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1- Introduction & Context 
 
There are two reports commissioned by the DfE for the purpose of comparing the pay 
outcomes of Graduates to Non-Graduates:- 
   
i – The new annual Graduate Labour Market Outcomes (LEO)  which replaced the Graduate 
Labour Market Statistics report. This was withdrawn as a direct result of my work as it was 
deemed to be misleading as it should have broken down the results into bands of prior 
academic attainment (PAA). 
 
https://explore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk/find-statistics/graduate-labour-market-
outcomes-leo/2023-24#section-graduate-estimated-fte-salaries 
 
ii -The IFS report (commissioned by the DfE) from 2020 and now also 2026 , 'New estimates 
of the impact of undergraduate degrees on lifetime earnings’. This 2026 report was 
announced as being re-commissioned in Sept 25 by the DfE which was 9 months after I 
started to send the IFS & DfE questions about the 2020 report. 
 
https://ifs.org.uk/publications/new-estimates-impact-undergraduate-degrees-lifetime-
earnings 
 
The DfE clearly see these as connected reports as they were both issued on the same day, 
June 25th. The GLMO is part of Official Statistics, but illogically the IFS report isn't, as though 
it is commissioned by the DfE, it is not written by them. However, it is 'de facto' part of 
Official Statistics and it certainly is treated with the same level of status, and as such should 
come under the scrutiny of the Office for Statistics Regulation (OSR) under their 
discretionary powers. 
 
This appraisal specifically considers the extent to which the GLMO has responded to mine 
and the OSR's concerns about the previous annual report GLMS being misleading, in that it 
failed to demonstrate the extent to which those with lower PAA, who were now increasingly 
becoming graduates as %HE participation has risen, are achieving far worse pay outcomes 
than those with higher PAA. 
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2 – Main issues / errors with the report that would significantly change the published 
results 
 
Issue I – The Level 6 data for Graduates should be published as a total in all the primary 
headline results when compared to Level 3,4 & 5.  The breakdown into STEM, LEM & 
Other can be carried out within the details of the report as a secondary Issue should the 
DfE think this breakdown is useful. 
 
The results are confused as there is too much detail at the headline level , and it is not 
possible to report the figures so that they are a straight-forward comparison between Levels 
3,4,5 & 6. This only serves to obscure the results rather than enhance them at the headline 
level.  
 
If the DfE feel that as a secondary exercise, then it wants to publish Level 6 (and Level 4 & 5) 
results broken down into three sub sections of course subjects of STEM , LEM & Other, then 
that is their prerogative, but it should not detract from the primary exercise of comparing 
the Graduates and Non-graduates against each other on an overall basis. Nor do the DfE 
provide figures for how many are in each category - See Issue III - so you have to rely on 
general information is available elsewhere : - 
- 
“Graduates of Law, Economics, and Management (LEM) subjects account for roughly 17% 
to 18% of the undergraduate cohort in the UK. Combined with STEM disciplines, they make 

up just over 60% of those on undergraduate degrees, while the remaining 40% study arts, 

humanities, and other social sciences.” 
 
 
I suspect that the DfE has only done this as certain of the results aren't particularly 
favourable for Level 6 - Graduates in particular compared to Level 3  - Non-graduate (see 
Section 3  - Re-calculation of results) , so it is being used as a device to not publish the 
overall results at all, which is contrary to the whole point of the report - i.e. To compare the 
Levels of education against each other. 
 
Examples of the Headline data showing STEM, LEM & Other rather than overall Level 6 - 
Graduate are shown below. There should only be one table / graph etc showing ALL level 6 - 
not three separate ones each (also Level 4 & 5 should be overall total ) - See Section 3 -
where I demonstrate the way information would be best presented :-  
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Issue II– The extremes of the quintiles of PAA should not even be published, and certainly 
not highlighted as a main headline finding. 
 
There is an issue with the extremes of PAA that will lead to misleading data that I pointed 
out to the DfE during the consultation period about the new report.  
 
Extract of Email to consultation process dated 24th Dec 2025 (which was a follow up to a 
meeting with the DfE that was a part of the consultation) 
 
“You will see (from the mock-up graph attached – not shown below but shown in Section 3 
below) that I have blocked out certain data at the extremes whereby there will be hardly any 
graduates with low PAA and hardly any non-graduates with high PAA. To be honest I am 
concerned that we might have trouble with only the very centre ground of PAA having 
sufficient data within all data sets to be able to safely publish the data as I can't imagine 
there are very many school leavers who get 3B's or above at A-level who don't go to Uni (nor 
conversely those with low PAA attending HE/FE).” 

 
My reasons for this are best explained by two recent Wonkhe articles specifically about the 
new GLMO report : - 
 
https://wonkhe.com/blogs/what-can-gcse-performance-tell-us-about-salaries-aged-27/ 
 
“I’m always suspicious of small numbers in LEO-derived data, because small groups of 

people that do unusual things are likely to be weird in other ways, .. 
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https://wonkhe.com/wonk-corner/how-much-do-we-really-know-about-he-entrants-with-
low-prior-attainment/ 
 
“The part of the recent LEO release that compares the salary outcomes of the part of the 

cohort that went on to level 6 qualifications doesn’t include the numbers of graduates in each 

quintile – it’s a puzzling omission, and leaves us with the impression that we may be 

comparing the outcomes for a very large group (quintile 1, nothing beyond level 3) with a 

very small group (quintile one, level 6 and above).” 
 
Examples of being ‘weird’ in other ways (to use David’s words) is the following:- 
 
High PAA school leavers who don't become Graduates may be simply more ‘laid-back’ 
career wise, less ambitious or be independently wealthy and do not need or want to get a 
job that much, or are happy with a low paid job that they enjoy as pay isn’t important to 
them.  
Low PAA school leavers who do become Graduates may have much higher ambition and 
thus go to University (because society signals to them that this is the route to success) and 
are more likely to get a better job due to their ambitious nature. Or their innate academic 
ability didn’t shine through at school for whatever reason due to life circumstances, so they 
appear in the data as having low PAA, but they are in fact much higher up the academic 
ability scale, which is the reason why they end up in a relatively better paid job. 
 
Yet despite the obvious dangers of even just publishing the difference of graduates pay 
compared to non-graduates at both the high and low end of the PAA spectrum due to the 
data size imbalance, the report actually goes one step further and not only publishes them, 
it highlights the differences at the extremes as part of its main findings – see extract below. 
 

 

https://wonkhe.com/wonk-corner/how-much-do-we-really-know-about-he-entrants-with-low-prior-attainment/
https://wonkhe.com/wonk-corner/how-much-do-we-really-know-about-he-entrants-with-low-prior-attainment/
https://explore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk/find-statistics/graduate-labour-market-outcomes-leo/2023-24#content
https://wonkhe.com/blogs/what-can-gcse-performance-tell-us-about-salaries-aged-27/
https://wonkhe.com/blogs/what-can-gcse-performance-tell-us-about-salaries-aged-27/
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The spreadsheet table below summaries the differences in pay published in the report. The 
figures in Red are the ones used in the above headlines to show the highest difference in 
graduate and non-graduate pay. Of the six highest figures, five of them are from the 
extreme Quintiles of 1 and 5. And that the only occasion when it isn’t , is the negative 
£2,200 figure. 
 
 
.  
 

 
 
Ironically, the report does note that the differences in pay outcomes are greater in the 
extremes (see quote below) , but it doesn’t then realise that it is wrong to publish them due 
to the statistical problems stated above for these extreme quintiles.  
  
"The differences in earnings between graduates and those with no higher-level qualifications 
are typically greatest for those in either the top 20% or bottom 20% of GCSE attainers." 
  
By publishing and highlighting the pay differences of the extreme quintiles, then the DfE 
is giving a misleading impression that the differences in pay are far bigger than they 
really are, in fact up to £13,200 which fundamentally changes how the findings will be 

Median Average pay for 2023-24 tax year at 10 years after GCSE's
Non-

graduates

Level 3

Quintiles of PAA 

Band Ave pay Ave pay Difference Ave pay Difference Ave pay Difference

Men

Bottom 20% £24,500 £29,600 £5,100 £27,800 £3,300 £23,800 -£700

Lower 20%-40% £27,400 £30,400 £3,000 £30,000 £2,600 £25,600 -£1,800

Middle 40%-60% £29,300 £32,200 £2,900 £32,200 £2,900 £27,800 -£1,500

Higher 60%- 80% £31,500 £35,500 £4,000 £35,900 £4,400 £29,300 -£2,200

Top 20% £34,000 £41,700 £7,700 £45,000 £11,000 £33,300 -£700

Women

Bottom 20% £18,300 £31,100 £12,800 £26,700 £8,400 £23,400 £5,100

Lower 20%-40% £21,600 £30,400 £8,800 £27,800 £6,200 £25,600 £4,000

Middle 40%-60% £23,100 £31,800 £8,700 £29,600 £6,500 £27,100 £4,000

Higher 60%- 80% £24,500 £33,300 £8,800 £32,200 £7,700 £28,500 £4,000

Top 20% £25,600 £37,800 £12,200 £38,800 £13,200 £31,100 £5,500

STEM - Science, Technology, Engineering  & Maths.

LEM - Law, Economics, Management

Level 6- Level 6 Level 6

Graduate - STEM Graduate - LEM Graduate - Other
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perceived. Instead, quintiles 1 (for graduates) and 5 (for non-graduates) shouldn’t be 
published at all as it is dangerously misleading to put this information into the public 
domain. 
 
 
 
Issue III – The number of people within each piece of data has been withheld by the DfE. 
This makes the figures difficult to analyse and Interpret. 
 
All of the quantity data showing how many graduates / non-graduates make up each piece 
of data has been withheld. The DFE have released this statement to me with regards to their 
justification : -  
 
“The data on the volumes of individuals included in each sex/subject area/prior attainment 
category was excluded from the publication as a deliberate design decision, so is not available in 
the release. This was a decision made taking into consideration the feedback from the publication 
design discussions with yourself and various other stakeholders. The consensus from these 
discussions was that the gap between graduate and non-graduate earnings is complex and 
depends on factors such as sex/prior attainment/subject of study – hence why we present the 
earnings outcomes split by these in the release – and that presenting a single overall ‘graduate 
premium’ figure would therefore be misleading, as it wouldn’t be taking into account the difference 
in characteristic mix between graduates and non-graduates. (Indeed, it would likely overestimate 
the true returns.) If the volumes for each category were released then it would be trivial to 
compute this single overall ‘graduate premium’ figure from the LEO release’s data, and it is the 
Department’s view that this would create a significant risk of that single ‘graduate premium’ 
figure dominating the public discourse on this issue, despite it being a misleading overestimate.” 
  
The consequences to this decision are that it isn’t possible to analyse the figures 
properly – see examples below. 
 
 Example 1 -  The exact disproportionate nature of Quintiles 1 & 5 with regard to the 
numbers of Graduates and Non-graduates (as discussed in Issue I) can’t be seen, 
though it is likely to be very highly disproportionate and thus it is important to know in 
order to understand the data  – see Chart below from the IFS net lifetime earnings 
report which shows the difference in HE attendance rates and that it is significantly 
correlated to PAA and gives an indication of the likely level of imbalance. 
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And in the Wonkhe article also mentioned in Issue I above, then it discusses the possibility 
of their being very small datasets compared to much larger ones:- 
 
“The thing that should be ringing alarm bells is on the top left. How many young people in 

prior attainment quintile 1 (that’s the four Cs and E people) graduated in 2016-17? 

That’s 215 – of which 120 have their earnings included in the calculation of our medians. 

And that includes 85 men, of which just 45 had their earnings included. That is a very small 

number of points of data to be comparing with anything using medians and quartiles: a very 

small number of external events (caring responsibilities, illness, and so on) could have a 

huge impact. Especially in a largely disadvantaged cohort that does not have family 

resources to fall back on. 

We don’t have numbers for the other end of the comparison, but we could take a punt at their 

magnitude. There were 561,315 pupils in the 2011-12 GCSE cohort, of which about 465,891 

(or 83 per cent) did not manage to get 5 GCSEs at grades A* to C. If we assume that this 

number minus our HE cohort of 215 is our non-HE population (of which maybe a proportion 

went on to L4+ apprenticeships) then we can see a problem.” 

https://wonkhe.com/wonk-corner/how-much-do-we-really-know-about-he-entrants-with-
low-prior-attainment/ 
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Example 2 
The differences in pay are shown for three different sets of Level 6 graduates- STEM , LEM & 
Other (See Issue I above) . The results are markedly different, particularly in Other as these 
show lower pay outcomes , but it isn't possible to gauge how significant this is as you don't 
know whether 'Other' makes up say 10% of graduates or 50%. However, data from a 
different source does give a typical % breakdown (see below), so further analysis is possible 
to make an estimate based on this (see spreadsheet in Issue III about part-time distortions 
below, where the % split of STEM / LEM & Other are used to estimate pooled overall results 
for All graduates) 
 
“Graduates of Law, Economics, and Management (LEM) subjects account for roughly 17% 
to 18% of the undergraduate cohort in the UK. Combined with STEM disciplines, they make 

up just over 60% of those on undergraduate degrees, while the remaining 40% study arts, 

humanities, and other social sciences.” 
 
The DfE make the point (in their email response to me above) that they are withholding the 
quantity data as they don't want anybody to be able to work out an 'Overall Average 
Graduate Premium'. I completely agree that this figure would be misleading (in fact it is the 
whole reason why the previous annual data released GLMS was ceased as it published a 
misleading overall average as a headline figure). But not publishing any quantity data at all is 
akin to using a sledgehammer to crack a nut and the consequences are that too much useful 
information is lost without the quantities being published . So as long as the new GLMO 
doesn't publish the overall average (and certainly doesn't highlight it as was the case with 
the now ceased GLMS) , then I think the dangers of including the quantity data and thus 
enabling people to be able to work out the figure themselves are over-stated , and certainly 
not worth the detriments of leaving out all of the quantity data. 
 
Furthermore , it is entirely inconsistent for the DfE to adopt such an extreme approach to 
not wanting the overall average graduate vs non-graduate figure to be able to be worked 
out, when on the same day as publishing this report they oversaw the publishing of the IFS 
Net Lifetime earnings report , which has the overall average net lifetime earnings figure of 
£100k as a front and centre headline figure (though it should be noted that this isn't the 
same method of showing the overall average as the GLMS , it is instead an overall average 
of the differences in net earnings as opposed to the difference between the overall average 
pay of graduates compared to the overall average pay of non-graduates - see my other 
Appraisal of the IFS Net Lifetime earnings report) 
 
 
Issue IV - –It is difficult to eradicate the effects of part-time working due to the limits of 
the LEO database, and there is clear evidence that this has distorted the figures, 
particularly for females. 
 
The LEO database doesn’t contain information about whether a person’s earnings are part-
time or full time.  So though the report does attempt to only include those in sustained work 
by i/ eliminating those not in employment, and also ii/ annualising the pay of those in 
sustained work, but only for part of the year; it doesn’t adjust for part time hours. This is 
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potentially a fatal flaw in using the LEO database for the purpose of comparing graduate and 
non-graduate pay as the LEO data is bound to contain an awful lot of pay figures that 
though look like a steady income from sustained employment, it will in fact be from part-
time employment rather than full time, and there is no way of telling the difference, nor 
knowing how many hours the person is working. 
 
There is an exercise completed in the report to show how figures adjusted  for Full Time 
Equivalent (FTE) pay might look, but only for graduates – see below 
 

 
 
 
This works out at a £900 – 2.5% uplift for Males and a £3,400 – 10.6% uplift for Females. - 
The difference in Female earnings is more as far more females work part-time which  is 
consistent with the following data that women are almost three times more likely to be 
working part-time.  
  
“Around 37% of working women are in part-time roles, compared to only 14% of working 
men” 
 
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/sn06838/ 
  
But the absolute key statistic, that throws all of the findings of this report into doubt, is 
that the rates of part-time working are higher in the Non-Graduate (Level3) than the 
Graduate (Level6) populations - see below chart. 
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https://explore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk/find-statistics/graduate-labour-
markets/2023 
 
So, the uplift in pay for non-graduates, if the same exercise to estimate FTE earnings was 
done, would have the effect of increasing the non-graduate pay proportionately more than 
graduate pay and thus reducing the reported differences between graduates and non-
graduates pay. 
  
It simply isn’t possible to make a fully accurate estimate of the difference this would make 
to the figures , as there is not the required access to the data, nor is any attempt to work 
this out ever going to be completely accurate even with the data (because as stated 
previously the LEO data does not tell you if the pay is part-time or full time, nor how many 
hours). However, if the Graduates FTE adjustment is £900 (i.e £37,100 less £36,200 from 
above graph) then the adjustment for Non-graduates  is likely to be in the vicinity of £1650 
for Men given the 13.3% to 22.3% difference in above graph) – See Section 3 that shows the 
difference this makes to the results.  But it is too speculative to estimate this for Women as 
given that 37% work part-time (as opposed to 14% for Men) , then the LEO raw data is ‘shot-
through’ and unreliable for women without being able to identify hours worked and to 
isolate the part-time effect.  
 
And this explains why then the published pay data for non-graduates (Level 3) pay is so 
much lower for Women than Men, and why the differences in pay for Graduates and Non-
graduates for Women is so much higher i.e. Because the data for Women is clogged up with 
so much part time pay data, and more so for Non-Graduates, thus suppressing the Non-

https://emea01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fexplore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk%2Ffind-statistics%2Fgraduate-labour-markets%2F2023&data=05%7C02%7C%7Cea9283a4e7cb46828b9c08ded5da7d97%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C639183331551817509%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=5mJ5ilOhFWv1G%2FAO9W4y32xYcizjrxMvWlhSx6UKUOw%3D&reserved=0
https://emea01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fexplore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk%2Ffind-statistics%2Fgraduate-labour-markets%2F2023&data=05%7C02%7C%7Cea9283a4e7cb46828b9c08ded5da7d97%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C639183331551817509%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=5mJ5ilOhFWv1G%2FAO9W4y32xYcizjrxMvWlhSx6UKUOw%3D&reserved=0
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graduate pay and showing an artificially high difference between Non-graduate pay and 
Graduate pay. 
  
So combined with Issue I, this demonstrates that all of the highlighted ranges of data that 
show the difference between Graduate (Level 3) and Non-graduate (Level 6) earnings, that 
are majored on as headline figures  (see screenshot below), are based on unreliable, 
misleading & confusing data and are grossly exaggerated (see re-analysed and re-presented 
data in the spreadsheet in Section 3  that show that the figures are far less when presented 
fairly) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Issue V- The useful previous LEO data connecting A-Levels grades to graduate outcomes 
has been lost  
 
The below chart was derived from the previous LEO data release and is a useful ready 
reckoner of A-level grades compared to graduate pay,  outcomes. It is particularly useful as 
entry to University is based on A-level grades and not GCSE grades (which have now  been 
used instead). It is also useful to see BTecs outcomes separately. I believe that data in this 
format is very easily understood by the public, and it is a disadvantage that this format  is 
now lost. I am fearful that this is precisely the reason why this data is no longer available  - 
i.e. It reveals compelling evidence that pay is relatively low for those graduates outside the 
top levels of PAA and this should inform decisions about what Minimum Academic Entry 
standards that should be set by A-level results. 
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Issue  VI -There are two significant causal factors, 1- ambitious people are more likely to 
become graduates & 2 - non-graduates will face prejudice in the jobs market, though it 
isn't possible to Isolate these from the data. 

The below quote from IFS Net lifetime earnings report is also relevant for the GLMO data:- 

“However, our methodology is unlikely to recover the precise causal effect of attending HE 

for the cohorts we study. In particular, there may be other unobserved characteristics that 

both determine selection into HE and degree choice, and have an independent effect on 

earnings. In theory, this bias could go in either direction. On the one hand, unobserved 

characteristics such as ambition might make people more likely to go to university and might 

have an independent positive effect on earnings. This would lead to higher estimated returns 

to HE using our method than the true causal return” 

It is entirely correct to mention ambition as a significant factor. e.g. If you have two school 
leavers with the same PAA , but one is more ambitious to earn more in a higher paying 
career than the other, then the more ambitious school leaver is far more likely to also 
choose to go to University as societies signalling is that this is the best route to a better paid 
career. So the decision on whether to go to University has a tendency to divide school 
leavers into those that are ambitious compared to those less ambitious. So that the 
increased earnings of graduates will also reflect a higher pre-existing level of ambition as 
well as any supposed difference that spending three extra years in study made. This effect is 
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less though for the GLMO data as this already eliminates those not in sustained 
employment, but this doesn’t eradicate the effect altogether. 

But there is another significant factor that artificially inflates graduate earnings compared to 
non-graduates that follows on from this, which is that the jobs market venerates graduates 
and is prejudiced against non-graduates, though a degree is often no more than an 
expensive ticket of entry and has no genuine essential use in the job. This has led to virtually 
all the mid to high paying jobs being exclusively offered to Graduates only. This is also linked 
to the ambition 'marker', as the reason that employers will favour graduates, even for the 
most basic trainee roles, is that they perceive them as being more ambitious, conformist & 
dependable. It is also a factor that employers will prefer graduates simply because they will 
be at least 21 years-old, so will be more mature than 18-year-olds ; and with the relatively 
higher minimum wage levels for 18-year-olds, then they have little incentive to employ 
them for even the most basic trainee roles if they cost almost as much as a 21-year-old 
graduate. 

There will of course be many other factors that could distort differences between pay of 
graduates and non-graduates in either direction, but these two factors are by far the most 
significant and both will artificially increase the pay of graduates when compared to non-
graduates. 

So if these two causal factors could be isolated, and we were able to compare graduates & 
non-graduates with not only the same level of PAA, but also the same level of ambition and 
with equal opportunity in the jobs market, then the already small (£262-£838 - See 3 below) 
observed difference in pay would reduce and be £Nil or even less.  

 

Issue VII - 5 Quintiles is too crude at the overall level of data comparing Graduates with 
Non-graduates. 10 Deciles should be used Instead. 

In the data comparing Graduate to non-Graduates at overall level , then 10 deciles should 
be used rather the 5 quintiles. This would help with trying to work out the inflection point 
where graduate and non-graduate pay converge for those with the same PAA, as otherwise 
the data is too crude at the ‘Overall’ level. 
 
 
The DfE have responded to this query raised by me with the following answer :  -  
 
We chose to present outcomes split by quintiles for the following main reasons: 

 

• The cell size concerns that you have become more acute when splitting into more, 

smaller prior attainment categories, and result in more data points needing to be 

suppressed 

• Almost all other stakeholders, experts and academics we discussed the publication 

design with advised us to use quintiles 
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The first point is partially correct, as I agree that 5 quintiles should be used for any drill 
down detailed data to avoid low 'cell size' numbers within the data. But at the 'Overall level' 
then 10 deciles is needed for the data to be useful. 
 
This answer demonstrates the fact that the DfE simply aren't interested in presenting data 
that shows the difference clearly between Graduates and non Graduates at an overall level, 
and don’t think that identifying the inflection point where graduates are earning the same 
as non-graduates would be useful data in order to understand the optimal % HE 
participation rates when based on PAA. 
 
It also shows the sheer arrogance of the DfE where in the second point they seek to bat 
away my issues by stating that I am a lone voice amongst all the 'experts' etc who think 
otherwise. The DfE would do well to reflect on the fact that it was all of those 'experts' who 
stood by and condoned the 20 year period in which the DfE published the misleading and 
fundamentally flawed Graduate Premium figure within the GLMS, that you have now been 
forced by the OSR to withdraw. This came about solely due to my lone and 'amateur' voice, 
so dismissing an argument just because I am in a minority of one doesn't wash, as I have 
proved beyond doubt that I am worth listening too, no matter how inconvenient it might be 
to you. See another comment made by the DfE in their recent response about my queries 
below: -  

“I must inform you that the Department will no longer be responding to letters, 

emails or telephone calls from you on this particular subject.” 
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3 - Graphs showing best way to present results  
 
The below graphs uses the data available in the GLMO report and adjusts and re-analyses it 
in these ways : -  
 
a/ Uses an estimate of the 43% STEM/ 17% LEM / 40% Other splits (as per Issue III) to 
estimate the Average pay for All Graduates (as per Issue I) 
b/ Eliminates the misleading data of the extreme quintiles 1 -for graduates & 5 -for Non 
graduates (as per Issue II) 
c/ Adjusts for the part-time differential between graduates and non-graduates for Men (as 
per Issue IV) 
d/Eliminates Women data altogether as it is too unreliable due to 37% part-time )as per 
Issue IV) 
 
NB - This re-analysis exercise is made more difficult as the DfE has taken the questionable 
decision to not release the quantity data to show how many people make up each piece of 
data - Issue III 
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As can be seen from the above, when only reliable & useful data is isolated in the above 
graphs and tables,  and it is presented in a clear manner (in particular without the 
distraction of the split between STEM, LEM & Other), then a completely different picture 
emerges which shows only very modest differences between the pay of graduates and non-
graduates of between £262 and £838 once you drop below the top 20% of PAA.  
 
During the consultation process for this new report, I advocated for this clear , simple data 
comparison table and graphs between Graduates and Non-Graduates within bands of 
academic attainment. Below is a rough hand drawn mock-up that I sent to the DfE to 
demonstrate this format. When I sent this mock-up to the DfE  I stated the following: -  
 
“I think that just providing this limited format of the data will work best rather than also 
providing any further breakdowns by sex, subject , HEI, FSMs etc as this will be all still fully 
available for Graduates only and I don't see there is much benefit to be gained by including 
non-grads as well compared to the disadvantage of the distraction from the main aims of 
the Graduate vs Non-graduate pay comparison by having a whole load of other data to sift 
through.” 
 
Yet the DfE have ignored this completely and haven’t made the data available in the best 
and clearest format and have effectively hidden the most useful revealing data. 
 
Interestingly, I also predicted the profile of the graphs that the data would reveal & my 
predictions have been proved 100% correct. If you look at the Red (Graduates) & Black 
(Non-graduates) lines they are ‘the same’ as the Red and Black lines of the graphs based on 
the actual GLMO data above 
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4 - Results, Summary & Conclusion 
 
The GLMO report is flawed and misleading in many ways; in particular that it doesn't allow 
for a straight-forward comparison between the Levels at a headline level and instead breaks 
Graduates down into STEM.LEM & Other.  It then shows headline figures of ranges of 
differences in pay between Graduates and Non-graduates that are supposedly as high as 
£13,200 based on distorted figures, whereas in fact the figures are much lower; but there is 
too much headline data and it only serves to obscure the results at the headline level. 
 
A great deal of the data in the report is not useful i.e. The extreme quintiles 1 & 5 which are 
the highest and lowest PAA that have a disproportionate number of graduates & non-
graduates; and also all the female data is undermined by having a high level of part-time 
data that the LEO database can't distinguish from those working full time. 
 
Despite this, once you clear away the distracting non-useful data, then with modest 
reanalysis and different presentation , in fact it proves to reveal vital useful data about pay 
levels with the same PAA which was the original purpose of the report (see Graphs in 
Section 3 above) as in fact the difference in pay is very low at £262-£838, or arguably £Nil, 
for those outside the top 20% of PAA. (Which are those graduates who achieve on average 
4A*'s and 4A's in their top 8 subjects at GCSE)  
 
The GLMO report was specifically created to replace the previous attempt to compare 
Graduate and Non-graduate pay within the GLMS, by providing the data in bands of PAA; 
yet this failure to highlight this incredibly important finding in a useful way represents a 
spectacular failure, and instead the GLMO gives a confusing, false & misleading impression 
of grossly over-stated differential earning. 
 
These results as presented in the graphs of Section 3,  show that the whole expansion of 
%HE attendance over the last 30 years has been a complete financial  failure. We were 
already at 20% attendance way back 30 years ago, so on average, the extra graduates added 
during this whole period of massive expansion of the HE sector, who are made up of those 
with lower PAA outside the top 20%, on average haven't earned any more than non-
graduates of the PAA. So the promise of extra pay as a graduate is a complete lie, and it has 
been for 30 years. 
 
The Govt need to dramatically cut the numbers who attend university by introducing 
stringent minimum academic entry standards so that only those in the top 20% academically 
(or less) should qualify for student loans . And instead we need far more school leavers to 
enter the workplace as trainees, and for employers to be encouraged to employ non-
graduates rather continue to allow them to be prejudice when they make job adverts 
graduate-only. 
 
 It is morally bankrupt for society to let our young adults get into a life changing level of debt 
when we know full well that for those outside the top 20% academically, it is not going to 
lead to any better pay than non-graduates of the same academic level. Instead we need to 
find direct ways into the workplace for them as 18 year old trainees (or even 16 for some). 


