of receiving 
such training by 0.9 percentage points (using either of 
our sequential models). 

The instrumental variable results in Table 5.25 give a 
very different picture from that of the 'before-and-after' 
results of Tables 5.11 and 5 .12. The results now suggest 
that mobility in the previous year is positively related to 
the probability of receiving training, and, in particular, 
employer-funded training, in the current quarter. There 
are two likely explanations for this result. The first is that 
there are unobserved individual characteristics that are 
positively related to the probability of moving jobs but 
negatively related to training. If we do not take this into 
account, we erroneously estimate a negative relationship 
between moving jobs in the previous year and receiving 
training in the current quarter. The second possibility is 
that our instrumental variable results are picking up the 
effects of induction training when a person first moves 
jobs, rather than the impact of mobility on training nec­
essary to upgrade skills as part of an ongoing career 
process. We explore this in more detail in Table 5.27, 
where we estimate a simultaneous model of training re­
ceipt. The results from doing this suggest that job 
movements in the current quarter are associated with an 
increase in the probability of being trained, whereas 
movements in the previous year are associated with a 
reduction in the probability of being trained. By only 
considering lagged mobility, we are missing an important 

172 



Summary of major results 

part of the story in the relationship between mobility and 
training. 

When we consider the impact of the total number of 
jobs a person has held over their entire working life 
(rather than just recent mobility) on the probability of 
receiving training, we find that the probability of receiv­
ing training increases with the number of jobs held, as 
shown in our instrumental variable model of Table B.50 
in Appendix B. From Table B.52, it appears that the 
number of jobs increases the probability of receiving 
employer-funded and other training in approximately the 
same way. 

D.2.2 NCDS women 

The results that look at the effect of mobility on training 
for our NCDS female panel are given in Tables 5.13, 
5.14, 5.26 and 5.27 of Chapter 5 and Tables B.51 and 
B.53 of Appendix B. The results from Tables 5.13 and 
5.14 suggest that, for women, moving jobs in the past 
year is associated with an increase in the probability of 
receiving training in the current quarter. The instrumen­
tal variable results, presented in Table 5.26, suggest that 
the impact of mobility on the probability of receiving 
training is insignificant (and not significant and positive 
as suggested by the results in Tables 5.13 and 5.14), 
though moving jobs in the previous year still significantly 
increases the probability of a woman receiving employer­
funded training (by 0.7 percentage points). When we 
look at the impact of the number of jobs on the prob­
ability of receiving training and employer-funded versus 
other training, the results are somewhat different. The 
instrumental variable estimates from this model suggest 
that the probability of training decreases with the number 
of jobs the woman has held by around 1 percentage 
point for every extra job, though this effect is not signifi­
cant. This overall result is driven by the large and signifi-

173 



Labour turnover and work-related training 

cant negative impact that the number of jobs has on the 
probability of receiving non-employer-funded training 
just outweighing the large and positive impact that the 
number of jobs has on the probability of receiving em­
ployer-funded training (Table B.53). Finally, our simulta­
neous model suggests that contemporaneous job moves 
and moves in the previous year are both associated with 
significant increases in the probability of undertaking 
training. 

D.2.3 QLFS men 

The results that look at the effect of mobility on training 
for our LFS male panel are given in Tables 5.15, 5.16, 
5.17 and 5.18 of Chapter 5. From these tables, we find 
that moving jobs in the first four quarters of the survey 
has very little effect on the probability of receiving 
training in the fifth quarter of the survey. From our 
young male sample, there is evidence, however, that 
mobility in the past year reduces the probability of re­
ceiving training by between 3.6 and 3.8 percentage 
points. All these LFS results ignore the possible endoge­
neity of mobility. 

D.2.4 QLFS women 

The results that look at the effect of mobility on training 
for our LFS female panel are given in Tables 5.19, 5.20, 
5.21 and 5.22 of Chapter 5. As was the case for our 
NCDS female sample, mobility appears to have a posi­
tive effect on the probability of receiving subsequent 
training, but this is entirely due to the effect of changing 
jobs on the probability of receiving other training rather 
than employer-funded training. A similar result is ob­
tained when we only consider women under 30. 
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Type of training 

Any training 

Employer-funded training 
Non-employer-funded training 

Qualification training 
Non-qualification training 

TABLED.2 

The effect of mobility on training: summary of 'before-and-after' approach 

Change in probability of receiving training as a result of moving jobs (percentage points) 
NCDS LFS Young LFS 

Men Women Men Women Men Women 

-0.6 1.7 ns 2.4 -3.6 (2.3) 

-0.9 0.5 ns 
0.2 1.2 ns 

ns 1.4 ns 
ns 0.3 ns 

0.0 
2.4 

ns 
ns 

ns 
ns 

ns 
ns 

-0.8 
3.1 

ns 
ns 

Note: 'ns' signifies not significant at the I 0 per cent level. Coefficients in parentheses are not significant at the 5 per cent level. Other coefficients are 
significant at the 5 per cent level. 'Young LFS' refers to a sample of individuals aged under 30 taken from the LFS. 
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D.2.5 Overall summary of major results 

In our NCDS sample, the probability of trammg 
(ignoring mobility) increases with qualification level, 
employer size, union membership (weak), full-time em­
ployment (especially women), public sector employment, 
and employment in finance and other services industries. 
In the LFS, training increases with qualification level, 
and employment in other services is associated with the 
highest training incidence. The major effects of mobility 
on the probability of receiving different types of training 
in our NCDS and LFS samples are summarised in Tables 
D.2, D.3 and D.4. 

TABLED.3 

The effect of mobility on training: 
summary of instrumental variable approach 

Type tJf' training 

Any training 

Employer-funded training 
Non-employer-funded training 

Qualification training 
Non-qualification training 

Change in probability of receiving training as 
a result of moving jobs 

(percentage points): 
NCDS 

Men Women 

0.6 ns 

0.4 0.7 
ns -0.3 

0.5 ns 
ns ns 

Note: 'ns' signifies not significant at the 10 per cent level. Other coefficients are 
significant at the 5 per cent level. 

TABLED.4 

The effect of mobility on training: summary of simultaneous model 

Measure of mobility 

Moved this quarter 
Moved last year 

Change in probability of receiving training as 
a result of moving jobs 

(percentage points): 

Men 
0.5 

-0.7 

NCDS 
Women 

0.8 
1.7 

Note: All coefficients are significant at the 5 per cent level. 
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