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1)
The differences in terms of selection and budget

(expenditure per student) has increased in the last
decades:

a) The number of students has almost not
Increased In Elite universities, but increased a lot In
Standard ones.

b) The increase In the budget to tertiary education
has primarily benefited to Elite establishments.



| FIGURE 4
Change in Per-Pupil Total Operating Expenditures,
Academic Year 1999-2009

Ten-year change in spending per FTE student Om 2009 dollars)
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5 more facts:
Since WW2:

1)In several countries: Social mobility = Inverted-U
curve, with a clear decrease In the last decade

UK: Blanden et al., 2004, 2007;
France: Lefranc, 2011, Ben Halima et al., 2014
US: Aaronson & Mazumder, 2008



2) The countries that display a decrease in social
mobility are those with an elitist higher education, i.e.:

a) The democratization of tertiary education has come
with the emergence of a dual higher education:

Standard vs Elite Universities

Countries with elitist Higher Education: US, France, UK

b) These two types of University differ in their selection
procedures and in their expenditure per student



FIGURE 3
Per-Pupil Total Operating Expenditures, Academic Year 2009

spending per FTE student (in 2009 dollars)
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FIGURE 1

The Great Gatsby Curve

More inequality is associated with less mobility across the generations
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Source: Miles Corak, "lnequality from Generation o Generation: The United States in Comparison.” In Bobert Bycroft, ed.
I he Leonamics of lnequaling, Poverty, and Discrimination in the 2151 Century (Santa Barbara, California: ARC CLIO, 201 3).
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4) There Is social stratification in the access to
elite universities.
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FIGURE 1

socioeconomic Distribution at Colleges, by Selectivity, 2006
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5) Business elites are recruited from elite
universities:
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In this paper:

We explain the decrease in social mobility at
the top (between the middle class and the
elite) by:

1) the dual higher education system
(different selection between elite and non-
elite universities)

and

2) the Increase In the budget gap



From an intergenerational model, we show that:

e The division of tertiary education between standard and
elite universities generates social stratification in which the
‘elite’ Is to a large extent self-reproducing,

e The higher the difference in expenditure per student
between the standard and elite universities, the lower social
mobility, the higher the elite self-reproduction.
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2. The Model
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Basic Education
— hf

Labour market if It < h

Standard University if h; 2 h and

h‘f does not belong to the & lhighest
skills at the end of basic education

Elite University i h_f >h and h_f
belongs to the @ highest skills at
the end of basic education.

Figure 1. The individuals’ choice
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Mobility at the top

Basic Education: B = o (hIt 1) . 0<h<1

a; 1]a,a]
a personal innate ability, randomly distributed

h-F : .
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Social mobility at the top

e Social mobility at the top exists when children from
the middle class enter the elite

e (a enter the elite university)

If the most skilled middle class child at the end of basic
education 1s more skilled than the least skilled elite child
at the end of basic education

a social mobility at the top.
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Main Result:

An Increase In the expenditure per student in the
elite university

* lessens the middle class upward mobility
e and augments the elite self reproduction.

a less mobility at the top



Mobility at the top

Explanation

Personal Ability

Skill at the end of
Basic education

Social Group

\
Parents’skill /

N\

Expenditure per student in
Elite and standard universities
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Data and simulations

Definition.

1) Elite replacement rate the proportion 7 of children from the elite
who fall in the middle class and elite self-reproduction rate the
proportion b =1-r of children from the elite who remain in the

elite.

2) Middle class upward mobility rate the proportion 77 of children
from the middle class who enter the elite.



Population and elite ratio elite’s children
In elite school ..



4. Simulation (dynamics)

-We start from a purely egalitarian situation in which all
Individuals are initially (generation 0) endowed with the
same skill.

-We simulate 3 scenarios:

a)Equal expenditure per student in S and E (‘Equal’)
b)Highly elitist education system (‘Elite’ =X 4)
c)Moderately elitist system (‘In-between’ =X 2)



Table 2. T

he Three scenarios

Egalitarian (Equal) 21 2.1 139 | 2.88 | 1.39 | 2.89 0.66
Ehtist (Elit) 1.8 74 1.13 | 2.35 | 841 | 17.45 0.62
In-between (I-B) 2 4 1.30 | 2.69 | 349 | 7.25 0.65

shelar)”

15 the condition for children from the middle class never to fall in the lower class.

Mobilty at the steady state

|Gty | 0 |

(1) Elite sel-eproduction f o 177 66,0 06,6
(2) Middle class upward mobility g | 50 43 .74 .
1)/ () l 41 384 48]
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