3
Council of Europe - Social Mobility and Social Cohesion

[image: image11.png]* X
*
* *
*

* 4 *

COUNCIL  CONSEIL
OF EUROPE  DE L'EUROPE






Strasbourg, 3 February 2011
CDCS (2011) 4 
EUROPEAN COMMITTEE OF SOCIAL COHESION
(CDCS)
24th meeting 

Strasbourg, 19-20 May 2011
DRAFT REPORT ON FOSTERING SOCIAL MOBILITY
AS A CONTRIBUTION TO SOCIAL COHESION
Prepared by Dr Alex Nunn, Leeds Metropolitan University (UK)

Consultant to the Committee of Experts on fostering social mobility
Contents

3Summary


31
Background and Introduction


32
About the project


32.1
Aims and objectives


32.2
Key research questions


32.3
Methods


32.3.1
Overview of relevant literature


32.3.2
Case study visits


32.3.3
Online expert consultation


33
What is social mobility


33.1
Introduction


33.2
Concepts and definitions


33.3
The political, economic and social significance of social mobility


33.3.1
Mobility and equality of opportunity


33.3.2
Mobility and efficiency


33.3.3
Mobility and political resources


33.3.4
Mobility, justice and Social Cohesion


33.3.5
Mobility and social rights


33.4
Summary


34
Social mobility in Europe and North America


34.1
Introduction


34.2
Cross-Country comparisons


34.2.1
Cross-national measurement of inter-generational mobility


34.2.2
Cross-national studies on occupational and class mobility


34.2.3
Cross-national studies on earnings mobility


34.2.4
Social mobility in Central and Eastern Europe


34.3
Summary


35
Determinants of differential levels of Social Mobility


35.1
Introduction


35.2
Conclusions from reviews of the evidence


35.2.1
Overview of factors


35.2.2
Determinants in the social structure


35.2.3
Family-related determinants


35.2.4
Policy and Institutional determinants


35.3
Summary


36
Summary of Case Studies


36.1
Introduction


36.2
Comparison of the different case studies


36.2.1
Social Mobility in the Case Study Countries


36.2.2
Pre School provision


36.2.3
Education and VET provision


36.2.4
Welfare services and labour market policy


36.2.5
Disadvantaged groups


37
Discussion and Conclusions


37.1
Why increased social mobility is desirable


37.2
Contemporary Context


37.3
Policies which might facilitate social mobility


37.4
Policy mechanisms and frameworks


37.5
Policy Guidelines


3Appendix 1: Terms of Reference


3Appendix 2


37.6
Denmark


37.7
The United Kingdom


37.8
Romania


37.9
Germany


37.10
Italy


3Appendix 3: Topic Guide for Case Study Visits


3Appendix 4: Online Expert Consultation Questionnaire


38
References




Table of Figures

3Figure 1: Persistence of earnings across generations in European and North American Countries


3Figure 2: Income Inequality and Inter-generational Income Mobility in Selected Countries


3Figure 3: Different types of social ties and their effect on mobility


3Figure 4: Persistence of earnings across generations in European and North American Countries


3Figure 5: Income inequality and inter-generational mobility in European and North American Countries


3Figure 6: Proportion of under threes in informal and formal childcare by selected European Countries (2009)


3Figure 7: Proportion of 3 year old - school age children in informal and formal childcare by selected European Countries (2009)


3Figure 8: Education spending as a % of GDP (2007)


3Figure 9: Spending on all levels of education per pupil in Eur PPS (2007)


3Figure 10: Average expected years in education (2008)


3Figure 11: Spending on Employer Training




Tables

3Table 1: Employment rates by educational level in case study countries


3Table 2: Returns to different levels of education in case study countries


3Table 3: Selected labour market indicators


3Table 4: Employment Policy Indicators in Case Study Countries




Boxes

1Box 1: The meaning of ‘earnings’, ‘income’ and ‘wealth’


1Box 1: The Erikson-Goldthorpe Class Structure


1Box 2: Occupational Rigidity


1Box 3: Social, cultural and informational capital


1Box 4: Assortative mating




Summary

Headline issues
· Inter-generational mobility is desirable in the context of realising the formal promise of equality of opportunity.  Inter-generational mobility may also contribute to levels of efficiency by reflecting selection by merit.
· Inter-generational mobility is strongly correlated with levels of inequality.  Countries with high levels of inequality are also the least mobile and vice-a-versa. This statistical correlation does appear to have some causal aspects.  For example, inequality conditions the behaviour of both affluent and disadvantaged groups to behave in ways that might hinder mobility levels.  High levels of inequality also simply mean that people have ‘further to travel’ to be mobile between status or income groups. 
· Inter-generational mobility may also be linked to social cohesion.  This is because the opportunity for mobility is one of the considerations affecting public attitudes to how fair society is and because measures to promote mobility are often related to generating more opportunities for people and groups from different backgrounds to come together.
· Inter-generational mobility is influenced by a wide range of factors which act in complex combinations. These include social, familial and policy-related influences.  In addition, it is not possible to identify an ‘optimal’ level of social mobility. This means that there are limits to the role that policy and institutional design can play in effecting inter-generational mobility. Where those limits are set is a political and social decision about the extent to which state intervention in social and family structures is desirable.
· While it is not possible to identify an ‘optimal’ level of social mobility, it is possible to see that there are clear variations between countries and that in all countries there is a strong inter-generational pattern of disadvantage and advantage.  It may be that it is not possible to eradicate this completely and that there are firm limits to the extent to which it is desirable for the state to intervene in pursuit of these goals. For example, it would generally be undesirable, and may have other negative consequences, for parental influence not to have any impact on children’s well being; after all in such a situation what is the incentive to nurture children?  However, all countries might do more to ensure that they have a policy and institutional framework which works to correct inter-generational inequality without crossing this boundary.  This does though lead to the conclusion that the ‘optimal’ level of social mobility is very much a social and political decision about the type of society that a country aspires to.
· Nevertheless, inter-generational mobility does appear to be influenced by policy and institutional design for example in relation to redistribution, child care services, the education system, labour market services and regulation and even land use and spatial planning.  
What is Social Mobility?
Social mobility can be thought of in a variety of ways:
· Absolute Mobility – results from changes to the structure of the social hierarchy, for example where one strata expands or contracts.  Changes in Europe over the course of the 19th and 20th centuries for example first saw the agricultural labour force decline in size as the numbers of skilled and unskilled workers in the industrial labour force increased and then more latterly this section of the labour market has declined as workers have moved into service sector occupations.
· Relative Mobility – results from individual movements within the social hierarchy.  A mobile (fluid or open) society is one where an individual’s social background (e.g. their parent’s achieved position in the social hierarchy) does not define his or her own achieved position in the social structure.  A society with no relative mobility is one where family background wholly determines the life chances of an individual.
· Inter-generational Mobility – considers the position of one individual in the social hierarchy in relation to that of their parents at a similar point in their life.
· Intra-generational Mobility – focuses on the transitions an individual undergoes within their own lifetime between different positions in the social hierarchy.
· Types of measurement – there are two main traditions in the study of social mobility. The first, and longest, tradition focuses on occupational status, allocating each specific occupation (e.g. miner, bus driver, sales assistant, teacher etc) to a position in the social structure.  This sociological tradition then provides the basis for measurment of movements between social positions on either an inter-generational or intra-generational basis.  The second, and much more recent, tradition focuses on income, earnings or wealth.  In this economic tradition society is dividided into equal groups along an income distribution (e.g. ten groups – deciles) and individuals and families are allocated to a position in this hierarchical distribution from the wealthiest to the poorest. This can then again serve as the basis for measures of movement between positions on the income distribution on an inter-generational basis.  Other measures work from the basis of educational status or event position in relation to political and social institutions (as in Central and Eastern Europe during the socialist period).
Social Mobility, Equality of Opportunity and Social Cohesion

Social mobility is linked to social cohesion in a number of complex ways.  First social mobility is just one measure of social fairness.  In essence it measures the extent to which a society transforms principles of equality of opportunity into reality.  Formal equality of opportunity requires that particular groups are not discriminated against and that all are granted the same legal rights of access to particular opportunities, for example employment or public services.  However, formal equality of opportunity often does not create actual or substantive equality of opportunity. This is because not all members of society are always able to take equal advantage of the rights on offer.  Measures of inter-generational mobility of income or socio-economic status measure the extent to which real equalities are in place – in a society where there are real equal opportunities an individual’s socio-economic background should not have a large bearing on their achievements.
Unfortunately we know that socio-economic background does matter and plays a very (if varying) significant part in determining life chances across all countries.  First, this suggests that the kind of social rights embodied in the European Social Charter are not realised in practice. Second, research evidence suggests that levels of happiness with society are higher where people, at least believe that they, have the possibility to progress up the social hierarchy by virtue of their own merits.  Third, the most mobile countries are also the most equal and trusting.  Fourth, part of the causal link between levels of inequality and social mobility appears to be the extent to which people from different socio-economic (and ethnic) backgrounds mix in a variety of settings such as residential neighbourhoods, the education system and use of other public and community facilities.  As such it appears that social mobility is related to social cohesion: a more cohesive society is one where people are not divided on socio-economic or other grounds and they accept that the division of rewards in society is achieved fairly and from equal starting points.  
Increased social mobility may also have other benefits associated with increased efficiency in the allocation of human resources.  The inter-generational transfer of social position inhibits the allocation of talent to social tasks in the labour market through selection by merit and meritorious selection provides appropriate incentives to reward effort, application and talent.

Social Mobility in European Countries

The cross national measurement of social mobility is complex for a variety of reasons related to methodology and the comparability of data and there are differences between the economic and sociological traditions. The economic tradition has perhaps gone furthest to develop an international basis for cooperation of a limited number of countries where comparable data is available.  This comparative research tends to suggest that th most mobile countries are: the northern European countries: usually including Denmark, Norway and sometimes including Finland, Sweden, the Netherlands and, outside of Europe, Canada.   In contrast those countries that often appear to be less mobile include the United States, the UK and Italy.  The position of other countries such as France and Germany varies according to the measure used.
The position of the Central and Eastern Europe, including Russia is much more complex.  There are studies which include these countries and some suggest complex findings in relation to mobility during and after socialist rule, but differences in the data mean that it is difficult to compare on a consistent basis between states.  As such, it is probably more useful to consider the experiences of these countries on a stand alone basis. 
Determinants of Social Mobility

The discussion in this report suggests that there are a range of determinants of social mobility which help in aggregate to determine the level of overall relative and inter-generational mobility in a particular country. These can be grouped into three categories: (1) Social structures, (2) family-related influences and (3) policy/institutional influences on social mobility.  The different determinants which are grouped within these categories are often heavily inter-related to one another but will act in different ways for different social groups and in different historical and social contexts.  
Social structures include the level of inequality in society and dominant practices (such as pay differentials, the degree of employment security etc) in the labour market.  What is very clear is that the overall level of inter-generational mobility is strongly related to the level of inequality in society; with the more equal countries tending to be the more mobile also. 

Family-related influences include the types of dynamic by which families convey advantages and disadvantages on their children.  They include the transfer of genetic capabilities, the socialisation (from very early childhood) of particular behaviours and attitudes, the straightforward transfer of material assess and also the way in which families condition access to social networks, useful contacts and role-models. Families also have differential levels of knowledge which can help to inform their children’s decision making, for example in relation to decisions to stay in or leave education or career choice.
Policy or institutional influences include the role of public services and legislative or regulatory provisions.  For example, the provision and design of childcare from a very early age can have very positive influences on the extent to which two parents are able to work, thereby alleviating poverty in childhood, and can help to equalise early childhood experiences, access to networks and socialisation.  The way in which the education system is designed can either promote greater equalisation between the life chances of different social groups or can accentuate differences as can the way in which the labour market is regulated and employment services provided.
Case Study Findings

The five case studies (Denmark, the UK, Romania, Germany and Italy) demonstrate a range of different social and institutional characteristics and degrees of social mobility.  The research in each of the case study countries tended to support the findings reported in the literature review and exemplify the way in which particular determinants work in a specific social and historical context.  The key findings emerging from the case studies are:
· That the level of inequality in society matters for mobility because it conditions the behaviour of parents to either protect their children from the effects of downward mobility or avoid the risks of investments in failed attempts at upward mobility.

· That individual journeys between social origin (parental position in the social hierarchy/income distribution) and social destination (own position in the social hierarchy/income distribution) are path dependent and cumulative. So inequalities that emerge in the very earliest years can effect the pathways that children become set on for the rest of their lives. 
· That there are key junctures in the lifecourse – such as the point in the lifecourse where individuals are channelled by the education system or transition to the labour market into particular types of occupation. The  countries where this happens early appear to be in which parental background has a particularly large impact on this selection. 
· That policies and institutions matter – childcare provided in settings where people from different socio-economic backgrounds can access equally and mix together and which enable parents to work or educational structures that promote widespread take-up, equal experiences and avoid early tracking, for example are both able to promote greater equality and increased social mobility.

However, the case studies also raise the important question of whether there is an optimum level of social mobility. For example, Denmark had by far the highest level of inter-generational mobility among our case studies. However, many respondents during our visit to Denmark were keen to stress how strong intergenerational persistences of advantages and disadvantages were.  This emphasises the point that the ‘optimal’ level of social mobility is very much a social and political decision about the type of society that a particular country aspires to.  
Policies to Increase Social Mobility

The report suggests that there are a number of policies that might help to promote greater social openness. These encompass:

· Pre-school childcare - e.g. more affordable provision, greater access for deprived socio-economic groups, hours consistent with parental employment and social mixing;

· Education system – e.g. social mixing, delayed tracking, free provision and universal access;

· Residential integration of social groups – e.g. planning policies to promote socially mixed neighbourhoods and in the use of universal public services (such as education).
· Openness of career structures – e.g. skills pathways that link occupational roles and avoid closure.
· Welfare and employment policies – e.g. incentives to work, the avoidance of poverty traps, the facilitation of employment and job transitions and the provision of retraining opportunities as well as regulation to ensure good quality employment.
In addition there are also a range of policy-making frameworks which might help to facillitate the development and effective implementation of these types of policies such as the inclusion of a wide-range of social partners in policy making and implementation, rigorous policy evaluation and monitoring, peer-scrutiny at the European level and even the further development of the rights-based approach embodied in the European Social Charter.
1 Background and Introduction
There is a long tradition of political and academic interest in the subject of social mobility.  Several recent reports 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Blanden, et al., 2005; 2006; d' Addio, 2007)
 have led to a more prominent concern with understanding the differences between the levels of social openness in European and North American countries. 

The Council of Europe has a long-standing commitment to undertake work in the field of social policy and in particular social cohesion. The 2005 Warsaw Declaration stated: 

“We are determined to build cohesive societies by ensuring fair access to social rights, fighting exclusion and protecting vulnerable social groups. We acknowledge the importance of the European Social Charter in this area and support current efforts to increase its impact on the framing of our social policies. We are resolved to strengthen the cohesion of our societies in its social, educational, health and cultural dimensions.” (Council of Europe, 2005).

The associated action plan committed the Council to “step up its work in the social field”. In line with this, the Council of Europe Conference of Ministers Responsible for Social Cohesion in February 2009 declared that the Council and its members should:
“…provide good governance and develop innovative policies which encourage individuals to trust democratic institutions; to alleviate the consequences of the current economic crisis by providing adequate social protection in conformity with both Council of Europe standards and active labour market policies; to facilitate social mobility, providing opportunity for all, and to encourage individuals, families and local stakeholders to develop their own life projects, with a specific focus on work as the best route out of poverty and on the reconciliation of private and working life…” (Council of Europe, 2009). 

The Council of Europe subsequently established a Committee of Experts on Fostering Social Mobility (CS-SM).  The Terms of Reference (see Appendix 1) of that Committee are to:

i.
take stock of existing work in this field and collect examples of good practice to foster social mobility;
ii.
compare social mobility in different European countries, namely by identifying barriers/obstacles and analysing the relationship between social inequality and social mobility;
iii.
identify ways of promoting the concept of social mobility, also as a means of enhancing cohesion between generations;
iv.
develop policy guidelines, and if the Committee considers it appropriate a draft Recommendation, on strategies to promote social mobility as a contribution to social cohesion.
2 About the project
2.1 Aims and objectives

According to the Terms of Reference, the aims of this study are to:

1. identify patterns of social mobility in a range of European countries (Council of Europe member states);
2. identify groups at particular risk from a lack of capacity for upward social mobility;
3. identify policy approaches which appear to be successful in creating opportunities for these groups to progress in educational, labour market terms and income mobility;
4. identify policy guidelines to increase the opportunities for upward social mobility of these groups.
2.2 Key research questions

These aims are operationalised through the following key research questions: 
a) What definition of social mobility would be used for the project (i.e. generational, income/class, absolute/relative)? 

i. Inter-generational.

ii. Relative.
iii. Class and income.

b) What do existing studies say about the degree of social mobility in different European countries and how does this change over time?

c) What factors impact on the degree of social mobility in a society and therefore help to explain differences between countries?

d) What are the implications of these patterns for policy?

e) Which social groups appear to be at most severe risk as a result of a lack of capacity to take advantage of opportunities for upward social mobility?

f) What do existing studies say about the relative position of these groups in different European countries?

g) What evidence is there in relation to successful policy interventions in relation to increasing the social mobility of these groups?

h) What impact might the current crisis be having on the prospects for mobility for these groups?

2.3 Methods

2.3.1 Overview of relevant literature

The first way in which these questions are addressed is through undertaking a brief literature review.  There are several existing surveys of the literature in relation to cross-national differences, the factors influencing social mobility and the dynamics affecting vulnerable social groups in Europe. Resource limitations mean that these surveys will be used as the basis for accessing what existing research has to say on these issues rather than undertaking new primary research or undertaking a completely new literature search and review.
2.3.2 Case study visits

The second way in which the research questions are addressed is through a series of case study visits.  Five case studies were undertaken, four of which resulted from study visits to the country in question.  These were:
· Denmark;

· The United Kingdom;

· Romania;

· Germany; and

· Italy.

The case study countries were selected to represent a range of levels of social mobility and different social and institutional contexts.  The case study visits allowed consideration of conceptual issues (research question a), the factors influencing levels of mobility in that country (research question c) the position of vulnerable groups (research questions e and f) and some evidence of the effects of policy interventions (research questions d and g).  The case study visits will also allow collection of data on the impacts of the current recession (research question h).  
Each case study visit involved semi-structured discussions with noted experts in a range of fields associated with the factors that are usually though of as influencing social mobility 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(d' Addio, 2007: Ch4; Nunn, et al., 2007)
. The topic guide for these discussions appears in Appendix 3.

2.3.3 Online expert consultation
The online consultation invited Council of Europe experts to provide information on a small range of qualitative questions as well as identify relevant cross-national and national studies on social mobility and associated factors.  A copy of the questionnaire appears in Appendix 4.  The outputs from this consultation were in the main used to identify literature for inclusion in the literature review, including in relation to the specifics in each case study country.
3 What is social mobility

3.1 Introduction
This section briefly discusses the concept of social mobility.  It covers the various definitions of the term and the three dominant traditions in the study of social mobility: (1) the sociological tradition, (2) economic tradition and (3) a tradition of inquiry into class mobility in the former socialist countries of Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. It also considers the utility of the term for better understanding important social and economic conditions and the merits of promoting greater social mobility.
3.2 Concepts and definitions

Social mobility can be defined very broadly as movement within the social hierarchy between different class, occupational, income or wealth groups.  A society with a high level of social mobility is one where large proportions of the population are able to move both upwards and downwards between these groups in the social hierarchy.  This might also be termed an ‘open’ or a ‘fluid’ society.  A society with a low level of social mobility is one where it is more difficult to make such movements and therefore a large proportion of population remains in broadly the same place in the social hierarchy as their parents and remain there throughout their lives.  This could be termed a ‘closed’ or ‘rigid’ society.

It is also possible to think in terms of different types of social mobility:
· Class and income measures – Mobility can be measured from the perspective of both class and income groups. Class-based measures break society down into different occupational groups which are organised according to theoretical criteria such as the degree of worker autonomy in different roles.  These occupational groups are then categorised in a class schema with varying degrees of levels.  Mobility is measured as movement from class group to another.  Income-based measures divide society into equally grouped categories on an income distribution.  Mobility is then measured as movement between different levels in the income distribution.
· Intra-generational and inter-generational mobility. Intra-generational mobility considers the movement of individuals between different socio-economic groups, income, wealth or status categories during their own lifetime.  Inter-generational mobility compares the achieved social position of an adult with that of their parents. Most studies of social mobility take this latter inter-generational perspective.

· Absolute and relative.  Absolute social mobility refers to changes in the structure of society so that the distribution of the population between different social classes or income groups changes.  Relative social mobility refers to individual movements between different social classes or income groups, regardless of changes in the distribution of the population between them.  It is therefore ‘relative’ to the rest of society.  While most studies focus on this relative aspect of the transition, it can be very difficult to isolate this relative movement from changes in the structure of the social hierarchy (Lambert, et al., 2007).
· Long and short-range mobility. Long-range mobility refers to more substantive patterns of movement within the social hierarchy, perhaps from the bottom of the socio-economic structure or income distribution, towards the top.  Short-range mobility refers to less marked transitions between neighbouring socio-economic, status or income/wealth groups.  Most studies of social mobility which focus on transitions between class groups operate with between three and seven social class groups while those using groups within the income or wealth distribution tend to focus on ten groups (deciles).  This generally allows income or wealth-based studies therefore to better able to capture shorter-range movements.  However, while few studies allow consideration of movement within class groups, there is reason to think that such movements are important, for instance where they capture transitions out of poverty (Nunn, et al., 2008). 
This study will for the most part rely on an inter-generational and relative definition of social mobility encompassing socio-economic groups, educational status and income/wealth understandings of social hierarchies.

3.3 The political, economic and social significance of social mobility

3.3.1 Mobility and equality of opportunity

The openness of a society often attracts attention because it provides one indicator of social fairness, in particular acting as a measure of equality of opportunity (Miller, 2005):

“The level of inter-generational mobility in society is seen by many as a measure of the extent of equality of economic opportunity or life chances.  It captures the extent to which a person’s circumstances during childhood are reflected in their success in later life, or, on the flip-side, the extent to which individuals can make it by virtue of their own talents, motivation and luck” (Blanden, 2004: 4). 
Formal equality of opportunity requires that particular groups are not discriminated against and that all are granted the same legal rights of access to particular opportunities, for example employment or public services.  However, formal equality of opportunity often does not create actual or substantive equality of opportunity. This is because not all members of society are always able to take equal advantage of the rights on offer.  The study of social mobility draws attention to the inter-generational aspects of this, where children born to parents of low socio-economic groups are clearly less likely to achieve access to higher positions in the income distribution or occupational roles than are those born to more affluent or high-status parents.  While the degree to which this holds true varies in different countries, the distribution of inter-generational advantages appears to be unequal in all countries where there is research evidence available (see below, Section 4).
Affirmative action or positive discrimination are examples of policy interventions which recognise the limitations of purely formal definitions of equality of opportunity as are educational, health or childcare interventions which attempt to mediate the role of differential advantages and disadvantages in childhood.  A range of liberal philosophers and economists have demonstrated that this critique of formal equality of opportunity is relevant to social and welfare rights.  For example, John Rawls famously argued that fairness requires equality of opportunity.  In turn fairness requires that the only permissible inequalities are those that develop from a position of equal starting points.  The key to the legitimacy of later inequalities to Rawls was that the equal starting point and degree of later inequality must also be tolerable from the perspective of all concerned, regardless of whether they benefit or lose from inequality (Rawls, 1958; Rawls, 1999).  Others make similar arguments merely about ensuring that all competition for places in the social hierarchy should begin from a level starting point, acknowledging that this includes early socialisation and access to resources which foster individual development such as education (Dworkin, 2000; Roemer, 1998; Roemer, 2003).
It is widely understood that there are strong mechanisms by which poverty rather than mobility or position in the income distribution is transferred between generations, though the two are obviously closely related. A range of studies demonstrate that there are strong correlations between poverty in childhood and poverty in later life (Blanden and Gibbon, 2006; Jenkins and Siedler, 2007).  

3.3.2 Mobility and efficiency

From an economic perspective a failure to guarantee this kind of extended equality of opportunity will mean that individual talents will not be put to full use and therefore economic efficiency will be sub-optimal 蜁 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Breen, 1997:434-44; d' Addio, 2007:11)
. However, this theoretical argument is not easy to demonstrate with empirical evidence since data tends to show that levels of social mobility do not have a clear relationship to economic growth on a cross-country basis.  Nevertheless the counter arguments that (a) efficient growth requires inequalities to generate appropriate incentives (e.g. Davis and Moore, 1945) and (b) that redistribution to create greater mobility through equality of opportunity will create market distortions to the optimal allocation of investments in children’s future productivity (Ichino, et al., 2009) can be refuted. This is because inter-generational inequalities actually undermine the conditions in which efficiencies are generated.  For example, an OECD report suggests that greater inter-generational mobility will allow “the aptitudes and abilities of everyone in society … to be used more efficiently, thus promoting both growth and equity…” (OECD, 2008b:214).  Richard Breen elaborates:

“This result arises because, although inequality contributes to greater efficiency by providing incentives, it also militates against efficiency by increasing the degree of inequality in inherited rewards, so that the individual's resources, come to depend more heavily on inherited rewards at the expense of ability. As inequality exceeds, this second effect comes to dominate the first: inherited rewards come to exercise an overwhelming influence. Put in simple terms, even if we accept the neo-liberal necessity of incentives to encourage economic efficiency, too great a degree of inequality can have negative effects on such efficiency.” (Breen, 1997:437).

3.3.3 Mobility and political resources

An alternative perspective on these issues comes from work on stratification and mobility in the former socialist countries of Central and Eastern Europe.  Research suggests that the inter-generational transfer of advantage declined in importance in these countries during the socialist period. However, a strong relationship still persisted between parental and children’s outcomes, with perhaps the biggest difference being that parental political affiliation to the Communist Party exerted some apparent causal influence on the achieved social position of children (Ganzeboom and Nieuwbeerta, 1999). The conclusion to be drawn from this is that the inter-generational transfer of advantage is multi-faceted and that the relationship between these different causal factors is heavily influenced by the nature of the political, economic and social context within which families and their children operate.

3.3.4 Mobility, justice and Social Cohesion
Social mobility may be attractive as a political issue because it allows a consideration of equality of opportunity without implying that equality of outcomes should be tackled (Dworkin, 2000:1; Nunn, et al., 2007:15).  However, focussing too tightly on social mobility may be too limiting, detracting attention from important and connected issues of inequality and social justice more broadly construed (Nunn, et al., 2008:76).  This may be one reason, alongside the effects of welfare state induced ‘level playing fields’, why the more equal societies also tend to have the greatest social mobility (Andrews and Leigh, 2009; Esping-Andersen, 2004). 

It has long been held that opportunities for individual progression may be one important way that tensions revolving around inequality might be offset (Lipset and Bendix, 1992 (1958):xv-xvii).  Some recent research based on answers to the World Values Survey covering 44,000 respondents in 30 OECD countries suggests that the opportunity for mobility within an unequal society may mitigate some of the negative impact that inequality has on people’s subjective well-being (Fischer, 2009). Certainly other data shows that inequalities of outcome are seen as more legitimate where some degree of equality of opportunity is granted (Jencks and Tach, 2005: 3).  The World Values Survey research also shows that perceived levels of social mobility are not always related to actuality; but even where actual opportunities for mobility are relatively limited, perceptions that this is possible lead to higher levels of self-reported social and individual well-being which can be thought of as proxy indicators of social cohesion.  The one context in which comparatively high levels of actual mobility have apparently negative effects on reported well-being are where they mix with high levels of inequality.  While it is important not to over-estimate the status which should be afforded to the use of proxy indicators drawn from survey evidence, these findings do appear to be significant as they begin to unpack the social implications of inequality and mobility.  They suggest that both equality and opportunities for mobility within the income distribution/social hierarchy are positive in terms of well-being but only in societies where this does not imply that there are large penalties (in terms of either missed opportunities or significant downward mobility) from social mobility.

These findings however, open up a wider debate about the extent of public concern about inequality.  For example, it is widely thought that the United States is generally a less equal society than many countries in Europe.  However, there is a lively research debate which queries the extent to which this may simply reflect American public sentiment (Marshall, et al., 1997: 245-8).  This is because survey evidence tends also to suggest that American public opinion is generally less concerned about these levels of inequality than is the case in Europe (Alesina, et al., 2001; 2004). However, others contend that the picture is more complex.  They suggest that while Americans have similar views about inequality at the top end of the income spectrum they have less concern about setting acceptable minimum standards than elsewhere, particularly the Scandinavian states.  In addition, it is also suggested that American public opinion may be less accurate in estimating the extent of income inequality, especially at the top (Osberg and Smeeding, 2006). 
The relationship between inter-generational justice and inequality on the one hand and social cohesion on the other is complex.  However, a society with high levels of inequality and high levels of variation of life chances decided at birth must by definition lack some degree of cohesiveness.  One of the issues that is investigated in the results of the field visits below is that there is a relationship between factors which might contribute to cohesion across socio-economic groups (such as residential mixing or mixed educational settings) and the factors which might facilitate a more equal distribution of life chances.

3.3.5 Mobility and social rights

The relationship between equality of opportunity and inter-generational transfer of advantage and disadvantage poses some important questions for the consideration of the role of rights, especially socio-economic rights. Increasingly, the notion of human rights has been expanded from political and civil rights such as the right to freedom of speech or protection from harm to issues of socio-economic entitlement.  Authors assert that the equal enjoyment of political, civil and democratic rights presupposes access to socio-economic rights 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(e.g. Held, 2002)
.  For example, the exercise of democratic choices can only be made real where an individual has access to education to enable them to understand the political system, the choices on offer and exercise freedom of speech to make their needs and wishes known.  This is recognized in the European Social Charter which seeks to assert the right to housing, free primary and secondary education and equal treatment in employment.  Similarly the European Equal Treatment Directive seeks to protect equal treatment in employment but recognizes that this requires equal treatment in access to education and training.
The principal of the importance of equality of opportunity is widely recognized as important and desirable.  However, the discussion of the role of differences in inherited social position above and below suggests that the enjoyment of equality of opportunity may infer that certain mediating institutions need to be in place to ensure that equality of opportunity exists and that patterns of advantage/disadvantage are offset so that individuals from all backgrounds have equal or at least more equal access to positions in the social hierarchy according to their own achievements and merit.  This in turn might imply a more radical conception of rights to the sorts of services (e.g. childcare, education, welfare/redistribution etc) that would guarantee the reality of equality of opportunity as opposed to its mere formal assertion.
3.4 Summary

There are several important aspects to the concept of social mobility as a factor of social mobility.  In the main, social mobility is approached from an inter-generational perspective which involves assessing the achieved social position of an individual with that of their parents.  While absolute social mobility focuses on how the shape of the class or income distribution of a society might change over time, relative social mobility focuses on movements within the class structure or income distribution.
Social mobility is usually looked at from the standpoint of social class (the sociological perspective) or position in the income distribution (the economic perspective).  A third perspective broadens the notion of class to incorporate indicators of cultural, social and political capital. 

Social mobility is often seen as important because it provides an indicator of social fairness. This is especially the case because it focuses on equality of opportunities, rather than equality of outcomes and therefore offers a proxy for social fairness which combines considerations of equality and merit.  Where social openness implies that individual talents are effectively utilised it may be that social mobility also offers a perspective on overall social and economic efficiency. Further, social mobility may also have implications for social stability, well being and cohesion; large differences in the extent to which individuals have access to socio-economic rewards and rewards-systems that are based on inheritance and luck as opposed to merit are likely to be seen as unjust and act as a barrier to cohesive societies.  It may also be the case that the realization of real rather than formal equality of opportunity rather requires a more radical conception of socio-economic rights and the creation of mediating institutions at different stages of the life course to ensure a greater degree of equal opportunity.
4 Social mobility in Europe and North America
4.1 Introduction

This section considers evidence on levels of social mobility in European and North American countries. It begins with a brief summary discussion of the challenges involved in cross-national comparisons of social mobility.  It then looks in turn at the sociological and economic approaches to measuring inter-generational mobility in the class/occupational hierarchy and income distribution respectively and summarises the conclusions of these literature’s about the comparative levels of social mobility in different European and North American countries.  The chapter then briefly reviews a much more limited literature which considers the degree of inter-generational mobility in Central and East European States, which are notable first because of their historically very different economic and social structures and because of their transition to capitalist economic and social structures in the last two decades.  While it may seem a long time since the experience of transition for these countries, the measurement of mobility across generations often necessitates longitudinal analysis covering four or five decades and as such the experience prior to and after transition is very relevant in this particular context.
4.2 Cross-Country comparisons

The study of social mobility is usually undertaken from within one of three distinct research traditions: a sociological tradition, an economic tradition and a slightly different tradition of research focussed on the former socialist states. There are relatively few studies which generate cross-national comparisons of social mobility, perhaps reflecting methodological difficulties and a lack of comparable and robust long-term longitudinal datasets in many countries. D’Addio 
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(2007:31-6)
 provides a useful summary of the few studies that do exist, including: 
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(Blanden, et al., 2005; Comi, 2004; Corak, 2006; Grawe, 2004; Jäntti, et al., 2006)
 on inter-generational income mobility. Additionally, a range of other studies from the sociological perspective also exist 萁 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Breen, 2004; Ganzeboom, et al., 1989; Goldthorpe and Erikson, 1992)
 and which attempt cross-national comparisons. 
4.2.1 Cross-national measurement of inter-generational mobility

Inter-generational mobility studies typically take the achieved position of a parent (usually father due to a lack of data for mothers) in the social hierarchy or income (usually in fact earnings
 - see Box 1) distribution at a standard age (usually 40-45) and compare this to the achieved position in the same hierarchy of their children (usually sons but more recently similarly reliable data is becoming available for daughters
) at the same age.  This then shows the extent to which children share the same position in the income/social hierarchy as their parents.  Cross-national studies of inter-generational measurement of income mobility are often made difficult by methodology and data problems.  D’Addio 
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(2007: Box 7, p30)
 reviews these problems, which consist of measurement, sample construction and calculation problems.
Sociological studies of class mobility also suffer from methodological difficulties despite a strong concentration on methodological rigour (Lambert, et al., 2007) as Ganzeboom et al. (1989:4) comment:

“The comparative study of occupational mobility has a rather odd intellectual history: it is theoretically robust, methodologically sophisticated, and almost completely devoid of verified findings”. 

Perhaps one of the most significant problems facing class-based mobility studies is the design of analytical class structures with which to study mobility in the first place.  There is, for example, a substantive sociological debate on the changing nature and relevance of class as an analytical construct. While many readily accept the continuing importance of class analysis, there is much debate on the emergence, significance and implications of ‘new classes’.  These debates question for example the validity of the traditional Goldthorpe/Erikson class schema which is most often used for analyses of inter-generational class mobility 䠁 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Esping-Andersen, 1993a; Grusky and Weeden, 2001; Guveli, 2006; Lambert, et al., 2007; McIntosh and Munk, 2009; Nunn, et al., 2008)
, though Erikson and Goldthorpe themselves continue to defend their model (Erikson and Goldthorpe, 2009).
4.2.2 Cross-national studies on occupational and class mobility

The first, sociological, tradition of research relies on hierarchical class schemas which breaks a given society down into class groups, usually defined in relation to occupational roles 
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(e.g. Breen, 2004; Goldthorpe, 1987; Goldthorpe and Erikson, 1992; Halsey, et al., 1980; Heath, 1981; Lambert, et al., 2007; Payne and Roberts, 2002)
.  The study of social mobility in this tradition then considers the extent to which it is possible to observe upward and downward movement between these class groups, especially on an inter-generational basis using longitudinal administrative and cohort data.
The starting point for social class approaches to inter-generational mobility is the generalised theory that common social, institutional and economic structures ought to lead to similar patterns of generally increasing social mobility (Lipset and Bendix, 1992 (1958)). This argument has though been criticised as being empirically incorrect, though the related finding that all industrial economies with a society dominated by the nuclear family system will exhibit similar levels of social mobility (Featherman, et al., 1975) held until relatively recently.  However, in a later contribution Goldthorpe and Erikson compare class mobility in ten European states, the US, Australia and Japan and suggest that this pattern of similarity does not hold true. Instead they conclude that cross-national comparisons indicate neither similarity or any systematic pattern of variation.  Put simply they concluded that patterns of social mobility within and between nations were in ‘constant flux’ (Erikson and Goldthorpe, 1992). 

Breen and Luijkx (2004) review the results of an update of Erikson and Goldthorpe’s sample.  They consider 117 mobility surveys covering the period of 1970 to 2000 in eleven countries: West Germany, Italy, France, Ireland, Britain, Sweden, Norway, Poland, Hungary, Israel and Holland.  Their analysis largely repeats and updates Goldthope and Erikson’s analysis.  The results suggest that there has been a convergence of class structures in Europe, especially resulting from a move away from agriculture toward industrial production and more latterly administrative and service sector occupational structures.  They show that the main remaining differences are between countries where this transition is more (Britain and the Netherlands) and less (Ireland, Poland, Hungary) complete. Clearly this highlights the role of the changing class structure in influencing levels of absolute rather than relative mobility.
By contrast, relatively little convergence in the rate of fluidity or relative mobility is identified, though across most countries there is a trend toward greater openness (Breen and Luijkx, 2004:73-4), except in Britain where less change is noted (Goldthorpe, 2004). Comparing social fluidity between countries they conclude that: “Germany, France, Italy, and Ireland seem to be the least fluid countries; Israel, Sweden, Norway, Hungary, Poland, and, by the 1990s, the Netherlands, the most fluid” (Breen and Luijkx, 2004:73). 
Earlier work by Esping-Andersen and colleagues looks not just at patterns of mobility between generations but how economic, social and institutional factors shape class production and changes in the class structure. They identify the emergence of at least three distinct mobility regimes, which are at least partially linked to the institutional structure of the welfare state: (1) a North American – liberal model, (2) a German – conservative model and (3) a Scandinavian – Social Democratic model.  These mobility regime categorisations include consideration of a wider range of factors than just mobility rates, such as the nature of the class structure and in particular the nature and dynamics of the ‘post-industrial’ service sector classes (Esping-Andersen, 1993).
4.2.3 Cross-national studies on earnings mobility

In the economic tradition of research on social mobility, which has more developed recently, society is generally broken down into hierarchical groups based on income or wealth 
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(Becker and Tomes, 1979; 1986; Blanden, et al., 2005; Corak, 2006; Solon, 1992)
.  For example, the social structure may be categorised in ten descending income groups.  The focus of research is then on movement over time, usually on an inter-generational basis, between these groups to assess the overall observed level of income or wealth mobility within society. This research also tends to utilise panel and cohort data, comparing the position of parents within the income distribution with that of their children at a comparable point in their life-times. 

Bjorklund et al (2002) select data to achieve comparability across countries, including comparing the origins and destinations of brother pairs.  This comparison looks at the differences in the earnings of pairs of brothers to test the extent to which shared parental background shapes later social outcomes.  They find that the US is much less mobile than Finland, Denmark, Sweden and Norway, having much higher rates of similarity in the earnings profile of brothers than do the Nordic countries.

Grawe (2004) suggests that it might be natural to expect that inter-generational patterns of earnings might hold even in an ‘open society’ in the sense of abilities transferring between generations.  Even if differences in abilities were not passed from one generation to the next and all had perfectly equal ability, it might be expected that preferences for work and education would be transferred; again leading to differences in achieved position in the income distribution. However, he also notes that this will not hold true for all children, and as such some will deviate from the preferences of their parents. Therefore, he measures mobility for both average and ‘exceptional’ children; with the latter being the highest earning offspring of both affluent and low-earning parents.  Using this method, he finds that for ‘average children’ Canada appears to be more mobile than Germany. In turn, Canada and Germany appear to be more mobile than the UK and the US. In relation to the mobility of ‘exceptional’ children he concludes that the data shows that above average children in Canada and the US are more likely to be upwardly mobile than they are in the UK or Germany.  Nevertheless, Grawe also himself highlights problems in the availability of data and methods and therefore concludes that his findings lack robustness, especially in relation to the US.

Comi (2004) considers short-run data on inter-generational earnings mobility from the European Household Panel Survey to consider mobility rates for fathers and their sons and daughters.  His findings are inconclusive in relation to the Netherlands and Denmark. For son’s mobility his results suggest that Austria is the most mobile country, followed by Ireland and the UK, Germany, France and Spain.  The research suggests that Italy is the least mobile country considered, while Greece, Belgium and Portugal also have lower levels of mobility. For daughters Portugal is ranked as the most mobile country, again followed by Austria and Ireland but Germany is listed as being the least mobile.  As d’Addio 
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(2007:31)
 highlights however, the weaknesses in the data used by Comi and the selection biases that these introduce make it an unreliable reference point for robust comparison.
 

Blanden et al. (2005) extend the analysis of Bjorklund et al. using their own data on Britain, the US, Germany and Canada.  By using original data they hope to overcome problems of data incomparability and the cohorts studied are selected from a similar time period.  Using this data they suggest that Norway, Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Canada all have similar and generally high levels of mobility for sons compared with their fathers. Germany (data drawn from fathers and sons in West Germany, prior to unification) sits in the middle of the country mobility distribution. At the other end of the spectrum are the US and Britain which appear to be less mobile ((Blanden, et al., 2005: see table on p6).

Lefranc and Trannoy (2005) compare data for France, the US, UK and Nordic countries. They undertake their own analysis for France and then compare it with older single country studies and averages for the other countries.  They conclude that France is more mobile than the US and UK and less so than the Nordic countries and Canada.

Corak 老

(2006) ADDIN EN.CITE  attempts to overcome methodological and data comparisons in his review of social mobility studies.  To do this he first focuses on a range of studies whose findings can be triangulated. Second adjusts the findings of other studies, acknowledging the expected impacts of various methodological variations, using established indicators of what these ought to be.  His findings suggest that North American and European countries can be placed in three broad groups (p11): less mobile, middle-ranking and more mobile societies.  Among the less mobile societies the UK and US stand out in this group, but France might also be included within it with “40-50% of fathers earnings advantage being passed on to sons”.  The middle-range mobility societies include the likes of Germany and Sweden with around 30% of earnings advantage being passed between generations.  More mobile societies include Denmark, Norway, Finland and Canada with around 15-20% of earnings advantage being transferred between generations.  In addition, Corak also finds that the range of earnings advantage transferred between generations is roughly between 20-50% but that in few countries does this fall much below 20%.
Figure 1: Persistence of earnings across generations in European and North American Countries
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Jäntti et al. (2006) attempt to overcome data and methodological problems by working from standardised inter-generational datasets across Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden, the UK and US.  Their analysis also allows the extent of mobility within the distribution to be identified. Their findings support the conclusions which emerge from other studies; that the Nordic/Scandinavian countries are more mobile than the US and the UK is also less mobile. However, in contrast to other research their findings suggest that the UK is closer to the Nordic countries than is often reported.  In addition, the findings suggest that the difference between the UK and the Nordic countries is caused in the main by a lack of long-range mobility from the very top or very bottom of the distribution.  In addition, the US is even less mobile for the same reason – showing a very low level of potential for long-range mobility between top and bottom and vice versa. 

4.2.4 Social mobility in Central and Eastern Europe
A third tradition considers social mobility partially from a class or earnings point of view but the social and economic contexts are very different.  This much less developed literature approach relates in the main to the formerly socialist countries of the Soviet Union and Eastern European, which were in theory supposed to be ‘classless’ societies, with an even smaller literature looking at developing countries.  In these countries the defining characteristics of class in relation to inter-generational mobility have been the subject of much debate (Ganzeboom and Nieuwbeerta, 1999:342-4), with the suggestion variously being that class stratification arose from educational, cultural or political resources, in ways that are resonant with an extreme form of Bourdieau’s cultural capital and reproduction thesis.  Ganzeboom and Nieuwbeerta suggest that across the former socialist countries, that they consider, parental time spent in education declined markedly as a determinant of children’s schooling. Their findings suggest that to some extent while stratification remained important, the inter-generational transfer of advantage declined in importance as a result of socialist policies and associated social and economic structures. While these approaches were traditionally used in relation to the former socialist countries, some recent studies have adopted similar approaches to defining familial background in relation to social, cultural and political capital as well as economic capital in Northern European countries (Jæger and Holm, 2007).
Hertz et al. (2007) suggest that the problem of data availability on family income in developing
 and transition economies can be resolved by using a proxy indicator of years of schooling. However, their results are mixed and it is unclear in relation to the economies of Eastern Europe what the effects of transition have had on mobility.  While there appear to be some difficulties in interpretation, their results do appear to suggest that there was less and generally falling persistence in economic status judged by years of schooling across generations in Central and Eastern Europe over the socialist period. 

While this is only partially supported by Hertz et al. it is more clearly suggested by Ganzeboom and Nieuwbeerta (1999) who surveyed parental and children’s duration of schooling in Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Russia, and Slovakia.  Their research, while only connected by proxy to inter-generational income transfer, is important because one way of viewing the former socialist regimes is as “one of the largest-scale destratification experiments in the history”. Many socialist countries enacted legislation to prevent the inter-generational transfer of assets and to enhance or limit the educational opportunities of children with higher or lower status parents in order to contain and offset the inter-generational transfer of advantage (p340).  Such interventions are usually thought of as undesirable and beyond the legitimate remit of the state in family life in liberal democracies. 
While the position of East European and former Soviet countries is interesting the general lack of data, especially in comparative terms, makes it difficult to draw on any firm conclusions.
4.3 Summary
Cross-national studies of both income and class mobility between generations, encounter severe methodological difficulties, especially when trying to compare between countries.  Nevertheless, there are some commonalities in the findings of the various studies and across the two dominant methodological and analytical approaches.  Some studies are able to support a three part categorisation of (1) more mobile, (2) less mobile and (3) moderately mobile societies. However, comparison across these cross-national studies, taking account of both class-based and income-based approaches is probably only able to support a two-part categorisation.  
Taking this approach, the northern European countries; usually including Denmark and Norway appear to be the most mobile.  This group also sometimes includes Finland, Sweden, the Netherlands and, outside Europe, Canada.  At the other end of the spectrum Britain, the United States and Italy appear to be the least mobile societies.  The position of countries such as Germany, France and Ireland is less clear while the wider range of European countries do not feature in enough studies to support triangulation of findings between cross-national studies.

The position of the Central and Eastern European countries, including Russian, is much more complex.  There are studies which include these countries and some suggest complex findings in relation to mobility during and after socialist rule, but differences in the data mean that it is difficult to compare on a consistent basis between states.  As such, it is probably more useful to consider the experiences of these countries on a stand alone basis. 
5 Determinants of differential levels of Social Mobility

5.1 Introduction

Several reviews of the evidence on social mobility produce concise lists of the factors which appear to explain the advantages and disadvantages which are passed between generations, and therefore produce mobility or the lack of it on an individual basis. Data comparability problems aside, differences in the way that social, economic or institutional factors shape these factors in the domestic context might help to understand why levels of social mobility appear to vary between different countries.

This section briefly discusses the types of advantages and disadvantages identified as being transmitted between generations in the literature, drawing heavily on several prominent secondary reviews of this literature. It also attempts to group these according to national characteristics in the overall:

· Social structure - levels of original inequality and labour market practices among employers and employees;
· Family-related factors – such as inherited genetic features, the impact of families in terms of the transmission of social, cultural and informational capital and the role of family structure;
· Policy and institutional factors – such as the role of childcare, education systems and employment regulation on the distribution of opportunities.

5.2 Conclusions from reviews of the evidence

5.2.1 Overview of factors

d’Addio 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2007)
 reviews the economic literature in some detail and identifies the parental income and education, the social and home environment, the transmission of innate abilities and personality characteristics on childhood development, and institutional factors which shape different educational and labour market outcomes.  Nunn et al. (2007) identify a broadly similar set of issues such as social and cultural capital; family structures, parenting strategies and early childhood development; interaction with the education system; differential experiences of the labour market; health and wellbeing and spatial or neighbourhood effects.  After undertaking primary qualitative research they (2008) restructured these factors into those which acted on the transmission of social and cultural capital arising from the family, social and cultural capital arising from the community, experiences of the compulsory education system, educational decision making, aspirations and expectations and experiences of the labour market.  The discussion which follows attempts to cover all these determinants, grouped according to whether they are part of the social structure, family structures or result from policy and institutional structures.
5.2.2 Determinants in the social structure
Inequality
A quick consideration of cross-country differences in measured social mobility, which is easiest using inter-generational income mobility as the measure and cross-country differences in overall inequality reveal that a remarkably similar pattern.  More equal countries appear to also have higher levels of social mobility while less equal countries have lower levels of social mobility.
Figure 2: Income Inequality and Inter-generational Income Mobility in Selected Countries
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Source: Corak 
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(2006)
 and OECD (2008a).
What this suggests is that there is some sort of crude empirical relationship between overall socio-economic inequality and social mobility but it doesn’t necessarily demonstrate a causal link.  Research on the US has corroborated this showing that when income inequality fell slightly then so inter-generational mobility rose; and then when income inequality began to rise mobility fell back (Harding, et al., 2003). Recent OECD research appears to have found a strong causal link between policies that compress the wage distribution and increasing inter-generational wage mobility (Causa and Johansson, 2009).
The relationship between income inequality and inter-generational mobility may be particularly rooted in the extremes of the income distribution so that the children of the very rich appear to be specially protected from downward mobility while the children of the very poor face barriers to upward mobility (see for example the cross country comparison of mobility within the income distribution in d' Addio, 2008: 206). To the extent that this holds true it would naturally follow that countries where there are less extremes in the income distribution would have more mobility (Esping-Andersen, 2005). 
There are a range of mechanisms by which inequality is linked to mobility (d' Addio, 2008).  These are for the most part discussed in the sections which follow but include the role that inequality plays in shaping access to differences in inherited wealth and assets, the role it plays in differential access to services such as child care, education or training opportunities, the role it plays in conditioning access to family resources such as parental/adult time, cultural goods (books etc) and social networks. As such, there are strong reasons to think that there are complex and multi-facetted causal relationships between inequality over the life course and levels of measured social mobility.
Labour market structures

It is clear that a person’s employment status and, if in employment, the type of occupation and terms of employment they hold will condition their social position. This works differently in the two approaches to understanding social stratification.  In the sociological approach this is direct and works through the different statuses accorded to different occupational groups arising from various aspects of that specific occupation and how it relates to others.  In the economic tradition it operates indirectly through the level of earnings attracted by particular jobs. In both approaches though, employment status operates as the outcome of the other factors considered in this section and therefore determines social position. Therefore, criteria for entry to particular occupations which are either attributed with high status in class schemas or which attract comparatively high income will have a significant impact on the degree of social mobility in a society.  This operates inter-generationally in the extent to which these criteria reflect characteristics which are likely to be passed between generations and within generations as a result of the ease or difficulty in any given society of moving between occupations or employment statuses. 

The likelihood of becoming unemployed and the characteristics which make it difficult to move from unemployment into work have been the subject of a substantial literature over the last three decades.  The emergence of this literature has coincided with the dominance of particular approaches to macro-economics which tend to focus attention on the causes of unemployment residing with labour supply rather than labour market demand.  A great deal of research has identified the personal characteristics which make entry to the labour market more difficult.  These are a range of dynamics which will differ in their level of contribution in different social contexts but generally include: ethnicity, age, gender, disability, skills and qualifications, employment history and social networks (Berthoud, 2003; Ritchie, et al., 2005; Sanderson, 2007).

In addition, there is good evidence that experience of unemployment itself becomes a considerable barrier to future employment 
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(Arulampalam, 2001; Blanchard and Diamond, 1994; Gregg, 2001; Machin and Manning, 1999)
.  As such, if, as we know it is, unemployment is more frequently experienced (and for longer) by the lower skilled and people from lower socio-economic groups the experience of unemployment itself becomes both a result of differential opportunities and has the effect of constraining opportunities for upward mobility. Further, what this discussion also implies is that structural change within the labour market is more likely to negatively effect the low skilled, leading to a greater propensity to experience structural (often long-term) as well as frictional unemployment, again constraining future potential for mobility.
The ease or difficulty of transfer between occupations has also been noted as a factor which might determine levels of social mobility (Dex, et al., 2007; Nunn, et al., 2008:40-41) by making it difficult to gain access to occupational routes that would generate mobility directly (through being a proxy-indicator of class) or indirectly (through wages). However, while occupational rigidities may hinder levels of social mobility, it is important to understand the range of institutional and social dynamics which affect them.  If chances to enter occupational pathways in the first place are more equal or if the wage and status differences between different occupations are not so large then it may be that occupational rigidities themselves do not matter so much for social mobility. So while occupational rigidities may be a constraint on mobility, their full impact may depend on a range of other social and institutional factors.

In addition, structural change in the economy will also have an impact on both absolute and relative inter-generational mobility.  This is because structural change often impacts upon the nature of employment and the incomes/status levels attributed to different occupations. For example, industrial change has meant that in many European societies agriculture has declined markedly in importance as an employer and in some countries manufacturing has also become less prominent as an economic sector through twin processes of mechanisation and internationalisation, including the transfer of many aspects of the production process overseas.  This has both reduced the amount of jobs in the manufacturing sector and simplified some of those that have remained while creating new employment in product and process design.  At the same time the number of jobs in the service sector have multiplied.  These changes have radically altered the shape of the occupational structure across many European countries, and following the sociological approach, the class structure also. These changes have therefore led to large changes in the degree of absolute mobility measured in many cases by sociological studies of societies that have undergone these changes. Some also identify patterns of change that may have impacted absolutely on the nature of the income distribution through processes of increasing polarisation and insecurity (Gallie, 1998; Goos and Manning, 2003).

5.2.3 Family-related determinants

Innate abilities and personality traits

There is much research and debate on the relationship between ‘innate’ intelligence and socio-economic status in later life and the causal assumptions that can be drawn from this (Strenze, 2007:402-3).  For example, while there is strong data to suggest that childhood IQ scores for instance are linked to parental IQ scores and high socio-economic status in later life, the debate is over whether this is mediated by parental socio-economic status or is largely independent of this and therefore inherited directly.  Effectively it is about whether achieved socio-economic status is largely merit-based and therefore inter-generational transfer of advantage is down to the inheritance of innate characteristics that are rewarded in a particular society (hard work, ability etc) or the pattern of existing economic inequality.  This debate has been particularly heated in the US and Britain, where authors such as (Gottfredson, 2003; Nyborg, 2003) and Saunders 䘁

(Saunders, 1995; Saunders, 1997; Saunders, 2002) ADDIN EN.CITE  tend to see intelligence as a better predictor of later life outcomes than parental SES and authors such as Bowles and Gintis, Savage, Breen and Goldthorpe 琁

(Bowles and Gintis, 2002a; Bowles, et al., 2001a; Breen and Goldthorpe, 2002; Breen and Goldthorpe, 1999; Savage and Egerton, 1997) ADDIN EN.CITE  who argue the opposite.

d’ Addio 㰁

(d' Addio, 2007: 63-5) ADDIN EN.CITE  reviews the literature on the inheritance of personality traits such as attitudes to work, risk and trusting others.  She finds that there is considerable evidence of the transmission of personality traits between generations, though as with innate abilities it is difficult to discern whether these are inherited or linked to family structures and behaviour and therefore socialisation.  Osbourne-Groves compares explicitly the contribution of personality traits with intelligence on the inter-generational correlation of earnings between parents and children and finds the former much more significant (Osbourne-Groves, 2006). The evidence that family structures and parental behaviours (addressed in more detail below) are significant in generating inter-generational transfer of positive or negative personality traits, raises important questions about meritocracy and the extent to which the state should intervene to ensure equality of opportunities, potentially replacing parental behaviour in order to achieve this. 

Financial and material resources

d’Addio 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2007: 17)
 reports evidence from several studies about the effects of the direct transfer of material wealth from one generation to another in the form of gifts and inheritance.  Here the mechanisms for conferring advantage are clear: differential levels of wealth passed from one generation to another mean that inbuilt socio-economic inequalities are also passed between generations.  However, as d’Addio also shows, studies suggest that there are indirect benefits from this wealth transfer which confer additional advantage above and beyond that accruing from the wealth transferred. This is most likely to be because transferred wealth can be used to invest in human capital development, overcoming the well known failure of capital markets to provide credit for individual investment in education and skills which (despite the evidence to the contrary) are seen as uncertain to reap financial benefits (Bosworth, 2009: 28) (see Section 5.2.4, below). Other causal dynamics associated with asset and wealth transfer include its impact on self-esteem, confidence, positive savings and labour market behaviour and even health benefits (Brynner and Paxton, 2001). 

Additional issues are present in countries with high levels of individual home ownership and class/income based residential segregation. This has the potential to lead to the transfer of housing-related wealth between generations creating an increasing inter-generational divide, especially in access to the housing market and the ability to purchase advantages arising from residential location (such as differential social and cultural capital, access to education and public services) (Department for Communities and Local Government, 2007). Recent research on US data which both summarises the existing literature and undertakes new analysis to control for a range of associated effects (such as residential stability and neighbourhood effects) suggests that parental home ownership during childhood is correlated with a wide range of advantageous outcomes in adulthood such as completion of higher/further education, home ownership in the second generation and indicators of emotional well being (Galster, et al., 2007). 

Social capital

Social capital refers to the quantity and/or quality of relationships arising from a particular social position or group membership and has been promoted most notably in the work of Robert Putnam (Portes, 1998; Putnam, 2000). Putnam draws attention to two distinct forms of social capital. The first; bonding capital, refers to linkages within particular groups who share similar characteristics that determine their cohesiveness and unity. The second; bridging capital, refers to linkages between these groups and across different types of characteristics.  The contribution of social capital to the extent of fluidity and openness in the social structure is though complex.  For example, strong levels of bonding social capital within socio-economic or income groups, or ethnic/racial groups (that map onto different positions in the income distribution) might be associated with very low levels of status/income mobility.  Low levels of social capital linking socio-economic or other groups may lead to limited opportunities for movement between them. Conversely however, strong ties within groups may also offset the negative effects of social inequality, especially where there is relative equality within the social group.  Here the link between social mobility and social cohesion is complex.  Social groups may be so internally cohesive that they limit cohesion in the wider society by creating external barriers between social groups. Here the idea of ‘linking’ social capital can help to understand the ways in which individuals from within one social group might come together with those from a different social group or access resources available outside their own community.
Following on from this, there is a debate in the literature on social capital about whether the changing economic structure and the shift away from manufacturing and Fordist industrial-social structures leads to increased or decreased opportunities. For example, Giddens suggests that the decline of Fordist industry might lead to the reduction in the strength of bonding capital ties within working class communities, leading to greater scope for individual expression of identity and pursuit of individual aspirations, thereby leading in turn to greater levels of mobility (Giddens, 1994). 
However, a great deal of other research, for instance as reviewed by Nunn et al. (2007: 30-32), suggests that in fact there is substantial evidence of the development of social capital within internally cohesive yet socially excluded communities which may confer relative advantages within the community in question but act as a barrier to the pursuit of opportunities outside, it in the wider labour market and education system for example.  Such communities are frequently characterised by worklessness, widespread engagement with the informal economy and sometimes criminality.  Nunn et al. also review research which suggests that there are significant differences between the sort of social capital arising from middle-class and working-class social positions. Typically the former are associated with wider, shallower and more diverse social networks and the latter are associated with stronger, narrower and more homogenous social networks.  Indeed, some research suggests that middle-class social capital is associated with actively pursued strategies to limit access to advantageous social institutions and networks, for example by limiting access to ‘good’ schools (Lucas, 2001). In short the suggestion is that linking social capital may be absent in some social groups – which when combined with relative economic disadvantage and high levels of bonding capital within the group, might lead to constrained opportunities.
Figure 3: Different types of social ties and their effect on mobility
	Extent of Social Ties (no. of networks)

	Quality of Social Ties (links to higher status groups)


	
Partly beneficial for upward mobility or protection from downward mobility

	Strongly beneficial for upward mobility or protection from downward mobility
	

	Lack beneficial opportunities


	Can hamper upward mobility

	


In relation to community sources of social capital they (Nunn, et al., 2008) noted that deprived communities often lack connections to the labour market or have connections only to relatively low paid and often informal or casualised work.  Here the issue of role-models was investigated. While young people from all backgrounds experience connections with potential role models (e.g. teachers, medical practitioners etc) which may incentivise upward mobility, these connections only had this incentive effect where they were ‘activated’ in some way, for instance through a more intensive personal relationship.  As such, young people whose family was situated in networks consisting of professionals or higher-income earners were more likely to have these ‘activated’ and personal connections rather than merely ‘service user’ or ‘transactional’ engagement, again reinforcing differential access to advantageous social capital.
So if homogenous socio-economic groups inhibit social mobility in the ways described above, it is reasonable to assume that inter-class mixing can help to increase mobility. New research from the OECD supports this conclusion suggesting that increasing social mix in schools would have advantageous impacts for children from lower socio-economic backgrounds with very low negative impacts on other groups (Causa and Chapuis, 2009). This suggests that planning and housing policies that create residential mixing and therefore more class-mixed school enrolment could have positive impacts on opportunities for upward social mobility.
Cultural and Informational capital

Pierre Bourdieu argued that differences in the educational attainment of children from different socio-economic backgrounds might be explained as much by differential access to cultural resources as financial resources (Bourdieu and Passeran, 1977). His concept of cultural capital refers to familiarity with the kinds of linguistic, cultural and behavioural codes that predominate within different social groups.  The ability to understand, interpret and use these codes acts as a signal of access to these different groups.  Bourdieu and his followers suggest that social institutions such as education systems and occupations are structured to privilege those that are able to utilise these cultural codes and works against those that have difficulty using them.  The result is that children who are unable to use these codes effectively will be alienated by these institutions and self-select themselves or be selected by others for exclusion from higher levels of the education system and occupational structure (Graaf, et al., 2000: 92-3). There are clear links then between cultural and social capital in the sense that the acquisition of advantageous cultural capital will be promoted by social ties to those social networks that possess a wide range of advantageous cultural capital and socialise their members in the use of it.  Where social networks are narrow, based around homogenous cultural norms and behaviour and where links between them are limited, acquisition of advantageous cultural capital will be a divided and unequal process.

A range of authors have concluded that parental cultural capital is in fact a strong predictor of educational attainment and through this social mobility. They have also suggested that this cultural capital is in itself class based 
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(DiMaggio and Mohr, 1985; Graaf, et al., 2000; Nunn, et al., 2007: 33)
. Indeed, what is striking in the research on cultural capital is the extent it appears to become progressively and relatively more important in its correlation with achieved position in the social hierarchy where parental financial resources are more equal and less associated with differential outcomes (Jaeger, 2007a).  If a broad understanding of cultural capital is employed it might be related to the inculcation of the types of personality traits that are rewarded in any particular perspective such as hard work, deferral of pleasures, risk taking, strong communication, punctuality and responsibility (see above Section 5.2.2).  There are also strong linkages between the possession of particular forms of cultural capital and assortive mating.  For example, Ermisch and Francesconi (Ermisch, et al., 2006; Ermisch and Francseconi, 2002) suggest that people tend to form reproductive relationships with partners of a similar educational attainment status, leading to stronger inter-generational continuity in access to cultural capital.   

De Graaf et al. (2000) suggest that the mechanisms by which cultural capital might be transferred in unequal ways through parental influence include the availability cultural resources (e.g. books) that improve scholastic performance in the home as well as the transfer of communication, linguistic and cognitive skills through parental interaction between parents and children.  
Nunn et al. (2008) undertook research that suggested that differential levels of informational capital such as detailed understandings of the operation of the education system and labour market, conditions the way in which families strategise for their children. This means that one reason why children from more and less advantageous backgrounds may inherit their parents’ social position is simply because of the way in which parents strategise for and position their children in relation to these institutions.  
Family Structure and Family Background
Several aspects of family structure may be important for increasing or decreasing lifetime opportunities and so explaining part of the relationship between social origin and destination.  For example, there is a substantial literature on assortive mating which suggests that individuals form partnerships for reproductive purposes on the basis of broadly similar social or educational status.  The impact of this is to strengthen genetic, cultural, social and asset-based inheritance between generations, thereby accentuating differences between different social groups 
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(Ermisch, et al., 2006; Ermisch and Francseconi, 2002; Lam and Schoeni, 1994; Mare, 2000)
. Holmlund (2007) suggests that there may be important feedback loops in operation here with assortive mating itself being strengthened by educational and social inequality – especially residential and institutional (and thereby physical) separation of young people from different social classes during the years in which couple formation is most significant.
There is also some evidence that family structure plays a role in relation to two-parent and one-parent families.  d’Addio 
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(2007:42-3)
 reviews studies which suggest that children from lone-parent households generally do not do as well as children with two parents in the family home and that inter-generational inheritability of income position is stronger for ‘intact’ families. Nunn et al. (2007:37-8) find similar evidence in the literature but also warn that this correlation is cross-cut in a number of ways by socio-economic inequality.  In their primary research (2008:48-9) they suggest that lone-parent households may inhibit life chances where this reduces exposure to parental support (e.g. time) or through lowering the volume or quality of parental social and cultural capital available to children.  They also found that these limitations might inhibit resilience to negative life events.

5.2.4 Policy and Institutional determinants

Early years services and pre-school care

The evidence presented above suggests that there are some essential aspects of an individual’s life chances that are shaped even before children enter school. This suggests that differences in life chances can to some extent be ascribed to differences in the material, social, cultural, informational and genetic endowments that different family backgrounds transfer to children.  This focuses attention on the very early years of child development and there is extensive evidence that this is where patterns of development of cognitive and non-cognitive skills begin 
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(Esping-Andersen, 2005; 2006; Waldfogel, 2004)
.  So it may be that there is scope for targeting policy interventions at this age group to increase levels of mobility.
Esping-Andersen shows though that it is the design of pre-school care that is particularly important rather than its mere existence and accessibility.  He compares the role of maternal employment and pre-school care in Scandinavia and the US.  He concludes that maternal employment, which is high in both cases, is a key driver of low child poverty in Scandinavia which obviously has an impact on the proportion of children facing very challenging barriers to upward mobility.  But, he concludes, that it is the near universal take-up and the universal quality of pre-school care that is so important in the Scandinavian context because “a crucial part of pre-school stimulation is shifted from parents to centres that do not replicate social class differences” (Esping-Andersen, 2005: 25). Put simply, the state is replacing unequal family influences on early child development for a good portion of the day for a large section of society (the 80% or so of families with working mothers) with equal influences.  This is not the case in the US where other research has shown that variable quality pre-school childcare may actually increase rather than decrease inequalities in life chances (Meyers, et al., 2004). 
So it is important in understanding the role of pre-school care interventions that design matters; good quality universal childcare only helps to combat inter-generational inequalities in the context where it helps mothers to work, is of universal quality and therefore does not allow differential benefits to accrue.  In addition, Esping-Andersen also suggests that maternal employment is only a good thing where it does not lead to long and stressful employment which is damaging to the parent-child relationship.  Here there is empirical evidence that in these circumstances maternal employment can be damaging, especially where it leads to long-hours of childcare in poor quality settings in the first year or so of life (Waldfogel, 2002: 539-41).
Education

The evidence suggests that education is one of the strongest mediating influences between social origins and destinations 
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(Breen and Jonsson, 2005; d' Addio, 2007:39-40)
.  For instance, in the British case Blanden and colleagues find that access to higher education provides a strong mediating relationship between parental background and achieved social position. Their suggestion that Britain experienced declining social mobility is therefore largely explained by a strengthening relationship between parental financial standing and educational attainment up to degree level (Blanden, et al., 2006).  Likewise, research on the United States also suggests that education and the number of years of schooling have an important impact on earnings but are insufficient to explain all of the variation in earnings across the distribution (Bowles, et al., 2001). Holmlund (2007) suggests that increasing educational participation among lower socio-economic groups increased the degree of inter-generational mobility in Sweden. Piraini (2006) produces similar results for Italy, and Blanden’s research on Britain also suggests that there are variations in outcomes that are not solely explained by education. 

There has also been a great deal of research on why education so influences patterns of later life achievement.  For instance, Bowles and Gintis controversially suggested as long ago as the 1970s that schooling is not important so much for the skills it imparts, but because it helps to prepare individuals for the social and non-cognitive demands of the labour market (Bowles and Gintis, 2002) – in short, it provides what are often now called employability skills or transferable skills (Nunn, et al., 2009:122-4).  This builds on the debate in the economic literature about the role of education and qualifications as providing a signal to the labour market about the likely productivity of job applicants, where the debate is between whether employers see education/qualifications as indicating a general set of personality traits likely to be beneficial or a stronger indicator of more specific productivity enhancing skills 
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(Arabsheibani and Rees, 1998; Arrow, 1973; Bosworth, et al., 1996; Brown and Sessions, 1999; Castagnetti, et al., 2005; Chevalier, et al., 2004; Lambropoulos, 1992; Layard and Psacharopoulos, 1974)
. 

Solon (2002; 2004) suggests that inter-generational income mobility reduces in relation to increasing income returns to human capital, the inheritability of income-related personal characteristics and the extent to which investment in human capital is effective.  He also suggests that conversely, inter-generational mobility increases in relation to increases in the progressiveness of public spending on human capital development.  Some support is provided in the Swedish case by Holmlund (2007) who suggests that educational reforms in the 1960s which increased the number of compulsory years in education and deferred the age at which tracking in the education system took place had the effect of increasing the level of inter-generational mobility in incomes.  Importantly she found that this was clearly relative mobility with equal upward and downward mobility effects rather than being about changes to the structure of society.
However, the relationship between education and social mobility is not straightforward and poses something of a challenge (Hout and diPrete, 2004:10-15). If education is such a mediating factor between social origin and destination, why has the widespread expansion of educational opportunities in the post-war period not led to radically greater relative social mobility (Iannelli and Paterson, 2005a; Machin and Vignoles, 2004)?  There are several answers in the literature to this question.  Part of the answer may come in some countries from the differing ability of social groups to take advantage of the expansion of educational opportunities.  For example, there is a substantial and multinational literature on the social fit between less affluent children and the education system. It is argued that this leads to children from less affluent or advantaged backgrounds having greater difficulty in the tasks rewarded by the system when compared to more affluent and middle class social groups (see Section 5.2.3 on Cultural Capital, above).  In addition, Blanden et al. show that in the UK more affluent families have predominantly benefited from the expansion of higher education (Blanden, et al., 2006; Blanden, et al., 2007a). 

There is a long-standing debate on these issues in the UK and US (Haveman and Smeeding, 2006) for example in relation to access to elite Universities for working class children.  However, one mechanism by which this inequality of access might be maintained even in the face of relatively open formal access to educational institutions is through processes of decision making by learners and their families.  As Breen and Goldthorpe (1997) show, children from lower socio-economic backgrounds are rationally more conservative over educational decision-making such as participation in higher education, as a result of lower aspirations and enhanced perceptions of the risk associated with failure. Esping-Andersen (2004:134 note 3) shows that participation might also be lower as a result of an equally rational decision on the part of poorer parents resulting from a desire to encourage financial independence among their offspring at an earlier point than higher education participation might allow.  Others include inequality of access to the resources aside from prior earnings which shape success in the selection processes, such as awareness of the system and access to cultural capital (Haveman and Smeeding, 2006). 

Capital market imperfections also accentuate these difficulties.  This is especially the case where tuition fees or other costs associated with access to longer-term or differential quality of education are involved.  This is because while it is widely accepted that despite there being good evidence that human capital development and education (years in schooling, qualifications and skills) are strongly correlated with income, capital markets view lending for investment in human capital development as risky and therefore there is little availability of this on the open capital markets 
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(Galor and Moav, 2004; Hidalgo Cabrillana, 2009)
.  This is primarily because of adverse selection (Akerlof, 1970): that is capital markets find it difficult to distinguish between high and low ability borrowers and therefore charge interest rates based on the assumptions of low ability and lower long-term earnings. This then prevents the development of a functioning credit market for educational investment and necessitates state intervention either in the form of direct funding for educational provision or in the form of state-run or state-backed credit systems.

In addition to facing negative influences on their choice to pursue continued education, poorer families also face a number of other pressures or barriers which mean that even where they choose to continue to participate they may benefit less from higher levels of education than more affluent groups.  Nunn et al. (Nunn, et al., 2007: 44-5) review literature which suggests that this manifests itself in relation to, for instance, choices related to educational institutions, subject and types of qualification. Choices in relation to these may differ between different social groups on the basis of cultural capital (awareness of the labour market rewards to different types of qualification etc, various degrees of social fit in variously more open and more elite institutions etc) as well as real and perceived financial costs. 

Lucas (2001) relates differences in these respects to what he calls ‘Effectively Maintained Inequality’. Here where levels of education are not universal the socio-economically advantaged will seek out quantitative advantages for their children, such as more years of schooling, college or University attendance.  By contrast, where a level of education becomes more widespread or universal, the socio-economically advantaged will seek out qualitative advantages for their children such as attendance at a ‘better’ school/university or through subject choice.  Corresponding to this, where employers are faced with applicants/potential applicants for jobs with universal characteristics (e.g. secondary education) they may then seek to screen (either weakly or strongly – see above) on particular qualitative differences such as the type of school or university attended or other perceived productivity such as social capital. This would at least partly explain the findings of research on Scandinavian countries, reported above, that suggests that as socio-economic equality has risen so differences in educational attainment and social position begin to be correlated more with indicators of social and cultural capital.  
Employment

In this context, there is fairly widespread agreement about the types of policy intervention which can help generate higher levels of aggregate employment and higher productivity employment. These include a heavy emphasis on providing a stable investment climate, removing unnecessary regulation and ensuring the consistency and transparency of regulation, promoting skills development to enhance human capital and incentivising investment in research and development.  In addition to this, employment policies are generally thought to be most effective where they promote the employability of job seekers through Active Labour Market Policies which encourage re-skilling, active job search and effective personal characteristics (such as time keeping, communication etc).  The precise balance between these types of intervention (e.g. substantial re-skilling versus job search coaching/attitudinal change) is though a matter of much debate (Kluve, 2007).

5.3 Summary

This section has identified three categories of determinants: Social structures, family-related influences and policy related influences on social mobility.  The different determinants which are grouped within these categories are often heavily inter-related to one another but will act in different ways for different social groups and in different historical and social contexts.  
What is clear though is that there are important path-dependent dynamics which cut across these factors.  For example, early childhood development is influenced by parental behaviour and the home environment which may have strong social-economic or income-group characteristics. This not only impacts differentially on early child development which might have status/income group influences but also conditions how children then go on to be able to benefit from the education system, and through this institutional process to differential labour market positions.  The same is true for the transfer of financial resources and assets.  As such the ways in which these determinants are linked together, while difficult to precisely quantify, also appear to have important cumulative effects where institutions are not successful (either by error or design) in creating counter pressures toward greater equality.  This means that advantages and disadvantages at birth may become amplified by relationships to contextual social structures and by the effects of policies and institutions in such a way as would explain the differences in the level of inequality and its persistence across generations.
What this suggests is that while an important part of the explanation for individual life chances lies in the family – usually thought of as the private rather than public sphere – policies and institutions can and do make a difference.  As such, there is scope to design policies and institutions which reduce inequality and increase social mobility.  The way in which policy and institutional characteristics interact with different social structures is investigated further in the case studies.

6 Summary of Case Studies
6.1 Introduction

The five case study countries were selected to offer an insight into the relationship between social conditions, family structures and policy and institutional factors on the one hand and levels of social mobility on the other.  The aim therefore was to explore how national differences in the social and institutional factors discussed above lead to different levels of social mobility and therefore to highlight the types of institutional and policy changes that might encourage higher levels of social mobility, as well as understanding better the constraints on the possibility for policy to have an impact. The case study countries chosen therefore reflect a variety of social and institutional conditions.  The factors explored in the case studies were in the main drawn from the literature review reported here and in other reviews 
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(d' Addio, 2007; Nunn, et al., 2007)
.  The case study findings, summarised below and in greater depth in the Appendix, do not prove causal relationships between policies or social conditions and social mobility but they do help to illuminate what the nature of some of these complex causal relationships might be.
6.2 Comparison of the different case studies

6.2.1 Social Mobility in the Case Study Countries

The different levels of social mobility in the case study countries is presented in Figure 4 which demonstrates the measured level of earnings persistence across generations.  It is based on inter-generational measures of earnings mobility and the lower the bar the higher is the estimate of inter-generational mobility. Notwithstanding difficulties in data comparability, it shows that among our case study countries Denmark appears to be the most mobile with around 15% of earnings variation in the parents’ generation being passed onto to children and the UK appears to be the least mobile with around 50% of earnings differences being passed on to children.  Germany ranks in the middle of this spread with Italy having apparently similar low levels of mobility to those of the UK. Data for Romania was not available.
Figure 4: Persistence of earnings across generations in European and North American Countries
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 for all countries except Italy where data from Piraino (2006) is used, following the approach in d’Addio 
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(2007: 33)
. 
Figure 5 shows the correlation between income inequality and inter-generational income persistence in selected European and North American countries, including our case studies, except for Romania where income persistence data is unavailable.  The most mobile countries appear lower on the vertical axis while the most equal countries appear toward the left on the horizontal axis.  The line shows that there appears to be some sort of relationship between income inequality and inter-generational mobility.  While cannot reveal any causal relationship it suggests that the more equal countries are also the more mobile and/or vice-a-versa. It again suggests that our case studies were well selected as they demonstrate a range of positions in the distribution from Denmark which is both the most equal and apparently the most mobile among the selection, Germany which appears mid-way between the extremes on both measures and the UK, closely followed by Italy which is both highly unequal and less mobile.
Figure 5: Income inequality and inter-generational mobility in European and North American Countries
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 for all countries except Italy where data from Piraino (2006) is used, following the approach in d’Addio 
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(2007: 33)
. For income inequality (Gini) data is from OECD (2010a).
Inequality rose in the UK dramatically between the mid-late 1970s and the mid 1990s and rose across the whole period between the 1980s and mid 2000s in both Germany and Italy. This is characteristic of broad trends across the whole of the OECD. In Denmark inequality also rose during the two decades from the mid 1980s onwards but in contrast to the UK this was more pronounced in the latter decade when UK inequality fell slightly.  Comparable estimates for Romania suggest that income inequality rose dramatically between 1990 and the mid 2000s and is now on comparable levels with Italy and the UK.

Of course the last two to three decades have seen widespread socio-economic changes in virtually all our case study countries.  This is perhaps most pronounced in Romania and Germany where transition from communism to capitalism and re-unification (effecting the similar transition) respectively have had a profound impact.  In Romania the effect of this transition has been to transform the socio-economic structure, with notable features being the decline in job security and status for urban unskilled and semi-skilled occupational groups, a large migration toward rural employment (and self-employment) in small scale (sometimes subsistence) agriculture, the out-migration of younger skilled groups to other countries in Europe and the creation of a new extremely wealth socio-economic group who were able to benefit from the rapid privatisation that took place during transition.  In Germany, unification has been accompanied by rapidly rising levels of income inequality.  Less extreme changes resulted in the UK from measures introduced in the 1980s and partially continued in the 1990s to make the UK labour market in particular more flexible as part of a wider strategy to increase economic competitiveness.  Italy has also witnessed more recent attempts to increase international competitiveness through welfare and labour market reform but has also been characterised for much of the period by frequent changes of government which may have hindered the consistency of policy reform.  One notable feature of the Italian case is the very low level of female employment in comparison with the rest of the case study countries which is partly characteristic of cultural differences and the greater role of the family in welfare and domestic service provision when compared to Germany, Denmark or the UK. 

Several of the case study countries suffer from large internal spatial inequalities.  In Germany this is manifest in particular between the former West and East Germany, in Romania it is notable between urban and rural areas and in Italy (and to a lesser extent the UK) it is notable between Northern and Southern regions.  
6.2.2 Pre School provision
The discussion above suggests that there may be some relationship between the level, design and quality of pre-school care available to families with children below school age.  Figure 6 and Figure 7 show the proportion of children under three and between three years of age and school age who are cared for in formal and informal childcare settings on either a part-time or full time basis in different European countries (case study countries are highlighted). It shows that Romania and Germany have comparatively low levels of children in childcare before the age of three. Italy shows as a mid-ranking country at around the EU average but discussions during our field-visit to Italy suggested that much of this care will be on an informal basis.  The EU has a target of 33% of all under-3s to be in childcare by 2010 and the UK exceeds this but the vast majority of this is on a part time basis.  

Figure 6: Proportion of under threes in informal and formal childcare by selected European Countries (2009)
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Source: Eurostat, Indicators of Social and Living Conditions, retrieved 8th July 2010. Case study countries highlighted.
Denmark stands out as having a particularly high level of pre-school care for the under-threes at well over 70% and the vast majority of this is on a full time basis.  What is also notable about the Danish example is that it is internationally recognised as being of high quality and involves a high degree of socio-economic mixing in the same childcare settings. Discussions during our visit to Denmark also highlighted the prominence of childcare in public policy debates and some specifics of design.  For example, until very recently the emphasis has been on purely child-led play-based activities and it is still based largely on play.  Moreover, recent changes have reacted to public and political concern that packed lunches brought from home allow some children to have a differential experience of pre-school care and as such the same food is now provided to all children, thereby demonstrating embedded cultural concerns with the role of pre-school care as partly being about facilitating equality between children from different socio-economic backgrounds.  

Figure 7 shows that by age three the proportion of children with some access to childcare is much higher in all case study countries, though neither the UK or Romania exceed the EU’s 2010 target of 90% of over threes being in childcare.  Again Romania lags the European average and again the UK is notable for having a greater proportion of childcare available on a part-time only basis. By age three Germany has similar levels of childcare availability/usage to Denmark, but again Denmark is notable for having a much higher level of full-time care. The OECD publishes alternative data taken from the same database which shows that informal childcare often makes up the gap in countries where access or take-up of formal childcare is low.  So for instance Romania has one of the highest levels of use of informal care in the EU for pre-school age children (OECD, 2010b: Charts 3.2 and 3.3). In other countries, policies to promote maternal employment and support the family mean that there is relatively low use of child care until the age of three but this does not act as a detriment to female labour market participation.  Finland is an example of this.
Figure 7: Proportion of 3 year old - school age children in informal and formal childcare by selected European Countries (2009)
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Source: Eurostat, Indicators of Social and Living Conditions, retrieved 8th July 2010. Case study countries highlighted.
There are several determinants of childcare take-up such as supply, cost, availability of maternity pay, cultural norms, the extent of female labour market participation and the quality and nature of care on offer.  A full investigation of these factors is beyond the scope of this report.  However, Immervol and Barber (2006) consider some of this data, where available, and suggest that both Denmark and Germany have relatively low costs for pre-school childcare in terms of the cumulative effects of fees, out of pocket expenses and the effects of rebates, tax reductions and benefits. The UK by comparison has relatively high costs, except for lone parent families for whom net-costs are much lower.  

Case study visits revealed a number of recent changes and concerns. For example, in Germany there have been several legislative attempts to increase the supply and take-up of pre-school care but there are inequalities in take-up on socio-economic and ethnic grounds (migrants are less likely to take up care at a young age).  In Romania the effects of transition and budget pressures had been reduce take-up in the early transition period and there is continuing concern about a relative lack of provision and take-up in rural areas and among some minority ethnic communities (particularly the Roma).  In Italy, the highly decentralised and devolved system means that there is concern about spatial variation in supply, affordability and take-up with the situation appearing to be more encouraging in the Northern than Southern regions. In Germany availability is greater in East Germany than West Germany for historical reasons.  There is also concern that the availability, costs and design (e.g. hours available) of childcare is a barrier to maternal employment, especially among lower socio-economic groups, where low maternal employment is particularly important.  In the UK the availability and costs of pre-school childcare has been a central concern in relation to early childhood development and child poverty and several policy reforms have been introduced to expand the availability of childcare before school age to ensure more families are able to have two parents in employment and also to help lone-parents work.  These have been partially successful but childcare provision remains a barrier to reducing child poverty.

6.2.3 Education and VET provision

The links between education, training and social mobility in the discussion in Section 5.2.4 are clear.  In many countries educational achievement appears to be very strongly correlated with socio-economic status in later life.  In all countries there are strong relationships between educational attainment and employment/unemployment and income (e.g. see Table A6.4a OECD, 2009a).  However, educational attainment also seems to be strongly related to socio-economic background.  
Figure 8: Education spending as a % of GDP (2007)
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Source: EUROSTAT, tsdsc510.
The case study countries have quite different educational profiles in terms of inputs, structures and outcomes. In terms of inputs Denmark, the most mobile country among our case studies has by far the highest level of overall spending as a proportion of GDP (Figure 8).  This remains the case when comparative spending per pupil is taken into account but is much less marked, especially in relation to the UK (Figure 9).  In Romania spending per pupil is very low at less than E1,500. Spending in Germany and Italy is around the EU average per pupil and slightly less than that as a proportion of GDP.  Denmark also has the highest school expectancy rate or the number of years that students will spend in education (Figure 10).
Figure 9: Spending on all levels of education per pupil in Eur PPS (2007)
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Source: EUROSTAT, tps00067. Figures for Romania are 2005.  
In terms of educational structures, the discussion above suggests that early educational tracking has a negative impact on social mobility.  Tracking is present in all the case study countries. In Denmark tracking occurs at age 15.  In Romania and Germany tracking occurs at age 10 and in Italy it occurs at age 14.  Comparisons of each country show that there are other differences within the approach to tracking that may matter.  For example, comparisons of Germany and Italy suggest that teacher recommendations are much less important in Italy than they are in Germany where they often seen as difficult to object to. In both Germany and Italy both the respondents views and the academic literature indicated that the ‘tracking decision’ is highly correlated with parental socio-economic background however and several potential causal explanations were offered:

· Teachers and parents may seek to avoid families having to pay out of pocket expenses where they think that they will not be able to afford them.

· Parents from lower class backgrounds may lack the confidence to argue for a higher track placing or may not always appreciate the differential rewards that result from it.

In Denmark, research suggests that the role of the welfare state and comprehensive education may be compressing the link between income inequality and educational attainment.  Returns to education are very low in Denmark and this conditions both the rewards that arise from a place in the higher track and the relationship between parental income and selection between tracks.  However, even in Denmark there appears to be a continuing relationship between parental background and tracking with indications of social and cultural capital (including a family preference for education) becoming more important as the role of income declines. As such, while differences in social position are smaller than elsewhere and levels of education are comparatively high, differences in achieved social position still appear to be related to family background and use of the education system. Moreover, in all countries where tracking was in place this was seen as a key institutional mechanism by which later life chances were decided even if the differences in later life chances were relatively more compressed; as in the Danish case.

In the UK where tracking was abolished in the 1960s other mechanisms for inequality within the education system are present including what amounts to a ‘market’ for school places in the form of housing market dynamics in the recruitment areas around ‘good’ schools, at least partially encouraged by the publication of ‘league tables’ of school performance data. In addition, there is a comparatively large private sector. 

Another variable feature of the education systems in each case study country was the costs and financial support associated with Tertiary Education.  The OECD breaks this down into three model types of arrangement.  Denmark is characteristic of the first model where very low or no tuition fees being combined with generous public support for students through both grants and loans and as the OECD puts it this funding model is associated with an educational culture that sees participation in tertiary education as a “right rather than a benefit” (OECD, 2009a: 248).  This group of countries tend to have high tertiary participation rates. While it is difficult to accommodate in this typology Germany is probably also closest to this first model though there are some fees charged in some Lander for access to tertiary education.  These are combined with generous family support and student subsistence grants/loans. The UK is characteristic of the second model where comparatively high access costs for students is combined with relatively generous public support for students in the form of grants and loans. A third model includes high student access costs and low student support and is not present in European countries. The fourth model is characterized by low student access costs and low grants/subsidies and low levels of student enrollment (below 40%).  Italy is present in this group.  Though not in the OECD Romania probably best fits in this last group, though its tertiary system does have some features of the second. This is because it operates a dual system whereby the majority of students are state financed and pay no fees while receiving low but significant levels of subsidy in relation to accommodation, subsistence and transport costs.  A smaller but very significant proportion of students receive no state funding and are charged varying fees by their institution up to about half the level charged in the UK.  Students can move between state and self-financing status based on their performance, especially after the first year.  

In all the case study countries there were substantial inequalities in access to tertiary education, though this was less so in Denmark than the others, partly owing to the very high level of take-up (in excess of 70%).  In the UK, take-up has been rising but at the same time status gaps have opened up within tertiary education based on type of institution and subject choice. Similar dynamics have begun to emerge in Italy after recent reforms which have created a large expansion in the system, especially in new subjects and types of qualification that the labour market does not seem to value as highly as traditional tertiary qualifications.  In Germany the combination of early tracking, the well developed vocational system and rigid occupational structures (see below) mean that there is a great deal of concern about inequalities in access to higher education.  While take-up of tertiary education in Romania is rising quickly it is less than 40% and very unequally distributed between students from different socio-economic and educational backgrounds. 
Figure 10: Average expected years in education (2008)
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Source: EUROSTAT, tps00052.  
An interesting aspect of the outcome of the education system in relation to social mobility is its relationship to the social structure of the labour market, particularly in relation to the likelihood of experiencing unemployment and the earnings-returns that education generates. Table 1 shows the rate of employment by broad level of education in the case studies (except Romania).  It shows that there are large employment penalties for not completing secondary education in all countries but that these are particularly severe in Germany and Italy. It also shows that there are large differences in employment rates in all case study countries according to the level of qualification.  Consideration of this data also shows that possession of tertiary level qualifications is very effective at protecting against changes in the labour market with the level of employment being much more stable than for people without this level of qualification, across all case study countries.  However, it also shows that the education-employment gap is lower in Denmark than in the other countries, particularly Germany where it is particularly high.  

Table 2 shows the rates of return to different levels of education in the selected case study countries and in the OECD as a whole.  It suggests that there are higher differential rates of return to education in Italy, Germany and the UK than in Denmark which stands out as having comparatively low levels of return to educational levels in comparison to the OECD average.  Across all countries though, qualifications attract wage premiums.  Though Romania doesn’t feature in comparator datasets previous research suggests that returns to education are uneven and while strong at tertiary level, they are weak lower down the skill system which may help to explain low completion rates.
Vocational education and training might also be linked to the opportunities for access to higher socio-economic positions in two ways.  First, the extent of VET in an economy might be thought to be linked to the shape of the socio-economic hierarchy with economies with higher levels of training having more room in higher status occupations and income groups than economies with a low skills equilibrium.  Secondly, higher levels of training might be expected to lead to more widespread – and therefore equal – access to training. However, across both of these dimensions the quality and intensity of training matters. Figure 11 shows the level of expenditure on employer training in the case study countries as a proportion of labour costs.  It shows that among the case study countries Denmark is a relatively high spender on employer provided training.  When it comes to the number of employees undertaking training Denmark and the UK are around the EU average, Germany and Italy are slightly below it and Romania is a long way below the average. This is despite the legislative provision in Romania being in place to mandate employer training.  Fieldwork respondents suggested that the gap between legislation and reality in Romania is mainly due to a lack of funding and enforcement. On the other hand in Denmark, the system is well funded and supported by a tripartite funding and management system. 

Table 1: Employment rates by educational level in case study countries

	geo\time
	
	2002
	
	2003
	
	2004
	
	2005
	
	2006
	
	2007
	
	2008
	
	2009

	EU (27 countries)
	Below Upper Secondary
	47.4
	(i)
	47.6
	(i)
	47.1
	(i)
	47.5
	
	48.1
	
	48.6
	
	48.1
	
	46.2

	
	Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education
	68
	(i)
	67.9
	(i)
	67.9
	(i)
	68.4
	
	69.3
	
	70.2
	
	70.6
	
	69.1

	
	Tertiary
	82.6
	(i)
	82.6
	(i)
	82.6
	(i)
	82.7
	
	83.2
	
	83.8
	
	83.9
	
	82.9

	EU (25 countries)
	Below Upper Secondary
	47.9
	(i)
	48.1
	(i)
	47.7
	(i)
	48.1
	
	48.7
	
	49.3
	
	48.7
	
	46.6

	
	Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education
	68.5
	(i)
	68.2
	(i)
	68.1
	(i)
	68.7
	
	69.6
	
	70.6
	
	71.1
	
	69.5

	
	Tertiary
	82.8
	(i)
	82.7
	(i)
	82.6
	(i)
	82.7
	
	83.2
	
	83.8
	
	83.8
	
	82.8

	EU (15 countries)
	Below Upper Secondary
	50.8
	(i)
	51
	(i)
	50.7
	(i)
	51
	
	51.6
	
	52
	
	51.2
	
	49

	
	Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education
	70.2
	(i)
	70
	(i)
	70
	(i)
	70.7
	
	71.5
	
	72.3
	
	72.4
	
	70.9

	
	Tertiary
	82.7
	(i)
	82.7
	(i)
	82.7
	(i)
	82.7
	
	83.2
	
	83.8
	
	83.8
	
	82.8

	Denmark
	Below Upper Secondary
	58.8
	
	59.1
	
	60.4
	
	59.4
	
	61.1
	
	64.2
	(b)
	64.6
	
	62.3

	
	Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education
	79.7
	
	78.5
	
	78.5
	
	78.8
	
	80.2
	
	81.8
	(b)
	81.5
	
	78.6

	
	Tertiary
	86.6
	
	84.8
	
	86.3
	
	86.2
	
	87.1
	
	87.6
	(b)
	88.8
	
	87.3

	Germany
	Below Upper Secondary
	43.6
	
	42.6
	
	40.7
	
	42.5
	
	44.3
	
	44.9
	
	45.9
	
	45.6

	
	Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education
	69.8
	
	69
	
	68.2
	
	70.1
	
	71.7
	
	73.6
	
	74.7
	
	74.6

	
	Tertiary
	83
	
	82.9
	
	82.6
	
	83.4
	
	84.7
	
	86
	
	86.4
	
	87

	Italy
	Below Upper Secondary
	45.3
	
	45.7
	
	46.3
	(b)
	46
	
	46.4
	
	46.5
	
	46
	
	44.5

	
	Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education
	64.8
	
	64.9
	
	66.9
	(b)
	66.8
	
	67.9
	
	67.9
	
	67.9
	
	66.5

	
	Tertiary
	81.8
	
	81.2
	
	81.5
	(b)
	78.5
	
	78.2
	
	77.7
	
	78.5
	
	77

	Romania
	Below Upper Secondary
	43.8
	(b)
	43.8
	
	40.3
	
	39.6
	
	39.6
	
	40.3
	
	41
	
	42

	
	Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education
	64.3
	(b)
	65.1
	
	66.2
	
	63.8
	
	64.9
	
	63.9
	
	63.5
	
	62.2

	
	Tertiary
	82
	(b)
	81.5
	
	85.2
	
	84
	
	86.1
	
	85.8
	
	85.7
	
	84.1

	United Kingdom
	Below Upper Secondary
	61.8
	
	62.2
	
	61.7
	
	61.5
	
	60.5
	
	60.1
	
	56.2
	
	54.1

	
	Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education
	78.2
	
	78.1
	
	77.2
	
	77.1
	
	76.9
	
	76.7
	
	75.1
	
	72.4

	
	Tertiary
	87.3
	
	87.4
	
	87.4
	
	87.4
	
	87.3
	
	87.2
	
	85.3
	
	84.2


Eurostat: Employment rate, by highest level of education attained - [tsdec430], accessed 08 November 2010.  :=Not available i=See explanatory text b=Break in series.  

Table 2: Returns to different levels of education in case study countries

	 
	 
	 
	Below upper secondary education
	Post-secondary non-tertiary education
	Tertiary-type B education 
	Tertiary-type A and advanced research programmes
	All tertiary education

	
	
	 
	 25-64
	25-34
	55-64
	 25-64
	25-34
	55-64
	 25-64
	25-34
	55-64
	 25-64
	25-34
	55-64
	 25-64
	25-34
	55-64

	Denmark
	2006
	Males
	82
	80
	83
	92
	44
	94
	112
	118
	111
	140
	112
	152
	133
	113
	143

	
	2006
	Females
	84
	77
	81
	85
	40
	92
	115
	127
	111
	127
	122
	134
	126
	123
	131

	
	2006
	M+F
	82
	81
	81
	97
	45
	104
	115
	122
	112
	128
	110
	142
	125
	112
	136

	Germany
	2007
	Males
	90
	91
	93
	109
	118
	111
	133
	127
	131
	167
	152
	160
	158
	148
	151

	
	2007
	Females
	84
	74
	68
	114
	112
	121
	109
	120
	110
	174
	159
	169
	159
	153
	161

	
	2007
	M+F
	91
	89
	93
	107
	109
	103
	131
	119
	148
	172
	151
	169
	162
	146
	164

	Italy
	2006
	Males
	73
	88
	65
	m
	m
	m
	m
	m
	m
	178
	130
	189
	178
	130
	189

	
	2006
	Females
	74
	81
	57
	m
	m
	m
	m
	m
	m
	143
	130
	104
	143
	130
	104

	
	2006
	M+F
	76
	91
	61
	m
	m
	m
	m
	m
	m
	155
	124
	146
	155
	124
	146

	United Kingdom
	2007
	Males
	69
	68
	70
	m
	m
	m
	124
	112
	115
	153
	148
	147
	145
	140
	137

	
	2007
	Females
	70
	67
	74
	m
	m
	m
	139
	131
	149
	199
	191
	200
	181
	179
	183

	
	2007
	M+F
	70
	72
	70
	m
	m
	m
	127
	116
	123
	169
	160
	161
	157
	151
	148

	OECD Average
	
	Males
	79
	83
	74
	108
	102
	113
	123
	119
	122
	167
	145
	181
	156
	139
	168

	
	
	Females
	75
	76
	70
	105
	104
	114
	128
	123
	130
	164
	155
	175
	153
	146
	163

	
	
	M+F
	78
	83
	71
	107
	102
	111
	123
	118
	127
	162
	144
	178
	152
	138
	164


Source: OECD Education at a Glance 2009, Indicator A7. M= missing data.
Figure 11: Spending on Employer Training
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Source: Continuing Vocational Training Survey 3, CEDEFOP.
6.2.4 Welfare services and labour market policy

Table 3 shows a range of summary labour market indicators for each of the case study countries.  It shows that in terms of employment rate the case study countries fall into two groups with Denmark, Germany and the UK having relatively high rates of employment and female employment, low unemployment and inactivity.  This group also has relatively high labour productivity, especially Germany.  However, Denmark in particular has witnessed declining labour productivity over the last five years at the same time as the UK has experienced increasing labour productivity.
Table 3: Selected labour market indicators 
	
	Total Employment Rate (July 2010) 
	Female Employment Rate (July 2010)
	Unemployment Rate (July 2010)
	Inactivity rate (2010 q1)
	Labour Productivity per hour worked (2009)*
	Gender Pay Gap (2008)**

	EU (27 countries)
	64.6
	58.6
	10
	29.1
	87.5
	17.6

	EU (25 countries)
	65
	58.9
	10
	28.6
	91
	17.8

	EU (15 countries)
	65.9
	59.9
	9.9
	27.6
	100
	18.3

	Denmark
	75.7
	73.1
	7.3
	20.6
	95.7
	17.1

	Germany
	70.9
	66.2
	6.9
	23.0
	109.4
	23.2

	Italy
	57.5
	46.4
	10
	37.6
	89.9
	4.9

	Romania
	58.6
	52
	10.8
	37.7
	36.6
	9

	UK
	69.9
	65
	8.5
	24.9
	97.9
	21.4


Source: Eurostat, *= data for UK is 2008, ** = Data for EU 27 is provisional.

The second group: Italy and Romania has lower levels of unemployment and suffer from particularly high rates of inactivity.  In addition, Italy has a very low level of female employment, though the pay gap is much narrower, a result of the gender-employment gap being mainly among lower paid workers.  While Italy has lower levels of labour productivity than the first group it is much closer to that than Romania where productivity is very low.
Measures of employment policy show that there are differential levels of employment protection with both Germany and Italy having much higher levels of employment protection than the UK (see Table 4).  Despite being vaunted for having a low level of employment protection than much of Europe, Denmark is closer to Italy and Germany than it is the UK.  Comparable data is not available for Romania, but research suggests that Romania has one of the most protective systems in Europe.  Data on spending on labour market measures to help the unemployed back to work shows that Denmark is again the most generous, followed by Germany and Italy who are above and below the European average respectively and then the UK and Romania who have very low levels of labour market policy spending as a proportion of GDP.  The position of the UK is notable here because while the overall level of spending is low it is strongly oriented toward ‘active’ as opposed to passive measures.
Table 4: Employment Policy Indicators in Case Study Countries

	
	Protection of permanent workers against (individual) dismissal
	Regulation on temporary forms of employment
	Specific requirements for collective dismissal
	OECD employment protection index
	Tax wedge on labour cost(2008)
	Estimated Spending on ALMP % of GDP (2008)

	EU 27
	
	
	
	
	39.9
	1.60

	EU 25
	
	
	
	
	39.9
	n/a

	EU 15
	
	
	
	
	40.8
	1.69

	Denmark
	1.53
	1.79
	3.13
	1.91
	38.2
	2.43

	Germany
	2.85
	1.96
	3.75
	2.63
	46.6
	1.91

	Italy
	1.69
	2.54
	4.88
	2.58
	43
	1.21

	Romania
	2
	2.9
	4.4
	2.8
	40.9
	0.27

	UK
	1.17
	0.29
	2.88
	1.09
	29.7
	0.51


Source: EPL Indicators are OECD; Data for Romania are from (Ciuca and Mladen, 2008: p6). Labour cost and ALMP spending are from Eurostat.  
All case study countries have attempted a move toward a greater use of private sector providers of employment services over recent years, with this being most complete in Germany, the UK and Denmark.  It is unclear, as yet, what the long-term impact of this shift might be in terms of both improving transitions from benefit dependency into work and then from entry level employment to career progression. However, it is notable that this is a continuing problem in both Germany and the UK with either occupational rigidities and/or inequality gaps (in terms of not just income but also job security) creating substantial barriers.  Denmark is notable because it is held up as the ideal type model of ‘flexicurity’ within the EU.  ‘Flexicurity’ refers to the combination of labour market flexibility in terms of regulation at the same time as measures designed to promote employment, rather than job, security through strong investment in ALMPs, supportive welfare benefits and training.  While it is true that Denmark is characterized by some of these features it is very noticeable that its EPL rating is far higher than that of the more flexible countries as is its spending on labour market policy, including much more generous welfare transfer payments than the more flexible countries (such as the UK in our sample).  Romania is notable because it combines high levels of employment protection with very low spending on education, training and ALMPs, thereby making it characteristic of the opposite of the flexicurity model.
While the relationship of these policy institutions to social mobility is hard to establish with any certainty, it is likely to be the case that measures which prevent dropping out of the labour market, combined with open occupational structures must help to promote occupational mobility.  However, the discussion above shows that by the time individuals enter the labour market they are already on pathways that are difficult to break and tend to have a large impact on their later social status.  As such, it is important that labour market policy is integrated with educational policies to ensure more equal transitions into the labour market.
6.2.5 Disadvantaged groups

Respondents were asked to identify groups that were felt to be at particular disadvantage.  A remarkably similar list arose from these discussions across all case study countries.  This list typically included the low skilled, ethnic minorities (though the specific ethnic minorities differed for the different countries and was often associated with recent immigrant communities), disabled people, children in low income households and disabled people. In all countries there was some element of disadvantage that accrued from living in areas suffering from spatial disadvantage. In Germany this was manifest in differences between West and East Germany, in Romania between urban and rural environments, in Italy between North and South and in the UK in the form of very deprived neighbourhoods in both urban and rural areas.  
The case study countries also demonstrated two very different approaches toward dealing with disadvantaged groups.  On the one hand is the approach typified by the UK with a range of hghly targeted policy interventions designed to help very specific disadvantaged groups in the tax system, education system, labour market and social policy.  On the other hand is the approach typified by Denmark where there is a much stronger emphasis on the provision on universal services and welfare provision.  It was not clear which of these approaches was most successful. The targeted approach has the advantage that benefits are tightly focussed on those that require them, thereby avoiding displacement and substitution effects, but has the drawback that it contributes to social difference and perhaps acts as a further barrier to mixing between groups from different socio-economic groups. The universal approach has the merit that it promotes mixing and reduces stigmatisation, but there was some concern expressed in the Danish case that this universal provision may leave some groups even more excluded where they cannot access this.
7 Discussion and Conclusions
7.1 Why increased social mobility is desirable

Inter-generational social mobility is desirable on a number of grounds:

· Equity – The principal of equality of opportunity is widely accepted, but it is clearly not applied where children from some social backgrounds inherit considerable advantages or disadvantages which condition their life chances even before they are born. Even in the most egalitarian and mobile countries the inheritability of advantage and disadvantage is considerable.

· Fairness – Equity in starting points does not imply necessarily that all individuals will be equally rewarded over the period of their life time.  However, some guiding principle for how later rewards are distributed is desirable and fairness is a widely accepted means by which these should be viewed, though it should be noted that ‘fairness’ itself is difficult to define.  However, the idea that merit (had work and ability) should be rewarded is widely accepted and again suggests that facilitating mobility (from equal starting points) is desirable.

· Efficiency – A society where talents and hard work are rewarded is efficient because individual talents and aptitudes are more likely to be applied to be allocated where they can have best impact. This means that social mobility may be good for economic growth.
· Cohesion – Many of the characteristics of an immobile society also suggest a socially divided society. Inter-generational advantages and disadvantages based on social or ethnic background are likely to breed not just segregation but mistrust and resentment. Many of the ways in which mobility might be increased are related to generating more opportunities for people and groups from different backgrounds to come together. Further, evidence on perceptions of social justice suggest that social and economic structures which reward effort and ability on the one hand and control the level of inequality on the other, are perceived as just.  It is notable that the countries with highest levels of social mobility are also those where higher levels of social trust are reported.
While it is not possible to identify an ‘optimal’ level of social mobility, it is possible to see that there are clear variations between countries and that in all countries there is a strong inter-generational pattern of disadvantage and advantage.  It may be that it is not possible to eradicate this completely and that there are firm limits to the extent to which it is desirable for the state to intervene in pursuit of these goals. For example, it would generally be undesirable, and may have other negative consequences, for parental influence not to have any impact on children’s well being; after all in such a situation what is the incentive to nurture children?  However, all countries might do more to ensure that they have a policy and institutional framework which works to correct inter-generational inequality without crossing this boundary.  This does though lead to the conclusion that the ‘optimal’ level of social mobility is very much a social and political decision about the type of society that a country aspires to.
7.2 Contemporary Context

During the course of this project Europe has been affected by the word-wide economic slowdown and recession that unfolded from the middle of 2008.  Many countries in Europe have experienced declining output and most have experienced a reduction of working hours and increase in unemployment also.  A comparison of institutional ‘buffers’ suggests that some institutional designs and policy-responses to the recession have been successful in partially insulating the labour market from changes in output (Leschke and Watt, 2010a).  However, to the extent that unemployment has risen, it tends to be manifest first and longest among the low skilled or social groups that already face disadvantage.  This may mean that poverty has, or is likely to become, more widespread and intense, and in some countries inequality will have risen also (Leschke and Watt, 2010b).  Where this is the case, the first long-run effect of the recession in terms of social mobility is likely to be to exert a negative influence on inter-generational mobility rates.  

A second major effect of the recession has been to highlight long-term adjustments in growth rates between macro-regions in the global economy.  While Europe and North America have suffered negative effects in terms of output and employment, some parts of East Asia and Latin America have been less effected.  Therefore the recent crisis may have accentuated longer-term trends in the shift of economic power and shares of output. For example, during 2008 the proportion of world GDP produced by the ‘west’ fell below 50% for the first time since the late 19th Century. In this context questions about the sustainability of the various European Social Models become even more pertinent and link also with the considerations of the preferred economic model.
7.3 Policies which might facilitate social mobility

The discussion above of generic determinants of social mobility, drawn from the literature (see Section 5) and the discussion of the social and institutional features of the case study countries (see Section 6 and Appendix 2) suggests that policies and institutions can have a bearing on the level of social mobility in a particular country.  While there is not a wholly conclusive evidence base, the following policy design suggestions do appear to be associated with increasing inter-generational equality and social mobility: 

· Inequality and poverty – the evidence suggests that inequality and poverty can constitute barriers to social mobility.  Policies which compress the income/wealth distribution, especially at the extremes, can help to promote social mobility.

· Pre-school childcare – the evidence seems to suggest that pre-school care can have a positive influence on social mobility but several specific design elements are crucial:

· Provision must be universal or as near to universal as possible.

· User fees must be affordable at the low end of the earnings distribution.

· Provision must be of high and consistent quality to prevent some social groups from gaining more than others.

· Hours of provision must be appropriate to enable maternal employment.

· Ideally, provision would enable different children from different socio-economic backgrounds to mix in a single setting.

· Education policy – Well funded education systems are important but money is not everything. There are several aspects of system design that are of crucial importance for inter-generational mobility:

· Universal enrolment helps to avoid some social groups from missing out on the positive educational influences on social mobility altogether.

· Ideally, educational systems should allow different social groups to mix in the same school and class settings. Socially segregated schools or selection appear to be a barrier to upward mobility.  Where there is existing social segregation resource models that favour disadvantaged groups, schools and areas may be able to make a positive difference.
· Early tracking constitutes a barrier to upward social mobility and does not seem to increase overall attainment either.
· User-fees can constitute a barrier to access and where they are in place need to be either affordable or matched by subsidised loan systems to overcome credit constraints.

· Residential segregation/segregation in the use of public resources – The evidence suggests that segregation of socio-economic groups residentially or in their use of key public services such as education has negative effects in terms of inter-generational mobility and equality.  As such housing, planning and public service delivery policies which lead to more social integration would have benefits in terms of social mobility. This is also where the crucial relationship between social mobility and social cohesion is at its strongest.
· Openness of career structures – closed career structures which do not allow occupational mobility may be a barrier to mobility, equity, efficiency and productivity.  Policies to promote the transferability of qualifications and to enable retraining to promote occupational mobility would help also to promote social mobility.
· Welfare and employment policies – welfare policies which either disincentivise work or lead to extreme inequality/poverty can be a barrier to upward mobility. There are several design elements which appear to be important:

· Welfare and benefit payments also need to avoid placing people in poverty or accentuate inequality.

· Welfare and employment services need to bridge the gap between jobs to ensure employment security.
· Welfare and benefit payments need to ensure there are incentives to work.
· Availability of retraining opportunities – labour market change can be rapid and can generate structural changes to the nature of social stratification and individuals need to be able to access training to facilitate career and job transitions.  The availability of substantive retraining opportunities can help to promote absolute and relative upward social mobility or protect against downward mobility.  Countries with higher levels of spending on active labour market policies and training tend to have higher social mobility.
7.4 Policy mechanisms and frameworks
Many of the policies listed above would seem at first glance to be expensive or difficult to introduce in some countries because of the degree of political or social change that would be required.  As such, there may be several changes in the nature of policy making and institutional design that would make such transitions easier and would facilitate positive linkages between policy domains:

· Consultation and involvement in decision making: the inclusion of a wide range of social partners, such as employers and trade unions as well as others (like voluntary or community sector groups) in the policy making and management process might help to ensure that a wide range of views and perspectives are taken into account.  This would help to protect particularly vulnerable groups and may help to ensure that inequality is kept in check.

· A comprehensive framework of policy evaluation and monitoring: policy evaluation and monitoring processes which include an ex-post and ex-ante focus on the impact of policies and institutions on inequality might help to continually highlight the issue and thereby make it harder to implement or maintain interventions which increase inequality.

· Peer scrutiny at the European level: several policy domains (macro-economic policy; employment policy, social inclusion policy; innovation policy) have some form of oversight at the European level which helps to ensure that European strategies are implemented and common objectives are pursued. One or more of these existing approaches might be altered to ensure that states have to monitor and account for their progress against an equality indicator.

· A rights-based approach: there is extensive debate about the issue of human rights and whether these include social rights such as the right to education, good health and healthcare and basic welfare.  Such an approach is radical at the global level where there are cultural differences over the basis for rights and their extensiveness.  However, in the context of Europe where such ideas are more readily accepted and already enshrined in the European Social Charter, there may be scope to consider:

· How the list of policies above might inform the future development of the charter, for instance in relation to extending the right to education to good quality, consistent and universally accessible childcare.
· Whether the European Social Charter might include a right to an open society or to inter-generational equality of opportunity.

· How existing provisions in the charter such as the right to education or various aspects of the right to employment might be interpreted as providing the basis for the types of policy measure set out above.

7.5 Policy Guidelines
Insert draft Recommendation.
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7.6 Denmark

7.6.1 Introduction

Denmark consistently appears not just to be comparatively mobile ሁ

(Corak, 2006) ADDIN EN.CITE  but also to be one of the more equal countries in Europe 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Danish Ministry of Social Welfare and Prevention, 2008; Förster and d'Ercole, 2005; Hansen, 2007)
. As such, Denmark was chosen as a case study for the first qualitative data gathering visit. 

The case study fieldwork in Denmark included respondents with expertise on social mobility itself as well as aspects of social policy which might be thought to impact upon it (following the findings set out in Nunn, et al., 2007; Nunn, et al., 2008).  The findings below are also supported by relevant literature identified by respondents and the responses to the online consultation.

7.6.2 Pre-school provision

The availability and nature of pre-school provision is cited as one of the potential explanations for high levels of both equality and mobility in Scandinavian countries.  It is certainly the case that the Nordic countries are alone in the world in their very high comparative spending on childcare before the age of 3.  Two further evidence-based conclusions combine with the high level of spending to suggest that the provision of pre-school care may have a very decisive effect on equalising individual life chances.  First, there is a growing body of evidence that a large proportion of early development takes place from birth to age 4 or 5.  Second, formal good quality child care outside of the family (after age one) appears to act as a boost to this (Esping-Andersen, 2007).

Pre-school care is universally available in Denmark for free from ages 0-3 in childcare and ages 3-6 in kindergarten. The system is very unstructured and centred on play.  Until 2004/5 there was no curriculum and children were encouraged simply to play and to follow their own preferences.  Since then a play-based curriculum has been introduced with much controversy. The rationale for this was described as an egalitarian state-driven attempt to improve social fluidity, but came up against opposition from professional groups who resented the limits it placed on their autonomy and who argued strongly for the benefits of more unstructured opportunities for child development.

The causal dynamic at work here appears to be a combination of universal provision and take-up combined with class mixing; the result being that the state effectively provides an equalising parental substitution role for all children, limiting the extent to which advantage can be conferred on higher-class groups (Esping-Andersen, 2004).  Respondents largely concurred with this, identifying universal free provision, social mixing and the availability of wrap-around care from 6.30/7am until 5.30pm, allowing mothers to work either substantial part-time hours or full time.  Respondents suggested that these aspects of service design and delivery mean that pre-school care helps to secure greater social equality by more or less universally replacing the parental role for large parts of the day.

However a number of problems were also identified by respondents.  Despite the near universal take up of provision, and a discernible pattern of social mixing in pre-school childcare and education, there remains concern that some outsider groups make less use of this provision or are not able to fully benefit for it for example lower levels of take up among some less educated groups and the continuing effects of parental difference in the time outside of formal care (Deding, et al., 2007). The only constraint on social mixing indicated by respondents was residential separation, though this was not reported as a very widespread or generalised problem due to the lower levels of residential segregation than elsewhere. Choice-based class segregation was not reported as a feature of pre-school provision in Denmark, in the way that is in less mobile and equal societies.

7.6.3 The education and VET system

There are also thought to be strong links between educational inequality and later inequality in the labour market and this often has inter-generational dynamics. This appears superficially to be the case for Denmark as in other countries 㰁

(Davies, et al., 2002; Jæger and Holm, 2007) ADDIN EN.CITE .  Compulsory education in Denmark ends at age 15, after which young people choose to go into the academic track, the vocational track or to drop out of education altogether.  Around 50% choose the first option while 35% pursue a vocational education and the remaining 15% leave education altogether.  This is important because completing the academic stream of secondary education is a pre-requisite for access to Higher Education.  As such choices at age 15/16 may restrict the opportunities for future occupational mobility (Jæger, 2009:3).  However, it is possible and not unusual for young people to switch between vocational and academic tracks (Browning and Heinesen, 2007: 418).

Jæger and Holm (2007) consider educational choices at this stage and contrast the Danish experience with that of liberal (e.g. Anglo-American) mobility regimes.  They suggest that in contrast to the UK and USA inter-generational inequality in educational attainment in Denmark is determined more by parental cultural and social capital than it is by income when compared with the liberal regimes.  While these factors are centred around the family, the explanation offered for the divergence with the liberal regime is the relative lack of economic returns to education and substantial state-led income redistribution.  This does not, though, suggest that income returns to education are wholly unimportant in educational decision making in Denmark (for example see: Jaeger, 2007b). In sum, while the pattern of educational inequality may appear similar for the Scandinavian and liberal regimes the actual inter-generational mobility effects may be very different: indeed one possible interpretation of this is that the very nature of social stratification is different in Denmark and other Scandinavian states when compared to countries with more market-based liberal economic, social and institutional structures. 

In addition, studies of inequality in educational outcomes suggest that decisions to stay in and complete secondary education are becoming less correlated with parental background in Denmark over time.  This provides some evidence to indicate that the long-term operation of the comprehensive and universal welfare state may be having an impact on educational equality (Jaeger, 2007a).  One contributing factor here may be the comparatively low level of class-based segregation in the Danish school system.  This has been shown to lead to higher average attainment and lower levels of inequality (Rangvid, 2007). Interestingly, research (Jaeger, 2007a) appears to suggest that the declining importance of economic capital in determining inter-generational outcomes has corresponded with the increasing importance of some forms of social and cultural/informational capital.

Respondents to our fieldwork also suggested that there are important institutional and cultural dynamics operating within the compulsory education system up to age 15.  They suggested that teachers are often guided by objectives of cohort equality rather than the individual exceptionalism that is often promoted as the ideal in liberal educational regimes. 

Lifelong learning and the availability in particular of Vocational Education and Training (VET) was seen by one respondent as facilitating job-to-job transitions and therefore some degree of occupational mobility while in the labour market. This is largely through VET in the labour market, which is brokered through a tripartite agreement and training levy.  This may be one reason why Denmark has one of the highest levels of VET take-up and spending in the world and a culture which is positive toward training on the part of both employers and employees (Mailand and Lyhne Ibsen, 2009). Indeed, the level of employer expenditure on VET is more than twice that in the UK, which by comparison has a much lower level of social mobility (Hogarth, et al., 2009). 

7.6.4 Welfare and employment services

The much vaunted Danish Flexicurity system (Jørgensen and Madsen, 2007) was seen by several respondents to be only partially able to facilitate job entry for socially excluded groups.
  Active Labour Market Programmes (ALMPs) are an essential aspect of the flexicurity model (Andersen, et al., 2009).  However, respondents disagreed over the extent to which Danish ALMPs provided an effective route into active labour market participation for disadvantaged and excluded groups. Several reasons were cited for suggesting that ALMPs may not always work well for disadvantaged groups, including their lack of quality in comparison with the VET system – meaning that those already in the labour market get more access to training to increase their human capital than do unemployed or inactive groups. A further negative aspect of ALMPs was cited as their increasing variability of quality and scope which results from local contracting (Lyndsay and Mailand, 2009). In addition, the training and educational quality of provision available through ALMPs has recently been questioned (Jørgensen, 2009). 

Notwithstanding this however, the level of expenditure on ALMPs in Denmark is comparatively high and much higher than in some of the countries, such as the UK and the US, that rank as having lower levels of social mobility (Kluve, 2007).  In addition, despite the Danish model of flexicurity being so vaunted because it apparently mixes the flexibility of Anglo-American liberalism with Scandinavian protection, it is notable that the level of Employment Protection Legislation (EPL) is much higher than in the liberal countries and about half way between these counties and the most protective Scandinavian country; Sweden. Added to this, the benefit replacement rate (generosity of benefit payments in comparison to wages) is relatively high and indeed is set to be a proportion of the individual’s annual salary over the previous year (Andersen and Svarer, 2007).  All of this is much more generous than the kind of welfare regimes in liberal countries, which also have lower levels of mobility and higher levels of inequality.

Respondents suggested that relatively relaxed Employment Protection Legislation in Denmark may have helped relative ‘outsider’ groups such as migrants benefit from the high demand for employment in recent years but it was not yet clear at the time of the fieldwork whether this trend would continue. Respondents for example noted some anecdotal reports of difficulties in providing welfare to work services to A10 migrants since the onset of the current economic crisis.

7.6.5 Disadvantaged groups

The current National Strategy Report on Social Insurance and Social Protection (Danish Ministry of Social Welfare and Prevention, 2008) suggests that despite generally low levels of poverty and inequality, several groups are over-represented among low income groups: the unemployed, immigrants and the self employed.  The report also suggests that Denmark has relatively low levels of persistent long-term poverty with most people able to exit poverty.  The National Reform Programme, which sets out employment policy objectives under the Lisbon economic reform process, suggests that the following are the most disadvantaged groups in Denmark in terms of employment: older workers (aged 55+), black and minority ethnic groups (BME) and disabled people (Danish Government, 2008). Respondents largely concurred with this list but also added homeless people, substance mis-users and people with low skills and argued that problems of multiple deprivation and exclusion, as well as simply low income, were the main problems.  In sum, respondents suggested that some excluded groups may not be able or be unwilling to access the generous support available through the Danish welfare state as a product of a wider social and cultural exclusion from the norms and values of Danish society (Danish Ministry of Social Welfare and Prevention, 2008:12).

The current recession does not yet seem to be negatively affecting disadvantaged groups such as BME groups to any disproportionate extent, though the overall unemployment rate has risen rapidly. This may be limited by the sectoral composition of the crisis – ie affecting construction and manufacturing where BME groups are not present to any great extent.  

7.6.6 Case Study Summary

Denmark stands out, alongside some of its Scandinavian neighbours, as having higher levels of social mobility than elsewhere in both class and income terms. The case study, consisting of responses to the survey, fieldwork with selected respondents and sectoral experts in Denmark and a brief and selective review of relevant literature suggests that there may be some identifiable causal reasons for the relative social fluidity in Denmark.  First, again like other Scandinavian countries, Denmark is a comparatively equal country.  A number of mechanisms underpin the importance of this for relative mobility. First, more equal social conditions imply that there are smaller differences in the capacities of families to invest in their children in what are increasingly thought to be the crucial early years of child development (Esping-Andersen, 2006). Second, we know that short-range mobility is more frequently achieved than long-range mobility.  Third, since decision making behaviour is at least partly responsive to both risk and incentives, it may therefore be unsurprising that comparatively more mobility is possible in a country where there are shorter distances to travel (up or down) between income/class groups.  Related to this, the heavy direct and indirect (e.g. state spending on universal services) redistribution in Denmark (Esping-Andersen and Myles, forthcoming) may help to relieve fears about downward mobility and enable greater upward mobility in ways that help to mediate the differential effects of Relative Risk Aversion that are shown to impact on class-based educational decision making (Holm and Jæger, 2008). The effect of this may be to promote lower levels of class-based segregation residentially and in the use of key universal services such as pre-school care, the compulsory education system and choices exercised within it.

In all of the areas of welfare or social policy that we considered (e.g. Pre-school childcare/education, the compulsory education system, welfare and labour market policy) the Danish state is typically more active than those states with demonstrably lower levels of social mobility such as the UK and US (Esping-Andersen and Myles, forthcoming).  

The Danish case study offers some support to Esping-Andersen’s contention that cross-national differences in social mobility are at least partly influenced by different welfare, market and institutional arrangements and that these have both direct and indirect effects.  Indirectly, the institutional conditions in Denmark may create less inequality before the redistributive role of the welfare state kicks in.  This means that families are able to confer less differential advantages on their offspring.  Second, the direct interventions of the welfare state through high levels of taxation and the provision of generous and universal services: particularly childcare, comprehensive education, welfare benefits and support to get back into work once unemployed, help to further equalise what advantages families are able to pass on.  

The case study also reveals strong cultural affinities for minimising inequalities that are deeply embedded in institutional practices, such as teacher attitudes to unequal attainment or access to active labour market policies.  While it is difficult to prove the contribution of these factors in quantitative terms, a qualitative assessment would suggest that they must have a combined effect which helps to explain why mobility rates are comparatively high in Denmark by international standards.

7.7 The United Kingdom

7.7.1 Introduction

Social mobility has become a high profile political and media issue in the UK following the publication of research by Jo Blanden and colleagues which suggested that mobility had declined for cohorts born in the 1970s in comparison with those born in the late 1950s. This was seized upon in many public debates to suggest that social mobility had fallen as a result of very recent policy trends, when clearly this is not necessarily the case. However, the research has triggered protracted political and media interest in the subject and there have been a raft of research projects and inquiries into mobility and related issues, as well as an independent Commission on Social Mobility and a government sponsored Panel on Fair Access to the Professions.

While the public debate is dominated by conclusions drawn (in some cases erroneously) from the research of Blanden and colleagues 攁

(Blanden, 2004; 2005; Blanden, et al., 2006) ADDIN EN.CITE  which indicate that relative rates of social mobility (as measured by earnings mobility of fathers and sons) have fallen, this is by no means the accepted position among researchers.  Blanden and colleagues themselves first acknowledge that the observed results in their own work arise from very long-term changes rather than the results of recent policy interventions over the last decade. Second, perhaps the leading figure in the sociological tradition of social mobility research has repeatedly used different datasets to show that relative mobility rates have been remarkably stable over the period since the second world war (Goldthorpe, 2004; Goldthorpe and Mills, 2008). Third, other researchers in the sociological tradition suggest (Lambert, et al., 2007) that contrary to either Blanden or Goldthorpe, social mobility in Britain, viewed over the very long-term, can actually be shown to be gradually but very slowly increasing.

While debates over changing patterns of social mobility in the UK over time may at times be misleading, it does appear that cross-national comparisons generally suggest that, in contrast to the Danish case study, the UK is less mobile than many other European countries.  Similarly and again in contrast to Denmark, the UK appears also to be a very unequal society in cross-country comparisons 攁

(Department of Health, 2010; National Equality Panel, 2010: 52-6; OECD, 2008a) ADDIN EN.CITE . 

This case study is based entirely on a brief survey of the relevant literature on the topic of social mobility in the UK.  However, it is structured around the same framework as the other case studies to aid comparability. 

7.7.2 Pre-school provision

There are several well known studies on the impact of social class background on early development and educational attainment, which suggest that patterns of later life chances begin to become set very early on in the UK.  For example, Leon Feinstein compared IQ test scores of two groups of children from high socio-economic status backgrounds and two groups from low socio-economic status backgrounds. The first group from either background scored highly in IQ tests at age 22 months, while the latter group from either background scored lower.  The groups were then tracked until age 10 by which time the two high SES background groups converge toward relatively high IQ scores while the two relatively low SES background groups converge to levels below those of the high SES groups (Feinstein, 2003). Waldfogal (2004) shows that there are a variety of influences on these dynamics in the UK.  She suggests that there are three sets of influences on later success and which are amenable to policy interventions: child endowment, parents/home environment and pre-school care/education.  Ermisch shows that differences in parental income are strongly associated with variation in parenting practice in a way that confers advantage on children from more affluent backgrounds (Ermisch, 2008). 

Tackling child poverty has been a key aspect of the previous Labour government’s policy agenda over the last decade.  This has included a wide variety of policy initiatives such as redistribution through the tax credits system to low income families with children, enhanced rights to (unpaid) parental leave, the expansion of child care with some state support for low paid families through the tax system, a highly regulated Foundation stage curriculum to be pursued in pre-school care (Qualifications and Curriculum Authority and Employment., 2000) and the roll-out of the Sure Start programme.  Successive reviews of policies toward reducing child poverty tend to suggest that extending the availability of free or cheap and good quality child care is central to ensuring more parents can work and for longer is central to achieving success.  However, while much has been done to extend free child care to all children from age 3, this is most often on a part-time basis and therefore does not always fit with the requirements of the labour market (Harker, 2006).  Childcare has also been seen to be the key to enabling both partners in a couple to work, thereby combating the significant problem of ‘in-work’ poverty (Tripney, et al., 2009). This concern has underpinned moves by the government to ensure that all primary schools offer ‘extended services’ which provide childcare either side of the school day between 8am and 6pm, though these are often commercially provided and are usually charged for.

Based on an understanding of the need to promote early educational development, improve the quality of services in deprived areas and the likely long-term social and economic benefits the Sure Start Programme was announced in the late 1990s (Bynner, et al., 1999). The programme was influenced by findings from the evaluation of the similar Head Start programme in the United States and was initially targeted at the most deprived areas but was later rolled-out nationally in the related Childrens’ Centres programme. Sure Start and Childrens’ Centres provide a range of services to families with pre-school children ranging from pre-birth parenting classes, parental support, childcare, health and educational interventions and skills/employment services to parents (particularly mothers).  This programme has been robustly evaluated in one of the largest ever policy evaluations in the UK. The various findings from this evaluation suggests that the Sure Start Programme is having advantages for early child development, with the most recent report using a quasi-experimental design to suggest that children in Sure Start areas exhibit better social development and higher levels of positive social behaviour by age 3 than similar children living in equally deprived areas without Sure Start provision (National Evaluation of Sure Start, 2008), though earlier reports suggested that the least affluent groups were benefiting less from Sure Start provision than more affluent families living in Sure Start areas (National Evaluation of SureStart, 2005).

7.7.3 The education and VET system

There is a comparatively strong link between educational attainment and achieved position in the income and class distributions in the UK (Delorenzi, et al., 2005). There also appears to be a very strong link indeed between social class or income group origins and educational attainment.  Government data continues to show large differentials in educational attainment all the way through the compulsory education system between pupils from more and less affluent backgrounds.  For example, 11 year olds eligible for Free School Meals (often used as an indicator of parental class background) are around twice as likely as other pupils not to reach basic standards in English and Maths (MacInnes, et al., 2009:55-60).  Several other authors have used the British Birth Cohort Study to show how parental earnings became a stronger predictor of the likelihood of gaining a degree for cohorts born in 1970 compared to those born in 1958 (Blanden, et al., 2005; Machin and Vignoles, 2004).  

One of the key causal mechanisms related to these patterns may result from school choice and social class segregation in the UK.  To begin with there remains a substantial private school system in the UK which enables affluent parents to effectively purchase advantage for their children in the education system(Sullivan and Heath, 2003).  Private schools typically have smaller class sizes, better attainment outcomes and are often associated with spending more time on coaching students for entry to elite universities.  On top of this however, there is a great deal of choice and variation within the state education system and prices in the housing market are commonly held to reflect at least in part perceived differences in school quality that arise for example from differential school access to good quality teachers (Sullivan and Whitty, 2005: 62).  Indeed Gibbons and Machin investigated the premium that proximity to a well regarded school may have on property prices in London and found that this was very substantial indeed, being in the order of £60,000 (or around three to four times average median income) in 2004 compared to an area in the catchment area of a school regarded as weak (Gibbons and Machin, 2008).  To the extent that such differences in house prices are related to variation in school quality they are often seen as generating barriers to entry to ‘good’ schools for pupils from less affluent backgrounds and therefore being a barrier to social mobility. This is coupled with substantial evidence that a combination of sorting effects operating through the labour and housing markets has led to increasing spatial/residential segregation on class and income grounds since the early 1970s (Hills, 2007). 

As a consequence there is a heated debate on the future of schools admissions policies (Comprehensive Future, 2007), with some Local Education Authorities controversially piloting ‘lottery’ based systems similar to those used in the United States.  These are not, though, widespread and the variety in types of school in the UK mean that decisions over schools admissions policies differ in different areas and within areas between different types of school and are able to include selection on a variety of grounds such as ‘aptitude’ for a particular area. There is some concern among some critics that this is in effect selection on the basis of proxy-indicators for class background.

In addition to parental income/class having a strong predictive relationship with educational attainment, indicators of education such as qualifications and years of schooling also strongly correlate with lifetime earnings in the UK 턁

(Adnett and Slack, 2007; Blundell, et al., 2004; Walker and Zhu, 2003) ADDIN EN.CITE .  For example research undertaken by Price Waterhouse Coopers for Universities UK showed that having a degree level qualification confers an average of £160,000 benefit over a working lifetime compared to those with A-Level (intermediary) qualifications (Universities UK, 2007).  This is combined with evidence that it is more affluent groups that have benefited the most from the expansion of places in higher education over recent decades (Blanden, et al., 2006).  Indeed, even when they get to University, students from lower socio-economic groups are more likely to drop out (Johnes and McNabb, 2004), do worse than the wider cohort (Smith and Naylor, 2001) and there is also some evidence that where they do graduate they don’t have the same labour market advantage as the wider cohort of graduates (Smith, et al., 2000). This difference of experience reinforces the sense that there is a circularity to inequalities in the UK which maybe partially reinforced by the education system with children from more affluent groups achieving better results in the education system and then in turn gaining earnings advantage from this. In this context, other research suggests that while increased and comprehensive access to education over the post-war period may have helped to promote absolute mobility it has not been able to effect relative mobility or social fluidity (Iannelli and Paterson, 2005a; b). 

A wide range of policy initiatives have been targeted at raising the educational attainment of children from lower socio-economic groups.  These have included area-based targeting of investment and reform at schools in disadvantaged geographical areas and more recently measures to attempt to tailor education to individual needs, as well as ‘Widening Participation’ in Higher Education. However, evidence on the causes of differences in attainment by socio-economic background suggests that many of these reforms would not, and as it turns out, have not worked in terms  of equalising attainment between different social groups principally because they have not addressed the wider drivers of inequality that lay outside of the educational system 䘁

(Vincent, 2001; Whitty, 2008; 2009) ADDIN EN.CITE  or in the ability of middle-class parents to manipulate advantages through their engagement with the education system 䬁

(Burgess and Briggs, 2006; Burgess, et al., 2004; Vincent, 2001) ADDIN EN.CITE . Research also suggests that inequality between different class positions affects decision making processes and strategies toward education that restrict the occupational and educational progression of children from working class backgrounds 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Connor and Dewson, 2001; Forsyth and Furlong, 2003; Whitty, 2001)
. 

Still other authors suggest that even where children from working class backgrounds progress in the education system to Higher Education, they are likely to face further more sophisticated barriers to inter-class mobility. These hierarchies of universities and subject choice: a stratification within which people from less affluent or lower Socio-economic class backgrounds tend to be toward the bottom of the system (Reay, et al., 2010; Van De Werfhorst, et al., 2003).  Other authors suggest that the whole culture of the education system, especially at University level, privileges a ‘middle class’ social and cultural identity, which excludes people from working class backgrounds (Reay, 2001). 

Once in the labour market, data on access to training also suggests that it is difficult to move from low-paid and/or working class occupations to higher-status and middle class occupations. For example, Nunn et al. (2008) found that while access to Further Education provided a good opportunity for people to access skills that could enable them to move between social exclusion and social inclusion through obtaining stable employment, this would be unlikely to lead in most cases to inter-class mobility. The exception to this is where individuals enter academic vocational education (A-Levels) with a view to entering Higher Education (University) which could broker access to professional occupations, but is not taken up to the same degree by those coming from lower socio-economic backgrounds.  

In a comprehensive overview of the literature on employer training activity, Hogarth et al. (2009) suggest that while employers in the UK report that they undertake comparatively high incidences of workforce training than their European counterparts, the relative intensity, extensiveness, spending on and quality of this training is relatively low in comparison to much of the rest of Europe. They also show that it is most likely that those with already high levels of skills and qualifications are more likely than others to be offered employer-facilitated training.

7.7.4 Welfare and employment services

The UK has developed a distinctive approach to the provision of welfare and employment services over recent years, usually denoted as Welfare to Work and positioned as a middle-way between US workfare and more generous Scandinavian welfare regimes.  The emphasis in Welfare to Work is on both providing support to enable jobseekers to access the labour market, but also ensuring that they do so through a range of conditionality measures. This is based on the underpinning assumption that employment is the only sustainable exit route from poverty and social exclusion. In doing this, the UK Welfare to Work system makes a great deal of use of a wide variety of targeted (at both areas and particular social groups) Active Labour Market Policies (ALMPs). These tend to be focussed principally on activation and encouraging jobsearch rather than providing more substantive training (Meager, 2008).  Over time, the conditionality aspect of this strategy has come more to the fore in an attempt to overcome problems of large-scale economic inactivity (Department for Work and Pensions, 2009). 

As a result of the emphasis on activation in UK ALMPs rather than training, levels of spending on labour market policy and ALMPs in particular is low compared to other OECD and European countries. That said, the proportion of UK labour market spending which is focussed on ‘active’ rather than passive measures is higher than any other country in the OECD, reflecting the comparatively low levels of benefit transfers in the UK (Meager, 2008). The UK also has a very low level of employment protection relative to most European and OECD countries, with the third lowest level of protection in the OECD (OECD, 2008c). 

7.7.5 Disadvantaged groups

There are highly formalised definitions of disadvantaged groups in the UK. Public policy priorities are set by Public Service Agreements which define particular social problems which are to be the subject of headline public policy interventions and set targets to be achieved.  These PSA targets define different disadvantaged groups in relation to different areas of public policy and different points in the life cycle.  For example PSA 9 clearly targets all children living in poverty which implies interventions targeted at the whole family.  PSA 11 targets educational attainment for children from disadvantaged backgrounds and PSA 8 targets a range of social groups facing disadvantage in the labour market, including: disabled people, lone parents, ethnic minorities, people aged 50 and over, the 15 per cent lowest qualified, those living in the most deprived local authority wards (HM Treasury, 2007). 
7.7.6 Case Study Summary

The UK stands out, with the United States, in international comparisons of social mobility as markedly less mobile than some other countries, notably the Scandinavian states.  While social mobility has become a significant political issue over recent years it is far from certain whether the UK is becoming less mobile or maintaining longer-term trends of persistent low mobility. Again, like the US and in contrast to the Scandinavian countries, the UK also stands out as a comparatively unequal society. In this latter regard it seems that the UK has become more unequal over time, since the 1970s, albeit with a period between the late 1990s and the mid 2000s when these increases in inequality abated.  

Looking across a range of stages in the lifecycle it appears that there are strong assumptions that can be made about the types of factors which may lead to low levels of social fluidity.  These extend from inequality of parental resources (financial, social and cultural), differential access to public services (particularly education) and disadvantages in the labour market.  Cutting across these different issues is the degree of class segregation socially and residentially and this also appears to have increased over time.
  In summary, what this indicates is a direct contrast to the case of Denmark where strong economic, cultural and institutional pressures exerted equalising forces on society across the lifecourse and interaction with the public sector. In the UK, there are strong pressures toward inequality across these different engagements, often inspite of policy measures designed with the intention of generating greater equality.

7.8 Romania

7.8.1 Introduction

Evidence of the extent of social mobility in Romania is scarce. There appears to be only one article published in academic journals on inter-generational mobility and this is very difficult to access.  It is therefore very difficult to estimate what the level of social mobility in Romania is.  Indeed, it is only in the last twenty years that comprehensive datasets for the measurement of poverty and inequality have been developed (Stanculescu and Pop, 2009).

It is difficult to address issues of poverty, inequality and certainly inter-generational inequality in Romania without heavy emphasis on the experience of transition from a planned to a market-based economy which took place from the early 1990s onwards. Our respondents highlighted the complexity generated by this transition in terms of understanding social mobility. The transition created new social groups and completely changed the structure of stratification in Romanian society.  Specific social groups were able to extract substantial benefits from the transition process (e.g. privatisation) while other previously privileged groups (e.g. the urban industrial working class) faced a considerable decline in security and employment.  Combined with high levels of out-migration of the younger skilled population and internal migration toward rural areas by older groups (and facilitated by post-socialist land-reform) this means it is hard to understandrelative inter-generational mobility within standard class structure models (e.g. the Goldthorpe scheme).  In income terms it might be more straight-forward to estimate broad patterns in the nature of social mobility that might be assumed in view of the data on incomes, poverty and inequality that are available. In particular, falling real wages, rising inequality and rapid stratification may make overall levels of mobility high but with a large part of this having been downwards into lower income groups.  Much of this would appear in fact to be absolute change in the shape and structure of the income distribution rather than being a change in the relative potential for mobility within it.  However, for social groups such as the Roma who appear to occupy a severely excluded position, there are good reasons to think that possibilities for upward mobility are highly constrained and that this will lead to high levels of poverty and low levels of upward mobility.  It is also important to note that the transition to a market economy has been succeeded by other profound shifts which have in some cases further accelerated trends generated by the earlier transition.  For example, accession to the European Union has added considerable further emphasis to patterns of out-migration of the skilled working-age population.

Following transition, Romania faced severe economic problems.  For example, GDP per-capita initially fell dramatically, then followed an uneven pattern only reaching 1990 levels by the mid 2000s (Gheorghiu, et al., 2004:13; Stanculescu and Pop, 2009:180).  Unemployment rose dramatically and absolute poverty on a range of different measures also rose rapidly (Gheorghiu, et al., 2004). At the same time the employment rate fell dramatically after the mid-1990s (Eurostat) and income inequality rose with the Gini index rising from 0.23 to 0.32 between 1990 and 2005 (1 equals perfect inequality and 0 equals perfect equality).
  In addition, there is considerable concern that these changes have been accompanied by the development of a significant severely excluded socio-economic group organised on racial/ethnic lines. For example, the Roma population of Romania faces substantially higher rates of unemployment, poverty, ill-health and discrimination ！

(European Union, 2009; Gheorghiu, et al., 2004:35-6; Magyari, et al., 2001) ADDIN EN.CITE .  In addition to these measurable dynamics, many of our respondents suggested that following the current global economic crisis, poverty will have expanded rapidly in Romania.

7.8.2 Pre-school provision

Pre-school provision in Romania is variable depending on location. In large urban centres state-run pre-school education is available from age 3-6/7 when children start their compulsory education. Eurostat data suggests that around 8% of under threes are in pre-school care, rising to 61% by age 3-school age. Recent data from the Romanian National Statistics agency suggests that the enrolment rate at over 3 is much higher at 81% (Romanian National Institute of Statistics, 2009).   Access in rural areas is problematic with many areas not having coverage due the difficulties in providing services to spatially dispersed communities. (UNESCO, 2006). Changes in the nature of pre-school provision since transition may have impacted negatively on the availability and take-up of pre-school provision. Following transition budget pressures meant that substantially fewer places were available, quality declined and financial responsibility transferred partly to users(Fong and Lokshin, 2000:3), though it was noted that there has been a partial recovery in capacity and quality since then.

Small user-fees are charged for meals and associated ‘additional’ activities in pre-school care.  While small in international standards, in relation to average wages they are significant and may constitute a barrier to access for poorer families. Research undertaken for World Bank indicated that lower user-fees may induce higher take-up and potentially maternal employment (Fong and Lokshin, 2000). Differences in employment rate and accessibility suggest that the main cleavages in terms of use of pre-school care is between the urban and rural populations and between ethnic Romanians and the minority-Roma population, in each case with the latter having take-up.

7.8.3 The education and VET system

There has been a comprehensive period of reform of the Romanian education system since transition, which Stoica categorises in four phases: (1) Deconstruction (1990); (2) Stabilisation (1991-2); (3) Restructuring (1993-6); (4) Systemic Reform (1997 onwards).  This was aided by several externally financed and jointly developed projects, notably funded by the World Bank and European Union (Stoica, 2003). 

Compulsory education in Romania runs from age 6-16.  Primary education runs from ages 6-10.  Lower high school (Gymnasium) runs from grades 5-8 and upper secondary school runs from grades 9-10 and is based on three tracks (academic, technological and specialisation). Like in pre-school provision, the post-transition experience has been one of a declining number of available places and declining roles, at least partly due in this instance though to falling numbers of children. While there has been some recovery in school enrolment after the early years of transition, there are still wide geographical variations in school enrolment, with rural enrolment being much lower than urban enrolment (Zaman and Stanculescu, 2006). There is also concern about increasing polarisation of continuation rates in education and that those who are successful are increasingly likely to migrate, leaving behind an increasingly poorly educated population, especially in rural areas. This is doubly problematic because respondents suggested that this makes the recruitment of appropriately qualified teachers in rural areas very difficult, suggesting that not only is take-up lower but the quality of education may also be inferior. 

Poor levels of enrolment and attainment are particularly marked for Roma (Zaman and Stanculescu, 2006). The OECD have in the past marked inequality in retention and progress as a marked weakness of the Romanian education system (Ivan, et al., 2000).  More recently the World Bank has noted that the complexity of incentive structures related to education, with significant economic returns to tertiary education, while returns to lower levels of education are weak, mitigating against decisions to continue in education and perhaps explaining comparatively low levels of completion (World Bank, 2008). Comparison of levels of spending on education also show Romania to be among the lowest spenders in Europe as a proportion of GDP (Ciuca, et al., 2009:170).

Schlict et al. (2010) show that inter-generational educational inequality in the post-socialist countries of eastern Europe is strongly effected by the extent to which there is universal access to pre-school care and the degree of tracking in secondary school. In relation to the former, universal access has strong equalising implications whereas the latter has the opposite effect.  In the case of Romania they suggest that inheritability of educational attainment is among the lowest of all European Countries. For example the researchers use 2006 PISA data to compare pupils performance in maths compared with their parents educational attainment.  This comparison shows that is the level of attainment of children in maths in Romania is less effected by the level of attainment of their parents than in all other countries in the sample, and by some distance
.  By contrast near neighbour Hungary demonstrated something in the order of 10 times greater inter-generational inheritability of maths performance. However, earlier research (Horn, 2006; Iannelli, 2002) had suggested that inter-generational mobility in educational attainment was much more stable (i.e. less mobile) in Romania than most other European states in her sample. She also shows that educational attainment is a much stronger predictor of tertiary education completion than in any of the other eleven countries surveyed and that occupational status (first job) is strongly linked to parental education, with Romania exhibiting similar patterns to those of Hungary. The results suggest that in both countries parental education acts through the education system to influence children’s own educational attainment and social outcome. It may be that the findings in Romania reflect the collapse of stable inter-generational attainment inheritability related to out-migration, ruralisation and the attendant divergence of take-up and quality in the education system, at the same time as inequality in attainment and the returns to educational attainment rising. 

Stoica (2003) reports the large-scale efforts at institutional reform of VET, reaching back into the compulsory education system and preparing pupils to enter the labour market, which was initially implemented in 75 schools covering 4000 pupils and aimed to match vocational education in the compulsory system to the needs of specifically identified occupations and trades in terms of assessment, curriculum and teaching practice.  However, there have been long-standing concerns that VET reform has been handicapped by a lack of resources resulting from low spending education generally in comparison to other EU accession states in Central and Eastern Europe (European Training Foundation, 2004:11).  In turn failings in VET have been identified in combination with the poor absorptive capacity of the labour market as one reason for less impressive economic performance in Romania when compared to some other transition economies (Ivan, et al., 2000:147-155). Chivu (2008) suggests that where employees do have access to employer provided training this is largely in externally oriented, large scale and often Multi-National Enterprises, again suggesting that inequalities in the compulsory education system are compounded by differential access to training once in the labour market.

Malamud and Pop-Eleches (2008) undertook longitudinal research using administrative data to assess the effect of an educational reform in Romania during the 1970s which extended the amount of general schooling undertaken before streaming into the vocational and academic tracks. The results of this analysis showed that there were very little difference in the labour market outcomes for those affected and unaffected by the reform. Therefore they concluded that unequal outcomes for Romanian adults now were more the product of self-selection into the two tracks, than differences in the intrinsic advantages passed to pupils through experience of general or academic education.

Employers in Romania are obliged by law to provide training for their employees. Employers with more than 20 employees are obliged to do this annually, and that every employee should have access to training at least every two years.  Employers with fewer than 20 employees must provide training to every employee at least every three years.  This must be provided on a non-discriminatory basis with protection of all strands of diversity which are part of the EU equal treatment directives.  The law covers almost all economically active people defined as employees, though it must be noted that this is only around half of the economically active population due to the prominence of agricultural activity and own-account workers.  Despite this and a complex system of institutional oversight the system is grossly under-funded (Chivu, 2008), several of our respondents suggested that employer training is in fact not provided on anything like a universal basis and comparisons show that Romania has one of the lowest levels of take-up of lifelong learning in Europe (Ciuca, et al., 2009:169).

7.8.4 Welfare and employment services

Unemployment rose rapidly after transition.  Official unemployment and inactivity figures though underplay the scale of unemployment due to the particularities of the employment structure of Romania. The importance of informal work, subsistence and small scale agricultural activity all mean that registered unemployment substantially under-counts the scale of the population who are not engaged in regularised market-based economic activity.  While unemployment has stabilised during the last decade, agriculture and informal work have continued to be of significant importance.  Unemployment is concentrated among under-privileged regions (former industrial zones) and particular groups, among which low-skilled, youth and Roma population. At the same time, economic inactivity rose and continues to rise and long-term inactivity is a substantial problems. Some of this appears to be compounded by labour market rigidities which work against transitions between industrial sectors and occupational groups (Ciuca, et al., 2009:167-9; World Bank, 2008:8-16).

The effects of unemployment, poverty and inequality have been compounded by the declining coverage of unemployment benefits and social insurance as welfare responsibilities shifted from the state to the individual and family (Stanculescu and Pop, 2009:198-201). In turn this may be  associated with the trend toward ruralisation which was widely reported by our respondents and is noted in the literature on Romania (Gheorghiu, et al., 2004:15).
  Ruralisation appears to be driven by three factors. First, land reform following transition broke up former collective farms, giving individual rights to small farms.  Second, policy measures designed to limit the impact of transition on the labour market may have depressed wages, contributing to a push toward agricultural employment (Benus and Rodriguez-Planas, 2007:5). Third, declining prospects in the urban labour market have created a further push factor driving the low skilled to undertake very small scale, low technology and low productivity agricultural labour, often on a subsistence basis. As such, data shows that agriculture has taken a rising share of economic activity but a declining share of output (World Bank, 2010). 

A further dimension associated with declining labour market participation and reducing social protection is out-migration, especially since accession to the EU.  For example, Romanian national statistics estimate that around one million Romanians are currently resident in Italy (OECD, 2009b). As such, the population of Romania has declined considerably since transition from over 23 million to 21.5 million in 2008 (World Bank, 2010: Social Indicators-Population). While this out-migration of the working age and skilled population damages the investment environment in Romania, migrants do contribute significantly to GDP through remittances which amount to about the same as the value of Foreign Direct Investment (World Bank, 2010: Balance of Payments). In addition, our respondents suggested that out-migration does in some senses amount to social as well as geographical mobility.

Comparison of Employment Protection Legislation suggests that Romania has one of the strictest employment protection regimes in Europe and the lowest level of expenditure on active measures to support the unemployed (Ciuca, et al., 2009). This is despite the fact that evaluation evidence suggests that where they have been applied ALMPs have been successful in Romania (Benus and Rodriguez-Planas, 2007). Taken together with the lack of social protection coverage and low participation in education and training, this means that the Romanian labour market and supportive institutional structure is the precise opposite of that perceived to be advantageous under the EU’s preferred approach to ‘flexicurity’.  

7.8.5 Disadvantaged groups

The most prominently discussed disadvantaged groups by our respondents were the Roma population, older people, the rural population and the low-skilled.  In relation to the Roma population, there is a considerable literature which highlights their increased likelihood of being in informal work, unemployed, poor and working in agriculture (World Bank, 2008). The condition of the Roma population in Romania (as in other then candidate countries for accession to the EU) was a high profile theme in pre-accession negotiations as the EU sought to push the government through both socialisation and incentive measures to focus investment and public policy reform on improving the position of the Roma population. This appears to have been partially successful (Spirova and Budd, 2008) and policies to improve the position of the Roma population were frequently mentioned by our respondents (and which are noted in the National Reform Programme (Government of Romania, 2008:105), it still appears that the Roma face substantial disadvantages in the education system, labour market and access to a range of other services.  

7.8.6 Case Study Summary

Assessing the level of social mobility in Romania is complex because of the recent history of transition and the rapidly changing nature of the structure of social stratification of the country.  In some ways a qualitative assessment of mobility in Romania would suggest that the previous culture and structure of social homogeneity and its replacement with high levels of inequality would have to indicate high levels of inter-generational mobility.  However, most would suggest that much of this mobility is negative in the sense of being mobility toward poverty or at least vulnerability to it for many social groups. This is more stark in the Romanian context because it is not matched by striking economic success.  Systems of social protection, despite the efforts at institutional reform, do not appear to be adequate to enable vulnerable groups to cope with risk and a large proportion of the population clearly see their prospects as better outside of the country as witnessed by out-migration, much of which may actually lead to upward or downward mobility depending on circumstances and the measure used.
  The Romanian case throws considerable light therefore on the relationship between social mobility and transition but it does not present a simple or clearly understandable causal relationship.
The Romanian case study suggests that from early years through to labour market participation, there are few institutional checks on cumulative inequality.  For example, more affluent groups (especially with both parents working) are more able to use the childcare system, their children do better in the education system and stay in it longer and appear then to carry advantages into the labour market. This divergence also appears to be relatively narrow in the middle of the class/income distribution and more pronounced between at both top and bottom, with the establishment of what some of our respondents called a new ‘nouveu rich’ class at one pole and an ‘underclass’ at the other. The structure of the labour market, in terms of occupational rigidities and a general lack of training and inequality of access to it (again despite policy intentions) also suggests that later mobility within the labour market is also difficult and again that inequalities increase and become entrenched, particularly because of a lack of institutional capacity to address them.  These problems appear to be particularly marked for the Roma, rural and low skilled population (characteristics which will clearly often overlap).  As such, while there is a case to suggest that the shock of transition may have generated considerable ‘one-off’ mobility in absolute terms, there are important constraints on equality of opportunity and opportunities for relative upward inter-generational mobility for disadvantaged groups.

7.9 Germany

7.9.1 Introduction

In international comparisons, Germany is usually placed as a middle ranking country in terms of social mobility 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Corak, 2006)
, though in class or occupation-based analyses Germany tends to show as a less mobile country (Breen and Luijkx, 2004; Muller and Pollak, 2004). The discussion below will suggest that there may be reasons why levels of inter-generational income mobility might have been higher in Germany than levels of occupational mobility, which appears to influenced by occupational rigidities.  These rigidities may have presented less of a social problem in the past when income disparities were lower, but the period since reunification has seen rapidly rising income inequality in Germany (Dustmann, et al., 2007; OECD, 2008b) and this may now mean that occupational closure presents an increasing social and economic problem (Groβ, 2010).

The case study fieldwork in Germany included respondents with expertise on social mobility itself as well as aspects of social policy which might be thought to impact upon it.
  The findings below are also supported by relevant literature identified by respondents and the responses to the online consultation.

7.9.2 Pre-school provision

German family policy has undergone radical changes over the last decade and a half as a range of policy measures have been introduced in an attempt to move away from traditional gendered divisions of labour and in particular to promote female employment.  A key aspect of these reforms has related to pre-school care and education.  For example, in 1996 an entitlement to day care for the over-3s was introduced and successive measures in the early 2000s, the 2004 Day Care Expansion Act and in 2006 an institutionalised target to increase access to affordable childcare for the under-3s was set; all with the objective of expanding access to pre-school childcare to enable greater female employment (Lewis, et al., 2008). The effect of these measures though was to combat earlier policies which had supported gendered divisions of labour.  As such, despite the expansion of pre-school care over that period, Germany still has comparatively low levels of take-up of pre-school care before the age of 3 (20% as opposed to 73% in Denmark or 35% in the UK) (Eurostat).  

It also appears that take-up is determined by a range of socio-economic factors.  For example, Spieβ (2008) suggests that attendance in pre-school care and education is related to maternal employment, education and family status and the number of siblings. The conclusion is that children with working mothers with higher levels of education and fewer siblings are more likely to attend.  As the Eurostat data also shows, the main disparities in attendance in pre-school care are among the earlier years; by the time children are five years old, almost all are in pre-school care. 

While pre-school care is the responsibility of the central state, the Länder have responsibility for implementation, including regulation and financing.  This means that the nature and financing of pre-school provision differs marginally across the country, In most cases, some parental user-fees are charged but these tend to be very low on an international comparative basis when tax and benefit incentives are taken into account (Immervoll and Barber, 2006).

7.9.3 The education and VET system

Germany spends marginally less than the OECD average on education as a proportion of GDP (OECD) across all levels of education.  Data from the OECD PISA study also shows that while overall levels of attainment in Germany are good in international comparisons, there is a comparatively high level of educational inequality in attainment, with those at the bottom performing relatively poorly. In particular, migrants have much lower levels of attainment than do German nationals, and second generation migrants have lower attainment than first generation migrants.

There are several specific aspects of the German education system that might be said to be particularly important in relation to social mobility.  First, the system is free, with no tuition fees and only a very small private sector.  Second, while education is the responsibility of the Länder it is largely very similar between different regions and teachers’ pay and terms and conditions tend to be broadly similar. These features might all be thought to have a positive influence on mobility.

Finally though, perhaps the most notable feature of the German education system might be thought to be negative in relation to social mobility.  The German system stands out in international comparisons for maintaining very early – at age 10 - tracking into three different streams, with only the highest (Gymnasium) track providing a route toward further academic study at University.  The lower two tracks (Hauptschule and Realschule) are mainly designed as pathways toward blue-collar apprenticeships or further vocational study on route to intermediate white-collar occupations respectively.  

In general there has been an overall shift away from Hauptschule to the two higher tracks over time, and in some cases the local authorities have attempted to merge the lower two tracks into single institutions, sometimes meeting with opposition from parents groups concerned that this will devalue the intermediate track.  While the system differs slightly in different Länder, teachers tend to recommend which strand students should be streamed into.  Teacher recommendations are not everywhere absolutely binding but they tend to be accepted, especially by families from lower socio-economic groups, who appear to be less likely to challenge teacher-recommendations.  

Dustman (2004) compares parental background across the primary-secondary school transition in Germany and the considers the longer-term educational outcomes for each of the different tracks.  He finds that parental education is a strong predictor of the transition, with parents who themselves went to one of the two higher tracks being much more likely to have children that attend these tracks. In addition, he finds that there are also strong gender effects with boys transitions related to their fathers’ educational background and girls transitions related to that of their mother.  He also finds that white-collar after school parental education levels are a much stronger predictor of their children’s transition than blue-collar after-school education is, suggesting that while blue-collar parents want their children to attend the higher tracks, white-collar parents are effective at preventing their children from downward mobility. This is particularly pronounced for ethnic minorities and immigrants, even up to the second and possibly third generation (Kristen and Granato, 2007).  This is a picture that is consistent with generally higher absolute inter-generational mobility at the same time as constrained relative mobility during the post-war period.

Dustman also finds that inequalities in these transitions have a marked effect on long-term wage differentials.  Dustman’s research therefore confirms the oft-cited argument that early educational tracking in Germany works to heavily constrain levels of inter-generational mobility. Indeed, research comparing tracking at age 10 with later tracking in one German Länd where later tracking is in place suggests that this has benefits for children from disadvantaged backgrounds (Mühlenweg, 2006). 

7.9.4 Welfare and employment services

Germany has a comparatively high level of spending on Labour market policy compared to other European countries and a high level of spending on Active measures (Meager, 2008). Germany has also recently undertaken a far-reaching programme of reform in relation to labour market policy and the provision of employment services.  This programme of reform was an integral part of the Agenda 2010 economic programme which was intended to make the German economy more productive and competitive in the context of concern about long-term changes to employment and low growth (Bruff, 2010 (forthcoming)).  

Within this the ‘Hartz reforms’ of welfare and employment policy reorganised employment services and introduced a competitive quasi-market of private and third sector providers who were to provide services designed to ‘activate’ the unemployed.  Second, the Hartz reforms also changed benefit entitlements, reducing the duration of benefit payments and introduced a number of subsidies designed to make it easier to recruit unemployed workers, especially where they faced disadvantage due to disability or age.  Third, several reforms reduced the degree of employment protection afforded to permanent employees and extended some additional rights to temporary workers.  Evaluations of the effects of the Hartz reforms suggests that there have been some modest improvements in terms of employment outcomes and cost-effectiveness (Jacobi and Kluve, 2006). Some have even claimed that the Hartz reforms have helped to insulate the German economy from the full effects of the economic recession after 2007 (Schneider and Zimmermann, 2010).  However, this is far from clear-cut and examinations of the reasons for low impact of the recession on unemployment in Germany suggest that firm-level buffers such as short-time working arrangements helped insulate the labour market from higher unemployment (Leschke and Watt, 2010a: 56). Others suggest that more still needs to be done in terms of enhancing employment and income security (Schmidt and Modrack, 2008).  

Prior to the Hartz reforms there was some concern that changes since the 1980s had meant that there were ever deeper divisions between relative insiders – often employed in core high-productivity manufacturing sectors – and relative outsiders employed on a much more flexible basis in new service sectors, often through temporary agencies and/or in outsourced aspects of manufacturing (Giesecke, 2009).  Even the Hartz reforms themselves have been described as a means of maintaining a dualistic welfare regime with more generous provisions for (albeit smaller) insider groups while promoting a-typical work and less generous welfare provision for others (Palier and Thelen, 2010). It is probably too early to tell how likely the Hartz reforms are to generate greater inter-generational mobility, but the linkages between secondary school selection and insider/outsider positions in the labour market is likely to continue to militate against higher mobility.  It is notable that while there has been insufficient time since the implementation of the Hartz reforms and there have been many other intervening variables, inequality has continued to rise in Germany, as has the risk of being in poverty while in employment (Eurostat).  

While part of the explanation for rising inequality in wages is related to skill changes in the labour market another part might be social closure within the labour market, with insiders able to utilise their position in the institutional structure to ensure that their children inherit advantageous positions in the occupational structure (Dustmann, et al., 2007; Groβ, 2010).  For example, permanent workers still have a high degree of protection from dismissal in comparative terms (OECD, 2008c).  In addition, one component of the explanation for rising wage inequality at the bottom of the income distribution is declining trade union membership (Antonczyk, et al., 2010; Dustmann, et al., 2007), which might be partly explained in turn by increasing ‘a-typical’ employment outside of these provisions.  Further evidence of social closure (though not necessarily increasing closure) comes from new approaches to studying ‘micro-classes’ which suggests that a large part of the inter-generational persistence in class positions in Germany is accounted for by the inheritance of specific occupations across generations rather than merely ‘big class’ position (Jonsson, et al., 2009).  If increasing labour market polarisation, even in a condition of increasing employment combined with inter-generational persistence of occupation and the effects of the education system, were to be the result of labour market and policy trends then this might be expected to have a negative impact on long-term inter-generational mobility.

7.9.5 Disadvantaged groups

The discussion above suggest that the German labour market suffers from a persistent problem of insiders and outsiders.  The former group retains the benefits of stable employment in heavily unionised workplaces where high productivity results also in high wages. Here the risk of unemployment is mitigated by collective agreements which seek to trade off this risk for higher productivity over time and by the unemployment insurance system which for these workers still presents comparatively generous welfare benefits, albeit for a reduced time compared with the past.  This former group however is shrinking in comparison to a growing section of the labour market often referred to as ‘a-typical’ workers, but whose position recent labour market reforms have tried to normalise. When the discussion above of inter-generational persistence at the micro – occupational – level is combined with that of increasing wage polarisation and the operation of the education system, this group could be argued to be disadvantaged on inter-generational terms.

All our respondents in the case-study visit were of one voice that recent and even second generation migrants were over-represented in these ‘outsider’ groups as were working class families in the former East Germany. The effects of marginalisation in East Germany were felt to have become even more concentrated because of out-migration of relatively successful individuals and families leading to more concentrated risks of poverty and disadvantage, which have risen in East Germany since the late 1990s.  

7.9.6 Case Study Summary

Germany tends to rank as having middling (in income terms) or low (in class terms) inter-generational mobility.  Research shows that there are particular dynamics which are important in relation to the factors which underpin the level of inter-generational social mobility in Germany.  Key amongst these are the role of early tracking in the education system as a mechanism by which parental characteristics are transferred to their children and the degree of occupational persistence and rigidity between generations.  Low levels of inter-generational mobility may have been offset as a social concern in the past because of low levels of inequality, both before and after state intervention.  However, in recent years levels of inequality have risen and the proportion of the labour force which is outside of the generous protection of collective agreements and permanent employment has risen dramatically.  Recent employment reforms may have attempted to normalise this pattern of employment but inequality has continued to rise and the differences between insiders and outsiders remain.  This may mean that future levels of social mobility will reduce rather than increase and this may also become an increasing social problem, especially since there is some evidence that tolerance for inequalities is falling (Groβ, 2010).

7.10 Italy

7.10.1 Introduction

Estimates suggest that Italy is one of the less mobile countries in inter-generational earnings basis 
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(d' Addio, 2007: 33; Piraino, 2006)
 and in relation to inter-generational educational attainment (Checchi, et al., 2008). Authors working n the occupational or class-based tradition have noted the long-term trends in absolute mobility that resulted from the rapid and profound changes to the Italian economy as it moved away from agricultural bias after the 1930s.  However, they also note a very rigid and stable social structure which makes relative mobility difficult though there does appear to be a gradual opening of class and occupational structures.  One of the major features holding back social mobility by these authors is socio-institutional rather than being determined by economic or policy variables and relates to the strong propensity of Italian couples to form families with partners from the same socio-economic group.(Pisati and Schizzerotto, 2004; Schizzerotto and Marzadro, 2008). 
Italy, alongside the UK, Poland and the US, is also one of the more unequal countries in Europe and the OECD (OECD, 2008b). Levels of income inequality as measured by the Gini Coefficient rose markedly between the 1980s and early-mid 1990s but since that time have remained broadly stable.  Notable features of the Italian economy and society are the relatively low employment rate which is mainly the result of low female labour market participation (Eurostat). Italy also has a high proportion of employment as self-employment and lower than average GDP per person in the Euro-area.
The case study fieldwork in Italy included respondents with expertise on social mobility itself as well as aspects of social policy which might be thought to impact upon it.
  The findings below are also supported by relevant literature identified by respondents and the responses to the online consultation.

7.10.2 Pre-school provision

Pre-school care below the age of 3 in Italy is a regional policy competence meaning that there are large inter-regional variations in the provision, financing and take-up of care.  Despite this hetrogeneity across most regions some sort of subsidy system operates in the public system based on family size, income or composition, while the private sector tends not to have such a subsidy except where local authorities have effectively contracted public provision from the private sector.  Private sector fees also tend to be higher than those in the public sector. Figures from Eurostat show that the overall level of take-up in Italy at 28% is just below the EU 15 average of 33% (Eurostat) though several respondents in our fieldwork suggested that the actual rather than reported level of take-up was actually markedly lower than this level.  The main regional differences are between North and South with the former having typically a greater supply and take-up of publically subsidized places and the South having a very low level of supply and take-up.  In both cases it is suggested that there are severely limited places available (Boca and Vuri, 2007) and several authors also suggest that the structure of public childcare (e.g. number of hours available) is unhelpful in terms of enabling both parents to work full-time 
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(Boca and Vuri, 2007; Del Boca, et al., 2005)
 especially in areas where there is high poverty risks (Del Boca, 2009). It is also argued that a lack of affordable childcare is one part of the explanation for low maternal employment which, in turn, partially explains the comparatively high level of child poverty in Italy (Del Boca, 2009).  Take-up of pre-school care after the age of 3 up to the start of compulsory schooling at age 6 is much higher in Italy at 91%.  
7.10.3 The education and VET system

Italy spends marginally less than the OECD average on education as a proportion of GDP (OECD) across all levels of education (OECD, 2010a) but also manages to maintain high staff to student ratios in the primary and secondary sectors, partly as a reslt of comparatively low teacher salaries (OECD, 2007). Data from the OECD PISA study shows that Italy scores below the OECD average in science, maths and reading scales (OECD, 2010a).  There is also a very marked divergence in scores within Italy between Nothern and Southern regions, with the latter performing markedly worse than the former.  Several respondents to our fieldwork suggested that it was difficult to explain these differences but reported that differences in culture, educational infrastructure and school leadership were all potential contributory factors.  Indeed, it does seem that the Southern regions suffer a series of mutually reinforcing problems: overall lower economic output, greater levels of original income inequality and lower levels of mediating institutional impact (for example through the school system) (Checchi and Peragine, 2009).
The Italian education system involves primary school lasting from age 6 to age 11, after which young people move onto the first part of secondary school or middle school.  It is at the end of middle school (age 14) that students are tracked into more academically oriented schools – the Lyceo (of which there are several types) – or the more vocationally oriented Instituto ‘Technico’ or ‘Professionale’.  While similar in some respects to the German system, teacher recommendations carry much lower weight in the Italian system than they do in Germany which actually means that family background plays an even stronger role in determining choice of secondary school track (Checchi and Flabbi, 2007), which is important given that the academic school track ultimately leads to higher education. Indeed, Checchi et al.  (2008) suggest that this is one of the reasons that explains the 40% gap in university degree attainment between children with parents with/without degrees.  
Italian HE system (reform, plus evidence on changes.  Checchi et al suggest that attainment of a university degree is heavily correlated with parental education (Checchi, et al., 2008). This is despite there being low tuition fees and relatively high returns to graduate-level qualifications, especially for male graduates (OECD, 2010a). This may be because of the impact of parental background on academic track choice and because of the risk aversion among families (Recchi, 2007).  An additional and unusual dynamic in the Italian case is the difference between enrollment on a University course and the achievement of a University level qualification. There has long been a problem of high drop out rates and low completion.  For example, in the 1990s the completion rate was only around 30% of those that enrolled and the time taken to complete a University course was one of the longest in the OECD (Bratti, et al., 2008:4).  Bratti et al. consider the effects of reforms to the Italian HE system in the 1990s which radically expanded the supply of HE places and the number of geographical locations covered by HE supply (thereby expanding opportunities and lowering potential costs of access).  They show that these reforms massively expanded take-up of university places, including by students from lower socio-economic groups but did not increase their rate of graduation (Bratti, et al., 2008).  
In relation to later employer expenditure on training, Italy is well below the EU average with only 1.2% of total labour costs being spent on training, in comparison with 1.6% for the EU as a whole and 2.7% for Denmark, the highest spender (Hogarth, et al., 2009: 11).  Italy is also on or slightly below the EU average when indicators of the proportion of the workforce who receive training each year and the substantiveness of that training (CEDEFOP, 2008).
7.10.4 Welfare and employment services

Italy has a relatively low unemployment rate but also has a low employment rate, which is pulled down by the low level of female employment, a low rate of employment among older workers and a very high inactivity rate.  Italy also has a high rate of self-employment, a dynamic that some fieldwork respondents identified with an attempt to avoid taxation.  
Part of the reason for low female participation may be found in the tax system, according to fieldwork respondents, which disincentivises female returners to the labour market and is heavily individualised, thereby failing to support family and might therefore support the finding (Schizzerotto and Marzadro, 2008) that socio-economic assortative mating holds back inter-generational mobility considerably in Italy.  Respondents also commented that tax rates are very low, particularly on capital and that there is widespread tax avoidance.  In addition, they suggested that low rates of taxation on high incomes combined with the absence of a property or inheritance tax meant that there was little control through the taxation system on inequality either in the labour market or in relation to inter-generational wealth transmission. This is despite the Italian labour market being quite tightly regulated, with a high level of Employment Protection Legislation, in comparative terms. It also has highly centralised wage setting institutions which establish minimum pay agreements across multiple sectors.
Despite this, Italy has a comparatively low level of spending on labour market policy compared to other European countries and a relatively low level of overall spending on Active measures.  Despite this, the share of overall labour market spending that is given over to active rather than passive measures is much higher in comparative terms (Meager, 2008). This means that in terms of financing and the balance between active and passive spending, Italy is much closer to the UK than it is to either Germany or Denmark.  

The Italian Welfare and Employment services are not integrated with separate ministries having responsibility for social protection and employment services.  Employment services have undergone several rounds of reform since the late 1990s which have involved decentralization of responsibility for employment services to local and regional level and the contracting out of job placement services, training provision and support to public (e.g. schools and universities) and private sector providers (European Commission, 2006).  Italy is often also held to be typical of a Mediterranean Welfare Regime in which the state only accepts responsibility for a range of first order social risks which the family – assumed to be financed through the single male wage earner – is unable to cope with.  As such there is a strong reliance on the family to support individuals in comparison to welfare systems more common in the Scandinavian countries where the state accepts responsibility for individualized social risk.  At the same time as decentralizing employment services however, the Italian system of social assistance has also been overhauled, with the introduction of a national regulatory framework. Prior to this the system had relied on a wide variety of regional and local arrangements often involving local municipalities, voluntary and private sector actors.  The aim of this reform was not only to guarantee a minimum income standard and basic system of universal social support, but the new benefit was to be linked to activation measures designed to boost employment.  However, research suggests that in the initial period of implementation the activation aspects of the reform were only weakly implemented (Borghi and Van Berkel, 2007).  To the extent that the linkages between family structures and welfare and employment services are not activating, support rigid family structures which make female labour market more difficult it might be expected that the effect is to constrain rather than facilitate mobility.
7.10.5 Disadvantaged groups

Several disadvantaged groups were identified by respondents.  For the most part this was related to the geographical inequality between Northern and Southern regions on the one hand and the difficulties faced by (especially recent) migrants on the other.  Children living in poor households were also highlighted.  The National Reform Programme does not target any specific group as carrying particular disadvantage but does stress several measures targeted at lone parents, families with disabled children and the homeless.
7.10.6 Case Study Summary

Italy ranks as a country with relatively low social mobility in class, occupational, educational and income terms. Italy is also highly unequal in comparative terms.  Research tends to suggest that there are several social and institutional factors which might be linked causally to this low level of mobility and high degree of inequality.  Socially, this is related to family and wider social structures which appear to promote family formation within rather between socio-economic groups.  Secondly, social structures appear to mitigate against female employment, especially among lower socio-economic groups, which does not help to combat childhood poverty and disadvantage.  These social trends seem to be supported by institutional structures such as the taxation system which, in comparative terms, is less re-distributive than in some other European countries, especially on an inter-generational basis.  The tax system also appears to act as a barrier to female participation and return to the labour market after having children.  In addition to this, the Italian education system involves early tracking and the University system, while improving in terms of access to tertiary education, appears also to be becoming more stratified by type of institution and qualification.  Low completion rates among lower students from lower socio-economic backgrounds at the tertiary level is also problematic because of the high rates of wage-return to graduate level qualifications.  

Appendix 3: Topic Guide for Case Study Visits

Topic Guide for XXXX Social Mobility Visit

Inequality, Social Change and Social Mobility in XXXX
How would you describe social mobility in XXXX?
What would you say were the main factors in driving the comparatively xxxx and xxxx (changing) levels of social mobility in XXXX?
To what extent is the relatively high and growing level of income inequality related to the low and falling level of social mobility?

In what ways is (in)equality related to social mobility? (what is it about a less equal society that also makes it a less mobile one?

What aspects of social change have impacted on social mobility in XXXX over recent decades?

· e.g. Female participation in the labour market

· Educational attainment;

· Employment changes

· Occupational entry/openness

· Migration etc.
Disadvantaged groups in XXXX
What are the main groups facing disadvantage in XXXX (EES NRP – Older workers (55+), BMEs (immigrants and descendents); Disabled People)?
What are the main problems that affect these groups?

Do these groups face barriers to upward social mobility (and what are these)?

What policies and interventions are in place to help these groups?

What works well and what does not work about these policies?

What can other countries learn from the experience of XXXX in relation to disadvantaged groups?

Pre-School Provision in XXXX
Please describe the system of pre-school care in XXXX
· Coverage

· Access and admissions (criteria, competition and effects etc).

· Ages (3-6/7)

· Curriculum and pedagogy

To what extent do different types of children (e.g. ability, social class, gender, ethnicity) mix in pre-school settings?

What evidence is there about the impact of formal pre-school education/care on social mobility (of different groups)?

What evidence is there about the impact of the pre-school care system on educational attainment (and does this differ for different groups)?

What can other countries learn from XXXX in relation to social mobility and pre-school care?

The education system

Please describe the compulsory (primary and secondary) education system in XXXX
· Ages

· Access and admissions (criteria, competition and effects etc – e.g. effects on residential housing markets).

· Different types of provision.

· Curriculum and pedagogy.

· Attainment patterns (and different groups).

Please describe the further/vocational education system in XXXX
· Access and admissions (criteria, competition and effects etc – e.g. effects on residential housing markets).

· Different types of provision.

· Curriculum and pedagogy.

· Attainment patterns (and different groups).

Please describe the higher education system

· Access and admissions (criteria, competition and class/ethnicity/gender biases etc).

· Different types of provision (e.g. different levels of quality etc).

· Curriculum and pedagogy.

· Attainment patterns (and different groups).

What is the relationship between educational attainment and long-term income (and is this changing)?

Lifelong Learning and Employer Training

What lifelong learning provision is available in XXXX?
· Is it sufficient to meet individual needs?

· Is it more available to some groups than others?

· Balance between development and labour market provision?

To what extent do employers train their workforces?

· Does this differ between sectors/types of employer?
· What are the barriers to employer training?

Labour market policy and flexicurity and/or the impact ofthe welfare/social security system.

What is the effect of 'flexicurity' on social mobility?

To what extent do more flexible contracts and active labour market policies facilitate job transitions and ease entry requirements?

To what extent do higher social security transfers protect workers from the downsides of flexibility?

Do some groups face more flexibility and less security than others (and who are they)?

To what extent does flexicurity (external) facilitate structural change in the economy?

To what extent is it possible to be upwardly mobile in the labour market from a relatively excluded position? And what role does the flexicurity system and associated services play in this?

To what extent are workers able to retrain while unemployed (I.e. with state support).

Impact of the current recession

To what extent is the current recession/economic crisis...

· Affecting social equality, ie. are some groups being impacted on more than others? (longer/shorter terms)?

· Affecting disadvantaged groups?

· Affecting the educational infrastructure?

· Affecting the welfare to work infrastructure?

Appendix 4: Online Expert Consultation Questionnaire

To be added to final report.
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Box � SEQ Box \* ARABIC �1�: The meaning of ‘earnings’, ‘income’ and ‘wealth’


Different studies in the ‘economic’ tradition of measuring national levels of social mobility use different measures depending on the availability of data.  What these measures are trying to ascertain is movement between different financial positions.  However, they are often only able to measure movement in relation to part of a person’s overall financial position because of the lack of availability of data.  As such it is important to understand the differences in meaning of the words ‘earnings’, ‘income’ and ‘wealth’:


Earnings – refers to income from paid employment.


Income - is a broader category that might include revenues from share dividends, interest on outstanding balances, rental payments on land or other assets and/or capital gains from the sale of assets. Income therefore includes earnings but is not limited to it. It may be suggested that the higher up the income distribution one goes the more likely it is that earnings are supplemented by these other forms of income.


Wealth – is a broader category still and refers to the value of all assets owned and includes income.





Case Study 5: Italy


Italy ranks as a country with relatively low social mobility in class, occupational, educational and income terms. Italy is also highly unequal in comparative terms.  Research tends to suggest that there are several social and institutional factors which might be linked causally to this low level of mobility and high degree of inequality.  Socially, this is related to family and wider social structures which appear to promote family formation within rather between socio-economic groups.  Secondly, social structures appear to mitigate against female employment, especially among lower socio-economic groups, which does not help to combat childhood poverty and disadvantage.  These social trends seem to be supported by institutional structures such as the taxation system which, in comparative terms, is less re-distributive than in some other European countries, especially on an inter-generational basis.  The tax system also appears to act as a barrier to female participation and return to the labour market after having children.  In addition to this, the Italian education system involves early tracking and the University system, while improving in terms of access to tertiary education, appears also to be becoming more stratified by type of institution and qualification.  Low completion rates among lower students from lower socio-economic backgrounds at the tertiary level is also problematic because of the high rates of wage-return to graduate level qualifications.  








Box � SEQ Box \* ARABIC �4�: Social, cultural and informational capital


Social Capital – refers to social ties between individuals and social groups.  Social capital can be ‘bonding’ (or links within social groups between individuals) or ‘binding’ (or links between social groups). ‘Linking’ social capital can help people to reach out to other social groups. It can therefore be important in understanding the ability of individuals to gain access to social and economic resources which might exist outside the remit of their own social group.


Cultural Capital – refers to awareness, possession of and ability to use of cultural resources such as language, behavioural norms and arts.


Informational Capital – refers to awareness of particular social structures or strategies that might confer advantage.





Box � SEQ Box \* ARABIC �3�: Occupational Rigidity


Occupational rigidity refers to the difficulty of moving between different occupational structures. Occupational structures are often rigid in the sense that they are governed by internal (occupational bodies, the practices of employers) or external (legislator requirements) regulation of the skills, qualifications or organisational memberships that a worker needs to be employed in a particular occupation. Rigidities might also arise from less formal structures such as the role of family or social networks in restricting recruitment into a particular occupations.  





Case Study 4: Germany


Germany tends to rank as having middling (in income terms) or low (in class terms) inter-generational mobility.  Research shows that there are particular dynamics which are important in relation to the factors which underpin the level of inter-generational social mobility in Germany.  Key amongst these are the role of early tracking in the education system as a mechanism by which parental characteristics are transferred to their children and the degree of occupational persistence and rigidity between generations.  Low levels of inter-generational mobility may have been offset as a social concern in the past because of low levels of inequality, both before and after state intervention.  However, in recent years levels of inequality have risen and the proportion of the labour force which is outside of the generous protection of collective agreements and permanent employment has risen dramatically.  Recent employment reforms may have attempted to normalise this pattern of employment but inequality has continued to rise and the differences between insiders and outsiders remain.  This may mean that future levels of social mobility will reduce rather than increase and this may also become an increasing social problem, especially since there is some evidence that tolerance for inequalities is falling � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Groβ</Author><Year>2010</Year><RecNum>270</RecNum><record><rec-number>270</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="x2paewsfsrfrz0evtd0v29tzapax5vwp2spa">270</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Generic">13</ref-type><contributors><authors><author><style face="normal" font="default" size="100%">Gro</style><style face="normal" font="default" charset="161" size="11">β</style><style face="normal" font="default" size="11">, M.</style></author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Income Inequality and Social Justice</title></titles><dates><year>2010</year></dates><publisher><style face="normal" font="default" size="8">Institut für Sozialwissenschaften, Humboldt Universität</style></publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Groβ, 2010)�.








Case Study 3: Romania


Assessing the level of social mobility in Romania is complex because of the recent history of transition and the rapidly changing nature of the structure of social stratification of the country.  In some ways a qualitative assessment of mobility in Romania would suggest that the previous culture and structure of social homogeneity and its replacement with high levels of inequality would have to indicate high levels of inter-generational mobility.  However, most would suggest that much of this mobility is negative in the sense of being mobility toward poverty or at least vulnerability to it for many social groups. This is more stark in the Romanian context because it is not matched by striking economic success.  Systems of social protection, despite the efforts at institutional reform, do not appear to be adequate to enable vulnerable groups to cope with risk and a large proportion of the population clearly see their prospects as better outside of the country as witnessed by out-migration, much of which may actually lead to upward or downward mobility depending on circumstances and the measure used.  The Romanian case throws considerable light therefore on the relationship between social mobility and transition but it does not present a simple or clearly understandable causal relationship.  


The Romanian case study suggests that from early years through to labour market participation, there are few institutional checks on cumulative inequality.  For example, more affluent groups (especially with both parents working) are more able to use the childcare system, their children do better in the education system and stay in it longer and appear then to carry advantages into the labour market. This divergence also appears to be relatively narrow in the middle of the class/income distribution and more pronounced between at both top and bottom, with the establishment of what some of our respondents called a new ‘nouveu rich’ class at one pole and an ‘underclass’ at the other. The structure of the labour market, in terms of occupational rigidities and a general lack of training and inequality of access to it (again despite policy intentions) also suggests that later mobility within the labour market is also difficult and again that inequalities both increase and are institutionalised.  These problems appear to be particularly marked for the Roma, rural and low skilled population (characteristics which will clearly often overlap).  As such, while there is a case to suggest that the shock of transition may have generated considerable ‘one-off’ mobility in absolute terms, there are important constraints on equality of opportunity and opportunities for relative upward inter-generational mobility for disadvantaged groups.





Case Study 2: The UK


The UK stands out, with the United States, in international comparisons of social mobility as markedly less mobile than some other countries, notably the Scandinavian states.  While social mobility has become a significant political issue over recent years it is far from certain whether the UK is becoming less mobile or maintaining longer-term trends of persistent low mobility. Again, like the US and in contrast to the Scandinavian countries, the UK also stands out as a comparatively unequal society. In this latter regard it seems that the UK has become more unequal over time, since the 1970s, albeit with a period between the late 1990s and the mid 2000s when these increases in inequality abated.  


Looking across a range of stages in the lifecycle it appears that there are strong assumptions that can be made about the types of factors which may lead to low levels of social fluidity.  These extend from inequality of parental resources (financial, social and cultural), differential access to public services (particularly education) and disadvantages in the labour market.  Cutting across these different issues is the degree of class segregation socially and residentially and this also appears to have increased over time.  In summary, what this indicates is a direct contrast to the case of Denmark where strong economic, cultural and institutional pressures exerted equalising forces on society across the lifecourse and interaction with the public sector. In the UK, there are strong pressures toward inequality across these different engagements, often inspite of policy measures designed with the intention of generating greater equality.








Case Study 1: Denmark


Denmark stands out as having higher levels of social mobility than elsewhere in both class and income terms. The case study, consisting of responses to the survey, fieldwork with selected respondents and sectoral experts in Denmark and a brief and selective review of relevant literature suggests that there may be some identifiable causal reasons for the relative social fluidity in Denmark.  Denmark is a comparatively equal country.  A number of mechanisms underpin the importance of this for relative mobility. More equal social conditions imply that there are smaller differences in the capacities of families to invest in their children in what are increasingly thought to be the crucial early years of child development � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Esping-Andersen</Author><Year>2006</Year><RecNum>121</RecNum><record><rec-number>121</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="x2paewsfsrfrz0evtd0v29tzapax5vwp2spa">121</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Conference Paper">47</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Esping-Andersen, G.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Equal Opportunities in an Increasingly Hostile World</title><secondary-title>Trois Lectures</secondary-title></titles><dates><year>2006</year></dates><pub-location>College de France</pub-location><urls><related-urls><url>http://dcpis.upf.edu/~gosta-esping-andersen/materials/equal_oportunities.pdf</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Esping-Andersen, 2006)�. We also know that short-range mobility is more frequently achieved than long-range mobility.  Since decision making behaviour is at least partly responsive to both risk and incentives, it may therefore be unsurprising that comparatively more mobility is possible in a country where there are shorter distances to travel (up or down) between income/class groups.  Related to this, the heavy direct and indirect (e.g. state spending on universal services) redistribution in Denmark � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Esping-Andersen</Author><Year>forthcoming</Year><RecNum>119</RecNum><record><rec-number>119</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="x2paewsfsrfrz0evtd0v29tzapax5vwp2spa">119</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Generic">13</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Esping-Andersen, G.</author><author>Myles, J.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The Welfare State and Redistribution</title></titles><dates><year>forthcoming</year></dates><pub-location>Unpublished - available from author&apos;s website: http://dcpis.upf.edu/~gosta-esping-andersen/materials/welfare_state.pdf accessed 1-11-09</pub-location><urls><related-urls><url>http://dcpis.upf.edu/~gosta-esping-andersen/materials/welfare_state.pdf</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Esping-Andersen and Myles, forthcoming)� may help to relieve fears about downward mobility and enable greater upward mobility in ways that help to mediate the differential effects of Relative Risk Aversion that are shown to impact on class-based educational decision making � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Holm</Author><Year>2008</Year><RecNum>90</RecNum><record><rec-number>90</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="x2paewsfsrfrz0evtd0v29tzapax5vwp2spa">90</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Holm, Anders</author><author>Jæger, Mads Meier</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Does Relative Risk Aversion explain educational inequality? A dynamic choice approach</title><secondary-title>Research in Social Stratification and Mobility</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Research in Social Stratification and Mobility</full-title></periodical><pages>199-219</pages><volume>26</volume><number>3</number><keywords><keyword>Social class</keyword><keyword>Mobility</keyword><keyword>Relative risk aversion theory</keyword><keyword>Dynamic programming</keyword><keyword>Logit model</keyword></keywords><dates><year>2008</year></dates><urls><related-urls><url>http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/B82Y4-4T13JD9-1/2/ed390f70c6ccccaf119cc958e72fee27 </url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Holm and Jæger, 2008)�. The effect of this may be to promote lower levels of class-based segregation residentially and in the use of key universal services such as pre-school care, the compulsory education system and choices exercised within it.


In all of the areas of welfare or social policy that we considered (e.g. Pre-school childcare/education, the compulsory education system, welfare and labour market policy) the Danish state is typically more active than those states with demonstrably lower levels of social mobility such as the UK and US � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Esping-Andersen</Author><Year>forthcoming</Year><RecNum>119</RecNum><record><rec-number>119</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="x2paewsfsrfrz0evtd0v29tzapax5vwp2spa">119</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Generic">13</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Esping-Andersen, G.</author><author>Myles, J.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The Welfare State and Redistribution</title></titles><dates><year>forthcoming</year></dates><pub-location>Unpublished - available from author&apos;s website: http://dcpis.upf.edu/~gosta-esping-andersen/materials/welfare_state.pdf accessed 1-11-09</pub-location><urls><related-urls><url>http://dcpis.upf.edu/~gosta-esping-andersen/materials/welfare_state.pdf</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Esping-Andersen and Myles, forthcoming)�.  


The Danish case study offers some support to Esping-Andersen’s contention that cross-national differences in social mobility are at least partly influenced by different welfare, market and institutional arrangements and that these have both direct and indirect effects.  Indirectly, the institutional conditions in Denmark may create less inequality before the redistributive role of the welfare state kicks in.  This means that families are able to confer less differential advantages on their offspring.  Second, the direct interventions of the welfare state through high levels of taxation and the provision of generous and universal services: particularly childcare, comprehensive education, welfare benefits and support to get back into work once unemployed, help to further equalise what advantages families are able to pass on.  


The case study also reveals strong cultural affinities for minimising inequalities that are deeply embedded in institutional practices, such as teacher attitudes to unequal attainment or access to active labour market policies.  While it is difficult to prove the contribution of these factors in quantitative terms, a qualitative assessment would suggest that they must have a combined effect which helps to explain why mobility rates are comparatively high in Denmark by international standards.








Box � SEQ Box \* ARABIC �2�: The Erikson-Goldthorpe Class Structure


I Professional, administrative 


II Professional, administrative 


IIIa Routine non-manual 


IIIb Routine non-manual 


IVa Small proprietors with employees


IVb Small proprietors without employees


IVc Small farmers, self employed workers in primary occupations


V Low grade technicians, Supervisors of manual workers


VI Skilled manual workers


VII Semi- and unskilled manual workers





Box � SEQ Box \* ARABIC �5�: Assortative mating


‘Assortative Mating’ is the practice of individuals with similar characteristics, in this case their social background, forming reproductive partnerships.














� Thereby looking at income from paid employment rather than other sources of incomes such as dividends from shareholdings, rents from properties etc.


� The measurement of female mobility is an important gap in the available literature.  However, comparing father-daughter and mother-daughter origins and destinations is fraught with difficulty because of the additional dimension of gendered roles in the labour market that this introduces, especially since most advanced industrial economies have seen rapid (if often incomplete) changes in the nature of female employment over the last three to four decades.


� For example, because there are only four years between the first and last wave of the survey used, because the average age of son/daughter is insufficient to compare achieved position in the income distribution and because of differences in the age at which children leave home, the data used does not necessarily produce accurate results.  While Comi argues that this may be true but since the biases may be similar for different countries the ranking still has some merit, though this is again questionable.  Consistency with other research findings is usually used where methodological problems are present to confirm or reject research findings.  Since Comi’s findings are outliers in relation to the relationship between key countries in other studies, then it is likely that they are problematic.  


� Jenkins and Siedler � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Jenkins</Author><Year>2007</Year><RecNum>62</RecNum><record><rec-number>62</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="x2paewsfsrfrz0evtd0v29tzapax5vwp2spa">62</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Jenkins, S.</author><author>Siedler, T.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The intergenerational transmission of poverty in industrialized countries</title><secondary-title>DIW Berlin Discussion Papers</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>DIW Berlin Discussion Papers</full-title></periodical><volume>693</volume><keywords><keyword>Poverty, intergenerational transmission, mobility, family background, income, industrialized countries</keyword></keywords><dates><year>2007</year></dates><urls><related-urls><url>http://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/18425/1/dp693.pdf</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Jenkins, S. and Siedler, T., (2007). 'The intergenerational transmission of poverty in industrialized countries'. DIW Berlin Discussion Papers, 693.� distinguish between the inter-generational transfer of income advantage and a range of additional family-background related factors such as poverty and income source; such as welfare receipt in developed and developing countries. They conclude that while it is possible to show inter-generational income persistence in developed countries, the models used to assess such dynamics in developing countries would need to be different to account for the contextual differences in these societies and economies. Grawe � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Grawe</Author><Year>2004</Year><RecNum>58</RecNum><Suffix>:86-7</Suffix><record><rec-number>58</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="x2paewsfsrfrz0evtd0v29tzapax5vwp2spa">58</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Grawe, N.</author></authors><secondary-authors><author>Corak, M.</author></secondary-authors></contributors><titles><title>Intergenerational mobility for whom? The experience of high- and low-earning sons in international perspective</title><secondary-title>Generational Income Mobility in North America and Europe</secondary-title></titles><pages>58-89</pages><keywords><keyword>social justice, fairness, equality of opportunity, social mobility, income mobility, intergenerational</keyword></keywords><dates><year>2004</year></dates><pub-location>Cambridge</pub-location><publisher>Cambridge University Press</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Grawe, N., (2004). 'Intergenerational mobility for whom? The experience of high- and low-earning sons in international perspective'. In: Corak, M. (ed). Generational Income Mobility in North America and Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 58-89.� also considers inter-generational earnings mobility for a selection of developing countries.  While the data is insufficient to draw firm specific conclusions, he does suggest that earnings mobility in developing countries appears to be lower than in industrialised countries, potentially reflecting lower levels of investment in mediating institutions (such as education) and a lack of access to credit which might offset the advantages that family resources give to some.


� Committee of Ministers decision of 22 January 2007 establishing criteria for launching new projects.


� There is also a suggestion that recent reform is undermining the values and institutional components of the flexicurity system that made it so successful and popular throughout Europe � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Jørgensen</Author><Year>2009</Year><RecNum>104</RecNum><record><rec-number>104</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="x2paewsfsrfrz0evtd0v29tzapax5vwp2spa">104</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Conference Paper">47</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Jørgensen, H.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>From a beautiful swan to an ugly duckling: Changes in Danish activation policies since 2003</title><secondary-title>ASPEN/ETUI activation conference </secondary-title></titles><keywords><keyword>Flexicurity, Public Employment Services, labour market policies, ALMPs</keyword></keywords><dates><year>2009</year><pub-dates><date>20.-21. March</date></pub-dates></dates><pub-location>Brno</pub-location><urls><related-urls><url>http://aspen.fss.uu.nl/conference2009/docs/HenningJorgensen.doc</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Jørgensen, H., (2009). 'From a beautiful swan to an ugly duckling: Changes in Danish activation policies since 2003'. ASPEN/ETUI activation conference Brno.�.


� though this has been recognised by recent changes to planning rules which promote mixed-tenure development. 


� World Development Indicators, retrieved from http://www.gapminder.org/data/ 13/03/10. 


� It is interesting to note that the authors do not refer to any causal explanation for why Romania should be such an outlier. They do note however that: “this low value is confirmed when using slightly different measurements of inequality in education such as a categorical variable of parental education or the variance explained by parental education. These analyses further demonstrate that the low level of inequality is mainly due to the fact that although low parental education negatively influences school success, as in all other countries, children with highly educated parents do not do significantly better at school than pupils with medium educated parents. Moreover, the omission of the Romanian case does not lead to substantially different conclusions.” (p54, note 9).


� Some suggest that a rise in intolerance, ruralisation, a turn to traditional institutions of authority such as the Church characterise Romania after Communism as a pseudo-modern society � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Ulrich</Author><Year>2008</Year><RecNum>217</RecNum><record><rec-number>217</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="r9dt0fzdkda2t6evaf555wr2250p9xv0w9es">217</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Ulrich, C.</author></authors><secondary-authors><author>Popenici, S.</author><author>Tat, A.</author></secondary-authors></contributors><titles><title>Education and Globalisation in Pseudo-Modern Romania</title><secondary-title>Romanian Philosophical Culture, Globalisation and Education</secondary-title></titles><dates><year>2008</year></dates><pub-location>Washington D.C.</pub-location><publisher>Council for Research in Values and Philosophy</publisher><urls><related-urls><url>http://books.google.co.uk/books?hl=en&amp;lr=&amp;id=sJp6tGCgO-8C&amp;oi=fnd&amp;pg=PA165&amp;dq=Romania+education+inequality&amp;ots=SPNtqPgMma&amp;sig=Xe6XWC3fbzyCuRprI7UDxaU52uo#v=onepage&amp;q=Romania%20education%20inequality&amp;f=false</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Ulrich, C., (2008). 'Education and Globalisation in Pseudo-Modern Romania'. In: Popenici, S. and Tat, A. (eds). Romanian Philosophical Culture, Globalisation and Education. Washington D.C.: Council for Research in Values and Philosophy.�


� E.G. in terms of international migration it may be possible for this to be a vehicle toward downward class mobility and upward income mobility at the same time.


� These are expanded on above in Section � REF _Ref244400279 \r \h ��5�.


� These are expanded on above in Section � REF _Ref244400279 \r \h ��5�.
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		Belgium		5				4				5				5				4				:				6		(b)		4				4				4				4				5

		Bulgaria		:				:				:				:				7		(i)		6		(i)		7		(i)		7		(i)		6		(i)		5		(b)		6				7

		Czech Republic		:				:				:				:				3		(i)		:				:				:				3		(b)		3				3				4

		Denmark		:				:				:				:				3		(i)		:				5		(b)		5				5				4				4				5

		Germany		5				4				5				4				4				:				:				:				5		(b)		5				7				7

		Estonia		:				:				:				10		(i)		10		(i)		9		(i)		10		(i)		9		(b)		7				8				8				7

		Ireland		5				5				5				7				7				:				7		(b)		7				6				6				6				6

		Greece		15				13				14				13				13				:				14		(b)		13				13				14				14				14

		Spain		11				10				9				8				10				10		(bi)		10		(i)		11		(b)		10				10				11				11

		France		7				7				7				8				7		(bi)		7		(i)		:				5				6				6				6				7

		Italy		11				9				9				10				10				:				:				9		(b)		9				10				10				9

		Cyprus		6		(i)		:				:				:				:				:				6		(i)		:				7				7				6				6
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		Poland		:				:				:				11		(i)		11		(i)		:				:				:				14		(b)		13				12				12

		Portugal		14				14				14				14				12				:				:				13		(b)		12				11				10				12

		Romania		:				:				:				14		(i)		14		(i)		14		(i)		14				:		(i)		:		(i)		:		(i)		19		(b)		18

		Slovenia		:				:				:				5		(i)		5		(i)		4		(i)		4				:				5		(b)		5				5				5

		Slovakia		:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				9		(b)		6				5				6

		Finland		4				4				5				5				4		(bi)		4		(i)		4		(i)		4				4				4				5				5

		Sweden		:				:				:				:				5		(i)		:				:				6		(b)		5				7				7				7

		United Kingdom		5				6				7				6				7				7				7				:				8		(b)		8				8				9

		Croatia		:				:				:				:				:				:				9		(i)		:				:				:				:				:

		Iceland		:				:				:				:				:				:				:				7				8				6				7				7

		Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, the		:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:

		Turkey		:				:				:				:				:				23		(i)		23				:				:				:				:				:

		Liechtenstein		:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:

		Norway		:				:				:				:				:				:				4		(b)		4				5				6				6				5

		Switzerland		:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:

		:=Not available s=Eurostat estimate b=Break in series i=See explanatory text p=Provisional value

		Footnote:		http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_SDDS/Annexes/tsisc010_esms_an2.htm

		Source of Data::		Eurostat

		Last update:		01.07.2010

		Date of extraction:		12 Jul 2010 15:50:00 MEST

		Hyperlink to the table:		http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tsdsc320

		General Disclaimer of the EC:		http://europa.eu/geninfo/legal_notices_en.htm

		Short Description:		The share of persons with an equivalised disposable income below the risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income (after social transfers).





Income Mobility and Inequality

		ilc_sic2-Inequality of income distribution Gini coefficient

		Short Description is not available

		Last update		01-07-2010

		Extracted on		12-07-2010 15:52:18

		Source of data		Eurostat

		INDICATORS		OBS_FLAG

		GEO/TIME		1997		Flags and Footnotes		1998		Flags and Footnotes		1999		Flags and Footnotes		2000		Flags and Footnotes		2001		Flags and Footnotes		2002		Flags and Footnotes		2003		Flags and Footnotes		2004		Flags and Footnotes		2005		Flags and Footnotes		2006		Flags and Footnotes		2007		Flags and Footnotes		2008		Flags and Footnotes

		European Union (27 countries)		:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				30		(s)		30		(s)		31				31

		European Union (25 countries)		:				29		(s)		29		(s)		29		(s)		29		(s)		:		(i)		29		(s)		30		(s)		30				30				30				30

		European Union (15 countries)		29		(s)		29		(s)		29		(s)		29		(s)		29		(s)		:		(i)		30		(s)		30		(s)		30				29				30				30

		New Member States (12 countries)		:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				32				31

		New Member States (CZ, EE, CY, LV, LT, HU, MT, PL, SI, SK)		:				:				:				:		(i)		29		(s)		29		(s)		29		(s)		30		(s)		32				32				30				29

		Euro area (EA11-2000, EA12-2006, EA13-2007, EA15-2008, EA16)		:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				29				29				30				30

		Euro area (16 countries)		:				:				:				:				:				:				:				:				29				29				30				30

		Belgium		27				27				29				30				28				:		(i)		28		(b)		26				28				28				26				28

		Bulgaria		:				:				:				25		(i)		26		(i)		26		(i)		24		(i)		26		(i)		25		(i)		31		(b)		35				36

		Czech Republic		:				:				:				:		(i)		25		(i)		:				:				:				26		(b)		25				25				25

		Denmark		20		(i)		:				21		(i)		:		(i)		22		(i)		:		(i)		25		(b)		24				24				24				25				25

		Germany (including ex-GDR from 1991)		25				25				25				25				25				:				:				:				26		(b)		27				30				30

		Estonia		:				:				:				36		(i)		35		(i)		35		(i)		34		(i)		37		(b)		34				33				33				31

		Ireland		33				34				32				30				29				:		(i)		31		(b)		32				32				32				32				30

		Greece		35				35				34				33				33				:		(i)		35		(b)		33				33				34				34				33

		Spain		35				34				33				32				33				31		(bi)		31		(i)		31		(b)		32				31				31				31

		France		29				28				29				28				27		(bi)		27		(i)		27		(i)		28				28				27				26				28

		Italy		31				31				30				29				29				:		(i)		:		(i)		33		(b)		33				32				32				31

		Cyprus		29		(i)		:				:				:		(i)		:		(i)		:		(i)		27		(i)		:		(i)		29				29				30				28

		Latvia		:				:				:				34		(i)		:		(i)		:				:				:				36		(b)		39				35				38

		Lithuania		:				:				:				31		(i)		31		(i)		:				:				:				36		(b)		35				34				34

		Luxembourg (Grand-Duché)		25				26				27				26				27				:		(i)		28				26				26				28				27				28

		Hungary		:				:				:				26		(i)		25		(i)		24		(i)		27		(i)		:		(i)		28				33				26				25

		Malta		:				:				:				30		(i)		:				:		(i)		:		(i)		:		(i)		27				27				26				27

		Netherlands		26				25				26				29		(ip)		27		(ip)		27		(ip)		27		(ip)		:		(i)		27		(b)		26				28				28

		Austria		25				24				26				24				24				:		(i)		27		(b)		26				26				25				26				26

		Poland		:				:				:				30		(i)		30		(i)		:				:				:				36		(b)		33				32				32

		Portugal		36				37				36				36				37				:		(i)		:		(i)		38		(b)		38				38				37		(p)		36

		Romania		:				:				:				29		(i)		30		(i)		30		(i)		30		(i)		31		(i)		31		(i)		33		(i)		38		(b)		36

		Slovenia		:				:				:				22		(i)		22		(i)		22		(i)		22		(i)		:		(i)		24		(b)		24				23				23

		Slovakia		:				:				:				:		(i)		:		(i)		:				:				:				26		(b)		28				24				24

		Finland		22				22				24				24				27		(bi)		26		(i)		26		(i)		25				26				26				26				26

		Sweden		21		(i)		:				22		(i)		:		(i)		24		(i)		23		(bi)		:		(i)		23		(b)		23				24				23				24

		United Kingdom		30				32				32				32		(bi)		35		(i)		35		(i)		34		(i)		:		(i)		34		(b)		32				33				34

		Croatia		:				:				:				:				:				:				29		(i)		30				30				28				29				:

		Iceland		:				:				:				:				:				:				:				24				25				26				28				27

		Turkey		:				:				:				:				:				46		(i)		45		(i)		0				:				:				:				:

		Norway		:				:				:				:				:				:				27		(b)		25				28				30				24				25





Mobility in Europe

		OECD indicators on Employment Protection

		Employment protection in OECD and selected non-OECD countries, 2008*

		Scale from 0 (least restrictions) to 6 (most restrictions)

						Protection of permanent workers against (individual) dismissal		Regulation on temporary forms of employment		Specific requirements for collective dismissal		OECD employment protection index

		OECD countries

				Australia		1.37		0.79		2.88		1.38																				0

				Austria		2.19		2.29		3.25		2.41																				0

				Belgium		1.94		2.67		4.13		2.61																				0

				Canada		1.17		0.22		2.63		1.02																				0

				Czech Republic		3.00		1.71		2.13		2.32																				0

				Denmark		1.53		1.79		3.13		1.91																				0

				Finland		2.38		2.17		2.38		2.29																				0

				France		2.60		3.50		2.13		2.90																				0

				Germany		2.85		1.96		3.75		2.63																				0

				Greece		2.28		3.54		3.25		2.97																				0

				Hungary		1.82		2.08		2.88		2.11																				0

				Iceland		2.12		1.54		3.50		2.11																				0

				Ireland		1.67		0.71		2.38		1.39																				0

				Italy		1.69		2.54		4.88		2.58																				0

				Japan		2.05		1.50		1.50		1.73																				0

				Korea		2.29		2.08		1.88		2.13																				0

				Luxembourg		2.68		3.92		3.88		3.39																				0

				Mexico		2.25		4.00		3.75		3.23																				0

				Netherlands		2.73		1.42		3.00		2.23																				0

				New Zealand		1.54		1.08		0.38		1.16																				0

				Norway		2.20		3.00		2.88		2.65																				0

				Poland		2.01		2.33		3.63		2.41																				0

				Portugal		3.51		2.54		1.88		2.84																				0

				Slovak Republic		2.45		1.17		3.75		2.13																				0

				Spain		2.38		3.83		3.13		3.11																				0

				Sweden		2.72		0.71		3.75		2.06																				0

				Switzerland		1.19		1.50		3.88		1.77																				0

				Turkey		2.48		4.88		2.38		3.46																				0

				United Kingdom		1.17		0.29		2.88		1.09																				0

				United States		0.56		0.33		2.88		0.85																				0

		Other selected countries

				Brazil		1.49		3.96		0.00		2.27

				Chile		2.59		2.04		0.00		1.93

				China		3.31		2.21		3.00		2.80

				Estonia		2.27		2.17		3.25		2.39

				India		3.65		2.67		0.00		2.63

				Indonesia		4.29		2.96		0.00		3.02

				Israel		2.19		1.58		1.88		1.88

				Russian Federation		2.79		0.79		1.88		1.80

				Slovenia		2.98		2.50		2.88		2.76

				South Africa		1.91		0.58		1.88		1.35

		Note: 
* For France and Portugal, data refer to 2009. This indicator refer to version 3 as defined in the methodology.

		Source: OECD. To find out more about the methodology used to calculate the OECD employment protection indicators, see www.oecd.org/employment/protection.
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		Cross National Analysis of Inter-generational Income Mobility

				Preferred		Lower Bound		Upper Bound

		Denmark		0.15		0.13		0.16

		Norway		0.17		0.15		0.19

		Finland		0.18		0.16		0.21

		Canada		0.19		0.16		0.21

		Sweden		0.27		0.23		0.3

		Germany		0.32		0.27		0.35

		France		0.41		0.35		0.45

		United States		0.47		0.4		0.52

		United Kingdom		0.5		0.43		0.55

		Source: Corak (2006) p 42

		Correlation of Income Mobility and Income Inequality

		Income Inequality		Income Mobility

		0.23		0.15				Denmark

		0.28		0.17				Norway

		0.27		0.18				Finland

		0.32		0.19				Canada

		0.23		0.27				Sweden

		0.30		0.32				Germany

		0.28		0.41				France

		0.38		0.47				United States

		0.34		0.5				United Kingdom

				To resize chart data range, drag lower right corner of range.

		Source: Mobility - Corak (2006); Inequality - OECD Factbook, 2009 http://lysander.sourceoecd.org/vl=1683656/cl=29/nw=1/rpsv/factbook2009/12/01/01/index.htm





		Denmark

		Norway

		Finland

		Canada

		Sweden

		Germany

		France

		United States

		United Kingdom



Preferred

Cross Country Estimates of Intergenerational Income Mobility

0.15

0.17

0.18

0.19

0.27

0.32

0.41

0.47

0.5




