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	Table 2: Variable operationalisations on the ‘Long Run’ dataset

Statistics refer to the sample of all individuals excluding panel recontacts, N non-missing on both CS and FCS = 40168 men, 18772 women. Transformation or interaction terms generated by linear operations on relevant variables, eg AGE2=(AGE)2; AGEFCS=AGE*FCS.  However, 2 transforms involve an additional linear displacement : YEAR2=(YEAR + 30)2; YOB2=(YOB+30)2. 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1) Variables treated as continuous 

	
	Mean
	SD
	Range
	Skew
	Kurtosis
	R2*100 by AGE + YEAR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	all
	1963-79
	1983-01

	CS : Current occupation CAMSIS scale score
	

	M
	51.2
	16.1
	10.2/99.0
	0.54
	-0.26
	0.5
	0.3
	0.6

	F
	49.9
	14.8
	10.9/99.0
	0.33
	-0.14
	0.5
	0.3
	3.8

	FCS : Father’s occupation (during own childhood) CAMSIS scale score 

	M
	46.4
	15.5
	10.2/99.0
	0.61
	-0.08
	2.2
	3.2
	7.1

	F
	45.0
	15.6
	10.2/99.0
	0.55
	-0.18
	2.4
	2.9
	9.3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	R2*100 as explained by YOB

	YEAR : Numeric year of observation (of interview) – 1980
	

	M
	1.82
	10.7
	-17 / 21
	0.43
	-1.29
	33
	
	

	F
	9.43
	9.4
	-17 / 21
	-1.03
	0.69
	27
	
	

	AGE : Age of respondent in years
	

	M
	41.6
	15.5
	15 / 96
	0.38
	-0.61
	69
	
	

	F
	43.4
	18.0
	15 / 98
	0.45
	-0.70
	80
	
	

	YOB : Year of birth of respondent – 1900 
	

	M
	40.2
	18.9
	-25 / 86
	0.15
	-0.52
	100
	
	

	F
	46.0
	21.0
	-35 / 86
	-0.35
	-0.45
	100
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2) Variables treated as categorical 

	
	Males
	Females

	EDUC3 : Highest educational qualification 
	N
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	N
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	1. ED1 None or low school level
	15487
	44
	8974
	43

	2. ED2 Basic academic, or vocational
	17658
	51
	6701
	52

	3. ED3 Advanced academic (university)
	5932
	68
	2897
	65

	EDV Any Vocational (dichotomy)
	15742
	54
	4096
	57

	
	
	
	
	
	Own occupation / Father’s occupation

	EG7 : CASMIN occupational class 7
	N
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	1. I / II Service class (higher and lower)
	10458 / 5996
	70 / 68
	3923 / 3233
	67 / 66

	2. III Routine non-manual
	3690 / 2300
	53 / 53
	7474 / 850
	52 / 51

	3. IVa/b Petty Bourgeoisie non-farm
	2863 / 3083
	54 / 55
	650 / 1658
	55 / 53

	4. IVc Petty Bourgeoisie farming
	1229 / 2634
	61 / 62
	56 / 671
	54 / 57

	5. V / VI Technicians, Skilled manual
	11368 / 13793
	42 / 39
	1715 / 6279
	41 / 37

	6. VIIa/b Semi- and unskilled manual
	8030 / 9090
	35 / 34
	4203 / 4551
	32 / 33

	7. VIIc Agricultural labourers
	815 / 1796
	38 / 38
	135 / 534
	40 / 36

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RG5 : Registrar General’s social class 
	N
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	1. Professional
	2577 / 1135
	83 / 82
	325 / 598
	85 / 80

	2. Managerial / technical
	8779 / 7788
	65 / 64
	4086 / 3417
	64 / 62

	3. Skilled
	16425 / 17027
	46 / 43
	7697 / 6639
	51 / 41

	4. Semi-skilled
	7920 / 8712
	39 / 37
	3715 / 4747
	39 / 36

	5. Unskilled
	2434 / 3272
	33 / 32
	2249 / 1820
	31 / 33

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 3a: Father-child CAMSIS correlations, by age cohort

Correlations are Pearson’s R, 95% confidence intervals around correlations typically 2 or 3 units for subsamples > 1000. Sample uses only one case per person, ignoring panel recontacts. 

	
	
	
	
	

	Year of birth 
	Men
	Women

	
	Correl.*100
	N
	Correl.*100
	N

	
	
	
	
	

	1865-95
	50.2
	135
	32.0
	104

	1896-1905
	37.1
	489
	35.4
	344

	1906-15
	43.8
	3,581
	39.2
	811

	1916-25
	43.4
	5,973
	38.3
	1,347

	1926-35
	42.0
	7,105
	33.6
	2,291

	1936-45
	41.9
	7,986
	32.3
	3,019

	1946-55
	36.6
	8,124
	32.5
	4,106

	1956-65
	34.6
	3,970
	32.1
	3,920

	1966-75
	30.9
	2,222
	26.9
	2,165

	1976->
	24.0
	523
	14.9
	596

	
	
	
	
	

	Table 3b: Father-child CAMSIS correlations, by year of observation

	
	
	
	
	

	1963-68
	39.9
	1,786
	29.1
	887

	1969-73
	41.5
	11,997
	-
	0

	1974-78
	44.4
	11,394
	38.0
	1,775

	1979-83
	37.8
	2,466
	33.2
	2,220

	1984-88
	29.3
	4,426
	31.9
	4,758

	1989-93
	36.7
	8,448
	29.5
	7,867

	1994-98
	35.5
	13,077
	31.7
	12,192

	1999-2001
	33.3
	10,484
	28.9
	9,992

	
	
	
	
	


	Table 3c: Father-child CAMSIS correlations, by study

Correlations are Pearson’s R, 95% confidence intervals around correlations typically 2 or 3 units for subsamples > 1000. Sample uses only one case per person, ignoring any panel recontacts.

	
	
	

	Year of birth 
	Men
	Women

	
	Correl.*100
	N
	Correl.*100
	N

	
	
	
	
	

	1. Political Change in GB 1963-66
	40.0
	934
	30.8
	496

	2. Oxford Mobility Enquiry 1972/4 
	41.2
	7,986
	-
	0

	3. Social Mobility in Ireland 1973
	43.3
	4,011
	-
	0

	4. Social Status in Great Britain 1974
	45.4
	4,745
	-
	0

	5. British Election Study Feb 1974
	40.0
	1,083
	37.4
	926

	6. British Election Study Oct 1974
	38.6
	1,105
	38.6
	849

	7. Scottish Mobility Study 1974
	41.2
	3,877
	-
	0

	8. British Election Study 1979
	41.3
	867
	30.1
	539

	9. British Election Study 1983
	35.8
	1,599
	33.7
	1,681

	10. Social Class in Modern Britain 1984
	29.3
	588
	35.7
	388

	13. Social Change Economic Life 1986
	26.5
	2,199
	29.7
	2,713

	14. British Election Study 1987
	33.0
	1,639
	34.3
	1,657

	15. British Household Panel 1991-2001
	31.8
	5,830
	26.7
	5,721

	16. British Election Study 1992
	41.4
	1,471
	35.7
	1,595

	17. N. Ireland Mobility Study 1996
	33.2
	797
	33.4
	616

	18. British Election Study 1997
	38.6
	1,437
	41.1
	1,591

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	Table 4a: Multiple regressions exploring relationships between father’s CAMSIS, age, study year, and education level, in predicting own CAMSIS score

See table 2 for variable explanations. Sample of adults age 20-60 only, excluding any panel recontacts, N = 35,134 males, 15710 females. 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Males
	Females

	
	4a.1
	4a.2
	4a.3
	4a.4
	4a.5
	4a.6
	4a.7
	4a.8

	
	Standardised B*100

	FCS
	28**
	19**
	21**
	12*
	18**
	13**
	13**
	{2}

	AGE
	7**
	40**
	{1}
	23*
	2**
	13**
	{1}
	{-2}

	AGE2
	
	-42**
	
	-22*
	
	-22**
	
	{3}

	YEAR
	-13**
	38**
	-11**
	30**
	-13**
	{-7}
	-32**
	{-2}

	YEAR2
	
	-47**
	
	-40**
	
	-19**
	
	-27**

	ED1
	-21**
	-20**
	-20**
	-21**
	-30**
	-23**
	-33**
	-33**

	ED4
	33**
	35**
	36**
	36**
	29**
	33**
	19**
	20**

	EDV
	
	{1}
	
	
	
	11**
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FCSAGE
	
	12**
	9**
	33*
	
	7*
	{-1}
	{30}

	FCSAGE2
	
	
	
	-23
	
	
	
	{-25}

	FCSYR
	
	-19**
	-11**
	-11**
	
	-5*
	{2}
	{0}

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AGEYR
	
	14**
	13**
	12**
	
	19**
	16**
	16**

	FCSED1
	
	
	4**
	4**
	
	
	15**
	15**

	FCSED4
	
	
	-9**
	-10**
	
	
	{4}
	4

	AGEED1
	
	
	-5**
	-3
	
	
	-16**
	-13**

	AGEED4
	
	
	9**
	9**
	
	
	9**
	9**

	YRED1
	
	
	{0}
	{0}
	
	
	4**
	{1}

	YRED4
	
	
	-10**
	-9**
	
	
	{-2}
	{-2}

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R-2*100
	33.4
	35.0
	34.8
	35.3
	30.0
	31.7
	30.9
	31.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	{} / [blank] / * / ** indicate relative significance level associated with coefficient estimate, p-values of greater than 0.1 / 0.1-0.05 / 0.05-0.01 / less than 0.01 respectively. 


	Table 5a: Ordered logits exploring relationships between father’s CAMSIS, age, and observation year, in predicting highest educational level

Applied only to those in current employment for comparability. See table 2 for variable explanations. Ordered logit‡ describes influence of variables on odds of higher v’s lower categories.

Education level 1: None or low school level; 2: Vocational / Basic academic; 3 : Advanced academic. 

	
	Ordered logit parameter estimates

	
	5a.1
	5a.2
	5a.3
	5a.4
	5a.5
	5a.6
	5a.7
	5a.8

	
	Males
	Females

	
	All ages and yob
	20 ≤ AGE ≤ 60 
	All ages and yob
	20 ≤ AGE ≤ 60 

	
	NR†
	R†
	NR†
	R†
	NR†
	R†
	NR†
	R†

	
	Standardised B*100

	FCS
	42**
	30**
	50**
	34**
	41**
	29**
	45**
	35**

	AGE
	-31**
	-39**
	-16**
	-26**
	-68**
	-70**
	-44**
	-47**

	YEAR
	19**
	26**
	9
	12**
	107**
	113**
	106**
	114**

	FCSAGE
	7
	24**
	{-3}
	18**
	40**
	50**
	27**
	36**

	FCSYEAR
	22**
	34**
	26**
	37**
	-18**
	-14**
	-13*
	-11**

	AGEYEAR
	{-2}
	13**
	7*
	26**
	-16**
	-13**
	-15*
	-16**

	
	Cox & Snell R-2*100

	
	10.8
	18.7
	10.7
	18.7
	23.1
	25.9
	22.0
	24.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	† NR indicates only one case used per unique individual; R indicates more than one (recontact) case may be used for the same individual in the case of panel data recontacts.

‡ Estimated in SPSS ‘PLUM’ procedure using logit link. 


	Table 8a: Sample survey influences in multiple regressions exploring predictors of own CAMSIS score

See table 2 for variable explanations. Survey effects as: Fixed – dummy indicators for each survey considered; Random – survey influence treated as hierarchical random effects; Type – Surveys classified into three groups, BES v’s Old Mobility v’s Later Mobility and occupations v’s BHPS. Sample of adults age 20-60 only, excluding any panel recontacts, N = 35,134 males, 15710 females.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Males
	Females

	
	8a.1
	8a.2
	8a.3
	8a.4
	8a.5
	8a.6
	8a.7
	8a.8

	Survey effect:
	none
	fixed
	random
	type
	none
	fixed
	random
	type

	
	Standardised B*100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FCS
	22**
	22**
	22**
	22**
	14**
	14**
	13**
	14**

	AGE
	42**
	43**
	42**
	41**
	19**
	20**
	19**
	19**

	AGE2
	-41**
	-41**
	-40**
	-40**
	-18**
	-19**
	-19**
	-18**

	YEAR
	45**
	191**
	70**
	45**
	21**
	12
	{9}
	17*

	YEAR2
	-49**
	-142**
	-54**
	-41**
	-45**
	-29**
	-27*
	-37**

	P80 Post1980
	-7**
	-40**
	-50**
	-12**
	-7**
	-8**
	-31*
	-10**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ED1
	-21**
	-23**
	-51**
	-21**
	-32**
	-34**
	-90**
	-34**

	ED3
	36**
	37**
	125**
	37**
	21**
	22**
	75**
	21**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FCSAGE
	7**
	7**
	7**
	7**
	{-2}
	{-2}
	{-1}
	{-2}

	FCSYR
	-10**
	-10**
	-10**
	-11**
	{1}
	{2}
	{1}
	{1}

	AGEYR
	12**
	10**
	11**
	11**
	17**
	17**
	17**
	17**

	FCSED1
	4**
	3*
	1*
	4**
	15
	15**
	6**
	14**

	FCSED3
	-10**
	-10**
	-13**
	-10**
	{4}
	{4}
	{2}
	{4}

	AGEED1
	-3
	{-3}
	-2
	-3
	-13**
	-12
	-6**
	-12**

	AGEED3
	9**
	9**
	7**
	9**
	9**
	9**
	7**
	9**

	YRED3
	-9**
	-8**
	-18**
	-9**
	-3*
	-4**
	-6**
	-3*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study numbs† 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	+ve coeffs
	
	1,3
	
	
	
	5
	
	

	-ve coeffs
	15,18,17,8,

16,7,13,14
	
	
	15,18,17
	
	

	Study types (contrast: mobility new)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Political
	
	
	
	{-1}
	
	
	
	-6**

	Mobility–old
	
	
	
	-4**
	
	
	
	NA

	BHPS
	
	
	
	-7**
	
	
	
	-9**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R-2*100
	35.4
	36.2
	
	35.6
	31.3
	31.6
	
	31.5

	Study level variance component:
	2.9%
	
	
	
	1.2%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	† Study numbers from table 1 indicate significant estimates of survey specific fixed effects, ranked in order of largest standardised B first. 

{} / [blank] / * / ** indicate relative significance level associated with coefficient estimate, p-values of greater than 0.1 / 0.1-0.05 / 0.05-0.01 / less than 0.01 respectively. 


5. Summary

The widely adopted hypothesis of stability of relative inequality in social mobility opportunities in the UK has been challenged by recent research papers, for instance Payne and Roberts (2002) argued that cross-sectional evidence from the last 4 decades can be aggregated to show a small decline in immobility tendencies, and Prandy et al (2002) detected the same trend and located it within a much longer term historical decline in social immobility. This paper attempts to expand upon those analyses (for the period 1963-2001), and also suggests several trends over time towards rising social mobility levels, albeit with several qualifications. Those qualifications primarily reflect the way in which parental background influences educational attainment, and how educational attainment in turn influences own occupational position.

Firstly, we see consistent evidence of gender differentiation in the social mobility processes studied, the to extent that it seems appropriate to conclude separately for men and women. For the former, the net effects of parental background on own occupation were consistently seen to be significant, but so too was an interaction term between time period and parental background, which was taken as an indicator that net levels of father-son occupational level immobility were declining over the period. However, in models predicting current occupational circumstances, educational attainment measures were more influential than parental occupational background measures, and models of the determination of those measures by parental background told a different story : net parental background influence was high, but for men, the evidence suggested that that background influence was increasing over the time period. Returning however to the prediction of occupational attainment, interaction terms between the effects of educational levels and time period or age all tended to suggest for men a decline over time in the influence of higher educational level in predicting occupational advantage. Summing these three patterns together, we could suggest that for men social mobility as a whole seemed to increase over the period, but qualified by the jointly increasing influence of background on educational levels, and declining influence of educational attainment measures on own occupations.

For women, our headline finding is of no detectable net decline in parental occupational influence upon current occupational outcome over the period, although the magnitude of the parental occupational influence tended to be smaller as a whole than for men. Moreover, as with men, interaction terms measuring the mediation of educational level influences on occupational attainment over time seemed to suggest patterns of declining importance of education. On the other hand, the prediction of educational levels for women suggested different patterns of parental influence – in this case, a consistently negative interaction parameter between time period and father’s advantage seems to suggest declining paternal occupational influence on educational attainment over the period. For women then, our findings suggest that any trend over time in social mobility influences is entirely operated through the educational attainment process (whose outcomes themselves are of lesser influence on occupations over time).

Lastly, the analyses reported attempted to cover several methodological checks on the use of pooled cross-sectional surveys to detect time trends. These have perhaps been under-investigated in previous research dealing with similar topics and resources : in principle at least, a strong case can be made that model results could be misspecified by lack of attention to the cross-survey harmonisation of educational and occupational measures (cf tables 5 and 6), the need to incorporate finer structural accounts of mobility processes in the analysis of occupational determination (table 7), or the need to pay attention to the influence of divergent survey sources and methods (table 8). Our assessment of each was brief and may benefit from more detailed expansion, but our initial conclusion is that whilst each specification issue is significant enough to warrant attention, there is broad evidence of robustness of the parameter estimates on which we have focussed, to variations in treatments for each possible effect. 
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