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Non-technical summary

,Q UHFHQW \HDUV WKH SROLF\ GHEDWH LQ WKH 8. KDV L
educationalaspirations, attitudes and expectatiolisis generally expected th&bstering

positive aspirations towards learnimgn raise educational attainmeparticularly among

children in economically disadvantaged groupsth longerterm implications for
productivity, poverty, wage and income inequality and intergenerational mobility. Policy
interventions focused on changing esfagions and aspirations are also likely to be more
costeffective than seeking to directly improve cognitive development itself. In this chapter

we examine the extent to which gender differences in educational attitudes and aspirations
emerge in the UK, rad explore how these differences are mitigated by, or exacerbated by, a
range of household and demographic characteristics.

Girls on average have been performing better than boys in GCSE exams since the late 1980s
in the UK. Given the importance of educatiand academic attainment in defining life
chances, it is crucial for policy purposes to be able to identify and therefore target population
subgroups that are likely to have particularly negative attitudes to edudatidarstanding

the individual andhe familycharacteristics thatan either mitigate or exacerbate differences

in educational attitudes and aspirations of boys and @arishelp identifying thosgroups of
studentsvho are at a greatesk of performng poorly at school.

We use data onhildren aged 1#5 from the British Youth Panel component of the British
Household Panel SurveBuch data have been collected since 1994 and cover a wide range of
domainsincluding IRU H[DPSOH FKLOGUHQYV XVH RI| GéldiedXUH WLI
behaviour, subjective welleing, aspirations and attitudes towards education and school, and

their relationship with their families and peers.

We find that girls systematically report more positive educational attitudes and aspirations

than boys ewe after controlling for a range of child and famdpgecific factors plus
unobserved differences between children using panel data estimation techiigues.
GHWDLOHG DQDO\VLV VXJIJHVWV WKH HIIHFWV RI JHQGHU
aspirations differ according to parental education and parental educational attitudes, to their
age and ultimately to fluctuations in the business cycle. Contrahe predictions osocial

control and gender role socialisation theories, boys benefit to a greater extent than girls from
living in a household with highly educated parents or where parents display positive attitudes
towards education. Furthermore béff DWWLWXGHYVY DQG DVSLUDWLRQV GF
age whereas girls are more sensitive to the economic climate. Our evidence suggest that
policy makers can take advantage of the higher sensitivity of boys to their family background

as a powerful lesrage to reduce undesirable gender differences in educational ou@®mes

long as positive educational attitudes and aspirations have a causal effect on raising
educational attainment and deterring participation in antisocial behaviours
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1. Introduction

Large and persistent gender differences in educational attaimnmgentell documentetoth

in the UK and elsewhere. For example, the OECOLQR@eports that at age 15, girls score
more highly than boys in reading tests in all 65 countries participating in the Programme for
International Student Assessment (PI$A). the UK the Departmenbf Educationreports

that girls haveperformed better than boys in GCSE exams taken at age 16 since the early
1970s, although these differences have become particularly noticeable since the late 1980s
(Broecke and Hamed 2008;In 2011, for instance, 83% of gitils Englandachieved at least

five GCSE examsat Grades AC compared wittv6% of boys.These gender differences in
GCSE performance over time in England are clearly illustrated in Figure 1. One possible
source of these géer gaps in academic performance is gesgecific attitudes towards and
aspirations for educatiofBuchmann et al. 2008)n this chapter we examine the extent to
which gender differences in educational attitudes and aspirations emerge in the UK, and
explore how these differences are mitigated by, or exacerbated by, a range of household and
demographic characteristics. Given the importance of education and academic attainment in
defining life chances, it is important for policy purposes to be able tdifigend therefore

target population subgroups that are likely to have particularly negative attitudes to
education. Our research relates to two strands of literature. Theefes$to the drivers of

and importance of educational attitudes and aspiratiwhile the second relates to gender

differences in academic attainment.

In recent years, policy debate in the UK has focusetianding\R XQJ SHRSOHTV HGXFI
aspirations and attitudes teelp raise educational attainmerg.g. Cabinet Office 210).

Fostering positive educational aspirations, particularly among children in economically
disadvantaged groups, is expected to raise attainment and haveriongnplications for
productivity, poverty, inequality and social mobility. Interventions harge aspirations are

also likely to be more co#fffective than improving cognitive development itself (Cunha and
Heckman 2007; Cunha et al. 2010), although there is limited evidence that such interventions

1 PISAis an OECD project initiated in 1997 to evaluate educational systems around the world. Every three
years, the performance of 15 year olds in reading, mathematics and science tests from participdtieg is
assessed.

2 GCSEs are General Certificates of Secondary Education, which are academic qualifications awarded at age 16
in a specified subject, generally taken in a number of subjects. Performance in GCSEs largely determines the
postcompulsoryschooling opportunities available to the chitdiith attaining five GCSEs of grade @

perceived as a key indicator of academic ability.



are successful (see Cummings et al. 2012; Garbaed. 2012). Empirical evidence indicates
positive correlations between aspirations, expectations and attainment, although the extent to
which this is causal is debated (Chowdry et al. 2011; Goodman et al. 2011; Gregg and
Washbrook 2011; Jacob and Wild&10; Khoo and Ainley 2005; Strand 200Dj)fferences

in educational attitudes and aspiratidaysparental gcio-economicbackground are large and
persisten{Chowdry et al. 2011)and satargetingthe educational aspirations and attituaes
young peopldrom disadvantaged backgroundsn potentially reduce differences in school
outcomesacross soci@conomic groupsEarly interventions to improve the home learning
environment during prschool yearsto improve achild's educational attitudes during
primary school,and to encourageeenager§ambitions for higher education throughout
secondary schopkould help attenuate the socieconomic gap in educational attainment
(Gregg and Washbrook 201Molicy initiatives in the UK to raise educational aspirations
include Aimhigher, a schodlased programme to promote higher education among students
from disadvantaged backgrounds who live in areas of relative deprivation where participation

in higher edaation is low.

,GHQWLI\LQJ GULYHUV RI FKLOGUHQYY DWWLWXGHV DQG
reasons. People attain higher levels of achievement at a particular activity if they value it
more (Jessor and Jessor 1977; Wigfield and Eccles 2@0@)positive attitudes and
aspirations are positively correlated with subsequent attainment and eduektied
behaviour (Andrews and Bradley 1997; Chowdry et al. 2011; Khoo and Ainley 2005; Strand
2007). Positive educational attitudes and aspirati@tiice engagement in deviant and
antisocial behaviours (Hirschi 1969; Leblanc 1994; Torstensen 1990), and are inversely
related with later life outcomes such as benefit receipt and early and lone parenthood among
women (Edwards et al. 2001; Moore et al939Plotnick 1992). Assigning causality is
problematical as unobservable factors are likely to affect both attirtesispirations and

the outcomes of interest, and attitudes will be affected by pre@cademic performance
(Bond and Saunders 1999; Gowah and Gregg 2010; Gorard et al. 2012; Gregg and
Washbrook 2011; Jacob and Wilder 2010; Zafar 2009).

Gender differences in society are generally assigned to either nature or nurture, or to a mix of
both (Marini 1990). According to the nature argumergn and womendiffer in innate,
biological and fairlytime-invariantfactors and for this reason show different behaviours and

reactions to the same stimuin contrastthe nurture argument identifies the environment in
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which individuals operate as the deténant of gendedifferencesin beliefs, attitudes and
behavioursEmpirical esearch hakcused on the extent to whigiender differences jrfor
example,competitiveness and risk aversion can explain differences in outcomes. Evidence
suggests thatvithin a single gender contexe.g. a single sex schoolyomen are as
competitive as men and no more risk averse (Booth et al. Bobih and Nolen 201Booth

and Nolen 201R Hence gender differenceppearsensitive to the environment and context
supporting the nurture argumerteender differences in academic attainment have been
related to higher returns to and loweffort costs of education for girlthan for boys
(Buchmann et al. 200®ekkarinen 2012)n fact, even though men still enjoy mopesitive

labour market outcomes, both in terms of wage and employment probahdityage returns

to attaining an extra year of educatiand tohigherrelativeto compulsory educatioare on
averagehigherfor womenthan menn the UK (Trostel at al 20P; Walkerand Zhu 2008 An
increase irdemand fohighly educatedvorkers(Walker et al. 2001Walker et al.2008 and
cultural changes that resulted in women getting married and having children at an older age
have allowed them to fully enjoy the benefits associated with higher investments in human
capital (Pekkarinen 2012 Otherstudies relatgender differences iacademic attainmeno

the relatively poor behaviour of boys in the classroom (Gibb et al. 2G@8gusson and
Horwood 1997).

The importance to policymakers oemper equalityin societyis evidenced by legislation
seeking to enforce the equal treatmeihinen and women at the workplace such as the 1970
Equal Pay Actthe 1975 Sex Discrimination Aetind more recentlythe 2010 Equality Act
Understanding the relationships between young people's educational attitudes and aspirations
and gender camrontribue by providing ground for specific policy interventioramong
children which reduce gender differen@ce®ducational attainment and investment and hence

in labour market outcomes among adulisere is widespread evidence that girls have higher
educationhaspirations than boys (Schoon et al. 2007). They fareexamplemore likely

than boys to want to remain in pagsimpulsory education and less likely to want to leave
education and enter fulime work at age 16 (Willitts et al. 2005). Research suggstt

boys from low socioeconomic status families and from minority ethnic backgrounds have
particularly low aspirations (Burke 2006). While these gender differences in educational
attitudes and aspirations may help explain persistent gender differemcasademic
attainment, there is a lack of robust evidence on the role of gender in shaping educational
attitudes and aspirations themselves.



In this paper we establish whether boys and girls have systematically different educational
aspirations and attiles and, furthermore, identifgpecific individual, household and
backgrounccharacteristics that eithexacerbat®r mitigate gender disparities @ducational
aspirations and attitudek doing so we test several established hypotheses put forward to
explain gender differences in academic attainmeéve. find large and persistent gender
differences in educational attitudes and aspirations, which are robust to controlling for a wide
range of observed characteristics as well as indivigpetific unobsered effects. In
particular, girls report more positive attitudes to and higher aspirations for education than
otherwise similar boys. These differences are large. Further ansitysis thatcontrary to

the predictionsof gender role socialisation and &iccontrol theories the educational
aspirations and attituded boys are more sensitive the home learning environment than
those ofgirls. However, girls display more stable educational attitudes and aspirations than
boys as they age amitogressin the educational systemand they are more sensitive than

boys to information on the business cycle

The rest of the paper is organised as follofisst we discuss various theories related to
gender differenes in attitudes and aspirationdext we introduce the data used in the
research, the British Youth Panel component of the British Household Panel Survey, and
describe the nature and patterns relating to the key variables of interest. Section 3 describes
the estimation procedures adopted, and gpecification of the models estimated, while
Section 4 provides a discussion of the main res8kstion 5 discusses some extensions to

the core analysis. The final section summarises and concludes.

2. Theoretical background

There are various theories thatedict gender differences in behaviouasd hence might
explaindifferences in educational attitudes and aspiratadrizoys and girlsin particular we
draw on three main theories relating gender role socialisation, social control and the

investment in human capitetbm which we infer a number of hypotheses

Gender role socialisation theories portggnder as a set of learned attitudes and behaviours
that differ according to the individl@ IV VH|[ 7 KU RiXesK&vowaldN peratelvithin
a social context where they observe and learn about gender roles and stereotypessand ch

their gender identityChildren learn gender roles through their interactions with parents and



school teahers and through the influence of school and play material and the mass media
(Marini 1990). The assimilation of gender roles can occur through imitation or through
observational learning?@lavieja andPlatt 2010). Once children become aware of diffeesnc

in sex, they start understanding thalys and girlsre distinctgroups; at the same timghey
receive more positive or negative parental reactions depending on whether they display
behavioursappropriate for their sex groupuch feedback results the formation of a gender
identity (Fagot and Leinbach 1988hd the adoption of gendappropriate values and codes

of conduct

According to the General Theory of Social Control individuals refrain fimtisocial
behavioursbecause theyorm bonds withprosocial values, prosocial people and prosocial
institutions. The existence and strength of these bonds is positively related to social control
which ultimately discourages people froadoptingselfish and aggressivieehavioursin

order to pursue their pmitive and hedonistic drives (Pratt et al. 2011). According to
Gottfredson and Hirschi (199@ender differences iantisocial behaviourare attributable to
gender differences in early childhood and teen supervision. More specifically, girls are
subject to stricter parental control than bérgen a very young age which results in a higher
level of selfcontrol internalization (Fox 1977) amdtimately a lower propensity to engage in
antisocial behaviours. However, gender differences in delinquency persist even after

controlling for both social and setbntrol (Nakhaie et al. 2000).

Hencegender role socialisation theosyggests thathildren are socialised differently by

their parents depending on their genddile social control theorysuggests thaparental

supervision is generally higher for daughters than for.SMesthereforeanticipate thathe

educational attitudes and aspiratiasfsgirls will be moresensitivethan those ofboys to

specific individual, parental and household characterigiosh asFKLOGYV DJH SDUFL

attitudes and education, parental migratlabour market status and household structure.

According tothe theory of human capitainvestment in education isptimal when the
marginal cost®f the investmenequate the marginal benefits. Hence when deciding whether
to pursue further edation individuals need to weigine benefits associated with a higher
levd of education against the costs of pursuing further education. Gender differences in

investment in humanapitalmay emergef men and womedliffer in the costs they face and



in the benefits they enjoy from education.® The proportion of girls in higher education in the
UK has outnumbered the proportion of boys since the early 1990s (Broecke and Hamed
2008), which provides grounds for suspecting that the costs and benefits of education might
differ by gender. Hence the educational attitudes and aspirations of boys and girls may
respond differently to any shocks to these costs and benefits, including the opportunity costs

of investing in education (i.e. foregone earnings).
2. Data and descriptive statistics

Data

We investigate the relationships between educational attitudes and aspirations and gender
using data from the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS), and the British Youth Panel in
particular. The BHPS is a panel survey which since 1991 has (re)interviewed the same
individuals annually, with interviews generally taking place between October and December
of each year until 2008. The first wave was designed as a nationally representative random
sample of the population of Great Britain living in private households in 1991. These original
respondents and any adult co-residents have been followed and interviewed at annual
intervals ever since, with information collected about their incomes, labour market status and
job characteristics (if employed), social and parental background, housing tenure and
conditions, household composition, education, health and many other aspects of their lives.
The BHPS is unique among British datasets in having annual snapshots of people’s lives over

a relatively long period.

Since 1994, all children aged 11-15 in sample households have completed a self-completion
questionnaire — known as the British Youth Panel (BYP).* This collects a range of
information on, for example, children’s use of leisure time, their health and health-related
behaviour, subjective well-being, aspirations and attitudes towards education and school, and
their relationship with their families and peers. Initially, questions were recorded onto tape
and children were supplied with a personal stereo and answer booklets, later replaced with
laptop computers. This has two advantages: it helped to ensure that responses were

®Human capital does not exclusively refer to formal education or training but to a wider set of intangible assets
embedded in people that influence their future real income. In order to increase their human capital and
ultimately their future earnings, people can also invest in medical care, healthier life styles or any other activity
that can improve their abilities (Becker 1962).

* Those 15-year olds turning 16 by 1 December in the current wave are interviewed as adults rather than in the
youth survey, while 10-year olds turning 11 by this date are included. More information about the BYP is
available at: http://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/bhps/documentation.
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confidential as other household members would not be able to interpret the answers from the
answer booklets alone (the answer booklets contain only the respategjories and not the
guestions themselves), and it also allows the child to respond to the questions at their own
pace. The full range of household information from the main adult sunagaswvailable,

making this a particular rich source of ddtR U WKH DQDO\VLV RI FKLOGUHQTYV
is essentially a rotating panel, as a core group remains within the panel for a maximum of five
waves while each year the-¥6ar olds move into the adult survey and are replaced by a new
cohort of 11 yeaolds. Annual sample sizes vary across years, ranging from about 750 young
people between waves 4 (1994) and 7 (1997), 950 in waves 8 (1998) and 9 (1999), and 1200
1400 from wave 10 (2000) onwarti¥earon-year response rates among young people have

exceeed 90% (see, for example, Taylor et al. 2010).

‘H GUDZ RQ UHVSRQVHV WR IRXU TXHVWLRQV LQ SDUWLFXO
DQG HGXFDWLRQ PRUH JHQHUDOO\ ZH XVH UHVSRQVHV WR
youtodowellatscRRO" '"RHV LW PHDQ YHU\ OLWWOH D ELW TXLW
important do you think it is for you to get your GCSE exams? (Standard Grades in Scotland).

,V LW QRW DW DOO LPSRUWDQW QRW YHU\ LPSRUBWDQW |
asked of all 11 to 15 year olds from waves 5 (1995) to 18 (2008), while the latter was asked

RI DOO WR \HDU ROGV EHWZHHQ ZDYHV DQG
aspirations for participating in further or higher education through tlesponses to the
TXHVWLRQV 3'R \RX ZDQW WR OHDYH VFKRRO ZKHQ \RX DU|
IRUP RU FROOHJH"" DQG 3:RXOG \RX-tine Mddcatidv al Rcall€EggeW R G R
RU 8QLYHUVLW)\ DIWHUheRoxmeéLvaiasked bf RIKIRIR geaf olds between

wave 4 (1994) and wave 18 (2008), while the latter was asked of children aged 13 to 15
between waves 12 (2002) and 18 (2008).

The BYP data have several advantages for investigatingethgonships betweegoung
peopOHYV HGXFDWLRQDO D \and/dewderCHisdy Dhée€y&ol@dt & Inuhibd®Y bfR Q V
measureselating to different aspects of the educational process directly from young people

in a way that is likely to minimise biases in responses caused by faetatsdrto the

® These variations in sample size are the result of the changing nature of the BHPS sample. Waves 8 and 9
include the low income sample from the British component of the European Community Household Panel
(ECHP), while vaves 10 onwards include the Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland boost samples. All our
descriptive statistics are weighted to allowttee changing sample composition.

®Age 16 is the youngest age at which children in the UK are legally entitled tosiefavel.



interview process. Secondly, they collect rich contextual information from the child, the
parents, and the household, allowing a range of factors to be taken into account in identifying
the effects of interest. Thirdly, they are panel dataweng the use of panel data estimation
methods which are able to incorporate unobserved individual or fapelgific effects which

may otherwise bias the effects of interest. This is important given that previous research has
suggested that (unobserygukersonality traits are correlated with academic motivation and
achievements (Child 1989; De Raaad and Schouwenberd Efiwistle 1972; Heaven

1990; Heaven et al. 2002). Finally, they&€ar period covered by the data allow us to identify

average effestacross multiple cohorts of children rather than for a single cohort.

The drawback of these dais the lack of informatioron revealed academic ability, and

previous research has found a strong correlation between previous and subsequent
educational astinment (e.g. Chowdry et al. 2011) and between prior attainment and future
expectations, aspirations and attitudes (Bond and Sab88sGregg and Washbrook 2011;

Jacob and Wilder 2010; Zafar 2009). The absence of information on revealed ability would

only distort any gender effect the access ofoung people and their families to information

on attainment varied systematically wegh\RXQJ SHUVRQYV JHQGHU ZKLFK L
Even though information on previous educational attainment might hawerspecific

effects oneducational attitudes and aspiragpaccess to the information is independent of

gender. Furthermore, we estimate panel data models which incorporatenvarant

individualspecific unobserved heterogeneity which capture umeedebility.

We also have no information about the school attended by the pupil, and school
characteristics may have an important impact on educational aspirations and dttitudes.
Chowdry et al. (2011), for example, report that school characteristidairexjt% of the

differences in test scores between children from richer and poorer families. Again however,
we would need boys and girls to systematically attend schools with different school

characteristics for this to bias our estimates.

Descriptivestatistics

"The BHPS collects information from those aged 16 and above on the type of school most recently attended, but
this may not equate to the type of school attended when completing the youth questionnaire. At waves 12 and
17, parents of children agdd-15 were asked about the type of school each child attends. Estimating
specifications including this variable for this subset of children produces results consistent with those presented
here.



We initially provide some descriptive evidenme gender differences educational attitudes

and aspirations. Table 1 summarises attitudes to school and GCSEs by gender and reveals that
young people generally show extremely positive attitudesatds education. For example

60% of 1115 year olds report that doing well at school means a great deal to them while 77%
think thatgetting GCSEs is very important. Even though gender differences are small they
are statistically significant, and girls\@more positive attitudes than boys. For 62% of girls
doing well at school means a great deal whereas only 59% of boys share the same view.
Furthermore 77% of girls think that gaining their GCSE qualifications is very important
compared with 76% of boysSmall gender differences persist in negative educational
attitudes. For 7% of boys doing well at school meant a bit or very little to them, compared
with 5% of girls. Overall girls not only tend to report more positive educational attitudes than

boys butthey tend to report less negative educational attitudes too.

In Table 2 we summarise educational aspirations by gender. Again we find that young people
generally have high aspirations for further education. 87% of 11 to 15 year olds do not intend
to leaveeducation at the age of 16 and 75% of 13 to 15 year olds express a desire to go to
university. Substantial and statistically significant gender differences emerge. For example
17% of boyswvantto leave school at the minimum legal age while 30% do noteagpigo to
university. Girlsare more likely than boys tspire to higher education. Only 9% of 11 to 15
year old girls would like to leave school at age 16 while 19% of girls age 13 to 15 do not

express a desire to go to university.

Comparingthese agirations tothe actual participation ratesn postcompulsoryeducation
indicates the presence tife aspirationschievement paradox (Kao and Tienda 1998). The
proportion of young people expressing a desire to remain intifudl education is
consistenyy higher than actual attendance rates (Gutman and Akerman 2008, Jacob and
Wilder 2010). For example 81% of girls in our sample report wanting to go to university,
while according to the Higher Education Initial Participation Rate (HEIPR) for the academic
year 2008/200%he participation rate of 17 year old women 54842 Similarly 70% of boys

in our sample declare their desire to attend university comparecawdbtual participation

rate of 40%. The aspirationschievement paradoxsuggests thatraisng educational

® The HEIPR is the probability that a 17 year old willtipate in higher education by age 30 given the age
specific participation raté&Source: Department of Busindssiovationand Skills
(www.bis.gov.uk/assets/biscore/statistics/docs).



aspirations among young individualgl have only a verysmall effect orattendance rates in
higher education after the age of 1Bespite this maintaining high aspirations and
expectations is importarats evidence shows that even though hegtpectations might not
translate into high attainment, low expectations generally translate into low attainment

particularlyamongboys of immigrant families (Burke 2006).

The longitudinal nature of the BHPS and the rotating panel feature of the BYP allow us to
REVHUYH ERWK KRZ FKLOGUHQYY HGXFDWLRQDO DWWLWXG
they evolve as children grow older and progress through secondary scti@pmoach the

end of compulsory education at age Eyure 2 plotghe proportions of children to whom it
means a great deal to do well at school and for wkiois very important to get GCSE
gualifications by gender and over time. A number of pattemmsrge: the proportion of girls

for whom doing well at school means a great deal constantly rose during the latead®90s

fell through the early 2000seachinga peak of74% in 1999 falling to 55% in 2004 and
stabiligng at 58% in 2008. The proportion bbys for whom doing well at school means a
great deal has been constaritlifing from an initial level of 66% in 1994 to 52% in 20@8.

small and persistent gender gap is apparent exce@06& when the proportion of bofar

whom doing well at schoaheans a great dealas57% compared with 55% of girls. The

small gender gap in the importance of getting GCSEs also persists over timahouittv 7%

of girls and 75%of boysreporting it to be very important each year. These high proportions
probably refect a general awareness of the importance of attaining compulsory education
gualifications eithein securing employment at age 16, or to gain entryhigber education.

The larger gender differences in aspirations also persist over the sample pryiwd.2

shows that boys are consistently 10 percentage points more likely than girls to want to leave
school at 16 (20% do so compared with 10% of girls). Similarly boys are 10 percentage

points less likely than girls to want to go to universitp% do ® compared with 80% of
girls).

Figure 3 plots educational attitudes and aspirations by age and gender, pooling BYP data over
time. Againimportantpatterns emergeas the figure suggests that gender differences increase
as children ageln particular theeducational attitudes and aspiratioos boys tend to
deteriorateoy more tharthose ofgirls as they become older. For instance, 63% of 11 year old
boys report that doing welk achool means a great deal to thesmparedwvith 65% of girls

aged 11 By agel5 only 54% of boys declare that doing well at school means a great deal

10



compared with60% of girls.Similarly & age 11 75% of boys and 74% of girls report that
taking GCSEs is very importgnivhile by age 14 76% of boys and 80% of girkportthe
samepositive educational attitudeghis proportion falls among boys and girls at age 15 (to
75% and 77%). Educational aspirations show a similar pattern with hgeproportion of
children who wants to leave education at age 16 initfallg between the &g of 11 and 12
for both boys and girls, and then increases as children approach age 16, and by more for boys
than girls.For example roughly 18% of boys and 9% of girls report wanting to leave school
after compulsory education at afjeand this falls tal7% and9% at age 12. By age 1this
proportion increases to 22% for bogsd 11% for girls.Finally the aspirations oboys and
girls for higher education diverge more dramatically with age. For exa&gste of 13 year

old boys report wanting to go to universégd this falls td66% amongl15 year old boysIn
contrast78% of 13 year old girls declare wanting to pursue higher edugatimhthis

increasseto 84% of 15 year old girls

Hence children genally exhibit more positive attitudes and aspirations at y@urages.

This is consistent with rpvious evidence suggesj that students adjust their educational
aspirations to information acquired about their own ability as they pass through secondary
school (Gutmanand Akerman 2008) More specifically younger children tend to be more
optimistic about their future while older children have a more realistic vision of their
educational potential both in terms of their academic ability and of the costs agiitde
associated with progressing irftather education (Kao and Tienda 1998)addition to this,
genderdifferences as predicted by social control and gender role socialisation theories,
persist. Even thoughR X Q J V Wed@atioht ¥ifitudes armbpirations deterrate with

age, girls tend to report more positive attitudes and higher aspirations than boys and this is
especially true after age 1%ocial control theories suggest that duetighter parental
supervision girls on averageerform better at school thdoys whichtranslate into more
positive educational attudes and aspirations. This is particularly evident when comparing
gender differences in willingness to attend higher education.

In what follows we examine the exteto which these gender and age specific trends are
robust to controlling for a range of individual, household and parental background

characteristics in a multivariate framework.

3. Estimation strategy
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Model estimation

Our research question focuses on HdwX QJ SHRSOHTV HGXFDWLRQDO DWWLW
between boys and girls, and our strategy to identify this is to exploit the panel nature of the BYP
data. The estimation of panel data models which allow for-itnwegiant individualspecific

undoserved characteristics is important in this context, as previous research has suggested that
(unobserved) personality traits are correlated with academic motivation and achievements (Child
1964; De Raaad and Schouwenberg 1996; Entwistle 1972; HeavenH8&@en et al. 2002).

Failure to take such factors into account in estimation is likely to bias the estimated coefficients.

We assume that at a point in time t a young perstiasi an underlying, unobserved propensity

to hold positive attitudes and aspirations towards education, denoted.a$his can be
expressed as a function of range of observed child X and familyrelated ( )

characteristics, the prevailing economic climate () and the unobserved (tirr@variant)

ability of the child ( ). Specifically, the unobserved propensity to report a positive attitude to

educations:
1)
)
where , and are vectors of coefficients to be estimated, , . A young

person reports gositive educational attitude or aspiration when his propensity crosses a

threshold (zero in this case), that is, if and =0 otherwise. By assuming the unobservable
individualspecific heterogeneity is timavariant, we decompose the error term into the

individualspecific unobservable effect, , and random error

We treat asrandom, and also assume that the are normally distributed and independent

of the observed characteristics for alland , and estimate random effects models. One
limitation of this framewdk is that it assumes that the tmmwariant unobserved individual
specific effect ( ) is independent of the observable characteristics. This is quite unrealistic here
as, for example, we might expect young people with higher leveisatiserved ability to have

parents with higher levels of educational attainment, to have more positive attitudes to education

and to live in regions with lower levels of unemployment. In this case, the estimated coefficients
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will pick up some of the effés of the unobservable To avoid this problem, we relax the
assumption that is independent of the observable tiw@ying characteristics in and
. Following Mundlak (1978) and Chamberlain (1984), we model the dependence between
and the observable characteristics by assuming that the regression functiag lofear in

the means of all the timearyingcovariates. This can be written:

3)
We assume that is independentofthe and forall and , isthe interceptand |,

and refer to the vector of means of the time varying child and fareiated covariates

and the regiorspecific unemployment rate for individuabver time. Equation (1) therefore

becomes:
4)
, , Which is equivalent to the random effects probit with additional

regressors

The disadvantage of this framework is that the individual specific unobserved effect may still
be correlated with one or more of the time invariant observed characteristics, resulting in
biased and inefficient estimates. As robustness checks we alsotesiinting fixed effecs

(or conditional) logit models. These sweep away the effects of any family or household
characteristics which are constant across siblings,hand the advantage of allowing the
unobseved family-specific effect to be arbitrarily correlated with observed characteristics in
it X, Frand U '°

The estimation procedurein (4) allows us to identify average gender effeas the
educational attitudes and aspiratioos 11-15 year olds Our theoretical framework and
discussion in section 2 highlighted various mechanismsstitgggest these average effects may

hide heterogeneity across population subgroWges.investigaé theseheterogeneous gender

®We have also estimated probibdels which explicitly recognise that responses to the educational attitudes and
aspirations questions are likely to measure an underlying latent disposure to learning, and hence be correlated
with each other. Estimates from these models are consistarthase presented here, and so are omitted for
brevity.

10 Esti)r/nates from sibling fixed effects models are generally consistent with those from the random effects
models.Sample sizes inevitablfall due to the lackf variationacrosssiblingsin their educational attitudes and
aspirations. Results are reported in taBES-8FE in the APPENDIX.
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effects by estimating a series of models including interaction terms between gender and other

observed characteristics.

Model specification

To isolate the true impact of gender on educational attitudes and aspirations, we control for a
range of child- and family-specific observed characteristics in our models, following pointers
from economic theory and previous research. Economic theories of parental investment
suggest that parents invest in their child’s education as they care about their future wellbeing
(Becker and Tomes 1986). Families with lower incomes will be less able to invest optimal
amounts into their children’s education or may be prevented from providing their children
with an appropriate learning environment (Carneiro and Heckman 2002; Mayer 1997).
Furthermore parental income has been shown to have significant impacts on educational
attainment and explain the persistence of disadvantage across generations (Shavit and
Blossfeld 1993), while parental wealth and socioeconomic status is inversely correlated with
children’s educational aspirations and expectations (Chowdry et al. 2011; Ermisch et al.
2001; Gregg and Washbrook 2011). We therefore include controls for parental income (a
binary variable taking the value one if the child is in a household in the bottom quintile of the
gross household income distribution at time t) and parental socioeconomic status and wealth
(binary variables capturing whether or not the child lives in a workless household and
housing tenure at time t). It is also important to control for the educational attainment of the
child’s parents, as there is a wide literature on the intergenerational transmission of cognitive
abilities (Anger and Heineck 2010; Black et al. 2009; Bjorklund et al. 2009). We include a
binary variable indicating whether or not the child has at least one (resident) parent with a
university degree. Factors such as parental income, employment, wealth and education are
likely to determine the home and school environments that they choose for their children. We
do not assign any causal interpretation to the estimated effects of these controls as such
variables are likely to capture wider processes operating within families. For example more
able parents are more likely to both have higher incomes and to raise more cognitively
developed children through better parenting, greater preference for educational investments,
and/or genetic links in cognitive ability. Therefore rather than assigning causality, we
acknowledge that these controls are capturing important determining factors (for example any
impact of parental education could be due to parenting styles adopted rather than the

education level attained itself).
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A number of other household characteristics are included in the models, such as the number

of siblings, whether or not the child is curtly living in a lone parent household, and the age

RI WKH FKLOGYYVY PRWKHU 7KHVH FDSWXUH RWKHU KRXVHK
LQIOXHQFH WKH FKLOGYVY DWWLWXGHV WR VFKRROLQJ HLWI
FKLOGY¥VhBUH LV DQ DFNQRZOHGJHPHQW LQ WKH OLWHUL
aspirations and attitudes partly reflect their perceptions of the costs and benefits of education

and schooling and any constraints faced, which develop as they age (Gutman and Akerman
2008).

There is evidence that young people from ethnic minorities have higher educational
aspirations (Strand 2007), but that their parents may not have the information necessary to
help these children achieve (Powney et al. 1998). Also teachers maytlenexpectations of
particular ethnic minority groups (Strand 2007). BHPS data contain information on ethnicity,
however sample sizes are too small in the BYP sample to separately identify each group and
it is not really acceptable to simply differenéabetween white British respondents and the
remainder because the residual category hides large and genuine diversity in behaviour
between ethnic minority groups (National Equality Panel 2010). We instead classify young
people according to whether thearpnts arrived in the UK after age 15 on the grounds that
this is a more reasonable way of identifying disadvantage in terms of the educational system.
Parents who arrived after age 15 had their compulsory schooling outside of the UK and, for

most, Englistwas not learnt during childhood.

Finally, in order to account for the opportunity cost of education, we make use of an external
dataset to obtain information on labour market characteristics. More specifically, we derive
regional unemployment rates aspeoxy for the business cycle using data from the UK
Labour Force Survey (LFS). The LFS is a nationally representative household survey which
collects data on a range of individual and household characteristics, focussing in particular on
employment statyseducation, and job characteristics. It has been collected quarterly since
1992, and we pool quarterly data within calendar years to calculate annual-ggeciéc

ILO unemployment rates among young people aged4lih each metropolitan region of the

UK in each year. We match these to the BYP data by gender, region and year of interview.

™ The BHPS collects information on risky behaviours. Nevertheless including these controls is problematic
since the adoption of risky behaviougdikely to be endogenous and jointly determined wiported
educational attitudes and aspirations.
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All models also include year and region fixed effects. We present summary statistics for these

controlsin the Appendix

4. Results

Estimatesof the average gender effectseaaucational aspirations and attitugegyether with

the estimated coefficients on other covariata® presented in Tables and 4. Table 3
presents estimates from models with educational attitudes as the dependéiesyasiaile

Table 4 presents estimates from models with educational aspirations as the dependent
variables. These are all frorandom effects models which allow for correlation between the
individualspecific unobserved terms and the tiwaying observal@ characteristicsWe

first discuss estimates from Tal8eIn the first set of estimates in this table, the dependent
variable takes the value 1 if doing well at school means a great deal and O otherwise, while in
the second set it takes the value 1 itigg GCSEs is perceived as being very important and

0 otherwise€? We also reportnarginal effects calculated at the sample means. In all models
positive coefficients indicate that the relevant variable is associated with a more positive
attitude to schoatg while negative coefficients indicate a more negative attititle.
initially discuss estimates from the model where the dependent variable is the importance of

doing well at school.

The estimated coefficient on thariable identifying whether or nohé child is a girlis
positive and statistically significant at theo level. Hence we find that girls are more likely
than boys to report a positive attitude to schatien controlling for otherindividual,
household and background characteristies well individualspecific unobserved
characteristics such as abilitfhe marginal effect indicates thadll else equalgirls are
almost 6 percentage points more likely than boys to report that doing well at school means a
great dealThis is a relativelyarge effect, with only age, household employment status and
parental migrant background having larger impadtsis also consistent with previous
researchwhich found that girls display more positive attitudes towards working hard at
school since they arless likely to be excluded from their peer groups, as opposed to boys
who tend to be ostracised by their pedrshey show positive educational attitudes and

achieve positive results (Warrington et al 2000).

12\We have also estimated ordered probits and random effects ordered thattsteplicitly account for the
ordered nature of the original variable. Estimates from such models are consistent with those presented here.
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The estimated coefficients on the othertcols reveal other important pattermdich we
describe belowFor example, children aged &te7 percentage points more likely to report
that doing well at school means a great deah an otherwise simild5 yearold. This effect
can be explained thogh aKLJKHU OHYHO RI DZDUHQHVY DERXW RQHYV
about the associated benefits and costs of schooling which develop with age. Less
academically successful children may lose interest in education velteiving negative
signals aboutheir ability. The estimated coefficients on the seemnomic status variables
are also in line with previous evidence. Generally children from less advantaged households
are less likelythan those from more advantaged househwlddate that doing wedlt school
means a great deal to them. More specifically, living in a workless household on average
decreases the probability ofportinghighly positive attitudes to school by68percentage
points relative to living in a household where at least onenpas employed. The coefficient
on the regional youth unemployment rate is in line with previous evidence that positive
attitudes to school are counter cyclical (Taydmd Rampino 20)3 A one percentage point
increase in the regional rate of unemploymamong 16 to 24 year olds increases the
probability of a child reporting that doing well at school means a great deal by 0.9 percentage
points. Even though this effect seems small, the youth regional unemployment rate between
1994 until 2008 ranges froa minimum of 8% to a maximum d28%.® Hence the
discouraged worker effedreflected in positive attitudes to educatigmpduced by the
differences ireconomic climateould besubstantial Finally, children whose parents arrived
in the UK after the agef 15 have a significantly higher probability than those with parents
exposed to the UK education system to report that doing well at school means a great deal, by
25 percentage points at sample means. This may reflect the fact that migrants tend to be
postively selected and this may be transmitted to their children. A number of previous studies
document how immigrant parents tend to display higher than average aspirations for their
children to obtain educational qualifications as a means of social angadional mobility

.DR DQG 7LHQGD 6WUDQG :LOOLWWYVY HW DO
educational attitudes.

The next set of estimates in Taldere fromthe model where the dependent variable takes

the value 1 if getting GCSEs is perceived as very important and O otherwise. These estimates

13 According to LFS datahelowestyouth unemployment rate was recorded%in the South Eastin 2000
whereaghe maximum wag8%in thelnner London metropolitan ar@a1995
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againindicate that girls are significantly more likely to report positive attitudes to education
than boys. In particulagirls are on average 3 percentage points ntikedy than boys to
reportthat taking GCSE exams is very important to th&he estimated coefficients on other
variables again reveal other important relationships. For example, 1dlgeare on average

3.5 percentage points more likely than 15 yehis to report that GCSEs are important. This
may reflect the fact that 15 year olds have more information about their likely GCSE
performance and consequently may be more likely to downplay their importéhee.
estimatesalso suggest that children place more importance on GCSEs when unemployment
rates are hightthe coefficientis positive and statistically significanThis provides further
evidencefor the opportunity cost and discouraged worker argumeihishwsuggest that
children view education more positively when the perceived probability of finding a job and
the expected income outside of education are both low.

Estimates in Tabl8 show that girls have more positive attitudes to school and edudtiaéion
otherwise similar boys. Iifable4 we examine whether such gender differences emerge in
relation to FKLOGUHQYVY HGXFDWLRQDO DVSLUDtWeLRg2MentQ WKH
variable takes the value 1 if the child reports wanting to leave betoage 16 and O
otherwise. In these models, positive coefficients indicate that the child does not aspire to
remain in educatiofand has low aspirationsyhile a negative coefficient indicates that the
child does aspire to remain in education past cdsopy schooling(and has higher
aspirations)The effect of gender on the probability of wanting to leave education at age 16 is
large andstatistically significantln particular, gls are7 percentage pointesslikely than
otherwisesimilar boys to wat to leaveeducationatthe minimum compulsory schooling age.
This is consistent with both the previous literatufddo and Ainley 2005Gutman and
Akerman 2008 and with actual behaviour as revealed inHE&RP which shows that larger

proportions of gis than boys remain in education post 16.

Other factors emerge as significant correlates of aspirations for participatipost
compulsoryeducationAs for educational attitudes ageimportantWe find that 15 yeaold
children are mordikely to want to leave education at age 16, with a probability some 1.5 to
2.0 percentage points higher than-12 year olds. Thigprobably reflectshe acquisition of

new information relating both to the costs and benefits of remaining in education and to the
oppatunities available. Parental education is also an important factor contributing to
FKLOGUHQ 1 VxtbogeSwitd PafentR l\cated to degree level are 5 percentage points
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less likely to report wanting to leave education at 16 than those with lesstediyparents.

This is likely to reflect the home environment, culture towards education and parental
attitudes. We also find that children with migrant parents who were not exposed to the UK
educational system have more positive educational aspiratiensy Bome 4 percentage
points less likely to want to leave school at 16 than those with parents who did progress
through the UK system. This is likely to reflect the positive selection of migrants together
with more positive aspirations towards educatiad &opes for their children that migrants
hold.

The subsequent column in Tablereports estimates from models of aspirations towards
higher education, where the dependent variable takes the value 1 if the child reports wanting
to attend university andero if they do not want to go to university. Positive (negative)
coefficient estimates imply that the covariate is associated with a higher (lower) probability
of wanting to go to university. In these models sample sizes are smaller because the question
was only asked of 135 year olds from 2002 onwards. The effect of gender on the aspiration
for pursuing higher education &ainlarge and statistically significant. Girls aged 13 to 15

are 15 percentage points more likely to report they want to go temitivthan otherwise
VLPLODU ER\V 3DUHQWDO HGXFDWLRQ DOVR SOD\V DQ LPS
Living in a household in which at least one of the parents attained a degree or higher level of
HGXFDWLRQ LQFUHDYV H¥ foN KriverBity by G5 perddntagyé PdinW.LTRese
effects are likely to reflect different learning environments, culture of learning and parental
styles and aspirations of each group. Children whose parents arrived in the UK after the age
of 15 have a sigficantly higher probability than those with parents exposed to the UK
education system to report that they want to go to university by 16 percentage points at
sample means. Children of immigrants, especially if the latter are positively selected, tend to
show particularly high educational aspirations, although evidence suggests that differences

across ethnic groudsoexist (Kao and Tienda 1998).

The results from these multivariate models provide strong evidenceatmatheeducational
attitudes and aspiratiomd girls and boys ardifferent In particular, girls consistently report
more positive attitudes to education and higher educational aspirations than otherwise similar
boys. This is consistent with much previous redeasirls reportmore positive attitudes to
school and education than boys (Khoo and Ainley 2@&nzelmann and Connell 2006
theyadmittheir intent to proceed beyond compulsory educati@o(and Tienda 199&hoo
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and Airley 2005; Jacob and Wilder 20)1and actually participate more than boys in higher
education (Khoo and Ainley 200Pekkariner2012. A number of hypotheses have been put
forward to explain these gender differences. For exarttperies 6 social control state that
womenare exposed to higher normative restrictions tim@nand for this reason have higher
standards for good behaviai@ottfredson and Hirshi 1990)\ccording to Fox (1977) even at

very young ages girls are encouraged to show more passive and controlledtcdhdn
ER\V LQ RUGHU WR FRPSO\ ZLWK ZKDW KHNwhiehldnd\girev R DV W
internalise this construct to the point where their aspirations coincide with the control level
the society is willing to exert on thedence the fact tit girls are more likely than boys to
report that doing well at school means a great deal, or that getting GCSESs is very important,
reflects the fact that thelgave been brought up to display more responsible and socially
acceptable behaviours. Gender elifinces in educational aspiratiare also consistent with
social controltheory This implies thatgreater educational expectatioasmong girls are
fostered by higheparental control for daughter&eliciano and Rumbaut 2011Ynder

tighter parental andocial supervision girls develop more responsible educational attitudes
which can foster better educational attainments and ultimately higher educational aspirations.

However thus far we have estimated gender eff@atsagedacross the sample as a wol

These may differ across population subgroagsprding toa range of hypotheses suggested

by the literature on gender gaps in academic attainment. For policy purposes it is important to
understand what factors either mitigate or exacerbate these giffetences. We do this by
estimating a series of models which include interaction terms between gender and a range of

key covariates.

Investigating heterogeneous gender effects

So far we have found strong evidence of gender differences in educatititoaleat and
aspirations. We next investigate the extent to which these differences vary across other child
and family characteristics. Since educational attitudes and expectarensstrongly
correlated with subsequent attainmé@dhoo and Ainley 2005Strand 2008,Chowdryet al.

2011), identifying characteristics associated with narrowing and expanding gender
differences in educational attitudes and aspiratigitishelp guide policy makers concerned

with gender educational attainment gaps. Investigating heterogeneous gender effects allows

us to determinefor examplewhich subgroups of boys display tHeastpositive educational
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attitudes and the lowest educational aspirations, which is fundamental for the design of more

efficient policies.

We allow gender differences to vary by parental education, parental attitudes, cultural
differences, household structure, labour market exposure, costs of education and child’s age
based on relevant theories and hypotheses described previously. Following social control and
gender role socialisation theories we might expect, for example, that girls and boys react
differently to similar learning environments which could ultimately translate into developing
different educational attitudes and aspirations. More specifically we expect girls to be more
responsive than boys to parental education since daughters are subject to stricter parental
supervision (Fox 1977; Feliciano and Rumbaut 2005; Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990).*

Interactions with parental education

We initially introduce into the model interaction terms between gender and parental level of
education (whether or not at least one parent has a university degree) with estimates
presented in Table 5. As previously, all models are estimated using random effects probit
models with additional regressors. Our estimates indicate that gender effects on children’s
educational attitudes and aspirations differ depending on the educational level of their
parents. These results are not consistent with the hypothesis that girls respond more positively
to parental education than boys, as differences in educational attitudes between boys and girls
only emerge for children for whom neither parent has a university degree. Hence boys benefit

more than girls from having highly educated parents in terms of their educational attitudes.

The first column of Table 5 presents estimates from the model where the dependent variable
takes the value 1 if it means a great deal to the child to do well at school, and zero otherwise.
Girls with at least one parent with a university degree are on average 7 percentage points
more likely to report that doing well at school means a great deal relative to similar boys for
whom neither parent has a degree (the reference category). Girls for whom neither parent has
a university degree are almost 2 percentage points more likely to report that doing well at

school means a great deal than otherwise similar boys with similarly educated parents.

“We have also estimated models including interactions between gender and whether the child lives in a
household where both parents migrated to the UK after age 15, where neither parents work, whether the child
comes from a single-parent household and whether the household has an income in the bottom 20% of the
income distribution. Estimates show that girls report more positive educational attitudes and higher educational
aspirations than boys and that the attitudes and aspirations of boys are relatively constant across differences in
these characteristics.
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However parental education has no statistically significant impact on the pitgbafidboys
reporting a very positive attitude to schodthe estimated coefficient on having a highly
educated parent is positive (0.045) but not statistically significant from zero. The bottom
section of the table summarises results from Wald tesexjodlity of coefficients. These

show that we cannot reject the null hypothesis that boys and girls with highly educated
parents have the same probabilities of reporting that doing well at school means a great deal.
However, we do reject this hypothesis fmys and girls with less educated parents, where
girls have more positive attitudes than boys. Furthermore, the Wald tests indicate no

differences in the sizes of the effects by parental educatiaitf@r gender group

The next column presents estites from models where the dependent variable takes the
value 1 if the child reports that it is very important to get GCSEs, and zero if they report that
it is not at all important, not very important or important. Results are nearly identical to the
onesobtained for the previous outcome. More specifically girls for whom at least one parent
has a university degree are 6 percentage points more likely to report that taking GCSEs is
very important relative to otherwise similar boys for whom neither parentahdegree.
Furthermore girls with less educated parents are 1.6 percentage points more likely than
similar boys to report that taking GCSEs is very important. Hence girls report more positive
attitudes to GCSEs than boys among those with both highly edueatd less highly
educated parents. As in the previous model, the Wald tests of equal coefficients reveal no
significant size differences in the estimates except for boys and girls with less educated

parents

The third column of Tabl& presents estimas from the model where the dependent variable
takes the value 1 if the child wants to leave school at age 16, and zero otherwise. Overall a
more stimulating learning environment, proxied by parental educational attainment,
encourages teenagers to stagducation at age 16 but differences in magnitude emerge by
gender. More specifically, a boy for whom at least one parent has a de§@pescentage

points less willing to leave school at age 16 relative to a similar boy for whom neither parent
has a dgree. A girl living with highly educated parents is 6.4 percentage points less willing to
leave school at age 16 than an otherwise similar boy for whom neither parent has a degree,
while a girl for whom neither parent has a degreé 3percentage pointess likely to want

to leave education at age 16 than an otherwise similar boy. These differences are statistically
significant as indicated by the Wald ted®ys with less educated parents tend to have the
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lowest aspirations for posbmpulsory educatig while the aspirations for pesbmpulsory
education among girlare negatively affected by parental educatiaithoughthe difference
in the marginal effestis very small Boys, howeverbenefit the most from having highly
educated parents in terms thieir aspirations for postompulsory educationfhese results
contradict our hypothesis that girlwho tend to be under higher parental supervisae,

more responsive to parental characterigties boys.

The last column presents estimates from nodéiere the dependent variable takes the value

1 if the child reports that he wants to go to university, and zero otherwise, and these clearly
replicate the same pattern observed for the previous outcome. Children with highly educated
parents are more liketo have university aspirations themselves relative to those with less
educated parents, by 15 percentage points among boys and 5 percentage points among girls
(0.2060.157). Girls with less educated parents are 16 percentage points more likely to have
university aspirations relative to otherwise similar boys, and in fact have a similar probability
of aspiring to university than an otherwise similar boy vathleastone highly educated
parent. Girlsfrom highly educatedhouseholdsire most likely to haveniversity aspirations

and are 21 percentage points more likely to report they want to go to university than
otherwise similar boys living in househsldihere neither parents have a university degree.
The Wald tests reported at the bottom of tdbiedicate that the differences in the estimated

coefficients are all highly statistically significant.

Overall we find that parental education has only small, positive impacts on the educational
attitudes of boys and girls. Girls in generaportmore positie educational attitudes than

boys with similarly educated parents, although differences in the sizes of coefficients for boys
and girlsin highly educated households are on the margins of statistical significance. These
estimates do not confirm our hyposiebased on social control and gender role socialisation
theories which predict that girls will be maosensitive toparental characteristics than boys.
Instead, more highly educated parents may provide a more learning based home environment

which benefis thechildrenirrespective of their gender

Educational aspirations are more strongly correlated with parental education. Again, girls in
general have higher educational aspirations than boys with similarly educated parents. Boys
for whom neither parent has a university degree on average havewds keducational
aspirations, while girls with highly educated paregemerally have the highest. These
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estimateshowever, are also not consistent with the hypothesis that girls are more highly
influenced than boys by parental characterisiigs.hypothesisedhat, snce daughters tend

to be under stricter parental supervision than stiness would bemore inclined to follow
positive family role models or to display more responsible behaviours relative to sons
Instead estimatesuggest that boysebefitrelativelymorethan girlsfrom a stimulating home
learning environmenin terms of educational aspirationklence it is essential tpay
particular attention to teenage boys less educated households when trying to target
educational attainmentshdvantages through educational aspirations

Interactions with parental attitudes to education

‘H QH[W LQFOXGH LQWHUDFWLRQV EHWZHHQ WKH FKLOGTYV
FKLOGYV SDUHQWV $W ZDYHYV D Qchildren aged BIB @ere for S D UHC
HDFK FKLOG DVNHG 3+RZ LPSRUWDQW GR \RX WKLQN LW
level/Standard Grades exams? Is it very important, important, not very important, not at all
LPSRUWDQW"’ 3$QG KR KLRS\R UW DLYWI RAR WNRKKLO G WR V'V
his/her A level/Highers exams? Is it very important, important, not very important, not at all
LPSRUWDQW"" DQG 3:RXOG \RX SHUVRQDOO\ OLNH WR
college when they finish LQLVKHG WKHLU VFKRROLQJ" ‘H LQWHUSUH
as permanent, time invariant measures of parental attitudes to education, and so allocate the
responses to each observation for the relevant thidcthild is identified as having parts

with positive attitudes to education if at least one parent reports it is very important that the

child completes their GCSEs, complete their A level exams or would like to see the child go

to university, as appropriaté We include these as interact®with gender, with estimates
presented in Tabl6.>” Our results provide evidence against our initial hypothesis based on
gender role socialisation and social control thetwgt girls would be more responsive to

parental influence than boys.

51t may be argued that parental attitudes will reflect the revealed ability of the child and so will evolve as the
child ages. However in further analysis (not shown) we find that parental attitudes are independent of child age
at date of interview, suggesg that all else equal parents of younger children (for whom information on ability
will be limited) have the same attitudes as those of older children (for whom more information on ability will
have been revealed). Furthermore, we find that parentaldat to education are stable both across children and
over time. For example about 90% of parents with two children ag&8 &1 2002 report the same aspirations

for both, while 80% of parents with children aged1BLin both 2002 and 2007 report thengaaspirations in

both periods.

15 A-Level exams are typically taken at the end of two years of study at age 18, and represent the university
entrancdevel qualification.

" These models are restricted to data from 12088 as responses to the parentitualies questions are
conditional on having a child aged-1% in 2002 or 2007.
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The first column presents estimates from models where the dependent variable takes the
value 1 if the child reports that it means a great deal to do well at school and zero if it means
very little, a bit or quite a bit. The reference category for our estimateg/sslivong in a
household where neither parents view GCSEs as important. Gender differencesiemerge
these modelsMore specifically, a girl from a household where neither parent believes that
GCSEs are very important is on average 24 percentage poingslikely to declare that

doing well at school means a great deal than an otherwise similar boy. However boys benefit
to a greater extent than girls from positive parental educational attitudes: if at least one of the
parent in the household views GCSEsmportant then they are on average 29 percentage
points more likely to report that doing well at school means a great deal to them relative to
boys for whom neither parent views GCSEs as important. In contrast, having at least one
parent who views GCSEs amportant increases the probability that a girl reports doing well

at school means a great deal 9percentage points relative to when neither parent views
GCSEs as important (32.+£24). Hence boys whose parents do not view GCSEs as important
are on aveage the least likely tdeclarethat doing well at school means a great deal. This is
confirmed by the Wald tests reported at the bottom of TaldNo gender differences emerge

for children with at least one pareahinking that GCSEs are important favalue of 0.128).

This contradicts our initial hypothesis that girls would be more responsive to parental
characteristics than boys. In fact, according to social control and gender role socialisation
theories parents tend to supervise daughters morestimenespecially when they have very
traditional gender role value@~eliciano and Rumbaut 2005Consequentlygirls are
generally under higher parental pressarel thistighter parental supervisiofiom a very

young age results in daughters achieving doettducational outcomes than boy3ur
estimates suggest thparentswith positive educational attitudes may exert similar parental
supervision on sons and daughters. However among children for whom neither parent views
GCSEs as important, girls have gigrantly more positive attitudes to school than boys-(a p
value of 0.0B).

The next column presents estimates from models where the dependent variable takes the
value 1 if the child reports that it is very important to get GCSEs, and zero if theyttregiort

it is not at all important, not very important or important. Our reference category is the same
as previously: boys for whom neither parent thinks that GCSEs are important. These
estimates are similar to those from the previous model. In partiquiarive parental
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attitudes towards GCSEs are more important for boys than girls. Girls are equally likely to
report that getting GCSESs as very important, irrespective of the attitudes of their parents. The
Wald tests indicate that for girls the interantii@rms are not statistically different from each
other (a pvalue of 0.107), and girls are 37 percentage points more likely to view GCSEs as
very important than boys for whom neither parent views GCSEs as important. Parental
attitudes towards GCSEs are maamportant for boys. Boys with at least one parent who
views GCSEs as important are 35 percentage points more likely themselves to view GCSEs
as very important than boys for whom neither parent views GCSEs as important. Again these
findings are not constent with our hypothesis based on social control and gender role
socialisation theories which indicate girls would be more responsive to parental

characteristics given that daughters are on average under tighter parental control than sons.

The third olumn of tables reports estimates from models where the dependent variable takes
the value 1 if the child declares he wants to leave school at age 16, and zero if they instead
want to go on to further educatiodere we interact gender with parental attees towards

the importance of A level exams andr reference category corresponds to boys living in
households where neither parent thinks it is very important for his/her child to complete A
level exams. Since the estimated outcome is the probabiliyaofing to leave education

after compulsory schooling negative coefficients are a sign of higher educational aspirations.
Estimates indicate that if at least one parent viewsv&l exams as important then the
probability that the child wants to leavehsol at age 16 is lower for both boys and girls.
More specifically, girls with at least one parent who viewleyels as very important are on
average 18 percentage points less likely to want to leave school at 16 than a boy for whom
neither parent thinké-levels are very important. Boys with parents with positive attitudes
towards Alevels are 14 percentage points less likely to want to leave education at age 16.
Girls with parents who view Aevels as very important a8 percentage pointsss likely b

want to leave school at 16 than an otherwise similar boy. The Wald tests indicate that girls
are less likely than boys to want to leave school at age 16 irrespective of parental attitudes to
A Levels, while boys and girls with parents who view A levadsvery important are less

likely to want to leave at 16 than those with parents who do not view A Levels as very

important

In the final column of tablé we report estimates from models where the dependent variable
takes the value 1 if the child reportgnting to go to university, and zero otherwiderewe
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interact gender with parental attitudes towardsiversity. Boysfor whom neither parent
exhibits positive university aspirationgepresenbur reference category améve the lowest
probability of wanting to go to university. Girls with at least one parent who wants them to go
to university are 56 percentage points more likely to want to go to university than an
otherwise similar boy living in a household where neither parent wants him to go to
university. Having at least one parent with positive educational attitudes increases the
chances of a 13 to 15 year old boy wanting to go to university by 47 percentage points
relative to a boy whose parents do not wish him to pursue higher education. The$ial

for equality of coefficients reveal that the university aspirationsoykare more positively
affected than those @irls by having a parent with positive aspirations. Thisasconsistent

with theory that suggests that girls are more receptivparental characteristics since they
are generally under higher parental supervision than boys. In contrast to our previous
evidence, we do not observe a statistically significant difference between boys and girls in
having parents with less positivétimdes (although note the smaller sample sizes here).
Hence the gender difference among children in university aspirations is driven by differences
in the extent to which boys and girls respond to the aspirations of their parents.

Overall our evidencéndicates that although girls have more positive educational attitudes
than boys, the latter benefit to a greater extent from positive parental attitudes. This may be
because parents with more positive educational attitudes supervise and monitor threin chil
more closely independently from the child’s gender, than parents with less positive
educational attitudes and generate a more positive fesneing environmenOur evidence
relating to educational aspirations m®t consistent with social controlnd gender role
socialisation theories. The educational aspirations of girlsskgatly lessresponsiveto
parental attitudethan those of boys, even though averag®oth girls and boys benefit from
having at least one parent who would like them ta@aniversity. The fact that we find
large, positive and significant effects on the positive parental attitudes and aspirations
indicators for boys has important policy implications. For example, it suggests that it is
possible to improve the educationdtitades and aspirations of boys in particular by
improving the educational attitudes and aspirations of pahit®ughwe have also found
parental educatiomo be important thiannot be easily influenced by policy initiatives.
However designing spdi policies aimed at improving parental educational attitudes and
aspirations for their children is more practical and, according to our estimates, will have a
positive impact on educational attitudes and aspiratbh®ysin particular. As the literate

27



suggests that educational attitudes and aspirations are important drivers of educational
DWWDLQPHQW UDLVLQJ FKLOGUHQTV DWWLWXGHYV DQG DVS
parents may help to both boost educational attainment in geretakduce the gender gap

in attainment.

Interactions with age

‘'H QH[W LQYHVWLIJDWH ZKHWKHU JHQGHU HIIHFWV RQ FKLO
vary according to their age. We might expect, for example, that boys and girls develop their
edwational attitudes and aspirations at different ages if there are ggpaddfic rates of
maturity and responsibility developmei@Buchmannet al. 2008For example, according to

social control theories, daughters are subject to tighter parental cdntra@over girls are

taught and encouraged to be quieter, more passive and more controlled than boys even as
infants (Fox 1970). Consequently girls may develop more positive educational attitudes and
higher educational aspirations at a younger age than bagsmaintain them as there
consistent with family expectations and societal normswiomen We examine this by
interacting gender with age, with estimates shown in Tabldgain these models are
estimated using random effects probit models with amdit regressors. We find evidence of

genderspecific age effects in models of both educational attitudes and aspirations.

The first columnof Table8 presents estimates from the model where the dependent variable
takes the value 1 if it means a great deal to the child to do well at school, and zero otherwise.
The reference category in each model is represented by boys at age 15. What emerges is that
independently of their gender, children are more likely to report that doing wsthaol is

very important at younger ages. In fact 11 year old girls and boys are respectively 13 and 9
percentage points more likely than similar 15 year old boys to diggsyive educational
attitudes. In addition Wald tesstonfirm that the magnitudef the coefficients at age Hre

higher than those estimated for older ages for both gertdevgever for girls, all ages have

more positive attitudes to education tharbaygar old boybutthis istrue for boys only until

age 12. More specifically from age 12 until age 15 girls are on average between 7 and 9
percentage points more likely than 15 year old boys to report that doing well at school is very
important In addiion Wald test results do not identify significant differencesthe
magnitudeof the coefficientsuggesting that by age 1f2e probability of girls reporing that

doing well at school is very important stabilises. In contiteseducational attitudesf boys
deteriorate when they reach age TBis decline might be related to their key stage 2 results.
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In fact if boysachievelower scores than girlat Key Stage 2hey might adjust their ability

beliefsdownwardwhich could negatively affect their edattonal attitudes.

The next column presents estimates from models where the dependent variable takes the
value 1 if the child reports that it is very important to get GCSESs, and zero if they report that
it is not at all important, not very important orportant. Our reference category is the same

as previously: 15 year old boyd€stimates again reveal important gender patterns.
Coefficiens are statistically significant only for giflendboys do not adjust their educational
attitudes with age. Their poability to report that GCSEs are important does not vary with
age. This result is confirmed by Wald sashich showno significant difference in coefficient
sizesfor boys Contrary to what we found in the previous modededucational attitudesf
younger girlsare not statistically different from those of 15 year old boys. On the other hand,
13 year old girls are 7 percentage points more likely to report that GCSEs are important than
15 year old boys. Furthermotiis persists until age 15. Evehough the reported marginal
HITHFWYV YDU\ ZLWK 3indicaty fiodydificantBige@iffdrehsawthe estimated
coefficients Hencel3 to 15 year old girls are on average between 5 and 8 percentage points
more likely than 11 to 15 year olibys to report that GCSEs are very important. Again boys
display the lowest levels of educational attitudes whereas girls recognise the importance of
GCSEs qualifications as they approach-kegge 3 and GCSE tests. Boys do not realise the
importanceof GCSEs until it is too latewhich is confirmed by statistics showing that the

gender educational attainment gegsrowsat A-levels®®

The third column of tabl8 reports estimates from models where the dependent variable takes
the value 1 if the child demtes he wants to leave school at age 16, and zero if they instead
want to go on to further education. Our reference category correspondyé¢arl@dboys.

Since the estimated outcome is the probability of wanting to leave education after
compulsory schaling negative coefficients are a sign of higher educational aspirations. From
our estimatesve caninfer that girls are on average 6 percentage points less likely to want to
leave school at age 16 than similar 15 year old boys. This is statistically sigréfincHrdlds

for each age categqrgnd is supported byald tests. Hence irrespective of thage girls are
always 6 percentage points more likely to report they want to stay in education after age 16

18 According to Andrew Hall, director general of AQA exam board, gender gaps in GCSEs resultsanight
relatedboys and girls maturing at different ratas gender differences A Level are marginal
(http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/educatid®661746. However we believe that boys who obtaifedel
gualifications are a particularly selected group of boys who prolalidabout their GCSEs results too.
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than 15 year old boyd he interactions between age and gender for boys reveal that boys
between 11 and 14 years old are on average between 2 anceBtpge points less likely to
want to leave school at T6ansimilar 15 year oldsThus15 year old boyfiavethe lowest
educational aspirations.

In the final column of tabl® we report estimates from models where the dependent variable
takes the vale 1 if the child reports wanting to go to university, and zero otherwise.
Informationon university aspirationsas only available for children between age 13 and 15
andsosample sizes are smallé&s for each of the modetlescribed so far 15 year oldys

are thereference category. The madtiking result from our estimates is the fact that none of
the interaction terms between gender and age is statistically significant for boys implying that
the aspirationsfor higher educatiommlo not evolve avoysgrow older On the contrarythe
aspirationf girls to go to universitjpecome more positivas theyage. More specifically 13

year old girls are 12 percentage points more likely to want to go to university than 15 year old
boys.This increases to4l percentage points at age 14 and to 16 percentage points at age 15.
Wald tests confirnthatgirls are overall more likely than boys to want to go to univeraitg

that theiraspirationdor higher education increase with age.

Thus we findthat the educational attitudesf girls are more positive and more stable than
those ofboys.Those of boysleteriorate as they agéhis gender pattermay be related to
how boys and girls socialise. More specifically we witness how homosocial prefetences
different effectdor males and femalgsipman-Blumen 1976Booth 2009; Warrington et al.
2000) The fact that girls socialise with girls and boys socialise with boys during their teenage
years accentuates gender characteristics even fyfhagara 2011)Since girls tend to be
subject to tighter parental contrtthe fact that they spend most of their time with other girls
produces a positive peeffect which results in more positive educational attitudes. On the
contrary, since boys tend to be under jgm®ntal supervisioand mainly socialise with other
boys, they tend tbe negatively affected by their peers at school. It is very common among
boys toadopt a very sluggish attitude towards educaboth as a consequence of lower
attainment and as a cessity to be accepted by their own peers (Warrington at al. 2000;
Gunzelmann and Connell 2006)his may explain why theducational attitudesf boys

deteriorate at a younger age tlthose ofgirls.

Girls also have higher aspirations than boys at gdsaand such gender differences in
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aspirations persist across agés the other hand aspirations for universitgong boysare

not only lower tharamonggirls but also do no¢volve agheyage Fumagalli(2013) found
evidence that the educational aspirations of boys are more sensitive testoscdres than
WKRVH RI1 JLUO Ydys abthi & reegativél€aluation their aspirations are negatively
affectedand if this event occurs at a younger agenigght compromise theieducational
aspirationgquite early in life For these reasonargeting boys from a very young age should

be a main goal for policy makers if they are concerned with gender gaps in educational
attainmentand participation Providingyoung boys with auitablerole model able tdelp
themrealizethe benefits associated withgh educational attainmeiwtan potentially close

thesegendemgaps ineducational aspiratien

Interactions with indirect costs of education

We next include iteractions between gender and the youth regional unemploymerikhate.
higher incidence ofvomenin higher educatiomaybe related to gender differences in either
thecosts or benefits associated to the investment in human cAgpitatding to the theory of
human capital (Becker 1962) returns to education consist of the future earnings associated
with a specific level of schooling. Evidence is mixed for the UK but in getieeakturns to
educatioramong womerare greatethan (orat least no smaller thathanthose among men
(Trostel at al 2002; Walker et al. 2008he costs of educaticare threefold, relating teffort,

direct indirect and costsThe effort costs of educatiobUH WKRVH UHODWHG WR
ability level. Higher ability individuals need to exert a lower level of effort to attain a given
educational attainmerelative to lower ability students. Even though there is no strong
evidence of gender differences in abijligyrls outperform boys at school. Theséetences

have generally been ascribedadigher likelihood to engage in antisocial behaviours and
disruptive conduct in the classroommong boyqGottfredson and Hirshi 1990; Fergusson

and Horwood 1997; Gibb et al. 2008Jnfortunately no specific meass of ability or
classroom behaviour are available wittive BHPSand we are not able identify gender
differences in effort costs of educati@irect costs of education can generally be proxied by
tuition fees which are not gender specific andurikely to be asource of gender differences

in participation in higher educatidi Theindirect costs of education are related to foregone

9 Even though gender differences in university fees do not @ispossiblethat parerl financial resources

might have gendespecific effects oFKLOGUHQYVY HGXFDWLRQDO DVSLUDWIOWRQVY DQG DV
in a less affluent household with traditional gender values might be discouraged from her parents to pursue

higher education but the opposite might be true for her male sibling who is viewed as a future bread winner. We

tested this using both randaand fixed effects specifications in which we allowed gender differences to vary
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earnings (the opportunity costs of educatjonOnce reaching legal school leaving age
students are faced with the choice of either acquiring further human capéaieoingthe
labour market andeeking workThe opportunity costs of educatiall be highly correlated

with the prevailingabour maket conditions. Gender differencesthre opportunity costs of
educatiorwill emerge if one gender is more heavily affected than the other by fluctuations in
the business cyclavhich is particularly truéor occupatios characterised by high levels of
gender segregation/Abrahamson and Sigelman 1987; Langton and Konrad 199&)use
information on the prevailing youth unemployment rate to capture the opportunity costs of
education, with estimates presented in Tal@e During economic downturns the
unemplyment rate increases making it more challenging to find and keep a job. This is
especially true for young people entering the labour market for the first Biseouraged
worker theorypredictsa positive relationship between youth unemploymeatesand the
probability of staying in school after compulsory educatiod potentially with educational

aspirations and attitudes

Our estimates suggesitat the business cycle hgenderspecific effects on educational
attitudes and aspirations. The first coluwf Table8 reportsestimatesrom the model where

the dependent variable takes the value 1 if it means a great deal to the child to do well at
school and zero otherwise. The coefficient estimate for boys is not statistically significant
andso fluctuations in thaunemployment rateaveno impact onthe educational attitudesf

boys Girls, on the other hand, respond to the business ayadeway consistent witlthe
discouragedwvorker hypothesisA one point increase in the regional youth uneamghent

rate increases the probability that a girl reports that doing well at school means a great deal
by 1.1 percentage points. Wald teshow thatthe size of the effecs for boys and girls are

significantly different.

The following column displays seillts on the estimation of the modehere the dependent
variable takes the value 1 if the child reports that it is very important to get GCSEs, and zero
if they report that it is not at all important, not very important or imporfaphe percentage

point increase in the youth regional unemployment rate increases the probability that a girl
reports that taking GCSEs is very important by 1.6 percentage ,pantthe likelihood of

boysto report more positive educational attitudes by 1.3 percentage fsgrigicant at the

DFURVYVY KRXVHKROG LQFRPH WKURXJK DQ LQW Hibcorrembvire@rend WZHHQ FKL
interactions were not statistically significant.
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10 percent levgl The Wald test confirms that girls are more responsive than boys to business

cycle fluctuations.

Thethird column of Table8 presents estimatiorier the model where the dependent variable
takes the value 1 if thehid wants to leave school at age 16 and zero otherwise. Negative
coefficient estimates are a sign of a positive effect on educational aspirations.p&ione
increase in the regional youth unemployment ratkiceshe probability that a boy wants to
leave school at age 16 by 0.1 percentage ppiwhich is not statistically significant.
However for girlsa 1 percentage point increase in tbeemployment rateaisesthe
probability that a girl wants to stay in education at agdy@ percentage pointhe Wald

test confirms the higher responsiveness of girls to the macroeconomic climate.

The last column of Tabl8 reportsestimates fronthe model where the dependent variable
takesthe value 1 if the child says he wants to go to university and zerovatee A one
percentage point increase in the regional youth unemploymentaatenoeffect on the
probability that a 13 to 15 year old boy reports he wants to go to univd¥eitygirls it
increases the probability dy4 percentage poin{significantat the 10 percent leyelHence
the business cycleas little effect on the aspirations for universityl8fto 15 year oldslhis
might bebecauseghe macroeconomic climate at the time of interviswot an important

factor in thedecision tgpuraie higher educatiorat some point in the future

Thus we findthat only girls areresponsive to the business cycle when reporting their
educational attitudes and aspiratiodss predicted by discouraged worker theory, girls
display more positive educational dtides and higher educational aspiratianisen the
opportunity costs of education fal possible explanatiofor why boys seem indifferent to
business cycle fluctuations could be misplaced confidexlaéng totraditional genderoles
Boys may wrongly believe that they will find a jblecause of their traditionbread winner
role within the househojdand underestimate thé@nportanceof the economic climatén
evaluating their labour market opportunitiesri&Smay be more aware dheir potential
labour market disadvantage asd adjust their educational attitudes and expectations

response to negative macroeconomic shocks.

5. Conclusions
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In this paper we have investigated tafect of gender on\R XQJ SHRSOHYV HGXFI
attitudesand aspirations using panel data from the BYP, covering the period20084

These data allow us to estimate models that take into account indigka@fic unobserved

effects, which are important in this conte&ur first observation is that, on avge young

people have very positive educational attitudes and aspirations. For example larger
proportions of young people report wanting to stay on in educationlpoashd wanting to

attend university than actually do so. This indicates that low aspisaéiee not an issue per

se, and that further improving educational aspirations in this age group is unlikely to have a

substantial impact on subsequent educational choices.

In the raw data, we find thall- 15 year old boys and girls report different levels of
educational aspirations and attitud&gls tend to view their school work, the importance of
GCSEs, patrticipating in peasbmpulsory schooling and attending university more positively
than boys.Furthermore, these findings generally hold in econometric models that control for
a range of childand familyspecific characteristics and year and region indicators. This is
consistent withtheories of gender role socialisation and social control acgpriti which

boys and girls are socialised differently by their parents. More specifically, daughters are
subject to stricter parental supervision as well as higher normative control and hence tend to
engage in behaviours that are considered as approapn@dteesirable by the society including
displaying and reporting positive educational attitudes and aspirations.

More detailed analysis suggesite effecs of genderRQ FKLOGUHQ ttitute&E 0B D WL R Q |
aspirations differaccording tgparentaleducation and parental educational attitudes, to their

age and ultimately to fluctuations in the business cyalparticular we find that even though

the effect ofparental educatioon attitudes to schooling and to the importance of GCSE
examinationgdoes not vary by gendeits impacts onFKLOGUHQYV HGXFBAWLRQDO
Contrary to expectations based on gender role socialisation and social control theories that
parental backgrounés more importanfor girls than boys, we find thahe educationh
aspirationsof boys are more positively affected by parental education than those oAgirls.
VLPLODU SDWWHUQ HPHUJHYVY ZKHQ UHODWLQJ FKLOGUHQTV
parents.Although girls display more positive educational attésdand higher educational

aspirations than boythey benefiless tharboys fromparents withpositive attitudes.

These findings have clear policy implications. If improving educational attitudes and
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increasing educational aspirations are believedsitigely affect educational attainment and
discourage teenagers from engaging in deviant behayithes designing policieso
improve the educational attitudesf parents of boys coming from disadvanthgeeas can
reduce the gender gap in educationghiament. Moreover, targeting parental educational
attitudes idikely to bemore feasibleandeffectivethan trying to increase parental education

of boys and girls in secondary school

Our evidencehighlights the need for early intervention for teenage boys when promoting
positive educational attitudes and aspiratidnsontrasto girls, the educational attitudesf
boysdeteriorate after age 12, while their aspirations damptove with ageThese gender
specific age patterns may be related to peer effactd if so intervention programmes
introducing tutors with higher education for bayay improvetheir educational attitudes and
aspirations. Moreover our evidendees not support single sex schoolspags should be
able to socialise with girls of the same age and backgroundowhaverage display more

positive educational attitudes and aspirations.

Finally, according to our estimates only girls adjust their educational attitudes and aspirations
in responseto the economic climateGirls react positivey to increasesin youth
unemploymentvhichis consistent with the opportunity cost of education and the discouraged
worker argumentsgirls view education more positivelyhen the perceived probabilityf o
finding a job and the expected salaries are low. Buysever appear unresponsive to the
business cycleThis might reflectmisplaced confidence where they believe they will be able
to find a job independently from the economic climaelicies targetig boys with more
information on the benefitsom investing in education wiihcrease their awareness about
the consequences of an unfavourable youth labour mawkgth may improve their

educational attitudes and aspirations and consequéstheducational attainment.

These findings have clear policy implicatioffgpositive educational attitudes and aspirations
have a causal effect on raisiegucational attainment and deteg participation inantisocial
behavioursthen policy makershoull target appropriate interventions on bolysparticular,
implementingappropriate policies aimed at maintaining positive educational attitudes and
aspirations towards®oys and their parents in neighbourhoods and schools where a high
proportion of the poplation have low qualificationsan potentially reduce the gender gap in
educational attitudes and aspirations and eventually the gender gap in educational attainment.
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Creating and promoting a culture where boys appreciate and understand the value of
education as a means to improve their life chances is key to assure their motivation does not
fade as they progress through secondary school. Policy makers can take advantage of the
higher sensitivity of boys to their family background as a powerful leverage to reduce

undesirable gender differences in educational outcomes.
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Figure 1. Percentage of School leavers achieving 5 or more GCSELSBE grade A/A* to C:
Department of Education 1963 2011

Table 1. Attitudes to schooling among 1415 year olds by gender: BHPS 19942008

How important is for you to do wel  How important is for you to get

at school? GCSE exams?
Boys Girls Both Boys Girls Both
Very little/not at all 15 1.0 1.2 0.6 0.7 0.7
A bit /not very 55 4.2 4.9 1.7 1.3 15
Quite a lot/mportant 34.0 330 33.5 21.3 20.8 21.1
A great deal/\Very important 59.0 61.9 60.4 76.4 77.2 76.8
N observations 8,041 7,828 15,869 4,514 4,460 8,974

Notes: Column percentages. Weighted young person's weights. Gender differences statistically significant at the

Table 2.Attitudes to further education among 1115 year olds by gender: BHPS 19942008

Wants to leave school at age 16  Would like to go to university

Boys 17.2 69.6
Girls 8.6 81.1
Both 12.9 75.2
N observations 14,036 5,203

Notes: Weighted young persomeights. Gender differences statistically significant at the 1%.level
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Figure 2. Educational aspirations and attitudes among 115 year oldsby genderover time:
BHPS 19942008

Figure 3. Educational aspirations and attitudes among 15 year olds bygender overage:
BHPS 19942008
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Table 3. Determinants of educational attitudes: BHPS 2002008

Do well at school Important to get GCSE:
RE probit with additional regressors Coeff Marginal Coeff Marginal
effects effects

Girl 0.152 0.05%6 0.129 0.03<
[3.88] [2.66]

Age 11 0.202 0.07z -0.072 -0.019
[4.51] [1.08]

Age 12 0.075 0.027 -0.004 -0.001
[1.76] [0.086]

Age 13 0.033 0.012 0.103 0.026
[0.80] [1.74]

Age 14 0.036 0.01: 0.142 0.035
[0.91] [2.47]

Single parent household -0.057 -0.021 -0.093 -0.024
[0.63] [0.76]

Number of siblings 0.005 0.002 0.099 0.024
[0.13] [1.66]

Mother's age/10 -0.013 0.006 -0.016 0.004
[0.64] [0.55]

At least one paretitas degree 0.044 0.01¢ 0.088 0.02z
[0.84] [1.39]

Workless household -0.272 -0.102 -0.163 -0.045
[2.42] [0.99]

Tenant -0.153 -0.057 0.174 0.043
[1.44] [1.16]

Low income household 0.037 0.014 0.097 0.024
[0.73] [1.37]

Youth RegionalUnemployment Rate 0.024 0.0 0.040 0.01C
[2.01] [2.10]

Both parents in UK after age 15 0.844 0.24: -0.224 -0.061
[4.09] [0.77]

Year indicators Yes Yes

Region indicators Yes Yes

Individual means of TVC Yes Yes

Rho 0.497 0.420

Log-likelihood -9430 -4445

N observations 15501 8656

N individuals 4831 3091

Notes: Dependent variable takes the value 1 if doing well at school/getting GCSEs means a great deal/is very important and
0 otherwise. All models also include year and region fixed effects. TVC refers twaiyiag covariates. Marginal effects

are fromthe random effects probit with additional regressors calculated at the sample means. Abstatiggcs in

brackets.
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Table 4. Determinants of educationalaspirations: BHPS 20022008

Leave school at 1¢ Go to university
RE probit with additionategressors Coeff Marginal Coeff Marginal
effects effects

Girl -0.836 -0.071 0.608 0.14¢
[12.37] [8.80]

Age 11 -0.115 -0.01(C
[1.64]

Age 12 -0.249 -0.02(
[3.69]

Age 13 -0.236 -0.01¢ -0.068 -0.01%
[3.62] [1.04]

Age 14 -0.177 -0.01¢ -0.033 -0.00¢
[2.88] [0.53]

Single parent household -0.137 -0.01z2 -0.280 -0.07z
[0.99] [1.56]

Number of siblings -0.108 -0.00¢ -0.002 -0.001
[1.68] [0.03]

Mother's age/10 0.025 -0.00z 0.053 -0.01:
[0.74] [1.35]

At least one parent halegree -0.958 -0.051 0.734 0.14¢
[9.21] [7.56]

Workless household 0.176 0.017 -0.021 -0.00¢
[1.11] [0.09]

Tenant -0.106 -0.00¢ -0.020 -0.00¢
[0.67] [0.09]

Low income household -0.050 -0.00¢ 0.104 0.02¢
[0.66] [1.01]

Youth RegionalUnemployment Rate -0.027 -0.00z 0.019 0.00¢4
[1.40] [0.70]

Both parents in UK after age 15 -0.225 -0.015 1.137 0.16(
[0.74] [2.18]

Year indicators Yes Yes

Region indicators Yes Yes

Individual means of TVC Yes Yes

Rho 0.671 0.524

Log-likelihood -4497 -2624

N observations 13943 5152

N individuals 4859 2515

Notes: Dependent variable takes the value 1 if the child reports wanting to leave school at age 16/wanting to go yo universit
and 0 if he/she wants to go to college/sixth form/does not want to go to university . All models also include year and region
fixed effects. TVC refers to timearying covariates. Marginal effects are from the random effects probit with additional
regressors calculated at the sample means. Absedtaéstics in brackets.
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Table 5 Gender effecs on educationd attitudes and aspirations testimates from models with
interactions with parental education

RE probit with additional Do well at school Important to get Leave school at 16  Go to university
regressors GCSEs
Coeff ME Coeff ME Coeff ME Coeff ME

Girl*At least one parent has 0.19¢ 0.069 0.23: 0.0%6 -1.63¢ -0.064 1.30¢ 0.206
degree E,) [2.58] [2.59] [9.81] [8.70]
Girl*No parent has degreef) 0.15¢  0.0% 0.11¢  0.030 -0.86¢ -0.073 0.62C  0.147

[3.58] [2.21] [12.28 [8.34]
Boy*At least oneparent has 0.04¢  0.017 0.06z 0.016 -1.06¢ -0.058 0.76¢ 0.158
Boy*No parent has degree
(Eo) reference reference reference reference
p value k1= 0.10¢ 0.11: 0.00¢ 0.00:
p value E¢= o 0.00(¢ 0.021 0.00( 0.00(
p value B=FEo 0.57: 0.19¢ 0.00( 0.00(
p value E;= ko 0.51¢ 0.46: 0.00( 0.00(
Log-likelihood -943( -444¢ -449¢ -262¢
N observations 15501 865¢ 1394: 515z
N individuals 4831 3091 485¢ 251¢

Notes: Estimates from random effects probit models with additional regressors. See text for details. All models alsomdisgfr age,
household type, number of siblings, mother's age, whether living in a workless household, whether living incarf@vhousehold,
housing tenure, migrant status of parents, annual gepeeific youth regional unemployment rate, year and region indicators. Marginal
effects calculated at the sample meangalBe presents results from equared tests of the niiypothesis that the estimated coefficient on
the interaction between gender and parents having high educational attainment is equal to that between gender anchpeirgtsigiot
educational attainment. Absolutstatistics in brackets.
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Table 6: Gender effecs on educationd attitudes and aspirations testimates from models with
interactions with parental attitudes

RE probit with additional

Do well at school

Important to get

Leave school at 16

Go to university

regressors GCSEs
Coeff ME Coeff ME Coeff ME Coeff ME
Girl*At least one parent views 0.88( 0.327 1.13: 0.370
GCSEs as importang;) (3.04] [4.06]
Girl*Not view GCSEs as 0.80¢  0.240 0.76z 0.124
important(Eo) (2.23] [2.16]
Boy*At least one parent views 0.77¢ 0.290 1.041] 0.348
GCSEs asmportant(k,) [2.69] [3.73]
Boy*Not view GCSE as
important (Eo) reference reference
Girl*At least one parent views -1.852 -0.178
A-levels as importanty) [9-20]
Girl*Not view A-levelsas -0.79¢  -0.046
important (Jo) [3.46]
Boy*At least one parent views -1.04:  -0.144
A-levels as importanty) [5.72]
Boy*Not views Alevels as
important (o) reference
Girl*At least one parentvants 1.85¢  0.557
child to go to universityG,) [3.42]
Girl*Not want child go to 1.221  0.149
university (G) [1.60]
Boy*At least one parent wants 1.44: 0.467
child to go to university(,) [2.67]
Boy*Not want child go to
university (Go) reference
p value = E; 0.12¢ 0.19¢
p value B~ ko 0.02¢ 0.031
p value &= Eo 0.74( 0.11¢
p value E=Eq 0.003 0.00(
p value 4= 41 0.00(¢
p value J= Jo 0.001
p value 4= Jo 0.00(
p value 3= $o 0.00(¢
p value = G 0.00(
p value G G 0.11(
p value G= G 0.251
p value = Gy 0.00¢
Log-likelihood -346¢ -217: -132: -888
N observations 570¢ 444¢ 494: 1874
N individuals 141: 140¢ 140: 867

Notes: Estimates from random effects probit models with additional regreSserdext for details. All models also include controls for age,

household type, parental education, number of siblings, mother's age, whether living in a workless household, whetherbwrigcome
household, housing tenure, migrant status ofrgargarental attitudes to GCSES/A Levels/university (as appropriate), annuatsgeciéc

youth regional unemployment rate, year and region indicators. Marginal effects calculated at the sample-vakanprézents results from
chi-squared tests dhe null hypothesis that the estimated coefficient on the interaction between gender and parents having positive attitudes t
education is equal to that between gender and parents not having positive attitudes to education. Uses BHPS dataattityzieerital
education collected at waves 12 and 17. Absolstattstics in brackets.
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Table 7: Gender effecs on educationd attitudes and aspirations testimates from models with
interactions with FKLOGTV DJH

RE probit with additional Do well at school Important to get Leave school at 16 ~ Go to university
regressors GCSEs
Coeff ME Coeff ME Coeff ME Coeff ME

Girl*Age 11 (K11 0.371  0.129 0.01f 0.004 -0.92¢  -0.0%5
[5.60] [0.16] [8.59]

Girl*Age 12 (K12 0.251  0.089 0.14:  .03%6 -1.09C -0.061
[3.86] [1.59] [9.89]

Girl*Age 13 (K13 0.18¢ 0.067 0.317 0.073 -1.08¢ -0.060 0.55: 0.118
[2.92] [3.53] [10.04 [5.53]

Girl*Age 14 (K14 0.25]  0.088 0.36(  0.081 -1.12¢  -0.061 0.67: 0.1
[3.91] [4.06] [10.56. [6.82]

Girl*Age 15 (K15 0.227  0.080 0.21¢ 0.051 -0.94¢  -0.053 0.87t  0.163
[3.46] [2.44] [9.04] [8.34]

Boy*Age 11 (k) 0.257  0.092 0.05¢  0.014 -0.20¢  -0.019
[4.28] [0.63] [2.34]

Boy*Age 12 (k) 0.12:  0.044 0.06: 0.016 -0.32:  -0.029
[2.12] [0.77] [3.79]

Boy*Age 13 (k1) 0.09¢ 0.03%6 0.10¢  0.027 -0.30¢  -0.027 0.13C 0.0
[1.75] [1.35] [3.62] [1.53]

Boy*Age 14 (Eyy) 0.04¢  0.017 0.14: 0.035 -0.18C -0.017 0.097 0.025
[0.84] [1.78] [2.28] [1.18]

Boy*Agel5 (ks reference reference reference reference

p value B~ E 0.07(¢ 0.631 0.00(

p value B~ B, 0.03¢ 0.347 0.00(

p value s B3 0.157 0.017 0.00( 0.00(

p value B~ Eg 0.001 0.01: 0.00( 0.00(

p value Es= ks 0.001 0.01¢ 0.00( 0.00(

p value E1= B 0.02¢ 0.09¢ 0.11:

p value B=E3 0.001 0.00( 0.121

p value E=FEy, 0.04: 0.00( 0.06(

p value E=E;s 0.02( 0.02: 0.84¢

p value 1= B33 0.25¢ 0.03( 0.98(

p value k1= Ey4 0.997 0.00¢ 0.73¢

p value k= Eis 0.687 0.38! 0.17¢

p value ks Bus 0.26¢ 0.60: 0.71( 0.16:

p value &= s 0.51¢ 0.24: 0.17: 0.001

p value By~ Ess 0.67¢ 0.08¢ 0.07¢ 0.02¢

p value k1= B2 0.011 0.911 0.15:

p value k1= B3 0.00¢ 0.49¢ 0.24¢

p value = g 0.00(¢ 0.30: 0.75¢

p value k1= Bs 0.00(¢ 0.52¢ 0.01¢

p value Eo= B3 0.67¢ 0.55: 0.81¢

p value 1= B4 0.171 0.32¢ 0.08¢

p value ;= Bis 0.171 0.32¢ 0.08¢

p value 5= B4 0.33:Z 0.67: 0.131 0.681

p value ;5= Bis 0.08( 0.17¢ 0.00( 0.127

p value B;/~by;s 0.40: 0.07¢ 0.02: 0.23i

Log-likelihood -942¢ -4441 -44A -2617

N observations 15501 865¢ 1394: 5152

N individuals 4831 3091 485¢ 251¢

Notes: Estimates from random effept®bit models with additional regressors. See text for details. All models include controls for household
type, parental education, number of siblings, mother's age, whether living in a workless household, whether livingrincenewausehold,
housingtenure, migrant status of parents, annual gespecific youth regional unemployment rate, year and region indicators. Marginal effects
calculated at the sample meansvafue presents results from eguared tests of the null hypothesis that the estiinabefficients on the
interactions between gender and age are equal. Absedtagstics in brackets.
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Table 8 Gender effecs on educationd attitudes and aspirations testimates from models with
interactions with indirect costs of education

RE probit vith additional Do well at school Important to get Leave school at 16 Go to university
regressors GCSEs

Coeff ME Coeff ME Coeff ME Coeff ME
Girl*Youth Regional 0.03( 0.011 0.04¢  0.016 -0.06¢ -0.010 0.04t 0.014
Unemployment RateE,) [2.44] [2.37] [3.36] [1.64]
Boy*Youth Regional 0.02C  0.008 0.03¢  0.013 -0.007 -0.001 0.001  0.000
Unemployment RateF,) [1.61] [1.85] [0.37] [0.02]
p value g~ E, 0.00(¢ 0.00¢ 0.00c¢ 0.00¢
Log-likelihood -9432 -4445 -449¢ -2625
N observations 15501 865¢ 1394: 5152
N individuals 4831 309! 485¢ 251t

Notes: Estimates from random effects probit models with additional regreSemrdext for details. All models also include controls for age,
household type, parental education, number of siblings, mother's age, whether living in a workless household, wheither llovingtncome
household, housing tenure, migrant status of rgareyear and region indicators. Marginal effects calculated at the sample meehse P
presents results from ebguared tests of the null hypothesis that the estimated coefficients on the interactions between gender and f
unemployment rate are equabsolute tstatistics in brackets.
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APPENDIX
OHDQ RI H[SODQDWRU\ YDULDEOHV E\ FKLOGTV DVSLUL

Variable Doing well at  Getting GCSEs Wants to leave Wants to go to
school means ¢ very important  school at 16 university
great deal
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Girl 0.508 0.471 0.504 0.473 0.332 0.528 0.543 0.382
Age 11 0.226 0.188 0.202 0.223 0.198 0.198 - -
Age 12 0.215 0.214 0.208 0.214 0.187 0.209 - -
Age 13 0.193 0.205 0.208 0.189 0.182 0.202 0.344 0.359
Age 14 0.194 0.205 0.208 0.184 0.208 0.208 0.348 0.344
Single parent household 0.193 0.240 0.209 0.251 0.258 0.202 0.209 0.281
Number of siblings 1.115 1.081 1.053 1.069 1.157 1.071 0.945 1.007
1.036 1.016 0.970 1.036 1.089 1.003 0.953 1.072
Mother's age/10 3.900 3.910 4.004 3974 3.802 3.932 4.094 3.987

0.883 0.929 0.835 0.822 0.858 0.905 0.853 0.832
At least one parent has degree 0.177 0.167 0.208 0.177 0.055 0.200 0.228 0.093

Workless household 0.042 0.048 0.036 0.047 0.080 0.037 0.039 0.060
Tenant 0.270 0.310 0.253 0.299 0.453 0.251 0.244 0.334
Low income household 0.251 0.291 0.257 0.315 0.362 0.242 0.242 0.330

Youth Regional Unemployment Rat 13.619 13.312 13.382 13.054 13.548 13.651 13.404 13.079

3.000 2.761 2559 2431 2813 3.042 2.601 2415
Both parents ifUK after age 15 0.014 0.005 0.006 0.007 0.006 0.012 0.009 0.002
One parent in UK after age 15 0.035 0.028 0.033 0.028 0.014 0.035 0.033 0.019

Notes: Standard deviations in italics.
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Table 3FE. Determinants of educationalattitudes: BHPS 20022008

Do well at school Important to get GCSEs
Coeff Coeff
Girl 0.241 0.214
[4.40] [2.37]
Age 11 0.095 -0.221
[1.31] [1.96]
Age 12 -0.054 -0.115
[0.81] [1.10]
Age 13 -0.065 0.036
[0.99] [0.36]
Age 14 0.011 0.140
[0.17] [1.43]
Single parent household -0.269 0.024
[2.64] [0.16]
Number of siblings 0.078 0.054
[1.61] [0.68]
Workless household -0.490 -0.270
[3.02] [1.03]
Tenant -0.008 0.366
[0.07] [1.97]
Low income household 0.122 0.069
[1.71] [0.64]
Youth Regional Unemployment Rat¢ -0.002 0.053
[0.12] [1.89]
Year indicators Yes Yes
Log-likelihood -5186 -2073
N observations 11931 5245
N individuals 1604 862

Notes: Dependent variable takes the value 1 if doing well at school/getting GCSEs means a great deal/is very important and
0 otherwise. All models also include year fixed effects. Absotstattstics in brackets.
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Table 4FE. Determinants of educational aspirations: BHPS 20022008

Leave school at 16

Go to university

Coeff Coeff
Girl -1.128 0.849
[11.97] [6.48]
Age 11 0.117
[1.03]
Age 12 -0.143
[1.32]
Age 13 -0.229 -0.178
[2.18] [1.55]
Age 14 -0.261 -0.119
[2.60] [1.13]
Single parent household -0.020 -0.376
[0.13] [1.64]
Number of siblings -0.103 -0.030
[1.38] [0.26]
Workless household 0.046 0.470
[0.19] [1.25]
Tenant -0.104 0.196
[0.55] [0.72]
Low income household -0.120 0.031
[1.10] [0.20]
Youth RegionalUnemployment Rate -0.018 0.045
[0.69] [1.17]
Year indicators Yes Yes
Log-likelihood -1899 -896
N observations 5312 2400
N individuals 767 560

Notes: Dependent variable takes the value 1 if the child reports wanting to leave school at age 16/wanting to go yo universit
and 0 if he/she wants to go to college/sixth form/does not want to go to university. All models also include year fized effec

Absolute tstatistics in brackets.

Table 5FE: Gender effects on educational attitudes and aspirationgestimates from models

with interactions with parental education

Do well at school

Important to get

Leave school at  Go to university

GCSEs 16
Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff

Girl*At least one parent has 0.653 -1.271 1.483
degree [3.22] [3.18] [3.10]
Girl*No parent has degree 0.215 -1.154 0.897

[3.58] [11.79] [6.36]
Boy*At least one parent has 0.290 -0.458 0.886
degree [1.43] [1.33] [1.96]
Boy*No parent has degree reference reference reference reference
Log-likelihood -5184 -2070 -1898 -894
N observations 11931 5245 5312 2400
N individuals 1604 862 767 560

Notes: Estimates from fixed effects logibdels. All models also include controls for age, gender, household type, number
of siblings whether living in a workless household, whether living in a low income household, housing tenure and year

indicators. Absolute-statistics in brackets.
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Table 6FE: Gender effects on educational attitudes and aspirationgestimates from models
with interactions with parental attitudes

Do well at school Importantto get Leave schoolat Go to university
GCSEs 16

Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff
Girl*At least one parentiews -0.048 0.154
GCSEs as important [0.07] [0.21]

Girl*Not view GCSEs as -0.004 0.340
important [0.01] [0.45]
Boy*At least one parent views -0.295 -0.169
GCSEs as important [0.44] [0.23]

Boy*Not view GCSE as reference reference
important

Girl*At least one parent views
A-levels as important

Girl*Not view A-levels as
important

Boy*At least one parent views
A-levels as important

Boy*Not views Alevels as

-0.641
[1.73]

-1.422
[3.52]
0.679

[1.84]
reference

important

Girl*At least one parent wants -14.487
child to go to university [0.01]
Girl*Not want child go to 13.873
university [0.03]
Boy*At least one parent wants -15.179
child to go to university [0.01]
Boy*Not want child go to

university reference
Log-likelihood -1837 -977 -493 -250

N observations 4425 2560 1451 702

N individuals 656 442 233 197

Notes: Estimates from fixed effects logiodels. All models also include controls for age, gender, household type, parental
education, number of siblings, mother's age, whether living in a workless household, whether living in a low income household
housing tenure, parental attitudes to GCSHs#els/university (as appropriate) and year indicators. Uses BHPS data on parental
attitudes to education collected at waves 12 and 17. Absedtadistics in brackets.
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Table 7FE: Gender effects on educational attitudes and aspirationgestimatesfrom models

ZLWK LOWHUDFWLRQV ZLWK FKLOGY{V DJH

Do well at school

Important to get

Leave school at

Go to university

GCSEs 16
Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff
Girl*Age 11 0.359 -0.098 -0.974
[3.51] [0.62] [5.90]
Girl*Age 12 0.228 0.165 -1.282
[2.32] [1.07] [7.61]
Girl*Age 13 0.164 0.415 -1.456 0.671
[1.66] [2.68] [8.78] [3.76]
Girl*Age 14 0.330 0.521 -1.592 0.904
[3.33] [3.38] [9.60] [5.14]
Girl*Age 15 0.331 0.408 -1.401 1.289
[3.26] [2.58] [8.56] [6.82]
Boy*Age 11 0.157 0.054 -0.088
[1.62] [0.36] [0.62]
Boy*Age 12 -0.010 0.006 -0.314
[0.11] [0.05] [2.31]
Boy*Age 13 0.030 0.063 -0.349 0.161
[0.33] [0.46] [2.60] [1.09]
Boy*Age 14 0.021 0.162 -0.319 0.084
[0.23] [1.19] [2.48] [0.60]
Boy*Agel5 reference reference reference reference
Log-likelihood -518 -2068 -1895 -889
N observations 11931 5245 5312 2400
N individuals 1604 862 767 560

Notes: Estimates from fixed effects logitodels. All models also include controls for household type, parental education,
number of siblings, whether living in a workless household, whether living in a low income household, housing tenure and
year indicators. Absolutedtatistics in brackets.

Table 8FE: Gender effects on educational attitudes and aspirationgestimates from models
with interactions with indirect costs of education

Do well at school Importantto get Leave schoolat Go to university

GCSEs 16
Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff

Girl*Youth Regional 0.007 0.062 -0.073 0.083
Unemployment Rate [0.43] [2.18] [2.73] [2.09]
Boy*Youth Regional -0.010 0.046 0.007 0.023
Unemployment Rate [0.59] [1.63] [0.26] [0.59]
Log-likelihood -5187 -2073 -1903 -897

N observations 11931 5245 5312 2400

N individuals 1604 862 767 560

Notes: Estimates from fixed effects logiodels. All models also include controls for age, household type, parental
education, number of siblings, whether living in a workless household, whether living in a low income household,
housing tenure and year indicators. Absolegéatistics in bracks.
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