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Abstract

This dissertation focuses on the ethnic inequalitieeducation in the
English context. It is structured in three mainntilagic sections, each
of which aims at answering different though higbbnnected research
questions. Firstly, | analyse the ethnic differalstiin academic
progress during the last two years of compulsonycation from a
dynamic perspective. This way, | am able to idgntife changes in
relevant behaviours and attitudes linked to acadgraiformance that
take place during those years. Secondly, | paynidie to the
differentials between ethnic minorities and the WBritish majority
in the evolution of their expectations of applyit@ university. In
particular, | analyse how students adapt theiriahiexpectations
reported at age 13/14 to the grades obtained arttieof compulsory
schooling at age 15/16. Finally, the research gb#ie last part of the
dissertation is to examine the educational trajee$oof ethnic-
minority students in England, taking White-Britisiatives as the
reference group for comparison. In this regaréhcus on two key
transition points: when students start post-congylssecondary
education and when they enter university.

Resumen

Esta tesis doctoral se centra en las desigualdedesativas entre
grupos étnicos en el contexto inglés. En estedmngista estructurada
en tres grandes bloques tematicos, cada uno deules intenta
responder diferentes, aunque relacionadas, pregdetavestigacion.
En primer lugar, se analizan los diferenciales ag@so académico
entre las minorias étnicas y la mayoria nativadaagurante los dos
altimos afios de la educacion obligatoria. Adoptanda perspectiva
dinamica, se tratan de identificar los cambiosasnclomportamientos
y actitudes relacionadas con el rendimiento acat®mie se tienen
lugar durante estos afios. En segundo lugar, séapmeEncion a las
diferencias entre las minorias étnicas y la maydlenca en la

evolucion de sus expectativas de ir a la univetsita este sentido, se
analiza como las minorias étnicas tienden a mantest@bles sus
ambiciones educativas independientemente de su intEmio
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académico. Finalmente, el objetivo de la investigaae la Ultima
parte de la tesis es analizar las trayectoriagnsiciones educativas de
las minorias étnicas, tomando a los nativos bmmmmo grupo de
referencia.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Ethnic inequalities in education

The educational achievement of minorities of imrmargrorigin has
received great attention in the sociological litera during the last
two decades, both in Western Europe and in theBvy&n though the
theoretical perspectives developed to study thegmation process of
immigrant individuals and their offspring vary depég on the
national context, most scholars have used the rdifteals in

educational attainment with the native majorityupas an indicator
of the integration of immigrant minorities, partiatly of the second-
generation (Crul & Vermeulen, 2003; Anthony HeathBg&inbaum,

2007; A. F. Heath, Rothon, & Kilpi-Jakonen, 2008prtes &

Rumbaut, 2001, 1996). This is so because educht@amhégevement is
recognized as the most important mediating factorodring the
process of upward social mobility (Blau & Duncar®6Z; Erikson,

Goldthorpe, Jackson, Yaish, & Cox, 2005; Platt, Y0Therefore, if
immigrant and/or ethnic-minority students lag behithe native
majority in their educational achievement, it ieely that they will be
disadvantaged in the labour market, reproducirgven worsening the
subordinate labour market position that is usualtgupied by the
first-generation (Massey et al., 1993; Piore, 1979)

Classical assimilation theories had predicted th@migrants’
educational attainment would increase over germratio the point of
becoming indistinguishable to that of natives, negnthat the
variables reflecting their immigrant status anchetity would become



irrelevant for explaining their academic performarand educational
trajectories. However, recent studies have showahttie assimilation
process in education has not taken place for @l rthinorities of
immigrant origin. For example, second and evendtg&neration
Black Caribbean students in England are still dsicgntly

disadvantaged in education compared to the WhitéisBrgroup

(Demack, Drew, & Grimsley, 2000; Haque & Bell, 2Q008trand,

2012). In contrast, other minorities perform onrage considerably
better than the native majority, as is the caskdifns in the UK or
Chinese in the US, which are both considered ‘modabrities’ due

to their economic and educational success. Théfeatitials have led
to a huge body of literature that have tried toediangle the
mechanisms behind the ‘success’ and ‘failure’ of migrant

minorities. In this respect, some scholars havedotlnat most of the
educational advantage or disadvantage of minotitgieits compared
to individuals of the native majority disappears®mproper structural
controls are introduced in the model (Brinbaum &bGl& Boado,

2007; Kao & Thompson, 2003; van Ours & Veenman,320 those
cases, the mechanisms accounting for the educhperfarmance and
academic trajectories of ethnic minority studentauld be similar to
those of native majority individuals from the sams@cio-economic
background. That is, the structural position of igm&ant/ethnic

minorities would explain their advantage or disadsage relative to
the native majority. In the English case, the maihnic minorities
differ significantly in their socio-economic andndegraphic profiles,
which reflect their diverse geographical originsdathe specific
characteristics of their migration flows (Peach98P For example,
the proportion of individuals with university degeeis extremely low
in the Pakistani and the Bangladeshi minorities re&g it is higher
than the average population among Black Africans Imdians.

Therefore, it is clear that at least part of theseslded differences
between ethnic minorities and the native majority several

educational outcomes should be related to differena structural
conditions between them. In England, the ethnidedghtials in

academic performance as well as in education@di@jies cannot be
entirely explained by the usual background varsbkhat are
considered in models of educational stratificatisnch as parental



social class or educational qualifications. In thespect, the main
objective of my dissertation is to account for #ténic minorities’
differentials in education that are not accounted tbeir socio-
economic status in the English society.

1.2. The research questions and their relevance

The dissertation is structured in three main thenssctions, each of
which aims at answering different though highly mwected research
guestions. The first section has as its startingqitpan empirical

finding that has puzzled English scholars in regezars(D. Wilson,

Burgess, & Briggs, 2005a), namely the fact thatesetimnic minorities

are able to close or, at least, to reduce the gapducational

attainment with the White British group during tlest years of

compulsory schooling. Ethnic inequalities in edigratire particularly

wide in early childhood (Hansen, Joshi, & Dex, 20bQt these are,
though still significant, notably reduced by thendéi students finish
compulsory education at the age of 16. Why is thatcase? In order
to answer this question | focus on the academigrpss in English
and Maths that students of different ethnic backgds made from
age 13/14, when they start the last stage of secgretiucation, until

age 15/16, when they finish it. To do this, | uderagitudinal dataset,
the Longitudinal Study of Young People in Englgh8YPE), in order

to identify the changes in behaviours and attitdd®d to academic
performance that occur during those years. My rebeapproach is,
therefore, dynamic.

With regard to the second section of my dissematibe research
guestion that | seek to answer is linked to oneetheirical findings of
the first section, that is, the relevance of thghhiand stable
educational expectations in understanding the gtr@eademic
progress of some ethnic minority students during ldst stage of
compulsory schooling. Indeed, the relationship leetv educational
expectations and academic achievement has beefoaisse in the
literature of educational stratification since ttlevelopment of the
Wisconsin model of status attainment (Haller & Bsyt1973; Sewell,
Haller, & Portes, 1969a). Moreover, the educaticegbectations of

3



immigrant minorities have received attention duethteir ambitious
academic plans, something that has been sometip&sreed in terms
of their ‘immigrant optimism’ (Kao & Tienda, 1999998). The
approach to the second section of the dissertatjas in the first case,
also dynamic, since the main goal is to explaified#ntials between
ethnic minorities and the White British majorityrahg adolescence in
the evolution of the expectations of applying toiversity. In
particular, 1 analyse how students adapt theiriahiexpectations
reported at age 13/14 to the grades obtained arttieof compulsory
schooling at age 15/16. This question has hardiy hackled by other
researchers, despite the relevance that expectatiame for future
educational inequalities. Indeed, very few studiage had students’
educational expectations as their dependent varialthe empirical
analysis, though there have been some recent éxaepi(K.
Alexander, Bozick, & Entwisle, 2008; Andrew & Hause011,
Minello & Barban, 2012; Teney, Devleeshouwer, & Haimet, 2013).
The findings of this part show that, on averagdéiniet minority
students conform to a lesser extent to rationabacssumptions than
White-British students, since their beliefs abouteit future
educational trajectories are not as connected tr tlevel of
attainment as in the White-British group. In costrat appears that a
socio-psychological approach is more able to erplaé evolution of
expectations of minority students.

Finally, the research goal of the last part of thesertation is to
examine the educational trajectories of ethnic-mipostudents in
England, taking White-British natives as the refers group for
comparison. In this regard, | focus on two keynsiaion points:
firstly, when students finish compulsory schoolilz¢ age of 16 and
they have to decide among three alternative optieitiser leaving full
time education, enrolling in vocational education,doing A-levels,
which represents the traditional academic optidnd secondly, when
students finish post-compulsory secondary educatiaime age of 18
or 19 and have to decide whether to leave educatiorontinue in
non-university Higher Education, or to go to unaigr. In addition, |
also differentiate between students that go to arsities from the
Russell Group (high-tier institutions) and thosettlgo to other
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universities. It is important to make the distinatibetween high and
low tier universities given the high level of stfigation of the English
higher education system.

My research shows that not only ethnic minoritydstuts, particularly
South-Asians and Black-Africans, are more likely dontinue in

education at age 16 compared to White-British sitgjebut they are
also more prone to choose the academic alternttare the reference
group (controlling for prior attainment and famigocioeconomic
background). In addition, ethnic minority studeate more likely to

enrol in non-university higher education insteaddadpping-out, and
to go to university over other higher educationalpas. However, all
ethnic minority groups are less likely to attendgpigious universities
from the Russell Group than White-British students)trolling for the

previous transition and relevant background factors






CHAPTER 2

ENGLAND' AS THE CASE FOR THIS
STUDY AND DATA USED FOR THE
EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

2.1. The debate on ethnicity and education in
England

The academic achievement of individuals of immigrangin started
receiving considerable attention by both policymakend academics
in the late 1970s, when special committees wereiapga by the
government to look into the causes of disadvantageducation for
non-White students. ThdRampton Report(1981), ‘West Indian
children in our schools’, which focused particyarbn Black
Caribbean children’s disadvantage, was the intem@port of the
influential Swann Report1985) ‘Education for all. Th€ommittee of
Enquiry into the Education of Children from Ethignority Groups
appointed by the government, was in charge of S3ih@nn Repoyt
which had an enormous impact on the debate overtlueational
disadvantage of ethnic minority pupils. The polregommendations
of the report called for a change in the attituded behaviours of the
whole of British society in order to take into aaob its ethnic
pluralism (Swann Report, 1985). The report expyiciecognised the

L The LSYPE, which is the main dataset used foethpirical analysis, follows a
representative sample of students that were adel 18/2004 and were living in
England. That is, no students were sampled fromeg/a&cotland and Northern
Ireland. As a consequence, my case study is Engladdot Great Britain or the
UK.



existence of racism and its role in hampering tiiecational success
of ethnic minority students, particularly Black @drean children. In
addition, the Committee urged all schools to emdiadtural diversity
and to actively include it in the academic curnigcul Even though the
Minister of Education at the time, the Conservatsie Keith Joseph,
gave little support to the conclusions of the Cotteei theSwann
Reporthad a great impact on the research in the sogi@bgducation
in England. As a matter of fact, since the lateQs97A considerable
amount of investigation has focused on the mechanierough which
racism operates at the school level and on howffgcis the
performance of ethnic minority children, particlyaBlack Caribbean
boys, as they were the group experiencing mostidis@tion.

Until the 1980s and the beginning of the 1990s, thegority of
scholars in this area tended to follow an ethndgmapand
interactionist approach, and in the main, wereyaagrout case studies
(Stevens, 2007). The preference for qualitative lisecale research
was not only based on purely ontological and epistegical reasons
but also on pragmatic ones, since there were ge-scale datasets at
the time that made the study of the educationgdtaries of ethnic
minorities possible. Moreover, researchers weretlgnasterested in
the identification of mechanisms and microprocestes could
explain ethnic inequalities in education, and tbegbilities of doing
that type of research using large-scale represeatatata were
extremely limited.

Since the mid-1990s, these qualitative case studigs been subject
to important methodological critiques concerning thalidity and

reliability of their conclusions (Foster & Hammeng| 2000). In

addition, the availability of new large-scale swywefrom 2000

onwards, has made possible more refined analys#seaéducational
attainment of ethnic minorities using represeneat@ata of the English
population.



2.2. Large-scale surveys and the study of
ethnicity and education in England and/or in the
UK

The first large-scale studies conducted to anatyee situation of
ethnic minorities were those carried out by Baditical and Economic
Planning Group which in 1978 became theolicy Studies Institute
(PSI) (Modood & Berthoud, 1997). The first two PSurveys,
conducted in 1966 and 1974, were not representativihe whole
population. The third one, from 1982, was fully negentative of
England and Wales but did not allow separate aealf& each ethnic
group since all ethnic minority individuals weretgogether in the
same ‘non White’ category. This reflected the damnindualistic
perspective of the time, which tended to ignorerigthnic differences
by stressing their commonalities, such as theirwbite skin colour
and their immigrant background (Modood, 1994). Ttbarth PSI
survey (1994) sampled individuals that were agerlélder and was
also representative for the English and Welsh @djmrl. The survey
design was made up of two independent samplesfarnie ethnic
minority population and the other for the White plapion, with the
former differentiating between three main minoritgroups:
Caribbeans, South Asians (including African Asiare)d Chinese
(Smith, 1997). The Fourth PSI survey made a coraside effort to
analyse separately the position of each ethnic ntynan British
society and to describe the commonalities andqaatiities of each of
them. The survey covered multiple areas of intesash as housing,
education, labour market, health, and identity asstHowever, the
picture, though informative, was inevitably stasimce individuals
were only surveyed once.

In terms of educational achievement, the Fourth $¢®ey provided
new empirical evidence about the gaps in the lefeleducation
between ethnic minorities and the White British ondy, as well as
between age cohorts. Some of the observed varsatiould be related
to differences in the average time of arrival afleathnic group on the
one hand, and/or to the human capital compositfoesach migration
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flow on the other; for example, a quarter of Indard Chinese first-
generation immigrants arrived to the UK with unaigr qualifications,
while less than 10% of immigrants coming from Ptis and
Bangladesh were similarly qualified. Nevertheless, Fourth Survey
evidenced the improvement of educational achievénaermss age
cohorts for all ethnic groups. As expected, themuhiferences were
found between first and second-generation indivglugModood,
2005). Despite all the valuable information that fourth PSI survey
provided about the ethnic differentials in eduaaaioqualifications, it
could not really tell much about why and how inddies still
remained for the second or third generations.

At the start of the twenty-first century, tNeuth Cohort Survefy CS)
first, and theMillennium Cohort StudfMCS) and theLongitudinal
Study of Young People in EnglafidSYPE) later, made the study of
life-course events of ethnic minority children aadblescents possible
for the first time. More recently, the ambitioususehold longitudinal
study Understanding Societhas started collecting data on a wide
range of issues affecting ethnic minority familiescluding their
migration history.

In addition, from 2002, the Department of Educasterted an annual
census to collect information about all Englishtestechools and their
student’s performance as they progress througliotirekey stages of
compulsory education. These new sources of datala®upil Level
Annual School CensufPLASC) and theNational Pupil Database
(NPD). The two datasets are linked and representigue source of
information for sociologists of education and pgljractioners The
PLASC used to provide yearly data on a great wargdt school
characteristics such as socio-economic and etharaposition or
average performance at each key stage of the stiodely, among
others. The NPD tracks all students during all esagf compulsory
education, collecting detailed information aboueéithperformance,
making the measurement of academic progress froenGgo 16

2 Since 2007 a new School Census dataset replaeelUASC. The reason for
this name change was related to the decision teatdhe data three—times-a-
year instead of only once (Administrative Data &iai Service, 2013).
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possible for the first time. The NPD also gives sdoasic individual
information about students’ socio-demographic otteréstics such as
their sex, ethnicity, language, disability or datitent to Free School
Meals (FSM). Moreover, there is scope for linkinghe NPD/PLASC
with other datasets or surveys like the YCS, theSvi@ the LSYPE.
To sum up, the possibilities of researching inte tdauses of ethnic
minorities’ disadvantage in education have incrdasensiderably
with the availability of these new longitudinal geys and schools’
administrative census data.

2.3. Immigrants or ethnic minorities?

Since the beginning of the 1980s, following theoramendations of
the Race Relations Act of 197{8mended in 2000), public authorities
have progressively started collecting statisticatadon ethnicity in
order to monitor the living conditions of ethnic marities and to
measure the impact of various public policies oenth In fact,
information about ethnicity has regularly been ectiéd from all kinds
of administrative and survey data since 1991, whejuestion about
the ethnicity of the respondent was included indélesus for the first
time®. In this respect, UK scholars and public authesitihave
generally preferred to use the term ‘ethnic grouos refer to the
communities formed by individuals sharing a similarngration
background.

As pointed out by Simpson and Akinwale, currentocddf statistics
and the Census use a single classification to meaguvarying
combination of racial, ethnic and country of origiharacteristics to
classify individuals into ethnic groups, such asat& Caribbean’ or
‘Indian’ (Simpson & Akinwale, 2006). However, relg has not been
considered as another dimension in the categarsaif ethnicity.
This exclusion could be important only if religismthe most relevant
identity trait for some minorities instead of theountry of origin,

® The censuses of 1971 and 1981 only included atiquesbout the respondent’s
country of birth. In 2001 the number of ethnicitgtegories increased with the
addition of the ‘Mixed’ and new ‘White’ categories.
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their language or their racial features. This esicdm means that
religious minorities are not overrepresented irveys, which tend to
choose ethnicity as one of the main criterion feg sampling design.
While some ethnicities are homogenous in termsbion, such as
Pakistanis or Bangladeshis, this is not the caseofbers such as
Indians, who identify themselves as Hindus, SikhsMuslims, or

Black Africans, most of whom are Christians or Musl.

The within-ethnic-group heterogeneity in terms otuetry of origin
also varies widely across minorities. For example, ‘Black African’
ethnicity label is applied to all black individualsorn (or whose
parents were born) in any of sub-Saharan courtigygh the largest
national groups are those coming from Nigeria, Ghatimbabwe,
Somalia and Kenya (Owen, 2008).

The tendency to stress ethnicity over migratiorelated to the way in
which British scholars and government authoritieveh historically
framed the inequalities between minorities of immarg origin and the
White British population in various areas of intrée.g. education,
labour market, health). Even though the theoretagglroaches have
been very diverse, most of the studies have coratenton ethnicity
or race, and not on migration-related variablesriter to understand
the roots of ethnic inequalities. That has beehestause the existence
of ethnic inequalities have been regarded as aecomesce of the
racial discrimination that non-White immigrants ddc once they
settled in England. Indeed, the negative effetiagiitutional racism
on the educational achievement of ethnic minotitylents have been
one of the main concerns of sociologists of edoecain England (D.
Gillborn & Mirza, 2000a; D. Gillborn, 1998; Davidilborn, 1997).
Discrimination has certainly been an importantdaat understanding
the life chances of ethnic minorities, but the ictpaf other variables
that are not necessarily related to their ethnimty their race,
understood in terms of culture, religion or phykitaits, have been
overlooked. For example, theories about immigraglection and
immigrant incorporation have been quite marginald,aras a
consequence, most surveys have not collected el¢tddta on these
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issues until very recenflyIn this regard, basic questions that would
permit the identification of respondents as immingsafrom the
second, third, or fourth generation are not alwayduded, even
though empirical research has given evidence ofirigact of the
immigrant generation in several outcomes; for eXamhSYPE
includes a question about the students’ countrigidh but not about
their parents’ country of birth or their year ofiaal in the UK. In
addition, ethnicity and not immigrant generatiorai&zays the criteria
used for oversampling minorities in English andli{ surveys and,
therefore, the usually low numbers of first-generatindividuals
among some ethnic groups do not allow detailedssta! analyses.

2.3.1. Ethnic minorities analysed in the dissertatin

The empirical analyses of this dissertation consides of the six
ethnic minorities that were oversampled in the L&YBndians,
Pakistanis, Bangladeshis, Black Caribbeans andkBMicans). That
is, | do not focus on other minorities such as@heese, the Polish or
the White Irish since the number of these casesery low. In
addition, a sub-group of the Mixed ethnicity minpr{those with a
white and a black parent) were included in theymisilas an additional
ethnic group, though they were not oversampledial.sStudents that
were labelled in the PLASC 2004 as Mixed are hggmeous in terms
of their parents’ ethnicity, the largest groupsnigeihose with a white
and a black parent on the one hand, and those anitiite and an
Asian parent on the other. In this regard, halfhef students born to a
white and a black parent in the LSYPE are childoénvhite single
mothers who have no (or hardly any) contact withirthbiological
black fathers. In contrast, most students born whie and an Asian
parent live in intact families. With regard to stmds’ educational

4 Currently, the European proje€hildren of Immigrants Longitudinal Survey in
Four European CountrieCILS4EU), including the United Kingdom, has
collected information to build measures of educatlo selectivity of the

migration flow similarly to those proposed by F&iw for the US (Feliciano,
2005). In addition, the new household longitudistaldy Understanding Society
includes multiple questions aimed at capturingrtiigration history of household
members and their relationships with other migrants
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attainment, the two Mixed ethnicity groups perfosignificantly
different, with Mixed Black students underperforgiimnd Mixed
Asian students overperforming during compulsory cadion
compared to White British students. For these mssiohave decided
not to use the usual Mixed ethnicity category thaludes all students
with parents of different ethnicities. In contrakthave built a new
category that only includes Mixed students bora tehite and a black
parent, since they are the largest group amongvitxed ethnicity
minority. As a consequence, | use the terms ‘MixadMixed Black’
indistinctively to refer to this particular group the Mixed ethnicity
category.

| have mainly relied on parents’ self-placementtibe sixteen-point
ethnicity scale to assign students to each ethategory, though
students’ self-placement has also been used fatatain purposes. In
this respect, having both sources of informatiors maduced the
number of missing values in the final variable tudsnts’ ethnicity,
as parents’ answers were used when those of studere missing
and vice versa. Therefore, for the constructiostaoflents’ ethnicity, |
built a variable solely based on parents’ ethni-identification.
Afterwards, the resulting variable was comparedhwilie answers
given by students in the same question. The cosgrarievealed few
inconsistencies between parents and students asmdralmost all
them were found in the Mixed Black and the Blackiklzean group.
For example, students with a white and a black rgasemetimes
identify themselves as Black and not as Mixed eibniThose cases
were assigned to the Mixed (white and black) categm addition,
few students identified themselves as ‘Other Blaekkground’ but
they were reassigned to the Black Caribbean catefjdhey had at
least one Black Caribbean parent.

The White British ethnic majority is the referengeoup in the

empirical analyses. In this respect, White Britstlidents are only
those whose parents identify themselves as WhitgsBr Therefore,

white students with different origins, mainly frorireland or

continental Europe, are excluded from the refergnoap and they are
included in the ‘other ethnicity’ category.
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With regard to the terminology, | use the termé&rét minorities’ and
‘immigrant minorities’ indistinctively. Neverthelssit is important to
bear in mind that, although the main ethnic mimesiin England all
have an immigrant background, the timing of thairival varies

considerably and, consequently, the percentagesepted by the first
generation within each minority also varies (DustmaFrattini, &

Theodoropoulos, 2011).

2.4. Migration to England after the Second
World War

As pointed out by Castles and Miller, internationailgrations have
grown in volume and changed in character sinceetiteof the Second
World War (Castles & Miller, 1993, p. 67). While many European
countries the migration flows started with the ierpkentation of guest
worker systems, the post-war migration to the’Wlés dominated by
the arrival of immigrants from former colonies (Pa&n, India,

Jamaica and other Caribbean countries). In contasthe guest-
worker system, very few of these migrants were uiggd through

government or employers (Hatton, 2005).

The authorities tried to restrict non-white migoaticoming from the
New Commonwealthcountries even though the British Nationality
Act 1948 give the right of migration to all subjgodf the Crown
(Hatton & Wheatley Price, 2005). Indeed, there waasincreasing
concern among politicians about the negative immdchon-white
migration on the British ‘national identity’ (Scimai 2008). As a

® Even though my case study is England and not tRethke whole immigration
golicy is the competence of the UK government.

The term New Commonwealth was used in the UK ferr® the countries that
gained independence from the British Empire after $econd World War and
included India and Pakistan, and all the formepwi@s from the Caribbean and
from sub-Saharan Africa except South Africa. In tcast, the Old
Commonwealth refers to former British colonies gajnindependence at the end
of the nineteenth century and beginning of the tieéim century, such as Canada,
Australia, New Zealand, South Africa or Ireland.
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consequence, migration from the former colonies fivedly restricted

with the Commonwealth Immigrants Act of 196%hough migration
continued mainly through family reunification (Hatt & Wheatley

Price, 2005). The Commonwealth Immigrants Act o68%nd the
Immigration Act of 1971 maintained the restrictione non-white
migration and the free-to-enter of white immigraftsm the Old

Commonwealth. Nevertheless, non-white migrants fitke former

colonies that managed to enter the UK still hadfgrential treatment
compared to those coming from other foreign coastrFinally, the
British Nationality Act of 1981 defined a uniquetegory of British

citizens with free entry to the UK, which was mgirgstricted to those
born in the UK. Even though there was no mentionrasfe, the
legislation it made much easier to enter and taiaeqcitizenship for
those born in the Old Commonwealth and it madeatendifficult for

citizens of the New Commonwealth, who were mainbn-white

(Schain, 2008).

[table 2.1 about here]

Table 2.1 shows estimations of the percentages tGdd
Commonwealth, New Commonwealth and foreign countigrants
represented in the UK population in 1931, 1951,11&6d 1966. It can
be seen how the presence of foreign and New Commsittw
immigrants, mostly coming from South Asia and tharibean,
increases considerably across those decades. frasrihe presence
of white migrants from the Old Commonwealth remdiggite stable.
Most of the Caribbean migration occurred betweeb518nd 1964,
while the migration flows from India and Pakistaere concentrated
between 1965 and 1974 (Dustmann et al., 20119.ifhjportant to note
that Bangladesh was, until the civil war of 197artpof Pakistan and
therefore, it is likely that a fraction of Pakistanigrants arriving to
UK before that year were from the region that isri@angladesh.

" The Commonwealth Immigrants Act 1962 denied freeesas to the UK to
British subjects with passports issued under ththamity of the Colonial
Government in any of the colonies. They were stilisidered British citizens but
their admission became dependent on labour skitislabour shortages (Schain,
2008).
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The migration flows coming from India from the 185@ntil the 1970s
included a large percentage of doctors. After theo8d World War,
British medical schools were unable to fill all tpesitions in the
recently created National Health Service (NHS). @8Asonsequence,
public authorities allowed the recruitment of dastérom the New
Commonwealth countries, most of whom came fromdr{€Robinson
& Carey, 2000). In fact, some authors estimated #@6 of work

permits issued to migrants from the New Commonwealent to

doctors (Gish, 1971). The fact that most doctommecdrom urban
areas in India and not from Pakistan or Bangladedlected the
different levels of development of those countri¢sdeed, most
Pakistani and Bangladeshi migrants fitted the [godif low-skilled

guest workers in continental Europe. The same easaid about the
migration flows from the Caribbean countries, mainbm Jamaica.

With regard to the Black African minority, the mdlows took place

at the end of the 1990s and the beginning of tf®20though Black
African migration flows started after the indepence of African

colonies in the 60s. Currently the largest natigralips among Black
Africans are from Nigeria, Ghana, Somalia and Zibva Asylum

was a major cause of recent Black African migratwith a total of

171,500 asylum applications from African applicaaver the period
1998-2007. The largest individual source of appilices came from
Somalia, Zimbabwe, Congo and Democratic Republi€ohgo and

Nigeria (Owen, 2008). In addition to asylum appimas, many

African migrants arrived with work permits, reflex the increase in
recruitment of African nurses and doctors duringsthyears. This fact
explains, as in the case of Indians, why the peagenof graduates
among Black Africans in England is higher than aghdhe White

British population.

[table 2.2 about here]
In 2011, immigrants from the new EU countries, ged under the
ethnicity category ‘White Other’ constituted thedast minority in

England (see table 2.2). Indeed, the migration gltnom the new EU
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countries have increased rapidly after the enlasggnof the EU in
2004, particularly those from Poland and Lithuaidanchflower,
Saleheen, & Shadforth, 2007). Therefore, it isswprising that 85%
of these individuals are first-generation immigsardompared to 57%
of Indians, 48% of Bangladeshis, 44% of Pakistanid 40% of Black
Caribbean.

2.5. Demographic and socio-economic profile of
the main ethnic minorities in England

In this section | describe the demographic andoseconomic profile
of the households of children of different ethnéstage 13/14 living
in England. Even though this description refletis different profiles
of the main ethnic groups, the numbers do not sacidg match those
of the Census, since the LSYPE sample is not reptasve of all
English households.

[table 2.3 about here]

As shown in table 2.3, the proportion of first-geaten immigrants in
the cohort of students born in 1989/90 varies S$iamtly across
ethnic minorities. The percentages differ from thostable 2.1., since
the latter refer to the whole English population2ill and those in
table 2.3. are representative of the populatiomdividuals age 13/14
in 2004. The Black African group has the largestugr of immigrant
children (55%). This is expected, since the maigration flows from
the sub-Saharan countries occurred at the end ef1890s and
beginning of the 2000s (Owen, 2008). For the o#tknic minorities,
the percentage of first generation immigrants imgaratively low:
16% among Bangladeshis, 13% among Pakistanis, 12&h@ Black
Caribbean, and 9% among the Indian and Mixed groups
Unfortunately, it is not possible to distinguishiween the second and
higher generations, as the LSYPE does not provata dbout the
parents’ place of birth or year of migration.

® The estimations of the demographic and socio-avénadndicators that are
described in this section have been calculatechéy 6YPE sample, taking into
account the survey design.
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As seen in table 2.3, there are significant difiees in the average
living conditions of students of different ethnieg. Firstly, in terms of
the Income deprivation affecting childremdex (IDACI), ethnic
minority students tend to live in geographical areeith a higher
percentage of children under the age of 16 livinglaw-income
households compared to White British studérhis is particularly so
for Bangladeshis and Black Africans, both with arerage IDACI
score of 0.4 compared to an average score of 0.2\Viute British
students. In terms of the area of residence, sdahmeceminorities are
particularly concentrated in the London metropalitaea, especially
Black Africans, with 70% of students living thede. addition, there
are many students living in Greater London - Bl&kibbean, with
61%, Bangladeshis, with 51%, Indians, with 42%, &fided Black,
with 29%. In contrast, 83% of Pakistanis students butside the
capital, particularly in the urban areas of nortbstern England, the
Midlands and Yorkshire and the Humber such as Bigmam,
Manchester or Bradford (Peach, 1998) The percentzg&Vhite
British living in Greater London is significanthpwer (8%), as the
White British population is more evenly distributedross England
than ethnic minorities. Within the urban areasnethminorities also
tend to be concentrated in deprived neighbourho@diatton &
Wheatley Price, 2005).

In terms of household structure, a high percentddéack Caribbean
(59%), Mixed (46%) and Black African (35%) studel® in single-
parent households. In addition, more than halheké students in the
Mixed and Caribbean group have been living in bivin single-parent
households since they were born. In most casesg ttigldren do not
have any contact with their biological fathersidtlikely that these
fathers did not plan their parenthood and theyrait participate, or

® The income deprivation affecting childremndex gives the proportion of
children living in income deprivation in a certasrea. According to the
Department for Communities and Local Governmenprited households are
those receiving either Income Support, income-bakdrseeker’'s Allowance or
Pension Credit (Guarantee) or those not in readifitese benefits but in receipt
of Child Tax Credit with an equalized income (extthg housing benefits) below
60% of the national median before housing costs.
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only very marginally, in their offspring’s upbringd. In contrast, very
few South Asian students live in single-parent lebiodds (14% of
Pakistanis, 11% of Indians and 6% of Bangladeshik)le the White
British group is in a middle position (18%).

The average number of dependent children livinghm household,
defined as those under the age of 16 or those afr 1I8 that do not
work, also varies significantly across ethnicitieBangladeshis,
Pakistanis and Black Africans stand out for belmgethnic minorities
with the highest average number of dependent @rilgher household
(3.5, 3.1 and 3), compared to an average of 2.2hi\White British
majority. For the other minorities, the average hanresembles more
that of White British households.

There is also great variation across ethnicitieshi distribution of
educational qualifications of students’ motH&rén this respect, the
distribution for Mixed and Caribbean mothers reskesithat of White
British mothers, with the mode being those witheinediate
education (A levels or 5 A*-C GCSESs). Nevertheldbs, percentage
of educated mothers is higher among the Black Gagb group
(34%) compared to the reference group (25%). Tistriblution of

qualifications for Indian mothers is more skewewdals the non-
educated (40% with no formal qualifications) thoughis not as

extreme as for Pakistani or Bangladeshi mothers, rtfajority of

whom have no formal education. The case of thelBffdcan group

is different to the rest, as the distribution ofbjications is bimodal,
with an extremely high percentage of educated mst{#6%) and of
mothers with no qualifications (41%). As mentionadthe previous
section, this is likely to reflect the different gnation flows coming

0 The categories of the original variable measumdgcational qualifications
have been simplified into the following four cateigs: the first one includes
individuals with a university degree and/or higkeucation below degree level.
The second category are those with A levels an&o0A*-C GCSEs or
equivalents. The third category includes individualith level 1 qualifications
and below or other vocational qualifications. Amdafly, the last category only
includes those with no qualifications. Overseaslifications have also been
translated into equivalent English qualificationghie categorisation even if they
are not officially recognised by the government.
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from sub-Saharan African countries, composed maoflyasylum
seekers and highly qualified professionals.

In terms of labour force status, Pakistanis andgBeateshis stand out
for being the minorities with the highest perceeag@f mothers that
are looking after the household and are not in padk (80% and
90%). In contrast, the Caribbean minority has tlghést percentage
of mothers working in full-time jobs (51%), compdr® only 35% of
White British mothers. This is expected, as 34%afibbean mothers
consciously decided to be single-parents and, fibverethey are thee
facto head of the household. In addition, some authave Ipointed to
a tradition of female independence in Afro-Caribbesmcieties that
might explain both phenomena (single-parenthood denhale
participation in the labour market) (Peach, 19%ith regard to the
fathers’ labour force status, it is worth mentianithe case of the
Pakistani and Bangladeshi minorities, both withightpercentage of
fathers that do not work due to their limiting digay (17% of
Pakistani fathers and 31% of Bangladeshi fathers).

With regard to educational homogamy, the ethnicamiies with the

highest percentage of students with parents wiéh shme level of
education are the Pakistani, the Bangladeshi aadBtack African.

However, this homogamy is concentrated among tgkhhieducated
for Black Africans while for Pakistanis and Bangdalis, it takes
place among those with no qualifications, as thepgrtion of non-

educated adults is extremely high among these taothSAsian

communities, especially the Bangladeshi. The calséhe Black

Caribbean minority is, again, different to the yest 34% of students
have mothers that are more educated than theierfathvhile this is

only 24% in the White British majority.

In terms of students’ household socio-economiaustat! have used
the dominance method to assign to the householddbml class of

in most surveys since 2001, including the LSYRTg, $ocio-economic status
of individuals is operationalised using tiNational Statistics Socio-economic
Classification (NS-SEC), which follows the Goldthorpe social slaschema
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the member with the highest socio-economic stafts: most
ethnicities, including the White British, this isually the social class
of the father, except for the Black Caribbean dredMixed minorities.
In this respect, 44% of Mixed, Black Caribbean @idck African
students live in households where at least onéd@fpiarents is in a
managerial or professional occupation. This pesgmntis slightly
lower among Indian students (37%). In contrasty A% of Pakistani
and 9% of Bangladeshi students live in householadsrevat least one
member is in a managerial or professional occupaioreover, 18%
of Pakistanis and 26% of Bangladeshis live in hbakis where the
adult members are unemployed or do not work, aifsigntly higher
percentage than among White British (2%), Indiafo)4or Black
Caribbean households (5%).

The extremely skewed distributions of parental atiooal
qualifications and household socio-economic statushe Pakistani
and Bangladeshi minorities could have been a pmoblehen
attempting to control for these factors in the ist&@al analyses.
Nevertheless, both minorities have cases in thec&ipgories of the
distributiong?. Unfortunately, the qualifications and socio-ecmim
status of ethnic minority parents that are firshegation immigrants
might not be entirely comparable to those the WBitish. In these
cases, the reference group would be the non-immignaividuals in
their country of origin and not White British nas. It is for this

(Erikson & Goldthorpe, 1992). The eight analyticadcial classes from the
original scale have been collapsed into the follmnive categories:
= Classes | and II: higher/lower managerial, admiatste and professional
occupations.
= Classes lll and IV: intermediate occupations, sreatfiployers and own
account workers.
= Class V: Lower supervisory and technical occupation
= Classes VI and VII: semi-routine and routine occiges.
= Class VIII: never worked and long-term unemployed.

12 Wwith respect to parental level of education, thare 138 Pakistani and 37
Bangladeshi households (18% and 6.5% of the holdehaithin each ethnic
group) where at least one parent has a degreédighar education qualification
below degree level. In terms of socio-economicustafi41l Pakistani and 52
Bangladeshi households (15% and 8% of the housghwlthin each ethnic
group) have at least one parent in the classeslll according to the NS-SEC
scheme.
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reason that standard measures of social backgnumsedlin surveys do
not appear to have the same explanatory powenforigrants as they
have for natives (A. F. Heath et al., 2008). Thealdvould be to have
an indicator of the educational selectivity of eaalgration flow, since
immigrants tend to be more qualified than the ayeria their country
of origin even if their qualifications are belowetraverage in the
destination country. Unfortunately, the LSYPE doast give
information about parents’ year of arrival to th& ©nd, therefore, it
IS not possible to calculate any measure of selgctifor each
minority.

2.6. Data used for the empirical analysis

This dissertation uses the LSYPE and the NPD/PLASChe two
main sources of data for the empirical analyses.

2.6.1. The Longitudinal Study of Young People in
England (LSYPE)

The LSYPE is a major longitudinal study that folbowa cohort of
15,770 students born between 01/09/1989 and 31B98/IThey were
sampled in February 2004, at the age of 13/14 laeyl were followed
until the year 2010, when they were age 15/20

A two-stage probability proportional to size (PR&mpling procedure
with a disproportionate stratification sector wa®@ted for the state
(public) school sector. Schools were the primary@ang units

(PSUs), and they were stratified in deprivatioratstms. Those in
stratums with high levels of deprivation were oaenpled by a factor
of 1.5 (Department for Education, 2011a, p. 7)tHa second stage,
students were sampled within schools. Those froenmfain ethnic
minority groups were oversampled to achieve a nunabel000 in

each group. According to the Department of Eduoaid students of

13 Grade retention is almost non-existent in Englamdi, therefore, all the
sampled students had the same age and were iartfteeacademic year.
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the same ethnicity within each deprivation strathad an equal
chance of selection (Department for Education, ap11

Therefore, sample boosts took place for deprivatamtors and for
ethnicity, making cross-ethnic comparisons possibtem wave 1 to
wave 4, that is, until students reach age 17/18ema were also
interviewed on a yearly basis. From wave 5 to wayeonly the
students were interviewed. The LSYPE also alloves lthkage with
census and schooling data of the NPD/PLASC.

The Department for Education commissioned the LSY&,
therefore, most of the questionnaire covers iss@srelate more or
less directly to school experiences and educatigeneral.

2.6.1.1. Sample attrition and survey weights

Similarly to other longitudinal datasets, the LSYR&S suffered from
sample attrition across their waves.

[table 2.4. about here]

The response rate for each wave is presented lie 2ad. The lowest
response rate was that for wave 1 (74%), as somtheosampled
schools did not participate in the survey and, wvitthe responding
schools, there were also non-responses among stuf@epartment
for Education, 2011a). The team of statisticianskimng in the LSYPE

constructed the weights for wave 1 in three stépsly, weights for

school-non response were calculated; then pupilrasponse was
modelled within responding schools; and finallyside weights were
combined with school non-response and student espense weights
to calculate combined weights that were calibrabeded on the
distribution of students in terms of ethnicity, i@y sex and
qualifications sourced from the NPD (Department feducation,

2011a). The same strategy was followed to calcuteelongitudinal

weights for waves 2, 3 and 4.

[table 2.5. about here]
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The levels of attrition of each ethnic group acrsses are presented
in table 2.5. Unfortunately, the response ratehm first wave is not
included, as | do not have information about theesaof the issued
sample that were not finally interviewed. The remgorate of the two
Black minorities was the lowest and, for this regsa refreshment
sample of Black Caribbean and Black African stuslemas issued in
the fourth wave. The response rates of the Mixadiah, Pakistani
and Bangladeshi minorities were slightly below tbaWhite British
in waves 2, 3 and 4. However, the attrition was Imiogver compared
to the Caribbean and African groups and, therefocerefreshment
sample for these minorities was issued.

For the following waves, the weights used to actofom non-
responses from certain groups between one wavettendbllowing
were calculated in two stages: firstly, the desigrights were selected
to account for the probability of being in the saenpwith these
weights applied, the profile of the issued cases than compared to
that of the achieved cases, with regard to a rarigeariables from
wave 1 (Department for Education, 2014a)

All my statistical analyses take into account tinalfweights included
in the dataset, which take into account the surdegign and the
sample attrition. In addition, 1 only work with thpopulation of
students from the maintained sample (public schoaisich constitute
93% of the total sample. | have taken this decidi@tause the
proportion of ethnic minority students in indepemtd@rivate) schools
is extremely low or non-existent. While 7.5% of \téhBritish students
study in independent schools at age 13/14, thisep¢aige reduces up
to 6% for Indians, 5% for Pakistanis, 2% for Blacaribbean, 1% for
Black African and Mixed Black students, and 0%Bangladeshis.

14 For more detailed information about the constarctiof the LSYPE

longitudinal and cross-sectional weights, pleasecktthe LSYPE User Guides
(Department for Education, 2011a; Ward & D’'Souz@0&), which can be

downloaded at the following address
https://lwww.education.gov.uk/ilsype/workspaces/pubiiki/UserGuide.
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2.6.2. The National Pupil Database and the Pupil el
Annual School Census (NPD/PLASC)

The National Pupil Database (NPD) is a pupil-ledatabase that
matches pupil and school data to pupil-level atteent. The fact that it
IS a census dataset containing the population lopwbils in state
schools makes it more informative than a dataseedanly on a
sample of schools. For example, pupils can be @@ecross schools.
It is longitudinal, and pupils can now be followdtoughout their
school careers. It also provides a very rich sedafa on school
characteristics. As it is a census, it includesaitietof the student
school cohort of any particular child.

In 2007, the School Census replaced the PLASC ea&els source of
data for individual pupil characteristics and thatad started to be
collected three times a year. This dataset inclwdesbles previously
unavailable in other datasets such as ethnicitpwaincome marker
(entittement to FSM), special educational needsN)SEttendance,
exclusions and a history of schools attended.

| have linked the NPD/PLASC datasets with the LSYPHis linkage

allows me to analyse the attainment and acadenugress of the
sampled students from age 10/11 to age 15/16,a®RBD collects
information about achievement in national examoregiat the end of
KS2 (age 10/11), KS3 (age 13/14) and KS4 (age }5Ifh6addition,

information about grades obtained in post-compuylspralifications

below university level is also collected. Moreovédre NPD/PLASC
contains indicators of school ethnic and socio-eann composition,
which are also included in some of my empiricallgses.

2.7. Structure of the English educational system

In this final section of the chapter, | review timain features of the
educational system in England during compulsory gpaist-
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compulsory education. This description will hele tleader to follow
more easily the remaining chapters of the dissertat

2.7.1. Compulsory education

Education is compulsory from age 5 to age 16, andesits cannot be
exempt from school before taking th&eneral Certificate of
Secondary Educatio(GCSE) examinations at the end of Year 11 (age
15/16). England used to have a three-tier traclsggtem which
allocated students into three different tracks etiog to the their
performance in a national examination at the agélofHowever, the
Education Actof 1976 formally abolished the tripartite tracking
system, generalizing the comprehensivisation ofdeory education
to all Local Educational Authorities (LEAs). Thiddlition is still in
force today, meaning that there is no process letsen taking place
during the period of compulsory education comparald that of
Germany or the Netherlands. Students are not féeyrsaparated into
different educational tracks based on their abiiigd hence they all
share a common curriculum until they reach the scleaving age at
16. Even though, in the last two years, when threyld and 15 (Key
Stage 4), students are offered the possibility @hg some optional
vocational or academic courses in certain aredisenf interest, though
the availability depends on the school. It is ataportant to note that
during these two years the core GCSE courses aghttaat two
different levels: Foundation Tier and Higher Ti&tudents doing
Foundation Tier can only achieve a maximum gradg.of

[table 2.6 about here]

Students sit GCSE national examinations in the esudjthey have
taken during the last two years of compulsory sdaon education,
that is, during Key Stage 4. The number of subjéwty sit and the
grades obtained in these examinations will defiheirtrange of
choices for post-compulsory education. Achieving?a+C in the core

subjects is usually necessary to continue to acadpost-secondary
education, which is the most common route to usiter The
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threshold for continuing to academic post-compyiseducation (A
levels) used to be set at 5 A*-C GCSEs. Howeveresi2005 the
benchmark of 5 A*-C GCSE including English and Mallas become
the common measure of achievement and has startggpear as such
in all the schools’ performance tables (Hodgson go@8s, 2008).
Therefore, GCSE examinations are very importansfodents’ future
educational ambitions and labour market prospecideed, those
failing to achieve 5 A*-C GCSE have fewer chancefotbowing the
academic path and their available options for viooat studies are
also more limited. Finally, there are also someadeiils who leave
compulsory education with no level at all, naméigse who did not
get either 5 A*-C GCSE or 5 A*-G GCSE. In the LSY&hort the
drop out rate is 10%, which is representative efabtual drop out rate
in England®.

Even though GCSE tests are by far the most impbeteaminations in
compulsory education, students also sit nationahemations at the
end of KS2 (age 11) and KS3 (age 14), though thieerlavere
abolished in 2008. In the national tests at the @tiese two stages,
students only take exams in English, Maths andnSeieHowever, at
the age of 15/16, students sit exams in all the EC€&irses they have
taken during KS4 , which always includes GCSE Emghnd GCSE
Maths.

In contrast to GCSE examinations, those takingepkecthe age of 11
and 14 were only established for information pugsoand have no
consequences in terms of tracking. These exammsti@ave been
mainly used by public authorities to produce schieelgue tables,
which are released annually showing, among otheasores, how
students perform in national tests.

[table 2.7. about here]

As shown in table 2.7, the grades that studentsirdd at KS2 and
KS3 national examinations are expressed in a cantis point scale,

1511% in the year 2009 according to the Office fatibihal Statistics.
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which can be also translated into different qualiea levels of
performance defined by the National Curriculum. English and
Maths, the minimum and maximum values of theseescethange from
one stage to another and they also depend on thgecsu
Unfortunately, the grading system is totally diffet for GCSE
examinations, since grades are no longer expressadcontinuous
point scale but in a nominal one, ranging from Afakimum) to G
(minimum). As a consequence, it is not possiblentake direct
comparisons between the grades obtained at KSthasd at KS3 and
KS2.

2.7.2. Post-compulsory education

After sitting GCSE examinations at the age of 15&t68dents are no
longer obliged to continue in education. The raofyavailable options
for post-compulsory secondary education has ineccawith the
educational reforms that have taken place since 19@0s. The
objective of these reforms was to make the systss tracked by
making the combination of academic and vocationalifications
easier and creating more paths to access higheagoi (Hodgson,
Spours, & Waring, 2005). In fact, the grades oladinn post-
compulsory secondary qualifications can be traedlanto UCAS
points, a system that allocates points to almdstadlifications to
make them comparabfe Nevertheless, top-tier universities from the
Russell Group still use A level grades as the maiiteria of
admission.

The qualifications framework after compulsory edigais notably
diverse and, moreover, it has changed several wuesg the last two
decades. Nevertheless, the main alternatives fat-gumpulsory
education can be organized as follows:

18 The scores obtained by students in their post-ctsopy secondary education,
expressed in UCAS points, will be used in the Esipter as an indicator of
achievement.
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= Academic qualifications: A levels/AS levels

Advanced levels (A levels) represent the tradii@@demic route to
enter university education in England, Wales andtidon Ireland.
They require students to study an A level subjectwo years. Since
the reform of 2000, which revised the old A levelrreculum, the
former were split into two modules: the first ortbe Advanced
Subsidiary (AS level) is taken in the first yeardabecame a
qualification in its own right. The second yeardgnts could study A2
levels. The completion of AS and A2 modules in Hane subject
makes up a full A level. Usually students pursuelBA levels and 1
or 2 AS levelss in their first year. The specific lévels taken by
students as well as the qualifications obtainethém (A*-E) are still
used by most universities as the main assessmgariacfor decision-
making during the admission process. The reform2000 also
increased the offer of A/AS levels creating A levébr vocational
subjects (AVCES).

= Vocational qualifications: General National Vocata
Qualifications (GNVQs), Advanced Vocational Cestife of
Education (AVCEs), BTEC and National Vocational
Qualifications (NVQs)

GNVQs last one year and they can be taken at Fowmdar
Intermediate levels, usually depending on the lefedchievement at
GCSE examinations. In contrast, AVCEs or VocatioAalevels
usually require four A*-C GCSEs and last for twage Students can
take AVCEs and A/AS levels simultaneously. In fa8l/CEs are
graded from A* to E to make them comparable witA3/levels. In
this regard, an AVCE single award is equivalentLltd level and a
double award corresponds to 2 A levels.

BTECs are work-related qualifications and can also taken at

different levels, which can be equivalent to 5 ASCSESs or to one,
two or three A levels.
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NVQs are also work-related qualifications and hdiféerent levels,
the lowest corresponding to 5 D-E GCSEs and thehds
corresponding to university level.

= Other qualifications: Diploma of Higher EducatioDKIE) and
Foundation Degrees

The DHE corresponds to the first two years of a B®¢ honors
degree and students can actually make a direditi@anfrom DHE to
the final year of an honours degree. FoundatiomesE=gare equivalent
to DHE and focus on a vocational subject. Theynatehe same as the
University Foundation Programs, which are one-yei@nsive courses
where students prepare to enter into most Britiskeausities. Foreign
students that have not sat A level courses ardlysha main takers of
University Foundation Programmes.
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Table 2.1. Percentage of UK population born abrdadprigin

Foreign Old New reland
countries Commonwealth Commonwealth %
% % %
1931 0.8 0.2 0.3 0.8
1951 1.5 0.2 0.4 1.1
1961 1.6 0.2 1.1 1.4
1966 1.7 0.2 1.6 1.4

Source: adapted from (Schain, 2008, p. 123)

Table 2.2. Main ethnic groups by country of birdmly for England) in
2011

Residents in the UK Born in UK Born outside the UK

% % %
White British 79.8 97.8 2.2
White Irish 1.0 33.6 66.4
White Other 4.6 14.5 85.5
Mixed (black and white) 11 86.6 13.4
Other Mixed 1.2 74.4 25.6
Indian 2.6 43.1 56.9
Pakistani 2.1 56.2 43.8
Bangladeshi 0.8 51.9 48.1
Black Caribbean 1.1 60.2 39.8
Black African 1.8 32.8 67.2
Chinese 0.7 23.7 76.3

Source: Census 2011
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Table 2.3. Socio-economic and demographic indicatof LSYPE

students and their families, by ethnicity, contngjifor survey design

Wl_q!te Mixed Indian  Pakist.  Bangl. Bl. Car. BI. Afr.
British
Student is first generation immigrant 2.1 8.8 9.3 13.0 16.3 12.2 54.7
(1694) (2.387) (1.42) (1.503) (1.785) (L.75) (248
Student living in London 8.3 28.9 42.2 16.6 51.5 61.5 70.3
(.6018) (3.104) (3.827) (2.547) (4.853) (3.453) 262)
IDACI index average score 0.18 0.31 0.23 0.34 0.44 0.38 0.39
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Single-parent household 18 46.3 10.9 13.6 6.4 58.8 35.3
(0049) (.0316) (.0121) (.0149) (.018)  (.0266) 69p
Single-parent since child’s birth 8.5 30.6 4.9 2.9 0.9 34.2 16.0
(3531) (2.922) (7828) (.6306) (.4197) (2.607) (1.889)
Single-parent due to divorce/separation 9.5 15.7 6.0 10.7 5.5 24.6 19.3
(.3463) (2.537) (1.054) (1.329) (1.114) (2.843) (2.133)
Father information missing 18.7 46.8 11.9 15.7 14.4 59.3 37.7
(4981) (3.255) (1.281) (1.541) (2.032) (2.769) 6(2)
Average number of dependent children in  2.21 2.46 2.35 3.09 3.55 2.13 2.94
the household
0.01 0.09 0.05 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.08
Average age of mother at first child 25.6 24.2 24.2 23.4 22.7 243 245
©01) (03) (02) (03) (03) (03 (0.3
At least one grandparent went to university ~ 12.1 15.5 20.0 13.4 13.0 7.5 27.5
(467) (2.466) (2.114) (3.155) (2.423) (1.445) (2.643)
MOTHER'’S QUALIFICATIONS
Degree/HE below degree level 25.3 22.3 16.3 9.9 1.6 34.7 35.6
(0071) (.0286) (.0178) (.0189) (.0055) (.0273) (.034)
GCE A level/ GCSE grades A*-C 46.9 441 345 14.2 7.9 41.8 19.3
(0059) (.0328) (.0254) (.0198) (.017) (.0277) (.0228)
Level 1 and below/Other qualifications 12.1 12.2 9.0 41 3.1 12.6 4.5
(004) (.0229) (.0105) (.0078) (.0074) (.0221) (.0105)
No qualification 15.7 21.4 40.2 71.8 87.4 11.0 40.7
(0057) (.0286) (.0246) (.032) (.0186) (.0173) (.0336)
MOTHER'S OCCUPATIONAL STATUS
Doing paid work for 30h/week 35.0 394 40.1 8.0 2.7 51.2 41.8
(.6333) (3.36) (2.326) (1.871) (.7312) (2.89) (3.352)
Doing paid work for fewer than 30h/week 40.5 21.4 243 8.0 31 215 14.3
(5967) (2.733) (1.844) (.9893) (.7326) (2.686) (1.555)
Looking after the family/household 20.0 28.4 30.8 79.7 90.3 17.0 34.4
(571) (3.05) (2.587) (2.05) (1.278) (2.134) (2.875)
Other 4.5 10.8 4.8 4.3 3.9 10.3 9.5
(2414) (2.125) (.9444) (.8511) (.7932) (1.382) (1.551)
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FATHER'S QUALIFICATIONS

Degree/Higher education below degree level 27.1 32.5 23.1 115 6.1 25.3 54.5
(.7685) (4.274) (2.438) (1.497) (1.674) (3.892) (4.219)
GCE A level. GCSE grades A*-C 47.8 42.0 33.1 21.0 10.9 45.5 17.1
(.7017) (4.532) (2.319) (1.897) (2.268) (3.964) (2.613)
Level 1 and below/Other qualifications 9.0 10.7 6.8 5.8 4.6 5.8 5.1
(.3875) (2.867) (.8949) (1.126) (1.049) (1.649) (1.317)
No qualification 16.1 14.8 37.1 61.7 78.4 23.3 23.2
(.539) (3.037) (2.35) (2.03) (2.671) (3.262) (3.322)
FATHER’'S OCCUPATIONAL STATUS
Doing paid work for 30h/week 89.0 77.4 80.3 58.2 31.3 80.9 68.9
(4511) (3.76) (1.899) (2.392) (2.849) (3.032) (3.603)
Doing paid work for fewer than 30h/week 24 4.1 6.0 111 14.8 6.2 7.3
(\1964) (1.358) (1.083) (1.362) (2.541) (1.782) (2.161)
Unemployed/looking for a job 2.2 12.8 4.5 8.3 16.8 3.9 11.8
(\1945) (3.38) (.9169) (1.261) (1.969) (1.331) (2.211)
Retired/sick/disabled 4.7 2.3 7.8 16.9 314 4.8 4.8
(2832) (.9315) (1.145) (1.945) (2.751) (1.88) (1.304)
Father has a limiting disability 9.5 3.7 13.8 23.1 30.2 2.2 5.0
(3612) (.9734) (1.413) (1.899) (2.38) (.6572) (1.071)
EDUCATIONAL HOMOGAMY (only
when both parents present)
Both parents are highly educated 14.8 12.8 8.4 2.6 0.5 14.3 36.5
(.6337) (3.056) (1.453) (.666) (.3566) (3.689) (4.84)
Both parents no qualifications 5.9 4.2 24.2 50.8 74.4 4.7 18.6
(.3433) (1.345) (2.219) (3.091) (2.926) (1.451) (3.142)
Mother has higher qualification than father 241 24.3 20.6 15.2 7.7 37.2 10.6
(.5448) (3.876) (2.07) (2.435) (1.941) (3.558) (2.001)
HOUSEHOLD SOCIOECONOMIC
STATUS (dominance method)
Higher-lower managerial and professional 49.5 43.6 37.3 17.6 9.3 44.0 44.6
(.8556) (3.107) (2.501) (1.999) (1.816) (2.752) (3.567)
g‘ctggﬁftdﬁ;f&e;ma" employers and oWn,s g 199 274 323 158 221 128
(.475) (2.589) (1.841) (1.83) (1.747) (2.589) (1.909)
Lower supervisory and technical 10.0 10.2 10.2 54 15.5 7.2 5.8
(.4001) (2.192) (1.155) (.8455) (2.524) (1.166) (1.117)
Semi-routine and routine 17.3 18.9 20.9 25.7 32.9 20.0 17.0
(.566) (2.451) (1.792) (2.132) (3.181) (2.337) (2.249)
Never worked/Long term unemployed 20 70 4.1 18.5 26.5 5.5 18.0
(.1814) (1.643) (.8894) (1.666) (2.446) (.9574) (2.165)
N 8753 344 931 763 569 442 433
Source: LSYPE wave 1 and Census 2001

N=12730
Standard errors in parentheses
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Table 2.4. Response rates of the LSYPE across waves

Wave Wave Wave Wave Refreshment Wave Wave Wave

1 2 3 4 sample 5 6 7
Issued sample 21000 15678 13525 12468 600 11793 11225 9791
sA;r?qls;leed 15770 13539 12439 11449 352 10430 9799 8682
Response rate  74% 86% 92% 92% 59% 88% 87% 90%

Source: Department of Education 2011

Table 2.5.Response rates of the LSYPE for each ethnic grauvpss

waves
Wave Wave Wave Refreshment Wave Wave  Wave
2 3 4 sample 5 6 7
Issued sample 15678 13525 12468 600 11793 11225 9791
Achieved sample 13539 12439 11449 352 10430 9799 8682
Response rate Wh. Brit.  88% 93% 93% - 89% 90% 89%
Response rate Mixed 83% 90% 89% 88% 85% 83%
Response rate Indian 86% 93% 94% - 92% 95% 92%
Response rate Pakistani  85% 91% 90% - 89% 91% 90%
Response rate Bangl. 84% 94% 90% - 89% 91% 88%
Response rate BI. Car. 79% 84% 87% 100% 83% 88% 83%
Response rate BI. Afr. 75% 84% 84% 100% 78% 89% 84%

Source: LSYPE all waves (own elaboration)

Table 2.6. Structure of the compulsory educatieyatem in England

Key Stage KS1 KS2 KS3 KS4
Year Rece
group o1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 <] 10 1f
Age at the
enseo;the 45 56 67 7/8 8/9 9/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 /184 15/16

#National examinations at the end of KS2 (age 1b)trisicking consequences

P National examinations at the end of KS3 until 20&@e 14). No tracking consequences
°GCSE national examinations at the end of KS4 (&e 1
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Table 2.7. Grading and level scales used in Englisth Maths national
examinations at the end of KS2, KS3 and KS4

KEY STAGE 2 KEY STAGE 3 KEY STAGE 4
ENGLISH/MATHS MATHS ENGLISH ENGLISH/MATHS
Level Point Level Point Level Point Grade Level
score score score
Below
IBe‘\elleol\/,\l/\IE)eSt test IBe‘\elleol\/NI\EgSt Unclassified/ No level
15 level/No 15 21 Below test
level level awarded
level level
awarded awarded
awarded
Below test
15.1- 15.1- level/ No
2 17.9 2 17.9 level 21 G
awarded
21.1- Level 1
3 18-239 3 18-239 3 239 F
4 24-299: 4 24-299 4 24-29.9 E
5 30-359 5 30-359 5 30-35.9 D
6 36 6 36-419 6 36-41.9 (o
7 42-47.9 7 42-47.9 B
Level 2
8 48-53.9 - - A
A*

Ource: own elaboration
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CHAPTER 3

ETHNIC DIFFERENTIALS IN ACADEMIC
PROGRESS FROM AGE 13/14 TO AGE
15/16

3.1. Introduction: reasons to study academic
progress instead of achievement

Very few empirical works have paid attention to thiéferentials in
academic progress between ethnic minorities. Thtsd have
analysed them have frequently operationalised pexgin terms of
grade retention (Harker Tillman, Guang, & Mullan rkg 2006),
which might be relevant in countries like the US hat in England,
where retention is almost non-existent. The soadfidata to measure
academic progress in a proper way has most likegnbthe main
reason explaining this gap in the literature oncational inequalities.
Indeed, there are still very few datasets that idelongitudinal and
reliable measures of performance at different stage students’
educational careers. As a consequence, most researbhave only
focused on final educational achievement or orotiteomes of one or
more cohorts of individuals at one point in timeattis, they have used
a cross-sectional perspective without taking irtooant individuals’
past academic performance. The English case ithignregard, an
exception, as the Department of Education collgeigrly data on
students’ performance during compulsory educaticdheend of each
key stage and has done since the year 2002. Thie puriailability of
the National Pupil Database (NPD) has had an enasnmpact on the
research into educational inequalities in Englaasl,it has allowed
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scholars to perform detailed analyses of the acadprogression that
students of different social classes or ethnicitieske since they start
school.

In this regard, some scholars have already higtdjthe variations in
ethnic attainment gaps across time. That is, tfierdnces in academic
performance between ethnic minorities and the WBiitesh group do
not appear to be constant across the stages ofuteonp education
(Dustmann, Machin, & Schonberg, 2008; Plewis, 208%and &
Demie, 2007; D. Wilson et al., 2005a). Indeed, etleough most
ethnic minorities are disadvantaged compared toWfngte British
group at the age of 5 —particularly Pakistanis @wahgladeshis-
(Hansen et al., 2010), most of them manage to dser®r even
reverse this gap over the years, especially dutieglast stage of
compulsory education. This is particularly so fodilns, Pakistanis,
Bangladeshis and Black Africans. In contrast, tHacB Caribbean
minority progresses at the same speed as the \Bhtish group and
therefore, the gap in attainment remains stablesacthe years (D.
Wilson, Burgess, & Briggs, 2005b). Moreover, theINRas revealed
that the improvement of ethnic minorities relatiice the reference
group is most intense during the last two yearsoofhpulsory school,
namely, from KS3 (age 13/14) to KS4 examinationge(d5/16),
which has also been highlighted by other reseasdfi@stmann et al.,
2008; D. Wilson et al., 2005b). In this sense, mynoempirical
analysis about the attainment gaps at the end @f KS3 and KS4 for
the LSYPE sample also confirms the previous fingling

The fact that some ethnic minorities are able tolcap or at least to
reduce the gap in attainment by the end of compylsducation is

itself a relevant finding. But why does the imprment of some ethnic
minorities relative to the White British group cemtrate during the
last two years of compulsory school? That is, wdratthe changes in
the behaviour of students of each ethnic minotityt tare associated
with different patterns of academic progress? Unofaately, previous

" Table A3.1 presents the results of several OLSessipns with the average
grade in English and Maths obtained in KS2, KS3 &®¥ as dependent
variables. See the appendix for a detailed exglamaf the findings.
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studies have mainly relied on the NPD and the Soieasus datasets,
which provide limited or no information about stat® household
characteristics or relevant attitudinal and behandb indicators of
students and their families. The advantage of higkhe NPD/PLASC
with a rich survey like the LSYPE is that it allowse to test more
refined explanations to account for the observadietdifferentials in
academic progress.

The chapter is organised in four parts: the fins¢,owhich includes
section 3.2 and 3.3, focuses on the concept ofeac@dprogress and
presents the theoretical approaches that | relytamrexplain the

different rates of progress across ethnic minaitiehe second part
(section 3.4) explains the operationalisation afdsenic progress and
summarises the differences across ethnicitiesignréspect. The third
part (section 3.6.) is entirely devoted to the ermoal analysis of the
ethnic differentials in academic progress from ¢mel of KS3 to the

end of KS4. Finally, the main findings of the engat analysis are
reviewed at the end of the chapter.

3.2. What is academic progress? Absolute vs
relative progress

The concept of academic progress is closely relatéaht of academic
achievement, as students must follow a seriespfesgial steps —that
is, should make a progression- in order to achemréain educational
outcomes or qualifications (e.g. a degree in Law*% GCSEs, etc).
The educational credentials are strong predictbasvade array of life
outcomes, particularly the labour market positibarm individual, and
that is why understanding the processes that apetat create
systematic disadvantages in education of certabupgg becomes
extremely relevant. In order to shed light on thgsecesses and
mechanisms that are behind the final education@ioooes- that is, the
formal qualifications that are obtained- individdahgitudinal data
about students’ life and academic trajectorieseisded. That is, if we
want to explain the final educational outcomes thdividuals obtain
at the end of their school years, we also neegtess how they have
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progressed across the different stages of the ®&dnah system.

Moreover, even when individuals have similar edioceti outcomes
they may have different academic progressions; a&ngindividual

starting from a disadvantaged position comparethéoaverage, may
manage to catch up later. In addition, the extenttich individuals

are able to overcome their learning difficulties damprogress
academically is also likely to affect relevant gsglogical outcomes,
such as self-esteem and self-confidence.

Strictly speaking, academic progress should be rstmed as the
process through which individuals acquire new skdhd learning
capabilities throughout their education. In thagpexct, all individuals
make some academic progress during their schookyesen those
with very poor performance. However, what is moedevant for

sociologists is not the absolute level of progitkss individuals make
over a certain period of time, but the relative antoof progress of a
certain group of individuals in relation to anothgroup or to a
standard measure of progress that is externallinet&f usually by

educational authorities. As a consequence, theirtial descriptive

questions that should be tackled when analysindean& progress are
the following: firstly, are there any systematidfeliences in actual
progress throughout the student population in tevhs®cio-economic
background, ethnicity or gender? And secondly, dlo students

progress as expected, according to the standarfisedeby the

educational authorities through the academic auum?

Regarding the first question, the main concerrestéarchers has been
to explain systematic group differences, whichhe social sciences
have been usually —but not only— defined in ternfs tloree
characteristics, namely social class, gender amoicity. In fact, the
concern of most sociological work in the field ofueation has been to
identify the main mechanisms through which thesereeh
characteristics operate to generate systematic ualigigs in
educational outcomes. More recently however, mdtengon has
been paid to the interaction between these threeacteristics and
how they create a complex picture of inequalitre®ducation (Platt,
2011).
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In relation to the second question, the focus waudd only be on
group differences but on the comparison of eaclugjsoprogression
with a certain standard of progress. The prograas $tudents are
expected to make from one year or academic stagleetdollowing
tends to be thoroughly defined by governments tjinadhe curriculum
and qualifications framework, which establishes theps and
knowledge necessary to achieve certain educatioralentials. In
England, the National Curriculum is the instrumersed by the
government to ensure that teaching and learningpii®rm across all
state schools. The National Curriculum sets outki@wledge, skills
and understanding required in each subject, asasdle standards or
attainment targets that will be used to measurérgm’s progress
(Department for Education, 2011b). In England andlé& the
performance in a certain subject is evaluated dhnbg teacher’s
assessments and/or national examinations in relatm those
standard$. In this regard, a student might be performingrpueder,
or at the expected level in a certain subject gitaesiher age and
academic year.

However, in this chapter, the main objective igxplain the variations
in relative progress across ethnic minorities, rigkihe White British
students as the reference group for comparisont iShany primary
interest is not the average academic progressatf ethnic group in
relation to the National Curriculum, but the comgan between the
average academic progress of each ethnic minority twat of White

¥ The emphasis on students’ assessment to ensurengbéing of standards

defined by the National Curriculum for each subjeas been commonplace in
England since the Education Reform Act 1988, wintfoduced a school-choice

system to allow parents to express their schodlepgace (even outside their
local authority for the case of secondary schodl$le performance tables of
schools are published every year as a way to halpnps to decide on which

school to choose as well as to force schools taam@their standards. One of
the major concerns regarding the introduction eéfchoice has been the effect
that this system might have on class and ethratifstation.

Regarding the tests taken at the end of certairstages tests, their existence
has been justified as a way to provide familiehwih external evaluation about
their children’s performance, and in order to h&ghools to see whether they are
teaching effectively by comparing their pupils'fpemance to national results.

43



British students. In order to frame those diffeenand to guide the
empirical analysis that will follow, the next sexti introduces the
main theoretical approaches that have been putaforio explain
ethnic inequalities in education.

3.3. Why differentials in academic progress
across ethnic groups might be expected?

As mentioned earlier, the ethnic gaps in attainnretdtive to the

White British majority are not constant from KS2k84. Therefore, it

is necessary to put forward explanations that aucdor these

systematic variations across time. The analysighese differentials
can be framed under various theoretical approatttzsn some cases
complement each other, but in others offer opposxyganations for

the very same phenomenon. The fact that thesei¢lsecome from

different disciplines such as Sociology, Anthrogyloor Psychology

explains why they have rarely been tested all togein the same
piece of research. In this regard, the theoreapg@roaches that | am
introducing in this part of the chapter are théofwing:

» Theories of immigrant selectivity

= Cultural-difference approaches

= Acculturation theories

= Theories about the effects of discrimination ardifoof control.
= Theories about school effects.

All these approaches are able to offer explanattbas support the
expectation of finding ethnic differentials in patis of academic
progress. However, even if they are clearly distisigable from a
theoretical point of view, it is usually the cadett scholars lack
appropriate data to test the precise mechanismpuard by each of
the theories. As a consequence, researchers heyyaefitly relied on
proxy variables that only provide indirect or pafrgmpirical evidence
in favour of or against a certain theory. The peoblarises when
different approaches use the same proxy variabbegest their
hypotheses, as in these cases, the empirical eadeould not be
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enough to discriminate between theories. In fduas, s what happens
with the first two approaches, namely the immigiseiectivity and the
cultural-difference theories. Both of them provielanations for the
ethnic gaps in progress, but there are currentlysmweys for the
English or UK case that include indicators that ldallow them to be
tested simultaneously.

For example, several studies have pointed out the educational
expectations of immigrant and/or ethnic familiesnpared to natives
(Goyette & Xie, 1999; Kao & Tienda, 1998). Thisfdrence is highly
connected to the effort that immigrant students enak school and
positively impacts their attainment and progreseweler, it is not
clear whether the higher educational expectatiohsimamigrants

compared to natives are related to the selectofithe migration flow,

to different cultural values, or to a combinatidrboth.

Before going into detail for each of the theordtie@proaches
mentioned before, | will briefly explain why | dooninclude innate
ability as a relevant factor to account for thenethdifferentials in
progress. Trying to control for students’ unobsdreegnitive ability
has been subject to a great amount of academicejgizticularly in
economics (Hansen, Heckman, & Mullen, 2004). Inredigity is an
unobserved characteristic that is not evenly distead across
individuals; some students might have higher IQantlothers and,
therefore, need to make less effort to achievestme outcomes as
other students with lower 1Qs. However, since mas measured (it is
an unobserved characteristic), it cannot be diantroduced into the
equation model to explain achievement or progréssnong the
techniques developed to manage this issue areaumetital, variable
and fixed-effects models for longitudinal data, vehéhe objective is
basically to get rid of the time invariant errgr Nevertheless, | have
no reason to expect ability to be distributed umnéveacross
ethnicities. That is, there are no grounds to stppe affirmation that
the distribution of ability in each ethnic groupsignificantly different
from the White British group and, therefore, | dat wonsider 1Q or
innate ability differences as relevant factors xplain differential in
academic progress.
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3.3.1. Theories of immigrant selectivity

A possible way of explaining the ethnic differefgidn rates of

progress is through the theory of immigrant selégti Immigrants are
not representative samples of their countries’r@ino populations, but
they are (self) selected samples that differ in onenore relevant
characteristics from the non-migrant populationg. eambition,

motivation, level of education, etc. (Feliciano03) In general, most
researchers have emphasised the positive seleofiammigrants,

since they are considered to have more ambitiordamd for success,
as well as higher levels of education than those dt not migrate
(Chiswick, 2000; Feliciano, 2005; Portes & Rumb&@01) Indeed,

educational selectivity is likely to become a foofrethnic capital that
influences the attainment of the second-generdkeliciano, 2006).

The decision to migrate is usually a family, notiadividual strategy
(Stark & Bloom, 1985). The adults of the househaligrate to
increase the income or the opportunities of the levhfamily,
particularly for children. For that reason, it ikely that immigrant
families have high expectations for their childsefuture, given the
sacrifices they have made for them. In this regtrd,success of the
family migration project is partially related toetleducational success
of their children. The higher the level, the makely it is that these
children will secure a good employment position awvercome the
disadvantages faced by their immigrant parentsrefbee, |1 expect
both immigrant and second-generation children dmadr tparents to
have both high educational ambitions and strongivaions that
would eventually translate into faster progress garad to the native

group(s).

The positive selection has also been frequentkelinto the existence
of strong and cohesive ethnic communities in thetidation countries.
Positively selected migration flows, in terms ofuedtion and skills,
will mobilise their resources to build strong ethmiommunities that
favour upward social mobility for the next genewati Being part of
these communities might help to mitigate the impdaiscrimination
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and might also act as a protective net for indiglduat risk of
exclusion. Moreover, the strong bonds between boies are likely to
reinforce parental authority and control over adoémts, preventing
them from engaging in dangerous activities or davizhaviour that
might affect their academic attainment during teengears, e.g.:
alcohol and drug consumption, truancy, involvemangangs, etc. In
this respect, the cohesiveness of these commumitetd represent a
form of social capital from which adolescents woudnefit (J.
Coleman, 1988). This is particularly so for thosenh in deprived
urban areas, since the normative control of tha@ietgroup would
prevent them from getting involved in troublesonehéviours that
would otherwise worsen their academic performance.

As mentioned earlier in the dissertation, UK sus/bgve not collected
information about the migration history of indivals until very

recently. As a consequence, no indicators of geigctn terms of

observable characteristics (e.g. education or kotadss) have been
built for the main ethnic minorities in the UK

3.4.2. Cultural-difference approaches

The relative academic success of ethnic minoriiikesthe Chinese in
the UK and US or the Indians in the UK has somedifveen explained
in terms of their ‘aspirational cultures’ (ArcherR&ancis, 2007), since
parents and children of these minorities tend porehigh educational
ambitions and a stronger work and academic committh@n natives.
Cultural-based theories have a long tradition ie fherature of
immigrant incorporation and have been particulgrbpular among
American scholars to explain the upward social ritgbof certain
minorities such as Jews, Chinese or Japanese (Eme000). As
Kao and Thompson point out, “although cultural deggton models
are out of favour among social scientists in exptey the lower

1 The preliminary results of a cross-country resegnmject about the second-
generation presented in 6th EducEight Internatidbahference in Newcastle
(July 2012) highlighted the positive selection émmis of education of the main
ethnic minorities except the Black Caribbean (Aathe van der Werfhorst, &
van Elsas, 2012).
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performance of Blacks, cultural models are poptdarexplaining the
relatively higher performance of Asians” (Kao & Thpson, 2003).

However, the most common critique against thoseribe is that they
ultimately fail to explain why most individuals af certain minority

endorse a particular set of values and to whanexkese values are
indeed representative of a particular culture, égumegion or group.

Since it is already known that migrants are notdeem samples of
their countries, it is difficult to sustain that eth values are

representative of those of their country of orighmother critique that

has been made to the culturalist perspective tsctiiture is frequently

invoked when no other type of explanation is avdda\Vermeulen,

2000).

Again, in order to explain the differences in andms and
commitment to school work in terms of culture —awad, for example,
in terms of immigrant selectivity— it would be nesary to compare
the immigrant minorities with the population in ithe€ountries of
origin. In this regard, some cross-cultural Psyobyglscholars have
provided empirical evidence of systematic culturalue differences
across countries, particularly in terms of the ajpon between
individualistic and collectivistic orientations (Ggas et al., 2006).
Collectivistic values, which are predominant in \\estern countries
from which some immigrant minorities come from,aatt more
importance to intergenerational kin ties and ex¢éehfhmily relations.
In this regard, the individual's wellbeing is udyalinderstood in
relation to the (extended) family welfare (de V&kBillari, 2007).
The respect for parental authority and the closmilya bonds —
familism— that are common among certain minoritesuld be
explained in terms of their collectivistic valués.this regard, strong
family bonds and high levels of parental controgintihelp students to
cope with disadvantage (Portes, 1998). At the same, these close
relationships among family members are likely to @ mechanisms
of control of students’ behaviour, making sure tlg§il their school
duties and preventing them from engaging in deuiahiaviour.
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Some of the differences in values and behaviouas éRist between
immigrant and native families might indeed be htited to purely
cultural differences. Even though, it is importémtbear in mind the
influence that the context of reception could haveshaping those
attitudes; e.g. recent immigrants might be morelyiko strengthen
their kin ties to cope with economic and social stoaints (Clark,
Glick, & Bures, 2009).

3.3.3. Selectivity or cultural difference?

The existence of strong family ties, the drive $access, and the high
educational aspirations that are found among cedtinic minorities
could be explained in terms of these two diffefgertspectives: on the
one hand, they can be seen as the product of tkgivpo (self)
selection of migration flows, particularly in terna$ human capital.
On the other, it could be a consequence of thedwlistic values that
are dominant in the countries of origin where mites come from.
Moreover, the two perspectives are not mutuallyiestee. In fact, it is
quite likely that culture and selectivity influendbe way ethnic
minorities integrate in the destination country.

In the empirical analyses of academic progress dmatpresented in
Section 4.6 of the chapter, | include several Vdes that could be
used as indicators of both theories. However, thahypotheses that
derive from the two theories cannot be tested eogbly because the
LSYPE does not have enough information to buildecglity
measures and/or indexes on cultural values andtatiens (e.g.
individualism-collectivism scale, or Schwartz’'s walinventory). The
variables that are included in the analyses aréofteving:

» Students’ taste for school, an index built from tlesponses
given to a set of items that capture the extenthah students
have positive or negative attitudes towards school.

» An indicator measuring the effort put in by studemntto their
schoolwork.

= Students’ expectations for future education, paldity whether
they plan to apply to university or not.
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» The value given to education by the main parerg, family
academic supervision, and their help through peivatoring.
These indicators capture the overall importanceergivto
schooling and the educational career of the studgntheir
parents. As has been mentioned before, severalasshioave
described systematic differences between nativeirandgrant
parents in this respect (Kao & Thompson, 2003).

= The degree of familism, operationalised as the arnhofi time
spent by students with family members during thesgure time.
The closeness among family members has been medtas a
protective factor that might prevent teenagers feagaging in
any kind of anti-school behaviour that are commaning
adolescence. In this respect, variations in theetegf familism
across ethnicities are likely to reflect culturaiffatences
between ethnic groups.

A detailed explanation of all the indicators and tonstruction of the
indexes is presented in the appendix of the chapter

3.3.4. Acculturation theories

The research on acculturation of immigrant minesitihas been
extensive, particularly in the field of cross-cuétupsychology. From
an individual point of view, acculturation is undeod as the process
through which immigrants learn the values, behasgiplife-styles, and
language of the destination country. This processentail high levels
of stress for immigrant individuals, particularfythey are not at all
familiar with the language and culture of the coyf destination. As
for children, the older they are at the time ofval;y the higher their
penalty in terms of educational attainment (A. He&atKilpi-Jakonen,
2012). Bohlmarkhas pointed to the existence of a critical agerova
at 9 years old, above which there is a strong imnpacacademic
performance (BOohimark, 2008). Although most of thesudies use
cross-sectional data and focus on educational mésoinstead of
academic progress, the hypothesis might also applyhe latter,
meaning that those children arriving at age 9 @rlaould not be able
to close the gap with natives over time. In my gsed, | include the
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country of birth of the student (in or outside th), since the LSYPE
does not give information regarding the age avakof those children
that were born outside the UK.

The difficulties that immigrant children might facsg school are
manifold: first of all, the lack of proficiency ithe language of the
destination country would certainly delay the acameprogress of
these children. In general, the older an individsalthe greater the
difficulties to become proficient in a new languadéerefore, those
immigrant children that are already proficient ire tlanguage of the
destination country would not experience a pengitattainment as
strong as those who do not. Secondly, the acctitbarashock that
derives from starting school in a totally differemvironment might be
quite severe. The shock is likely to be more setteeeolder the child
is, as the difficulties for adaptation are expedtedhcrease with age.
Finally, if the educational standards of the schegétem in the
country of origin are lower than those in the desdion country,

immigrant children would lag behind natives in teriwf attainment
and they will have to make a considerable effortcliose the gap.
However, from the perspective of progress, it couldll be that

immigrant children progress at a faster rate thatives once they
adapt to the new environment, since they have momn for

improvement.

In my empirical analysis, | use the language spakehome and the
importance of religion for students’ life as twalicators of the degree
of acculturation of ethnic minority students. Laaga and religion
have been considered as two relevant measures eofletrel of
acculturation of immigrant individuals, particupadanguage. In the
literature on American second-generation immigrafPortes &
Rumbaut, 2001), the acculturation of parents anidireim is measured
using various indicators, one of them being thentemiance of the
home-country language. With regard to religionjsitlikely that it
plays an even more important role than languagehen English
context, since it is a salient identity trait fdrettwo main Muslim
minorities, namely the Pakistani and the Banglaid@dbdood, 1994).
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3.3.5. Theories on the effects of discrimination ah
racism and the theory about the locus of control

The research on discrimination in education dog@siacessarily relate
to that about the locus of control, though, as xplaned in this
section, there is a connection between the two.

The literature regarding the locus of control canftamed under the
more general area of personality psychology. Rottas among the
first researchers to conceptualise the locus ofrobRotter, 1966),

which can be internal or external. Individuals watf internal locus of
control perceive that what happens in their lifeasitingent on their
behaviour or personality. In this regard, they wioastablish a direct
relationship between their behaviour or effort &hdir chances of
success. In contrast, the external locus of consralominant when

individuals perceive that what happens in theiedivs beyond their
control, either due to the influence of extern&kdas or due to chance
or luck. As can be seen in the appendix of the temaghe two

composite variables included in the LSYPE that meastudents’

locus of control refer to how relevant they thirfleir behaviour at

school is for their success in life.

But how can we relate the locus of control withcdimination?
Firstly, individuals that feel discriminated agdiimssociety because of
their race, ethnicity or religion might tend to extalise more their
locus of control than similar individuals that dotrthink that their
group is discriminated against in society. Thivbézause they might
consider that their personal failures are the agumsece of their
group’s disadvantaged position in society and nbttheir own
behaviour. That is, even though the locus of coméreonsidered as a
personality trait, systematic differences acrossietgroups might be
related to widespread feelings of discriminatioroamthe members of
that group. As a consequence, | expect the locumwtrol of ethnic
minority students to be correlated by how they e the status of
their ethnic minority in English society.
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On the other hand, the literature studying theotdfeof racism and
discrimination on the school outcomes of minoritydents has had a
prominent role in England, particularly to expl#ie low achievement
of black students (D. Gillborn, 1998; David Gilllbor1997; Ogbu,

2008). Despite its prominence, the findings abbet dctual effect of
discrimination on academic achievement have noh lmeaclusive so

far. In this regard, two lines of reasoning canidentified depending

on the direction of the effects of discriminatiom e@ducational

performance.

Negative impact on academic performance: oppostionlture

Some scholars have emphasised the negative difgtatliscrimination
has on the learning process of ethnic minority etdsl British
scholars have been particularly concerned by ttexrantion between
white teachers and Caribbean students at schaolkedormer tend to
see Black Caribbean pupils as problematic and ictind. This
negative stereotyping might lead to a systemas lof the teachers
against students of this minority, which might umrrt reinforce the
disadvantage in education of Caribbean studentsh@kr& Francis,
2007; David Gillborn, 1997).

The theory of oppositional culture developed by @¢bgbu, 1991) is
a prominent example of this line of research, @ndas had a great
influence on sociologist® . This theory, which was originally
developed to explain the underachievement of AfricAmerican

children in the US, sees the negative attitudestdsvschool of black
students as a logical reaction to their disadvattgmpsition in society.
The oppositional culture approach has tried toctoe critiques made
to purely culturalist perspectives, which simplys@sate a set of

' The other theory is the stereotype threat appr¢atkele & Aronson, 1995),
developed in the field of social psychology and Mmuess influential among
sociologists. According to this theoryjntlividuals’ awareness of society’s
negative stereotypes about their social group lébdm to be anxious about
engaging in behaviours that confirm those steresstypparticularly those
pertaining to intellectual abilities” (Wong, Eccle& Sameroff, 2003). As a
consequence, the emotional maladjustment causeithdse stereotypes would
affect the performance of minority students in gatve way.
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values and/or behaviours of a group with theirueltor religion. In
this regard, their past and present experiencelsofimination as an
involuntary minority would make African-Americansistiust the
institutions of the majority group on the one haag to adopt deviant
behaviours as a mechanism to cope with their desatdge on the
other. Usually these deviant behaviours and lifestyhat characterise
an oppositional culture or reactive ethnicity (Rer& Rumbaut, 2001)
are normally adopted during the teenage years. Asnaequence, a
worsening of the academic performance of theseeadehts might be
expected.

Positive impact on academic performance: anticigatescrimination

In contrast, other scholars have suggested thdests that are aware
of the discrimination that their ethnic group facesociety might see
academic success as the only path to overcomeéb#naer (Sanders,
1997). That is, their academic effort and highemtlaverage progress
would be a conscious strategy to counteract futliserimination in
the labour market.

It seems quite puzzling that the very same factiscrimination-
could lead to opposing outcomes, namely improvementorsening
of the academic performance of ethnic minority etud. The
apparently contradictory empirical evidence givensbholars on this
subject might be related to the interaction of diismation with other
individual and/or contextual factors. That is, thenight be other
factors that either protect students from, or ceratt, the
discrimination that they might eventually experiencrhe family and
ethnic community can actually play an importaneral preventing
students from engaging in the kind of reactive -aotiool behaviour
described by Ogbu.

In relation to academic progress, those minoritydsnts that
experience discrimination at school, particulanytheir teachers, or
those that are highly aware of their disadvantguesition in society
as a group, might have a different rate of progtkas those who do
not. That is, adolescents who feel discriminatediregy might have
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more reasons to engage in deviant behaviour, wischkely to
negatively affect their academic performance. & Emglish case, the
Black Caribbean has historically been the minotitat has been
subject to more discrimination by the White majporitherefore, it is
not surprising that Black Caribbean students aexipely those that
feel more discriminated against by teachers angoat large and, as
a consequence, they engage more often in deviaavizir.

In the empirical analysis presented in section 53.68. use five

composite variables to explore the relationship wken

discrimination, locus of control and academic pesgt The first two
variables give an overall measure of the extenthh students feel
unfairly treated by their teachers, with no specifieference to
racial/religious discrimination. That is, these ishles measure how
discriminated against students feel by their tee;hough it might
not be (only) related to their race, ethnicity, retigion. The third

variable combines several items that reflect hoserdninated against
ethnic minority students feel because of their raethnicity or

religion. The fourth variable measures the involeemin risky or

deviant behaviour. As mentioned before, the opwst culture

approach explains the prevalence of anti-schoolawiebhr among

African American students as a product of the hisaéb and present
discrimination and marginalisation of this minoriitp American

society (Chiswick, 2000; Feliciano, 2005; PortesR&mbaut, 2001).
Finally, 1 include two composite variables aimed na¢asuring the
locus of control of students (internal and external

3.3.6. Impact of school characteristics and school
composition

Research on the effects of schools on learning h-otterms of
schools characteristics, structure and compositi@s-been one of the
most prolific fields of study in sociology of eduiwe, particularly
since the seminal works of James Coleman, whichme»ed the
effects of the school segregation of African Amans on their
academic achievement (J. S. Coleman, Hoffer, & af#g 1982; J. S.
Coleman, 1966). The main problem that researcheischool effects
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face, relates to the control of variables that poeda non-random
selection of students into schools, as well as tim®bservable
attributes of students and families that may comdbwvith school
effects (Sorensen & Morgan, 2000). If students wesmadomly
assigned to schools, selection problems would heded and the
measurement of school contextual effects would belaively easy
task.

Many of the studies of the so-called school-effeltisrature are
actually more interested in analysing the impacthef quantity and
quality of social interactions taking place at salemong students and
teachers rather than in any other kind of schofdcef such as the
school structure or resources, among other chaistate®. The
relationship between academic achievement and theerst-body
composition at schools has been framed in the lerobigrature of
peer effects and social capital. Although the mgeidmas are not
always fully understood or captured, it is assuntedt students
constantly influence each other, and that peerspresand peer
acceptance play an important role in shaping stistdé&ehaviour and
attitudes, particularly during adolescence. Considethat we usually
lack specific measures about the frequency and aypentact among
students —that is, about peer networks— the sttlmtmyt composition
of the school or the classroom is taken as anentlimeasure of the
frequency and intensity of the students’ interawio The two
characteristics of the student-body compositiont thave been

2 My analysis concentrates on the effects of ethmger-group composition at

school, controlling for the overall school ethnieasocio-economic composition.

However, scholars have also paid attention to asicbpol features such as the
school organisation, practices, and normative enwirent, namely the number of
students per teacher, the practice of streamirigrins of abilities, or the quality

of the relationship of teachers with students dmartparents (Lee, 2000). In

addition, schools might also differ in their reszes (e.g.: quality of the school

facilities, number and quality of teachers, variefyrecreational and/or extra-

curricular activities offered, number of books dahle for students, etc.). There
is no agreement on the extent to which school messucontribute to learning

(Rumberger & Palardy, 2004), but this disagreemeight be related to the lack

of reliable data on some of the characteristic @na expected to have an effect
on learning, such as a teacher’s abilities andod¢idn. It might be that schools

with a higher proportion of ethnic minority studeméeceive more public funding

and that, in turn, would impact positively on cihdd’s learning.
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examined more frequently are the family socio-ecoicdbackground
and the ethnic and/or immigrant origin. As has bpest mentioned,
the difficulties of isolating the exogenous vaatiin the socio-
economic or ethnic composition of schools is onéhefmain reasons
why researchers have found contradictory evidencethis issue
(Hanushek & Rivkin, 2009).

The identification of the consequences afeafactoethnic segregation
on achievement has concentrated the efforts of nsahglars, firstly
in the US and afterwards in Europe (J. S. Colemaal.£1982). The
main concern has been to analyse whether the higtieric or
immigrant concentration that is commonplace in sthglaced in
highly segregated residential areas has a negatiact on the
attainment of students enrolled in these schoole €oncern has
arisen because a significant negative correlat®rusually found
between ethnic concentration and achievement (Geli®bdado &
Garrido Medina, 2011). Some American studies hdvewsa that
students attending segregated minority schoolsadaeach the same
level of attainment as students at integrated orit&Vkegregated
schools, net of other factors (Bankston & Calda&#961 Roscigno,
1998). In this sense, Szulkin and Jonsson (Szukionsson, 2007)
find a negative effect of ethnic concentration fost-generation
immigrant children while for the for second-genematchildren the
disadvantage appears to be entirely related to poair family socio-
economic background and resources of the schooé atthors
identify language problems and lack of positiveenaslodels as the two
main factors that worsen the achievement of fiestegation students
in Swedish schools with high ethnic concentratiq@zulkin &
Jonsson, 2007). In contrast, other scholars haghlighted the
different impact of ethnic concentration dependorg the ethnicity
(Portes & MacLeod, 1996). That would be the casenafave schools,
which would have positive effects on attainmentrfonorities that are
rich in ethnic capital. Nevertheless, the impacdthef enclave is still an
unresolved issue, and whether there is a positegative or no effect
at all seems to depend on the interaction of etbarcentration with
other factors such as the socio-economic or edwedtcomposition of
the minority.
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In my empirical analysis, | pay attention to seV@rdicators of school
social relations, school characteristics, and caipn of the student
body and how they associate with the observed ettifferentials in

academic progress relative to the White Britishugro

Parent-school relationships

Parents can get involved in the education of tbkildren in several
ways that might impact differently on their leampirin the empirical
analysis, | include indicators of the interactidhat parents have with
their children’s school, mostly, but not only, witeir teachers. Even
though this variable should be relevant for alldstus, | expect it to
have a different impact for students with foreigmb parents, since
they might be less familiar with the school enviremt. The extent to
which parents know the "nuts and bolts’ of the atlanal system and
are aware of the expectations that teachers hawbeon, is likely to
impact on their children’s success at school. Inegal, past research
has suggested that student academic success gxr@agn parents
are included in the education of their childrersalool, particularly
for children that face several disadvantages oaitsichool (Jeynes,
2007). In the case of immigrant families, havingular contact with
schoolteachers can be difficult for various reasdinstly, immigrant
parents tend to be in a disadvantaged positionarabour market, and
their long working hours might prevent them fronteatiing school
meetings. This explanation is not immigrant-speciéis it could also
apply to White British parents working in unstablkelow-skilled jobs.
Secondly, there might be a language barrier. Thaifiimmigrant
parents are not fluent enough in the languageeofléfstination country
and the school does not have a translation senVieg,will not be able
to communicate successfully with teachers. Findhgre might also
be a cultural barrier, in the sense of schoolte@chet being familiar
with the expectations of parents and vice verseerdibre, it is
important to know whether there are systematicetiiices between
ethnic groups in the quantity and quality of pasesthool meetings. In
order to estimate this effect, it is necessaryatiol for the students’
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behavioural problems, since some of these parech&r interactions
could be related to them.

Student’s perception of teachers’ efficacy in class

This factor is mostly related to how the studergscpive that their
teachers are able to maintain discipline and tlmviokhe activities of
their students.

Average spending per student and pupil-teacheorati

In England, important differences in average spemdxist across
schools in the state sector. The variations arenlgnaelated to the

differences in the socio-economic background of shedent body.

That is, schools with a high proportion of disadeged students have
higher spending per pupil, mostly due to the castociated with the
free school meal program targeted at children & riost deprived

families.

The pupil-teacher ratio compares the number ofesttgito the number
of teachers in a certain school. The ratio “doestake into account
the amount of instruction time for students comgacethe length of a
teacher’'s working day, nor how much time teacheend teaching”
(OECD, 2012, p. 396), which implies that the stueeacher ratio
cannot be interpreted as class size, althoughéfased to it.

Peer-group ethnic composition

In this respect, | analyse whether students withenco-ethnic friends
at school progress better than those with fewendls from the same
ethnicity, controlling for the school ethnic comiims. | am aware of
the endogeneity problem that this type of analgsitails, since it is
quite likely that students choose to be friend$wither students with
whom they share certain characteristics, with eitynibeing one of

them. This problem is presented in more detail he empirical

analysis.
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3.4. The dependent variable: differentials in
average value-added scores (VAS) in English and
Maths from KS3 to KS4

This section pays attention to the operationabsatf the dependent
variable, namely, students’ average academic pssgreEnglish and
Maths from KS3 to KS4 national examinations. As titered earlier
in the chapter, the reasons for not including inanglysis the progress
that students make at an earlier stage (from K3238) are twofold:
firstly, the improvement of ethnic minorities’ perfnance relative to
the White British group is more pronounced from Ki83KS4 than
from KS2 to KS3 final examinations and, therefateis of a more
substantive interest to model progress of the forperiod. And
secondly, the LSYPE starts when the sampled stadsgin KS3 at
the age of 13/14. Thus, the available informationdarlier years is
much more limited and restricted to that providgdhe NPD/PLASC
and to those LSYPE variables that are time-invarian

My empirical analysis of progress uses informafrem two different
time points, namely when students are 13/14 andiliney are 15/16.
As mentioned in the description of the English ediomal system, the
grading scales change from being continuous at #§S&tegorical at
KS4. That means that the distance between eachunegasnt unit
varies from KS3 to KS4 examinations and no aritiicneperations
could be performed between the outcomes at each piont, e.g.:
Yksa — Yks3 - Therefore, | cannot use a first-differenced eaton
model that is commonly applied when only two oethwaves of data
are availabl&. Taking into account this limitation, | have ddeil to
model academic progress using students’ value-asiciees (VAS) in
English and Maths from KS3 to KS4, as there iseguirement of the
scales to be the same. In this regard, a stude#®S from KS3 to
KS4 is the difference between his/her grade at K8d the average

2 |n addition, first differencing would eliminate ehtime-invariant individual
characteristics from the model such as the etlyn@itgender of students, given
that fixed-effects models only look at the withiividual variation.
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grade at KS4 of the group of students that achi¢hedsame grade as
him/her at KS3. VAS are relative measures of pregreas the
performance of a certain student at KS4énly compared with that of
other students that had the same prior attainmeKtS&. Therefore,
each student has a specific VAS.

The grades in English and Maths that studentsve@iKS3 and KS4
national examinations have been used to build t&S for each
student. That is, | have decided to work with aylen/AS for English
and Maths instead of two VAS, one for each subjBué reasons to do
so are twofold: firstly, 1 do not find significantlifferences in
attainment gaps between each ethnic minority with White British
group for each subject. And secondly, using a singleasure of
academic progress instead of one for Maths andhandor English
eases the presentation and interpretation of esult

[table 3.1. about here]

Table 3.1. shows the descriptive statistics (mestandard error,
minimum and maximum values) for the average VAEmglish and
Maths from KS3 to KS4 by ethnicifi. Not surprisingly, the
distribution of the values is more spread out fdrit/ British than for
ethnic minorities. This is not surprising, since trative group tends to
be much more heterogeneous than the ethnic memriéind not only
in terms of academic performance or progress. THeteABritish
majority has not experienced any process of seled¢hat could have
shaped their profile as a group, unlike ethnic mities of immigrant
origin.

With regard to the average VAS, Mixed Black, Blacaribbean and
White British students have the lowest averageesc@f0.20 and -
0.18) while Indians and Black Africans have thehleigt (0.18 and
0.15). Bangladeshis and Pakistanis lie in betwetnough the

28 A graphic showing the average VAS from KS2 to K88 the two periods
(KS2-KS3 and KS3-KS4), by ethnicity, is also praednin the appendix of the
chapter.
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academic progress of the former (0.12) is strortban that of the
latter minority (0.0).

3.4.1. Within ethnic group differences in progres$rom
KS3 to KS4

The description of the dependent variable has bebn presented in
terms of students’ ethnicity. Obviously, this typedescription has the
danger of minimizing the within group differenceas progress. As
Moore points out, “differences between groups @®ed on averages,
but there is always a significant amount of vareacound the mean,
and this variance is of considerable importanced¢ké, 2004).

[table 3.2 about here]

Thus, it is important to keep in mind that theree aignificant
differences in progress from KS3 to KS4 within eathnic group
depending on the social class or education of ststgarents. As
shown in table 3.2, the academic progress of ettmmority students
appears to be less associated with their familytsas class, contrary
to the case of White British students. In the mgjagroup, there are
huge differences in levels of progress across kolzases. In fact, the
group of White working-class studefftsonstitute the group making
the smallest academic progress of all studentsarsample.

[graphs 3.1 and 3.2 about here]
Graph 3.1. presents the predicted academic progmneEsglish and

Maths from KS3 to KS4, expressed in VAS, of eadmieity, by
social clas®. Graph 3.2. also shows the predicted VAS but imseof

24 Those with at least one parent in a lower superyjdower technical, routine
or semi-routine occupation, according to the NatldBtatistics Socio-Economic
Classification (NS-SEC)

% predicted values calculated from OLS regressidah thie following covariates:
gender, immigrant generation, single-parent famitpther had the first child at
age 21 or younger, highest level of education i tiousehold, grandparents
education, family socio-economic status, studeseslin London.
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students’ ethnicity and the level of education afgmts. Both graphs
show that Indians, followed by Bangladeshis, Pakist and Black
African students progress, on average, signifigambre than White
British, Black Caribbean and Mixed students frone d¢/14 to age
15/16, regardless of their parents’ social classeatucation. However,
while the average progress of White British stusleriearly declines
the lower the level of education and social cldgh@r parents, this is
not the case for the Bangladeshi, Pakistani, aratlBICaribbean
minorities. Particularly for these three ethnic ups, the association
between academic progress and parents’ social atas®ducation is
totally different to that of White British. For Bgladeshis, it seems
that there is almost no relationship, while for tBkack Caribbean
minority, it is non-monotonic, with socio-economligadisadvantaged
students progressing much more than those in erhpgsition.

To sum up, the level of within ethnic group hetenogty varies
substantially across ethnicities, with the Bangshdeninority being
the most homogeneous and the White British groupgthe least. In
addition, the pattern of association between academogress and
parents’ social class and education for ethnic nties does not
reproduce that of White British students.

The next part of the chapter comprises five sestihere | present
the results of the empirical analysis of progressnf KS3 to KS4.

Each of the sections represents a different thieatdtamework and

pays attention to the specific explanatory factbeg were introduced
in the first part of the chapter.

3.5. Methods

As mentioned earlier, 1 am not using a first difiece estimator
because the distance between each measuremerdfuhg grading
scales at KS3 and at KS4 varies, the former beomgircuous and the
latter categorical. Therefore, | am not able toleixphe statistical
techniques designed for longitudinal data to addtes problem of
unobserved heterogeneity. Nevertheless, | stiltiseime variation of
the explanatory variables when they are measured than once. The
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changes in the time varying variables are calcdlagng information
from two of the first three waves of the LSYPE. Somariables are
measured at least in two different waves but, uafately, others are
only measured once.

In order to build indicators of change for the expltory variables,
two different strategies are used, depending owdhiable:

= Firstly, calculating value-added indicators of ofp@anIn
those cases, students’ change from tipte time ¢ is only
compared to that of other students giving the sanssvers
at time .

= Secondly, calculating the difference between thewan
given at § and that given at.t

As will be shown, using one or other strategy tddothe indicators of
change will depend on the number of answering caieg or scales of
the explanatory variables.

3.6. Empirical analysis of ethnic patterns of
progress from KS3 to KS4

Section 3.6 comprises the third part of the chaptlere the theories
put forward in section 3.4 to frame the ethniceafifintials in progress
are tested empirically. The analyses and the dismu®f the findings
are presented in the following order:

» The first sub-section (3.6.1.) pays attention te thfferences
across ethnicities in students’ school attitudeabiours, and
expectations, and how this variation links with tbleserved
ethnic differentials in academic progress.

= Secondly, (3.6.2.) | examine the relationship betwgarents’
attitudes, expectations and the value they givedwocation on
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the one hand and the ethnic differentials in sttsleacademic
progress on the other.

In sub-section 3.6.3. the variables of the two jmes sub-
sections are combined in a single model, as they af
measuring the attitudes and behaviours towardsosafoboth
parents and their children.

Afterwards (3.6.4.) | explore the differences isademic

progress between immigrant and second or highesrgéon

students. In addition, | test whether different réeg of
acculturation, which is operationalised in termdavfguage use
and religiosity, are significantly associated witifferentials in

academic progress across ethnicities. An indicatastudents’
degree of familism is also included in the analysis

In sub-section 3.6.5 | examine the association éetwerceived
discrimination and unfair treatment by teachers athnic

differentials in academic progress. In additiopay attention to
the relationship between discrimination and involeat in

deviant behaviours during adolescence.

And finally (3.6.6.), | explore the association Wweéen several
school characteristics, including the student-bodthnic
composition, and the differentials in progress ssrethnicities.

3.6.1. Students’ attitudes, effort, and expectatian

The explanatory variables included in this emplraalysis are the
following four*®:

» The composite variable taste for school, formeddyeral items

summarising students’ attitudes towards school; logv much
they like being at school or how useful they thaakool is. The

% See chapter appendix for details about the operatsation of the composite
variables.
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variable has been measured at the end of KS3, sthdents are
age 13/14 and at the end of KS4, when they ard 3.

The number of weekdays doing homework, measurea e
students are at the end of KS3 (age 13/14) andaafter (age
14/15).

A composite variable indicating the perceived intaonce given
to education as the best way to secure a bettarefutThe three
items that form this variable have been designedné&asure
students’ internal locus of control, mainly in & to school.
That is, whether they think that the effort they pio school is
important for their future. This variable is measiionly once
when students are age 14/15.

And finally, the reported expectations of applyimguniversity
in the future, for which I have information fromréle different
time points: when students are age 13/14, when dheyl4/15,
and the last year of KS4, when they are 15/16

Value-added indicators have been calculated usiaglata from two
time points. In this regard, students’ change fitame t; to time ¢ is
only compared to that of other students giving shene answers at
time t.

The variable that measures the changes in uniyegspectations has
been constructed using only students’ answers gatethe ages of
13/14 and 14/15. | have not used the reported ¢éxpecs at age 15/16
due to the high number of students that were irgemd after their
scores at GCSE examinations were made public. Kmgpthieir GCSE

%" Students are asked about their educational exjmtavith the question:
“How likely is it that you will apply to universityn the future?”. The answering
categories are the following:

Will not apply or not likely at all to apply
Not very likely to apply

Fairly likely to apply

Very likely to apply

Don't know
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scores might have altered their previous expectstiso their reported
expectations at the age of 14/15 are preferred.cbhstruction of this
indicator of change in expectations has not folldwlee value-added
calculation to avoid the exclusion of students witlssing values in
expectatior.

Ethnic differences in the explanatory variables
[table 3.3. about here]

Table 3.3. presents the average values in theyeaseand the changes
over time for the seven ethnic groups. As showth@table, there are
significant differences across ethnicities in theurf explanatory
variables, both in the base year (that is, whedestts are age 13/14)
and in the direction of changes over the next teary.

With regard to the composite variable taste folosththe three South
Asian and Black African minorities have significgnimore positive
attitudes towards school than White British, BlaCkribbean and
Mixed Black students, whose average score is sugmfly lower.
Moreover, compared to the South Asian and BlackcAfr minorities,
White British students report more negative atesénd behaviours
towards school at the age of 15/16 than two yearbee That is,
White British students increase their negativdiatés towards school
during the last two years of compulsory educatigmi8cantly more
than South Asian and Black African students thabreed the same
attitudes at age 13/14. Mixed and Black Caribbdadesnts are, on
average, considerably similar to the White Britrelajority group in
this respect, even though they do not worsen titudes towards
school as much as the reference group. The diteseracross

8 This is due to the fact that the value-added omesscannot be calculated for
those students answering ‘don’'t know’ at age 1&td/or 15/16. Therefore, to
avoid the exclusion of those cases from the arglysivariable with several
categories of change has been created. This neigblaris not a relative
measure. That is, it only measures raw changegpaotations and students are
not only compared to those giving the same anstémna t.
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ethnicities in this respect can be also picturadguthe percentage of
students that express a high taste for schooldtatie end of KS3 and
at the end of KS4. Those are the students thatnaataa value of at
least 3.75 out of 4 on the composite variable attwo time points. In

this regard, 27% of Black Africans, 24% of Indiaard 20% of

Bangladeshi and Pakistani students have valuesehitian 3.75,

compared to only 11% of White British, 10% of Mixadd 9% of

Black Caribbean students.

Students’ effort is operationalised with an indoradf the number of
days per week spent doing homework (not includiregekends). As
seen in table 3.3, Indian (3.4 days), Black Afri¢ar8), Pakistani and
Bangladeshi (3.1) students report, on average, mays doing their
homework than Black Caribbean (2.8), White Brit{&»8 days) and
Mixed students (2.6). On the other hand, Whiteigristudents are the
group with the highest decrease in the number yé gar week doing
homework from age 13/14 to 14/15 compared to therogthnicities.
It should also be noted that the percentage ofesiisdthat report
spending at least 4 days out of 5 doing homewoltoth years is also
higher among some minorities (23% of Indians arféh bf Pakistanis,
Bangladeshis and Black Caribbeans) than among WRBitEsh
students (10%).

In terms of internal locus of control, White Britistudents are the
group with the lowest average value, meaning tiey tonsider their
performance at school to be less important for thiture compared to
all the other ethnic groups except the Mixed Blackority, which
resembles White British students in this aspeccBlAfricans are at
the opposite end of the spectrum, reporting a kigtternalised locus
of control, while South Asians and Black Caribbears in a middle
position.

With regard to students’ expectations of applyiaguhiversity in the
future, all ethnic minorities but the Mixed Blackrogp report
significantly higher expectations than White Bhtistudents at the age
of 13/14, particularly Black African and Indian dants. When the
expectations at age 13/14 are compared to thoseteepa year after,
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it can be seen that there is more stability thaangk, so the
differences across ethnicities described for theebgear remain to a
great extent. However, there are still significamtriations in the

percentage represented by those who do changeetk@actations in
each ethnic group. In particular, the Bangladesimonty stands out
for having the highest percentage of students asing their

expectations (26%) compared to the White Britisiugr(20%).

Results of empirical analysis

The empirical analyses are shown in table 3.4, lwhgoesents the
estimates yielded by several nested OLS regressldesfirst column
is the baseline model (model 1), which only inckidbe ethnicity
variables. The four explanatory variables are setipiey added in
models 2, 3, and 4. Finally, the control varialdes included in model
5.

[table 3.4. about here]

The four explanatory variables (models 2 to 4)iplytaccount for the
stronger progress from KS3 to KS4 of the three ISésian and Black
African minorities compared to that made by Whitetigh students.
As has been already described, not only do theseipgr have
significantly more positive school attitudes anddaours than the
White British at age 13/14, but they also have alkn proportion of
students worsening their attitudes in the proceggaars. In fact, the
students with stronger academic progress from KSBS34 are those
with highly positive attitudes towards school ae df/14 that are also
able to maintain them in the following years. Imtast, Mixed and
Black Caribbean students do not differentiate mfrom the White
British in their academic progress. As describedthe previous
section, their school attitudes and behaviourd) bothe base year at
age 13/14 and in their evolution over time, areahlyt similar to those
of the White British group, though slightly moresttove for the Black
Caribbean minority. However, the slightly more faxable attitudes of
students from this minority do not translate intocamparable
advantage in academic progress over White Britistiests.
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When the control variables are introduced in médehe coefficients
for the three South Asian minorities increase igesiand gain
significance, particularly those for Pakistanis @&ahgladeshis. That
is, South Asian disadvantaged students progressh muare than
equally disadvantaged White British students. Intast, for Black
Africans, the situation is exactly the oppositee Hthnicity coefficient
loses significance when the control variables atéed in model 5,
suggesting that their stronger progress comparedlVibite British
students is mostly driven by a composition effés. mentioned in
chapter 2, Black African parents are, on averagdgbeducated than
White British parents and, not surprisingly, th@dd African minority
progress more, on average, than the reference gidwgoefore, when
parental characteristics are controlled, the dffiee between the
Black African and the White British group are nmder significant.
Finally, adding the control variables does not séemffect the size of
the coefficients for the Black Caribbean and Mixathority groups,
which remain non-significant across all models.this regard, it is
surprising that the Black Caribbean coefficientslaet change at all
when | control for living in a single-parent family model 5. That is,
it seems that the academic progress of the Blackokzan minority
relative to the White British is not affected byetlextremely high
percentage of students living in single-parent f@®iamong the
Caribbean minority.

To sum up, the results presented in table 3.4. ghetvthe stronger
progress of South Asian and Black African studeatspared to the
White British group is driven by the more positisehool attitudes,
effort and the higher educational expectationshefformer compared
to the latter. These attitudinal and behaviourfieceénces appear to be
more marked among students of low socio-economakdraunds.
Moreover, White British students are more likely wmrsen their
school attitudes and behaviour significantly mdrant South Asians
and Black Africans and, as a consequence, the foprogress less
than the latter. These results are somehow exgestace those
students that consider education to be importaatadso likely to
invest more time in schoolwork, which, in turn, Mbsitively impact
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their progress. Nevertheless, the stronger progoéskidians and
Bangladeshis is only partially accounted for bysthéactors, as their
coefficients remain positive and significant aftetroducing the
explanatory variables in model 4 and the controlades in model 5.
Therefore, there might be other factors at play #ecount for the
differentials in progress of South Asian childreithwWhite British

students. In contrast, the slightly more favouratdbool attitudes of
Black Caribbean students compared to the refergnoep are not
translated into an equivalent differential in pregg with the White
British group.

3.6.2. Importance given to education by parents

In this section, | examine the relationship betwetde ethnic
differentials in academic progress and the follgviaur explanatory
variables measuring parents’ educational attitudeshaviours and
expectations:

= The overall value given to education by the mairrepg
measured with the composite variable parental valoe
education when students are age 13/14.

» Whether parents pay for private tuition to help dstuis’
performance in the main subjects. This questiomsked to
students at the ages of 13/14, 14/15 and 15/16.

» The degree of homework supervision by family merapasked
when students are age 13/14 and 14/15.

= Parents’ expectations about their children applymgniversity.
Unfortunately, this question is only asked in tinstfwave, when

% See chapter appendix for details about the operatsation of the composite
variables
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students are age 134 Therefore, no indicator of change is
built for this variable.

The variation across time of the two time-varyirgyigbles has been
captured with the construction of several indicsttdo measure the
changes in homework supervision, a VAS has beeuleaéd. That is,

the changes in students’ supervision from age 18ilage 14/15 are
only compared with those cases reporting the samgred of

supervision at the age of 13/14. On the other hdned{ime change in
private tuition has been codified into a new vaaakith four different

categories: the first two refer to students that tiee same situation
with respect to private tuition at age 13/14 andl&5and the other
two indicate students that had private tuition g¢ 43/14 but did not
have it at 15/16 and vice versa.

Ethnic differences in the explanatory variables

Table 3.5. presents the average differences a@tbsscities in the
four explanatory variables whose association withdemic progress
Is examined in this section.

[table 3.5. about here]

With regard to the first composite variable, airét minority parents
give significantly more importance to educationnth&hite British

parents, particularly South Asians and Black Afmiqaarents, with a
score of 3.8 out of 4 compared to the average b8 White British

parents.

In terms of private tuition, Indians and Black Afins stand out for
being the minorities with the highest percentagstofients receiving

% The expectations for son/daughter are measured tis¢ answers given to the
question “How likely is it that your son or daughtell apply to university in the
future?”, which are organised in 4 categories:

= Will not apply or not likely at all to apply

= Not very likely to apply

= Fairly likely to apply

= Very likely to apply
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at least one private lesson in the last year of K&% and 19%) and
that continue to receive it in the last year of KB4s striking that the
percentage of students receiving private tuitiorolagnthe Pakistani
and Bangladeshi minorities is very similar to tlohtWhite British
(10%) despite the fact that their socio-economatust is much lower.
Indeed, this might be considered an indicator efdreater effort that
Pakistani and Bangladeshis parents make for théildren’s
education.

The ethnic groups with more students declaringt®ive a high level
of family supervision in their homework are the \WéhBritish and
Mixed. As will be analysed later, this measurkkisly be an indicator
of students’ anti-school attitudes, since the sup®n might occur
precisely because these students do not take en@egbonal
responsibility for their school work.

The ethnic variations in terms of the universitpestations of parents
are very similar to those of students. In fact,dRl&frican parents
report, on average, the highest educational exp@cta for their

children, followed by Indians and Bangladeshis. e contrary,

White British parents hold, on average, the loweslucational

expectations, with the other groups lying somewhetetweert:

Results of empirical analysis

[table 3.6. about here]

31 Previous models have also considered the expectalifferentials between

parents and students, but the degree of agreeraentssto be less relevant for
academic progress than the level of expectatiommsielves. This is probably so
because those students with very high expectatitsts have parents with high
expectations and vice versa. For example, the ptxge of cases where the
students have very high and the parents have Ipsatations is less than 1% of
the sample. However, it is worth noting the highceatage of families where the
main parent reports higher educational expectatioss their son/daughter in the
White British majority (24%) compared to the otlgmoups (between 6% of
Black African and 19% of Mixed families). This aspés further analysed in

chapter 4.
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Table 3.6. presents the estimates yielded by foested OLS
regressions where model 1 only includes the ettynveiriables; model
2 adds the first three explanatory variables; mdleldds parental
expectations and, finally, the control variables iacluded in model 4.

Surprisingly, the composite variable measuringakie that parents
give to the education of their children is baralyngficant. The small
size of the coefficient, as well as its low stateit significance, might
be related to the high level of agreement thgbalénts expressed with
the items, which might be driven by a desirabililias and the
generality of the statements.

Paying for private tuition at least once during kst year of KS3 and
KS4 has an overall positive and significant impact academic
progress. In contrast, there is no significant e@sson between family
homework supervision and academic progress. Insesfmparents’
expectations, students whose parents considerytliely that they
will apply to university progress significantly neothan those with
lower parental expectations.

The changes in the ethnicity coefficients from motleéo model 3
reveal that the four explanatory variables are dblaccount for a
substantial part of the advantage in academic pssgof Indians,
Pakistanis, Bangladeshis and Black Africans overit&ViBritish

students. When the control variables are added adein4, the
coefficients for the Pakistani and Bangladeshi mims increase
substantially, as expected, in size and signifieanks has already
been mentioned, Pakistani and Bangladeshi studeetsin a more
disadvantaged position in terms of their familyiseeconomic status
and parental level of education compared to the t&ViBritish

majority. But, since White British students withetlsame family
background are doing particularly bad, the gap ingpess with
Pakistani and Bangladeshis increases when theotordriables are
added to the model. In contrast, the coefficient Btack Africans

decreases slightly in model 4, given their advaedggpsition in terms
of parental education compared to the referencapgrdhat is, their
stronger progress is partially accounted for bpmamosition effect due
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to the average higher educational level of Blackicah parents, as
occurred in the previous empirical analysis.

The case of Black Caribbean students is diffen@mh fthat of the other
minorities: their progress in model 1 (that is,heiit any explanatory
or control variables included) does not differ fraimat of White
British, as is reflected by the small size and smmificance of the
Black Caribbean coefficient. However, when pareaiqlectations are
introduced in model 3, the coefficient becomes tiega and
significant at p<0.05, meaning that despite thet fiwat Black
Caribbean parents report significantly higher etlooal expectations
for their children than White British parents, tliees not seem to
translate into different rates of academic progrfess KS3 to KS4
between the two groups. The Black Caribbean caeffic only
decreases slightly its significance and size winencontrol variables
are added in model 4, given their similar socioreroic background
with the White British majority.

With regard to Mixed ethnicity students with a vehiand a black
parent, their coefficient remains small and nomi$igant throughout
all the models, as they do not differentiate frorid British students
in their progress or in their distribution of vatuef the explanatory
variables.

3.6.3. Combining the former explanations

The objective of this section is to combine in g@me model the
explanatory variables that have been consideredhén previous
sections 3.6.1. and 3.6.2. The reasons for doiragesowofold:

= Firstly, the two sets of variables are highly retatin section
3.6.1. the focus is on the student while in secBdfh2. the
attention is on the parent, but in both cases thgitudes,
behaviours and expectations regarding school andatidn
are examined in relation to the ethnic differestial progress.
As has been already noted with respect to eduedtion

75



expectations, there is a high correlation betwesrems and
students in this regard.

[table 3.7. about here]

= Secondly, | also want to test whether the ethmsadtels that,
though small, remain in the final models of the tprevious
empirical analyses, disappear once | include alletkplanatory
variables for students and parents in the same ImSohee the
number of missing values increases when | jointigstder all
the explanatory and control variables, | perform émalysis in
sequential steps, as shown in table 3.7: modellyiinoludes
the ethnicity variables; model 2 replicates modef 8&able 3.6
of the previous section by including the four exyieory
variables about parents’ attitudes and expectatiofise
number of cases decreases from 10.350 to 8.464lserdfore,
there are small changes in the coefficients but tftenot alter
the interpretation of results. In model 3, the fexplanatory
variables about students’ attitudes, behaviours and
expectations are added; and finally, model 4 inetudhe
control variables. Model 5 replicates model 4 @tder the
two interaction terms between parents’ educatioth kudlian
ethnicity on the one hand, and parents’ educatiod a
Bangladeshi ethnicity on the other.

First of all, as the changes in the ethnicity doefhts from model 1 to
model 3 suggest, the two groups of explanatoryabées are almost
completely able to account for the observed gapsatdemic progress
from KS3 to KS4 between the South Asian and BladkicAn
minorities and the White British group. Indeed,yottie coefficients
for the Black Caribbean and the Bangladeshi mimsritremain
marginally significant in model 3. This result igstemely relevant,
considering that one of the objectives is to eleténor, at least, reduce
the size and significance of the ethnic residualthe models (Kao &
Thompson, 2003). The changes observed from motiniodel 3 in
table 3.7 suggest that the stronger academic m®goé Indian,
Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Black African studerktive to the
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White British majority can be attributed to the ntanhance of positive
educational attitudes, behaviours and expectatbmoth parents and
children throughout the last two years of compuylsstucation.

When the control variables are added in model 4y tire ethnicity
coefficients for Indians and Bangladeshis incre#seir size and
significance, particularly in the latter case. Jamy to previous
models, adding the family control variables alw#ysslates into an
increase of the coefficient for the Bangladeshi arnig. For this
reason, model 5 introduces two interaction termwéen the dummy
variables for Bangladeshis and Indians and theakbiindicating
parents with low or no formal qualifications. Alha explanatory
factors and the family controls that were includednodel 4 remain
also in model 5. The interactithreveals that Bangladeshi students
with parents with low qualifications progress sfgraintly more than
White British students with the same background.cémtrast, the
progress of Bangladeshi students with parents withlifications
above level 1 is only marginally stronger than tbasimilar White
British students. Therefore, the negative assaridtiat usually exists
between parents’ education with and children’s eoad performance
is moderated by unobserved factors that are spewfiBangladeshi
students from low socio-economic backgrounds. Tibaeven after
including in the model all the variables about stug and parents’
attitudes and expectations, the gap in progresseest Bangladeshi
and White British students with parents with ndaw qualifications
remains statistically significant. In contrast, theeraction effect is not
significant for Indians, meaning that students ok tminority with
parents with low qualifications do not differengdtom similar White

%2 Model 5 in table 3.7 presents the main effectsedhg Indian, Bangladeshi and
having non-educated parents as well as the twagaictige terms Indian*non-

educated parents and Bangladeshi*non-educated tparkly objective is to

know whether the academic progress of Bangladasthiladian students with

non-educated parents is significantly differentrthat of similar White British

and to measure the gap:

B (Bangladeshi)+p (Bangladeshi*non-educated parents) p=(non-educated

parents)
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British individuals once their attitudes, behav®wand expectations
with regard to education are taken into account.

3.6.4. Acculturation: language, religiosity and famism

In this section, | analyse the extent to whichaarvariables that are
normally used as indicators of the level of acaaltion of immigrant
minorities are able to account for part of the athdifferentials in
average academic progress in English and Maths K&3 to KS4.
The variables that are included in the modelsladdllowing:

A dichotomous variable that discriminates betwedmnsée
students that were born in the UK (that is, secondigher
generation) and those that were born outside the (filist
generation).

The main language that students use at home vathfimilies,
which distinguishes between those who only speagliin
those who mainly speak English but also use andémguage,
and those that either use another language otaerEhglish or
they are bilingual.

The importance that religion has for students’diat age 13/14,
and how this changes until they reach age 15/16reTare four
answer categories, ranging from ‘not religiousgiein not

important at all’ to ‘very religious’.

Whether the students attended any religious classése last
year, which is asked to students at the age of418M 14/15.
An indicator of change has been constructed tovdesther they
have increased, maintained or decreased theirdattee to
religious classes during this period.

The gap in religiosity between students and payewtsch

differentiates between those with an equal levetebfiosity
and those that are more religious or less religithss their
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parents. The parents’ level of religiosity is meaduwith the
same categories as those for students.

» Students’ degree of familism, operationalised &samount of
time that students spend with their families initispare timé,
This question is asked to students at the age3/d#ifand 14/15.

Similarly to the previous analyses, several ingicahave been built to
measure changes in students’ attitudes and behaviéiustly, changes
in religiosity from age 13/14 to age 15/16; andoselty, changes in
students’ attendance to religious classes and udests’ level of

familism from ages 13/14 to 14/15, as this informais not available
for age 15/16.

Ethnic differences in the explanatory variables

The average differences across ethnicities in xXpdaaatory variables
that are included in the models are presentedbie &8.

[table 3.8. about here]

As mentioned earlier, the proportion of studentmbautside the UK
varies considerably across ethnic minorities, fré% of Mixed, to
15% of Bangladeshi and 56% of Black African student

With regard to students’ mother tongue, 24% ofandi 33% of Black

Africans, 36% of Pakistanis, and 54% of Bangladesise a language
other than English when they are at home, whetea®terwhelming

majority of Mixed and Caribbean students have Ehglas their

mother tongue.

In terms of religiosity, the differences betweerhngtities are
remarkablé*. Although most White British and Black Caribbean

% The variable only distinguishes between resporsdegporting to spend most
of their free time with their family and those wtio not.

% As mentioned in Chapter 2, it is important to beemind that the religious
divide does not necessarily match the ethnic dividaong Mixed students, 54%
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students identify as Christians, a considerablegreage of students
among these ethnicities do not identify with arligien at all (41% of
White British and 15% of Black Caribbean studen&inong the
Mixed minority, the percentage of students withaeligion increases
up to 39% but for the other minorities the percgatés negligible.
Muslim students are, compared to those with otbkgions, the group
with the highest percentage of individuals considgreligion to be
very important in their lives. Therefore, PakissanBangladeshis,
Black Africans and Indians are, on average, thet maigious groups,
while White British and Mixed are the least religgo In parallel,
South Asians and Black Africans also have the tggpercentage of
students attending religious classes at the adgE344 and that also
continue to do so a year after.

With regard to the differences in the level of galsity between
students and parents, the highest level of agreemmdnound among
Pakistanis and Bangladeshis (83%), followed by Blkafricans (67%)

and Indians (64%). At the same time, the percentdgeases where
both students and parents declared to be veryioetigs extremely
high for Bangladeshis and Pakistanis (80%) andkfddcans (62%),

and moderately high for Indians (45%). On the cmytrthe lowest
levels of agreement are found among the Black Gagh and Mixed
minorities (57% and 54%), as well as in the Whiteti€h group

(53%).

Finally, there are huge differences across ethasciin how family
oriented students are. Half of the South Asianagers report at age
13/14 spending most of their free time with thammflies, compared to
34% of Black Africans, 23% of Black Caribbeans, amdy 18% of
Mixed and White British students. Nevertheless, tBofisians and
Black Africans are also the groups with the highpstcentage of
students that report spending most of their free twith their families

report to be Christian and 6% Muslim; 36% of Indiatefine themselves as
Hindu, 20% as Muslim, and 34% as Sikh. Among Bladkcans, 76% define

themselves as Christians and 22% as Muslims. Tre& hmmogenous minorities
in terms of religion are Pakistanis and Bangladeshiith 99% of students
defining themselves as Muslims.

80



at age 13/14 but stop doing so at age 14/15. dams quite logical
given that the majority of these students were Varmyily oriented at
age 13/14.

Results of empirical analysis (I): immigrant geneian and
language

In this first analysis, | examine whether immigracitildren are
progressing at a different pace than second or ehighneration
individuals, and whether students that have anoldweguage other
than English as their mother tongue also diffeegatin their progress
from those who speak English at home. The variahtesadded in
sequential steps: model 1 only includes ethnidty;model 2, the
interactions between ethnicity and country of bath included; model
3 adds the information about the language spokehoate, with
interactions between ethnicity and speaking anotheguage other
than English; and finally, model 4 introduces tbateol variables.

[table 3.9. about here]

Only Black Caribbean immigrant students signifitardifferentiate
from their non-immigrant co-ethnics in the strongevgress that they
make (model 2, 3 and 4). White British studentsbautside the UK
also progress more than their native co-ethniaajgh the difference
is only significant at p<0.1 and disappears oncz family control
variables are included in model 4.

[table 3.10. about here]

Why are the differences in academic progress betwaenigrant and
second or higher-generation students only sigmfidar the Black
Caribbean and, though marginally significant, afeo the White
British? Even though | do not have any selectivitgasure, | can
compare the average level of education of paremtsmonigrant
children with those of second or higher generafsse table 3.10.) In
this respect, parents of White British children rbautside the UK
seem to be more qualified, with 50% having a degveehigher
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education qualification below university degree endas only 35% of
parents of UK-born White British students. In castr Black
Caribbean parents of immigrant children are onayerless qualified
than those of second or higher generations. Thexetbe stronger
progress of Black Caribbean immigrants from KSXK&4 might not
be related to an educational advantage of theenpgras is the case of
the White British group. In addition, given thatademic progress is
operationalised in VAS, the stronger progress ddcBl Caribbean
immigrants cannot be related to their lower poindeparture in terms
of performance, something that has been observedhier contexts
(Cebolla Boado, 2008). That is so because VAS takesaccount this
fact by only comparing the progress of individudiat were at the
same level in the base year. A possible explanatiigt be related to
the different peer groups or segments of the Emngleciety that Black
Caribbean immigrant and Black Caribbean nativeegiate with
during adolescenéd® An alternative explanation might be related to
the degree of selectivity of the migration flow, iagsould be that the
recent migration flows are more selected, havipgsitive impact on
the progress that these children make.

With regard to the mother tongue, | have createerse interaction
terms between using another language other thalskras a mother
tongue and ethnicity for Indians, Pakistanis, Badgkhis and Black
Africans. The interactions show that only Black iééns that speak
another language other than English progress rharetheir co-ethnic
English speakers though it is not clear why thasas A possible
explanation could be that speaking another languagks as a proxy
for the place of origin or the time of migrationgth of which are
factors that could relate the degree of selectvitthose migrants.

Results of empirical analysis (ll): religion and failism

[table 3.11]

% As will be shown in the last section of the chapidth regard to the
relationship between peer group ethnic compositima academic progress,
being in a peer group with a majority of Black ®@&ean students is negatively
associated with academic progress for disadvantBgek Caribbean students.
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The results in table 3.11 reveal a positive astiocisbetween being
religious and academic progré$sor all ethnicities, including the
White British majority. As can be seen in the clemgf the ethnicity
coefficients from model 1 to model 3, the size aighificance of the
estimates for South Asians and Black Africans desgeor reverse
considerably when religiosity and degree of famliare taken into
account.

With regard to religiosity, models 2 and 3, whiab wbt include the
control variables, show that being very religiotsi age 13/14 to age
15/16 as well as attending religious classes isitipely and
significantly associated with academic progress. rédigiosity
therefore, a proxy variable for other kinds oftattes and behaviours?
That is, are religious students more controlledhgyr families or their
local community and, as a consequence, have fepgortunities to
get distracted from their studies and lower therfgrmance? Indeed,
the negative coefficient for students that are nrefigious than their
parents supports the idea that the stronger academogress is only
significant for religious students with parentsttheae also religious.
Nevertheless, it is important to bear in mind ttle¢ percentage of
Pakistani and Bangladeshi students and parentardegito be very
religious is extremely high (80%), meaning that fléthin group’
variation is small.

The indicator of familism is added in model 3, hat reducing the
ethnic residuals of model 2, particularly in theseaf Indians. In this
respect, students reporting to spend most of thegr time with their
families from age 13/14 to age 15/16 progress Sagamtly more than
those who do not. Indeed, the closeness amondyfangmbers is
likely to act as a protective and control factoeyanting teenagers
from engaging in any kind of anti-school behavioinat are prevalent
during adolescence. South Asian students reponidspg most of their
free time with their family and, as a consequerices expected that
the inclusion of this variable in the empirical negdaccounts for the

% Very similar results were also found when the deleat variable is final
achievement at KS4 instead of academic progress K83 to KS4.
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stronger progress of these three minorities redatvthe White British
group. Even with no information about the type atidties that
students do when they are with their families ieirtlspare time, it is
quite likely that these students are more closalyesvised by their
parents and/or by other family members than if tveye with friends
or aloné”.

[tables 3.12 and 3.13 about here]

Finally, separate models for each ethnic group lads@ been run, with
changes in the degree of familism from age 13/1dgm 14/15 as the
main explanatory variable along with the controliables (see tables
3.12 and 3.13). In this regard, spending most eftitihe with family is
not significantly associated with academic progresshe separate
models run for Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi arldclB African
students (table 3.12) How could this finding belakm@d? In the case
of Pakistanis and Bangladeshis, this fact seembetaelated to a
gender composition effect, as familism gains sigarice when gender
is not included in the model (table 3.13) but logesignificance once
gender is added (table 3.12). That is, it appeaiseta confounding
between gender and familism for these two minaitie fact, the
gender gap with regard to family oriented behavisuparticularly
wide for Pakistanis and Bangladeshis. Whilst fa Wihite British, the
percentage of females spending most of their spare with their
families at age 13/14 and 14/15 is quite similathtat of boys (8% of
girls vs 5% of boys), for Pakistanis it is 39% aisggand 14% of boys
and for Bangladeshis is 39% of girls and 18% ofsboy

3.6.5. Perceived discrimination and locus of contio

In this section, | analyse how several compositeasuees of
discrimination, as well as students’ locus of cohtassociate with the
ethnic gaps in academic progress from KS3 to K$# Variables on

3 |n fact, there is a correlation of 0.25 betweeensfing most free time with the
family and not being allowed to go out in the wemskesvenings, which gives
more empirical support to the hypotheses regardieghigher supervision of
these students.
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discrimination included in the empirical analysise @&he following
threé®:

» The first one focuses on the extent to which sttelperceive
that the amount of attention that they receivedachers is fair.
| call this variable teachers’ attention.

» The second asks students whether they feel theyrafarly
punished by teachers. | call this variable teactpensishment.

» The last composite variable measures the extemhich ethnic
minority students feel that their race, ethnicityreligion are a
handicap for their future, and whether they thihkttteachers
treat them unfairly for that reason. | call thisrigale ethnic
discrimination.

The first two variables do not specifically measuaeial, ethnic or
religious discrimination, but only whether studefets| unfairly treated
by their teachers. Although both variables can ddated, this is not
necessarily so. In addition, the empirical analysttudes another two
composite variables aimed at measuring studentsisl@f control
(external vs internal). All these five variableg ameasured only once
when students are age 14/15, meaning that no todscaf change are
built for the analysis. In addition to these fivgknatory variables, |
also include an indicator of students’ involvemantisky behaviour
and about how their level of involvement changesnfrage 13/14 to
age 15/1&.

Ethnic differences in the explanatory variables

% See chapter appendix for details about the opemitsation of the composite
variables.

% The composite variable considers the followingrfbehaviours: whether the
students have played truant, drank alcohol, gradfibn walls and/or vandalized
public property. The value-added measure of theabbr risky behaviour
indicates whether students have increased or dssdtdheir involvement in risky
behaviours at age 15/16 compared to the averagesé who were involved in
the same risky behaviours two years before.
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[table 3.15. about here]

With respect to the locus of control, all minoritibave on average,
significantly higher values in the internal locuscmntrol composite
measure compared to White British students. Thédsyscores are
those of Black Africans (3.66) and Indians (3.6®llowed by
Pakistanis and Bangladeshis (3.55), and Black Geabs (3.53). All
of them are significantly different from White Bsih (3.37) at p<0.05,
while for Mixed students (3.44) the difference islyo marginally
significant (p<0.1). This might seem surprisingyegi that the initial
expectation was that ethnic minorities (or, attehsse that feel more
discriminated against) would have on average, lovaues in the
internal locus of control than White British stuterHowever, this is
not confirmed by the data and ethnic minority stideseem to
consider that their future is more conditioned it individual
actions (at school) than White British do.

With regard to the external locus of control, onBakistani,

Bangladeshi and Black Caribbean students obtamifisigntly higher

values than White British students, though theeddhce is only
significant at p<0.1 for the Caribbean minority.€eféfore, it seems
that the answers of Pakistani, Bangladeshi and kBl@aribbean

individuals are, on average, less consistent thaset of White British,

since they score high values in the internal bab ah the external
locus of control. It is expected that the exterawadl internal locus of
control are negatively correlated, as individualthva stronger sense
of agency (internalised locus of control) are hkéb feel that what
happens in their life is not determined by extefaators or by chance
(externalized locus of control). Therefore, the hhigcores of

Pakistanis, Bangladeshis and Black Caribbeans tmrbeasures are
striking. Indeed, these three minorities have thwelst correlation

between both factors.

In terms of the perceived attention paid by teaghémdian and
Pakistani students feel, on average, significalethg ignored by their
teachers than White British do. In contrast, Bl&zdibbean students
feel, on average, significantly more ignored thae former. With
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regard to the extent to which students believe they unfairly
punished by their teachers, Pakistani, Black Caados and Black
Africans differ significantly from White British stlents because they
perceive themselves to be more punished thandlassmates.

If we focus on how discriminated minority studefegl due to their
race, ethnicity or religion, Black Caribbeans andcR Africans are

the two groups reporting to feel more discriminaseginst, followed
by Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Mixed and Indian stuslefite fact that
Black students are not only those than perceiveb& more

discriminated against but also those feeling martidy treated by

their teachers does not come as a surprise. Pastieahresearch has
reported that the Black Caribbean minority is tiheug feeling more
discriminated against in their everyday lives (CGilah999; Karlsen &
Nazroo, 2002). Moreover, recent investigations hagknowledged
the communication problems that Black students eepee with

white teachers compared to black teachers (Davitbaan, 1997).

Nevertheless, some scholars have challenged susmgosion and have
emphasised the greater discrimination faced byvihglim population,

which comprises the Pakistani and the Bangladeshonties and a
fraction of the Indian minority (Modood, 1994).

Finally, the extent to which ethnic minority studemre involved in
risky behaviour, and whether this is connected dw hliscriminated

against or unfairly treated they feel by societycluding the

educational system, is extremely relevant. Whitgidr, Mixed, and

Black Caribbean students are the groups that ame rimvolved in

risky behaviour at the age of 13/14, whereas SAgtan students are
those reporting the smallest degree of involvemitareover, South
Asians and Black Africans are also the minoritibattreduce their
participation in this type of behaviour the mosinfr the age of 13/14
to age 15/16.

Results of empirical analysis

The explanatory variables are sequentially addedhen following
order: firstly, the two variables indicating howdénts perceive that
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teachers treat them —teachers’ attention and tesighenishment— are
included in model 2; afterwards, the variables alpmrceived ethnic
discrimination (model 3) and locus of control (mbdég are added,
including interactions between ethnicity and ethdiscrimination.
Model 5 includes an indicator of change in invohes in risky
behaviour from age 13/14 to 16/16. Finally, in mdéleall the control
variables are added.

[table 3.16. about here]

The results of the empirical analysis are presenmtetéble 3.16. As
expected, in models 2 to 4, the three compositericigation
variables as well as the external locus of cordrel all significantly
and negatively associated with academic progrekde whe internal
locus of control is positively associated.

The coefficients for Indians, Pakistanis, Banglaitesand Black
Africans increase slightly in size when the exptanavariables are
introduced in models 2 and 3. This is due to th flaat, on average,
ethnic minority students feel more discriminateciagt due to their
ethnicity than White British students do. Therefogeven that all
discrimination measures are negatively associatéthi wacademic
progress, when these are controlled for, the weaprogress of all
ethnicities compared to the White British groupréases.

Nevertheless, except for the Black Caribbean grthg,measures of
discrimination do not seem to be related to thderdhtials in
academic progress between the other ethnic miesrénd the White
British group. However, it should be noted that gteange in the
coefficient for the Black Caribbean minority, beassnpositive and
significant, once the explanatory variables abeatchers’ behaviour
and ethnic discrimination are introduced in modeC8nsidering that
this is the minority group that feels more discnated against on the
one hand, and that discrimination is negativelyoaissed with
academic progress on the other, this change irBthek Caribbean
coefficient is expected.
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Model 4 introduces several interaction terms betwethnicity and
ethnic discrimination to examine whether there \adations in the
relationship between ethnic discrimination and acad progress
across ethnicities. In this respect, all interadiourn out to be non-
significant. That is, feeling more discriminated asgt is not
significantly associated with academic progress #ory ethnic
minority. In order to explore in more detail thimding, a variable
indicating students’ involvement in risky behavidtom age 13/14 to
15/16 is added in model 5. After including thisrighle, the
interaction between discrimination and Black Caedlob becomes
significant, suggesting a positive association eetwdiscrimination
and academic progrédsThe most likely explanation for the change is
related to the association between perceived digtation and
participation in risky behaviours. When the negateffect of risky
behaviours and of the other four explanatory véesbthat are
associated with feeling discriminated against aetrolled for, the
coefficient for ethnic discrimination becomes pwsitand significant
for the Black Caribbean group. However, when tbetl variables
are added in model 6, the interactions are no losigaificant for any
ethnic minority, suggesting that perceived discnation is prevalent
among Caribbean boys of low socio-economic status.

Anticipated discrimination or oppositional culture?

The results presented in model 5 of table 3.1Gera@me questions
about the extent to which ethnic discrimination chiferently affect
the school-related behaviour of ethnic minoritydstots. As has been
just reviewed, it seems that ethnic discriminaignot associated with
the academic progress of Mixed, South Asian andckBlAfrican
children. On the other hand, the significance (eifenarginal) of the
coefficient for Black Caribbeans only emerges wheontrol for the
other explanatory variables.

““The coefficient of ethnic discrimination for theaBk Caribbean minority is
0.15 and non-significant in model 4, whereas in ebdé&dis 0.18 and significant at
p<0.1. The change is quite small and, therefore rélsults should be taken with
caution.
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[table 3.17 about here]

In this regard, it is worth analysing the assooratbetween the five
explanatory variables that have been used to mealiscrimination
and locus of control with the composite variablelicating the
involvement in risky and/or problematic behaviour the age of
14/15". The results of this analysis are presented iletald7. Model
1 only includes the two variables indicating howaged and unfairly
treated by their teachers students feel; modelds dlde variable on
ethnic discrimination, while model 3 includes thetlocus of control
measures. Finally, model 4 introduces all the aymariables.

One of the most relevant findings presented inetébll7 is that the
three South Asian and Black African minorities afk significantly
less likely to be involved in problematic behave®uwompared to
White British students. The case of Black Caribbst@ments is more
interesting, since they are on average very sintdakVhite British
students in their absolute levels of involvement problematic
behaviour (that is, when no other variables areriaikto account).
However, when discrimination and teachers’ behavéva included in
models 2 and 3, the coefficient for Black Cariblseaacomes negative
and significant. That is, the problematic behawouwf Black
Caribbean students are partially associated witlv dgscriminated
against they feel by their teachers and societgeneral. This result
supports the existence of an oppositional cultureeactive behaviour
among Black Caribbean students, which seems to gemes a
consequence of their subordinate position in spe@sta group.

It is worth noting that when the two measures cufof control are
added in model 4, the Black Caribbean ethnicityfftment decreases
in size and loses significance. Black Caribbeanagers, compared to
White British students, have a more internaliseai$oof control. And,

“L For this analysis | have created a new compositgable which not only
includes the involvement in truancy, alcohol drimki graffiting walls and
vandalizing public property, but also the frequenbwt the student creates
trouble in class at age 13/14, as reported by theéest himself/herself at that
age.
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given that an internalised locus of control negdsivcorrelates with
problematic behaviour, the Black Caribbean ethyiaibefficient
decreases in size and significance when this arialkept constant in
model 3. This is indeed a puzzling result: on the band, Caribbean
students feel discriminated against and unfaiated in society and
in the educational system but, on the other, tlveyesrelatively high
in the internal locus of control measure. It seeorgradictory at first
sight, as | would expect that students feeling iyfareated and
discriminated are also those perceiving that tlseiccess is more
dependent on external factors that are not undeir tbontrol.
However, it is also important to bear in mind ttte Black Caribbean
minority also scores high in the external locuscohtrol indicator,
which partially calls into question the reliabilibf their internalised
orientation.

Finally, in model 6 of table 3.17, | introduce twaderaction terms to
examine whether Black Caribbean students of paneitts low and

high qualifications differentiate significantly fmo White British

students in their involvement in problematic bebavs. In this regard,
model 6 reveals an unexpected result: Black Caaiblhildren with

non-educated parents get involved in significaiméygs problematic
behaviour when the variables on discrimination &walis of control

are kept constant. On the contrary, Black Caribbs@aents with
moderately and highly educated parents do not rdifeate from

White British students in their behaviour, whetlibe explanatory
variables are taken into account or not. Theselteesn model 6

suggest the following: firstly, Black Caribbean® arot, on average,
more prone than White British children to gettingvalved in

problematic or anti-school behaviour. Secondly, ti@e problematic
behaviour of Caribbean students with non-educatednts is related
to how discriminated against and unfairly treatesltfeel. In contrast,
since White British students do not feel ethnicatliscriminated

against as Black Caribbeans do, their problemagicabiour is not
explained by these factors.

Black Caribbean students with parents with low Mgations
constitute the most disadvantaged group within thigority, since
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their parents are overwhelmingly working in low-gaobs. It is not
surprising that these students are precisely ttiegdeel more unfairly
treated and discriminated against. Even though &VBittish students
with non-educated parents also feel unfairly tréaté seems this
perception is not as related to their problemagbdviour as in the
case of Black Caribbean studéntdn this sense, my findings match
previous research that reports a higher degreeisdamduct among
Black Caribbeans children compared to the otherontias (Rothon,
2005).

3.6.6. School effects (l): teachers’ efficacy, paes-
school relationships and average pupil spending

Considering the complexity of the analysis of tleecalled school
composition effects on academic progress, | firaskgmine separately
the extent to which three school-related factorsregived teachers’
efficacy, parents-school relations, and averagd pppnding- are able
to account for the ethnic differentials in progréssn KS3 to KS4°.
For all the school effects analyses, | only inclusteidents in
comprehensive state schools, which represent neédi% of the
student body in England.

= The first variable, which | refer to deachers’ efficacyis the
result of students’ evaluation of their teachersemeral aspects,
such as how well they maintain discipline or whethey check
if students do their homework and behave corrextichool.

The quality of the parents-school relationship isasured with the
following two composite variables:

“2|n fact, adjusted Wald tests comparing the avesmgees in external locus of
control and perceived discrimination of White Bsfitiand Black Caribbean
students with non-educated parents reveal thdattex score significantly higher
than the former in external locus of control andparceived discrimination at
p<0.05. However, the fact that both groups feehirhf treated by their teachers
gives evidence of how excluded disadvantaged WBiidsh children feel at
school.

3 See chapter appendix for details about the operaitsation of the composite
variables
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The first one, which | call school communicationeasures
whether parents feel that the school gives themulaeg
information about how their children are doing avitether they
are able to understand the English educationaksysind the
qualifications.

The second one, which | call school events, asksnpawhether
they have participated in any parents’ meetingsvents, which
are very common in English schools.

Finally, I also include a measure indicating thepipteacher
ratio as well as the average student spending aonskary
education for each local authority. The spendingppil varies
considerably across local authorities in Englamd, iais usually
the schools with high percentages of disadvantabédren that
are those which have the highest spending per.pupil

All these variables are measured only at one tioietpwhen students
are 13/14 and are finishing or have just finishé8BKThe data about
pupil spending is from the year 2003/2004, when toé&ort of
students of the LSYPE is age 13/14.

Ethnic differences in the explanatory variables

[table 3.17. about here]

In terms of perceived teachers’ efficacy, SouthaAsiand Black
African minority students consider their teacherdé more effective
than White British students. In contrast, Black iBla@an students
consider their teachers to be less effective, afjhdahe difference with
White British is only marginally significant (p<Q.1Considering that
these scores are based on students’ perceptiaasat clear whether
the group differences reflect actual disparitieseimchers’ behaviours.
However, it is important to bear in mind that stuideconsidering their
teachers to be more effective are also the groupgressing more
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from KS3 to KS4 and that have more positive ateégidnd behaviours
towards school.

With regard to school communication, Black Caribbeand Black
African parents differ significantly from White Bish parents because
they consider it more important to have a bettdatignship with
schoolteachers and have more knowledge about ttaldren’s
education than White British parents do. In conir&angladeshi
parents report more difficulties in their contagtgh schools and
having less knowledge compared to White Britishepts. With
respect to the attendance at parents’ meetingg&rinohrents report
going significantly more than White British parentavhile
Bangladeshis attend significantly less. Thereforte,seems that
Bangladeshi parents are those facing more diffesilestablishing
regular contacts with their children’s school arwse with less
knowledge about how the English educational systemks compared
to the other ethnic minorities. This disadvantagékely to be related
to the lack of fluency in English and the average leducational
qualifications of the Bangladeshi minority.

Finally, in terms of average pupil spending in setary education,
there are significant differences across ethneitierived from the fact
that they tend to be more geographically concesdrah the most
deprived local authorities of the country. For epéamthe correlation
between the average pupil spending in secondargagidn and the
percentage of students entitled to free school sneal0.62. Ethnic
minorities are over-represented in schools withhéigspending per
student than the White British, as table 3.19 risvdeor example, the
average spending per pupil in schools where Baegladstudents are
enrolled is £4,455 pounds, while for the White Bhtit is £3,570
pounds.

With regard to the pupil-teacher ratio, the threet8 Asian minorities

go to schools that, on average, have a smallet-pgmher ratio than
those of White British students.
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Results of empirical analysis
[table 3.18. about here]

The models presented in table 3.18. show thatxpected, higher
perceived teachers’ efficacy as well as good comacation and
participation of parents at school are all sigaifity and positively
associated with students’ academic progress. Orotiter hand, the
spending per student appears to be negativelylatedewith progress.
Although it might look contradictory at first sighthe pupil spending
is highly correlated with geographical deprivatiamd it is precisely
those schools with a higher proportion of econoftyiaisadvantaged
students that receive more funding. However, guge likely that the
overall performance of schools in deprived locathatities would
have been even lower had they not received thed é&xtding for their
students. In this regard, the slight decrease ef Bangladeshi
covariate from model 2 to model 3 suggests thisttite minority that
benefits the most from the higher pupil spendinghef schools they
attend, since Bangladeshis are highly concentratedhe most
deprived areas of the country. Nevertheless, tHese variables
cannot explain much of the differentials in progréetween ethnic
minorities and White British students, as the cleanmn size of the
ethnicity coefficients from model 0 to model 3 asgy small.

With regard to the between-schools variance in q@sg) the variance
partition coefficient derived from the two levelndom intercept
regressions without covariates (model 0), suggdéss 16% of the
total variance in progress can be attributed tdedihces across
schools. When the ethnic covariates are addedjah@nce reduces to
12.4%. The last model (model 5) further reduces @hsount of
variance in the differentials in academic progrélsat could be
attributed to schools to only 10.1%.
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3.6.7. School effects (ll): ethnic composition

One of the most recent studies about the effeatshwiic concentration
in English schools on the achievement of ethnic oniiies is the

research by Burgess et al., which focuses on #testere gap of Black
Caribbean, Indian, and Pakistani with White Britistudents. In
contrast with much of the empirical evidence comirgm the US,

they found no evidence of a negative impact of ietsegregation on
educational attainment (Burgess, Wilson, BriggsPi&balga, 2008).
In my empirical analyses, | argue, like most reslears do, that the
characteristics of the student-body composition sskevant for

academic progress because they define to a gréatetkhe type of
social interactions and relations that students hawvheir lives. Peer
groups constitute relevant actors in the individuadocialisation

process, and their influence on the behaviour d@mddes of students
is likely to be even more intense during adolesegmcperiod when
relationships outside the family become an integeat of teenagers’
development (Giordano, 2003). In this regard, tine @ my research
is to identify whether the academic progress magestndents of
different ethnicities varies depending on the atityiof their closest
peers at school. Given that the probability of hgviriends of the
same ethnicity increases the higher the propomiono-ethnics at a
school is, | include several variables measuring plercentage of
students from the main ethnic groups in each school

| am aware of the fact that including observed ewttal and family
control variables does not solve the problem ofsakction. In this
regard, there are two possible sources of selgctivas: firstly, the
non-random distribution of students into schools.explained in the
theoretical section, families are geographicallgregated in terms of
relevant characteristics such as ethnicity or secmnomic
backgroun®. As a consequence, schools reflect to some exént

“4 Most students can choose between schools locatéebir Local Authority. In

this regard, the majority of parents report thairtichildren go to the school that
was their first choice, though there are some tiaria across ethnicities: 91% of
White British students go to schools that werertfigst choice, but only 87% of
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spatial segregation. And secondly, the other soofcelection bias is
related to how students choose their group of pethst is, the
tendency of individuals to join a group of peershwsimilar attitudes
and behaviours. Considering that students are tiay to become
friends with other students with whom they sharertabe

characteristics, it might be that the estimation pafer effects is
overestimated.

Ethnic differences in the explanatory variables

The student body of English schools varies conaldgrin terms of

their ethnic and socio-economic composition. Instrmases, schools
with a high proportion of ethnic minority studeraso have a high
proportion of children from a poor socio-economackground. The

percentage of children entitled to free school siéBSM) has been
used in the English literature as a proxy varidbleneasure the socio-
economic composition of schools.

[table 3.19. about here]
[table 3.20. about here]

The overlap between the ethnic and socio-economimposition
appears in table 3.19., which presents the colwekitbetween the
percentage of FSM entitlements and the percentagéudents from
the main ethnic minorities at English state schodlse correlations
are particularly high for the Bangladeshi, Pakistard Black African
minorities, but less so for the Indian minority.vBeal studies have
presented empirical evidence about the negativeced®on between
the over-representation of students from poor sec@momic
backgrounds and the educational attainment of ti@erstudent body.
Indeed, this fact has been frequently invoked ia tierature to
explain the average lower performance of schoolth vd high
proportion of immigrant and/or ethnic minority aén. Though the
correlation between immigrant presence and averyels of
attainment at schools tends to be negative, thedithe correlation is

Bangladeshis, 84% of Pakistanis, 80% of Indian&p @ Mixed, 73% of Black
Africans and 69% of Black Caribbeans do so.
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not so clear when it comes to academic progressadf educational
attainment. In terms of the latter, table 3.20.ficors these negative
correlations between students’ average grades at KS3 and KS4
examinations in English and Maths and the percentaly ethnic
minority students at schools. The only exceptiothéscase of Indians,
whose over-representation is not significantly elated with the
average school performance at KS2 and KS3, and positively
correlated at KS4. This is not surprising, since Hverage grades
obtained by Indians at KS2 and KS3 do not diffesgatfrom those of
White British, but they are significantly higherthe end of KS4.

In contrast, the correlations between the ethniopmsition of schools
and students’ VAS in English and Maths reveal ged#int story: while
those in the period KS2-KS3 are negative, they lmecpositive in the
KS3-KS4 period. That is, the proportion of ethnimarity students
does not negatively correlate with the academigness that students
make from KS3 to KS4 examinations. However, thehéigthe
presence of students from disadvantaged backgrognasiely, those
entitled to free school meals), the lower the attent and progress.
Nonetheless, it is surprising to find a correlatodronly -0.02 between
the KS3 to KS4 value-added scores and the percergaghildren
entitled to FSM at schools, while the correlatiohvthe scores from
KS2 to KS3 is considerably higher (-0.24).

[table 3.21. about here]
[table 3.22. about here]

Ethnic minority students are clearly over-represdnin schools that
have a considerable proportion of students of #Hraesethnicity, as
table 3.21 shows. For example, 47% of Pakistards48%6 of Indians
and Bangladeshis go to schools where 20% of theestubody is of
the same ethnicity. The two Black minorities appéarbe less
concentrated than the South Asians, as only 26Blatk Africans
and 12% of Black Caribbeans go to schools wheteast 20% of the
students are from the same ethnicity. More gengratbmpared to
White British, ethnic minority students tend to g schools where
there are proportionally more ethnic minority stuige co-ethnics or
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not. For instance, only 7.5% of White British stot¥ego to schools
with more than 20% of non-English speakers, whilis percentage
increases by up to 33% for Mixed, 62% for Cariblsea6% for
Indians and Black Africans, 74% for Pakistanis, a8d% for
Bangladeshis (see table 3.21). In terms of the ddcdmcio-economic
composition, ethnic minority students, especiallgkiBtanis and
Bangladeshis, tend to be over-represented in ssheth a high
percentage of free school meal entitlements, asappn table 3.22.
and are highly concentrated in certain urban atbads, particularly
the Bangladeshi students (Burgess et al., 2008}hig1regard, the
preference of Pakistani and Bangladeshi parentssémding their
children to schools with a high presence of co-ethrhas been
previously described (Cebolla Boado, 2007).

[table 3.23. about here]

In terms of the ethnic composition of students’rpg®ups at school,
there are significant differences across ethngitees table 3.23 shows.
As expected, White British students are those witite co-ethnics in
their group of friends at school, since they repneésnore than 85% of
the school population. Among minority groups, Ptas and
Bangladeshis also stand out for being the two ntieer with the
highest percentage of students reporting thatrati@st of their friends
at school to be of the same ethnicity (26%). Thisntirely consistent
with the concentration of Pakistanis and Bangladeishschools with
high percentages of students from the same ethrsbibwn in table
3.21., since that increases their likelihood ofihgwo-ethnic school
friends. However, Bangladeshis are also the mypaibup with the
highest percentage of students reporting no cokethiands (12%) in
their school peer group, compared to 10% of Indiand 6% of
Pakistanis, Black Caribbeans, and Black Africans.

Results of empirical analysis

In this section, | analyse more in-depth the asdimei between ethnic
peer group composition and academic progress fr@8 # KS4. In
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this regard, | focus on two specific questibhsfirstly, does the
association between academic progress and etheic qeenposition
vary systematically by ethnicity? And secondly, sldlkee association
between academic progress and the ethnicity ofadnends vary
across schools depending on the socio-economic @sitign
(measured as the percentage of FSM entitlemenlteistudent body)?
For example, does the academic progress of Bladblzan students,
whose school friends are mostly Black Caribbediferdilepending on
whether the school has more or less students regefsM?

Does the proportion of co-ethnic friends interadffetently with
progress depending on students’ ethnicity?

Table 3.24. includes six nested two-level randotargept regressions,
where individuals are taken as level 1 and scha®lgvel 2 units. The
point of departure is model 1, which only includdéee ethnicity
covariates. Model 2 introduces the variable aboetpeer group ethnic
composition, which is interacted with the five mainicitie4®. | also
include an interaction with the Mixed ethnicitythedugh it is not clear
whether these students consider as co-ethnic boketwith a White
and a Black parent, or they also see Black student®-ethnics.

[table 3.24 about here]

The results in table 3.24. show significant vaoiasi across ethnicities
compared to White British students in the assamiabetween their
peer group ethnic composition and academic proghedhis respect,
having more co-ethnic friends at school appealstsignificantly and

“Initially, | have also analysed whether the assiimi between academic
progress and ethnic peer composition vary dependimgthe school ethnic
composition. The models show no significant inteécaceffects, suggesting that
the association between progress and peers’ etyhdises not vary depending of
the percentage of co-ethnics in schools’ studedidso

“%| consider the measure on peer group compositioa aontinuous variable.
This decision was taken to be able to interact aisable with all the ethnic
covariates. Had it been taken as categorical, thengld be five categories to
interact with each ethnic covariate, which woulelgi 30 interaction terms.
Having such a high number of interactions would entlle model unnecessarily
complex and difficult to estimate.
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negatively associated with academic progress fé&rsiai and Black
Caribbean students compared to White British. Meeeo this
association remains significant across all the rspdihat is, the
control variables do not confound with peer comip@si In contrast,
the negative association between academic prograsfiaving more
co-ethnic friends for Black Africans is entirely ptained by family
background characteristics.

Does the effect of ethnic peer composition varyeddmg on the
student body socio-economic composition?

In order to analyse these differences, | have hoeet different models:
the first one only for those students in schoolerglchildren entitled

to FSM make up 10% or less of the student bodychvhicall low
deprivation schools. The second, for students in schools where
between 10% and 25% of the student body are ehtlé-SM, which

| refer to asmoderately deprivedchools. And finally, the third is run
only for those students in schools with more th&#o2f the student
body entitled to FSM, which | catleprivedschools.

My objective is to analyse whether the associabetween having
more co-ethnic friends with academic progress gatepending on the
school socio-economic composition. For this readomteract the

ethnicity with a variable indicating the proportiohco-ethnics among
school friends. The reference category in eachhefthree types of
school is always the White British majority.

[table 3.25 about here]

The models reveal that, for Pakistanis in low toderately deprived
schools, having more co-ethnic friends is signifibaassociated with
having a poorer academic progress compared to thige\British with

more co-ethnic friends in similar schools. On thieo hand, in
deprived schools, those with more than 25% of FSidtlements,
having an increasing number of co-ethnic friendaas significantly
worse for Pakistanis than it is for White Britigindents. This is likely
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to be related to the poor progress of White Brisgidents in deprived
schools.

However, for Black Caribbean and Black African smnt$ in deprived
schools, having more co-ethnic friends is negatiwld significantly
associated with their progress compared to WhitésBr This could
be evidence that the co-ethnic peer networks arbtaak children are
more detrimental for their members than the peeugs of White
British children. The same situation occurs for &tixstudents in
moderately deprived schob{sHowever, these conclusions should be
taken with caution and should not be interpretetemms of a causal
relationship between peer network composition archdamic
progress. That is, it could be that the selectibpe®rs among Black
and Mixed students in deprived schools is diffefemtn the selection
process among White British students.

Is there evidence of a peer effect on learning?

Even though | acknowledge the limitations of my @agh, the results
presented in tables 3.24 and 3.25. give some erapevidence of a
negative association between peer group ethnic osmgn and
academic progress for the Pakistani and the BlagkibBean
minorities. For the other minority groups the teswere either less
consistent or, as in the case of Indians, gaveviderce at all of a
peer grougeffectof any kind. One of the most striking findingshst,
for Pakistani and Black Caribbean students, studyinschools with
more co-ethnics as well as having more co-ethimends is negatively
associated with progress even when the family backgl controls
are added to the models. In addition, for these mwnorities, the
negative association between academic progressarndg more co-
ethnic friends appears to be stronger in schoadls kigh numbers of
socio-economically disadvantaged children.

Why does having more co-ethnic friends remain negafor the
progress of Pakistani and Black Caribbean studates including all

47 All these results remained, even when the famégkiground variables were
included in the models.
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the control variables? Even though | might be ostmeating the peer
effect due to self-selection, these results midtetr some evidence on
the existence of an oppositional culture amongesitgifrom these two
minorities.

This finding leads me to ask why this negative ggeup effect exists
only among Pakistanis and Black Caribbean studeumtshot among
Indians, Bangladeshis or Black Africans. The casBamgladeshis is
indeed quite surprising given that they do notedéhtiate much from
Pakistanis in their socio-economic and cultural Kgagund. With

regard to Black Africans, and in contrast to whatppens for
Pakistanis and Black Caribbeans, the negative &gt between
having more co-ethnic friends and academic progiesompletely

accounted for by family background factors (modgi ble 3.24.). In
particular, it is when we control for the immigraggneration of the
student that the negative effect disapparspossible explanation for
this negative association is that it would only wcamong Black
African immigrants whose co-ethnic friends wereoatsostly first-

generation immigrants. In those cases, it is likkat spending most of
the time with peers that do not speak English, that might also not
be fully integrated at school, is not beneficial fitneir academic
progress.

3.8. Summary of findings

In this chapter, | have identified several mechasighat are behind
the different levels of academic progress of ethminorities relative
to the White British group from KS3 to KS3. The engal analysis
has been organised according to the theoreticabappes that were
presented in the first part of the chapter, naméhe theory of
immigrant selectivity, cultural difference approash acculturation
theory, theories about the effects of discrimirmatiand locus of

“8 Table 3.24. only shows model 6, where the contasiables are added all at
once. However, the interaction indicating the dffet having more co-ethnic
friends for Black Africans loses its significancénem the students’ country of
birth is added to model 4.
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control, and theories on school effects. As memtibat the beginning
of the chapter, some of the variables that areided in the empirical
analysis could be interpreted as indicators of tuatinal and
behavioural differences between the ethnic mirewitnd the White
majority that might be due to the selectivity of tmigration flows that
originated the former or due to their cultural bgrchund. As presented
in the section on acculturation, there are indeguifscant behavioural
or attitudinal variations across ethnicities, sumh the degree of
religiosity or familism. In this case, these twacdcteristics are likely
to be related to the actual differences that eb@éttveen the majority
culture in England and those that are/were domiimatfite countries of
origin where ethnic minorities come from. Howewather differences
in behaviour or attitudes with regard to educatimight not be at all
related to cross-country cultural variations buthe characteristics of
migrants. That is, immigrants, particularly thosethe first waves of
migration, are likely to be, on average, more aiob# and have more
drive for success than non-migrants (Feliciano 5200his ambition is
reflected in the higher expectations that immigrpatents hold for
their children and the importance they give to ation. This is even
the case of Black Caribbean parents, even if métlyese parents are
bound to be second generation and, therefore, thigit be more
assimilated to the attitudes towards education &t among the
White British group. Even though | do not have ymdisal information
about the generation or time of arrival of parettis, migration flows
from the Caribbean started earlier than those cgritom South Asia
and, therefore, the proportion of second and higieeeration
individuals is higher among the Black Caribbeant{éta 2005). As a
consequence, it is not surprising that this migaisembles more the
White British group in their patterns of academiogress as well as in
their attitudes and behaviours towards education.

In the remainder of this section, | will review th&ain findings that
have been presented in the chapter. For that peirplos sizes of the
ethnicity coefficients —that is, the ethnicity ehsals- that remain after
including each set of explanatory variables inrniwdels of academic
progress are shown in graphs 3.3 and 3.4. In #spect, graph 3.3.
presents the ethnic residuals for the models tmd oclude the
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explanatory but not the control variables. On ttileeohand, in graph
3.4, the ethnic residuals that remain after inecigdhe explanatory and
the control variables, are presented.

[graph 3.3. about here]
[graph 3.4. about here]

Model 1 of graphs 3.3. and 3.4. presents the ateso&ihnic

differentials in academic progress from KS3 to K®Hat is, the sizes
of the ethnicity coefficients without taking intoc@unt any
explanatory or control variables. Model 2, whichresponds to model
4 presented in table 3.4., shows the ethnic relEdbat remain after
including students’ educational attitudes, effortd aexpectations.
Model 3 corresponds to model 3 of table 3.6, whictiudes the
variables that measure the importance that pargis to the

education of their children and the expectatiorey thave for them.
Model 4 shows the ethnic residuals that remainr aiiéing into

account the explanatory variables of the two pnaodels, which
corresponds to model 4 of table 3.7. Model 5 inetuthe acculturation
indicators (generation, language, religiosity aadifism). Model 6

includes the variables about discrimination andisoof control. And
finally, models 7 and 8 show the ethnic residualsthe models that
include the two sets of school variables.

As the differences between graph 3.3 and 3.4 rewdsdn the control
variables are included in the empirical models ggr8.4), the ethnic
differentials in academic progress with the Whiteitish group
increase, particularly for the three South Asiannanties. As
explained earlier in the chapter, Pakistani andgi&ateshi students are
in a significantly more disadvantaged positionamis of their family
socio-economic background, compared to the WhitgisBrgroup.
However, the negative effects that are associattédlwing in a poor
family with non-educated parents appear to be milide South
Asians, especially for Bangladeshi students, than the White
majority group. Indeed, the differentials in pregg between White
British and South Asian students with non-educapedents are
dramatic, with the latter progressing much morae ttie former.
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Both graphs 3.3 and 3.4 make clear that the alesdlifiterentials in
progress of South Asians and Black Africans retatis the White
British group represented in model 1, can be erpthito a great
extent by the attitudes, behaviours and expecwtiwith regard to
education of both parents and students. In thisecsit appears that
White British students increase their negativdiatés towards school
and decrease their expectations during the last wwears of
compulsory school much more than South Asian aratkBAfrican
students. In addition, the high levels of religipsand familism of
these four minorities, particularly the South Asigare able to account
for a large amount of the observed differentialagademic progress.

In contrast, for Black Caribbean students, thehslijgmore positive
attitudes and expectations of both students anenpmrare not
translated into a comparable advantage in progoess the White
British group. Therefore, when these factors akertanto account in
models 2, 3 and 4, the coefficient for Black-Cabibans becomes
negative and significant (see graphs 3.3. and 3.4).

As shown in the two graphs, the last three grodpsoables, which
correspond to the theories about the effects dafridmnation on the
one hand, and of school effects on the other, ds®@®m to be as able
to account for the gaps in academic progress aethsscities as the
previous theoretical approaches. With regard to #ssociation
between academic progress and perceived discrimmatthe
empirical analysis suggests the existence of diveagthnicity (Portes
& Rumbaut, 1996) among Black Caribbean student$owf socio-
economic status, which could be interpreted asaatien to their
perceived exclusion and marginalisation in Engfisbiety. However,
although discrimination is associated with studeirntgolvement in
deviant anti-school behaviour, when | control fbe tlatter in the
model, the association between feeling discrimmhatgainst or
unfairly treated is not significant or is even pios.

With regard to the ethnic composition of studeptsr group at school
(model 8 in the graphs), the analysis only yieldsificant results for
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the Black Caribbean and the Pakistani minoritidg fiesults point to a
significant and negative association between hawmge co-ethnic
friends at school and academic progress among edoaly
disadvantaged Caribbean and Pakistani studentss Timding
reinforces the idea that some students from th&sentinorities are
adopting a reactive ethnicity as a consequenceeaif tisadvantaged
position in society.

To sum up, the empirical analyses presented in ¢hepter have
shown that the ethnic differentials in academicgpess are mainly
driven by the worsening of school attitudes, bebiard and
expectations of White British students on the oaedh while, on the
other, South-Asian and Black African students aczarable than the
reference group to maintain or increase their p@séattitudes towards
school as well as their educational ambitions.
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Table 3.1. Descriptive statistics of the VAS in Iishgand Maths from
KS3 to KS4, by ethnicity

mean se median min max N
White British -0.16 0.01 0 -6 55 8456
Mixed -0.20 0.05 0 -4.5 2 391
Indian 0.18* 0.04 0 -2.5 3 884
Pakistani 0.00* 0.03 0 -3.5 25 777
Bangladeshi 0.12* 0.04 0 -35 3 599
Black Caribbean -0.18 0.05 0 -3 2 443
Black African 0.15* 0.05 0 -4 2 379

N=12458
Difference with White British significant at p<0.05

Table 3.2. Mean VAS in English and Maths from KSR34, by ethnicity
and family SES

| 1] 1] \Y N
White British 0.01 -0.18 -0.39 -0.58 8456
Mixed 0.02 -0.34* -0.37 -0.39 391
Indian 0.30* 0.16* 0.09* -0.10* 884
Pakistani 0.15* 0.00* -0.01* 0.00* 777
Bangladeshi 0.15* 0.15 0.13* 0.10* 599
Black Caribbean -0.19* 0.01* -0.29 -0.08* 443
Black African 0.38* 0.17 0.12* -0.15* 379

N=12458

Difference with White British significant at p<0.05

I: higher/lower managerial positions

II: intermediate occupations and small employers

IlI: lower supervisory and technical occupatiormjtine and semi-routine occupations
IV: Never worked/long term unemployed
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Graph 3.1. Predicted VAS in English and Maths fi688 to KS4, b
ethnicity and family SES

4 )

11l v

= Mixed
== Pakistani
o= Black-Caribbean

N J

N=12458

I: higher/lower managerial positions

II: intermediate occupations and small employers

I1I: lower supervisory and technical occupatiorsjtine and ser-routine occupations

IV: Never worked/long term unemployed

Explanatory variables: gender, figéneration, sing-parent family, mother had the first child at age
21 or younger, highest level of education in thedehold, grandparents’ education, fansocio-
economic status, student lives in London

Graph 3.2.Predicted VAS in English and Maths from KS3 to K&
ethnicity and parental education

4 N
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=== Bangladeshi ==0==Black-Caribbean

N=12458

Q1: Degree/equivalent and higher education belayvegeleve
Q2: A-levels and GCSE grades A*-C

Q3: Level 1 and lower qualifications

Q4: No qualifications
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Table 3.3. Average values of explanatory varialddgsethnicity

Wh.Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car. BI. Afr.
jasweforschoolatage 308 3.07 3.28¢  325¢ 323  3.06 3.27*
1314 . . . . . . .
vA tjlsé‘)a for school (13714 5 5, 001 016 012  0.14* 0.0 0.16*
_ 1501 . . . . . . .
Taste for school: 3.75 at age . . N .
13/14 & 15/16 11.0 9.8 24.3 19.8 20.1 9.2 27.2
Decrease 46.7 42.4 39.7* 42.8* 40.4* 43.8* 40.6
Increase 35.1 42.2* 28.9* 31.5* 33.0 40.1* 27.3*
Days homework age 13/14 2.76 2.57* 3.40* 3.15* 3.11* 2.85 3.32*
\l/zlhso)me""ork (1314=" 06 0.08  053*  030* 034  022¢  0.32*
4 5/ dGayS atage 13/14 & 4, 8.0 231*  16.3*  175* 116 17.8*
15/1 . . . . . . .
Increase days 27.8 35.0* 32.6* 32.4* 30.9* 731. 30.1*
Decrease days 374 32.8* 28.1* 30.5* 31.4* 929. 31.9*
Internal locus of control . . . . . .
(14/15) 3.37 3.44 3.57 3.53 3.50 3.50 3.63
Expectations university 238 3.0% 3.3% 3.0 3.0 3.1* 3.4%
age 13/14 ' ' ' ' ' ' '
Very likely-very likely . . . . . .
(1314 — 14/15) 7.1 13.5 17.9 15.3 13.7 10.9 25.6
Fairly likely-Fairly likely . . .
(13/14 — 14/15) 34.0 35.2 38.0 36.4 28.5 37.8 25.8
No change (13/14 — 14/15) 13.9 8.1* 1.8* 3.7 4*6 5.7* 2.9*
Increase (13/14 — 14/15) 20.2 20.0 23.8* 221 6.52 21.8 22.2
Decrease (13/14 — 14/15) 24.8 23.3 18.4* 225 492 23.9 235

N=9229

Difference with White British significant at p<0.05

! Likelihood of applying to university: 1=will notpaly/not at all likely, 2=not very likely,

3=fairly likely, 4=very likely. Average expectatisncalculated excluding individuals

answering ‘don’t know’
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Table 3.4. OLS regressions of KS3 to KS4 VAS ididgbngnd Maths,
controlling for survey design

1) (2) 3) (4) 5)
B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed 0.00127 -0.0036 -0.0199 -0.0446 0.00454
(0.0573) (0.0552) (0.0563) (0.0548) (0.0525)
Indian 0.305*** 0.230*** 0.176***  0.135***  0.168***
(0.0389) (0.0380) (0.0374) (0.0376) (0.0351)
Pakistani 0.132** 0.0759+ 0.0395 0.0103 0.124**
(0.0433) (0.0405) (0.0404) (0.0405) (0.0414)
Bangladeshi 0.268*** 0.201*** 0.167**  0.150***  (0.289***
(0.0430) (0.0439) (0.0403) (0.0399) (0.0468)
Black Caribbean -0.0167 -0.0227 -0.0547 -0.0763 -0.0748
(0.0485) (0.0471) (0.0467) (0.0463) (0.0456)
Black African 0.317*** 0.244*** 0.202***  0.158** 0.0907+
(0.0550) (0.0531) (0.0533) (0.0533) (0.0536)
Other 0.285*** 0.256*** 0.223*=*  0.193**  0.157***
(0.0471) (0.0458) (0.0451) (0.0448) (0.0428)
Taste schoo(va score) 0.415%** 0.354*** 0.323**  (0.298***
(0.0200) (0.0207) (0.0207) (0.0201)
Change days homework(va score) 0.0845**  0.0754** (0.0551***
(0.00733) (0.00723) (0.00689)
Internal locus of control 0.0750**  0.0439* 0.0592**
(0.0205) (0.0203) (0.0193)
Change expectations uni(ref: very
likely-very likely)
Fairly likely-fairly likely -0.162**  -0.101***
(0.0305) (0.0292)
No change -0.435%**  -0.279***
(0.0397) (0.0393)
Increase -0.179***  -0.0885**
(0.0328) (0.0318)
Decrease -0.283***  -0.174***
(0.0329) (0.0318)
Constant -0.0955***  -0.0884**  0.0381 0.208***  -0.347***
(0.0151) (0.0148) (0.0352) (0.0432) (0.0957)
N 9229 9229 9229 9229 9229
R? 0.013 0.075 0.098 0.119 0.178

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001

Control variables added in model 5: gender, fiesteration, single-parent family, mother
had the first child at age 21 or younger, highesel of education in the household,
grandparents’ education, family socio-economicustagtudent lives in London.
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Table 3.5. Average values of explanatory varialbgsethnicity

. . BI. BI.
Wh.Brit.  Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Car. Afr.

Value given to education by
parents at age 13/14(1=min / 3.4 3.6* 3.8* 3.8* 3.8* 3.7* 3.8*
4=max)
Private tuition (PT) (age 13/14) 9.8 9.0 26.3* 11.2 11.1 11.4 19.7*
PT at 13/14 & PT at 15/16 2.3 1.7 11.6* 3.7 21 36 6.8*
No PT at 13/14 & No PT at 15/16  87.3 87.2 67.5*83.5 86.0 86.2 75.6*
No PT at 13/14 & PT at 15/16 2.9 3.8 6.2 53 92 25 4.7
PT at 13/14 & No PT at 15/16 7.5 7.2 147 7.6 8.9 7.8 12.9*
Homework supervision at age . * " " *
13/14 (L=never/4=always 1.9 1.9 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.6
Change in supervision (age 13/1
t0 14/15) ‘b.o -0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2
Parental  expectations  for
university at age 13/14 2.8 3.2% 3.6* 3.5% 3.6* 3.3* 3.8*
(1=min/4=max)*

N=10075

Difference with White British significant at p<0.05
! Average value calculated excluding individualstia tdon't’ know’ category
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Table 3.6. OLS regressions of KS3 to KS4 VAS ididgbngnd Maths,

controlling for survey design

1) (2) (3) (4)
B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed -0.017 -0.0159 -0.082 -0.0209
(0.0563) (0.0550) (0.0559) (0.0557)
Indian 0.323***  (0.262**  0.149*** 0.184***
(0.0373) (0.0359) (0.0366) (0.0358)
Pakistani 0.162*=*  0.148**  0.0458 0.154**
(0.0393) (0.0391) (0.0381) (0.0385)
Bangladeshi 0.269**  0.269**  0.157*** 0.287***
(0.0472) (0.0474) (0.0450) (0.0499)
Black Caribbean -0.0411 -0.0483 -0.139** -0.116*
(0.0507) (0.0507) (0.0497) (0.0508)
Black African 0.350***  0.314**  0.154** 0.120*
(0.0525) (0.0508) (0.0505) (0.0516)
Other 0.243***  0.210***  0.0917+ 0.0924+
(0.0555) (0.0549) (0.0534) (0.0526)
Value given to education by parents -0.00122 -0.0490*+*  -0.0191
(0.0145) (0.0141) (0.0140)
Priv. lessons (ref: yes at 13/14 &
15/16)
No-No -0.400***  -0.306*** -0.226***
(0.0414) (0.0421) (0.0403)
No-Yes -0.0581 -0.0857+ -0.0863+
(0.0507) (0.0505) (0.0503)
Yes-No -0.134** -0.0938* -0.0866*
(0.0451) (0.0456) (0.0440)
Homework supervision(va score) -0.00489 -0.000864 0.00349
(0.00915)  (0.00885) (0.00861)
Parental expectations age 13/1(ref:
very likely to apply to university)
Fairly likely -0.17 1% -0.127%**
(0.0210) (0.0205)
No very likely -0.428*** -0.322%**
(0.0258) (0.0252)
Not likely at all -0.511%* -0.354***
(0.0305) (0.0299)
Don't know -0.301*** -0.207***
(0.0369) (0.0372)
Constant -0.129** 0.236***  0.548*** 0.135
(0.0149) (0.0646) (0.0638) (0.0889)
N 10350 10350 10350 10350
R? 0.013 0.033 0.091 0.135

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001

Control variables added in model 4: gender, fiestaration, single-parent family, mother
had the first child at age 21 or younger, highesel of education in the household,
grandparents’ education, family socio-economicustagtudent lives in London.
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Table 3.7. OLS regressions of KS3 to KS4 VAS ididgbngnd Maths,

controlling for survey design

1) (2 3) 4) ®)
B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed -0.00756  -0.0728 -0.0839 -0.0295 -0.0295
(0.0597) (0.0588) (0.0564) (0.0544) (0.0544)
Indian 0.291**  0.127** 0.0601 0.104** 0.118**
(0.0409) (0.0398) (0.0390) (0.0375) (0.0421)
Pakistani 0.127* 0.0163 -0.0324 0.0674 0.0679
(0.0454) (0.0434) (0.0407) (0.0420) (0.0421)
Bangladeshi 0.263**  0.152* 0.0997* 0.218** 0.147*
(0.0520) (0.0476) (0.0435) (0.0499) (0.0717)
Black Caribbean -0.00049 -0.0814+ -0.0866+ -0.0822+ -0.0822+
(0.0510) (0.0488) (0.0462) (0.0468) (0.0468)
Black African 0.288**  0.109+ 0.0523 0.0265 0.0266
(0.0626) (0.0605) (0.0594) (0.0600) (0.0600)
Other 0.309**  0.155* 0.136** 0.132** 0.132**
(0.0505) (0.0495) (0.0483) (0.0471) (0.0471)
Indian*Level 1/no -0.0439
qualifications
(0.0732)
Bang[.*LgveI 1/no 0.0873
qualifications
(0.0803)
Leve_l_l a_nd no -0.182%+
qualifications
(0.0295)
PARENTS’ VARIABLES
Parents’ value given to 0.0481%  -0.0483% -0.0206 -0.0205
education
(0.0152) (0.0147) (0.0145) (0.0145)
Private lessong(ref: yes at
13/14 & 15/16)
No-No -0.307*** -0.250***  -0.176*** -0.177*+*
(0.0493) (0.0486) (0.0475) (0.0476)
No-Yes -0.120* -0.103+ -0.0898 -0.0900
(0.0565) (0.0565) (0.0564) (0.0564)
Yes-No -0.120* -0.0891+  -0.0759 -0.0761
(0.0522) (0.0523) (0.0517) (0.0517)
SHCOOT(SW‘”" supervision(va -0.00559  -0.0241* -0.0193*  -0.0192*
(0.00906) (0.00877)  (0.00851) (0.00851)
Parental expectations age
13/14(ref: very likely to
apply to university)
Fairly likely -0.172%+* -0.114**  -0.0809**  -0.0809***
(0.0210) (0.0205) (0.0199) (0.0199)
No very likely -0.427%* -0.305***  -0.224%** -0.22***
(0.0268) (0.0271) (0.0261) (0.0261)
Not likely at all -0.503*** -0.314**  -0.198*** -0.198***
(0.0343) (0.0347) (0.0342) (0.0342)
Don’t know -0.279%+* -0.199**  -0.126** -0.126**
(0.0427) (0.0409) (0.0408) (0.0408)
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STUDENTS’ VARIABLES

Taste schoo(va score) 0.285%**  (0.272*** 0.272%**
(0.0215) (0.0211) (0.0211)

Days homework(va score) 0.0638***  0.0521*** 0.0521 ***
(0.00718)  (0.00699) (0.00699)

Internal locus of control -0.0449* -0.0584** -0.0584**
(0.0201) (0.0196) (0.0196)

Change expectations

university from age 13/14 to

age 14/15ref: very likely-

very likely)

Fairly likely-fairly likely -0.0981*  -0.0737* -00740*
(0.0318) (0.0307) (0.0307)

No change -0.242%*  -0.191*** -0.191 %+
(0.0407) (0.0402) (0.0402)

Increase -0.0612+ -0.0302 -0.0303
(0.0340) (0.0331) (0.0331)

Decrease -0.167**  -0.120*** -0.120***
(0.0338) (0.0330) (0.0330)

*kk *k% *kk *kk
Constant 0.0875 %+ 0.573 0.651 0.498 0.497
(0.0153) (0.0728) (0.0827) (0.0981) (0.0982)
N 8464 8464 8464 8464 8464
R? 0.013 0.091 0.152 0.187 0.187

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Control variables added in models 3 and 4: gerfitst;generation, single-parent family,
mother had the first child at age 21 or youngeghbst level of education in the
household, grandparents’ education, family socimremic status, student lives in London
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Table 3.8. Average values of explanatory varialddgsethnicity

Wh.Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car. Bl Afr.
First-generation 2.0 8.7* 10.0* 13.2* 15.0* 11.4* 56.2*
Only English at home (age 13/14) 98.2 95.1 22.3*  11.3* 4.1* 97.1 43.9*
English main language at home  ; , 1.6  53.3* 52.8%  41.3* 2.3 23.6*
(age 13/14)
Other main language at home or . " " .
bilingual (age 13/14) 0.4 3.3 24.4* 359 54.6 0.6 32.6
StEde_nts re_llglosny at age 13/14 17 2 1% 3.4% 3.9% 3.9% 2 g 3.6+
(1=min to 4=max)
No religious at age 13/14 & 15/16 44.6 39.3 1.2 1*0. 0.0* 8.4* 0.3*
Yoy religous at age 1314 & 54 9.7  366* 70.3* 753*  18.9*  52.1*
Decreased religiosity from age " . . . .
13/14 to 15/16 11.7 12.1 15.8 8.2 54 215 21.3
Increased religiosity from age . . .
13/14 t0 15/16 25.7 224 249 17.0 14.8 29.1 16.5
Student attended religious classes * . * * . .
in the last year (age 13/14) 13.5 20.9* 355* 497 47.6 30.1 46.1
Classes at age 13/14 & 14/15 6.2 8.2 20.6* 29.2* .8%26 14.2* 28.3*
No classes at age 13/14 & 14/15 81.4 69.7* 54.1* 740 41.1* 55.7* 35.9*
Classes at 13/14 only 7.2 12.6* 14.9* 20.5* 20.8* 5.9¢ 17.7*
Classes at 14/15 only 5.1 9.4* 10.4*  9.6* 11.2* ¥4,  18.0*
Students and parents are very g, 11.4* 451* 79.1* 81.8¢  29.4%*  62.0*
religious (age 14/15)
Students’ religiosity  stronger . " .
than parents’ (age 14/15) 10.5 11.4 115 7.3 6.9 13.1 6.4
Students’ religiosity weaker than 5, 333 244% 99 97 20.8 254
parents’ (age 14/15)
Spending most free time with 44, 179  523* 49.9¢  505* 22.8 33.8*
family at age 13/14
Most time with family at age 13/14 . . . .
& 14/15 6.6 6.3 33.2 26.1 30.6 7.8 14.3
Most time with other people at age
13/14 & 14/15 75.5 79.3 35.8* 38.1* 38.1* 68.0* 54.4*
Most time with others at age 13/14
& most time with family at age 6.3 2.8 11.8* 12.1* 11.3* 9.2 11.8*
14/15
Most time with family at age 13/14
& most time with others at age 11.6 11.6 19.2* 23.8* 19.9* 15.0 19.5*

14/15

N=9761

Difference with White British significant at p<0.05
!Individuals that report not to have a religion ot o be at all religious are not included

(N=6748)
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Table 3.9. OLS regressions for VAS from KS2 to k88,KS3 to KS4,
controlling for survey design

1) (2) (3) 4)
B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed 0.00428 0.00949 0.00464  0.0438
(0.0581) (0.0613) (0.0607) (0.0587)
Indian 0.319***  0.316** 0.316*** (0.278***
(0.0395) (0.0405) (0.0553) (0.0519)
Pakistani 0.131*  0.122**  0.116+ 0.205**
(0.0423) (0.0454) (0.0641) (0.0648)
Bangladeshi 0.267*=*  0.271** 0.329*** (0.475***
(0.0407) (0.0418) (0.0618) (0.0664)
Black Caribbean 0.0109 -0.00474  -0.00481 -0.0308
(0.0472) (0.0479) (0.0479) (0.0478)
Black African 0.260**  0.270*** 0.256*** 0.103
(0.0541) (0.0708) (0.0701) (0.0653)
Other 0.268*** 0.229*** 0.183** 0.164***
(0.0478) (0.0485) (0.0508) (0.0483)
First-generation 0.182** 0.120+ 0.0793
(0.0562) (0.0621) (0.0605)
Mixed*First-generation -0.209 -0.154 0.0469
(0.153) (0.152) (0.157)
Indian*First-generation -0.105 -0.0395 0.0192
(0.101) (0.104) (0.100)
Pakistani*First-generation -0.0629 -0.00317 0.0417
(0.122) (0.123) (0.116)
Bangl.*First-generation -0.189+ -0.118 -0.103
(0.107) (0.110) (0.103)
Bl. Car.*First-generation 0.0624 0.124 0.328*
(0.136) (0.137) (0.149)
BIl.Afr.*First-generation -0.197 -0.227+ -0.0577

(0.129) (0.132) (0.122)
LANGUAGE (ref: only English)

Mainly English but also other 0.00302 0.0545
(0.0460)  (0.0440)
Mainly other language 0.310**  0.354***
(0.0981)  (0.0901)
Indian*other language -0.319**  -0.242*
(0.123) (0.118)
Pakistani*other language -0.297* -0.237*
(0.122) (0.117)
Bangladeshi*other language -0.421**  -0.390***
(0.121) (0.1112)
Black African*other language -0.0797 0.0252
(0.163) (0.152)
Constant -0.126*** -0.129*** -0.129*** (0.447***
(0.0156)  (0.0155) (0.0156)  (0.0414)
N 9342 9342 9342 9342
R? 0.011 0.012 0.014 0.115

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ** p<0.001

Control variables added in model 4: gender, fiesteration, single-parent family, mother
had the first child at age 21 or younger, highesel of education in the household,
grandparents’ education, student lives in London
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Table 3.10. Distribution of parental level of edtioa between immigrant
and non-immigrant students by ethnicity

Degree/HE A-levels/5

Generation  below degree A*-C qll;;\i/fieclz;cfggs N
level GCSEs

White British 2931 35.6 50 14.4 6339

1 50.8 26.1 23.1 127

Mixed 2no/3rd 34.9 41.2* 23.9% 257
1 18.0* 19.2* 62.8* 15

Indian 2no/3rd 28.0* 40.0* 32.0* 647
1 16.4* 32.3* 51.3* 52

Pakistani 2n/31d 17.5* 25.2% 57.2% 516
1 19.7* 12.9* 67.4* 65

Bangladeshi 2"93 4.3* 13.8* 81.9* 370
1 8.5* 3.3* 88.3* 64

Black Caribbean 2n/3rd 41.0* 44 .8* 14.2 254
1 16.3* 49.7* 34 26

Black African 2n/3rd 55.7* 30.5* 13.9 131

1 32.9* 16.2* 50.9* 105

N=9342
Difference with White British significant at p<0.05
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Table 3.11. OLS regressions for VAS KS3 to KS4ralting for survey

design
1) 2 ©) 4
B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed -0.0108 -0.0634 -0.0513 0.00373
(0.0556) (0.0557) (0.0561) (0.0565)
Indian 0.335*+* 0.111* 0.0754 0.0912+
(0.0391) (0.0522) (0.0517) (0.0486)
Pakistani 0.165*** -0.149* -0.166* -0.00903
(0.0422) (0.0647) (0.0643) (0.0610)
Bangladeshi 0.287*** -0.0517 -0.0632 0.138*
(0.0406) (0.0650) (0.0649) (0.0635)
Black Caribbean 0.016 -0.139** -0.134** -0.105*
(0.0468) (0.0473) (0.0479) (0.0478)
Black African 0.361*+* 0.0171 0.0347 0.0511
(0.0532) (0.0634) (0.0645) (0.0616)
Other 0.316*** 0.158** 0.157** 0.148*
(0.0471) (0.0487) (0.0483) (0.0460)
First-generation 0.134*** 0.131%** 0.124**
(0.0385) (0.0381) (0.0379)
LANGUAGE (ref: only English)
Mainly English but also other language -0.0322 0485 0.00693
(0.0420) (0.0417) (0.0389)
Mainly other language 0.0653 0.0394 0.135*
(0.0524) (0.0521) (0.0510)
Change in religiosity from 13/14 & 15/16
(ref: very religious at age 13/14 & 15/16)
Not religious/not very religious 4t3/14 & 15/16 -0.190* -0.153+ -0.109
(0.0782) (0.0784) (0.0740)
Decreased religiosity from age 13/14 to 15/16 Ba09 0.107 0.0847
(0.0787) (0.0790) (0.0749)
Increased religiosity from age 13/14 to 15/16 488 -0.0364 -0.0431
(0.0871) (0.0871) (0.0853)
Change in religion class attendance from 13/14 toi115
No classes -0.109** -0.110** -0.0392
(0.0369) (0.0364) (0.0355)
Classes at 13/14 but not at 14/15 -0.0559 -0.0568 -0.0223
(0.0422) (0.0414) (0.0401)
Class at 14/15 but not at 13/14 -0.0564 -0.0695 .031v
(0.0525) (0.0530) (0.0504)
Gap in religiosity with parent at 14/15
(ref: student and parent very religious)
Same religiosity -0.141* -0.125+ -0.124+
(0.0676) (0.0669) (0.0661)
Student more religious -0.150* -0.137* -0.132*
(0.0658) (0.0654) (0.0637)
MP more religious -0.0932 -0.0756 -0.110
(0.0691) (0.0686) (0.0675)
Student or MP answer ‘don’t know’ -0.167+ -0.138 -0.123
(0.0921) (0.0911) (0.0902)
Familism (ref: most time with others at 13/14 & 14/15)
Most time with family at age 13/14 & 14/15 0.254* 0.213**
(0.0309) (0.0296)
Most time with family at 13/14 but not at 14/15 .160*** 0.156***
(0.0297) (0.0286)
Most time with others at 13/14 but with family at/15 0.118*** 0.111%*
(0.0242) (0.0228)
Constant -0.144%* 0.246*+* 0.156* 0.0128
(0.0152) (0.0631) (0.0651) (0.0809)
N 10624 10624 10624 10624
R? 0.014 0.034 0.044 0.129

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 Contreariables added in model 4
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Table 3.12. OLS regressiof VAS from KS3 to KS4, controlling for
survey design

Wh.Brit.  Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car. BI. Afr.
B (se) B(se) P(se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
First-generation 0.158** -0.111 0.129 0.201* -0.0201 0.350***  0.337***

(0.0590) (0.178) (0.0843) (0.0970) (0.0957) (0.0903) (0.0966)
Familism (ref: most time with
others at 13/14 & 14/15)
Most time with family at age

Hkk Hk N
13/14 & 14/15 0.258 0.380 0.052 0.134 0.104 0.198+ 0.0154

(0.0362)  (0.132) (0.0706) (0.0950) (0.0904) (0.113)  (0.151)
0.203** 0256  -0.0338 0.0952  -0.0431 0.0775  -0.180
(0.0325)  (0.360) (0.0729) (0.103)  (0.119)  (0.132)  (0.131)
0.127%* 0122 00555 00323  0.178 0.1 0.00912

Most time with family at age
13/14 but not at 14/15

Most time with others at age
13/14 but with family at 14/15

(0.0257)  (0.194) (0.0837) (0.0831) (0.120)  (0.113)  (0.102)
Female 0.131**  -0.0475 0.118+  0.140*  0.161*  0.210%  0.269*

(0.0170)  (0.100) (0.0621) (0.0709) (0.0657) (0.0787) (0.0947)
Constant -0.360*  0.0751 -0.128  0.0734  0.166 -0.0181  -0.364*

(0.0924)  (0.257) (0.208)  (0.141)  (0.167)  (0.171)  (0.173)
N 10624 10257 10447 10468 10154 8861 10404
R 0.118 0103  0.152 0.079 0.124 0.11 0.155

Control variables: single-parent family, mother Hhd first child at age 21 or younger,
highest level of education in the household, grameipts’ education, family socio-
economic status, student lives in London

Table 3.13. OLS regressiof VAS from KS3 to KS4, controlling for
survey design

Wh.Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car. BI. Afr.
B (se) B(se) PB(se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
First-generation 0.161** -0.111 0.108 0.184+ -0.0217 0.337***  0.336***

(0.0583) (0.180) (0.0851) (0.0970) (0.0953) (0.0938) (0.0986)
Familism (ref: most time with
others at 13/14 & 14/15)
Most time with family at age

13/14 & 14/15 0.271%+* 0.375*  0.0752 0.182* 0.162+ 0.197+ 0.0726

(0.0361) (0.133) (0.0690) (0.0923) (0.0875) (0.114)  (0.151)
0.203%* 0.247  -0.0266 0.124 -0.00804 0.0962  -0.167
(0.0326) (0.363) (0.0728) (0.102)  (0.122)  (0.125)  (0.146)
0.133%* 0.115 00747 00475 0211+  -0.0655  0.0543
(0.0258) (0.199) (0.0866) (0.0835) (0.123)  (0.108)  (0.0999)

Most time with family at age
13/14 but not at 14/15

Most time with others at age
13/14 but with family at 14/15

Constant -0.293* 0.0454 -0.0851  0.11 0.249 0.0938  -0.287
(0.0917) (0.241) (0.202)  (0.137)  (0.174)  (0.172)  (0.179)

N 10624 10257 10447 10468 10154 8861 10404

R? 0.11 0.102  0.145 0.072 0.112 0.09 0.129

Control variables: single-parent family, mother hbd first child at age 21 or younger,
highest level of education in the household, grameipts’ education, family socio-
economic status, student lives in London
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Table 3.14. Average values of explanatory varialbgsethnicity

Wh.Brit.  Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car.  BI. Afr.
Internal locus of control (1-4)  3.37 3.44 3.60* 3.55* 3.55* 3.53* 3.66*
External locus of control(1-4) 1.97 1.97 1.99 2.17* 2.15* 2.06* 2.00
Teachers’ attention(1-4) 1.10 1.15 0.97* 1.04* 1.16 1.26* 1.10
Teachers’ punishment(0to 1) 0.13 0.16 0.13 0.18* 0.16 0.20* 0.19*
Ethnic discrimination (0to 1) 0.03 0.18* 0.14* 0.21* 0.18* 0.34* 0.31*
Risk age 13/141-4) 0.9 0.9 0.2* 0.2* 0.3* 0.7* 0.4*
VA score risk age 13/14 to 01 0.0 0.3 0.5* _0.4% 0.0 0.3*

15/16

N=7670
Difference with White British significant at p<0.05
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Table 3.15. OLS regressions for VAS KS3 to KS4yabing for survey

design
(1) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6)
B (se) B(se) B(se) B (se) B (se) B(se)
Mixed 0.0204 0.0417 0.0622 0.0534 0.0391 0.0907
(0.0719) (0.0725)  (0.0737) (0.0817) (0.0820) (697
Indian 0.304**  0.274**  (0.291*** 0.244**= 0.209*** 0.215***
(0.0404) (0.0388)  (0.0399) (0.0388) (0.0390) (@83
Pakistani 0.166** 0.167* 0.193*** 0.176*** 0.122* 0.234%**
(0.0554) (0.0509)  (0.0526) (0.0520) (0.0524) (@35
Bangladeshi 0.262**  0.284***  (0.304*** 0.258*** 0.208*** 0.352***
(0.0521) (0.0533)  (0.0543) (0.0598) (0.0587) (Gme6
Black Caribbean 0.0242 0.0778 0.120* -0.00679 -0.0328 -0.0435
(0.0527) (0.0507)  (0.0550) (0.0621) (0.0601) (895
Black African 0.393**  0.409***  0.449*** 0.340*** 0.301*** 0.181*
(0.0667) (0.0620)  (0.0650) (0.0749) (0.0751) (agy7
Other 0.288***  (0.287**  (0.299*** 0.297*** 0.283*** 0.201***
(0.0571) (0.0574) (0.0574) (0.0576) (0.0572) (09)52
Teachers’ attention -0.227**  -0.220***  -0.162*** -0.149%*  -0,129***
(0.0208)  (0.0210) (0.0212) (0.0209) (0.0196)
Teachers’ punishment -0.270%*  -0.264***  -0.238*** -0.226%**  -0.170***
(0.0364)  (0.0368) (0.0369) (0.0365) (0.0353)
Ethnic discrimination -0.146* -0.189+ -0.168+ -0.0751
(0.0697) (0.103) (0.102) (0.0949)
External locus of control -0.115%+* -0.111**  -0.0635***
(0.0193) (0.0190) (0.0178)
Internal locus of control 0.134*** 0.123*** 0.125%**
(0.0213) (0.0213) (0.0199)
Change in risk factors from age -
13/14 to 15/16 (va score) -0.0940™* -0.0918"*
(0.0148) (0.0138)
Mixed*Ethnic discrimination 0.0101 0.0221 -0.138
(0.264) (0.265) (0.270)
Indian*Ethnic discrimination 0.220 0.198 0.141
(0.148) (0.147) (0.141)
Pak.*Ethnic discrimination 0.121 0.107 0.0338
(0.160) (0.158) (0.147)
Bang.*Ethnic discrimination 0.251 0.233 0.107
(0.175) (0.171) (0.161)
BI. Car.*Ethnic discrimination 0.353* 0.363* 0.218
(0.144) (0.141) (0.135)
Bl.-Afr.*Ethnic discrimination 0.268 0.254 0.0831
(0.193) (0.198) (0.187)
Constant -0.100***  0.184***  (0.181*** -0.110 -0.0864 -0.481*
(0.0158) (0.0239) (0.0240) (0.0902) (0.0903) (0)111
N 7670 7670 7670 7670 7670 7670
R? 0.012 0.058 0.059 0.073 0.081 0.163

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Control variables added in model 6: gender, fiestaration, single-parent family, mother
had the first child at age 21 or younger, highesel of education in the household,
grandparents’ education, family socio-economicustastudent lives in London.
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Table 3.16. OLS regressions for getting involved problematic
behaviours at age 13/14 and 14/15, controllingdorvey design

(1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (6)
B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed 0.103+ 0.0684 0.0297 0.0479 0.0258 0.0259
(0.0618) (0.0596) (0.0615) (0.0616) (0.0618) (286
Indian -0.444%* -0.402*** -0.433*** -0.395*** -0.362*** - 0.362***
(0.0355) (0.0350) (0.0357) (0.0354) (0.0370) @Gm3
Pakistani -0.463*** -0.469*** -0.519*** -0.496*** -0.481*** - 0.481**
(0.0377) (0.0333) (0.0359) (0.0359) (0.0410) (am4
Bangladeshi -0.348*+* -0.383** -0.421 %+ -0.391 % -0.364*** - 0.364**
(0.0615) (0.0602) (0.0589) (0.0578) (0.0634) (656
Black Car. -0.00152 -0.0848 -0.165* -0.128+ -0.109 -0.317+
(0.0640) (0.0625) (0.0683) (0.0698) (0.0706) (@)16
Black Car.*Degree/HE 0.266
(0.182)
Black Car.*A-level/GCSE A*-C 0.248
(0.193)
Black Afr. -0.300%** -0.331%* -0.407*** -0.348** -0.260*** - 0.259%**
(0.0483) (0.0462) (0.0506) (0.0517) (0.0605) (096
Other -0.179%** -0.179*** -0.202*** -0.187*** -0.137** -0.137**
(0.0487) (0.0494) (0.0497) (0.0495) (0.0487) (0048
Teachers’ attention 0.323*** 0.310*** 0.255** 0.244** 0.244%*
(0.0187) (0.0189) (0.0194) (0.0190) (0.0190)
Teachers’ punishment 0.485** 0.475** 0.456*** 0.431** 0.431***
(0.0352) (0.0355) (0.0352) (0.0348) (0.0348)
Ethnic discrimination 0.276*** 0.266*** 0.234%** 0.233***
(0.0632) (0.0625) (0.0620) (0.0621)
External locus of control 0.0562** 0.0445* 0.0446*
(0.0181) (0.0178) (0.0178)
Internal locus of control -0.196*** -0.194*** -0.194***
(0.0208) (0.0204) (0.0204)
Constant 1.498*** 1.081*** 1.086%** 1.700%** 1.796%** 1.797***
(0.0114) (0.0206) (0.0206) (0.0869) (0.0992) (0199
N 7667 7667 7667 7667 7667 7667
R? 0.021 0.144 0.148 0.166 0.185 0.185

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Control variables added in models 4 and 5: gerfast;generation, single-parent family,
mother had the first child at age 21 or youngeghbst level of education in the
household, grandparents’ education, family socmRemic status, student lives in
London.

Table 3.17. Average values of explanatory varialbgsethnicity

Wh.Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car. BI. Afr.
Perceived teachers’ efficacy (b
students) y by 386 3.89 4.02*  4.08* 400~  3.79 4.00*
School communication 3.09 3.04 3.13 3.08 3.03 3.17 3.23
School events 924 92.3 95.2 * 914 85.8 * 93.9 93.5
Spending per pupil in secondary
schools, in pounds(by LEAs, year 3568.0 3892.8* 3840.7* 3810.3* 4481.4* 4195.3* 4337.8*
2003/2004)
Pupil-teacher ratio (year 2005/2006) 16.89 16.85 16.49* 15.96* 15.72* 16.78 16.86

Difference with White British significant at p<0.05
N=8908
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Table 3.18. Two-level random intercept regressimns/AS from KS3 to

KS4
@) @ ©) @ ®)
B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed -0.0117 -0.00464  -0.00145 -0.00202 0.0178
(0.0450) (0.0449) (0.0444) (0.0447) (0.0438)
Indian 0.345*+* 0.330*** 0.321*** 0.330*** 0.339***
(0.0339) (0.0338) (0.0334) (0.0338) (0.0332)
Pakistani 0.203*** 0.184*** 0.192*** 0.204*** 0.261***
(0.0373) (0.0372) (0.0367) (0.0372) (0.0373)
Bangladeshi 0.273*** 0.261*** 0.287*** 0.269*** 0.362***
(0.0444) (0.0442) (0.0437) (0.0461) (0.0469)
Black Caribbean 0.0418 0.0468 0.0325 0.0313 0.00801
(0.0449) (0.0447) (0.0442) (0.0451) (0.0446)
Black African 0.371%*= 0.360*** 0.347*** 0.342*** 0.241***
(0.0475) (0.0474) (0.0468) (0.0481) (0.0501)
Other 0.252%*+* 0.254**+* 0.254*** 0.257*** 0.226***
(0.0388) (0.0386) (0.0382) (0.0385) (0.0380)
Perceived teachers’ efficacy 0.101*** 0.0760**  0.0771**  0.0873***
(0.0130) (0.0130) (0.0130) (0.0127)
School communication 0.120*** 0.120*** 0.0833***
(0.0128) (0.0128) (0.0126)
School events 0.263*** 0.261*** 0.153***
(0.0281) (0.0281) (0.0278)
Spending per pupil 0.00093*** (0.000697**
(0.000284) (0.000267)
Spending per pupil (Log) -3.728** -2.932**
(1.160) (1.088)
Pupil-teacher ratio 0.0129+ 0.00409
(0.00714)  (0.00665)
Constant -0.155%**  -0.545***  -1.062***  25.87** 20.33*
(0.0148) (0.0523) (0.0635) (8.491) (7.966)
Var (uy) 0.0687**  0.0673*** 0.0638*** 0.0614*** 0.0486***
(0.00302) (0.00297) (0.00284) (0.00276) (0.00234)
Var (up) 0.468*** 0.465*** 0.455*** 0.455*** 0.430***
(0.00362) (0.00360) (0.00353) (0.00353) (0.00333)
N 8908 8908 8908 8908 8908

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001

Control variables added in model (5) (not showhe table): gender, first-generation,
single-parent family, mother had the first childage 21 or younger, highest level of
education in the household, grandparents’ educatfamily socio-economic status,
student lives in London
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Table 3.19. Correlations between percentages afietbomposition and
students entitled to free school meals at schools

Students entitled to FSM

% White British -0.67*
% Indians 0.12*
% Pakistanis 0.47*
% Bangladeshis 0.54*
% Black Caribbean 0.38*
% Black African 0.47*
% Non-English speakers 0.69*

N=10951 * p<0.05

Table 3.20. Correlations between school ethnic autio-economic
composition and attainment and progress of samgtiedents

KS3 score in English KS4 grade in KS3to KS4 VAS in
& Maths?® English & Maths?® English & Maths?

% White 0.13* 0.05* -0.11*
% Mixed 0.01 0.05* 0.07*
% Indian -0.15* -0.09* 0.05*
% Pakistani -0.08* -0.03* 0.06*
% Bangladeshi -0.09* -0.05* 0.05*
% BI. Caribbean -0.09* -0.03* 0.08*
% BI. African -0.1* -0.04* 0.04*
% Non-English 0.13* -0.05* 0.11*
speakers ' ' '

% FSM -0.30* -0.25* -0.02*

N=10951 * p<0.05
& Only includes students that did not change schetween age 13/14 and age 15/16

Table 3.21. Percentage of students from each etimoigp in schools with
more than 20% of Indians, Bangladeshis, PakistaBlack Caribbean,
Black Africans and non-English speakers, and mioa@ 80% of Whites

Wh.Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl Car. BI. Afr.
+ 80% White 83.5 482  18.3* 18.9* 14.4* 19.4* 20.4*
+20% Indian 1.2 3.8* 39.5* 14.8* 7.8* 9.1* 6.0*
+20% Pak. 1.0 6.1* 11.1* 47.0* 20.5* 8.1* 4.8*
+20% Bang. 0.0 1.3* 2.7* 3.8* 39.9* 0.2 2.8*
+20% BI.Car. 0.2 5.4* 1.9* 1.1* 0.7 11.7* 8.2*
+ 20% BI.Afr. 0.4 4.4* 1.7* 1.7% 7.0* 16.5* 26.0*
+ 20% non- 75 33.4*  66.1* 73.9*% 80.6* 62.3* 65.9*
English speakers

N=10951

Difference with White British significant at p<0.05
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Table 3.22. Percentage of students from each etimougp in schools with
different percentages of children entitled to fsebool meals

Wh.Brit.  Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car. Bl Afr.
0-10 % 57.9 33.2% 25.6* 16.4* 8.9* 18.6* 20.7*
10-20 % 23.4 26.8 35.2* 13.0* 11.5* 22.7 14.3*
20 -30 % 121 17.1* 17.2* 21.3* 7.3* 26.3* 22.1*
30 -50 % 5.8 17.8* 19.6* 37.3* 28.0* 23.3* 28.7*
More than 50 % 0.8 5.1 2.4 12.0* 44 .4* 9.2* 14.2*

N=10951
Difference with White British significant at p<0.05

Table 3.23. Average values of explanatory varialbgsethnicity

Wh.Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car. Bl. Afr.
Proportion of co-
ethnic  friends at g oo 3.48*  3.66*  4.22* 388  3.81* 357
school (1=none/6=all
or most)
All or most of them 67.2 14.7* 15.7* 26.1* 26.1* 15.9* 10.5*
More than half 24.2 11.7* 175* 22.9 16.8* 21.8 21.1
About half 6.1 17.9* 22.9* 21.4* 16.4* 16.2* 18.0*
Less than half 15 22.7* 14.7* 11.8* 12.0* 25.1* 21.3*
Very few 0.8 29.0* 19.3* 12.0* 16.5* 14.8* 23.3*
None 0.1 4.1 9.9* 5.8* 12.2* 6.1* 5.9*%

N=10951

Difference with White British significant at p<0.05
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Table 3.24. Two-level random intercept regression&KS3 to KS4 VAS in English and Maths

1 (2 (3) (4) (5) (6)
(se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed 0.0165 (0.0432)  0.158 (0.122) 0.173 (0.121) 0.171 (0.121) 0.182 (0.121) 0.182 (0.117)
Indian 0.348%*  (0.0321)  0.449**  (0.0883)  0.454**  (0.0886)  0.450**  (0.0887)  0.445**  (0.0885)  0.438=*  (0.0857)
Pakistani 0.224%** (0.0340) 0.519*** (0.101) 0.530*** (0.102) 0.527%* (0.102) 0.531*** (0.102) 0.513%* (0.0986)
Bangladeshi 0.285%*  (0.0403)  0.332* (0.101) 0.335% (0.102) 0.330** (0.102) 0.332% (0.102) 0.441%*  (0.0998)
Black Caribbean 0.0061 (0.0429)  0.274* (0.123) 0.285* (0.123) 0.290* (0.123) 0.290* (0.123) 0.249* (0.119)
Black African 0.393%** (0.0436) 0.593*** (0.125) 0.611*%** (0.125) 0.609*** (0.125) 0.608*** (0.125) 0.474% (0.122)
Other 0.230%*  (0.0371)  0.245**  (0.0417)  0.236™*  (0.0419)  0.235**  (0.0419)  0.236™*  (0.0418)  0.221*  (0.0411)
Proportion of friends of the same
ethnicity at school(1: none /6 all) 0.00993 (0.0101) 0.0127 (0.0102) 0.0122 (0.0103) 0.0116 (0.0103) 0.0107 (0.00996)
Proportion*Mixed -0.037 (0.0310)  -0.043 (0.0312)  -0.0421 (0.0313)  -0.0435 (0.0312)  -0.0335 (0.0302)
Proportion*Indian -0.0241 (0.0205)  -0.0259 (0.0211)  -0.0249 (0.0211)  -0.0218 (0.0211)  -0.0157 (0.0204)
Proportion*Pakistani -0.0696*  (0.0217) -0.075%* (0.0223) -0.075%* (0.0223) -0.074%* (0.0223) -0.0556* (0.0216)
Proportion*Bangladeshi -0.0104 (0.0235)  -0.0189 (0.0250)  -0.018 (0.0251)  -0.0149 (0.0250)  -0.0178 (0.0242)
Proportion*Black Caribbean -0.0690*  (0.0290)  -0.0762**  (0.0295)  -0.0774*  (0.0295)  -0.0767**  (0.0295)  -0.0660*  (0.0285)
Proportion*Black African -0.0521+ (0.0302) -0.0665* (0.0308) -0.0660* (0.0308) -0.0646* (0.0308) -0.0441 (0.0298)
SCHOOL COMPOSITION
% Indian -0.00303  (0.00241) -0.00303  (0.00248) -0.00594* (0.00236) -0.00332  (0.00229)
% Pakistani -0.00185 (0.00233) -0.00192 (0.00241) -0.00116 (0.00222) 0.00121 (0.00224)
% Bangladeshi -0.00179  (0.00249) -0.00204  (0.00249) -0.00045  (0.00236) -0.000583 (0.00226)
% Black Caribbean -0.00554  (0.00455) -0.00403  (0.00483) -0.00112  (0.00450) -0.00404  (0.00432)
% Black African 0.00546 (0.00460) 0.00636 (0.00469) 0.00811+ (0.00435) 0.00521 (0.00426)
% non-English speakers 0.00246  (0.00201) 0.00223  (0.00208) 0.0055*  (0.00198) 0.00241  (0.00198)
Log. % Indian 0.00134  (0.00084) -0.000301 (0.00079) -0.000553 (0.00076)
Log. % Pakistani -0.000358 (0.00089) 0.000524  (0.00082) 0.00052 (0.00079)
Log. % Bangladeshi 0.00065  (0.00093) 0.00123 (0.00086)  0.000755  (0.00083)
Log. % Black Caribbean -0.00157  (0.00100) -0.000313 (0.00093) -0.000739 (0.00089)
Log. % Black African -0.000217 (0.00095) 0.000251  (0.00088) -0.000148 (0.00084)
Log. % non-English speakers 0.00107  (0.00274) 0.000344  (0.00251) 0.000479  (0.00240)
FSM entitlements -0.00283 (0.00239) 0.000192  (0.00232)
Log. % FSM entitlements -0.143**  (0.0359) -0.0973*  (0.0347)
Constant -0.162**  (0.0145)  -0.214**  (0.0568)  -0.241**  (0.0591)  -0.246**  (0.0692)  0.159+ (0.0940)  -0.223* (0.0977)
Var (uq) 0.0668**  (0.00288) 0.066***  (0.00286) 0.065**  (0.00282) 0.064**  (0.00279) 0.049**  (0.00234) 0.044**  (0.00215)
Var (ug) 0.481%* (0.00352)  0.480*+* (0.00352)  0.480*** (0.00351)  0.480*** (0.00351) 0.480*** (0.00351)  0.450*** (0.00329)
N 9901 9901 9901 9901 9901 9901

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Control variables added in model 6: gender, fiestaration, single-parent family, mother had thst fodhild at age 21 or younger, highest level ofoation in the household,
grandparents’ education, family socio-economiaustastudent lives in London
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Table 3.25. Two-level random intercept regressiomsKS3 to KS4 VAS
in English and Maths

Schools with 0 -10%
FSM entitlements

Schools with 10%-25%
FSM entitlements

Schools with more than
25% FSM entitlements

B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed 0.0492 (0.167) 0.389+ (0.206) 0.175 (0.226)
Indian 0.300* (0.137) 0.446** (0.141) 0.580*** (0.169)
Pakistani 0.376* (0.164) 0.998%** (0.185) 0.25 (0.176)
Bangladeshi 0.27 (0.285) 0.416* (0.188) 0.418* (0.162)
Black Caribbean 0.222 (0.196) 0.126 (0.198) 0.404+ (0.219)
Black African 0.468* (0.219) 0.543* (0.206) 0.750*** (0.202)
Other 0.101+ (0.0570) 0.236*** (0.0694)  0.324** (0.0762)
ztr ‘;'zﬁgg” of co-ethnic friends 55604 (0.0135)  0.0186 (0.0167) 0.00611  (0.0228)
Prop. co-ethnic friends*Mixed  -0.00706 (0.0471) -0.121* (0.0516) -0.0378 (0.0561)
Prop. co-ethnic friends*Indian  -0.0146 (0.0389) -0.0213 (0.0330) -0.0373 (0.0380)
Prop. co-ethnic friends*Pak. -0.0805+ (0.0484) -0.190%** (0.0451) 0.00571 (0.0361)
Prop. co-ethnic friends*Bangl.  0.0111 (0.157) -0.0728 (0.0578) -0.0161 (0.0357)
Prop. co-ethnic friends*BI. Car. -0.0686 (0.0570) -0.0554 (0.0496) -0.0854+ (0.0486)
Prop. co-ethnic friends*BI. Afr. -0.073 (0.0727) -0.0746 (0.0545) -0.0781+ (0.0461)
SCHOOL COMPOSITION
% Indian 0.0000669 (0.00708) 0.00338 (0.00453) -0.00884* (0.00345)
% Pakistani -0.00615 (0.0122) 0.00751 (0.00703) -0.00623*  (0.00299)
% Bangladeshi 0.0227 (0.0519) 0.00315 (0.0201) -0.0054+ (0.00286)
% Black Caribbean 0.0206 (0.0262) -0.012 (0.0100) 0.000969  (0.00523)
% Black African -0.00988  (0.0181) 0.0263** (0.00924) -0.00263 (0.00584)
% Non-English speakers 0.00267 (0.00501) -0.00517 (0.00401) 0.0091** (0.00281)
Log. % Indian -0.000141 (0.000988) -0.000445 (0.00181) 0.000643  (0.00163)
Log. % Pakistani 0.00062 (0.00128) 0.0022 (0.00176) -0.000901 (0.00157)
Log. % Bangladeshi 0.0000205 (0.00205)  0.00264 (0.00173) -0.000952 (0.00149)
Log. % Black Caribbean -0.000225 (0.00150) 0.000101 (0.00191) 0.000437  (0.00172)
Log. % Black African 0.000137 (0.00130) -0.000049 (0.00171) -0.0011 (0.00169)
Log. % Non-English speakers ~ -0.00259 (0.00326) 0.00501 (0.00481) 0.00734 (0.00696)
Constant -0.0209 (0.120) -0.187 (0.122) -0.555%** (0.135)
Var (ul) 0.0418**  (0.00292)  0.0792*** (0.00588) 0.0460**  (0.00446)
Var (u0) 0.452%** (0.00456)  0.475*= (0.00591) 0.576*** (0.00783)
N 5175 3458 2890

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001

N=9901

Control variables: gender, first-generation, sifggeent family, mother had the first child
at age 21 or younger, highest level of educatiaiménhousehold, grandparents’ education,
family socio-economic status, student lives in Lamd
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Graph 3.3. Ethnicity coefficients in models for fA®n KS3 to KS4
(excluding control variables)
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4. Combination of 2 and 3

5. Acculturation: first-generation, language, riggty and familism

6. Perceived discrimination and locus of control

7. School effects (1): teachers’ efficacy, paresthool relationships and average pupil
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8: School effects (l1): ethnic composition of pgeoup at school
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Graph 3.4. Ethnicity coefficients in models for fA®n KS3 to KS4
(including control variables)

-
04 7

0,3+
0,2+

0,1+

0,1+

021

EMixed ®Indian © Pakistani mBangladeshi mBlack-Caribbean ™ Black-African

-

: Model without explanatory variables

: Students’ attitudes, effort and expectations

. Importance given to education by parents

. Combination of 2 and 3

. Acculturation: first-generation, language, rigty and familism

. Perceived discrimination and locus of control

. School effects (I): teachers’ efficacy, parestthool relationships and average pupil
spending

8: School effects (l1): ethnic composition of pgeoup at school

~NOoO O~ WNPE

130



TET

APPENDIX

Table A3.1. Operationalization of all the composiégiables used in the analyses

CHAPTER
SECTION

ANSWERING

VARIABLE NAME ITEMS (in composite variables) CATEGORIES

CRONBACH
ALPHA
RANGE Average inter-item
OF covariance (AIC) &
VALUES Scale reliability

coefficient (SRC)

- | am happy when | am at school
- School work is worth doing
- On the whole | like being at school

- lwork as hard as | can in school - Strongly disagree

3.6.1. Students’ Taste for school - School is a waste of time for me ) Fa!rly disagree 1-4 AlC: ,0'18
. . \ - Fairly agree SRC: 0.81
attitudes towards - Most of the time | don't want to go to school - Stronaly agree
school and - In alesson, | often count the minutes till iden gyag
educational - lam bored in lessons
expectations - The work | do in lessons is a waste of time
- Working hard at school now will help me get oteta - Strongly disagree
Internal locus of control on in life - Fairly disagree 1-4 AIC: 0.15
- Doing well at school means a lot to me. - Fairly agree SRC: 0.66
- If you work hard at something you'll usually seed - Strongly agree
\—Nlc\)lr(i\t/]ve:](;?/?/sgyou need qualifications in order toaypb Strongly disagree
3.6.2. \/alue givento Value given to education _ Leaving school at 16 limits young people's career Fa!rly disagree 1-4 AIC:.0.17
education by parents by MP ) - Fairly agree SRC: 0.52
- Parent wants student to have a better educatiam t
- Strongly agree
he/she had
- Even if |1 do well at school, Il have a hard &m _ Stronaly disaaree
getting the right kind of job - Fairl gd)ilsa rege AIC: 0.16
External locus of control - People like me don't have much of a chanceén lif ry g 1-4 LA
. . h - Fairly agree SRC: 0.54
. - How well you get on in this world is mostly a reat
3.6.5. Perceived of luck - Strongly agree
discrimination and : : -
locus of control - Student thinks that is less likely that teachieiee Strongly disagree
interest in own work - Fairly disagree AIC: 0.14
Teachers’ attention - Student thinks that is less likely that teachgraise Fairly agree 1-4 SRC: 0.56

his/her own work

- How many teachers this applies for: My teacherstd ~ Strongly agree




CeT

listen to what | say
- How many teachers this applies for: | get treated
unfairly by my teachers

- Student feels that he/she is more likely to beighed

Teachers’ punishment than others - Yes 0-1 AIC: 0.03
- Student feels that he/she is punish more heaviyNo SRC: 0.59
compared to others.

-Student thinks that skin colour/ethnic origin/géin
will make it more difficult to get on in educatiaiter
year 11

Ethnic discrimination - Student thinks that skin colour/ethnic originggn - Yes 0-1 AIC: 0.09
will make it more difficult to get a job after ydeave - No SRC: 0.79
education
- Student thinks ever been treated unfairly by heex
because of skin colour/ethnic origin/religion
- Whether played truant in the last 12 months

Risk factors in the last 12 - Whether ever had a proper alcoholic drink - Yes 0-4 AIC: 0.02

months - Whether ever graffittied on walls - No SRC: 0.47
- Whether ever vandalized public property
- My teachers make sure that | do my homework
- The teachers at my school make it clear how WeSirongly disagree

Ve should behave . - - Fairly disagree AIC: 0.29

Teachers’ efficacy - The teachers in my school take action when tiegy s Fairly agree SRC: 0.76
anyone breaking school rules - Stronaly agree T
- My teachers can keep order in class gyag
- The teachers praise me when | do my school work

3.6.6. School effects o ;
(): - | find it easy to deal with peop_le at sch_ool
- The school gives me clear information on how my
son/daughter is getting on - Strongly disagree
- The school makes it easy for me to get involvethy Fairly disagree AIC: 0.27
School communication son/daughter’s education - Fairly agree SRC' 0 7

- I know all | need to know about how | can helghwi
my son/daughter’s education

- | don't know enough about modern qualificatioas t
give my son/daughter proper advice about what to do

- Strongly agree




Table A3.2. OLS regressions for average grade i KSl KS3 (100-point scale) and KS4 (9-point scilejlish and
Maths, accounting for survey design

. . KS3 English & .
KS2 English & KS3 English & Maths including KS2 ~ KS4 English & Maths KS4 E_ngllsh & Maths
Maths Maths lagged including KS3 lagged
1) 2 (3) (4) (5) (6) @ 8 ©) (10)
B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B(se)
Mixed -3.131* -1.447 -3.107* -1.316 -0.404 -0.141 -0.215* -0.0628 0.00728 0.0258
(1.356) (1.325) (1.209) (1.124) (0.613) (0.609) .10D) (0.0882) (0.0498) (0.0479)
Indian -1.089 0.318 1.036 2.074* 1.976%* 1.816** 0.422** (0.458*** 0.348*** 0.318***
(0.935) (0.888) (0.980) (0.887) (0.461) (0.450) .0{®0) (0.0659) (0.0363) (0.0350)
Pakistani -10.96*** -4.363** -9.839** -3.059** -0.378 0.48 -0.422** 0.108 0.281*** 0.314%*
(1.067) (1.074) (0.974) (0.912) (0.512) (0.499) .0{®0O) (0.0706) (0.0339) (0.0373)
Bangladeshi -6.546** 2.856* -7.120** 2.403* -1.468* 0.0814 <036+ 0.585*** 0.373*** 0.424%*=
(1.180) (1.295) (1.143) (1.196) (0.639) (0.715) .0g11) (0.0848) (0.0421) (0.0490)
Black Caribbean -7.312%*  _7.348** -7.353** .7.503** -1.039 -1.830* -0.415%** -0.438*** 0.110* 0.0670
(1.204) (1.245) (1.089) (1.130) (0.696) (0.704) .08B9) (0.0906) (0.0439) (0.0445)
Black African -5.954** .5 656%** -3.850** -4.996** 1.282* -0.399 0.0933 -0.132 0.369*** 0.205***
(1.216) (1.289) (1.1412) (1.096) (0.646) (0.614) .0886) (0.0890) (0.0484) (0.0495)
Other 0.304 1.141 3.112*%  3.049**  2.850** 2.122*%* (0.411** (.322%* 0.188*** 0.117*
(1.095) (1.076) (1.041) (0.989) (0.522) (0.519) 08B8) (0.0814) (0.0410) (0.0414)
KS2 score in Eng. & Maths 0.863**  (0.813***
(0.00581) (0.00577)
KS3 score in Eng. & Maths 0.0714**  0.0673***
(0.000525)  (0.000553)
Constant 57.45%*  59.27** 51.96** 53.03** 2.352*%* 4855%* 5 788** 5 .893** 2.076%* 2.322%*
(0.309) (1.220) (0.363) (1.109) (0.388) (0.716) 08D3) (0.0999) (0.0323) (0.0726)
N 12271 12271 12271 12271 12271 12223 12271 12271 2271 12223
R? 0.012 0.152 0.012 0.21 0.764 0.783 0.008 0.241 70.76 0.779

Source: LSYPE wave 1 and NPD 2001, 2004 and 2006
Control variables added in model 2 and 4: gendst;deneration, single-parent family, mother hiad first child at age 21 or younger, highest lefetducation in
the household, grandparents’ education, family Sf#lent lives in London.
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Table A4.2. Presents the ethnic differentials iglish and Maths national
examinations at the end of KS2 (age 10/11), KS@ (2f14) and KS4 (age
15/16). It is important to bear in mind that thedjng scales change from
KS3 to KS4. That is, while grades are expressesl 100-point scale at KS2
and KS3° a 9-point categorical scale (A* to G) is used doading at KS4.
As a consequence, the size of the coefficientth®models on attainment at
KS2 and KS3 are not comparable to those at KS4.rghdts in table A4.1
are presented as follows:

Models 1 and 2 (for KS2), 3 and 4 (for KS3), andnd 8 (for KS4) are two
nested OLS regressions, where only the ethnicitialbkes are included in the
first step and the control variabl®sre added to the model afterwards.

Models 5 and 6 (for KS3), and 9 and 10 (for KS4) aso two pairs of nested
OLS regressions that differentiate from the presionodels in that they
include a lagged of the dependent variable amoagiplanatory variables.
That is, the models for KS3 (5 and 6) include asueaof attainment at KS2,
while the models for KS4 (9 and 10) include a measf students’ past
attainment at KS3. These type of models are céilsdorder autoregressive
or conditional models (Rabe-Hesketh & Skrondal,2Cdnd they are used to
measure change in a certain outcome (in this celsenge in average
attainment in English and Maths from one key stagbe following).

If we compare the ethnicity coefficients of modtds the average grade in
English and Maths at KS3 without the lagged of tependent variable

(models 3 and 4) with those that include the K$&imamnent lagged (models 5
and 6), it can be seen how the gap with the WhisB group decreases and
becomes non-significant in the autoregressive nsddelmost ethnicities.

With regard to the nét gap (model 4), the negative and significant
coefficients for Pakistanis, Caribbean and Blackicah students almost
disappears when their performance at KS2 is taReEnadccount (model 6).

“9The original scores in KS2 and KS3 are expressetifferent continuous scales.
Therefore, | have coverted them into a 100-poiatesto make them comparable.

* The control variables are gender, first-generatimgle-parent family, mother had
the first child at age 21 or younger, highest leoEleducation in the household,
grandparents’ education, family SES, and whethatestt lives in London.

> The absolute gaps are the observed differencagt@mment relative to the White
British majority, while the net gap is the diffecenthat remains after controlling for
relevant background factors that are know to affeedemic achievement, such as
parental education or social class.
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That is, while their attainment is still below tt@tthe reference group, it is
not the case of their progress, which appears tsirhgar. The progress of
Bangladeshis does not differentiate from that ofité/British either, though
Indians seem to progress more than comparable regiaé the reference

group.

However, if we now focus on the ethnicity coeffidie of the models on
attainment at KS4 with and without the lagged \@@gmodels 7, 8, 9, 10), it
can be seen that, together with the Indian minorigw also the Pakistani,
Bangladeshi and Black African minority appear tmgress more than
comparable White British students (model 10). Thessults confirm the
stronger progress of South Asian and Black Africanorities during the last
two years of compulsory education that was highdidhby some English
scholars (Dustmann et al., 2008; Plewis, 2009; dsoi et al., 2005b)

Graph A3.1. Average VAS in English and Maths frog2 Ko KS3 and
KS3 to KS4 across ethnicities
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Range of values KS2 to KS3: -3 to +3
Range of values KS3 to KS4: -6 to +5.5

The descriptive information presented in graph Afalkes the following
question: why do White British students completedyerse their pattern of
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progress during the last period (KS3 to KS4), amytto the case of Indians,
Bangladeshis or Black Africans, whose VAS are, garage, positive or
close to zero? While during the first period, WHagtish students were, on
average, those making the strongest progressien kftlians, the trend is
reversed during the last two years of compulsoncation, when only Mixed
and Black Caribbean students worsen their perfocma the same level as
White British students do. As a consequence, titalimap in attainment
between ethnic minorities and the White Britishugras notably reduced or
even reversed for the three South Asian and Blafticah minorities. In
contrast, Mixed and Black Caribbean students haweosi the same
academic progress as the White British during thet kwo years and,
therefore, the already existing gagtween them remains unchanged.

Table A3.3. Descriptive statistics of the VA&glish and Maths from
KS3 to KS4, by ethnicity

VAS KS2 to KS3

mean se median min  max N
White British 0.40 0.01 0.5 -3 25 8456
Mixed 0.32 0.04 0.5 -2 2 391
Indian 0.50* 0.03 0.5 -15 2 884
Pakistani 0.25* 0.03 0.5 -2 2 777
Bangladeshi 0.24* 0.04 0.5 -15 2 599
Black Caribbean 0.22* 0.04 0 -2 2 443
Black African 0.39 0.04 0.5 25 2 379

N=12458
Difference with White British significant at p<0.05
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CHAPTER 4

CROSS-SECTIONAL DIFFERENCES IN
EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS
ACROSS ETHNICITIES

4.1. Introduction

Educational expectations have played a major roline literature of
sociology of education and social stratificationridg recent decades,
and it is now commonplace to include them in moa¢lsducational
achievement. Before the Wisconsin model of statizsrenent, whose
first version was presented in 1969 (Sewell, Ha8ePortes, 1969b),
expectations about future academic plans were atlhdied by
educational psychologists, with the exception ohlkaearly work
during the 1950s (Kahl, 1953). However, the stattsginment models
developed by Hauser, Sewell and their associagse@leducational
expectations at the core of explanatory modelsntérgenerational
transmission of inequalities. In this regard, theluaational
expectations of parents and children were seerhaskey relevant
intervening variables through which parental edocatand SES
operated to generate stratified educational outsome

The educational expectations of ethnic and/or innamg minorities
have received considerable attention from schdlard.. Alexander,
Entwisle, & Bedinger, 1994; Cheng & Starks, 200®nina, Conley,
& Farkas, 2011; Glick & White, 2004; Goyette & Xi#999; Hanson,
1994; Hao & Bonstead-Bruns, 1998; Messersmith & uBatberg,
2008; Morgan, 2004; K. Wilson, Wolfe, & Haveman,08), since it
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was found that ethnic minority students and thanepts tend to report
significantly more ambitious expectations than thejority groups.
This finding has been explained in terms of cultsgecificity or the
positive selection of the migration flow (Felicigrg906), among other
explanationg®. In the previous chapter, | have shown that ethnic
minority students and their parents report sigaiiity higher
expectations of going to university compared to W/ilritish students
at the age of 13/14. Moreover, they not only repoore ambitious
plans but they are also more likely to maintainsthaonitial plans
during the last two years of compulsory educatioonf age 13/14 to
15/16). Their high expectations, along with morsippee attitudes and
behaviours towards school, partially accounted foe stronger
academic progress of the three South Asian andBtaek African
minorities from KS3 to KS4 examinations.

This chapter and the following chapter analyse eptl the factors
associated with the more ambitious and stable ¢idueh plans of

ethnic minorities, paying special attention to thekpectations of
applying to university. In this chapter, a crosstismal perspective is
adopted, focusing on the ethnic differentials inuedional

expectations at age 13/14, while in the followirgapter, | adopt a
longitudinal approach to analyse the evolution hese expectations
during adolescence.

The purpose is not, however, to measure the immdckearly
expectations on the future educational trajectasfesthnic minorities
after compulsory education, since that is the dirGlapter 6. On the
contrary, my objective here is to disentangle theucational
expectations themselves, how they differ and chavge time across
ethnicities. For this reason, | first introduce ttmncept of educational
expectations and a justification of their relevarfoe future and

2 |n the American context, several scholars havendouhat the high

expectations of ethnic minorities are not as goodpradictor of future

achievement as for the Caucasian group (Morgan4)20is aspect is analysed
extensively in the last chapter of the dissertatiafere | investigate the
educational trajectories of English ethnic groufterathey finish compulsory
education.
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present behaviour from two different theoreticalnp® of view: the
socio-psychological and the rational choice perspecAfterwards, |
use the LSYPE to analyse empirically the relatigmsirought about
in the theoretical part of the chapter. In thisareg this descriptive
empirical analysis aims at answering the followiegearch questions:

Firstly, to what extent the more ambitious educstio
expectations of ethnic minority students are caestswith their
school attitudes and behaviours? That is, are #heectations
more or less associated with their actual schodiabeur
compared to White British students? In this regdréxpect
some degree of correspondence between academis goal
expected outcomes, such as going to university,thadactual
behaviour at school, such as studying on a redpalsis. Indeed,
it is highly unlikely to access university withoataking any
academic effort or by holding strong negative adis towards
education and/or school during adolescence. Nesledh, the
level of agreement between expectation, attitudesl a
behaviours varies significantly across ethnicities.

Secondly, are there significant ethnic differemstiah the
relationship between students’ educational expectst and
those reported by their parents for them? Thatis, ethnic
minority students more likely to adopt their pagnt
expectations compared to White British students?

Thirdly, are the ethnic differentials in the plaok going to
university related to diverse perceptions of thterme of having
a university degree in the labour market? Ethnicamity
students might attach more value than comparablgeVBnitish
students to higher education in terms of futureolebmarket
outcomes and this could account for their signiftbahigher
ambitions.

The last part of the chapter presents several vauliite analyses with
three dependent variables: the preferences for-quuspulsory
secondary education, the likelihood of applyingutaversity in the
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future and the consistency between students’ arehts expectations
of applying to university. | explain the cross-athmariations in the
three dependent variables by considering two diffeprocesses of
expectation formation: firstly, the process of aulmp and, secondly,
the process of adaptation (Andrew & Hauser, 20Thg former uses
psychological mechanisms to explain why studentkl rdbhfferent
educational ambitions. In this regard, students lvcadopt their
parents’ expectations for them during childhoodwdeer, not only is
the level of expectations of parents e importaat,aiso their efficacy
in transmitting them to their children. The latpgocess of expectation
formation is based on a rational perspective, afiogrto which
students would adapt their expectations to theadamic abilities (i.e.
grades) on the one hand, and to the benefits astd titat they attach
to each possible educational path, including legvifull-time
education, on the other hand.

4.2. Defining the concept of educational
expectations

The conceptualisation of expectations has sometimes subject to
confusion, particularly when used interchangeablth whe closely
related concept of aspirations. In order to allwertain degree of
consistency, | present one of the most popular ndieins of
educational expectations in the sociological liier®, formulated by S.

L Morgan in 2006. Morgan uses the concept of exiexts and
aspirations interchangeabtyand defines them as “stable prefigurative
orientations composed of specific beliefs aboutohéure trajectory
through the educational system and one’s ultimd&sscor status
position” (Morgan, 2006, p. 1528). In his 2005 bpbtorgan offers a

>3 Even though | start this section with the defmitiof expectations given by
Morgan (Morgan, 2006: 1528), in my research | dffedgéntiate between the
concept ofexpectationgas defined by Morgan) and that afpirations Many
scholars have made a distinction between expentatod aspirations although
sometimes both terms have been used interchangeaklgyinciple, expectations
tend to be considered realistic beliefs or cogngiambout the future, while
aspirations have an idealistic and affective coreponand refer to the desires or
personal preferences that individuals hold abceit flature.
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clearer picture of his definition of expectations garefigurative
orientations:

Prefigurative commitments share essential featwds the
concept of an attitude in the social psychologeréture [...]
Numerous studies show that individuals who lackrimation are
unable to maintain strong probabilistic judgmentsl @are more
likely to have ambivalent attitudes [...] This tiéure is broadly
supportive of the claim that a prefigurative conmant is a joint
function of the accuracy and amount of availablforimation
(Morgan, 2005, p. 133).

As can be inferred from this quotation, Morgan de$ educational
expectations as future-oriented cognitions or Eelibat reflect what
individuals consider to be their most likely futueutcome or
trajectory regarding their education. In both Psyabgy and
Sociology, expectations have been considered egam predictors of
a variety of future courses of action or events.Mggan points out,
educational expectations have played a major rolembdels of
educational attainment and intergenerational trégsson of
inequalities since the appearance of the Wisconsidel of status
attainment at the end of the 1960s (Haller & PortE373). The
Wisconsin model itself and many other recent sogickl works that
are at least partially based on it, assume thataapons have a causal
and predictive power on future attainment, and that mechanisms
through which these expectations are formed aretiaffehaviour are
based on psychological processes, even if theses@metimes not
explicitly acknowledged.

In the following section, | review the two main tinetical approaches
that can be used to study the formation, evolutow impact of

educational expectations. These are the psychalogitd the rational

choice perspectives. | mainly pay attention to Hmth have tackled
the question of the influence of expectations atividuals’ present

behaviour as well as future achievement, sincehiéissbeen one of the
main concerns of sociologists of education.
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4.3. Do expectations affect the present and future
behaviour of individuals?

This question is key in any kind of research thablves expectations,
since only in understanding the mechanisms throwgiich they

operate is it possible to argue in favour of tlesiplanatory power. The
empirical research on attitudes and motivationiedrout in the field

of social psychology has shed light on the relatdm between
expectations and achievement. In contrast, the strasm research in
economics has regarded the causal power of exedab explain

future behaviour as quite limited. For economiste educational
expectations reported by individuals in surveys Manly represent a
proxy variable for a future outcome. That is, thkpextations held by
students would not condition their behaviour in amnner, since they
would be simply probabilistic statements aboutrtheure.

4.3.1. Research in social psychology: the complerHi
between expectations (as cognitions), aspirationay
affections), and behaviours

According to Morgan, expectations share essentialufes with the
concept of attitude, which is central in the litera of social
psychology. Why is that the case? Even though tiderstanding of
attitudes has changed during the last decadeseédreh, the notion of
evaluation has always been at the core of all defms (Banaji &
Heiphetz, 2010). According to Eagly and Chaikertjtumte is a
psychological tendency that is expressed by evialyed particular
entity with some degree of favour or disfavour. sThminimalist
definition retains two of the three dimensions tHave been
classically included in the structure of attitudesognitions and
affections. Cognitions are beliefs or ideas thdividuals have about
certain objects, actions or events. Affections, &asv, are related to
the feelings of like or dislike that they have todsthem (Eagly &
Chaiken, 1998). The classic triadic view of attgadwill also include
behaviours as the third component of an attitudgether with
cognitions and affectionS.he triadic perspective was highly popular
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until the 1960s, when multiple empirical works sdrto reveal low
correlations between reported beliefs, prefererana behaviour in
many social contexts (Breckler & Wiggins, 1989). &sonsequence,
many scholars abandoned the triadic attitude stredo focus their
research on identifying the conditions under whicignitions and/or
affections could actually predict or are associateih certain

behaviour (Banaji & Heiphetz, 2010).

In this regard, it is easy to see the similaribesween the concept of
(educational) expectations and that of attitude@ucation), although
the latter is broader than the former. Therefosgeetations would
only refer to what has been generally recognizedhascognitive
component of an attitude, i.e. ideas that expresatvan individual
believes or knows about certain objects, eventactions. However,
the concept of expectations itself would not hawvey affective
component, i.e. positive or negative feelings, Whias been central in
attitude research. In this regard, the affectivenponent would be
acknowledged by the concept of aspirations. That wdile
expectations are considered realistic beliefs @nitmns about the
future, aspirations refer to the wishes that irdirals hold about their
future, i.e. what they would like to do/to happegrsus what they
think will happen. As a consequence, the moresgalaspirations are,
the more they would match expectations. Expectataord aspirations
tend to be highly, but not perfectly, correlatethce individuals’
preferences do not necessarily coincide with wheay ttonsider more
likely to happen; e.g. a student’s personal tasghbe studying Arts
at university but, for several reasons, he/she mighbnsider
him/herself more likely to end up studying Econasriitstead.

In surveys, questions about educational expecttiorquest
individuals to report their current beliefs abduit future educational
trajectory, e.g. how likely do you think it is thgbu will go to
university? On the other hand, questions aimed a&asuring
aspirations ask individuals about their tastes mhes, that is, what
they would like to happen or to do in the futurghmiespect to their
education, e.g. how much would you like to go tovarsity or how
important is it for you to go to university?
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In addition to the link between expectations/cagng and
aspirations/affections, the other relationship tres attracted attention
has been that between the cognitive and/or affectbmponent on the
one hand and the behavioural component on the.dthéne case of
educational expectations, the relationship betwegorted beliefs of
future educational plans and individuals’ preseehdviour (e.qg.
academic effort) deserves particular attention.Mggan points out,
expectations are, on the one hand, probabilistitestents expressed
by individuals about their future but, on the othexpectations also
condition individuals’ present behaviour. That &n expectation
represents a cognitive attachment to a future emenburse of action
to which individuals commit their current behavidiiorgan, 2005).
In other words, we expect that individuals with higxpectations of
going to university also elicit behaviours in aatamce with those
expectations that facilitate the occurrence ofdkpected event in the
future, e.g. doing homework and studying on a r@gbhasis would
increase the probability of attending universitgspite the rationality
of the previous statement, empirical studies hawave systematic
variations in the consistency of the attitude-b&hav link across
different social groups. However puzzling it migeeem, what
individuals think or like is not always in agreerhewith their
behaviour. This lack of agreement forced sociathslogists to focus
on the causes of the dissonance, that is, why soeetindividuals
show a discrepancy between present cognitions fectafns on the
one side and behaviour on the other, e.g. a stiwdentexpects to go
to university but at the same time does not put effort into his/her
everyday homework. As a matter of fact, cognitivesdnance theory
continues to be one of the preferred theoreti@hé&works to analyse
these discrepancies. However, the theories of twgndissonance
have mostly focused on how individuals react whéeyt find
themselves in a state of dissonance, but not on tiwdy are in that
situation in first place.

One of the issues that has also received consigeattiention among
psychologists and sociologists is the process oficaiibnal
expectation formation. That is, the age at whiahviduals form their
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expectations regarding their future and the mamtofs shaping their
formation. In most cases, the role of parents is tkeunderstanding
this process, since they are the main significahers during the
process of socialisation of individuals during theshildhood.

Moreover, parents are likely to hold educationglextations for their
children’s future well before they start secondashool. Status
attainment theory has traditionally assumed thaingoindividuals

adopt their parents’ expectations for them at amy esge, and that
explains their higher stability across tithéHaller, 1982). As pointed
out by Sewell & Hauser “parents serve as modelsetemulated, and
they are constantly revealing their overt and coesmaluations and
expectations through interactions with their chjld.] It is the child's

perception of the parents' intent to encourage iscodrage his/her
educational aspirations that is crucial to the bt®waent and

maintenance of those aspirations” (Sewell & Hauk@93)

Taking into account the psychological perspectivgy empirical

analysis will present the ethnic differentials ionsistency between
educational expectations, aspirations, and acadebsbaviours,

particularly the relationship between expectati@ml behaviours.
That is so because | consider school behavioutsetgoal-oriented,
that is, they are directed towards the occurrerfca oertain future
event expected by the student (e.g. going to usitygr Therefore,

students with higher levels of agreement betweeir thducational

expectations and their academic behaviours arby lthebe those with

stronger academic ambitions (e.g. going to unitgrsin this regard,

even if two students report exactly the same edutat expectations
for their future, different levels of agreementvbeen those and their
academic behaviours would also reflect differergrdes of personal
attachments to a future event.

With regard to the relevance of parents in the &irom and
maintenance of adolescents’ educational expecttioty empirical
analysis examines the extent to which ethnic mip@iudents differ

> n the following chapter, | examine in more detdie issue of stability of
educational expectations across time, since | apalhe evolution of the
expectations of going to university from early aglence until age 17/18.
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from White British students in the degree of adaptf their parents’

educational expectations for them. In addition,eptal expectations
are included as one of the main explanatory vaegbl all the models
about the ethnic differentials in expectationsatyeadolescence (age
13/14).

4.3.2. Research in economics: educational expectats
as unreliable data

Economists have generally avoided working with satiye data, that
is, data collected in surveys about individualditades or beliefs,
since they consider it unreliable (Manski, 1995 herefore, research
in economics has not paid much attention to therted expectations
regarding future educational trajectories or to ta#itudes to
education, contrary to what happens in sociologyerk though,
similarly to sociologists, they are also interestadexplaining the
actual educational achievement or the school-coatian decisions of
students, but they consider past educational eapexs irrelevant for
this task®. This aspect has been criticized by scholars Niagan,
suggesting that individuals’ beliefs about theitealative potential
futures have an influence on their present behayiglorgan, 2005).
However, Morgan has also highlighted the limiteglaratory power
of expectations as they are currently operatioedlis most surveys,
including the LSYPE (Morgan, 2004). According tamhithis is so
because these types of questions do not delve eleeygh into the
ways through which these expectations are formedewised, and the

> An exception would be the research on the imphttdividuals’ risk aversion
orientations on several economic outcomes. Int@magisome economists have
paid attention to the subjective expectations foture educational returns
reported by individuals at key transition pointdiudir school trajectories.

5 Al this literature has been particularly concetnabout the ability bias,
meaning that individuals with high ability tend k@ave higher school grades,
pursue higher educational levels and have highecess in the labour market
than those with lower ability. OLS regressions dot rcontrol for these
unobserved individual skills and tastes, and tloeeethe estimates are biased.
However, since the ethnic differentials are my @wncand | have no reason to
assume that the distribution of innate ability earisignificantly across
ethnicities, | am not taking into account this échere or in the following
chapter.
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circumstances under which they condition the curbshaviour. For
this reason, he proposes surveys where studentsquied to choose
their preferred option under different scenaridsistforcing them to
think counterfactually.

Even though economists do not pay attention toestivp educational
expectations, it is possible to incorporate thationality assumptions
for a better understanding of how expectations fard, particularly,
how they change over time. In principle, all indiwals hold beliefs,
which can be more or less accurate, about the patdrenefits and
costs of taking one course of action over anotdren it comes to the
intentions of going to university in the future,ist likely that those
students holding high expectations in this respedt,also consider
that studying a degree is necessary for them te hawell-paid job in
the future, that is, a more secure and comfortafgde Although we

cannot expect to explain completely the educati@glectations of
individuals only by considering the benefits andstsothat they
attribute to pursuing a university degree over otlpotential

alternatives, it is likely that knowing these b#dievould help to

understand their expectations considerably.

One of the main criticisms of this approach is¢benmon assumption
that all individuals form their beliefs about th@mnetary returns of, for
example, going to university, in a similar way (Mé&in 1990). In this

regard, several empirical investigations have shtwan the degree of
accuracy of these beliefs, or the weighting atteduo each of them to
take a certain decision, also varies systematiac#lyending on other
factors, such as students’ socio-economic stateshmricity. Research
carried out in the US has shown that African-Amemidoys’ college

enrolment is not positively affected by the retutosschooling, as
opposed to Whites (Beattie, 2002). Other scholav liocused on the
high educational expectations of African-Americagertagers and
explained them in terms of their misperception it opportunity

structure to pursue a higher education degree ,hwhauld explain the

subsequently lower realization of their expectatiocompared to
Whites (Hanson, 1994).
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Social psychologists have emphasized the limitatioh traditional

rational action approaches in explaining the foramabf educational

expectations, arguing that they develop duringdtiwbd through

parental transmission and they remain quite stafikr that (Haller,

1982). Therefore, children would have already aeldgheir parents’
expectations well before they are able to congiueipotential benefits
and costs associated with different education@dtaries. That is, no
rational thinking would be involved in their acaderambitions. With

the available survey information, it is not possibd test whether the
evaluation of costs and benefits comes beforeter #iie expectation
formation, although in the next chapter, | shedhtlign the process
based on how students change their educationalc&timns during

adolescence.

4.4. Describing the ethnic differentials in
preferences for post-compulsory secondary
education and likelihood of applying to
university

The three indicators of students’ educational etgiemns that are used
in the chapter are the following:

»= The first indicator is based on the answers giverstodents
about their likelihood of applying to university the future.
There are five answer categories: very likely t@lppfairly
likely to apply, not very likely to apply, not likeat all to apply
and don’t know whether will apply.

» The second is based on the answers regardinglitkedihood
of being admitted to university if they apply

» Students that express a desire to stay in full-echecation after
age 16 are also asked about their preference fat- po

>7 Unfortunately, this second question is not aslethbse students saying that
they are ‘not at all likely’ to apply to university the future.
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compulsory secondary education (A levels in a sigtn
school or college, or some kind of vocational dicgtions in a
collegef®.

[table 4.1 and 4.2 about here]

The existing empirical evidence about the educatiexpectations of
ethnic minority students and their families for tlenglish case
(Crozier & Davies, 2006; Leslie & Drinkwatr, 199®ayne, 2003;
Penn & Scattergood, 1992; Strand & Winston, 200&)ficms the

findings of other scholars, particularly Americamth respect to the
higher educational expectations of immigrant an@fimic minority

students and parents compared to the native majoituligni, 1997;

Goyette & Xie, 1999; Kao & Tienda, 1995, 1998; Rer& Rumbaut,
2001). Tables 4.1. and 4.2. show the distributibstodents in each
ethnicity in terms of their expectations of apptyito university and
their preferred trajectories after GCSE examinatidn this regard, all
ethnic minorities but Mixed students, report siguihtly higher

expectations of applying to university than WhitétiBh at age 13/14.
The differential with White British is particularkyide for Indians and
Black Africans: while 57% of Indians and 65% of &taAfricans

believe that it is very likely they will apply taniversity in the future,
only 29% of White British students think so.

With regard to the preferred option for post-conspwy education,
presented in table 4.2, the percentage of potesitgdouts after age 16
among all ethnic minorities but the Mixed group sgnificantly
smaller than among White British students, whichielatively high
(16%). That is, ethnic minority students are leksly to report a

%8|t is not clear whether this indicator measurepeetations, aspirations or a
combination of both. This is so because it was tooged from the answers
given by those students thaantto stay in full-time education after age 16 about
what theythink they will do.

Ftis important to note that English scholars témdocus on ethnicity and not
on nativity or immigrant generation, in contrast #merican researchers.
Therefore, the former tend to compare ethnic miregriwith the White British
group, while the latter also consider differencesMeen the first and the second
generation within each ethnic group.
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preference for leaving education at the age of NI6reover, the
percentage of Indians (77%), Black Africans (74%gkistanis (69%)
and Bangladeshis (63%) expressing a desire toragntio the sixth
form is significantly higher than the percentagéadiite British with

the same preference (52%)

The percentage of students expressing their preferéor vocational
education in specialist or further education cakeg moderately high
among Mixed (25%), Bangladeshis (27%) and Blackidbaan (29%)
students compared to the White British group (22%pugh the
difference is only significant at 0.05 for the BieCaribbean group.

Both tables 4.1. and 4.2. reveal that Indians alagkBAfricans stand
out from other minorities and from the White Biitimajority for their

extremely high and academic oriented educationgleetations.

Pakistani and Bangladeshi students are in an ieiate position,
while Black Caribbean and Mixed students resembbeenthe White

British students. Nonetheless, the Black Caribbe@amority has, on

average, significantly higher university expectasiothan White
British students (42% of Caribbean students arg likely to apply

compared to only 30% of White British), as wellsa®wer percentage
of potential dropouts after age 16 (7%) comparethéoWhite British

group (16%).

The case of Black Caribbeans is surprising: wthile percentage of
students reporting a preference for the acadenuite r¢sixth form) is
similar to that of White British, their expectatorof applying to
university are significantly higher. In addition,laBk Caribbean
students are also more likely to report a preferefar post-16
vocational education. Considering that the most rmom route to
university is through A levels studied in sixth+forschools or

60 Though not shown in the table, ethnic minoritieevg a stronger preference
for sixth-form colleges instead of schools. Thislidobe related to the fact that
they are over-represented in schools that havextio form and, therefore, they
need to transfer to a college when they finish Ki&4fact, while 60% of White
British are enrolled at age 13/14 in schools withsform, only 54% of Indians,
51% of Pakistanis and Bangladeshis and 48% of Blaakbbeans are in the
same situation (NPD/PLASC 2004).
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college§’, is it therefore possible that the university etpdons of
Black Caribbean students are less grounded thasetld White
British? Not necessarily. In principle, their unisigy expectations do
not have to be less realistic, though the typenivarsity they expect
to go to might be quite different. That is, thegedents might already
have in mind the idea of going to a lower-tier wmsity, where there
are access possibilities through vocational edoicadind the degrees
tend to be more applied and less demanding. Thex atternative, that
of Black Caribbean not being aware of the limitati@f not going to a
sixth-form institution to enter more prestigiousivansities, does not
seem very realistic. In addition, it is possiblattiBlack Caribbean
students consider their chances of being acceptedixth form at age
16 rather low given their poor results obtainechgé 13/14 in KS3
examinations. The influence that students’ grade&$3 national
exams have on these preferences is analysed mutlteariate models
presented in this chapter.

To sum up, it is clear that ethnic minority studgrdgspecially South
Asians and Black Africans, have on average siggifity higher
university expectations than White British studefiswever, Black
Caribbeans are on average significantly more iedito prefer the
vocational college path for post-compulsory edwcativhile the other
minorities expect to continue into the academicteo(sixth form),
particularly Indians and Black Africans.

[table 4.3. about here]

®. Most universities require A level qualifications arder to apply for a degree.
However, depending on the university, the requirgsmeegarding the specific A
levels and the grades that students should takediar to apply can be more or
less flexible. The prestigious public universitieghich are represented in the
Russell Group, only accept applicants that havertatkaditional academic A
levels. For the so-called ‘new universities’, fompolytechnic colleges before
1992, the entry requirements are generally lessadding. Poorer grades in
traditional A levels, non-traditional A levels opeational secondary education
are usually accepted. Nowadays, some universitgga the Russell Group also
admit students coming from vocational educatiorhlie requirement of doing a
foundation year before starting the degree.
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Finally, table 4.3. presents evidence of the higlugrisistency between
the expectations for applying to university on tiree hand, and the
expectations of being admitted on the other, foretdinic minorities
except the Mixed group compared to the White Britisajority. While
only 49% of White British students report the sahkelihood of
applying as for being admitted, this percentagesri® 62% for Black
Africans, 59% for Pakistanis and for Bangladesb®% for Black
Caribbeans, and 55% for Indians. On the contrdny,percentage of
students who think that their likelihood of applyiis higher than their
likelihood of being admitted is significantly lowdor Pakistanis,
Bangladeshis, Black Caribbeans and Black Africanompmared to
White British. Therefore, it seems that the expimta of applying to
university in the future for most ethnic minoritjudents are more
related to their perceived chances of being additten for White
British students, who do not seem to conditionrtiesipectations of
applying to their expectations of being admittednasch as ethnic
minority students.

4.5. The psychological perspective: expectation-
behaviour consistency and student-parent
agreement in educational expectations

In this section, | examine whether there are siggift differences
across ethnicities in the associations betweerestadexpectations of
applying to university reported at age 13/14 aneirthschool

behaviours at that age. In addition, | also exantime degree of
correspondence of students’ expectations with tlodsheir parents,
which are also measured when students are age.13/14

With regard to the consistency between studentsicatbnal
expectations of applying to university and theititades and
behaviours towards school, | expect to find a pasiassociation for
all ethnicities. That is, high educational expeaotes should somehow
condition the present behaviour of students, sihde through this
behaviour that these expectations will be realisedthe future.
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However, this relationship appears to be signifiiganveaker for
ethnic minorities.

In terms of students’ and parents’ level of agre@nme expectations, |
find that parents of certain ethnic minorities aqp® be, on average,
more effective than White British parents in thensmission of those
expectations to their children.

4.5.1. Ethnic variations in the consistency between
expectations and present academic behaviour

Having presented the variations in expectationhébase year (age
13/14), | am able to illustrate the ethnic differes in the association
between those educational expectations and a setevfint academic
behaviours and attitudes also measured when stidemtage 13/14.
The first behaviour of interest is the number otkaays that students
spend doing their school homework. Even though Indd have
information about the average hours per day desfictt this activity,

| expect that students reporting high expectatiohsapplying to
university will spend on average more days doinghéwork than
those with lower expectations. The second indicadhe composite
variable taste for school, which is formed by aafatems measuring
the feelings and behaviours towards school andagidurcin generéf.

[table 4.4 about here]

As expected, all correlations, which are shown able 4.4, are
positive: that is, the higher the expectations, rtitege positive school
feelings and behaviours, and the more days a weektsdoing
homework. However, the correlations are weaker Rakistani,
Bangladeshi and Indian students and slightly weédethe two Black
minorities compared to the White British majorit}hy is that the
case?

%2 See appendix of chapter 3 for details about therainalization of this
variable..
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[table 4.5. about here]

Table 4.4 helps to clarify these differences. kgents the results of
two OLS regressions where taste for school (moyl@intl number of
days per week doing homework (model 2) are the rdgr@ variables.
The ethnicity categories are interacted with thepeetations of
applying to university reported by students, whiblave been
simplified in three categories (very likely to appfairly likely to
apply, and other answers). In addition, the usaa&kground control
variables are included in the two modélsThe interaction¥ are
significant at 0.05 for the three South Asian mithes in the two
models, meaning that the relationships betweenreusity expectations
and taste for school on the one hand, and homebeitkviour on the
other hand, are significantly different than in ¥Mhite British group.
In this regard, the decrease in the composite Marieaste for school
and number of days doing homework associated wéthing less
ambitious expectations is more pronounced for WRBiiésh than for
South Asian students. Mixed, Black Caribbbean, Bfatk African
students do not differentiate from White British these two
relationships. These results reveal that the tBoagh Asian minorities
have significantly more positive school attitudesl dehaviours than
White British students with the same level of expgons. Therefore,
it seems that the attitude-behaviour relationskipon average, less
consistent for South Asian students, who seemjtydieing at school
more and put more effort into their school dutibant comparable
White British students with the same expectations.

4.5.2. Consistency between parents’ and students’
educational expectations

% These are, gender, immigrant generation, singlerpdamily, mother had the
first child at age 21 or younger, highest leveleafucation in the household,
grandparents’ education, family socio-economicustaand whether student lives
in London.

64 Table 4.5. only shows the main effects and therautive term. The

significance for each of the interactions has le#oulated separately.
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As has been already said, the interest of socisi®gn the role of
educational expectations in future achievement emsed
exponentially after the publication of the artible Sewell, Haller, and
Portes in 1969 (Sewell, Haller, & Portes, 1969che Tsocio-

psychological models, of which the Wisconsin statiigainment model
has been the most influential example, have empdédshe prominent
role of individuals’ significant others, particukarthe parents, in the
formation and development of students educatioxagetations. From
this psychological perspective, students’ expemtati would form

quite early during childhood and they would remamnsiderably
stable over time (Andrew & Hauser, 2011). Origipathe Wisconsin
model hypothesised that the transmission of expen& occurs
through three different psychological processesitation, self-

reflection and, most importantly, adoption of sfg@Ent others’

aspirations towards oneself (Haller, 1982). In tihégard, most
students holding high educational expectations ndurdolescence
would have adopted them from their parents dutieg tchildhood. As
a consequence, these children would be more methatd would put
more effort into their studies to keep up with théparents)
expectations, transforming the latter into actci@vement in a kind
of self-fulfilling prophecy. Indeed, “one could ag that the
distinguishing feature of status socialization tiyess the explicit

modelling of future behaviour as the outcome of '®newn

expectations and how they are conditioned by theeetations of
others” (Morgan, 2005, p. 45).

[table 4.6. about here]

Research mostly carried out in the US has shownetitiaic minority
and immigrant parents tend to have higher educaltiexpectations for
their children than White native parents (GoldegbeGallimore,
Reese, & Garnier, 2001; Louie, 2001; Raleigh & Ka010). In the
English case, not only do ethnic minority parendsehsignificantly
higher educational expectations compared to Whit&sB parents but
they are also more effective in transmitting thespectations to their
children. As can be seen in table 4.6, 65% of Blafrican and 59%
of Indian students have exactly the same expentd applying to
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university as their parents at the age of 13/1f&pared to only 50%
of White British students. The other minorities dwt differ
significantly from White British in the overall pg¥ntage of parent-
student agreement, although they do differ in thegher percentages
of students and parents reporting very high expiecs of applying to
university (very likely to apply). That is, amonigose families where
parents and students report the same level of tgiyeexpectations,
the percentage represented by those that considayilikely to apply
to university in the future is 86% for Black Africs, 74% for Indians,
64% for Bangladeshis, 62% for Pakistanis, 54% flacB Caribbean,
and 50% for Mixed, but only 36% for White Britisim addition, the
three South Asian and Black African minorities atswe significantly
lower percentages of families where the parentsortepower
expectations than the students compared to thes\VBhitish majority.

To sum up, it seems that Indian and Black Africamepts are more
successful in the transmission of expectationsea thildren than the
other ethnic groups, including the White Britishowever, it is
important to bear in mind that the percentage oéps and students
reporting the same high expectations among Mixedkis®ani,
Bangladeshi and Black Caribbean families is sigaifily higher than
in White British families.

4.6. The rational perspective: perceived utility of
university degrees

The perception that students from different ethmackgrounds have
about the benefits and costs of going to universitight differ
considerably, and this fact could explain the highrpectations of
ethnic minority students compared to White Britishne of the
limitations of the LSYPE in that respect is thatdgnts are not asked
about their subjective beliefs regarding the paaiebsts and benefits
of going to university until they are age 16/17 amwbre importantly,
these questions are not asked to all studentsisdmple but only to
those that have obtained at least 5 A*-C GCSEshe final KS4
examinations. That implies that the information w@bthe costs and
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benefits of going to university is only availabte fa selected sample
of students. For this reason, | only use a com@asitiable indicating
the extent to which students believe that goingutoversity is
necessary to get a good fabgiven that these particular questions are
asked to all individuals in the sample when they age 16/17. | call
this variable ‘utility of university educatiof?.

Considering that in this chapter, | am more intex@gn the ethnic
differences in expectations in the base year (&j#4), only having
the information about the utility of university ezltion at age 16/17
poses some limitations to the analysis. For théswoa, my strategy
consists in analysing the ethnic variations in tiiity of going to
university only for the sub-sample of students ttlaés not change
their university expectations from age 13/14 to df##17. The
underlying assumption is that this group of stuslembuld be much
more likely to have maintained not only their expéons, but also
their beliefs about university during that periothe rest of the
students, who have either increased or decreasad ékpectations
during those years, have probably changed theiefbehccordingly,
no matter whether as a cause or as a consequetieefofmer.

[table 4.7. about here]

® The two items that formed the composite variabtdity of education’ are the
following two:

* | need to have a university degree to get the &ifrjdb | want to do

» The best jobs go to people who have been to uniyers
® The LSYPE includes plenty of questions about teec@ved advantages and
disadvantages of going to university to be askednndtudents are age 16/17 and
older. Unfortunately, the potential explanatory owf this information cannot
be fully exploited, since these questions are asked to students that obtain 5
A*-C GCSEs and, in some cases, also only to stedeith intentions of going to
university. Nevertheless, several multivariate nt®dabout expectations of
applying to university that included the availaliféormation about costs and
benefits have been performed. These models weng roml for the selected
sample of students answering the gquestions on eostdenefits and yielded no
significant or consistent results. From a desargtpoint of view, all ethnic
minorities except the Mixed group significantly féifentiate from the White
British majority in their tendency to mention nooe@aomic costs of going to
university, such as leaving family and friends tiress that are not stated.
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As shown in table 4.7, all ethnic minorities bue tMixed group

attribute significantly higher utility in the labomarket to university
education than White British students. This findisgin agreement
with the findings regarding the more positive atti#s to education of
ethnic minority students compared to White Britishat were

described in Chapter 3.

4.7. Multivariate analysis: ethnic differentials in
educational expectations and level of parent-
student agreement at age 13/14

From Sections 4.4. to 4.5., | have described irailetot only the

ethnic differentials in students’ university exgins, but also how
ethnicities differentiate in several factors thed atimately related to
how educational expectations form and develophis section, before
moving on to the analysis of changes in expectati@uring

adolescence in the following chapter, | presentesstatistical models
that help to understand the ethnic differentials educational
expectations at the end of KS3 (age 13/14), haWigte British

students as the reference group. In this regange tidependent
variables are considered:

= Firstly, the educational trajectory preferred hydents after they
finish compulsory education. The answers of stusleate
organized into the following categories: leavingll-fime
education, vocational education in a specialisiegel or a
college of further education, or academic A levelsa sixth-
form college or schobi.

®7 Students that want to continue full-time education do not know what they
will do together with those that still do not kndfwthey will continue are grouped
together in an additional category. However, trsults for this category are not
presented in the tables due to the small percerddgéudents in this category
(8%) and because my research objective is to exathim ethnic differentials in
expectations with regard to the three main optairege 16.

160



= Secondly, the likelihood of applying to university the future
reported by students at age 13/14. | consider vaisable
categorical instead of ordinal. The main reasonol s is
because | do not want to exclude from the analybese
students that do not know whether they will applyuhiversity
or not, which are grouped in a separate categorgddition, the
distribution of individuals across the categoriesnbt normal.
There are four different response categories: “\iggly’, ‘fairly
likely’ and ‘not very/not at all likely’ to applyat university, as
well as a ‘don’t know’ category. Given that the rhen of
students reporting to be ‘not very likely’ or ‘nat all likely’ to
apply is very small among ethnic minorities, | halexided to
merge these two categories into a single one.

» Finally, | also analyse the level of agreemenhim éxpectations
of applying to university between parents and sttslat age
13/14. | compare between families where both paremtd
children report the same level of expectations wvidghmilies
where there is a discrepancy between them. Iniaddit also
compare the cases where both parents and studdistgsthat it
is very likely that the latter will apply to univa@ty with those
cases where there is also an agreement in expectaii these
are lower.

The objective of these empirical analyses is naxplain the process
of students’ expectation formation, since this pescis likely to have
started well before students are age 13/14. Howdlvermodels offer
relevant information about the differences in exagons across
ethnicities in early adolescence and about theivelamportance of
parents’ expectations and school attainment inetliifferences.

4.7.1. Explanatory and control variables

The explanatory variables of the models where tgous levels of
expectations are compared are the following:
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= Firstly, the parents’ educational expectations,oreggl when
students are age 13/14. This variable has threegaa¢s,
namely parents believing their children are ‘vekgly’ to apply
to university, ‘fairly likely’ to apply, or ‘not vey/not at all
likely’ to apply.

= Secondly, the average score in English and Mathsiredd at
KS3 examinations, which take place when students aae
13/14.

» And finally, students’ perceived labour marketitytibf going to
university.

The first two are measured when students are afel,18ut the third
one is measured at the age of 16/17. As a conseguenly those
students that have maintained the same univergjgatations from
age 13/14 to age 16/17 form the sample of the mibaelincludes the
utility of university as the explanatory variable all models the
objective is to analyse the extent to which the simd significance of
the coefficients for ethnicities are driven by thelanatory variables.

With regard to the models that have the level ofepistudent
agreement in the expectations of going to univeiss the dependent
variable, two explanatory variables are considered:

= Firstly, whether students spend most of their fieee with
family members. In principle, it is logical to exgiethat those
students that spend most of their free time withirttfamilies
are, on average, more controlled and influencethby parents
than those who do not. In this respect, South Asiash Black
African students differ significantly from the oth@roups
because they tend to spend most of their spare wiithetheir
family (see table 4.8).

[table 4.8 about here]
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»= And secondly, the average grade in English and Mabitained
at KS3 examinations (age 13/14).

The control variables that are introduced in thedet® are the
following: the gender and immigrant generation bk tstudent,
whether the students are living in a single-pafantily, whether the
mother had the first child at age 21 or youngee, highest level of
education among household members, whether anpeotudents’
grandparents has a university degree, the famdijpseconomic status
and whether the place of residence is London ar not

Preliminary multivariate models about the plansrafage 16 and
university expectations also included an indicatoout the proportion
of co-ethnics among school friends, given that igwnore co-ethnic
friends at school might help to reinforce the ethdifferentials in
expectations. However, the results reveal thatrftamore or less co-
ethnic friends, controlling for the proportion déidents from the same
ethnicity at school, yielded no significant restfits

4.7.2. Method

All my outcome variables are nominal with more thawo categories.
Although there is some order across the categguasicularly in the
likelihood of applying to university, | do not watd exclude from the
analysis the students that do not know what theygaing to do after
age 16. Therefore, | use multinomial logistic regiens (MLR), in

which the log-odds of the outcomes are modelled aasinear

combination of the explanatory and control variablEhe MLS can be
thought of as a generalization of the binary lagistgression model,
except that the probability distribution of the pesse is multinomial
instead of binomial. If y has n categories, we havé equations
instead of one.

®8 That is, the proportion of co-ethnics among theugrof school friends could
not account for the observed ethnic differentialexpectations. The contribution
to the coefficient of confounding was, for all ettities, smaller than 4%.
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| use the Karlson, Holm and Breen (KHB) decompositmethod
(Breen, Karlson, & Holm, 2011; Karlson & Holm, 2Q1Kohler,
Karlson, & Holm, 2011) in order to examine the afa® in the
ethnicity coefficients across nested models whestlyf the ethnicity
coefficients are introduced alone, and afterwah#sexplanatory and
the control variables are added in two sequentggiss My objective is
to identify the extent to which the ethnic diffetiafs relative to White
British students in the outcome variables can lw®auted for by the
explanatory variables that | have presented irptegious section. The
KHB method allows me to measure the changes in etiwicity
coefficients that are due to confounding with tikplanatory variables
on the one hand, and due to the rescaling of thédeman the other
(Breen et al., 2011)

4.7.3. Results of empirical analysis

Before examining the results, it is necessary anifgl some aspects of
the notation that | use. The tables present thei@ty coefficients of
the statistical models before and after introducihg explanatory
variables, as well as the difference between ledich of the ethnicity
coefficients before introducing the explanatoryiafle represents the
‘total effect’. The ethnic-specific effect thatnst accounted for by the
explanatory variables of the model is the ‘direfteéa’. And, finally,
the ‘indirect effect’ is the confounding betweere texplanatory and
the ethnicity variables.

Therefore, the tables present the following infatiora

= The decomposition of the ethnicity coefficientsoirttirect and
indirect effects. The direct effect captures theteic-specific
factors that are associated with the outcomes fzatdcinnot be
accounted for by the explanatory variables. Thereotl effect
would be the part of the ethnicity coefficients ttt@nfounds
with the explanatory variables.

» The summary of the confounding, which is presenteda
different table, disentangles the contribution atte explanatory
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variable (when there is more than one) to the toefft of
confounding. The sum of the contributions of eakplanatory
variable to the confounding, expressed in percestag 100. In
addition, information about how much of the totéket of the
ethnicity coefficients is due to confounding of teeplanatory
variables is also shown. This percentage varieert#ipg on the
degree of confoundifig

4.7.3.1. Preferences for post-compulsory education
[table 4.9. about here]

Table 4.9. summarises the ethnicity coefficients easich model,
decomposed into total, direct and indirect effe€tble 4.9a shows the
contribution of each explanatory variable (KS3 ssoand parental
expectations) to the coefficient of confounding @aodhe total effect
represented by the coefficients for each ethniclige models that
have been estimated are the following:

» Models la and 1b have as the baseline categorfefprece for
leaving full-time education at age 16’. Model lagents the
ethnicity coefficients for the outcome represertigdthe option
of continuing post-compulsory education in a sifahm school
or college, while model 1b shows the ethnicity Goefnts for
the outcome of continuing education in a speciaisfurther
education college. Both models 1a and 1b presenti¢igree of
confounding of the ethnicity variables with the kExmtory
variables. The control variables are added in arsstep in
models 2a and 2b.

= Models 1c and 2c have as the baseline category tsiosients
expressing a preference for continuing educatioa specialist
or further education college after age 16, whilatcwing in a

% n this case, the size of the indirect effectadle explanatory variable relative
to the total ethnicity effect can be larger thaf8%0and might also have a
negative sign. This situation occurs when the diaed indirect effect have
opposite signs (Buis, 2010).
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sixth—form school or college is the outcome. Model only
includes the explanatory variables and model 2cs aaltl the
control variables.

In model la, which compares the preferences at ¥jé4 for

continuing education in sixth-form schools or cgéle instead of
leaving full-time education, all ethnic minoritiesit the Mixed group
have significant and positive log-odds of prefegrithe academic
option at their first educational transition rathtban leaving school
compared to White British students. The coeffigemte bigger for the
three South Asian and the Black African minoritietile the size of
the coefficient for Black Caribbean students is I&nan size and

significance. The two explanatory and the contesiables account for
part of the observed ethnic differentials, rangifigm 47% for

Bangladeshis, 42% for Indians, 36% for Pakistaamsl 25% for Black
Africans (see confounding percentages in table)4 Qawever, the

ethnicity coefficients remain positive and sigrgint at 0.05 after
including all the explanatory and control variablésve expressed the
Average Marginal Effects (AMEsY , after controlling for all

observable factors, Indians would have a probghlli% higher than
White British of preferring the sixth-form optiomstead of leaving
full-time education, Pakistanis would have a 14%hkr, Bangladeshis
6%, and Black Africans 10%. For Black Caribbeahs, grobability is

close to zero and, therefore, non-significant. €@e, though the two
explanatory variables are able to account for pérthe observed
ethnic differentials, South Asian and Black Africatudents remain
significantly more likely to prefer sixth form rahthan leaving full-

time education.

70Average Marginal Effects (AMEs) of each ethnicitglative to the White
British group are calculated for the models thatude the explanatory and the
control variables and are presented in the appestuipter. The AME ok (e.g.
ethnicity dummy variablejs the derivative of the predicted probability with
respect tox evaluated over the whole population. In a singleatiqn model
E(y)=F(px) wherepx denotes the linear combination of parameters andhias
andF(-) is the cumulative distribution function, therfaula for the AME is the

following: AME, = %Zn:{ F(ngk |)¢< =1)- F(ngk |)§k =0}

i=1

166



With regard to the second outcome, that is, pratexdor continuing
education in a vocational institution instead ofvieag full-time
education (models 1b and 2b), all ethnic minoriteg the Mixed
have, again, positive and significant log-oddslaivging a preference
for vocational education instead of leaving schablthe age of 16
compared to the White British majority. This is farlarly so for the
three South Asian and the Black African minoritids. in model the
previous outcome, the explanatory and the conanhbles are able to
account for a substantial part of the ethnicityeetff However, the
ethnicity coefficients remain significant at 0.08ea including the
explanatory and control variables. It is importenhote that when we
calculate the AMEs, the only significant effect dhose of Indians
and Pakistanis, who have, on average, a 5% and #dflles
probability of preferring the vocational option tead of leaving
school compared to the reference group.

Finally, for the outcome indicating a preferencetfee academic route
represented by sixth-form schools/colleges instefathe vocational
option, only Indians, Pakistanis and Black Africangially show a

stronger preference for the academic over the it route.

However, the two explanatory variables and the robnariables

account for the Black African differential and, téfre, only the
coefficients for Indians and Pakistanis remain ificgmt in the models
that includes all the explanatory and control uada (model 2c).

Are the two explanatory variables able to accoumt the ethnic
differentials in preferences?

[table 4.9a. about here]

Table 4.9a disentangles the contribution of thelgsaat KS3 and the
parental expectations from the observed ethnicemfitials in
preferences for post-compulsory secondary educaliiothis respect,
it seems that the differences with the White Bmitggoup are mainly
driven by the high educational expectations of iethmnority parents.
As shown in the descriptive section, ethnic mirorparents,
particularly South Asians and Black Africans, hasggnificantly
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higher expectations for their children compared White British
parents. As a consequence, most ethnic minoritgrem show more
ambitious preferences despite their average paoreimilar results at
KS3 compared to White British students. That isjrtpreferences for
post-16 education reported at age 13/14 are muck mfluenced by
their parents than by the actual grades they obtinKS3.
Nevertheless, it is important to bear in mind ttnet explanatory and
control variables are not completely able to actdon the more
ambitious preferences of Indian and Pakistani stisde

4.7.3.2. Likelihood of applying to university (grad at KS3 and
parental expectations as explanatory variables)

[table 4.10. about here]

The results for the likelihood of applying to unis#y in the future are
presented in table 4.10. The baseline categorgpeesented by those
students that at age 13/14 do not consider it Meely or not likely at
all to apply to university in the future; that istudents with low
expectations of applying. The two outcome categotiat are paired
with the baseline are the following: very likely &pply (models la
and 2a) and fairly likely to apply (models 1b ang)’2 As in the
models for preferences, two models have been hanfitst one only
includes the coefficients for ethnicity, with par€neducational
expectations and the average grade in English aathdMat KS3
exams as the explanatory variables (models la &dahd in a
second step, all the control variables are alsedddcodels 2a and
2b).

The results yielded by these models are quite ainhd those relating
to preferences for post-16 education. All ethnimonity students,
particularly Indians and Black Africans, are sigrahtly more likely
to report very high expectations of applying tovemsity compared to
White British students. This is confirmed in modétsand 2a of table

" The students that do not know if they will appbyuniversity have also been
included in the estimation of the model but theulssfor this outcome are not
presented in the table.
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4.10. The two explanatory variables account foulstntial part of
the differentials with White British, more than tile models for post-
16 preferences (between 50% and 70% of the confogndHowever,

the coefficients for Indians, Pakistanis and Blakkicans remain

significant even after controlling for all the eaphtory and control
variables, as model 2a shows. Expressed in AMEdiams have a
probability 11% higher than the White British matprof considering

it very likely to apply to university, while Blackfricans have 9% and
Pakistanis 8%. For Bangladeshi, Black CaribbeanMixed students
the AMEs are no longer significant, given that tk® explanatory
variables are able to account for the initial difetials.

With regard to the outcome fairly likely to appty tiniversity vs not at
all or not very likely to do it, the explanatorynables are able to
account for a substantial part of the ethnic déifgials, which are
smaller than in the previous outcome. In the finadel 2b, that
includes all the explanatory and control variabtesy the coefficients
for Indian and Pakistani remain highly significaim. AMESs, their

probability with respect to White British is onl§@higher.

Are the two explanatory variables able to accoumt the ethnic
differentials in expectations of applying to unsigr?

[table 4.10a. about here]

The results shown in table 4.10a disentangle thetriboition of
parental expectations and grades at KS3 to thenaubeethnic
differentials in expectations. As in the modelsfosst-16 preferences,
the high expectations of ethnic minority studesetsdtto reflect those
of their parents and they do not seem to be camdit by their grades
in KS3 final examinations. This is confirmed thrbutpe decreases in
size of all the ethnicity coefficients due to thenfounding with
parents’ expectations (total versus direct effec®s) the contrary, the
average score at KS3 does not seem to help muekptain the higher
ambition of ethnic minority students. To sum up.e tkethnic
differentials with White British in university expgtions are,
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similarly to the preferences for post-16 educatmoostly driven by the
also high expectations that their parents havéhfem.

4.8.3.2. Likelihood of applying to university (pexived utility of
university degrees in the labour market as explamat variable)

[table 4.11. and 4.11a about here]

Table 4.11. looks at the role of perceived utibfygoing to university
in the labour market to account for the ethnic edghtials in the
expectations of applying to university. As has adie been explained,
the models for expectations at age 13/14 (1a ah@r2aonly run for
the sub-sample of students that maintain the satpecttions from
that age until age 16/17, when students are askethé first time

about how useful they think university degrees mrethe labour
market. The assumption is that those students riehtain their
expectations are also more likely to have the shaiefs about the
utility of university at age 13/14 and age 16/Iv abdition, | also run
the same models using, as a dependent variableljkéddnood of

applying to university reported at age 16/17 forrpmses of
comparison (models 1b and 2b). In this case, theleaveample of
students interviewed at that age are included.

The results show that being an ethnic minority studsignificantly
increases the log-odds of being very or fairly ljkéo apply to
university instead of not very/at all likely bothage 13/14 and 16/17,
particularly for Indians and Black Africans. Arouradthird of this
differential is explained by the higher utility thathnic minority
students attribute to university degrees compacedVhite British
students, as the coefficients of confounding rev@ale degree of
confounding seems to be slightly higher for thee¢hiSouth Asian
minorities, particularly Pakistanis and Bangladeskbmpared to the
rest (table 4.11a). However, even though all ethmiworities consider,
on average, university education as more useftthenlabour market
than White British do, these different perceptiocaanot fully account
for ethnic differentials in expectations.
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4.7.3.3. Consistency between parents’ and studenisiversity
expectations

[table 4.11. and 4.12a about here]

The last models that are reviewed in my analyses @esented in
tables 4.12. and 4.12a. Models la and 2a have esodiicome
category, the cases where parents and studente agretheir
university preferences and as the baseline catejurge cases where
there is a disagreement. In models 1b and 2b, theome category
refers to the cases where both parents and stutthémitsthat it is very
likely that the latter applies to university. Thaskline category is
represented by those cases where both parentsdehts agree on
their expectations but these are less ambiffolrs models 2a and 2b
of table 4.12. all the control variables are addéd. has been
mentioned, the two explanatory variables are theremge grade in
English and Maths at KS3 exams and whether studeptst spending
most of their free time with their families.

The results of model 2a reveal that, controllingféomily background
factors, being Indian or Black African significanihcreases the log-
odds of having the same expectations as the pdtiemtever, when
the outcome category is the agreement of paretstdents in their
very high expectations and the baseline is agrebirighaving less
ambitious expectations, being from any ethnic mtgasignificantly
increases the log-odds of having equally high etgiiens (as opposed
to lower ones). Expressed in AMESs, and after inicigall the control
explanatory variables, Black Africans still havep@bability that is
30% higher than White British, Pakistanis 23% highiedians 20%,
Bangladeshis 16%, Black Caribbeans 15% and Mixadesits 12%.

The two explanatory variables —spending most fige twith the
family and average grade at KS3- do not accountriach of the
observed ethnic differentials in any of the modelsept in the case of

2 That is, they both answer that the likelihood thia@ student applies to
university is either fairly likely, not very/at dlkely or don’t know.
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Black Caribbean students, as table 4.12a shows.v@hable about
time spent with the family appears to be more @hevo account for
the ethnic differentials in the case of the threetB Asian minorities.
This is not surprising, since these three min@itee those with the
highest percentage of students that report spemdoxgj of their spare
time with their families.

4.8. Summary of findings of the multivariate
analysis

These preliminary analyses about the educationgkaations of
ethnic minority students at the beginning of adodese signal the
importance of family factors for understanding theonsiderably
higher educational ambitions compared to the WBrigsh majority.
That is, the level of expectations held by ethnimarity parents,
particularly South Asian and Black African, is theain factor
explaining the differentials with White British skents and not the
grades they have obtained in KS3 national exanuinatiEven though
KS3 examinations have no practical effects in temfstracking
students into different routes, they nonetheledsr ahformation to
parents and students about the level of the latteterms of the
National Curriculum. That is, students are informéd their
performance is below, above or at the expected @ven their year.
Therefore, the high expectations that ethnic mig@tudents report at
the age of 13/14 are even more surprising giverptiwger results that
some ethnic minorities achieve at KS3 (PakistaB&ygladeshis and
Black Caribbeans particularly).

These high expectations are more pronounced anmen§duth Asian
and Black African minorities. In fact, Mixed studendo not

differentiate from the White British group, whildaBk Caribbeans are
in between. That is, their differential with Whigitish students is not
as pronounced as in the other four minorities. Tifference could be
explained in terms of assimilation theory, whichegicts that the
population of immigrant origin will become indisgmishable from the

172



native majority the further back the generation ggoEhe migration
flows that were the genesis of the Black Caribbeamority started
earlier than those of the Indian, Pakistani anditiqdarly, the
Bangladeshi and Black African minorities. Therefore may be
possible that Black Caribbean students are moimméeted than other
minority students and, as a consequence, they k#semore the
White British majority. Unfortunately, this hypotsie cannot be tested
with the available data from the LSYPE, since lydmhve information
about the place of birth of the student but nottleé parents or
grandparents and, therefore, | cannot distinguéttvéen second, third
or more distant generations.

The high educational ambitions of Indian and, patérly, Black

African families are partially accounted for by tielatively high

educational levels of parents. However, Pakistard 8angladeshi
families are considerably disadvantaged, both immse of socio-

economic status and of education. Even thoughetpasents manage
to transmit considerably high expectations to theildren quite

successfully, unlike White British working-classgats.

In the next chapter, | explore in more detail hdve teducational

expectations of ethnic minority students changenduadolescence
compared to the White British group.
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Table 4.1. Expectations of applying to universitythe future, measured

at age 13/14, by ethnicity

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BIl. Car. BI. Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very likely to apply 28.8 35.6 56.8* 44.3* 41.1* 42.2* 65.1*
Fairly likely to apply 34.3 35.0 33.2 38.6 39.5* 36.2 25.8
Not very likely to apply 194 15.7 4.7* 8.1* 8.9* 13.2* 4.5*
:S;St all likely/Will not 13.3 110 1.9~ 42+ 37 43 08
Don't Know 4.3 2.7 3.4 4.9 6.8 4.0 3.8
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 9246 383 970 791 596 499 390
N=13374

* Prob <0.05 for differences with White British

Table 4.2. Preferences for post-16 educationalettyry, measured at

age 13/14, by ethnicity

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BIl. Car. BI. Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Sc')’l‘lt:;eorm school or 557 538  77.3* 69.3* 62.1* 549  73.8*
Specialist/FE College 216 24.9 13.9* 19.1 27.4 28.6* 17.6
Leaving FTE 16.2 11.2 2.6* 4.6* 2.5* 6.4* 1.5*
Don't know if will
continue FTE/what to do 8.6 10.1 6.2 7.0 8.1 10.1 7.2
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 9246 383 970 791 596 499 390

N=13374

* Prob <0.05 for differences with White British

174



Table 4.3. Mismatch between likelihood of applyand of being admitted
to university in the future, measured at age 13fdethnicity

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car.  BI. Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Same likelihood of
applying and of being 49.2 48.2 55.4*  58.9* 58.6* 57.8* 61.7*
admitted
Higher likelihood of
applying than of being 35.8 35.5 33.5 28.0* 27.3* 26.6* 27.2*
admitted
Lower likelihood of
applying than of being 9.1 9.7 4.9* 7.8 7.1 8.4 6.7*
admitted
Likelihood of applying
specified but likelihood of 6.0 6.6 6.2 53 7.0 7.2 4.4
being admitted not known
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 8848 374 939 749 556 479 480

N= 12804 (Students that are not at all likely tplgpo university are not asked about their
likelihood of being accepted)
* Prob <0.05 for differences with White British

Table 4.4. Spearman’s rank correlation coefficieetween the variable
taste for school and the number of weekdays doorgelwork with the
expectations of applying to university, measurealgat 13/14, by ethnicity

Likelihood of applying to university?

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car. BI. Afr.
Homework 0.30* 0.26* 0.25* 0.19* 0.16* 0.24* 0.23*
Taste for school 0.33* 0.32* 0.19* 0.18* 0.17* 0.30* 0.26*
N 9023 424 916 822 624 487 516

N=13374

* Prob > |t| = 0.005

2Expectations are considered an ordinal variablen¢t.very/at likely to apply to 4: very
likely to apply). Students answeridgn’t knoware not included in the correlations.
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Table 4.5. OLS regressions for the variables tastechool and number
of days per week doing homework, controlling fawey design

No. days per week doing

Taste for school homework (1 to 5)

@ @

B (se) B (se)
Mixed -0.0786 (0.0539) -0.341* (0.165)
Indian 0.107*** (0.0212)  0.402*+* (0.0812)
Pakistani 0.119*** (0.0279)  0.393*** (0.105)
Bangladeshi 0.0787* (0.0341) 0.387** (0.150)
Black Caribbean 0.041 (0.0448) 0.0216 (0.143)
Black African 0.0610+ (0.0328) 0.190+ (0.113)
Other -0.00536  (0.0393) 0.288* (0.124)
Students’ expectations of applying to
university in the future (ref: very likely
to apply)
Fairly likely to apply -0.139***  (0.0110) -0.336*** (0.0414)

Not very/at all likely to apply & doesn’t

know if will apply -0.325%*  (0.0131) -0.795%*  (0.0459)

Mixed*fairly likely 0.148* (0.0688) 0.325 (0.212)
Indian*fairly likely 0.012 (0.0306) 0.0206 (0.120)
Pakistani*fairly likely 0.0845* (0.0345) 0.0332 (0.133)
Bangladeshi*fairly likely 0.0563 (0.0515) 0.0448 (0.155)
Black Caribbean*fairly likely -0.0373 (0.0584) -0.0455 (0.184)
Black African*fairly likely -0.0159 (0.0543) -0.165 (0.188)
Other*not very/at all likely & dk 0.0731 (0.0683) 0.282 (0.252)
Mixed*not very/at all likely & dk 0.165*** (0.0477) -0.367 (0.238)
Indian*not very/at all likely & dk 0.0571 (0.0457) 0.0999 (0.214)
Pakistani*not very/at all likely & dk 0.249*** (0.0663) 0.221 (0.188)
Bangladeshi*not very/at all likely & dk -0.0327 (0.0704) -0.144 (0.217)
Black Caribbean*not very/at all likely & dk  -0.0585 (0.114) 0.131 (0.407)
Black African*not very/at all likely & dk 0.148* (0.0688) 0.325 (0.212)
Constant 3.117%* (0.0351) 2.504*** (0.0914)
R? 0.115 0.171

N 13774 13774

Control variables included in both models: gendiest-generation, single-parent family,
mother had the first child at age 21 or youngeghbst level of education in the
household, grandparents’ education, family socimremic status, student lives in London
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Table 4.6. Level of agreement between parents g sts’ expectations
of applying to university, measured at age 13/34ethnicity

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BIl. Car. Bl Afr.
(%) ) ) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Parents’ expectations = g4 | 529 592* 527 47.8  51.8 65.2*
Students’ expectations
Among those: % with very
high expectations
Parents’ expectations >

36.4 50.1* 74.6* 61.9* 63.8* 54.2* 86.5*

, \ 16.8 215 173 210 258+ 211 195
Students’ expectations
Parents’ expectations <, 4 195 135 13.3* 11.3* 187 8.6*
Students’ expectations
Parent andfor  student 9.0 61 100 13.0* 151* 84 6.7
don’t know
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 9246 383 970 791 596 499 390

N=13374

* Prob <0.05 for differences with White British

Table 4.7. Average utility of education, by ethyiconly for the sub-
sample of students that do not change their expent of applying to
university from age 13/14 to age 16/17

Wh.Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl Car. BI. Afr.
Average utility of
education (min=1, 2.69 2.76 3.12* 3.14* 3.10* 2.96* 3.28*
max=4)
N 2883 117 441 306 224 146 187
N=4528

* Prob > F < 0.05 for differences with White Brhtis

Table 4.8. Percentage of students saying that$pend most of their free
time with their family, measured at age 13/14, thyieity

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl Car. BI. Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Spend most free
time with family 17.7 15.1 49.4* 50.6* 50.9* 25.0* 29.5*
(age 13/14))
N 9246 383 970 791 596 499 390
N=13774

* Prob > F < 0.05 for differences with White Brhtis
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Table 4.9. Ethnicity coefficients of multinomiagistic regressions using the rescaling method afdéa, Holm and Breen.
Outcome variable: preferences for post-compulsdigycation, measured at age 13/14.

Sixth form vs Leaving FTE

FE/Specialist College vkeaving FTE

Sixth-form vs FE/Specialist College

(1a) (2a) (1b) (2b) (1c) (20)

B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Q"(')?;%mct 0456+  (0.269)  0.439  (0.271) | 0501+  (0.262) 0426  (0.269) = -0.0448  (0.157)  0.013 (0.160)
Direct effect 0212  (0.268)  0.187  (0.270) = 0.303  (0.262)  0.242  (0.268) = -0.0914  (0.158)  -0.0554  (0.160)
Indirect effect 0.244  (0.194) 0252  (0.189) . 0.97+  (0.115)  0.184  (0.114)  0.0466  (0.0854) 0.0684  (0.0786)
'T”(iﬁ‘l”effect 2.280%*  (0.285) 2.216®*  (0.294) = 1.274**  (0.297) 1.263**  (0.306) & 1.006**  (0.149) 0.953**  (0.150)
Direct effect 1.278%  (0.287) 1.282**  (0.297) & 0.600*  (0.300)  0.642*  (0.311) | 0.678**  (0.150) 0.640**  (0.151)
Indirect effect 1.002%*  (0.199) 0.934**  (0.193) = 0.674*  (0.124) 0.621**  (0.123) 0.328™*  (0.0888) 0.313**  (0.0823)
?gglsff?éct 1.617%*  (0.226) 2.049**  (0.228) = 1.086**  (0.235) 1.329%*  (0.241) = 0.531%*  (0.144) 0.720**  (0.153)
Direct effect 1.238%  (0.235) 1.307**  (0.234) & 0.726*  (0.244)  0.793*  (0.247) | 0.511**  (0.148) 0.514*  (0.155)
Indirect effect 0.379+  (0.199) 0.742%*  (0.193) | 0.359*  (0.123) 0.536™*  (0.123) = 0.0195  (0.0908)  0.206* (0.0833)
?gg?'gggi{" 1.747%*  (0.417) 2.184**  (0.450) | 1.657**  (0.412) 1.835**  (0.437) @ 0.0903  (0.181)  0.350+ (0.197)
Direct effect 1.219%  (0.416)  1.161*  (0.448) & 1214  (0.411) 1.153*  (0.436) = 0.00531  (0.184) 0.00786  (0.198)
Indirect effect 0.528*  (0.199)  1.023**  (0.194) = 0.443**  (0.124) 0.682**  (0.124) . 0.085  (0.0908) 0.342**  (0.0831)
%t;a;?:sa” 0.992%* 47% 0.725%*  (0.232) | 1.090%*  (0.212) 0.869**  (0.236) | -0.0983  (0.148)  -0.144 (0.149)
Direct effect 0.711%  (0.228)  0.586*  (0.234) | 0.815%*  (0.217) 0.706*  (0.240) = -0.104  (0.150)  -0.121 (0.150)
Indirect effect 0.281  (0.196)  0.139  (0.190) . 0.275*  (0.118)  0.163  (0.117) = 0.00564 (0.0884) -0.0238  (0.0811)
%tg‘(g‘;faegt 2.680%*  (0.493) 2.168**  (0.565) = 2.126™*  (0.516)  1.833*  (0.595) & 0.554**  (0.148)  0.335+ (0.174)
Direct effect 1754  (0.503)  1.618*  (0.569) & 1.419%  (0.528)  1.403*  (0.600) & 0.335*  (0.153)  0.216 (0.175)
Indirect effect 0.926*  (0.208) 0550  (0.195) 0.707**  (0.139)  0.430**  (0.127) = 0.219*  (0.0945)  0.119 (0.0836)
N 13425 13425 13425 13425 13425 13425

Control variables: gender, first-generation, sifggeent family, mother had the first child at agea? younger, highest level of education in thedatwld, grandparents’ education,
family socio-economic status, student lives in Lomd
(1a) Explanatory variable: average KS3 score inliEh@nd Maths and parental expectations. No ct:tro

(1b) (1c) Explanatory variable: average KS3 scorEriglish and Maths and parental expectations.dtrals
(2a) Explanatory variable: average KS3 score inliEngnd Maths and parental expectations. Conainables included

(2b) (2c) Explanatory variable: average KS3 scorEnglish and Maths and parental expectations.rGlovariables included
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Table 4.9a. Confounding ratios and percentagesadets 2a, 2b, and 2c of Table 4.9.

Sixth form vs. Leaving FTE FE/Spec. College vs. Leaving FTE Sixth form vs. FE/Spec. College
Ethnic. Explanatory variables (23) (2b) (2¢)
Contnbutlo_n to Confounding % Contrlbutlo.n to Confounding % Contrlbutlo.n to Confounding
confounding confounding confounding %
Mixed Average KS3 score in English &Maths -134 -7.7 -8.2 -35 -27.5 -144.6
Very likely to apply 137.3 78.9 130.6 56.4 155.2 816.5
Fairly likely to apply -14.5 -8.4 -14.2 -6.2 -15.3 -80.4
Don’t know if will apply -94 -54 -8.2 -3.6 -12.4 -65.3
100.0 57.5 100.0 43.2 100.0 526.2
Indian Average KS3 score in English &Maths 10.6 4.5 7.1 3.5 17.6 5.8
Very likely to apply 91.3 38.5 95.2 46.8 83.6 27.4
Fairly likely to apply -3.9 -1.6 -4.2 2.1 -3.3 -11
Don’t know if will apply 2.0 0.8 1.9 0.9 2.2 0.7
100.0 42.1 100.0 49.2 100.0 32.8
Pakist. Average KS3 score in English &Maths -11.7 -4.3 -7.2 -2.9 -23.5 -6.7
Very likely to apply 97.2 35.2 934 37.7 107.2 30.7
Fairly likely to apply 9.3 3.4 9.2 3.7 9.6 2.7
Don’t know if will apply 5.2 1.9 4.6 1.9 6.7 1.9
100.0 36.2 100.0 40.3 100.0 28.6
Bangl. Average KS3 score in English &Maths 10.5 4.9 7.0 2.6 17.6 17.2
Very likely to apply 815 38.2 84.8 315 74.7 73.1
Fairly likely to apply 4.1 1.9 4.4 1.6 3.5 3.4
Don’t know if will apply 3.9 1.9 3.8 1.4 4.3 4.2
100.0 46.8 100.0 37.1 100.0 97.7
Bl. Car.  Average KS3 score in English &Maths -186.5 -35.7 -70.7 -13.2 604.9 99.7
Very likely to apply 207.6 39.8 122.9 23.0 -371.0 -61.2
Fairly likely to apply 72.8 14.0 44.4 8.3 -121.1 -20.0
Don’t know if will apply 6.1 1.2 3.3 0.6 -12.8 -2.1
100.0 19.1 100.0 18.7 100.0 16.5
BI. Afr. Average KS3 score in English &Maths -36.4 -9.2 -20.6 -4.8 -93.2 -33.2
Very likely to apply 158.7 40.2 140.6 33.0 224.0 79.8
Fairly likely to apply -18.0 -4.6 -16.4 -3.9 -23.6 -8.4
Don’t know if will apply -4.3 -11 -3.6 -0.8 -7.2 -2.6
100.0 25.3 100.0 235 100.0 35.6
N=13425
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Table 4.10. Ethnicity coefficients of multinomiadilstic regression using the rescaling method afdtm, Holm and Breen.
Outcome variable: likelihood of applying to univiggsmeasured at age 13/14.

Likelihood of applying: Likelihood of applying:
Very likely vs. Not very or not at all likely Fairly likely vs. Not very or not at all likely
(1a) (2a) (1b) (2b)
B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed
Total effect 0.584** (0.209) 0.574** (0.212) 0.357+ (0.182) 0.384* (0.182)
Direct effect 0.0917  (0.210) 0.0962 (0.212) 0.0633  (0.182) 0.101 (0.182)
Indirect effect 0.493+  (0.269) 0.478+ (0.266) 0.294*  (0.146)  0.283+ (0.148)
Indian
Total effect 2.783*** (0.186) 2.801*** (0.188) 1.642*** (0.162) 1.642*** (0.166)
Direct effect 1.217**  (0.185) 1.304** (0.186) 0.705***  (0.162)  0.744* (0.166)
Indirect effect 15664  (0.272)  1.497** (0.268) = 0.937**  (0.150) 0.899%** (0.152)
Pakistani
Total effect 1.771%= (0.192) 2.431%*= (0.213) 1.200***  (0.161) 1.583*** (0.179)
Direct effect 0.776*=*  (0.193) 1.048*** (0.210) 0.529* (0.162) 0.695*** (0.178)
Indirect effect 0.995***  (0.272) 1.383*** (0.269) 0.671**  (0.150) 0.888*** (0.152)
Bangladeshi
Totagl effect 1.487** (0.164) 2.195%** (0.197) 1.044*** (0.138)  1.444%** (0.166)
Direct effect 0.243  (0.166) 0.496* (0.194) 0.247+  (0.142)  0.402* (0.166)
Indirect effect 1.243%  (0.272)  1.699%** (0.269) = 0.797**  (0.150) 1.042%* (0.152)
DlackCarbbean ; 309w+ (0227) 0980  (0.244) 0797  (0196) 0.619%  (0.207)
Direct effect 0.560* (0.229) 0.448+ (0.245) 0.268 (0.195) 0.219 (0.206)
Indirect effect 0.748**  (0.270) 0.531* (0.266) 0.529***  (0.148)  0.400** (0.149)
'EFL&:;T :ﬁfggf‘“ 3.261%*  (0.283) 2.180**  (0.310) = 1.671**  (0.273) 1.076"*  (0.306)
Direct effect 1.358%*  (0.284)  1.034** (0.310) 0.562*  (0.276) 0.408 (0.308)
Indirect effect 1.903%*  (0.275)  1.145%* (0.268) = 1.109**  (0.156) 0.667*** (0.153)
N 13374 13374 13374 13374

Control variables: gender, immigrant generationglg-parent family, mother had the first child ge&1 or younger, highest level of education inttbasehold,
grandparents’ education, family socio-economiaustastudent lives in London.

(1a) (1b) (1c) Explanatory variables: average K&8ein English and Maths and parental expectatidosontrol variables

(2a) (2b) (2c) Explanatory variables: average K&8ein English and Maths and parental expectationstrol variables included
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Table 4.10a. Confounding ratios and percentagesardels 2a and 2b of Table 4.10

(2a) (2b)
- . Very likely vs. Not very/at all likel Fairly likely vs. Not very/at all likel
Ethnicities Explanatory variables Crgntribﬁtion to )(/Sonfoundirilg Contri){)utior{to Y . Y
. : Confounding %
confounding % confounding
Mixed Average KS3 score in English & Maths -4.5 -3.8 -3.1 -2.3
Very likely to apply 114.9 95.6 1175 86.7
Fairly likely to apply -5.6 -4.7 -7.7 -5.7
Don’t know if will apply -4.7 -3.9 -6.7 -4.9
100.0 83.2 100.0 73.8
Indian Average KS3 score in English & Maths 1.8 1 1.2 0.7
Very likely to apply 99.7 53.3 100.7 55.1
Fairly likely to apply -3.6 -1.9 -4.9 -2.7
Don’t know if will apply 2.1 1.1 3.0 1.7
100.0 53.5 100.0 54.8
Pakistani Average KS3 score in English & Maths -6.3 -3.6 -3.9 -2.2
Very likely to apply 96.0 54.6 90.7 50.9
Fairly likely to apply 7.0 4 8.8 4.9
Don’t know if will apply 3.4 1.9 4.5 25
100.0 56.9 100.0 56.1
Bangladeshi Average KS3 score in English & Maths 4.1 3.1 2.6 1.9
Very likely to apply 88.9 68.8 87.9 63.4
Fairly likely to apply 5.2 4 6.9 5
Don’t know if will apply 1.9 15 2.6 1.9
100.0 77.4 100.0 72.2
Black Caribbean  Average KS3 score in English & Maths -27.9 -15.1 -14.8 -9.6
Very likely to apply 85.2 46.2 68.7 44.3
Fairly likely to apply 42.6 23.1 46.1 29.7
Don’t know if will apply 0.1 0 0.1 0.1
100.0 54.2 100.0 64.5
Black African Average KS3 score in English & Maths -121 -6.4 -8.3 5.1
Very likely to apply 135.6 71.3 141.2 87.6
Fairly likely to apply -21.8 -115 -30.4 -18.9
Don’t know if will apply -1.7 -0.9 -2.5 -1.5
100.0 52.5 100.0 62.1
N=13374
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Table 4.11. Ethnicity coefficients of multinomiagjiistic regression using the rescaling method alsten, Holm and Breen. Outcome
variable: likelihood of applying to university, meaed at age 13/14 and 16/17

Likelihood of applying: Likelihood of applying:
Very likely vs Not very or not at all likely (age B/14) Very likely vs Not very or not at all likely (age B/17)
(1a) (2a) (1b) (2b)
B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)

Mixed
Total effect 0.951* (0.389) 1.240* (0.489) 0.21 (0.233) 0.662** (0.230)
Direct effect 0.752+ (0.389) 1.094* (0.489) -0.0201 (0.232) 0.348 (0.230)
Indirect effect 0.199 (0.428) 0.146 (0.459) 0.23 (0.314) 0.314 (0.329)
Indian
Total effect 3.847% (0.363)  4.771% (0.409) 3.149% (0.220) 3.679% (0.253)
Direct effect 2.679%*= (0.359)  3.616*** (0.400) 1.708*** (0.216) 2.228%* (0.247)
Indirect effect 1.167* (0.431) 1.155* (0.462) 1.442%* (0.317) 1.451%* (0.332)
Pakistani
Total effect 2.447%*= (0.433)  4.113* (0.474) 2.060*** (0.201) 3.048** (0.210)
Direct effect 1.340%* (0.427)  2.747% (0.463) 0.850%** (0.200) 1.689%** (0.205)
Indirect effect 1.107* (0.431)  1.366* (0.463) 1.210%* (0.316) 1.359%* (0.331)
Bangladeshi
Totaglg effect 2.003*** (0.405) 4.025*** (0.485) 1.847*** (0.220) 3.214*** (0.272)
Direct effect 1.002* (0.405)  2.560*** (0.479) 0.598** (0.220) 1.693** (0.269)
Indirect effect 1.001* (0.430)  1.465* (0.464) 1.249% (0.316) 1.522%% (0.332)
Black Carbbean 1.875%* (0.433)  2.001%* (0.581) 1,623+ (0.234) 1,974+ (0.267)
Direct effect 1.329** (0.432) 1.557* (0.580) 1.004*** (0.234) 1.355%** (0.266)
Indirect effect 0.546 (0.429) 0.444 (0.460) 0.619* (0.315) 0.619+ (0.330)
Black African
Total effect 5.479%* (1.072)  4.344% (1.088) 3.990%* (0.343) 3.875% (0.354)
Direct effect 4.039%** (1.071)  3.396* (1.089) 2.337% (0.340) 2.499%+ (0.353)
Indirect effect 1.440%** (0.432)  0.948* (0.461) 1.653%** (0.317) 1.376%** (0.331)
N 4389 4389 9599 9599

Includes only the subsample of students that dicchange their expectations from age 13/14 to &4t71

Control variables: gender, first-generation, sifggeent family, mother had the first child at aged younger, highest level of education in thedatwld, grandparents’ education,
family socio-economic status, student lives in Lomd

(1a) Dependent variable: expectations at age 184glanatory variable: utility of university eduiat. Control variables not included

(2a) Dependent variable: expectations at age 1Bdglanatory variable: utility of university eduat. Control variables included

(1b) Dependent variable: expectations at age 1E&4Blanatory variable: expected returns to univgmsilucation. Control variables not included

(2b) Dependent variable: expectations at age 1&glanatory variable: expected returns to unitgmsilucation. Control variables included
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Table 4.11a. Confounding ratios and percentagesadels 2a and 2b of Table 4.11.

(22) (2b)
Very likely vs. Not very or not at all likely (age13/14) Very likely vs. Not very or not at all likely (age16/17)

Ethnicities ng;;f&;'giﬂéo Confounding % ng;;f&;'giﬂéo Confounding %
Mixed 100.0 11.8 100.0 47.5
Indian 100.0 24.2 100.0 39.4
Pakistani 100.0 33.2 100.0 44.6
Bangladeshi 100.0 36.4 100.0 47.3
Black Caribbean 100.0 22.2 100.0 313
Black African 100.0 21.8 100.0 35.5

N (2a)=4389

N (2b)=9599
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Table 4.12. Ethnicity coefficients of multinomiagjistic regressions using the rescaling methodasfd6n, Holm and Breen.
Outcome variable: parent and student agreemenkjreetations of applying to university, measuredgs 13/14

Parent & student equal expectations vs. different Parent & student very high expectations vs. otherqual

expectations expectations
(1a) (2a) (1b) (2b)
B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed
Total effect 0.221+ (0.123) 0.172 (0.123) 0.914%*** (0.214) 0.876*** (0.204)
Direct effect 0.266* (0.123) 0.187 (0.123) 1.140*** (0.213) 0.949*** (0.204)
Indirect effect -0.0458 (0.0419) -0.0152 (0.0377) -0.225 (0.210) -0.0736 (0.199)
Indian
Total effect 0.419*** (0.0866) 0.321%** (0.0862) 2.114%** (0.140) 2.080*** (0.151)
Direct effect 0.340*** (0.0873) 0.240** (0.0868) 1.886*** (0.142) 1.794** (0.153)
Indirect effect 0.0797+ (0.0447) 0.0810* (0.0405) 0.227 (0.212) 0.286 (0.201)
Pakistani
Total effect 0.152+ (0.0908) 0.158 (0.0978) 1.385*** (0.145) 1.855*** (0.162)
Direct effect 0.240* (0.0940) 0.148 (0.0996) 2.011%** (0.151) 1.947** (0.166)
Indirect effect -0.0883+ (0.0466) 0.0105 (0.0406) -0.626** (0.213) -0.0919 (0.201)
Bangladeshi
Totaglg effect -0.154 (0.114) -0.207 (0.132) 1.535%** (0.158) 2.150*** (0.204)
Direct effect -0.0945 (0.116) -0.289* (0.133) 2.020*** (0.164) 1.850*** (0.206)
Indirect effect -0.0593 (0.0462) 0.0827* (0.0403) -0.485* (0.213) 0.3 (0.201)
Black Caribbean
Total effect 0.0895 (0.102) -0.0618 (0.106) 1.130*** (0.185) 0.849*** (0.186)
Direct effect 0.197+ (0.103) 0.0315 (0.107) 1.702*** (0.188) 1.368*** (0.188)
Indirect effect -0.107* (0.0430) -0.0933* (0.0392) -0.572** (0.211) -0.519** (0.200)
Black African
Total effect 0.669*** (0.103) 0.329** (0.123) 3.063*** (0.231) 2.223%* (0.246)
Direct effect 0.745*** (0.105) 0.392** (0.125) 3.535%** (0.233) 2.605*** (0.248)
Indirect effect -0.0762+ (0.0434) -0.0627 (0.0389) -0.472* (0.211) -0.382+ (0.200)
N 13444 13444 13444 13444

Control variables: gender, immigrant generationglei-parent family, mother had the first child gea21 or younger, highest level of education in lbesehold, grandparents’
education, family socio-economic status, studeeslin London

(1a) (1b) Explanatory variables: average KS3 sgoEnglish and Maths and student spends mostifreewith family (1=yes/0=no) . Control variablestircluded.

(2a) (2b) Explanatory variables: average KS3 sooEnglish and Maths and student spends mostifreewith family (1=yes/0=no). Control variables linded.
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Table 4.12a. Confounding ratios and percentagesadels 2a and 2b of Table 4.12.

(2a) (2b)
Parent & student very high
Parent & student equal X h |
o ] . different expectations vs. other equa
Ethnicities Explanatory variables expectations vs. di expectations
Contribution to Contribution to

Confounding % Confounding %

confounding confounding

Mixed Average KS3 score in English and Maths 85.7 -7.6 94.2 -7.9
Spends most free time with family 14.3 -1.3 5.8 -0.5
100.0 -8.9 100.0 -8.4
Indian Average KS3 score in English and Maths 46.9 11.9 70.8 9.7
Spends most free time with family 53.1 134 293 4.0
100.0 25.3 100.0 13.7
Pakistani Average KS3 score in English and Maths -316.5 -21.1 192.9 -9.6
Spends most free time with family 416.5 27.8 -92.9 4.6
100.0 6.7 100.0 -5.0
Bangladeshi Average KS3 score in English and Maths 50.0 -20.0 73.2 10.2
Spends most free time with family 50.0 -20.0 26.8 3.7
100.0 -40.0 100.0 14.0
Black Caribbean Average KS3 score in English and Maths 107.4 162.1 102.6 -62.8
Spends most free time with family -7.4 -11.1 -2.6 1.6
100.0 151.0 100.0 -61.2
Black African Average KS3 score in English and Maths 1231 -23.4 107.4 -18.5
Spends most free time with family -23.1 4.4 -7.4 1.3
100.0 -19.0 100.0 -17.2
N=13444
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CHAPTER 5

ETHNIC DIFFERENTIALS IN THE
EVOLUTION OF EDUCATIONAL
EXPECTATIONS FROM AGE 13/14 TO
AGE 17/18

This chapter tackles the issue of stability andngeain educational
expectations from the age of 13/14 up to age 17Ih8general,
educational expectations have been consideredivediat stable
constructs that develop at an early stage of iddadis’ lives (Haller &
Portes, 1973). However, adolescence is a critieabg of transition to
adulthood where many attitudes and behaviours &ang relatively
short period of time. Therefore, my objective isdentify whether the
educational expectations of ethnic minorities areremresistant to
change than the White British category and, if ikiso, to explain
why that is the case. | also pay attention to threcept of ‘anticipatory
decision’, which refers to those situations whéee decision to follow
a certain educational trajectory is taken well dvance of it being
formalised. This would be the case for students famlilies who
decide to go to university in future years befdre student takes their
GCSE examinations or A levels. In this regard, épectations of
students who have taken the anticipatory decisibrapplying to
university are likely to be more stable across time

5.1. Stability and change: how expectations
develop over time

The previous chapter presented empirical eviderfuewing that
students differ considerably in their expectatioofs applying to
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university when they are age 13/14. Despite theeggriendency to
stability, some of these students either increaskeorease those initial
expectations while others maintain them in theofelhg years. The
extent to which these variations are systematicaigociated with the
ethnicity of the student, and the reasons accogidinthis association
are the main concern of this chapter. In additioapalyse whether
there are ethnic differentials in how students treéadheir academic
attainment. That is, do students adapt their ecetexpectations to
their attainment when they are contradictory? Rulhy the same
structure as the previous chapter, | focus on thkelugon of
preferences for post-compulsory education and ere#pectations of
applying to university. The analysis follows theidgnts from age
13/14 until they are 17/18, when many of them dfiagt application
process for a university plaCe

The analysis of this evolution is structured in eyiods of time:

» The first period focuses on the expectations foist{i6
trajectories and for applying to university, stagtwhen students
are age 13/14 until they are 15/16 and are abosit tor have
just sat GCSE national examinations. Thereforepmprises the
last two years of compulsory education.

» The second period spans the last year of compuksshngation,
when students are 15/16, until they are 17/18. @lsly, in this
period, | only examine the changes in universitpestations,
since all students have already taken the deciwostart a
certain post-compulsory education trajectory. Thalysis of
this second period is slightly more complex thaa tormer,
since the achievements in GCSE national exams lgeavi
conditions the possibilities of being acceptedrtg aniversity in
the future. This allows me to see the extent tactvistudents are
able to adapt their university expectations to nth@CSE

337% of the LSYPE sample have already started theersity application
process when they are interviewed at age 17/18sfoeming their expectations
into actual decisions. However, | still analyse #éxpectations of those that have
not applied to university yet.
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achievements at age 15/16. As will be seen, ethmiwority

students are more resistant to changing their bigiectations
even when their objective probabilities of enterurgversity in

the future are quite low.

As has been already mentioned, psychologists stineskigh stability
of expectations, as well as the limits of ratioasjuments, to explain
cross-individual differences in educational expgcotes. From this
point of view, the expectations about one’s futwrducational

trajectory would form during early childhood, a iperwhen children
tend to adopt their parents’ expectations throumfious psychological
mechanisms. Despite all the external influencesnduadolescence,
these educational expectations remain considersthlyle. However,
even though it is not common to find dramatic clesnigp expectations
across time, at least for some students, a cedegree of change
occurs. This is likely to happen during adolescensiace it is

precisely during this period when individuals starhking about their
future and become aware of the potential, thoudpestive, costs and
benefits of choosing one option over another. lis tlegard, the
evolution of educational expectations of studentsmf different

ethnicities during adolescence is analysed througtibe chapter,
mainly in terms of the following two factors:

» Firstly, the academic performance, since thoseestisdwith an
already poor attainment or those experiencing astanbal
worsening of their performance are likely to addir initial
expectations if there is an inconsistency betwesth.lhat is, a
discrepancy between academic attainment and exXpesta
cannot be sustained for long - therefore, studeiitdry to find
a new equilibrium between both by either changihgirt
attainment or modifying their initial expectation&s will be
seen, there are significant differences acrossiaties in their
speed of adaptatiéh

" The idea of adapting expectations to the availdbfermation - mostly
academic attainment - is linked to the rational amud to the psychological
perspective, where expectations are mainly addpyatie student at an early age
and have a limited scope for adaptation (Andrewa&user, 2012). The costs and

189



Secondly, the stability of parental expectationsosg time and the
extent to which students agree with their pareexgectations. In the
previous chapter, I have shown that not only doniettminority

parents have significantly higher expectationstfair children than
White British parents, but also that, among IndjaRskistanis and
Black Africans, the proportion of parent-child agmeent in

expectations is also significantly higher. The dotopof these high
parental expectations has proved to be the matorfaccounting for
the ethnic differentials in expectations at agel43/In this chapter, |
am also examining the extent to which the degreestability of

parental expectations, from the student age of4L3#itil they are
16/17, is also intimately associated with the etrofuof expectations
of the students themselVes

5.2. Describing the evolution of educational
expectations during the last two years of
compulsory education (age 13/14 to 15/16)

The empirical analyses presented in the previoapteln have shown
that ethnic groups vary considerably in their etiocal expectations
about their future. However, ethnicities not oniffed in their level of

expectations at the beginning of secondary edutaliot also in how
these evolve across time. Although educational eagiens tend to be
considerably stable over time, there are signitichifferences across
ethnicities in the percentage of students that tamirthem, as well as
in the prevalence of one or another pattern of gaam this first part

benefits of taking one decision such as applyingutdversity might change
across time and also influence the evolution of tadent's educational
expectations. Unfortunately, the LSYPE poses cligaitations in that respect,
since the questions on this topic are only askestudents that have obtained at
least 5 A*-C GCSEs and/or think that they are Maigly likely to apply to
university. Therefore, | only consider studentsa@emic performance as the
main source of information that students take iatxount to adapt their
expectations.

"> parents are only asked about their expectationthér children applying to
university when students are age 13/14 and 16/17.
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of the chapter, | describe in detail the cross-ethiifferences in the
evolution of preferences for post-compulsory edocatand the
expectations of applying to university during tteestl two years of
compulsory education, from age 13/14 to age 15/16.

The evolution of the preferences for post-compylsacondary on the
one hand, and of university expectations on therptire analysed in
sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.1. In this regard, threenmpatterns of change
are presentétt

= Firstly, students that have maintained the saméjmeces or
level of expectations from age 13/14 to age 15/16.

= Secondly, students who have lowered their
preferences/expectations during these two years.

= And finally, students that have raised  their
preferences/expectations during the same period.

5.2.1. Evolution of preferences for post-16 educain
across ethnicities

[table 5.1 about there]

As shown in table 5.1., the percentage of studanmt®ng Indians
(72%), Black Africans (68%), Pakistanis (64%), &ldck Caribbeans
(61%) that maintain the same preferences for thest-16 trajectory
during the last two years of compulsory educatisnsignificantly
higher than among White British students (58%). &bwer, of those
that do not modify their preferences from age 13t4415/16, the
percentage favouring the sixth-form option is digantly higher
among Indian (92%), Black African (88%), PakistgBb%) and

®The patterns of change basically differentiateveen students who maintain,
increase, or decrease their expectations. In thst-qompulsory education
trajectories the previous classification is basadh®e academic prestige of each
possible trajectory. From highest to lowest acadepmnestige, the order is the
following: sixth-form school, sixth-form collegepscialist or further education
college, and leaving full-time education. Thosaletus expressing a preference
for a sixth-form school or college have been graujpgether in a single category
to facilitate the empirical analysis.
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Bangladeshi (81%) than for White British (69%), Mk (66%) or
Black Caribbean (63%) students.

In addition, all ethnic minorities except the Mixkdve a significantly
smaller percentage of students lowering their pesfees compared to
the White British majority. The most common patt@mong those
with decreasing preferences is that of students, #iaage 13/14,
believe they will go on to the sixth form but atea$j5/16 they think
they will go to a specialist or further educatiailege.

Finally, the percentage of students increasingr tipeeferences is
particularly high among Bangladeshis (26%), Blagkibeans (25%),
and the White British majority (23%). Obviously,etipercentage of
those with more ambitious expectations at age 1%/a6 at age 13/14
should be lower among Indians and Black Africansces most of
these students already report a preference fomtbst prestigious
academic option at age 13/14; therefore, they haveom to increase
them.

5.2.2. Evolution of the expectations of applying to
university across ethnicities

[table 5.2 about there]

The patterns of change in the expectations of amplfo university
during the same time period are presented in @aRleCorresponding
to the preferences for post-16 education, the pémge of students
maintaining their expectations during KS4 is algmigicantly higher
among Black Africans (67%), Indians (60%), BlackiGaeans (53%)
and Mixed (50%), compared to White British (45%pwéver, there
are significant differences across ethnicities iarmis of the
composition of the group of students that hold rthetpectations
steady. In this regard, the Pakistani, Bangladasli especially, the
Indian and Black African minorities stand out faaving more than
80% of students in this group saying that it ispéeely that they will
apply to university in the future, compared to oAB26 among White
British and 48% among Caribbean and Mixed studehterefore,
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maintaining the same expectations appears to bg pesitive for
South Asian and African students but not so muahtlhe White
British, Caribbean and Mixed students, where a idensable
percentage of those maintaining their expectatiams students that
have low educational ambitions.

With respect to those that reduce their expectsatiohapplying to
university from age 13/14 to age 15/16, the higlpEstentages are
found among the White British (27%), Pakistani (33&d Mixed
(22%) groups. Therefore, not only do a considergddecentage of
White British and Mixed students maintain their lewpectations, but
also part of those with initially higher expectaisodecrease them
during this two-year period.

Finally, the percentage of students that increbhse expectations of
applying to university is similar across ethnigti€around 20%),

though this similarity is not fully comparable assogroups due to the
different levels of expectations from which theypdd. It is also

important to note that the percentage of studesp®rting that they
don’t know if they will apply to university is modately high among

Bangladeshis (11%) and Mixed (9%) compared to theraethnicities,

and it is logically more frequent at age 13/14 thhage 15/16.

[table 5.3. about here]

Table 5.3. complements the information in table,5sihce it details
the direction of the changes across time, given timeversity

expectations reported by students at age 13/1thisnrespect, ethnic
groups significantly differ in the evolution of hexpectations:

» Indians and Black Africans stand out for having thighest
percentage of students that have high expectasibage 13/14
and that are also able to maintain them until ag&6L In
addition, they also have a significantly higher geetage of
students that increase their expectations compsvetlVhite
British.
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= Pakistanis and Bangladeshis differ from White Bhtbecause
they have a significantly higher percentage of etisl that
increase their expectations from ages 13/14 to 615/1
Particularly, among students with low expectatioftsose
reporting a low likelihood of applying) the increass quite
spectacular - around 60% of Pakistanis with loweetations at
age 13/14 report higher expectations at age 1wh@e only
30% of White British do so.

= White British and Mixed students are very similar their
patterns of change in university expectations, faboth the
lowest percentage of students with initially higkpectations
that are able to maintain them, as well as thedsgphercentage
of students lowering them regardless of theirahgmbitions.

= With respect to Black Caribbean students, theirfilerois
somewhat between that of Pakistanis and Banglagleshithe
one hand, and White British and Mixed students e dther.
That is, Black Caribbeans increase their expectatio
significantly more than White British but lower th&akistanis
and Bangladeshis.

To sum up, the patterns of change in expectatians pbst-16
education and university application are very samior all ethnicities.
This is not surprising, since the type of educatiadertaken from age
16 to 18 heavily conditions the options of beingeqted to university
later.

In general, Indians, Black Africans, Pakistanis aBangladeshis,
though particularly the first two minorities, repaignificantly more

ambitious educational expectations compared to &\Biitish students
in the base year (age 13/14), as shown in ChaptdBu§ more

importantly, Tables 5.1., 5.2. and 5.3. suggedttthese minorities are
also able either to maintain or to increase thepeetations more
successfully than White British and Mixed studeimghe multivariate
analyses of the following section, | examine thetdes that might
account for these differences.
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5.3. Multivariate analysis: ethnic differentials in
the patterns of change of educational
expectations from age 13/14 to age 15/16

Overall, the previous descriptive tables confirmagardless of the
differences across ethnicities, the high stabildy educational

expectations across time, since around 50% of stadare able to
maintain them during the last two years of compyiseducation.

However, there are significant differences acro$sieities in the

degree of stability, as well as in the patternshange, that need to be
examined in more detalil.

5.3.1. Method

The multivariate analysis for the patterns of cleaafjpreferences and
expectations are estimated with multinomial logiségressions, using
the decomposition method of Karlson, Holm and Brg&idB)
(Karlson & Holm, 2011; Kohler et al., 2011) to coane the ethnicity
coefficients across nested models. The objectivéoisdentify the
extent to which the ethnic differentials, relatiteethe White British
majority in choices after compulsory education, aceounted for by
several explanatory variables that are presentedhen following
section. The KHB method allows me to measure trengés in the
ethnicity coefficients that are due to confoundivith the explanatory
variables on the one hand, and due to the rescalitige model on the
other.

A total of four multinomial logistic regressionsvd for the patterns of
change in post-16 preferences and another twoh#reolution of
university expectations- have been implemented hth following

structure:

» The first one has as the baseline category thoskeists that do
not change their preferences for post-16 educatiortheir
university expectations, and those who lower theming this
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period are the outcome category. | include a cataiindicating
whether students choose the categories ‘leavindtifoé
education’ or ‘not at all likely to go to univergitas their
expectations at age 13/14 to control for the fletbect. That is
so because ethnic groups have significantly diffepercentages
of students with very low expectations in the bgesar, who can
only maintain or increase them during this period.

*» The second one also has as the baseline categmy students
that do not change their preferences/expectatiaitt, those
who raise them during this period as the outcontegoay. |
include a covariate indicating whether studentsosbothe
categories ‘sixth form’ or ‘very likely to go to iuersity’ as
their expectations at age 13/14 to control for ¢bding effect,
following the same logic as before.

5.3.2. Explanatory and control variables
Two main explanatory variables are considerederatialysis:

= Firstly, the average progress in English and Mé&ihis KS3 to
KS4 examinations. In this regard, this measureesepred over
an indicator of the average KS3 score becausehasrsin
Chapter 5, the three South Asian and Black Afrinanorities,
make significantly stronger progress from KS3 to4Kthan
White British, Mixed and Black Caribbean students dhe
objective in this regard is to investigate the ekt which
students adapt their initial expectations to thegpess (or lack
of) they make during these two years. Therefores fhst
variable would represent a rational perspectiveadoount for
changes in expectations -adaption instead of aslopiihat is,
the information about attainment received by stislen school
conditions their predictions about future educadldrajectories.
The progress of each student is expressed in alded scores.
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= Secondly, parents’ university expectations for etid reported
when they were age 13/74In this respect, | want to analyse
whether the level of parents’ expectations whedestts are age
13/14 has an influence on the degree of expectat@intenance
of their offspring. The results of Chapter 6 shdattthe initial
level of expectations from which students departhéavily
conditioned by that of their parents, but in thiggter, | also
examine whether they also condition their evoluagnoss time.
The parental expectations would represent the pdygical
perspective on which the status socialisation thasrbased
(adoption instead of adaption).

The control variables that are considered in a#l thodels are the
following: the gender and immigrant generation bk tstudent,
whether the student is living in a single-paremhifg, whether the
mother had the first child at age 21 or youngee, highest level of
education among household members, whether anpeotudents’
grandparents has a university degree, the famdijpseconomic status
and whether the students lives in London.

5.3.3 Results of empirical analysis (l): post-16
preferences

The results of the multivariate analysis are presenn table 5.4.,
which shows the ethnicity coefficients for eachcome, and in table
5.4a, which disentangles the contribution of eaqtlamatory variable
to the confounding with the ethnicity coefficient$he models
presented in table 5.4. compare the outcome caésgancreasing’ or
‘lowering’ preferences vs maintaining them from d&/14 to 15/16.
The models for each pair of baseline-outcome cakegare nested: in
the first one (models la and 1b), the progress K88 to KS4 and
the parental expectations are included as explanatariables; the
second (models 2a and 2b) adds a control for tiwe @r ceiling effect;

" Unfortunately, parents are not asked again allmuetucational expectations
they have for their children until students arel¥6/
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finally, the third one (models 3a and 3b) includdk the control
variables.

[tables 5.4 and 5.4a about here]

First of all, the changes in the ethnicity coe#fitis from models 1la to
2a and 1b to 2b reveal that there are small flffects but strong and
highly significant ceiling effects. For example, the comparison
between increasing preferences over maintaininéegmeces, ethnic
groups do not significantly differentiate (or thdyave negative
coefficients such as Indians) from White Britisho@el 1b). However,
when in model 2b | take into account the fact thate students with a
preference for sixth-form education at 13/14 canmatrease their
preferences, being Indian, Pakistani, BangladeshBlack African
significantly increases the log-odds of increasihg preferences vs
maintaining them. That is, South Asian and Blackid&in students are
not only more likely to maintain their initially gher ambitions but
they are also more prone to increase them compar@dite British
students.

With regard to lowering vs maintaining the preferes, the results of
model 2a show that Indians, Pakistanis, and Bladlic#ns have
significant and negative log-odds of lowering thegreferences
compared to White British students. When the cdsitaoe introduced
in model 3a, the coefficients remain negative agdificant only for
the three South Asian minorities, though for Badgkhis it is only
significant at 0.1. If we express the results ofdelo3a in Average
Marginal Effect$® (AMESs), Indians would have 7% less probability
than White British of lowering their initial prefemces over

8 Average Marginal Effects (AMES) are calculatedagegely for the ethnicity
coefficients that are significant. The AME f(e.g. ethnicity dummy variabls)
the derivative of the predicted probability withspect tox evaluated over the
whole population. In a single equation modgl)=F(Bx) wherepx denotes the
linear combination of parameters and variables &(g is the cumulative
distribution function, the formula for the AME ishd following:

AME, = %i{F(ﬁxk | =1)= F(Bx“|x‘ =0}
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maintaining them, while Pakistanis and Bangladeglusld have 2%
less probability than White British.

In addition, the three South Asian minorities hagvesitive and
significant log-odds of improving vs maintainingethinitial plans for
post-16 education compared to White British in thik model that
includes the explanatory variables and the cont(oledel 3b). In
AMEs, that would imply that Indians have a 9% higipeobability
than White British of improving vs maintaining thepreferences,
while Pakistanis would have 3% and Bangladeshisigfer.

After this general description of the findings, kaenine the
contribution of the two main explanatory variablegshe confounding
with the ethnicity coefficients (‘contribution toorfounding’); and
their contribution to the total ethnic effect (‘doanding’), which is all
presented in table 5.4a

How much of the total ethnic effect is due to tbhefeunding of the
respective mediator (progress and parents’ expexia)?

In this respect, it is important to bear in mindttthe two explanatory
variables, in addition to the controls, are noteatd make all the
ethnicity coefficients lose significance, thoughl| abf them
considerably decrease in size.

On the other hand, the extent to which parentaleetgtions and
progress are able to account for the observed effiadts —that is, the
ethnicity coefficients- varies across groups. Fbe toutcome of
decreasing vs maintaining preferences (model Ba)ivto explanatory
variables are better able to account for the difigals of

Bangladeshis, Pakistani and Black Africans with &/hBritish

students. This is in fact, also reflected in tahi, since the ethnicity
coefficients of these three minorities lose théngicance when the
explanatory variables are introduced into the modkéht is, once the

® The confounding percentages are only calculatedhi® models that include
the two explanatory variables and all the backgdocontrols (models 3a and 3b
of table 5.4.)
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control and the explanatory variables are takeon Batcount, only
Indians have a significantly smaller probability wering their
expectations relative to White British students.

However, for the outcome of increasing vs maintagnpreferences,
the extent to which the two explanatory variables able to account
for the observed ethnic differentials is more maodparticularly for
Indians, with only 17% confounding. Nevertheles&rancluding the
explanatory and control variables, the coefficitmtindians is, again,
the only one that remains positive and significant.

How much does each mediator (academic progress arénts’
expectations) contribute to the coefficient of contding?

In this regard, the mediation appears to be muddetafor parental
expectations than for academic progress. That isstnof the
confounding of the two explanatory variables withe tethnicity
coefficients is driven by those parents reportiegyvhigh university
expectations for their children, which represensgaificantly larger
proportion of parents among ethnic minorities tlaamong the White
British majority®°. At least 63% of the total confounding is due to
parents with very high expectations. That is, slgmificantly lower
average probability of South Asians and Black Adris to lower their
expectations vs maintaining them on the one hamj &he
significantly higher average probability of Soutlsidns to increase
their expectations vs maintaining them on the otisemore related to
the adoption of their parents’ expectations tharth&ir academic
progress. Therefore, it seems that having parerntis wery high
ambitions does have an impact on the evolution twfdents’
expectations.

80 As has been mentioned earlier, the variable rejat parents’ expectations is
considered a nominal factor variable with 4 catego(parents thinking that it is
very likely that their children apply to universitgarents thinking that it is fairly
likely, parents thinking it is not very/at all like and parents that do not know).
Parents reporting that the child is not very/akljkto apply to university
represent the reference category.
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5.3.4. Results of empirical analysis (ll): likelih@d of
applying to university

The results regarding the evolution of the expematof applying to

university from age 13/14 to age 15/16 are veryilammo those

regarding the preferences for post-16 trajectdtias have just been
described. The only relevant difference is for Rl&aribbeans, who
did not significantly differentiate from White Bish students in their
average probability of lowering vs maintaining thpreferences, but
who have now significantly less probability of deasing their

university expectations compared to White Britigldents. Due to the
similarity of the findings, | am not discussing ttesults in any further
detaif".

5.4. Describing the evolution of the expectations
of applying to university from age 15/16 to age
17/18

The years that follow from the end of KS4, wherdstuts are 15/16
years old, until they are 17/18, are extremely irtgott to understand
why some students finally realise their expectaiofh applying to
university while others fail to do so. During congmry education,
pupils are not tracked into different pathways tlanstrain their
trajectories like in other countries of continenEalrope. Therefore,
English students do not have any relevant tramsitio their
educational trajectory until they are age 15/16 sihchational GCSE
examinations. As has been mentioned, studentsotitain 5 A*-C
GCSE, including Maths and English, have more charafebeing
admitted into the academic track (A levels at sixitm schools and
colleges), which is the traditional route to entariversity. Even
though students can be admitted into low-tier ursves with
vocational qualifications, including vocational Avkls, their chances

81 The models for patterns of change in universitgeetations are presented in
the appendix of the chapter.
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of being accepted are usually lower than those toflents with
academic A levefé

The grades that students obtain at GCSE examisatiogether with
the actual post-16 trajectories in which they fyadnrol, are two
important factors that will condition the evolutioof university
expectations during these years. With this in mirekamine whether
ethnic groups differ in their degree of adaptatdriheir expectations
at age 16/17 to their past attainment at GCSE exaions. The
degree of adaptation is logically expected to oezuong students that
experience a mismatch between their GCSE resultshesir university
expectations at that time. In this regard, | inigsge the evolution of
those students with expectations that are incangistvith their
attainment at age 15/16: do they lower their exqiemis in the
following years, when they are 16/17 or 17/18, ortdey improve
their achievement in order to catch up with theitial ambitions?

As will be seen, the percentage of students thatagea to continue to
A levels despite not being able to obtain the berak of 5 A*-C
GCSEs, including English and Maths, is significartiigher among
ethnic minorities than the White British group.féct, this behaviour
is evidence of the high level of educational anobii of ethnic
minority families and their persistence to reatisem.

5.4.1. Evolution of expectations from ages 15/16 to
17/18 across ethnicities

[table 5.5. about here]

The evolution of expectations of applying to unsigr from age 15/16
to age 17/18 of each ethnicity is presented inet&db. The table also

82 Some universities of the Russell Group have ajsned a way of accessing
higher education for students that have not folkbwee traditional academic path
with the creation of foundation courses, desigretidlp them to catch up with
students admitted through the conventional academite. Therefore, students
would enrol in these foundation courses for a whydar before starting the
degree.
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includes the evolution from age 15/16 to the follogvyear, when

students are 16/17, for purposes of comparisoninAthe previous

period, | differentiate between students that naamtstudents that
lower, and students that increase their expecwtainapplying. The

main difference with the previous period is thathad of students

have already initiated the university applicationgess when they are
interviewed at age 17/18 and, therefore, they ateasked about their
expectatior’s.

What is more important is that the percentage gfliegnts is not
uniformly distributed across ethnicities: while 6386 Indians and
50% of Black Africans have already applied to ursitg at this age,
only 39% of Pakistanis and Bangladeshis, 37% otlIB@aribbeans,
34% of White British and 30% of Mixed students hdeae so.

Among those that have not applied yet and, theeefare asked about
their expectations for applying in the future, thevolution from age
15/16 to 17/18 is partially similar to the previopsriod from age
13/14 to 15/16. That is, the percentage of studeqmsrting to be very
likely to apply to university at both time points significantly higher
among ethnic minorities than among White BritisB%3 of Mixed,
Bangladeshis and Black Caribbeans, 50% of Paksta®0% of
Indians and 78% of Black Africans fall in this agdey compared to
only 14% of White British.

However, the percentages of students in each @htiat maintain,
lower, or increase their expectations varies coegbdo the previous
period from age 13-14 to 15/16. This is mainly doghe significant
differences across ethnicities in the percentagstwdents that have
already applied. For example, Indians and Blackicafis are no
longer the minorities with the highest percentage students

8 The reason why only a fraction of students haxesaly applied at age 17/18 is
partially explained by the fact that around 13%stfdents decide to take a gap
year at age 17/18 and others are still doing theses that will allow them to
apply to university at that point. In the appendialso present the evolution from
ages 15/16 to 16/17.
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maintaining their expectations because most of thmwve already
realised their initial ambitions of applying to uarsity.

In order to include in the multivariate analysisexipectations all the
students in the sample, regardless of whetherhibeg already applied
to university or not, | have made the following wsptions: firstly,
students that report to be very likely to applyage 15/16 and that
have already applied at 17/18 are categorisedudersts that ‘maintain
their expectations’. And secondly, those studentd516 that are
fairly/not very/at all likely to apply but have eldy applied to
university at age 17/18 are categorised as studemieasing their
expectations’. After these transformations, thegoas of change of
expectations from age 15/16 to 17/18 reveal thdialms and Black
Africans are, again, the minorities with the highegercentage of
students maintaining their expectations, while dtieer groups would
resemble more the White British students in thapeet. In addition,
Indians, Bangladeshis, Black Caribbeans, and Bhkdticans would
also have a significantly lower percentage of stisléhat decrease
their expectations of applying to university durirthis period
compared to the White British group.

The evolution of expectations from age 15/16 to &gAS8 is fairly

similar to the evolution from 15/16 to age 16/1hieh is also shown
in table 7.5. In this regard, the main differenceuld be the higher
percentage of Pakistani students that lower thgieetations when the
evolution is examined for a longer period: 15% fr&6116 to 16/17,
and 20% from 15/16 to 17/18, becoming very simitarthe White

British group.

The fact that the distribution of the patterns dfalmge across
ethnicities from age 15/16 to age 16/17 resembbessiderably the
distribution from age 15/16 to 17/18, which tramsfs the actual
decisions of applying at age 17/18 into expectatamd justifies doing
the multivariate analysis with the latter infornaaift*.

84| am aware that attributing a certain level of esgations to students that have
already applied to university at age 17/18 is rnhgletely valid. This aspect is
analysed in more detail in the following chaptehewne | examine the differences
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5.4.2. Mismatch between expectations of applying to
university and attainment at GCSE examinations

As has been mentioned, the process of adaptiorxméctations to
attainment is mainly observed for students thateggpce some
degree of mismatch between the academic ambiti@d Huring
compulsory education and their final attainment &CSE
examinations. For others, their expectations haenlronsistent with
their attainment since the beginning of compulseducation and
therefore, no process of adaption of either onetha other is
necessafy.

In this section, | describe the ethnic variationsthe evolution of
expectations of applying to university that occiterasitting GCSE
examinations when the latter are not consistenh whe former. It
could be argued that the process of adaptatiotssiafore students sit
GCSE examinations at age 15/16, since it is likbbt they already
have some idea about how their performance will ilbethose
examinations, months before they take place. Howelre patterns of
change are very similar, even if | take the reberpectations at age
14/15 or at age 15/16 as the reference point.

[table 5.6. about here]

To examine the impact that the level of attainmenBCSE tests has
on students’ expectations of applying to universityfirst identify
those experiencing a mismatch between their expecsaof applying
to university at age 15/16 and their attainmenB@SE exams at that
age. The benchmark is, following the English staddabtaining 5
A*-C GCSE, including English and Maths. In this aed, three

between students applying to university at the rnostmon age (17/18) to those
agplying later.

8 Given the lack of information about students’ estianal expectations during
childhood, | cannot say much about the consistéetyween students’ attainment
and their educational ambitions before age 13/1His Bection describes the
changes in expectations after students receive inf@mation about their
attainment at GCSE examinations.
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different types of students can be distinguishedtemms of their
consistency between their expectations and thésinatent at age
15/16 (table 5.6.):

Firstly, students whose expectations are highan thair attainment.
That is, they report to be very or fairly likely &pply to university

when they are age 15/16 but, at the same time, dbayot reach the
benchmark of 5 A*-C GCSEs, including English andthéa at GCSE
exams. This group represents only 15% of Whiteidristudents, but
increases up to 27% of Mixed students, 31% of imgliad3% of

Bangladeshis, 46% of Pakistanis, 48% of Black Gexdms, and 49%
of Black Africans.

Secondly, students whose attainment is higher tihain expectations.
At age 15/16 these students think that it is noy/ee all likely that

they will apply to university or they do not knowthey will apply;

but, on the other hand, they obtain 5 A*-C GCSEsluding English
and Maths, in GCSE exams. This type of studentttates a small
minority and they are almost non-existent amongnietigroups.
Nonetheless, it comprises 8% of White British shude

Finally, students with expectations that matchrtleiel of attainment
at GCSE tests. These could either be students lauthexpectations
that did not reach the benchmark, or students wigh expectations
that achieved the benchmark. As expected, mosestsdall into this
category, though they represent a significantly Iengpercentage
among ethnic minorities than in the White Britistogp. In addition,
ethnic minorities have a significantly smaller mertage of students
with low expectations and low attainment, whilestroup of students
represent 35% of White British. That is, White Bhtstudents that do
not achieve the benchmark at GCSE examinationadlréave no
expectations of applying to university. Howeverhret minority
students, particularly South Asians and Black Adns, tend to report
high ambitions regardless of their attainment.
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5.4.2.1. Association between a mismatch at age @5/4nd
expectations of applying to university at age 17/18

[table 5.7. about here]

The different patterns of evolution in terms of théial mismatch at
age 15/16 and the expectations of applying to usityeat 17/18 are
presented in table 5%. One of the most interesting patterns is that of
students with high expectations and low attainnagrage 15/16 and
that manage to maintain their high expectationsapplying to
university two years after or they have alreadtiated the application
process. These are students with an initial mismatage 15/16 that,
contrary to what may be expected, do not lower thgibitions in the
following years to adapt them to their poor resit&CSE exams, but
they put more effort into their studies to be alol&keep up with their
initial educational plans of applying to univer$ity These students
have modest chances of entering the more pressigioiversities of
the Russell Group, but they nevertheless applyxpe& to apply to
other higher education institutions.

This type of student is significantly more numeramong ethnic
minorities than in the White British group. Whilalp 35% of White
British students with expectations higher thanrtla¢iainment at age
15/16 report to be very or fairly likely to applg university at age
17/18, the percentage increases to 43% for Indi&29o for
Bangladeshis, 57% for Pakistanis, 60% for Mixed aBRthck
Caribbean and 68% for Black Africans. In additiamong this group
with higher expectations and lower attainment at 4§/16, 41% of
Indians and 26% of Black Africans and Black Cardie have
already applied to university when they are 17/48iJe only 21% of
White British have done so.

8t is important to bear in mind that a third ofidénts have already applied to
university when they are interviewed at age 17/IBese students are also
included here in the description, since it is raldvto identify all types of
students at age 15/16 in terms of the expectatttagament mismatch.

87 They usually do that by either re-taking the G@GS@minations the year after
or by enrolling in a vocational education routettiadlows them to apply to
certain universities later.
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5.4.3. Summary of descriptive findings

Tables 5.5 to 5.7. have shown that not only doiettminority students
maintain their significantly higher expectationsteaf compulsory

education compared to White British students, beytalso manage to
do so despite the poorer results at GCSE leveloofes minorities

(Pakistanis, Bangladeshis, Black Caribbeans) coepao White

British. This phenomenon does not take place wite tame

magnitude among White British students, since theslucational

ambitions are in accordance with their attainme&urprisingly, it

seems that for ethnic minorities, particularly Rédnis, Bangladeshis,
Black Caribbeans and Black Africans, the ambitithesy report at the
end of compulsory education remain constant forftilewing years

regardless of their attainment in GCSE examinatidhsit is, they do
not embark on a process of adjustment of educdtexy@ectations to
attainment. Quite the contrary, these students geama adapt their
attainment to their initial expectations —not viersa- by working

harder on their education after age 16: some stadentake GCSE
courses while at the same time doing A levels, avbihers enrol in
vocational education that could allow them to agplyniversity later.

The actual post-16 trajectories chosen by studestsanalysed

extensively in the next chapter.

In the following section, | examine the evolutiorf parents’
educational ambitions for their children, from thge of 13/14 until
they are 16/17. Not surprisingly, the evolutiorpafents’ expectations
parallels that of their children.

5.5. Evolution of parental expectations and
consistency with students’ expectations at age
16/17

[tables 5.8. and 5.9. about here]
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The evolution of parents’ expectations for theiildrien from the age
of 13/14 until they are 16/17 is extremely similarthe evolution of
students’ expectations during the same periodaade seen in tables
5.8. (for parents) and 5.9. (for stud&fjtsThe main difference is that,
for all ethnicities, the percentage of studentstréasing their
expectations is slightly higher than that of pasent

That implies that ethnic minority parents, partaty South Asians
and Black Africans, maintain their ambitions foeithchildren despite
the average modest results that some of these itiesoget in GCSE
examinations. Overall, it suggests that the stroagiachment towards
the initial plans of going to university does natlyoapply to ethnic
minority students but also to their parents.

Similarly to Chapter 4, the differences across iethes in the

consistency between parents’ and students’ expeasadf applying to
university are also examined. At age 13/14, thegange of families
with parents and students reporting exactly theesarpectations of
applying was significantly higher in the Black Afain, Indian and
Pakistani minorities compared to the White Britggloup. Moreover,
among those cases with parent-student agreementpehcentage
represented by those holding very high expectatiass also

significantly higher in ethnic minority families.

At the age of 16/17, the main change in terms akemastudent
consistency occurs among White British familiesilevionly 55% of
students have the same expectations as their patage 13/14, this
level of agreement increases to 68% at the age6kf71(see table
5.10). At this age, only among Indians and Blackidsins is there a
significantly higher percentage of parent-child emgnent in
expectations than in the White British group (74%d &2%). The
other ethnic minorities have maintained a stab#tridution of levels
of agreement during those years, so it is mainltha&n White British
group where the percentage of parent-student agmenmas

8 Table 5.9. presents the evolution of students’eeiations for applying to
university from age 13/14 to 16/17 for purposesahparison, since parents are
only asked about their expectations when studentaf14 and 16/17.
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increase®. Nevertheless, the cases where both parents hiltien
report high educational ambitions are still sigrafitly more numerous
among ethnic minorities than among White Britisimilges.

5.5.1. Is there an anticipatory decision among etha
minority families?

In this regard, | refer to ‘anticipatory decisian’this context to those
situations where both parents and students emlihecelecision of
applying to university well in advance of this mamheaking place.
This seems to be the most common situation amdmgeeminorities,
particularly the South Asian and the Black Africdineir attachment
to this anticipatory decision is so strong thas inaintained regardless
of students’ attainment at the end of compulsorycatlon. This is
particularly the case of Bangladeshis and Pakistadespite the
substantial academic progress they make duringaste2 years of
compulsory education, their average level of atteint at GCSE
examinations is significantly lower than that of MeéhBritish students.
Nevertheless, the consistently high expectatiofieatethe motivation
to follow a certain educational trajectory, to whiboth parents and
students commit their present behaviour. It alsmseto be a family
decision, as reflected in the higher levels of pastudent agreement
among ethnic minorities.

A clear example of the extraordinary level of conmant to this
anticipatory decision was shown in table 5.7. Amakbite British
students, 44% of those holding expectations higttean their
attainment at age 15/16, react to this initial nassh by lowering their
expectations in the following years. However, amoethnic
minorities, the percentage of students behaving ilagiy is

8 n the appendix, | present the evolution of theeagent between parents’ and
students’ expectations from age 13/14 to 16/17tlier White British majority,
since it is the group that experiences more chaingdsat respect. The higher
percentage of agreement between White British psuaand students at age 16/17
than at age 13/14 is mostly driven by the changespectations of students that
at age 13/14 reported to be fairly likely to appdyuniversity, and that at age
16/17 have either raised or lowered their expemtati
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significantly lower: 5% of Black Africans, 12% ofl&k Caribbeans,
15% of Indians, 21% of Bangladeshis, 25% of Mixadd 30% of
Pakistanis with this initial mismatch lower theirxpectations
afterwards, while the rest either maintain theramply to university.

In the following section, | present the multivagiaanalysis for the
ethnic differentials in the patterns of change xjfextations from age
15/16 to 17/18.

5.6. Multivariate analysis: ethnic differentials in
the evolution of expectations from age 15/16 to
age 17/18

As has been previously described, a third of thdestts have already
started the university application process when #re interviewed at
age 17/18. Therefore, to avoid excluding them frib@a analysis, |
have estimated their expectations at age 17/18 ftheir actual
behaviout®. For the other two-thirds of students that haveapplied
yet when they are interviewed at age 17/18, thaftepn of change is
based on their reported expectations at ages Hpid@.7/18.

5.6.2. Explanatory and control variables

Those students that have not obtained 5 A*-C GCS&suding

English and Maths, in KS4 national examinationage 15/16 have
undoubtedly fewer chances of being admitted intgrastigious
university. Even though some students manage tthasgh later, the
performance in GCSE examinations continues to bdetarminant in
the educational trajectory of students. In terms ewmfucational

% Those students that at age 15/16 reported to g likely to apply to
university in the future that have already appi¢dge 17/18, are included in the
category of students that maintain their expeatatid\nd those that at age 15/16
report to be fairly, not very or not at all liketg apply, or do not know if they
will apply, that at age 17/18 have already startieel application process to
university, are included in the category of studerihat increase their
expectations.
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expectations, not being able to reach the benchraai®CSE level
might also act as a depressant of the initial donst That is, it is
likely that only the most motivated students amtmgse that do not
reach the benchmark will continue in education waitdmaintain their

initial expectations. Therefore, a dichotomous afale indicating

whether students achieved 5 A*-C GCSEs includingliBh and

Maths or not is included in the model as one ofrtten explanatory
variables.

The other explanatory variable that is includedhe analysis is the
expectations of parents that their children gortiversity, asked when
students are age 1617

These two explanatory variables represent, as m pinevious
multivariate analysis from ages 13/14 to 15/16,gkgchological and
rational perspective. That is, are the changesher dtability of
students’ expectations after age 16 more relatédetgrades obtained
at GCSE examinations or to the parents’ ambitionshfem?

The control variables that are considered in a#l thodels are the
following: the gender and immigrant generation ok tstudent,
whether students are living in a single-parent famihether the
mother had the first child at age 21 or youngee, highest level of
education among household members, whether anheoktudents’
grandparents has a university degree, the famdijpseconomic status
and whether the place of residence is London ar not

%1 An alternative model including the evolution ofr@ats’ expectations instead
has also been tried. However, a measure of parerp&ctations reported when
students are age 16/17 appears to be better abdedount for the ethnic
differentials in the evolution of students’ expeittas from age 15/16 to 17/18.
This is likely to be related to the larger time+spH the measure about parents’
evolution, who have been asked about their expgentafor their children only
when they are 13/14 and 16/17 years old.
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5.6.3. Method

The evolution of students’ expectations is analysetth binary and
multinomial logistic regressions. The binary logistegression is
performed for the first outcome variable, whicheskhe value 1 when
students maintain their initial expectations repdrat age 15/16, and 0
otherwise. Afterwards, a multinomial logistic regg®n is
implemented, taking as the baseline category thsiseents that
maintain their expectations and as the outcomegosats, students
that raise or lower their initial plans during teogears. In the model of
increasing vs maintaining expectations, | introduae variable
indicating whether the student reported very higpeetations in the
base year in order to control for the ceiling effddhe same strategy is
followed for the model for lowering vs maintainintdpe initial
expectations, where | take into account if studeefsort very low
expectations at age 15/16 to control for the fiefbect.

| implement the decomposition method proposed bylska, Holm
and Breen (Breen et al., 2011; Karlson & Holm, 20tblmeasure the
changes in the ethnicity coefficients in the paifsiested models for
each outcome variable: the first model only inckidiéne two
explanatory variables and the second adds allah&ra variables. In
addition, | present a table that details the cbotion of each
explanatory variable to the confounding and totthal ethnic effect.

5.6.4. Results of empirical analysis

The ethnic coefficients for the three outcome catieg (maintaining,
increasing and decreasing expectations) are pessenttable 5.11.,
while the contributions of parental expectationsl @thievement in
GCSE exams to account for the ethnic differentiaés shown in table
5.11a.

[table 5.11 and 5.11a about here]

The first models (1a and 2a) compare the outcommtaiaing vs
increasing/decreasing expectations of applyingnigarsity from ages
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15/16 to 17/18. The only two significant coefficienare those of
Indians and Black Africans, which hardly change whke control
variables are introduced in model 2a. Before adding control
variables, being Indian increases by 16% the aeeragarginal
probability?® of maintaining the expectations, while being Black
African increases it by 21%. These results are suoprising, since
Indians and Black Africans are the minorities reipgron average the
most ambitious educational plans, and also thosmwisly more
stability in their high expectations across time.

With regard to the outcome of increasing vs manitg the
expectations of applying to university in the femodels 1b and 2b),
the three South Asian and Black African minorites, as presented in
the descriptive section, significantly more likely increase them
instead of maintaining them compared to White Bhitistudents.
However, parents’ expectations and attainment abE(@vel almost
fully account for the ethnic differentials, with lgnthe Pakistani
coefficient remaining significant and positive at0p05. While the
coefficient for Black Caribbeans is only marginaignificant (p<0.1),
the sign is negative, meaning that they have omages a smaller
probability than White British to increase theipextations instead of
maintaining them.

Finally, models 1c and 2c reveal that all ethnioonities except the
Mixed, have an average smaller probability of dasmeg their
expectations relative to White British students. iAsthe previous
model, the two explanatory variables are able twoawct to a large
extent for these ethnic differentials.

92 Average Marginal Effects (AMESs) are calculatedaegely for the ethnicity
coefficients that are significant. The AME f(e.g. ethnicity dummy variablis)
the derivative of the predicted probability withspect tox evaluated over the
whole population. In a single equation modgl)=F(Bx) wherepx denotes the
linear combination of parameters and variables &(g is the cumulative
distribution function, the formula for the AME ishda following:

AME, = %i{F(ﬁxk | =1)= F(Bx“|x‘ =0}
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How much of the total ethnic effect is due to thefeunding of the
respective mediator (GCSE benchmark and parenfgeations)?

The extent to which each explanatory variable ie &b account for
the total ethnic effect is detailed in table 5.1{@lumns for
‘confounding’). As expected, GCSE attainment andrepis’
expectations explain to a great extent, though aunpletely, the
ethnic differentials in the evolution of studergsiucational plans.

Nevertheless, it is important to note that theee some variations in
the extent to which the two explanatory variableafound with the
ethnicity coefficients across ethnic minorities.

How much is the contribution of each mediator (G@®Echmark and
parents’ expectations) to the coefficient of confting?

More importantly, parental expectations appear ¢o nbuch more
relevant to explain the ethnic differentials in #helution of students’
expectations than the grades they obtain in GCS3ingrations. This
is exactly the same pattern observed in the muisitaanalysis for the
period ranging from age 13/14 to 15/16. Indeed, E@8aminations
do not seem to affect more, the expectations ohietiminority
students than KS3 exams. This is quite surprisgigen that the
exams students take at the end of KS3 have no impacthe
educational trajectory but, on the contrary, GCSEan@nations
condition the range of alternatives among whicldetiis can choose
the following year.

5.7. Going to university as a family strategy
among ethnic minorities

The analyses of the evolution of students’ univgrekpectations are
remarkably similar for the two time periods consatk(13/14 to 15/16
and 15/16 to 17/18). The ethnic variations in thétgyns of change,
with respect to White British students, seem tcekplained (though
not completely) by the much higher percentage bhiet minority

215



parents with high expectations for their childrd@his is particularly
the case of the three South Asian and the Blackc#drminorities and,
to some extent, the Black Caribbean minority. HosvevBlack
Caribbean students, and particularly students okeMlli descent,
resemble more the White British students in thepeet.

The educational expectations are, on average, fisignily higher
among ethnic minority students, but they also apfrehe more stable
or more likely to increase across time comparethéoWhite British
majority. This stability seems to be more prevalentamilies with
parents reporting high ambitions for their childretho, somehow,
manage to transmit these expectations to theirdmnl more
successfully. This is again the case of the Soutla and Black
African minorities, which carry on with their irdlli educational plans
regardless of their final attainment at the endavhpulsory education.

As has been mentioned earlier in the dissertatiomigrant families

in England tend to hold more familial or collecsivzivalues. Though
the LSYPE does not provide specific indicators toperly measure
these value orientations, it is quite likely th#tirec minority students
tend to adopt to a higher degree, their parenteaapons for them.
Nevertheless, the higher agreement between paaswctsstudents in
that respect could also be a consequence of thevposelectivity of

the migration flow, which would explain the strongkive for success
and perseverance of ethnic minority students.

The main limitations of my analysis are the idecdifion of factors
that, for those students modifying their expectajotrigger the
changes in one direction or another. This alsoegaithe question
whether, for those students that do not modifyrtegpectations across
time, the factors behind that stability are the sa® those accounting
for the change experienced by other students.ayt have been easier
to identify the cause when the changes in eductiexpectations are
driven by an external shock that alters the benefiid costs of taking
one decision, such as a public policy lowering abssdising
university fees. However, it becomes extremelyicliff to disentangle
the factors that motivate those changes when thes&ot related to
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any particular external event that can be contlolidowever, that
should not underestimate the relevance of thisyaislsince it has
shed light on the possible factors behind the ethliferentials in
expectation change.
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Table 5.1. Changes in preferences for post-compuleducation from
age 13/14 to age 15/16, by ethnicity

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl.Car. BI. Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
No change 56.7 54.2 71.4* 63.4* 57.5 56.4 67.3*
Of those that
maintain 66.5 65.1 927  841*  80.1* 66.3  87.9%
preferences, % of
6" form
Decrease 20.6 21.6 12.2* 17.4 16.2* 18.9 12.8*
Increase 22.7 24.2 16.4* 19.3 26.3* 24.7* 20.0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 7168 284 775 620 484 363 330
N=10430

F(11.80, 7000.24)= 4.8940 P =0.0000
* Prob <0.05 for differences with White British

Table 5.2. Changes in expectations for applyingioversity from age

13/14 to age 15/16, by ethnicity

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BI. Car. BI. Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
No change 44.1 47.5 59.7* 46.9 44.3 54.4*% 61.9*
Of those that do not
change expectations, —,, , 500  75.4* 610 57.5* 499  80.7*
% saying very likely to
apply
Increase 20.5 17.7 20.9 22.9* 26.5* 20.1 22.0*
Decrease 28.2 26.7 14.9* 22.5* 19.1* 18.8* 10.5*
Don’t know 7.2 8.1 4.5% 7.7 10.1* 6.8 5.6
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 7168 284 775 620 484 363 330
N=10430

F(16.81, 9966.28)= 6.6269 P =0.0000
* Prob <0.05 for differences with White British
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Table 5.3. Distribution of students maintaining, crieasing and
decreasing their expectations of applying to ursitgrfrom age 13/14 to
age 15/16 depending on expectations at age 13§1dthmicity

Exp. Exp. Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl.Car. Bl Afr.
13/14 15/16 (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
I\|/k6erl);/ Maintain 63.9 53.6 77.4 62.0 59.1 58.0 70.9
Decrease 31.7 33.9 16.8 33.6 32.7 29.5 14.9
don't 4.4 125 5.8 4.4 8.2 125 14.2
know
Total 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
lﬁf‘;’;’ Maintain 326 38.8 34.1 39.1 38.9 46.5 31.8
Decrease 33.0 23.4 5.9 13.0 113 10.8 4.0
Increase 27.6 217 52.3 375 39.3 253 473
gont 6.8 16.1 77 10.4 105 17.4 16.9
now
Total 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
l’;'kcgly"ery Maintain 30.7 28.1 11.0 6.8 23.0 243 13.7
Decrease 33.0 321 22.7 19.2 15.9 14.0 10.0
Increase 27.1 25.0 459 57.2 54.2 44.8 56.2
don't 9.2 14.8 20.4 16.8 6.9 16.9 20.1
know
Total 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Not
likely at Maintain 57.2 38.7 26.8 2238 135 30.8 0.0
all
Increase 29.6 39.3 55.0 58.6 67.0 46.2 37.9
don't 13.2 22.0 18.2 18.6 195 23.0 62.1
know
Total 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N 7168 284 775 620 484 363 330
N=10430
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Table 5.4. Ethnicity coefficients of multinomiagilstic regressions using the rescaling method atd¢a, Holm and Breen
Outcome variable: change in preferences for postymalsory education from age 13/14 to age 15/16

Lowering vs. maintaining preferences Rising vs. maintaining preferences
(1a) (2a) (3a) (1b) (2b) (3b)

_ B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
¥(I))t(él effect 0.183 (0.196) 0.121 (0.201) 0.00296  (0.207) 0.131 (0.184) 0.145 (0.236) 0.0534 (0.252)
Direct effect 0.314 (0.196) 0.262 (0.201) 0.138 (0.207) 0.302 (0.184) 0.0781 (0.236) -0.00209 (0.251)
Indirect effect  -0.13 (0.0827) -0.141 (0.0992) -0.135 (0.0913) | -0.170* (0.0673)  0.067 (0.0421) 0.0554 (0.0378)

'T”(;’tg”eﬁect -0.836%* (0.156)  -0.921%* (0.159)  -0.911** (0.165) | -0.576** (0.134)  0.970**  (0.273)  0.980%*  (0.282)

Direct effect ~ -0.370*  (0.156)  -0.396*  (0.159)  -0.461*  (0.165)  -0.161 (0.135)  0.758*  (0.276)  0.803*  (0.286)
Indirect effect  -0.466** (0.0875) -0.524** (0.103)  -0.449** (0.0950) = -0.415** (0.0726) 0.211**  (0.0514) 0.177**  (0.0491)

?ggl offect  -0277*  (0.136)  -0367* (0.138)  -0503* (0.153)  -0.226+  (0.136)  0.392*  (0.196)  0.485*  (0.197)
Direct effect ~ 0.0245  (0.139)  -0.0359  (0.140)  -0.118 (0.156)  0.0814  (0.140)  0.228 (0.198)  0.31 (0.199)
Indirect effect  -0.301*** (0.0854) -0.331**  (0.101)  -0.385*** (0.0943)  -0.308** (0.0701) 0.164**  (0.0470) 0.174***  (0.0474)
Bangl. -0.274+  (0.150)  -0.382*  (0.154)  -0.537**  (0.190) : 0.175 (0.167)  0.612%  (0.224)  0.638*  (0.250)

Total effect
Direct effect 0.0646 (0.154) -0.00881 (0.157) -0.0882 (0.193) 0.492** (0.169) 0.406+ (0.229) 0.424+ (0.254)
Indirect effect  -0.339*** (0.0862) -0.373** (0.101) -0.448** (0.0954) | -0.317** (0.0710) 0.207***  (0.0505) 0.214***  (0.0518)

.Er‘(')'t;a;;fect -0.231 (0.224)  -0.316 (0.235)  -0.315 (0.251)  0.0451  (0.166)  0.00185 (0.204)  -0.194 (0.219)
Direct effect ~ -0.0477 (0.225)  -0.11 (0.236)  -0.189 (0.252) | 0.276+  (0.168)  -0.125 (0.206)  -0.273 (0.220)
Indirect effect  -0.183*  (0.0840) -0.206*  (0.0999) -0.125 (0.0919) | -0.231** (0.0685) 0.127**  (0.0452) 0.0791*  (0.0400)
'Er;:)'tglf:éffect -0.631%*  (0.219)  -0.725*  (0.221)  -0.536*  (0.266) | -0.286+  (0.162)  0.686*  (0.288)  0.341 (0.332)
Direct effect ~ -0.0666  (0.220)  -0.108 (0.222)  -0.166 (0.267)  0.245 (0.168)  0.425 (0.294)  0.194 (0.334)
Indirect effect  -0.564** (0.0906)  -0.618** (0.105)  -0.370%* (0.0940) = -0.530** (0.0762) 0.261**  (0.0606) 0.147**  (0.0482)
N 10361 10361 10361 10361 10361 10361

Control variables: gender, immigrant generationgigi-parent family, mother had the first child ge&1 or younger, highest level of education intthesehold, grandparents’ education, family socio-
economic status, student lives in London.

(1a) (1b) Explanatory variables: parental expeatetiand progress in English and Maths from KS33d Kin VAS). No controls

(2a) Explanatory variables: parental expectations@ogress in English and Maths from KS3 to K8MAS). Control variable: preference for leavinbg-at age 13/14 (floor effect)

(3a) Explanatory variables: parental expectatiowbsmrogress in English and Maths from KS3 to KBMAS). Control variables: preference for leavirigeat age 13/14 and background factors

(2b) Explanatory variables: parental expectatiordsarogress in English and Maths from KS3 to KBMAS). Control variable: preference for Sixth foat age 13/14 (ceiling effect)

(3b) Explanatory variables: parental expectatiomd progress in English and Maths from KS3 to KS¥\(AS). Control variables: preference for Sixth froat age 13/14 and background factors
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Table 5.4a. Confounding ratios and percentagesaifais 3a and 3b of Table 5.4.

Ice

Explanatory variables

(3a)

Lowering vs maintaining preferences for
post-compulsory education

Contribution to

(3b)

Increasing vs maintaining preferences for
post-compulsory education

Contribution to

Eth. confounding % Confounding % confounding % Confounding %
Mix. Average progress in English & Maths from KS3 to KS4 7.0 -56.1 9.3 6.4
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 83.6 -670.9 87.5 59.8
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y 11.9 -95.4 18.1 12.4
Don't know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) -2.4 19.5 -14.9 -10.2
100 -802.9 100 68.4
Indian Average progress in English & Maths from KS3 to KS4 32.3 15.8 35.0 6.3
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 73.8 36.1 71.4 12.8
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y -6.2 -3 -7.5 -1.4
Don’t know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) 0.0 0 1.1 0.2
100 48.9 100 17.9
Pak. Average progress in English & Maths from KS3 to KS4 29.0 22.1 28.8 10.4
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 67.0 51.1 59.2 21.5
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y 3.0 2.3 5.7 21
Don't know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) 1.0 0.7 6.4 23
100 76.2 100 36.3
Bangl. Average progress in English & Maths from KS3 to KS4 37.4 325 35.7 12.8
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 62.9 54.7 55.2 19.8
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y -1.7 -1.5 0.6 0.2
Don’t know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) 1.4 1.3 8.5 3
100 87 100 35.8
BI. Car. Average progress in English & Maths from KS3 to KS4 -7.8 -4.2 -1.8 0.8
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 63.2 34.1 51.3 -21.6
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y 42.4 22.9 40.7 -17.1
Don't know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) 2.2 1.2 9.8 -4.1
100 54 100 -42
BI. Afr. Average progress in English & Maths from KS3 to KS4 25.3 16.5 28.5 12.8
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 91.3 59.5 93.5 42
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y -16.0 -10.4 -19.5 -8.8
Don’t know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) -0.5 -0.3 -2.5 -1.1
100 65.3 100 44.9




Table 5.5. Evolution of the expectations of apgyio university from age 15/16 to age
17/18, by ethnicity

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BI. Car. BI. Afr.
(%0) (%) (%) (%0) (%0) (%) (%)
From age 15/16 to 16/17
No chang#& 55.8 52.2 71.0 59.5 57.3 53.6 74.0
Increase 19.0 18.3 14.2 19.7 17.3 24.1 10.3
Decrease 20.5 21.0 111 15.8 17.1 17.1 105
Don’t know 4.8 8.5 3.7 5.0 8.2 52 5.2
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
From age 15/16 to 17/18
Already applied at 17/18:
Very likely at 15/16 22.6 16.0 48.4 27.6 26.0 26.9 40.5
Fairly likely at 15/16 9.5 9.3 12.6 11.3 11.3 10.4 8.1
Not very/not at all likely at
15/16 29 3.2 0.9 1.2 2.2 0.5 0.9
Have not applied yet at
17/18:
No chang@ 27.7 26.3 18.1 22.4 25.9 28.9 32.7
Increase 11.3 15.8 54 12.7 11.9 13.4 7.8
Decrease 21.8 24.2 11.7 195 14.2 15.3 7.8
Don’t know 4.3 5.2 2.9 53 8.5 45 21
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 6658 241 712 544 411 293 241
N=9458

@Among those that do not change their expectatié®f of White British, 47% of Mix. (Bl & Wh), 83% dhdians, 66 % of
Pakistanis, 60% of Bangladeshis, 57% of Black @edns, and 87% of Black Africans maintain that they/very likely to
apply to university
®Among those that do not change their expectatib#® of White British, 33% of Mix. (Bl & Wh), 59% dhdians, 49 % of
Pakistanis, 33% of Bangladeshis, 34% of Black @edns, and 78% of Black Africans maintain that they/very likely to
apply to university

Table 5.6. Distribution of students in terms of thismatch between their expectations of
applying to university at age 15/16 and their askiment at GCSE examinations, by
ethnicity

\évr?t Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car.  BI. Afr.
" 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
oy o ) o) )
Expectations  higher  than ,, ¢ 27.0 295 44.8 42.6 48.0 48.2
attainment
Exp_ectatlons lower than 8.1 4.0 16 0.7 1.7 16 0.6
attainment
No mismatch (high expectations & , , o 37.4 61.4 40.3 40.2 32.4 46.9
high attainment
No mismatch (low expectations & 4, ¢ 317 76 14.2 15.4 18.0 43
low attainment)
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 6658 241 712 544 411 293 241

N=9458
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Table 5.7. Expectations of applying to universityage 17/18 depending on the consistency betwepackions and
attainment at age 15/16, by ethnicity

Expectations at age 17/18

Not very/at all

Mismatch between expectations at and  Very/fairly likely to Already Total

attainment at age 15/16 likely to apply , applied o
%) apply/don’t know %) (%)

(%)

Wh. Brit. Mismatch (expectations > attainment) 34.8 43.8 215 100
Mismatch (expectations < attainment) 15.7 61.0 23.3 100
No mismatch 154 46.9 37.7 100
Mix. Mismatch (expectations > attainment) 60.7 24.8 14.6 100
Mismatch (expectations < attainment) 42.3 46.3 114 100
No mismatch 21.3 443 344 100
Indian Mismatch (expectations > attainment) 43.4 151 41.5 100
Mismatch (expectations < attainment) 0.0 38.0 62.0 100
No mismatch 14.3 11.7 74.1 100
Pak. Mismatch (expectations > attainment) 51.6 29.9 18.5 100
Mismatch (expectations < attainment) 20.0 215 58.5 100
No mismatch 23.0 19.4 57.6 100
Bangl. Mismatch (expectations > attainment) 56.9 20.8 223 100
Mismatch (expectations < attainment) 11.7 54.2 34.1 100
No mismatch 29.8 16.4 53.9 100
Bl. Car. Mismatch (expectations > attainment) 61.4 12.3 26.3 100
Mismatch (expectations < attainment) 18.0 65.7 16.3 100
No mismatch 23.8 274 48.7 100
BI. Afr. Mismatch (expectations > attainment) 68.1 5.5 26.4 100
Mismatch (expectations < attainment) 0.0 44.6 55.4 100
No mismatch 20.1 5.5 74.4 100

N=9458
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Table 5.8. Evolution of ‘parents’ expectations ttogir children applying to university from
age 13/14 to age 16/17, by ethnicity

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BI. Car. BI. Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
No change 46.3 47.8 61.6 48.2 44.7 46.0 69.4
Among those: %
saying very 45.4 51.6 84.1 78.3 77.1 62.1 88.0
likely to apply
Increase 18.5 18.0 15.0 14.3 14.4 23.4 12.7
Decrease 27.4 25.8 13.1 21.9 225 21.4 12.9
Don’t know 7.8 8.3 104 15.6 18.4 9.2 5.1
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 6658 241 712 544 411 293 241
N=9458

Table 5.9. Evolution of ‘students’ expectationspplying to university from age 13/14 to

age 16/17, by ethnicity

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BI. Car. Bl. Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

No change 41.7 39.3 58.8 51.5 43.1 44.7 61.4
Among those: %
saying very 47.6 54.3 82.3 65.6 59.0 60.1 86.2
likely to apply
Increase 211 22.2 23.2 22.6 25.2 28.8 22.0
Decrease 31.3 32.7 14.0 18.3 20.9 21.8 10.9
Don’t know 6.0 5.8 3.9 7.6 10.9 4.7 5.8
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 6658 241 712 544 411 293 241
N=9458

Table 5.10. Level of agreement between ‘parentd’ ‘atudents’ expectations of applying
to university at age 16/17, by ethnicity

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BI. Car. BIl. Afr.
(%) (%0) (%) (%) (%0) (%0) (%)

Expectations of parent
match expectations of 68.1 58.1 73.6 64.2 61.7 60.3 71.8
student
Among those: % with very 415 48.7 81.3 65.4 62.6 61.2 86.2
high expectations
Expectations of parent
higher than expectations of 8.6 15.9 9.3 11.8 16.1 17.9 9.5
student
Expectations of parent
lower than expectations of 19.1 18.1 13.9 15.7 13.7 15.9 12.7
student
ll:’r?or(jvnt and/or student don't 4.2 79 32 8.3 8.5 6.0 6.1
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 6658 241 712 544 411 293 241

N=9458



Table 5.11. Ethnicity coefficients of multinomiagjistic regressions using the rescaling methodasfd¢6n, Holm and Breen

Outcome variable: change in preferences for postymalsory education from age 15/16 to age 17/18
Maintaining vs. decreasing/increasing

expectations Increasing vs. maintaining expectations Decreasings. maintaining expectations
(1a) (2a) (1b) (2b) (1c) (2¢)

. B () B (s6) B () B (s¢) B (se) B (se)
¥A¥§|deﬁ oct -0.383*  (0.177)  -0.329+ (0.179) | 0.561*  (0.284) 0.667*  (0.288) 0.328 (0.247)  0.183 (0.245)
Direct effect -0.372* (0.177)  -0.345+ (0.179) | 0.533+  (0.284)  0.544+  (0.288) | 0.282 (0.246)  0.243 (0.244)
Indirect effect ~ -0.0105 (0.118) 0.0156  (0.116)  0.0278  (0.152) 0.123  (0.149) : 0.0454 (0.219) -0.0608  (0.216)
'T”Odtﬁ‘lneﬁ oct 0.788%* (0.124)  0.735%* (0.127) @ 0.470*  (0.160) 0.704** (0.166) | -1.203** (0.191) -1.302**  (0.201)
Direct effect 0.415%* (0.124)  0.382*  (0.127) 0.166  (0.162) 0.301+ (0.168) | -0.707** (0.192) -0.716**  (0.201)
Indirect effect ~ 0.373* (0.120)  0.352**  (0.117) = 0.304*  (0.153) 0.403*  (0.150) ' -0.495*  (0.219) -0.586*  (0.217)
.Fr’;k;lst:f?; o -0.0449  (0.114) 00333  (0.127) @ 0.438*  (0.155) 0.838** (0.174) @ -0.0881  (0.164) -0.394*  (0.177)
Direct effect 0175 (0.116) -0.187  (0.128)  0.228  (0.158) 0.423*  (0.177)  -0.0227  (0.164) -0.0608  (0.177)
Indirect effect  0.13 (0.120) 0.221+  (0.117) 0211  (0.153) 0.414* (0.150) | -0.0654  (0.220) -0.334 (0.217)
Eg&?'gﬁgg{" 0.0641  (0.126) 0.0951  (0.153) | 0.165 (0.243)  0.719%*  (0.279)  -0.477*  (0.212) -0.821***  (0.240)
Direct effect -0.0288 (0.128) -0.118  (0.155) -0.146  (0.245)  0.127  (0.281) | -0.414+  (0.214) -0.423+  (0.241)
Indirect effect ~ 0.093  (0.120)  0.213+  (0.118)  0.311*  (0.154)  0.591** (0.151) A -0.0633  (0.220) -0.397+  (0.217)
.?gt;a;c?ebga” 0.300+  (0.177)  0.272 (0.189) | -0.182  (0.258) -0.222  (0.277)  -0.561+  (0.299) -0.615* (0.311)
Direct effect 0.21 (0.176)  0.229  (0.188) | -0.418  (0.259) -0.481+ (0.279) | -0.516+  (0.297) -0.529+  (0.309)
Indirect effect ~ 0.0896  (0.120) 0.043  (0.117)  0.236  (0.154) 0.259+  (0.151) | -0.0454  (0.220) -0.0856  (0.217)
.?gtgfg‘;gét 1.105%* (0.196)  0.992** (0.224) | 0.391  (0.322)  0.54 (0.386)  -1.676%* (0.348) -1.728**  (0.407)
Direct effect 0.691** (0.200)  0.692*  (0.226)  0.122  (0.325) 0.239  (0.387) | -1.144*  (0.351) -1.210*  (0.409)
Indirect effect  0.414** (0.122)  0.299*  (0.118)  0.269+  (0.155) 0.301*  (0.151) | -0.532*  (0.221) -0.518*  (0.218)
N 9458 9458 9458 9458 9458 9458

Control variables: gender, immigrant generationglei-parent family, mother had the first child ge&1 or younger, highest level of education inhtbesehold, grandparents’ education, family
socio-economic status, student lives in London.

(1a) Explanatory variables: parental expectatios%A*-C GCSE including English & Maths (Yes=1/ N®)=No controls

(2a) Explanatory variables: parental expectatios®A*-C GCSE including English & Maths (Yes=1/ N@)=Controls included

(1b) Explanatory variables: parental expectatiors®A*-C GCSE including English & Maths (Yes=1/ N@)=Control: very high expectations at age 15/Hili(g effect)

(2b) Explanatory variables: parental expectatiors®A*-C GCSE including English & Maths (Yes=1/ N®)=Controls: very high expectations at age 15 zackground factors

(1c) Explanatory variables: parental expectatiors2A*-C GCSE including English & Maths (Yes=1/ N@)=Control: very low expectations at age 15/16q(fleffect)

(2c) Explanatory variables: parental expectations2A*-C GCSE including English & Maths (Yes=1/ N@)=Controls: very low expectations at age 15/16 laackground factors
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Table 5.11a. Confounding ratios and percentagenadels 2a, 2b and 2c¢ of Table 5.11.

(2a)
L (2b) (2¢c)
d Ma|nt'a|n|'ng vS. Increasing vs. maintaining Decreasing vs. maintaining
- ecreasing/increasing . .
Explanatory variables expectations expectations expectations
Contributionto  Confounding Contributionto  Confounding Contributionto  Confounding
confounding % % confounding % % confounding % %
Mix. 5 A*-C GCSE including English & Maths -28.8 14 -42 -7.8 -70.6 235
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 372.7 -17.6 42.2 7.8 55.9 -18.6
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y -158.5 7.5 80.9 14.9 101.4 -33.7
Don’t know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) -85.5 4 18.9 3.5 13.3 -4.4
100 -4.7 100 18.4 100.0 -33.3
Indian 5 A*-C GCSE including English & Maths 2.7 13 0.8 40 -0.5 -0.2
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 98.9 47.4 88.4 50.6 107.3 48.3
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y -2.2 -1.1 10 5.7 -6.3 -2.8
Don't know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) 0.6 0.3 0.9 0.5 -0.5 -0.2
100 47.9 100 57.2 100.0 45.0
Pakistani 5 A*-C GCSE including English & Maths 11 7.4 -6.8 -3.4 -13.0 -11.0
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 1194 790.8 73.8 36.5 106.2 89.9
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y -10.1 -66.9 22.8 11.3 2.8 2.3
Don’t know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) -10.4 -68.7 10.2 5.1 4.0 3.4
100 662.6 100 49.5 100.0 84.6
Bangladeshi 5 A*-C GCSE including English & Maths 4.1 9.2 4.4 63 -4.3 -2.1
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 128.5 288.1 56.3 46.3 80.7 39.1
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y -21.8 -48.8 32.1 26.4 20.2 9.8
Don’t know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) -10.9 -24.4 7.3 6 3.4 1.6
100 224.1 100 82.3 100.0 48.4
Bl. Caribbean 5 A*-C GCSE including English & Maths -23.1 -3.7 83 44.8 -106.8 -14.9
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 258.2 40.8 56.9 -66.5 60.6 8.4
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y -112.4 -17.7 74.6 -87.2 139.9 19.5
Don't know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) -22.7 -3.6 6.8 -8 6.3 0.9
100 15.8 100 -116.9 100.0 13.9
Bl. African 5 A*-C GCSE including English & Maths -0.2 -0.1 -96 -15 -10.3 -3.1
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 108.2 32.7 101.7 56.8 114.3 34.2
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y -2.8 -0.9 14.3 8 -5.6 -1.7
Don't know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) -5.2 -1.6 10.9 6.1 1.7 0.5
100 30.1 100 55.9 100.0 30.0
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APPENDIX

Table A5.1. Correlations between error terms froimaby logistic
regressions of likelihood of applying to universitiy age 13/14, 14/15,
15/16 and 16/17

€exp 13/14 € exp 14115 € exp 15/16

White British € exp 13114 1.0000

€ exp 14/15 0.2701* 1.0000

€ exp 15/16 0.1579* 0.3476* 1.0000
Mixed € exp 13/14 1.0000

€exp 14115 0.2968* 1.0000

€ exp 15/16 0.1961* 0.3717* 1.0000
Indian € exp 13/14 1.0000

€exp 14/15 0.4011* 1.0000

€ exp 15/16 0.2132* 0.3571* 1.0000
Pakistani €exp 13/14 1.0000

€exp 14/15 0.2664* 1.0000

€ exp 15/16 0.0764 0.2955* 1.0000
Bangladeshi €oxp 13/14 1.0000

€ exp 14/15 0.2453* 1.0000

€ exp 15/16 0.1753* 0.3200* 1.0000
Black Caribbean  €eyp 1314 1.0000

€exp 14115 0.2104* 1.0000

€ exp 15/16 0.1197* 0.2509* 1.0000
Black African € oxp 13/14 1.0000

€exp 14115 0.2479* 1.0000

€ exp 15/16 0.0168 0.2313* 1.0000

N=10744

Models with the following explanatory variablesapé of birth, gender, family structure,
teenage mother, highest level of qualifications higthest SES in the household, London,
parental expectations at wave 1 and 4, grades k8 KS4.

The correlation structure of the residuals of theéngated expectations
of going to university at age 13/14, 14/15 and &5dr each ethnic
group is presented in table A6.1. The objectivahi$ analysis is to
examine whether expectations are serially corrélatgen when
controlling for relevant factors that are known itdluence them,
particularly parental expectations and past attammlif that is the
case, it could be evidence that other factorsdt@not included in the
model determine the formation of educational exgiems, or it could
also indicate the existence of an underlying dylcaoaiusal process
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that links expectations across time (Morgan, 2006:8 addition, a
diverse correlation structure across ethnicitieghinireveal that the
omitted variables do not have the same impactlfatlanicities. Each
of the 21 logistic regressions have as the depéndeiable students’
expectations (1=very/fairly high expectations, Owotvise), and as
explanatory variables the average score at KS3 iedions, the

parents’ university expectations for students a 4@/14 and all
background controls. The results suggest signifidéferences across
ethnicities in the extent to which observable arah-observable
factors are able to account for changes of expentatvaries across
ethnicities. In fact, for all groups except Indiaarsd Black Africans,
the correlations between expectations at age 14fib 15/16 are
higher than those between age 13/14 and 14/15.xplamation for

this difference could be that for White British @afor all minorities

except Indians and Black Africans) the relevancat tthe omitted

variables have in their expectations increase akfg. It is quite

likely that a worsening of the academic performashoeng KS4 is one
of these omitted factors. However, while this erpkgon would apply
to the White British, Mixed and Black Caribbean ygpse, it does not
match for Pakistanis and Bangladeshis. Another ntapb aspect is
that the correlation of residuals between ages418fid 15/16 is not
significant for Bangladeshis and Black Africans. efiéfore, the

omitted factors affecting their expectations at 4g14 and 15/16
might be entirely different.
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Table A5.2. Ethnicity coefficients of multinomiagjistic regressions using the rescaling method afidon, Holm and Breen
Outcome variable: decreasing and increasing expaxta of applying to university from age 13/14 ged5/16

Lowering vs. maintaining university expectations Fsing vs. maintaining university expectations
(1a) (2a) (3a) (1b) (2b) (3b)

_ B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
Q"g?:ﬂerrect -0.158 (0.191)  -0.251 (0.208)  -0.377+  (0.202) | -0.24 (0.179)  -0.0415  (0.206)  -0.105 (0.211)
Direct effect ~ -0.0588  (0.192)  -0.109 (0.208)  -0.245 (0.203) | -0.112 (0.180)  -0.0872  (0.207)  -0.156 (0.212)
Indirect effect  -0.0996  (0.0752)  -0.142 (0.0976)  -0.132 (0.0906) : -0.128*  (0.0622) 0.0457  (0.0515) 0.0509  (0.0498)
'T”:tg”eﬁect -0.998%* (0.161)  -1.171%** (0.164)  -1.25%*  (0.170)  -0.250*  (0.119)  0.670**  (0.153)  0.696™*  (0.162)
Direct effect ~ -0.593** (0.163)  -0.629** (0.165)  -0.79%*  (0.171) : -0.00038 (0.120)  0.454*  (0.154)  0.494*  (0.162)
Indirect effect  -0.405** (0.0791)  -0.542** (0.101)  -0.46***  (0.0940)  -0.25**  (0.0678) 0.216**  (0.0555) 0.202***  (0.0546)
'ligtkeil effect -0.298*  (0.116)  -0.440%* (0.119)  -0.63**  (0.127) | 0.0346  (0.119)  0.483**  (0.137)  0.556™*  (0.149)
Direct effect ~ -0.0465 (0.118)  -0.0734  (0.121)  -0.221+  (0.129)  0.214+  (0.121)  0.328*  (0.138)  0.370*  (0.151)
Indirect effect  -0.252*  (0.0773)  -0.366*** (0.0990) -0.41**  (0.0933) @ -0.179**  (0.0655) 0.155**  (0.0545) 0.186***  (0.0548)
Eg&?'éﬁect -0.370*  (0.172)  -0.518*  (0.174)  -0.831** (0.193) | 0.310*  (0.123)  0.686™*  (0.163)  0.679**  (0.199)
Direct effect ~ -0.0762  (0.173)  -0.094 (0.175)  -0.358+  (0.193)  0.487** (0.126)  0.475*  (0.166)  0.434*  (0.202)
Indirect effect  -0.294** (0.0779)  -0.423** (0.0997) -0.473** (0.0943)  -0.177** (0.0665) 0.211***  (0.0567) 0.245***  (0.0578)
_'?gt;aéﬁect -0.606**  (0.188)  -0.757** (0.197)  -0.832** (0.213)  -0.181 (0.176)  0.146 (0.210)  -0.0103  (0.230)
Direct effect ~ -0.471*  (0.189)  -0.543*  (0.198)  -0.705** (0.213)  -0.0485  (0.177)  0.0738  (0.211)  -0.05 (0.230)
Indirect effect  -0.135+  (0.0763) -0.214*  (0.0981)  -0.127 (0.0909) : -0.133*  (0.0638) 0.0723  (0.0529) 0.0397  (0.0509)
_'?gt';f;ﬁect -1.315%*  (0.191)  -1.496%* (0.192)  -1.505** (0.209)  -0.361*  (0.180)  0.680**  (0.244)  0.433 (0.273)
Direct effect ~ -0.822** (0.191)  -0.847** (0.192)  -1.117** (0.208)  0.0041  (0.181)  0.414+  (0.247)  0.255 (0.274)
Indirect effect  -0.492** (0.0820) -0.648** (0.103)  -0.388** (0.093)  -0.365** (0.0711) 0.266***  (0.0585) 0.178***  (0.0538)
N 10361 10361 10361 10361 10361 10361

(1a) (1b) Explanatory variable: parental expectetiand progress in English and Maths from KS3 t4 KB VAS). No controls

(2a) Explanatory variable: parental expectatiorss@mogress in English and Maths from KS3 to KSAM#AS). Control variable: not likely at all to aggto university

(3a) Explanatory variables: parental expectations @rogress in English and Maths from KS3 to K$4(AS). Control variables: not likely at all to dpgo university and
background factors
(2b) Explanatory variable: parental expectatiorts mogress in English and Maths from KS3 to KSMAS). Control variable: very likely to apply taiversity

(3b) Explanatory variables: parental expectatiomd progress in English and Maths from KS3 to K$#4\(AS). Control variables: very likely to apply tmiversity and
background factors
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Table A5.2a Confounding ratios and percentagesaufats 3a and 3b of table A5.2

(33) (3b)
Lowering vs. maintaining Rising vs. maintaining post-
Ethnicities Explanatory variables post-16 preferences Cont 1t6 preferences
Contr. to Confounding ontr. to C
confounding % conf(;undm Confounding %
Mixed Progress KS3-KS4 (va scores) 5.8 -264.3 7.9 8.3
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 84.1 -3835.0 87.4 90.8
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y 12.4 -564.8 18.4 19.1
Don’t know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) -2.3 102.6 -13.8 -14.3
100.0 -4561.38 100.0 103.91
Indian Progress KS3-KS4 (va scores) 32.6 16.1 34.3 6.2
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 73.3 36.2 71.6 12.9
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y -6.0 -3.0 -7.0 -1.3
Don’t know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) 0.0 0.0 11 0.2
100.0 49.34 100.0 18.03
Pakistani Progress KS3-KS4 (va scores) 29.5 22.6 28.4 10.2
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 66.9 51.2 59.8 215
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y 2.7 2.0 5.4 1.9
Don't know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) 0.9 0.7 6.4 2.3
100.0 76.55 100.0 35.98
Bangladeshi Progress KS3-KS4 (va scores) 38.1 31.9 35.4 11.9
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 61.9 51.7 55.0 18.5
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y -1.4 -1.2 11 0.4
Don't know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) 1.4 1.2 8.5 2.9
100.0 83.56 100.0 33.55
Bl. Caribbean Progress KS3-KS4 (va scores) -11.8 -4.7 -3.8 15
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 60.2 24.0 48.9 -19.9
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y 49.0 19.5 43.9 -17.9
Don’t know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) 2.5 1.0 10.9 -4.5
100.0 39.82 100.0 -40.73
Bl. African Progress KS3-KS4 (va scores) 25.8 17.8 28.1 12.1
Very likely to apply (ref: not very/at all likely) 90.8 62.6 93.1 40.2
Fairly likely to apply (ref: not very/at all like}y -16.2 -11.2 -18.8 -8.1
Don’t know if will apply (ref. not very/at all likg) -0.5 -0.3 -2.4 -1.0
100.0 68.98 100.0 43.16
N=10361
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Table A5.3. Evolution of ‘parents and students’esgnent in the expectations of applying to uniweréiom age 13/14 to age

16/17, in the White British group (in percentages)

Likelihood of applying to university at 16/17

AGREEMENT DISAGREEMENT

Likelihood of applving to Student & Student & Student & Student & Parents’ Parents’ Either one or
university at 13%} 9 parent very parent fairly parent not parent not at expectations > expectations <  the other TOTAL

Y likely likely very likely all likely students’ students’ doesn’'t know
AGREEMENT
Parents & students very likely 72.2 5.2 2.9 2.1 5.3 10.3 2.0 100
Parents & students fairly likely 27.5 14.3 104 10.3 104 22.6 4.5 100
E’lfggms & students not very 5.3 9.3 13.9 305 108 255 4.8 100
ﬁg@”ts & students not at all 1.1 23 6.8 65.0 8.4 14.3 2.2 100
DISAGREEMENT
Parents’ expectations >
Students’ 30.0 9.6 8.5 21.3 11.6 14.8 4.3 100
Parents’ expectations < 15.6 8.0 10.1 29.6 6.6 26.0 4.0 100
Students
Er']tgfvr one or the other doesn't 5 g 8.6 10.1 29.6 105 205 10.0 100
N=10361
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CHAPTER 6

ETHNIC DIFFERENTIALS IN
EDUCATIONAL TRANSITIONS AFTER
AGE 16

6.1. Introduction

In this chapter, | analyse the educational trajgesoof ethnic minority
students after they finish compulsory educatiorthat age of 15/16,
taking the White British majority as the referemgeup. At that age,
students make the first transition of their edwrsl career, by either
choosing to continue in academic-oriented full-tisducation (FTE)
at sixth-form colleges or schools, to continue atational FTE, or to
leave FTE altogether. At the age of 17/18 or old&rdents that had
chosen to continue their studies might, on the bmed, start a
university degree or another diploma in a higharcation institution

or, on the other hand, leave FTE and enter thaulatmarket.

As expected, the choice that students make in fimsir transition

conditions their probability of making the secorahsition. However,
the English system is, in this respect, considgraisre flexible than
other educational systems in continental Eurogewalg students to
access university education through several patbw@havit &

Mueller, 2000). But, despite this open access tiaty education, the
higher education system in England is highly digtj in contrast to
other European countries. Even though the formadusgion between
universities on the one hand, and polytechnicsaliéges of higher
education on the other, was formally abolished982l most of the so
called ‘post-1992 universities’ still hold a pooeputation among
students and usually appear in the bottom of usierankings (e.g.
the Guardian university ranking). Therefore, ndias it important to
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examine whether there are systematic differencesssa@thnicities in
levels of enrolment to higher education institusiprbut also to
examine the eventual variations in prestige of ithaitutions they
access.

As has been explained in previous chapters, ethgnaps differ
greatly in the progress they make during the lagb tyears of
compulsory education and in their attainment in G@8aminations at
age 15/16, and in their reported educational egpects for their
future. Indians obtain, on average, better resiés White British
students at GCSE examinations; Black Africans obslightly lower
results, while the other minorities perform, on rage, significantly
worse than the White majorif/(see table 6.1). However, all ethnic
minority students make significantly stronger acaide progress
compared to the White British group during the lagb years of
compulsory education, particularly the three SoAian and Black
African minorities. In addition, with respect toeih intentions of
applying to university in the future, all ethnic mority students
consistently report significantly more ambitiougpegtations than the
White British during adolescence (from age 13/14 16/20),
particularly Black Africans and Indians. Thereforteis important to
examine whether ethnic minority students manageetdise their
initially high university expectations at the samg& as White British
students and, in that case, to identify the trapges they follow until
they are finally admitted.

[table 6.1. about here]
Using survey data from the LSYPE, this chapter shomat ethnic

minority students are as able as White British etiisl to realise their
initial expectations of going to university. Thisding contrasts with

93 These are absolute differences, that is, withouatrolling for any background
factor. When relevant family demographic and s@ionomic control variables
are kept constant, Indians and Bangladeshis perfeigmificantly better,

Pakistani do not significantly differentiate fromhité British, and Mixed, Black
Caribbean and Black African perform significantlyonse (particularly Black
Caribbean).
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some of the empirical evidence coming from the Aoaer context,
where scholars have consistently found lower catimts between
initial educational expectations and future attanmamong certain
ethnicities like the African Americans (K. L. Alexder et al., 1994;
Hanson, 1994; Mickelson, 1990). In contrast, tihiapter confirms the
findings highlighted by Erikson and Rudolphi (Eoks& Rudolphi,
2010), Jackson, Jonsson and Rudolphi (Jacksons@on& Rudolphi,
2012) and Jackson (Jackson, 2012), who find thast nathnic
minorities in England and Sweden tend to be disatdeged in their
performance during compulsory education comparedh®&® native
group but, on the other hand, they partially conspém for this
disadvantage with their higher continuation rategducation. In this
regard, it seems that driven-choice educationakesys such as those
prevalent in England or Sweden help to reduce thei@inequalities
in education, as ethnic minority students countarixe their average
poorer performance with their more ambitious edocat choices
after compulsory education. This hypothesis has been supported
by Buchmann and Dalton (Buchmann & Dalton, 2002)ggesting
that in highly stratified systems like those of fany or the
Netherlands, the aspirations of students are anstt by the school,
allowing less room for interpersonal influencesclimling those of
parents) in the formation of these aspirations.

All ethnic minorities have higher continuation mtén the first
transition than White British students, controllinépr prior
performance in GCSE examinations at the age of61%0h the other
hand, they are also more likely to make the secwadsition to
university than White British students, though somi@ority groups
tend to make this transition at an older age.

Despite the higher propensity of ethnic minoritydgnts to make the
transition to higher education compared to the ¥Bititish majority,

this differential is not reproduced when it comesattendance to
prestigious universities included in the Russelb@@r. In this regard,
South Asian and Black African students do not d#fgiate from

White British students in their probability of ehment. In contrast,
Mixed and Black Caribbean students are less likelkgnrol in Russell
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Group universities compared to the White majorithis result is
particularly striking for the Indian minority, cadering that they have
significantly higher academic attainment and mormbiéious

expectations during secondary education than thee\iative group.
Finally, regarding the field of study, the two Bftaminorities and the
Mixed group are less likely than the White Brittshenrol in scientific
degrees while the opposite tendency is observeldkistani students.

6.2. Primary and secondary effects of inequalities
in education

In the past few years, European scholars have eshéveir interest in
the classical distinction between primary and sdaon effects put
forward by Boudon in his bookducation, Opportunity, and Social
Inequality(Boudon, 1974). This chapter pays attention tostirealled
secondary effects of inequalities in education,clwhare the effects
that the social background of students, such as tamily socio-
economic status or their ethnicity in this cases tia the choices they
make during their educational career, controllirgy their prior
academic performance. Researchers have consisténilyd that
students with similar academic performance buedifit family socio-
economic background make different decisions attkaaysition points
of their educational trajectory (Erikson et al.,08D That is, the
variations in choices that are not related to patiainment are the
secondary effects of the students’ background. i@n dther hand,
primary effects refer to the early differences tademic performance
that relate to the students’ background. To sumpupnary effects
measure attainment, while secondary effects measheice,
conditional on attainment. Primary and secondafgces are usually
studied in terms of family socio-economic inequedit but a growing
number of scholars are also paying attention to ghenary and
secondary effects of ethnicity (Jackson, 2012; iKlgkonen, 2011;
Kristen, Reimer, & Kogan, 2008), that is, to thet #eethnic
differentials in educational performance and choidée causal

9 Net ethnic effect is the differential that remaarféer controlling for relevant
socio-demographic and socio-economic backgrourtfs.c
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mechanisms behind the disadvantages of educatjperdbrmance,
particularly during the first stages of educatiane more difficult to
identify than those related to educational choisesondary effects),
and the contribution of the latter to the overakquality is usually
bigger (Nash, 2003).

In Chapter 4, | have paid attention to the primafifgcts of ethnicity,

that is, to the ethnic differentials in academiogress. In this chapter,
| focus on the secondary effects of ethnicity, tigton how the

choices that students make at two important transipoints relate

systematically to their ethnicity.

6.2.1. Calculation of the secondary effects of ethuity

As suggested by Erikson and Jonsson (Erikson &s#mmsl996), the
proportion of students from ethnicity that decide to continue in
education in a transition point can be modelled as

Pi= f.fr' (x)g; (x)dx

where fi(x) is the distribution of performance ang|(x) is the
probability to continue in education at performanse The
performance is assumed to follow a normal distidsutand the
transition propensities follow a logistic curve i{€on, 2007). Ifgi(x)

is substituted by the corresponding function fdmedity j —g;(x)-, we

get the counterfactual proportion, where the distion of
performance is assumed to be that of ethnigitiput the transition
propensities are those of ethnigity

P;= f fi(x)g; (x)dx

This way, it is possible to estimate the primarg aecondary effects
of ethnicity on educational achievement. Thereftine, odds ratio for
the propensities to continue in education of ethnicas compared to
ethnicityj can be written as
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Qn‘.;}z

The synthesized odds of transition, when using goerance
characteristics of ethnicity and choice characteristics of ethnicity
and vice versa, can be written as

Qr’i.ﬂ:

and

Qn‘.rjz

ThereforeQij = Qij Qii  and Qiji = Qiji Qiji

If L= |Og Q, Lii.jj = Lij_jj Lii.ij and Lii.jj = Lii.ji Lji_jj, where the terms on
the right-hand side refer to situations with diéiet performance
distributions but similar transition propensitigeifhary effects) and
the second term to situations with similar perfonee distributions
but different transition propensities (secondarfe@s), both effects
are estimated as follows (Erikson, 2007):

L

Primary ef fects=

gt Lai

i—

il

Secondary ef fects=

This way it is possible to identify the indirectfesdt of performance
and the direct effect of individual preferences tbe continuation
decisions of students from different ethnicities.
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6.3. Theoretical approaches to explain the
secondary effects of ethnicity

Two main groups of theories have been developeéxybain the
differentials in continuation rates across studérims various socio-
economic backgrounds: the rational action and thikural capital
theories (van de Werfhorst & Hofstede, 2007). Hosvewhen the
focus is on the ethnic and not on the social clifferentials in
continuation rates, additional explanations shdédonsidered, as the
mechanisms through which ethnicity might influeneducational
choices could be entirely different. Some schoterge pointed to the
effects of (perceived) discrimination in the labooarket (Jackson et
al., 2012), which might act as an incentive fomghminority students
to obtain higher qualifications to compensate fog expected ethnic
penalty. In addition, the selectivity of the migoat flow might also be
relevant to account for different transition ratsethnic minority
groups with respect to the native population. Thailable empirical
evidence has supported the positive selectivityetifnic minority
groups of immigrant origin, as they are selectethgas of the
population of their countries of origin in terms eflucation or
ambition (Chiswick, 2000; Feliciano, 2005). Therefothe positive
selection of migration flows that have shaped Estgéthnic minorities
could explain the higher propensity of ethnic mityoistudents to
continue in education compared to native students

In the following two sections | review the theocali approaches that
have been put forward to account for the existesfcthe secondary
effects of ethnicity in education, such as thetnetarisk aversion or
the theory of anticipated discrimination.

% The LSYPE does not include information about thece of birth or year of
arrival of students’ parents, meaning that it is possible to build any selectivity
measure.
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6.3.1. Rational action approaches: the relative ris
aversion (RRA) theory

The proponents of rational action theories expiiudents’ choices in
terms of their estimated probabilities of complgtieach of the
alternatives and of the benefits and costs thay thgribute to
completing each of them. The Relative Risk AverdiBRA) theory,
proposed by Breen and Goldthorpe (Breen & Goldthod®97), is
one of the most successful theories in the socyotdgducation that is
based on rational action assumptions. The RRA &lahe
differences in school continuation decisions acreggdents from
different backgrounds (that is, in secondary effedn terms of
avoidance of downward mobility. That is, when induals reach an
educational level that allows them to reproduce $agne socio-
economic position of their parents, the costs oftiooing in education
outweigh their perceived utility. Similarly to Bood's theory, Breen
& Goldthorpe use the structural theory of aspiraiof Keller and
Zavalloni (Keller & Zavalloni, 1964) to sustain tbaims of the RRA
approach?.

As pointed out by Stocké, primary effects work tigb differences in
the success probability, while secondary effects raflected in the
perceived costs and returns to education (Stock®)7&). The
subjective benefits associated with continuing docation would be
shaped by the motivation to achieve the minimunell@f education
required to avoid downward mobility. In this reggattoe social class of
students’ parents would be the reference pointHeir decisions and,
according to RRA, students would not try to maxenilzeir chances of

% keller and Zavalloni interpret the different lesedf educational aspirations
across social classes in relative and not in absdlerms. According to this
perspective, the value that children place on ditutas based on where they
start in the social structure. As a consequeneediverse aspirations of students
of different social backgrounds would not be exptg in terms of differences in
levels of cultural capital across families. In twerds of Keller and Zavalloni
“the ‘relative distance’ of a social class from i@eyp goal [...] determines the
saliency of that goal for its members, and thigesaly in turn constitutes an
intervening variable between individual ambitiondasocial achievement”
(Keller & Zavalloni, 1964, p. 58).
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upward mobility but only to minimize their risk oflownward
mobility. Some studies have found empirical evigesapporting the
RRA (Breen & Yaish, 2006; Davies R., Heinese, & iHpP002; Jaeger
& Holm, 2012; Stocké, 2007b), although in most sabe lack of data
has limited the scope of the analyses.

6.3.1.1. RRA theory and continuation decisions dhmc
minority students

So far, no study has tested all the propositioisgward by the RRA
theory to explain the different transition ratedween natives and
immigrant minorities. This is, in most cases, mtato the lack of
information about parents’ social class in the ¢oguof origin. But,

since immigrants experience a process of downwaodility after

their arrival, using their labour market positiom the destination
country might not be reliable. Moreover, the sodialss structure of
Western societies might not be fully comparableéhtose existing in
many of the countries where immigrant minoritiesneofrom (A. F.

Heath et al., 2008). As a consequence, even whiaxg tise labour
market position or level of education in the countf origin, the

measures might still not be comparable. That is wtiyolars have
proposed relative measures, which compare the t#vetiucation (or
any other indicator of status) of immigrants wittat of non-migrant
co-nationals with the same characteristics. Thidicator of the
selectivity of the migration flow would give infomation about the
relative position of immigrant individuals in themountry of origin,

and it would allow measuring the extent to whickyttexperience a
process of downward mobility in the destinationmoy Without this

information, it is not possible to know whether tlctildren of

immigrants have their parents’ former socio-ecorostatus in their
country of origin or their new position in the daation country as the
reference point on which they base their aspiratiand educational
choices.

Unfortunately, the same shortcomings in the datzedaby other
researchers are also present in my research. TNeESIoes not
provide any information about the former class fasior the year of
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migration of parents. In addition, the LSYPE doesinclude specific
guestions that allow the operationalisation of sahthe propositions
of the RRA theory. Therefore, | only include a casipe variable that
measures the extent to which the decision to applyniversity is

based on the perceived utility of university degree the labour
market’. This might explain, from a rational choice pectpe, why

some students are more likely to continue in edoigatan others,
controlling for their prior performance.

6.3.2. Ethnic minority specificity: high educationa
expectations and anticipated discrimination

In terms of educational expectations, Chaptersd4balmave shown that
ethnic minority students have, on average, sigmifily higher
academic ambitions than White British students wlteay start
secondary education at the age of 13/14. Theylaoenaore likely to
maintain or increase their expectations comparetiéd/Vhite British
majority, particularly South Asian and Black Afritatudents. Indeed,
the university ambitions are also maintained byanities that obtain
poor grades at the end of KS4, such as PakistariBsiogladeshis. In
contrast, the expectations of White British studeand to match their
levels of attainment. Therefore, | expect ethniaarity students to
have higher continuation rates than the White &ritnajority, in both
the first and the second transition, given their ren@mbitious
educational plans. However, as presented in thgique chapter,
minority students that are not able to catch umraftompulsory
schooling might face difficulties to access higleelucation despite
their high ambitions. That could be the case of ifakis,
Bangladeshis and Black Caribbeans, whose levelttainenent at
GCSE examinations is significantly lower than tb&tWhite British
students.

¥ The variableutility of universityhas been constructed based on the answers

given to the following items:
- I need to have a university degree to get thd kijob that | want to do.
- The best jobs go to people who have been at tsiiye
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As mentioned in the analysis of academic progresChapter 3,
students that are aware of the discrimination thair ethnic group
faces in English society might consider that adhg\high levels of
education is the only way to counteract the everdisgrimination in
the labour market (Sanders, 1997). Therefore, ihechanism of
anticipated discrimination is at work, | expecttth@norities that feel,
on average, more discriminated against would havgheh
continuation rates than those who do not, contrgllifor prior
academic performance and background characteristics

6.3.4.1. Relationship between expectations and puwdtion
decisions among ethnic minorities. Is the link weakcompared to
the White British majority?

American scholars have been puzzled by the smeatéstictive power
of expectations for future achievement of ethnic naoniies,
particularly African Americans, compared to the Whmnajority (Hill
& Torres, 2010; Mickelson, 1990; Morgan, 2004). this regard,
ethnic minority students tend to report more arobgi educational
expectations than Whites but they are less ableetdise them
compared to the latter. Several hypotheses hava bdeanced to
explain this paradox. The concrete vs abstractaapens developed
by Mickelson has received considerable attentiorck®son, 1990).
According to this hypothesis, the social desirgbiind mainstream
acceptance of the importance of education for &tachievement
compels students to report higher than their trxjgeetations when
these questions are asked in a general and absteauter. On the
other hand, the lower correlations between educaltiexpectations
and future attainment for certain ethnic minoriesild be related to a
misperception of the opportunity constraints at tinee when their
expectations form (Hanson, 1994).

However, as will be shown later, English ethnic onities do not
appear to realise their educational expectatioss ¢dten than White
British students do. In fact, the continuation saté the three South
Asian and Black African minorities are significgntligher than those
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of the White British, even when their past perfonte at KS4 is not
taken into account.

6.4. Secondary effects of ethnicity in the
transition to post-compulsory education (1st
transition)

As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, estisl make their first
transition at the age of 15/16, right after sittingtional GCSE
examinations. At this point, students can choos$e&drn continuing in
education studying A levels at sixth-form schoa#éges (academic
route), going to vocational institutions, or leayinfull-time
educatior’.

[table 6.2 about here]

The different transition rates for each ethnic grare presented in
table 6.2. In this regard, the percentage of stisdenaking the
transition to A levels is significantly higher angprindians (65%),
Black Africans (55%), Bangladeshis (53%) and Pakist (51%) than
in the White British group (40%). In contrast, thercentage of A
level takers among the Black Caribbean and the Mixenorities is
smaller (34%) than in the White British group, tgbuhe difference is
not significant at p<0.05. With respect to the siion to vocational
education, only two minorities significantly diffartiate from the
White majority: Indians, with an average lower mgnage of students
enrolling in vocational studies, and Black Caribteawith a higher

%8 The choices made by students in their first ttaorsihave been simplified into

three different categories: firstly, students thaty take A levels form the first

category. Therefore, this category excludes stigdnatt are enrolled in less than
three A levels, which is the standard number. Irsthaases, they are also in
vocational education or they are re-taking GCSErsea Secondly, students
enrolled in a vocational institution are groupedether in a different category.

As has been just mentioned, some of them are aksogt one or two A levels or

GCSE courses. Finally, students that are not inciupart-time education, most
of whom are working, form the last category.
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percentage of students taking this option. Findlye percentage of
school dropouts after compulsory education amoreg niain ethnic
minorities is significantly lower than in the WhiBzitish group (21%).

[table 6.3. about here]

Table 6.3. presents the predicted and counterfagigportions of
continuing to A levels vs choosing any other optifuocational
education or dropping out) for each ethnicity, gitke distribution of
average grades in English and Maths obtained atEx&minations
(Buis, 2010; Erikson et al., 2005). The cells ie thiagonal represent
the predicted proportions, based on both factuatridutions of
performance at GCSE (rows) and factual conditigrababilities of
making the transitions into A levels (columns). Fexample, if
Pakistani students had the distribution of attaimna¢ GCSE of White
British students, 60% of them would make the tt@msito A levels
instead of the actual 51%. However, if Pakistangl tthe same
conditional probabilities as the White British gpobut the same
distribution of grades, only 32% would enrol inéveéls.

Although there are variations across ethnicitidis ranority groups

have higher propensities to make the transitioh kevels compared to
the White British majority. This is shown in thesti column of table
6.3., which presents the counterfactual transitiohseach ethnic
minority if they had the transition propensities tbé White British

group. For all ethnicities, the counterfactual mmjns of the first
column are lower than the predicted proportionswshan the

diagonal, suggesting that ethnic minority studearess more prone to
continuing in academic education than White Britistudents,
controlling for their prior performance. The difégrce in the
propensity to enrol in A level courses is remarkafdr the South

% The counterfactual and predicted proportions hawen calculated with the
| deconp package, which has been developed by Buis forrdposing a total
effect into direct and indirect effects in binapgistic regressions (Buis, 2010).
In table 6.3. the counterfactual and predicted priigns have been calculated
without including any control variables.
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Asian and Black African minorities. These resuttsnfirm the
findings of recent investigations (Jackson et2012; Jackson, 2012),
which have also pointed out the higher continuatiates of ethnic
minority students in the first transition compatedhe White British
majority.

In the following section | introduce the multivaBaanalysis of the
secondary effects of ethnicity in the first traigit As has been
mentioned earlier, | have simplified the choicesha following three
categories: only enrolling in A level courses, diimg in vocational

education or dropping out school.

6.4.1. Multivariate analysis of the secondary effég of
ethnicity in the first transition

Similarly to the analyses of educational expectetidhe multivariate
models for the first transition are estimated withltinomial logistic

regressions, using the decomposition method ofsidarl Holm and
Breen (KHB) (Karlson & Holm, 2011; Kohler et alQP21) to compare
the ethnicity coefficients across nested models ©hjective is to
identify the extent to which the ethnic differeidiarelative to the
White British majority in choices after compulsoeglucation, are
accounted for by several explanatory variables #nat presented in
following section. The KHB method allows me to m&asthe changes
in the ethnicity coefficients that are due to camfding with the

explanatory variables on the one hand, and duketaescaling of the
model on the other.

The first multinomial logistic regression has as thaseline category,
those students leaving education after GCSE exdiminsaat age
15/16. The outcome categories are those that choosentinue to A
levels on the one hand, and those that enrol iati@mtal education on
the other. The second multinomial logistic regrmsshas as the
baseline category, students going to a vocatiorsitution, with those
enrolling in A levels as the outcome category. Thsults for the
remaining category, leaving education, are not simatie table.
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6.4.1.1. Explanatory variables

Table 6.3 has presented empirical evidence aboet different
propensities of ethnic minority students to corginin post-
compulsory academic education (A levels). Howethas, analysis did
not take into account any background charactesistictudents or any
other explanatory variables that could help to uvstded the different
educational preferences of ethnic minorities, adliig for their prior
attainment.

The multinomial logistic regressions include thidi@wing explanatory
variables:

= Firstly, a measure of attainment at GCSE examinafiavhich
distinguishes between students achieving the beadhmof 5
A*-C GCSE, including English and Maths, and thoseowdid
not reach this level. In this respect, the KHBateposition will
allow me to see if there are ethnic differentiaghe influence
that GCSE results have on academic choices.

= Secondly, a variable that measures students’ pedeitility of
university degrees in the labour market, reportetha age of
15/16.

= Thirdly, a variable indicating how discriminatedaagst students
think they are in education and/or in the labourkeabecause
of their ethnicity, race or religion.

» Finally, students’ and parents’ university expeaots reported
when the former are 15/16 years old. In this respebave
created a nominal variable with four different cmiges: in the
first one, both parents and students think thigtvery likely that
the latter will apply to university in the futurehe second
category refers to cases where both think that fairly likely
that the student applies; the third category inefuthe cases
where parents’ expectations are more ambitious thase of
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students; and finally, in the fourth category, aeses where
parents’ expectations are lower than those of siisde

6.4.1.1. Results of multivariate analysis

Following the structure of the previous chaptetse tesults are
presented in two separate tables. Table 6.4. pieg decomposition
of the ethnicity coefficients into total and direeffects. The total
effects are the ethnicity coefficients without takiinto account the
confounding with the explanatory variables. Thattie coefficients
yielded by a model that does not include any of df@ementioned
explanatory variables. The direct effects are tiaieity coefficients
that remain after including the explanatory vamgblThe outcomes of
the two multinomial logistic regressions are thkofeing: in the first
model, the outcomes enrolling in A levels (modeé dnd 2a) or
enrolling in vocational education (models 1b angl &rsus dropping
out school, which is the baseline category. Andhi second model,
the outcome is enrolling in A levels and the baselcategory is
choosing vocational education (models 1c and 2odds 1a, 1b and
1c do not include any control variables, which added in models 2a,
2b and 2c.

Table 6.4a. shows the contribution to the confongadvith ethnicity of
each explanatory variable, as well as the ovemtifaunding. The
results shown in the table refer only to the modk& include the
control variables (2a, 2b and 2c).

[table 6.4. about here]
[table 6.4a. about here]

Continuing to A levels vs leaving education

The ethnicity coefficients of model 2a, which imbas all the
explanatory and control variables, confirm to aagmextent the results
presented in table 6.3. That is, the three Southnfand Black African
minorities have a higher propensity to continu@aéademic education
instead of dropping out of school after age 16 camag to the White
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majority. This is reflected in the positive andghiy significant
coefficients of these four minorities. The coeffici for the Black
Caribbean ethnicity is also positive and significah 0.05 when the
explanatory variables are not included in the madoia the coefficient
loses its significance once they are added.

Table 6.4a shows that more than half of the SoudfarAdifferential

with the White British group is accounted for bye tlexplanatory
variables. However, the same variables are lesstaldccount for the
differentials of the two Black minorities. As exped, the high

university expectations reported by ethnic minostydents and their
parents drive almost entirely, the size and sigaifce of the ethnicity
coefficients. That is, the average higher propgradiethnic minorities

to continue on the academic path instead of leasaigol compared
to the White majority does not appear to be relatethe perceived
discrimination or the expected utility of univeysitiegrees in the
labour market, but to the educational ambitionsetifnic minority

families (measured at the age of 15/16).

The expected discrimination in the labour markeense to be

completely irrelevant to account for the A leveéference instead of
dropping out of school, as reflected in table 6Mare importantly,

except for the Black Caribbean minority, the atteemt at GCSE
examinations does not explain the ethnic diffesdatiwith White

British in the propensity to choose A levels insted dropping out of
school. In contrast, Black Caribbean students rbfemmore to the
reference group in the factors behind their prefeee since their
attainment at age 15/16 appears to be the varmmabtt associated to
their choice.

Continuing to vocational studies vs leaving edwarati

All ethnic minorities except the Mixed group havignsficant and
positive coefficients in model 1b though, after luatng the
explanatory variables, only the coefficients fodiams, and the two
Black minorities remain significant (model 2b). Thexplanatory
variables account for almost all the total SoutleAdifferentials. In
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contrast, for the two Black minority groups, theigher propensity to
continue in vocational education over leaving stlwmmnpared to the
White British majority might be related to otherctiars that are not
considered in the model. That is, the explanat@ayables are only
able to account for a third of the total effect filre two Black
minorities, while they account for more than twadl of the South
Asian total effects.

Similarly to models la and 2a, the ambitious edanat plans of
ethnic minority students and their parents repree most relevant
variable driving the ethnic differentials with WaiBritish students in
the preference to continue in vocational educatibfowever,
discrimination also appears to be relevant to emplhe Black
Caribbean differential (discrimination contribute$0% to the
coefficient of confounding, compared to only 3% time previous
outcome). In this regard, the higher propensityCafibbean students
to continue in vocational education instead of @ing out of school is
positively associated to perceiving more discrirtiora against their
minority group in education and in the labour markenfirming the
hypothesis put forward by the anticipatory discriation approach.

Continuing to A levels vs going to vocational edima

Only the coefficients for the three South Asian onities are positive
and significant at 0.01 in model 2c, which includdk the control
variables (the coefficient for the Black Africanmurity is marginally
significant at 0.1 only when the explanatory valeabare not added to
the model). These results confirm the higher prsjpgiof South Asian
students, compared to the White majority, to chdbseacademic over
the vocational path after the age of 16. As expkdiee explanatory
variables account for a substantial part of theniettdifferentials,
though the degree of confounding is smaller thathentwo previous
outcomes (models 2a and 2b). In addition, the perdeutility of
university degrees in the labour market seems tmbee relevant to
account for the higher propensity of South Asiamsnts to enrol in A
levels instead of vocational studies. Neverthelgsarents’ and

250



students’ ambitions are still the main factors actimg for the ethnic
differentials with White British students.

6.5. Do ethnic minority students realise their
university expectations less often than White
British students?

Before examining the actual choices that studertsdifferent

ethnicities make at the age of 18 or older, | pdgrdion to one of the
debates that has attracted more attention amongiganesociologists
of education. As previously mentioned, this debetktes to the
finding of average lower correlations between eigigans and final
attainment among ethnic minority students in the (&8 a critical

review of these findings see Morgan, 2004). In ipaldr, African

Americans seem to be less able to realise the &dnah plans
reported during adolescence. In contrast to the rioae case, this
pattern is not reproduced for any of the main Eshgininority groups.
That is, ethnic minority students do not appearrealise their
expectations less often than White British students

To illustrate the findings, | have performed a Ipjndogistical
regression to analyse the probability of makingtthasition to higher
education. The variable indicating those studelmés teported to be
very likely to apply to university in the future agje 13/14 is interacted
with ethnicity. All the control variables, togethevith a measure
indicating if students obtain 5 A*-C GCSE, includirEnglish and
Maths, are included.

[table 6.5. about here]

The coefficients are shown in table 6.5. The irdeoas between
ethnicity and high university expectations of thstimodel (3), which
includes all the control variables and GCSE attantnare significant
for the South Asian and Black African minoritieshal is, early
expectations are, for these four minorities, moredjgtive of their
future higher education enrolment than for the WIdtitish majority.
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With regard to the Black Caribbean minority, thexpectations are as
predictive of their future educational trajectosyfar the White British

group.

6.6. Secondary effects of ethnicity in the
transition to higher education (second transition)

In this section of the chapter | analyse the etlifferentials with the

White British majority in the transitions to higheducation at the age
of 17/18 or later. Students are expected to makérémsition to higher
education the year they turn 18 years of age, giklah A levels, the

most common qualifications to access universitgt &nly two years.

However, many students make the transition at derchge, either
because they have retaken some courses, becayshate taken a
gap year or because they have been studying paet-ti

[table 6.6. about here]

As table 6.6. shows, most students make the transit the age of
18/19 or later. Unfortunately, the LSYPE finisheBen students turn
20 and, therefore, it is not possible to know hoangnstudents make
the transition to higher education after that pdiht Therefore,

transitions to higher education have been organiaecbrding to

students’ situation at the age of 19/20. In thispeet, three main
categories have been considered: firstly, studmatgng the transition
to university to study a degree or a foundationrée@n the one hand,
or to another higher education institution (notvensity) on the other.
Secondly, students that are enrolled in lower Ewvel education,

mostly vocational studies. And finally, studentsatthare not in

education at the age of 19/20 and, therefore, thdynot make the
transition.

100 .. . : o
This information could be relevant if some ethtigés were, on average, more

likely to make the transition to higher educatiom@a older age than others. Table
6.6. gives some evidence in favour of this hypdtheas the percentage of
students that make the transition at age 19/28lbgjt small, significantly higher
among Indians, Pakistanis and Black Africans tmatiné White British group.
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[table 6.7. about here]

The distribution of students in terms of these eéhcategories across
ethnic groups is presented in table 6.7. As expectke percentage of
students in higher education is higher among Sésian and Black
African minorities than the White British majority:7% of Indians,
72% of Black Africans, 61% of Bangladeshis and 5@P#akistanis
are enrolled in higher education at the age of@,.%®mpared to 45%
of Black Caribbean, 42% of White British and 40%bked students.
In contrast, Black Caribbean students are overessted in lower
level studies, mostly vocational qualifications, that age (24%).
Finally, the percentage of students that are noteducation is
significantly smaller among all ethnic minoritie®nepared to the
White British group. The only exception is the Mixeninority, with
almost the same percentage of individuals thahatestudying (40%)
as the White British, and the Black Caribbean mitgpwith 31% of
individuals that are not in education (though tifeecence with White
British is only significant at p<0.1).

[table 6.8. about here]

It is important to bear in mind that students da mecessarily
complete the educational paths that they initiatiette first transition.
In this regard, table 6.8. shows the level of dicaliions achieved at
the age of 19/20 depending on the choice madeeafirst transition
(only A levels, vocational studies or dropping aft school). For
example, 28% of students that enrolled in sixtmafoschools or
colleges after the age of 16 either do not obtagndienchmark of 3 A
levels or they have switched to vocational studiesome point. In this
regard, the grades obtained at post-compulsorynsiacy education
might be particularly relevant for explaining thiar@c differentials in
access to prestigious universities. UniversitiethefRussell Group do
not generally accept students with an average dwader than A*-B
in their A level examinations.
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[table 6.9. about here]

In this respect, table 6.9. shows the distributidngrades in post-
compulsory education across ethnicities, measutgehvstudents are
age 19/20. The levels of attainment presented m tble are

organized in the following categories: firstly, démts that are not in
post-compulsory education or those whose data dialse®n recorded;
secondly, those that either did less than 3 A kwelthey were doing
vocational studies; thirdly, students with A levelsth an average
grade of D-G; fourthly, students with A levels wiin average grade
of C; and finally, students with an average graidédr than B. In this

respect, it is clear that the percentage of stidebtaining good

grades in A level examinations is significantly lieg among the White
British (10%) or Indian minority (14%) than in tlBangladeshi (6%),

Pakistani (5%) or Black Caribbean (4%) minority gpse.

[table 6.10. about here]

Finally, table 6.10 presents the distribution ofidgnts in higher
education institutions across ethnicities. In théspect, it seems
surprising that despite the high percentage of I5égian and Black
African students in higher education, their pregeimcuniversities of
the Russell Group is not significantly differendrin the White British
majority. Only for the Indian minority the percegéa of students
enrolled in universities of the Russell Group (13B)higher than
among the White British majority (9%), though th#etence is only
marginally significant (p<0.1). In addition, thea8k Caribbean and
Mixed minorities, with only 3% of their students relled in
prestigious universities, are under-represented peoed to White
natives in these higher-tier institutions.

6.6.1. Multivariate analysis of the secondary effeés of
ethnicity in the second transition

Similarly to the analysis of the first transitiomhe models are
estimated with multinomial logistic regressions, ings the
decomposition method of Karlson, Holm and Breen BXHKarlson
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& Holm, 2011; Kohler et al., 2011) that allows ttieect comparison
of ethnicity coefficients across nested models.

Students that are not in education at the age /@01f&rm the baseline
category of the first multinomial logistic regremsi The outcome
categories are the following two: on the one hatutjents making the
transition to higher education; and, on the othieose that are in a
lower level of education, usually vocational stdiStudents that are
in vocational education form the baseline categofythe second
multinomial logistic regression, while the outcomsders to students
going to a higher education institution, mainlyuersities.

6.1.1. Explanatory variables

Similarly to the analysis of the first transitidnconsider parents’ and
students’ university expectations at age 168/1&s one of the main
explanatory variables. In addition, | include them& composite
measure about students’ perceived utility of ursigrdegrees in the
labour market, measured also when the they wetk/ y&ars old. The
variable about discrimination refers exclusivelythe ethnic penalty
(or premium) which students expect to find wherytaeter the labour
market, reported when they are 17/18 years®®Iinally, | include

two indicators of achievement in post-compulsoryucadion: the

average score and whether students have obtainedsat3 A levels
with an A*-C grade.

6.1.2. Results of multivariate analysis

1This is the last time at which parents report alibatuniversity expectations

they have for their children.
192" students answer to the following question: “Do ythink that your
race/religion/ethnicity would make it more diffitwb get a job?”
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Models starting with number 1 (1a, 1b and 1c) do inolude the
control variable¥® which are added in models beginning with number
2 (2a, 2b and 2c).

[table 6.11 about here]
[table 6.11a about here]

Higher education vs leaving education or vocatioadilication

The coefficients presented in table 6.11 show arcjgeference of
South Asian and Black African students, particylaidians and
Black Africans, for higher education. In fact, tbhnicity coefficients
for the first outcome (higher education vs not dueation, models 1a
and 2a) are very similar to those for the third coate (higher
education vs vocational education, models 1c andi2addition, the
explanatory variables account for a substantiat parthe observed
ethnic differentials with the White British grouglack Caribbean
students are only slightly more prone to going @migher education
instead of dropping out of the educational systemmmared to the
White British majority (model 1a), but do not diffeom the reference
group in their propensity to go on to higher ediocatinstead of
vocational studies. In addition, the Black Caribbelifferential with
the White British in the propensity to go on tolieg education instead
of dropping out is no longer significant once tiplanatory variables
are taken into account.

Surprisingly, the high university expectations gée d6/17 of ethnic
minority parents and adolescents appear to be mngpertant than
their actual performance in post-compulsory edocato understand
the differentials in transition propensities witle tWhite British group,
at least for the three South Asian and Black Africainorities (see
table 6.11a). That is, parents and students’ eapent are the main
factors accounting for the gap with the White Bfitiin higher
education enrolments. This explanatory variableoacts for at least

193 Gender, immigrant generation, single-parent fapmigther had the first child
at age 21 or younger, highest level of educatiothenhousehold, grandparents’
education, family socio-economic status, studetmdj in London.
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40% of the confounding with the ethnicity coefficis, while the
average score is only responsible for 20% or Iéskeo confounding
with the ethnicity coefficients.

The expected discrimination in the labour marketsdoot appear to
have an influence on the differentials in levelssafolment in higher
education for any minority. In contrast, the expectutility of
university degrees in the labour market accountsl&®% to 20% of
the total ethnic differentials with the White Bsiti group.

Vocational education vs leaving education

With regard to continuing vocational studies indted leaving the
educational system (models 1b and 2b in table pth&ye are almost
no differences between ethnic minorities and thet&®VBritish group.
Only the Black Caribbean minority seems to be $icgmtly different
from the reference group, being slightly more premeontinuing in
vocational education instead of dropping out. Hosvethe differential
loses significance when the explanatory and conteoiables are
included in the model (2b). What is more importahbut the Black
Caribbean coefficient is that it seems to be higidgociated with the
discrimination that these students expect to erteoun the labour
market (see table 6.11a, model 2b). Therefore|tsasumodels 1b and
2b suggest that Black Caribbean students that hatvbeen successful
in compulsory education prefer to continue in ediooca doing
vocational studies instead of dropping out of sthoaounteract the
expected ethnic penalty in the labour market. Tisathaving an
additional qualification would help these studetdscompete in a
better position with low achieving White Britishdividuals.

6.6.2. Secondary effects of ethnicity on enrollingt
prestigious universities

The final multivariate analysis of this chapterudses on the prestige
of the institutions of higher education that ethm@ority students
attend compared to the White British group. As nozi@d earlier, |
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distinguish between two main categories of univesi on the one
hand, those belonging to the Russell Group, whigh the most
prestigious public universities in the UK, incluginOxford and
Cambridge; and on the other, all the remaining éighducation
institutions outside the Russell Group.

[table 6.12 about here]

Table 6.12 presents the distribution of studentfigher education
institutions across ethnicities. In this respecseaems surprising that
despite the high percentage of South Asian andkBAMigcan students
in higher education, their presence in the unitiessiof the Russell
Group is not significantly different from the Whititish majority.
Only for the Indian minority is the percentage tfdents enrolled in
universities of the Russell Group (13%) higher thamong the White
British majority (9%), though the difference is wnmarginally
significant (p<0.1). In addition, the Black Carilaime and Mixed
minorities, with only 3% of their students enrolléa prestigious
universities, are under-represented compared taeMaitives in these
higher tier institutions.

For the empirical analysis, | perform a multinom@distic regression,
with students going to a higher education insttutioutside the
Russell Group as the baseline category. The twooowt categories
are students that enrol in universities from thesdell Group on the
one hand, and those that do not make the transdibigher education
on the other, though only the results for the fimttcome are
presented.

6.1. Explanatory variables

In contrast to the previous analysis, in this s&ctl only consider the
following three explanatory variables:

Firstly, students’ performance in post-compulsoryecadary
education, that is, their average score and wheliesr have obtained
3 A levels with a grade of A*-C.
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[table 6.13. about here]

Secondly, whether students live at home with ttiemilies while

studying at university (see table 6.13). Studenthtrprefer to stay at
home with their family while studying at universitfpr several
reasons, such as a lack of economic resourcesit@rglace on their
own or a preference to continue living in the s@aneironment. Some
of the Russell Group universities are located detsiondon, in small
towns or in cities with a small ethnic minority pdation. Therefore,
ethnic minority students might prefer to go to @arsity that is close
to their home without considering whether it is asBell Group
institution or not. In fact, the percentage ofdemts that live with their
family among the White British (9%) is significaptlower than in

ethnic minority groups like Indians (39%), Pakissan(37%),

Bangladeshis (52%) or the two Black minorities (22%

Thirdly, whether students are enrolled in the togtn that was their
first choice. In this respect, only Indians and dBlaAfricans
differentiate significantly from the White Britisproup for having a
higher percentage of students declaring that tbairent university
was their first choice (25% of White British vs 3786 Indians and
33% of Black Africans).

6.2. Results of empirical analysis

[table 6.14. about here]

Similarly to table 6.13, table 6.14 presents theedmmted and
counterfactual proportions of enrolling in a unsigr of the Russell
Group given the distribution of grades in post-calepry education.
The cells on the diagonal represent the predictegqtions, based on
both factual distributions of grades (rows) andtdat conditional
probabilities of making the transition to a higterti university
(columns). The first column shows the counterfactwansitions of
each ethnic minority if they had the transition geosities of the
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White British group but maintain their distributiom terms of
achievement in post-compulsory education. In tbgard, it seems that
the transition propensities of all ethnic minostiare very similar to
those of the White British majority. The main difaces are for two
minorities: firstly, the Bangladeshi, whose traisitrate to Russell
Group universities is 7% but it would be 10% if yHead the same
level of achievement as the White British. And fipathe Black
Caribbean minority, whose transition rate is 5% ibutould be 7% if
they had the same performance as the White Briirshpost-
compulsory education.

[table 6.15. and 6.15a about here]

Table 6.15 presents the ethnicity coefficientstif@ outcome of going
to a university of the Russell Group vs going teenthigher education
institution, which represents the baseline categtgdel 1la only
includes the prior achievement as an explanatoriabie. In model

2a, | add the two variables indicating whether stus are living with
family and whether the university was the studeriist choice.

Finally, model 3a adds the control variables.

Firstly, when | only control for prior achievemeait post-compulsory
education (model 1a), the Mixed and Black Caribb®amority are the
only two groups that differentiate significantlyin the White British
majority in their admission to Russell Group unsiges. However,
when the two additional explanatory variables (g/with family and

university of choice) are included in model 2a, twefficient for

Indians increases in size and turns significanat T4y if we control for
the fact that Indians tend to stay at home more M#ite British

students while in higher education, then the Indi@nority would

have a higher propensity to go to Russell Groufitut®ns than the
White British majority. Finally, when all the cootrvariables are
added in model 3a, the coefficients for the otiveo South Asian
minorities, Pakistanis and Bangladeshis, turn p@sind significant.
This change in the coefficients suggests that dle docio-economic
status of these two minorities is responsible f&irtlower enrolment
at Russell Group institutions.
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6.8. Summary of findings

This chapter has examined the ethnic differentialseducational

trajectories after compulsory education until tige af 19/20. | have
paid attention to the choices in the first traosifiat age 15/16 and to
the transition to higher education, made at agd 8.0r later. My

findings largely confirm recent studies by Jacksdonsson and
Rudolphi (Jackson et al., 2012), and Jackson (dack&012), which

point out the higher propensity of ethnic minomgoups to continue
in education despite their average lower perforraarihis higher

propensity is supported by the role that early fgnacademic

expectations have on the decision to continue uctatibn, as shown
in the multivariate analyses. Contrary to what Wgpothesised by
some scholars, discrimination appears to have ginareffect on the

decision to continue in education, at least for tiinee South Asian
minorities. Indeed, a mechanism of anticipatedrdrsoation seems to
be at work only for the Black Caribbean minoritythre decision to

continue in vocational education instead of drogpout of school

(first transition).
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Table 6.1. Level of achievement at KS4 nationafméxations (age 15/16)
and academic progress from the end of KS3 to the @&nKS4, by

ethnicity
Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BI. Car. BI. Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
5 A*-C GCSEs, incl. %
English & Maths 47.5 33.1* 61.1* 37.4* 38.6* 31.0 42.5*%
5 A*-C GCSEs but not
in English & Maths 10.8 11.9 11.6 13.6* 16.3* 15.3* 11.1
No 5 A*-C GCSEs 41.6 55.1*  27.4*  49.0* 45.1* 53.7* 46.4*
Average VAS in
English & Maths (KS3 -0.16 -0.17  0.20* 0.00* 0.10* -0.15 0.22*
to KS4)
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 6308 238 658 504 384 263 246
N= 8,942

* Different from White British at p <0.05

Table 6.2. Continuation rates in the first transit at

age 15/16, by

ethnicity
m Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BI. Car. BI. Afr.
(%)' (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Alevels 40.2 34.3 65.5* 50.8* 53.3* 34.2 54.7*
Vocational 38.5 44.8 29.0* 36.8 37.2 57.5* 43.71
Leave FTE 21.3 20.9 5.6* 12.4* 9.6* 8.3* 1.6*
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 6308 238 658 504 384 263 246
N= 8,942
F(12.03, 7449.10)= 15.0648 P =0.0000
* Different from White British at p <0.05
Table 6.3. Predicted and counterfactual proportiariscontinuing to A-
levels across ethnicities given the distribution aferage grades in
English and Maths at GCSE examinations
o Wh. .
Distribution of Brit Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BI. Car. BI. Afr.
attainment at GCSE (% )' (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
White British 0.41 0.44 0.59 0.60 0.62 0.48 0.62
Mixed (Black &
White) 0.36 0.39 0.54 0.56 0.58 0.43 0.57
Indian 0.47 0.50 0.66 0.67 0.69 0.55 0.68
Pakistani 0.32 0.35 0.49 0.51 0.52 0.39 0.52
Bangladeshi 0.36 0.39 0.55 0.56 0.58 0.44 0.58
Black Caribbean 0.32 0.35 0.51 0.52 0.54 0.40 0.54
Black African 0.38 0.41 0.57 0.58 0.60 0.46 0.59
N= 8,942
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Table 6.4. Ethnicity coefficients of multinomiagilstic regressions using the rescaling method atd¢a, Holm and Breen
Outcome variable: choice at first educational triios (age 15/16)

Only A levels vs leaving education Vocational edation vs leaving education Only A levels vs vocatial education
(1a) (2a) (1b) (2b) (1c) (2c)

_ B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
¥gf:|deff oct -0.101 (0.341) 0.296 (0.341) 0.199 (0.289) 0.362 .2§8) -0.3 (0.233) -0.066 (0.236)
Direct effect -0.0261  (0.345)  0.0844  (0.344)  0.0748 (0.293) 0.117 (0.291) -0.101 (0.235)  -0.0326  (©)23
Indirect effect ~ -0.0745  (0.483) 0.211 (0.46C) 0.124 (0.260) 0.245 (0.254) -0.199 (0.254)  -0.0334  (0)24
'T”(;jtg”eﬁ oct 2.762%*  (0.291)  2.865%*  (0.296) = 1.585%*  (0.267) 1.594**  (0.269) @ 1.177**  (0.174) 1.271**  (0.178)
Direct effect 1.029%+  (0.287) 1.172%*  (0.291)| OM*  (0.263)  0.611*  (0.264) 0.453*  (0.174)  0.561* (0.179)
Indirect effect ~ 1.733**  (0.489)  1.693**  (0.466)! .Q09**  (0.270) 0.982**  (0.264) | 0.724*  (0.255) @10  (0.240)
$§;I effect 13477+  (0.247) 2.289%*  (0.258) | 0.648*  (0.241) .082**  (0.244) | 0.698**  (0.131)  1.207**  (0.146)
Direct effect 0.672*  (0.250)  1.000*  (0.256)  0.28 (0.240) 0.249 (0.239))  0.590**  (0.140)  0.751%** (0.153)
Indirect effect 0.674 (0.486)  1.289**  (0.465 0.566 (0.265)  0.833*  (0.262) 0.109 (0.256)  0.455+ (@12
.?g;ﬁ"gg:i{“ 1.427%*  (0.334) 2.744%*  (0.388)  0.788*  (0.346) 323"  (0.400) | 0.639%*  (0.149) 1.421**  (0.177)
Direct effect 0.748*  (0.338)  1.117*  (0.386) 0.248 (0.351) 0.385 (0.400)  0.500%  (0.155) 0.731%*  (81)
Indirect effect 0.679 (0.486)  1.627**  (0.465 0B4 (0.264) 0.937***  (0.262) 0.139 (0.256)  0.690** 0.042)
.Er;(')'t;agﬁ oct 0.784*  (0.350)  0.791*  (0.360); 1.148%*  (0.325) 12  (0.329) | -0.363+  (0.203) -0.32 (0.210)
Direct effect 0.502 (0.363) 0.503 (0.371 0.726* 3@)  0.703*  (0.335) -0.224 (0.215) -0.2 (0.221)
Indirect effect 0.282 (0.489) 0.289 (0.465) 0.422 0.269) 0.409 (0.262) -0.14 (0.259) -0.12 (0.245)
.Er;(')'tgfgﬁ oct 3.256%*  (0.608)  2.819%*  (0.616) & 2.810*  (0.610) 2.459**  (0.616) | 0.446*  (0.175)  0.360+  (0.214)
Direct effect 1.716%  (0.614)  1.665*  (0.622) 1.695 (0.614)  1.604*  (0.620) | 0.0205 (0.186)  0.0613  .7P3)
Indirect effect ~ 1.540**  (0.495) 1.154*  (0.468) 18t  (0.280)  0.855*  (0.267) 0.425 (0.260) 0.299  .7a4)

N 8366 8366 8366 8366 8366 8366

Control variables: gender, first-generation, sifggeent family, mother had the first child at aged younger, highest level of education in thedstwld, grandparents’
education, family socioeconomic status, studeirdivn London.
(1a) (1b) (1c) Explanatory variables: 5 A*-C GCSRel. English & Maths (1=Yes, 0=No), discriminatiam education/labour market, returns of universiggree, level of
agreement in university expectations between psuamd students.
(2a) (2b) (2c) Explanatory variables: 5 A*-C GCdael. English & Maths (1=Yes, 0=No), discriminatiam education/labour market, returns of universiggree, level of
agreement in university expectations between psua@rd students. Control variables included
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Table 6.4a. Confounding ratios and percentagesaifats 2a, 2b and 2c of Table 6.4

(28) (2b) (20)
Only A-levels vs. leaving Vocational education vs. Only A-levels vs. vocational
. education leaving education education
Explanatory variables Contr. to
" Confounding Contr. to Confounding Contr. to Confounding
confounding % % 0 o o o
() confounding % % confounding % %
Mixed 5 A*-C GCSE including English & Maths -79.9 -57.1 12-8 -8.7 411.6 208.4
Discrimination in education and/or labour market 46 4.6 211 14.3 114.1 57.8
Doesn’t know if discrimination in education/labauarket -7.3 -5.2 -2.4 -1.6 28.5 14.4
Utility of university degree in labour market 24.9 17.8 5.0 3.4 -120.2 -60.9
Parents & students very likely to apply to univirsi 67.6 48.3 42.8 28.9 -114.4 -57.9
Parents & students fairly likely to apply to unisigy 36.9 26.4 21.4 145 -77.1 -39.0
Parents’ expectations higher than students 59.6 6 42. 28.4 19.2 -168.8 -85.4
Parents’ expectations lower than students -8.1 -5.8 -3.4 -2.3 26.3 13.3
100.0 71.4 100.0 67.7 100.0 50.6
Indian 5 A*-C GCSE including English & Maths 17.4 10.3 5.6 3.4 33.8 18.9
Discrimination in education and/or labour market 50 0.3 3.1 1.9 -3.2 -1.8
Doesn't know if discrimination in education/labaaarket -1.4 -0.8 -0.9 -0.6 -2.0 -1.1
Utility of university degree in labour market 16.3 9.6 6.6 4.1 29.7 16.6
Parents & students very likely to apply to univirsi 70.3 41.5 88.7 54.6 44.8 25.0
Parents & students fairly likely to apply to unisigy -1.8 -1.1 -2.1 -1.3 -1.4 -0.8
Parents’ expectations higher than students 1.3 0.8 1.2 0.8 14 0.8
Parents’ expectations lower than students -2.5 -1.5 -2.1 -1.3 -3.0 -1.7
100.0 59.1 100.0 61.6 100.0 55.9
Pak. 5 A*-C GCSE including English & Maths 3.0 1.7 0.8 .70 6.8 2.6
Discrimination in education and/or labour market 01 0.6 59 4.6 -8.0 -3.0
Doesn't know if discrimination in education/labaaarket -3.2 -1.8 -1.9 -1.4 -5.5 2.1
Utility of university degree in labour market 22.3 12.6 8.1 6.2 48.4 18.2
Parents & students very likely to apply to univirsi 71.0 40.0 80.4 61.9 53.8 20.3
Parents & students fairly likely to apply to unisiéy 6.8 3.9 7.1 55 6.4 2.4
Parents’ expectations higher than students 2.2 1.3 1.9 15 2.8 11
Parents’ expectations lower than students -3.2 -1.8 -2.4 -1.9 -4.7 -1.8
100.0 56.3 100.0 77.0 100.0 37.7
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Bangl. 5 A*-C GCSE including English & Maths 175 10.4 5.6 4.0 33.6 16.3
Discrimination in education and/or labour market 70 0.4 4.4 3.1 -4.4 -2.2
Doesn't know if discrimination in education/labaaarket -3.4 -2.0 -2.2 -1.6 -4.9 -2.4
Utility of university degree in labour market 16.9 10.0 6.9 4.9 30.5 14.8
Parents & students very likely to apply to univirsi 54.1 32.1 68.8 48.8 34.2 16.6
Parents & students fairly likely to apply to unisigy 114 6.7 13.2 9.4 8.8 4.3
Parents’ expectations higher than students 8.1 4.8 7.7 55 8.5 4.1
Parents’ expectations lower than students -5.2 -3.1 -4.4 -3.1 -6.3 -3.1
100.0 59.3 100.0 70.9 100.0 48.5
Bl.Car. 5 A*-C GCSE including English & Maths -100.6 -36.7 -13.2 -4.8 197.1 73.8
Discrimination in education and/or labour market 59 3.5 25.7 9.5 64.8 24.3
Doesn'’t know if discrimination in education/labauarket -11.6 -4.2 -3.1 -1.2 17.2 6.4
Utility of university degree in labour market 21.8 7.9 3.6 1.3 -40.1 -15.0
Parents & students very likely to apply to univirsi 91.0 33.2 47.1 17.3 -58.6 -21.9
Parents & students fairly likely to apply to unisigy 55.4 20.2 26.2 9.6 -44.0 -16.5
Parents’ expectations higher than students 39.6 4 14. 15.4 5.7 -42.6 -16.0
Parents’ expectations lower than students -5.0 -1.8 -1.7 -0.6 6.2 2.3
100.0 36.5 100.0 36.7 100.0 374
BI.Afr. 5 A*-C GCSE including English & Maths -8.1 -3.3 02. -0.7 -25.5 211
Discrimination in education and/or labour market 12 0.9 111 3.9 -23.5 -19.5
Doesn'’t know if discrimination in education/labauarket -1.5 -0.6 -0.8 -0.3 -35 -2.9
Utility of university degree in labour market 22.8 9.3 7.2 2.5 67.4 55.9
Parents & students very likely to apply to univirsi 87.9 36.0 86.9 30.2 90.8 75.4
Parents & students fairly likely to apply to unisity -2.0 -0.8 -1.8 -0.6 -2.6 -2.2
Parents’ expectations higher than students 2.9 1.2 2.2 0.8 5.0 4.2
Parents’ expectations lower than students -4.2 -1.7 -2.7 -1.0 -8.2 -6.8
100.0 41.0 100.0 34.8 100.0 83.0
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Table 6.5. Binary logistic regressions for beingradied in higher

education at the age of 19/20

) @) ®3)

B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed -0.0431 (0.184) 0.302 (0.208)  0.434+ (0.228)
Indian 1.542**  (0.132) 1.581**  (0.225) 1.694**  (0.220)
Pakistani 0.409**  (0.133)  0.682** (0.172) 1.000***  (0.181)
Bangladeshi 0.681**  (0.138) 1.098***  (0.182) 1.476**  (0.195)
Black Caribbean 0.222 (0.185) 0.511 (0.314) 0.511+ (0.271)
Black African 1.082**  (0.181) 1.091***  (0.318) 1.007**  (0.360)
Other 0.782** (0.144)  0.841** (0.219) 0.907** (0.220)
Mixed*very likely to apply -0.336 (0.448) -0.198 (0.468)
Indian*very likely to apply -0.484+ (0.280) -0.425 (0.282)
Pakistani*very likely to apply 0.175 (0.219) 0.252 (0.224)
Bangladeshi*very likely to apply -0.491 (0.307) -0.294 (0.290)
Bl. Car.*very likely to apply -0.116 (0.390) -0.0262  (0.365)
Bl. Afr.*very likely to apply 0.0822 (0.366) 0.197 (0.390)
Other*very likely to apply -0.619*  (0.314) -0.660*  (0.321)
Likelihood of applying to
university (age 13/13 Ref: “not
very/at all likely to apply”)

Very likely 1.773*+*  (0.091) 1.544**  (0.0933)
Fairly likely 0.967*** (0.089)  0.853** (0.0917)
Don’t know 0.483**  (0.164)  0.400* (0.171)

Achieved 5 A*C GCSEs, - o
including English & Maths 2.356 (0.081) 2.069 (0.0810)
Constant -0.50%+* (0.039) -2.96*** (0.087) -2.67** (0.199)
N 9100 9100 9100

Control variables: gender, immigrant generationglg-parent family, mother had the first
child at age 21 or younger, highest level of edooain the household, grandparents’
education, family socio-economic status, studetdj in London.

Table 6.6. Percentage of students making the tiiansito higher
education at age 17/18, 18/19 and 19/20, by ettynici

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl.Car. Bl Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Transition at 17/18 116 18.0% 19.6% 19.0% 17.8% 19.0% 25.8*
Transition at 18/19 27.6 211 53.7+ 305 36.1* 25.0 38.6*
(Tg)i‘g:'ct;gg) at  19/20 0.9 0.8 2.4% 2.6* 2.3 1.4 6.3+
No transition at 19/20 59.9 60.1 24.4% 47.7% 43.9* 54.7 29.3*
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 5064 169 584 420 311 205 185
N=7220

* Different from White British at p <0.05
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Table 6.7. Continuation rates in the second tramsiat age 19/20, by
ethnicity

Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BIl. Car. BI. Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Transitions at age
19/2C°
University
degree/Other HE 41.8 39.9 77.2* 57.3* 61.0* 447 72.2*
Lower than HE 16.3 20.5 6.7* 13.5 13.6 24.1* 12.9
Not in education 41.9 39.7 16.1* 29.1* 25.4* 31.2+ 14.9*
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 5064 169 584 420 311 205 185
N=7220
* Different from White British at p <0.05
230% of these students have already made the immsit age 17/18, and 3% are
expected to make it at the age of 19/20.
Table 6.8. Grades at age 19/20 by choice madeeafithransition (age
15/16)
1 transition: 1% transition: 1% transition:
A levels vocational dropping out
Average score in post-compulsory 189.0 102.0 9.8
secondary educatioh
At least 3 A levels with grade A*-C 41.1 10.1 0.2%
N 3730 2741 978
N=7449
! Students with no post-compulsory education haven lséso included in the calculation
with the value 0
Table 6.9. Grades in post-compulsory secondary athrg, by type of
university
Transition to Transition to
Russell Group other No transition
university university
At least 3 A levels with grade A*-C 83.7 33.5 2.9
No 3 A levels with grade A*-C 16.3 66.5 97.1
Total 100 100 100
N 852 2977 3616
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Table 6.10. Highest level of qualifications obtinat age 19/20, by

ethnicity
Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. BI. Car. BI. Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

No PCSE/no grade records 455 527 197+ 374 35.8 396  30.9*%
at age 19/20
At least 3 A~C A levels 51 4 1p1x 285+ 157 188 100+  17.4
(benchmark)
Average score in PCSE 1188 946* 161.3* 1243 1222 1138 1388+
Average score in PCSE 2029 1983 199.0 192.6* 180.8* 188.4*  194.8
N 5115 176 594 431 323 267 253

N=7449

* Different from White British at p <0.05

PCSE: Post-compulsory secondary education
! Students with no post-compulsory education haven lséso included in the calculation

with the value 0

20nly students with post-compulsory education haxenbalso included in the calculation

of the average score
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Table 6.11. Ethnicity coefficients of multinomiagjiistic regressions using the rescaling methodasfd6n, Holm and Breen
Outcome variable: choice at second educationalditéon (age 19/20)

Higher education vs leaving education

Vocationaldeication vs leaving education

Higher education vsocational education

(1a) (2a) (1b) (2b) (1c) (2¢)

_ B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se) B (se)
¥c')’t‘ae|deﬁect -0.115  (0.296)  0.0332  (0.309) @ 0.287  (0.294)  0.218  (0.308) . -0.402  (0.349)  -0.215  (0.360)
Direct effect 0.07 (0.298)  0.139  (0.311)  0.222  (0.299)  0.151  (0.313)  -0.152  (0.353) -0.0423  (0.363)
Indirect effect -0.185  (0.396)  -0.106  (0.396) @ 0.0656  (0.0515)  0.067  (0.0539)  -0.25 (0.407)  -0.172  (0.410)
'T”:ti;”eﬁect 2.497%*  (0.203) 2.707**  (0.211) = 0.0559  (0.234)  -0.0289  (0.240) = 2.441**  (0.216) 2.706**  (0.231)
Direct effect 0.960%*  (0.199) 1.143**  (0.207) | 0.0305  (0.237) -0.0339  (0.243) = 0.930%*  (0.214) 1.159**  (0.229)
Indirect effect 1.537*+  (0.397) 1.565**  (0.397) 0.0254  (0.0594) 0.00501 (0.0640) 1.512**  (0.409) 1.547**  (0.412)
?gglsgaf?éct 1.070%*  (0.156) 1.972%*  (0.168) 0.23 (0.181)  0.0248  (0.199) = 0.839**  (0.193) 1.976**  (0.215)
Direct effect 0.329*  (0.161) 0.684**  (0.172) & 0.132  (0.189)  -0.034  (0.205) | 0.197  (0.200)  0.713*  (0.219)
Indirect effect 0.741+  (0.398) 1.288*  (0.399) = 0.0987 (0.0661) 0.0588 (0.0731)  0.642  (0.410) 1.263*  (0.414)
-??&?'Sﬁf;j’i?i 1.463**  (0.163) 2.633%*  (0.192)  0.317 (0.259)  -0.0157  (0.316) = 1.146%*  (0.286) 2.750**  (0.337)
Direct effect 0.610%*  (0.168) 1.063**  (0.192) . 0.224  (0.269) -0.0533  (0.323)  0.385  (0.290)  1.091*  (0.336)
Indirect effect 0.853*  (0.399) 1.570**  (0.400) & 0.0926 (0.0699) 0.0375 (0.0816) 0.761+  (0.411) 1.659**  (0.417)
Egg‘l‘;fﬂt’bea” 0.563*  (0.227)  0.047  (0.241) & 0.716**  (0.203) 0.537*  (0.254) = -0.154  (0.240)  -0.471  (0.294)
Direct effect 0.154  (0.226) -0.0633  (0.243) = 0.593*  (0.217)  0.386  (0.265) = -0.439+  (0.245)  -0.427  (0.299)
Indirect effect 0.409  (0.400) 0.11 (0.400) | 0.123  (0.0799) 0.151+ (0.0859)  0.286  (0.413) -0.0432  (0.416)
_Er‘(')"’:;'l‘ eAﬁfg‘C:?“ 2.260%*  (0.238) 1.637**  (0.290) | 0.539+  (0.326)  0.224  (0.397) | 1.722%*  (0.257) 1.395%*  (0.328)
Direct effect 0.892%*  (0.241) 0.791*  (0.291) . 0.421  (0.331) 0.0894  (0.397) = 0471+ (0.268)  0.677*  (0.330)
Indirect effect 1.368**  (0.403)  0.846*  (0.401)  0.118  (0.0930) 0.134  (0.0928) 1.251*  (0.416) 0.717+  (0.418)
N 7449 7449 7449 7449 7449 7449

Control variables: gender, immigrant generationglgi-parent family, mother had the first child ge&1 or younger, highest level of education inftbesehold, grandparents’
education, family socio-economic status, studemslin London.
(1a) (1b) (1c) Explanatory variables: A-levels, atenal education, discrimination in labour marketlity of university degree, level of agreementuniversity expectations
between parents and students.
(2a) (2b) (2c) Explanatory variables: A-levels, ational education, discrimination in labour marketlity of university degree, level of agreementuniversity expectations

between parents and students. Control variablésded
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Table 6.11a. Confounding ratios and percentagaaaiels 2a, 2b and 2c of Table 6.11

JLe

(2a) . (2b) . (2c) _
Higher education vs. leaving FTE VocatlonalI edu_canon (not HE) vs. Higher educatlon_vs. vocational
) . eaving FTE education
Explanatory variables:
Contr. to Contr. to Contr. 'to
. Confound. % . Confound. %  confounding % Confound. %
confounding % confounding %

Mixed Average score 138.8 -440.7 15.0 4.6 91.3 73.3
At least 3 A-levels with grade A*-C 87.7 -278.4 47.6 14.6 72.3 58.1
Discrimination in labour market -0.5 15 40.2 12.4 155 12.4
Utility of university degree in labour market -23.2 73.7 2.7 0.8 -13.0 -10.4
Parents & students very likely to apply to univisrsi -57.2 181.7 4.2 1.3 -34.1 -27.4
Parents & students fairly likely to apply to unisity -42.9 136.2 2.8 0.9 -22.5 -18.1
Parents’ expectations higher than students -60.5 192.0 9.3 2.9 -34.7 -27.9
Parents’ expectations lower than students 57.8 -183.5 -21.8 -6.7 25.3 20.3

100.0 -317.6 100.0 30.7 100.0 80.3

Indian Average score 27.3 15.8 -564.8 98.1 28.7 16.4
At least 3 A-levels with grade A*-C 5.4 3.1 -542.0 94.1 6.9 3.9
Discrimination in labour market 0.0 0.0 307.1 -53.3 -1.0 -0.6
Utility of university degree in labour market 21.7 125 497.4 -86.4 20.2 11.6
Parents & students very likely to apply to univisrsi 49.9 28.8 714.0 -124.0 48.3 27.6
Parents & students fairly likely to apply to unisity -0.2 -0.1 -2.8 0.5 -0.2 -0.1
Parents’ expectations higher than students 0.1 0.1 5.6 -1.0 0.2 0.1
Parents’ expectations lower than students -4.2 -2.4 -314.5 54.6 -3.1 -1.7

100.0 57.8 100.0 -17.4 100.0 57.2

Pakist. Average score 24.0 15.7 -36.2 -86.0 26.4 16.9
At least 3 A-levels with grade A*-C 2.1 1.4 -16.8 -40.0 3.1 2.0
Discrimination in labour market 0.1 0.0 74.9 177.6 -3.5 -2.2
Utility of university degree in labour market 26.6 17.3 44.1 104.7 25.8 16.5
Parents & students very likely to apply to univisrsi 43.7 28.6 45.6 108.3 44.3 28.3
Parents & students fairly likely to apply to unisity 3.0 2.0 3.3 7.8 3.1 2.0
Parents’ expectations higher than students 4.6 3.0 9.3 22.0 4.2 2.7
Parents’ expectations lower than students -4.1 -2.7 -24.1 -57.2 -3.4 -2.1

100.0 65.3 100.0 237.2 100.0 63.9

Bangl. Average score 23.1 13.8 -71.9 1715 25.5 15.4
At least 3 A-levels with grade A*-C 4.9 2.9 -81.6 194.6 7.2 4.4
Discrimination in labour market 0.1 0.0 122.1 -291.2 -2.7 -1.7
Utility of university degree in labour market 25.6 15.3 80.2 -191.3 22.8 13.7
Parents & students very likely to apply to univisrsi 43.1 25.7 89.7 -214.0 42.3 25.5
Parents & students fairly likely to apply to unisity 5.2 3.1 10.5 -25.1 4.9 2.9
Parents’ expectations higher than students 5.4 3.2 22.8 -54.5 5.0 3.0
Parents’ expectations lower than students -7.3 -4.4 -71.9 171.4 -4.9 -2.9



100.0 59.6 100.0 -238.6 100.0 60.3
Bl. Car. Average score -34.2 -80.2 1.9 0.5 101.2 9.3
At least 3 A-levels with grade A*-C -165.9 -389.6 41.7 11.7 570.2 52.4
Discrimination in labour market 1.0 2.2 39.5 111 136.8 12.6
Utility of university degree in labour market 114.8 269.6 6.0 1.7 -261.4 -24.0
Parents & students very likely to apply to univisrsi 41.4 97.3 1.2 0.3 -87.3 -8.0
Parents & students fairly likely to apply to unisity 85.7 201.2 3.0 0.8 -210.8 -19.4
Parents’ expectations higher than students 47.9 1125 3.3 0.9 -112.2 -10.3
Parents’ expectations lower than students 9.3 21.9 3.5 1.0 -36.5 -3.4
100.0 234.9 100.0 28.1 100.0 9.2
BI. Afr. Average score 16.0 8.3 -6.6 -3.9 19.2 9.9
At least 3 A-levels with grade A*-C -14.4 -7.4 31.4 18.9 -23.1 -11.9
Discrimination in labour market 0.1 0.1 48.4 29.1 -9.0 -4.6
Utility of university degree in labour market 33.4 17.3 15.7 9.5 37.0 19.0
Parents & students very likely to apply to univisrsi 65.7 34.0 19.1 115 74.7 38.4
Parents & students fairly likely to apply to unisity 3.7 1.9 11 0.7 4.2 2.2
Parents’ expectations higher than students 2.8 14 1.7 1.0 3.1 1.6
Parents’ expectations lower than students -7.4 -3.8 -11.0 -6.6 -6.2 -3.2
100.0 51.69 100.0 60.06 100.0 51.45
N=7449
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Table 6.12. Students going to Russell group uniwessat age 19/20, by

ethnicity
Wh. Brit. Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car. BI. Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Russell Group 8.9 3.2 12.7+ 6.6 7.3 3.3 7.1
universities
Other universities 26.0 304 55.4* 38.8* 41.7* 33.2 51.3*
Not in higher 65.1 66.5 31.9*  546* 510+ 636 41.5*
education
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 5115 176 594 431 323 267 253
N=7449
* Different from White British at p <0.05
Table 6.13. Percentage of students enrolled inarmities that were their
first choice and living with their family while stying, measured at age
19/20, by ethnicity
Wh. Brit.  Mix. (Bl. & Wh.) Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car. Bl Afr.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Lives  at o o
home with 9.0% 10.5% 39.1% STA% 5y 796+ 22206¢  21.4%*
family
University 37 5%
was first 24.6% 15.8%* h 25.0% 24.6%  19.7%  33.5%*
choice
N=7449
* Different from White British at p <0.05
Table 6.14. Predicted and counterfactual proporsioof going to a
Russell Group university given the distributiorgcddes at 19/20
Distribution
attainment at post- Wh. Brit.  Mix. Ind. Pak. Bangl. Bl. Car.  BI. Afr.
compulsory (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
education
White British 0.12 0.09 0.12 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.12
Mixed — (Black & g g9 0.07 0.10 010 007 0.07 0.09
White)
Indian 0.14 0.12 0.15 0.15 0.11 0.10 0.15
Pakistani 0.09 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.09
Bangladeshi 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.11 0.07 0.07 0.10
Black Caribbean 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.08
Black African 0.11 0.08 0.11 0.11 0.08 0.08 0.11
N=7449
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Table 6.15. Ethnicity coefficients of multinomiadjiiistic regression using
the rescaling method of Karlson, Holm and BreencOuote variable:
prestige of institution at second educational titioe (age 19/20)

Russell Group university vs. other higher educatio institution

(1a) (2a) (3a)

B (se) B (se) B (se)
Mixed
Total effect -1.103** (0.347) -1.512%*  (0.374) -1.323**  (0.364)
Direct effect -0.761* (0.346) -0.800* (0.364) -0.784* (0.358)
Indirect effect -0.342 (0.236) -0.713 (0.512) -0.539 (0.533)
Indian
Total effect 0.234 (0.207) 1.058*** (0.233) 1.306*** (0.275)
Direct effect -0.189 (0.177) 0.143 (0.180) 0.203 (0.206)
Indirect effect 0.423+ (0.248) 0.916+ (0.530) 1.102* (0.559)
Pakistani
Total effect -0.212 (0.240) 0.208 (0.263) 1.156** (0.300)
Direct effect -0.138 (0.239) 0.388 (0.276) 0.423 (0.289)
Indirect effect -0.0742  (0.231) -0.18 (0.509) 0.733 (0.549)
Bangladeshi
Total effect -0.256 (0.382) 0.38 (0.442) 1.807*** (0.529)
Direct effect -0.229 (0.382) 0.686 (0.454) 0.787 (0.494)
Indirect effect -0.0264  (0.230) -0.305 (0.511) 1.021+ (0.564)
Black Caribbean
Total effect -0.992* (0.386) -0.835* (0.365) -0.852* (0.390)
Direct effect -0.741+  (0.387) -0.42 (0.366) -0.217 (0.394)
Indirect effect -0.251 (0.230) -0.415 (0.507) -0.635 (0.532)
Black African
Total effect -0.227 (0.276) 0.000432 (0.271) -0.193 (0.285)
Direct effect -0.285 (0.271) -0.368 (0.262) -0.306 (0.279)
Indirect effect 0.058 (0.235) 0.368 (0.512) 0.113 (0.533)
N 7445 7253 7253

(1a) Explanatory variables: average score, at |8a#-levels with grade A*C. No

controls

(2a) Explanatory variables: average score, at [@asievels with grade A*-C, university
was first choice, living at home with family. Nortools
(3a) Explanatory variables: average score, at [@asievels with grade A*-C, university

was first choice, living at home with family. Coois: gender, immigrant generation,
single-parent family, mother had the first childage 21 or younger, highest level of
education in the household, grandparents’ educatfamily socio-economic status,

student living in London.
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Table 6.15a. Confounding ratios and percentagaenadel 2a and 3a of Table 6.15

(2a) (33)
Russell Group university vs. other Russell Group university vs. other
Ethnicities Explanatory variables higher education institution higher education institution
Contr. to Confounding Contr. to Confounding
confounding % % confounding % %
Mixed Average score 72.8 34.3 69.22 28.2
At least 3 A-levels with grade A*-C 20.5 9.7 24.65 10.04
University first choice 5.0 2.3 5.33 2.17
Living at home with family 1.8 0.8 0.8 0.33
100.0 47.1 100.0 40.74
Indian Average score 108.9 94.3 102.49 86.53
At least 3 A-levels with grade A*-C 13.2 114 11.06 9.34
University first choice 5.0 4.4 5.16 4.36
Living at home with family -27.2 -23.5 -18.71 -15.8
100.0 86.5 100.0 84.43
Pakist. Average score -82.0 70.9 118.75 75.25
At least 3 A-levels with grade A*-C 51.3 -44.4 5.86 3.71
University first choice -0.3 0.2 4.8 3.04
Living at home with family 130.9 -113.1 -29.4 -18.63
100.0 -86.4 100.0 63.37
Bangl. Average score -30.9 24.8 113.31 64
At least 3 A-levels with grade A*-C 14.0 -11.2 12.85 7.26
University first choice 0.8 -0.6 4.54 2.57
Living at home with family 116.2 -93.2 -30.71 -17.34
100.0 -80.2 100.0 56.49
BI. Car. Average score 26.2 13.0 42.31 31.52
At least 3 A-levels with grade A*-C 43.0 21.4 43.04 32.07
University first choice 4.3 2.2 4.13 3.08
Living at home with family 26.5 13.2 10.52 7.84
100.0 49.7 100.0 7451
BI. Afr. Average score 137.2 117001.6 279 -163.5
At least 3 A-levels with grade A*-C -17.2 -14700.4 -160.06 93.79
University first choice 7.9 67115 28.93 -16.95
Living at home with family -27.9 -23754.9 -47.87 28.05
100.0 85257.9 100.0 -58.61

N=744



275



CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSIONS

7.1. Introduction

This dissertation has tried to identify the maictéss affecting the
academic progress, the expectations and the edoahtchoices of
ethnic minority students in England, comparing themthe White

British majority. In this final chapter, | will réew the most relevant
empirical findings of each of the three thematictisms that compose
the dissertation, connecting them with the existitegature on ethnic
inequalities, particularly in the UK. Finally, I Wisummarise the
limitations of my research and suggest some lines flrther

investigation.

7.2. Academic progress from age 14 to 16

Some English scholars have pointed to the existewicesthnic
differentials in academic progress (Wilson, Burg&sBriggs, 2005;
Strand, 2008), although these previous studies hawen less
systematic and have mostly focused on the desmmipbf the
phenomenon more than on the explanation. Most iiga®ons have
centred their attention on final measures of acacleanhievement
instead of academic progress. This tendency ismaationed in
Chapter 3, partially related to the lack of londihal and standardized
data on attainment until quite recently. In the lishg case, the
preference for studying students’ achievement a¢ #nd of
compulsory education has overlooked the importaanges that take
place during the last two years of this stage. éddeven though all
ethnic minorities except Indians lag behind the /Idritish group in
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school examinations at the ages of 11 and 14, dpewgth the latter
reduces considerably or even reverses for someriti@soin GCSES
examinations at the age of'¥6 Several studies using data from the
Millennium Cohort Study (Hansen et al.,, 2010) hatewn that the
ethnic gaps in education are wider during earlydtiviod. In these
investigations, Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Blacklddm obtain
significantly lower scores than White British chigd in cognitive and
non-cognitive development at the ages of 3 andvBnEhough family
socio-economic and demographic characteristics seerocount for a
large amount of the observed gap for BangladesidsRakistanis, a
substantial part of this disadvantage remains fakid®ani and,
particularly, for Black children. Even at the agé 16/16, the
Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Black Caribbean mimwitiobtain
significantly lower results at school compared he White British
group. Nevertheless, the substantial improvementhef academic
performance of South Asians and Black Africans frage 13/14 to
15/16 compared to that of White British studentsansethat these
minorities are able to catch up —or at least teicedhe gap- with the
White British group in a relatively short time.

In this respect, Chapter 3 has shown that not dalpouth Asian and
Black African students progress at a faster ratenduhe last stage of
compulsory education than in the previous yeard, they also
improve or maintain certain attitudes and behawahat are highly
related to academic performance, such as the anodumhe devoted
to homework, the importance given to education tfair future or
their educational plans. In contrast, White Britsshdents significantly
worsen, on average, their school-related behaviandsattitudes and,
therefore, they experience a decline in their acaciperformance that
is only comparable to that of Black Caribbean arged students. As
a consequence, the differentials in attainment éetwSouth Asian
and Black Africans on the one hand, and White 8ristudents on the
other, are notably reduced by the end of compulsahycation. In

1941t js still important to note that the Indian miitg obtains, on average, similar
scores to White British students at this stage.t Thathey are not significantly
advantaged over White British students, in conttassubsequent educational
stages.
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contrast, the academic progress of Black Caribbaad Mixed
students of white and black parents is similarhat tof the White
British and, therefore, the initial gap observe@atier stages remains
unchanged.

In Chapter 3, the ethnic differentials in progresse been examined
in relation to the following groups of variablegstly, students and
parents attitudes, behaviours and expectationslation to education
and school; secondly, variables indicating the eegf acculturation
and cultural difference of ethnic minorities relatito the White
British majority, such as the degree of familisna aeligiosity; thirdly,
students’ perceived discrimination and feelingsuofair treatment by
teachers at school. And finally, I examine the aisgmn between
ethnic differentials in progress and several scled@racteristics as
well as the ethnic composition of schools’ studeodies, paying
special attention to the proportion of co-ethninsoag students’ peer
groups at school. One of the contributions of mypeital analysis is
that, when the information is available, | takeoinhccount the
variation over time of relevant variables that ezlated to academic
progress. This way, | am able to show that theetkffitials between
the White British group and the ethnic minoritiesthe explanatory
variables are not only significant in the base y@arage 13/14), but
also in the changes across time.

| have shown that the high value that South Asiash Black African
families place on education is the most importantdr accounting for
the differentials in academic progress with the M/iBritish group.
This high value is reflected in the ambitious péeieexpectations for
their children, and in students’ own educationangl as well as in
their positive attitudes and behaviours (aboveth#, effort they put
into their school work) towards school and educatin general.
Compared to the White British majority, not only 8outh Asian and
Black African students display more positive attés towards school
and try harder at the age of 13/14, but they alanage to maintain or
even improve these attitudes and behaviours ifotleving years.
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The significantly more positive and stable schodlitmles and
behaviours of certain ethnicities have been fretijpyesxplained in

terms of cultural differences. In fact, using thdtaral argument to
explain variations across groups is tempting thodifficult to sustain
empirically. This dissertation has indeed showmificant variations
in attitudes and behaviours towards education acetisnicities that
are not related to other relevant socio-economicdemographic
characteristics of the group. For example, Soutiasand Black
African students report significantly higher degred familism and
religiosity than White British or Black Caribbeatudents, which are
both positively associated with academic progresishough not

explicitly asked in the LSYPE, it is likely that espding more time
with the family reinforces the control over studgnictivities,

preventing them from engaging in anti-school bebward that are
more common during adolescence.

However, in parallel to the existence of culturatigtions, the positive
selectivity of the migration flows that have shagdlanic minorities in
England, is likely to be a key factor in explaininiifferences in
attitudes and behaviours towards education. Otlserwiis difficult to
understand why minorities coming from different gesphical areas
and cultural contexts (India, Pakistan, Bangladastl sub-Saharan
countries) consider the education of their childrextremely
important. In fact, a European study that is stiljoind® has pointed
to the positive selectivity in terms of human calpdf some of these
English minorities, confirming previous research tbe American
case (Feliciano, 2005). Nevertheless, a positidectety of the
migration flow in terms of other personal (and freqtly unobserved)
characteristics, such as the degree of ambitiatetgrmination, might
be even more relevant to account for the more falde attitudes
towards education of ethnic minority families.

195 A recent presentation by Heath, van der Werfharst van ElsasEthnicity
and Education Conferencblewcastle, UK, 2012) showed that, South Asiars an
Black Africans are particularly positively selected terms of human capital.
Results have not yet been published, so a detailatysis of this factor is not yet
possible.
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Chapter 3 also considers the role that ethnic idscation might have
on the progress of ethnic-minority students. BExqgrerés of
discrimination or unfair treatment by teachers haeen frequently
considered in the English literature as one thenrfetors, if not the
most important one, to explain the Black Caribbd&advantage in
education (D. Gillborn & Mirza, 2000b; D. Gillborrl,998; David
Gillborn, 1997). My analysis confirms previous engal evidence,
since Black and, to a lesser extent, Pakistani estisd feel
discriminated against by their teachers at school & the labour
market because of their ethnicity or religion. Altigh | cannot
establish a strong link between the average academgress of Black
Caribbean students and their perceived discrinonatthe latter is
significantly associated with involvement in seVetnti-school
behaviours. In this respect, my empirical analysiggests the
existence of a ‘reactive ethnicity’ (Portes & Rumbal996) among
Black Caribbean students of low socio-economic gemknds as a
reaction to their perceived exclusion and margaadilon in English
society.

Finally, the ethnic composition of students’ peeoups at school
appears to be associated with the academic progfd3akistanis and
Black Caribbean students but not to that of theeotminorities.

Controlling for the school ethnic and socio-ecomommmposition as
well as for students’ background characteristicg,empirical analysis
suggests a negative association between the acadeogress of
Black Caribbean and Pakistani students and havioge ngo-ethnic

friends at school. This finding should not be ipteted in terms of
causality, though it suggests the existence of-sfitool behaviour
among disadvantaged Black Caribbean and Pakiskdldiren, which

is likely to affect their academic progress. Thasult is in agreement
with the fact that these two minorities are thdsa feel, on average,
more discriminated against. Therefore, the negatssociation

between academic progress and perceived discrimmnan the one
hand and peer-ethnic composition on the other sigdkat a reactive
ethnicity might have been developed among certemugs of Black

Caribbean and Pakistani students.

280



Despite the relevance that experiences of discatian might have on
the learning processes of ethnic minority studethis, chapter shows
that the main factors accounting for the differaistin progress across
groups are parents’ and students’ attitudes andvib@lrs in relation
to school. In particular, the positive and morebktaeducational
expectations of South Asian and Black African stisleseem to be the
key factor behind their academic progress.

7.3. Evolution of educational expectations during
adolescence

The second part of my dissertation has paid attertio one of the
factors that is more strongly associated with acad@rogress as well
as with final achievement: the educational expemtatof students and
their families. Chapter 4 has tried to disentangie ambitious
educational plans of ethnic minority students imyeadolescence,
connecting them with their behaviours at schodjrtigrades, and the
expectations that their parents have for them. st relevant
finding in this respect has been the average lowetaiions between
South Asian and Black African students’ expectatiand their school
grades. That is, these minority students reportsidenably more
ambitious educational plans than would be expedeen their

grades. In addition, and contrary to White Britslidents, the three
South Asian minorities have significantly more piesi school

attitudes and behaviours than White British stuslemith the same
level of expectations for their future. Therefategppears South Asian
students enjoy being at school more and put mdatehto their

school duties than White British students with teme level of
expectations.

In Chapter 5, where | have analysed the evolutieexpectations over
time, | confirm the modest impact that academiaiathent has on the
future educational plans reported by South Asiath Black African

minorities. Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Black Amicstudents, who
obtain on average, modest or low scores in GCSEgxdo not adapt
their initial expectations to their actual attaimhdn this respect, this
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finding challenges rational action assumptions albloe evolution of
expectations across time and supports socio-psygivall
explanations, which consider parents’ expectatemshe main factor
shaping the formation and evolution of studentsidgenic ambitions.
In contrast, the plans for the future of White Bfitstudents are much
more related to the grades they obtain. That escthrelation between
attainment and expectations is significantly higher

7.4. Educational choices after compulsory
education

Even though the maintenance of high educationa¢etions during
secondary education by Pakistanis, BangladeshisBéamk Africans

could be regarded as unrealistic, they are keyxplaging their

educational trajectories after compulsory educatidgainst all the

odds, these three minorities choose more acadeneictated

educational trajectories than White British studentith similar

grades, and they also access university in a highgportion. The

Indian minority, with a significantly higher attaiment at age 16 than
White British students, also continue on to higheducation

significantly more than the latter, controlling fprior attainment and
background characteristics.

In addition, it seems that ethnic minority studedtsnot have their
parents’ socio-economic position or level of ediswagas the point of
reference on which they base their actual educatidecisions, as the
relative risk aversion theory suggests (Breen &dBuwrpe, 1997).

The fact that ethnic minorities are not repres@rgasamples of the
population of their countries of origin is likelg timit the application

of rationality assumptions to explain the behavioliethnic minority

students. That is, minority students tend to adopt internalize the
high aspirations that their families have for thamd make their
choices accordingly, regardless of their actuatigsa

Surprisingly, the discrimination that ethnic mirtgrstudents expect to
find in the labour market has no impact on the anad choices of
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South Asians, and has only a marginal impact facBlstudents. For
the two Black minorities, which are precisely thdbat perceive a
higher ethnic penalty in the labour market, disanation acts as an
incentive to continue in vocational education iast®f dropping out
of school after the age of 16.

7.5. Limitations of my research

The main limitation of this dissertation has belka tmpossibility of

testing the association between the selectivityhef migration flows

that have shaped English ethnic minorities andatteglemic progress,
the expectations and the choices of ethnic minostydents.

Unfortunately, the LSYPE has not included any goesabout the
year and country of birth of students’ parents andjrandparents,
making it impossible to know their exact generateomd to build

indicators of selectivity for the ethnic group. Metheless, it is
important to bear in mind that some of the factthrat shape the
process of (self) selection of migrants are unoleskrsuch as the
ambition or the drive for success. That is, sclsoteve not included
these factors in the indexes of selectivity of migm flows.

Another limitation has been the impossibility ofvdping a more
refined test of some of the rational action assiwnptthat could have
helped to understand better the educational exji@tseand choices of
ethnic minority students relative to the White Bht A detailed
analysis of the perceived costs and benefits thatests attribute to
going to university has not been possible, giveat tnly those that
have already decided to go to higher educatiomsked about them.

Finally, the LSYPE has not allowed me to follow sthtohort of
students until they finish university and make thansition to the
labour market. With regard to the former, it woulchve been
interesting to analyse the ethnic differentialgiaduation rates, which
might be different to those in university admissiates.
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