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Abstract

Empirical literature offers a number of studiegygasting that living condi-
tions in childhood can significantly influence asbements and living conditions
in adulthood. The aim of this paper is to answer tjuestion: To what extent
is the intergenerational transmission of povertgasated with social mobility
(in terms of educational and occupational intergatienal mobility) in the
European Union (and Iceland, Switzerland and Non®a@ur analyses are
based on EU-SILC 2011, ‘Intergenerational transmoissof disadvantages’
module microdata. Interpretations of the findinge hased on the ordered logit
models estimated at European and country levels.r&bults suggest that both
educational and occupational mobility are in a &ttally significant positive
relationship with the intergenerational transmissi@f poverty (proxied by
a change in the perceived financial stress of ineskhold).
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Introduction

It is obvious that the living conditions in chilalbd can significantly affect
later achievements and the whole life of individuas has been discussed in
a number of studies (see e.g. Bronfenbrenner, 19&6dberg, 1991; Luo and
Waite, 2005). In other terms, parents with a higstandard of living tend to
transmit better education, ability and non-cogeitigkills to their children,
providing them also with greater labour market gsscand, consequently,
a higher income status (Blanden, Gregg and Macmi2a06).

There are a number of factors potentially affertohanges in living condi-
tions throughout life. At the same time, there m@re possibilities for how to
describe the changes. Our study focuses on chamgles subjective perception
of financial ease or stress of respondents’ houdehocomparing the situation
in their youth with current times. Using the 201bdule on intergenerational
transmission of disadvantages, from the EuropeaioriJ8tatistics on Income
and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), we link the de@&ipns on perceived finan-
cial difficulties with educational and occupatiomabbility between generations.

From the perspective of spatial coverage, theysfoduses on European
Union countries and Iceland, Norway and Switzerlaraking into account the
subjective nature of the phenomenon, internatieoatparisons should reflect
the cultural differences and changes in socio-etona@onditions in the ana-
lysed countries. Regarding time, the sample cothersperiod of 1964 — 2003,
depending on the age of respondents.

Based on the assumption that living conditionp@dple are correlated with
the economic level of the country (proxied, e.g.,GDP), in general, it can be
claimed that living standards of the EU populatlave increased over time.
However, despite long-term economic growth in tiie B general convergence
of living standards has not been reached. Soméetobuntries are moreover
affected by the relics of a past communist regwigch can significantly influ-
ence subjective perception of poverty (or living@ditions in general). However,
analysis of living conditions at aggregate levairgat be considered as satisfac-
tory, and a better understanding of the phenomeeguires analyses performed
at the individual level of persons and households.

The main research question addressed in the sudiether there is a rela-
tionship between the intergenerational transmissiodisadvantages and social
mobility (in terms of educational and occupatiomdkrgenerational mobility).
We expect the relationship to be direct. The pépédivided as follows: the sec-
tion 1 describes the background of our researct,the goal of the study is
specified in a greater detail. The section 2 costa detailed description of the
methodology and transformations of the variables] the main findings are
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described and interpreted in section 3. Analysestefrgenerational transmis-
sion of disadvantages and social mobility assebsedn innovative approach
are the main contribution of this study.

1. Background and Goal of Study

Intergenerational transmission of disadvantagesbealooked upon as a com-
plex of positive and negative factors that affechéd’s chances of experiencing
poverty in the future (Moore, 2005). The empirititdrature offers various evi-
dence suggesting that living conditions in the giasthildhood) can significantly
affect living conditions in the future (in adultheo Thus there is an obvious rela-
tionship between deprivation of a person in chitstheesulting from parents’ pov-
erty and experiencing poverty in one’s own youtitafelfiova, 2007), which can
further predict poverty in the later phases of lifed a consecutive transmission of
poverty to descendants. However, it cannot be gésed, as other factors such as
family/household structure, environment, socialason etc. can independently
affect an individual’s living conditions throughdtieir life cycle (Bird, 2007).

The literature suggests several potential facforsthe intergenerational
transmission of disadvantages, while social mgbflit terms of a person’s edu-
cation or occupation) can be considered as onkeofmost important, and a di-
rect and indirect impact can be assumed. The dimgzact works often through
income: people with higher education and/or higbecial status have higher
incomes which enable them to assure better livongditions and education for
their children, which again increases their charioebetter living conditions in
the future. An indirect impact can be observed: &ctjng on children while their
preferences are being created; or creating favteiamnditions for their studies
etc. (Feinstein, Duckworth and Sabates, 2004). Mstnglies further suggest
a positive relationship between parents’ educatiod their children’s attain-
ments (Ermisch and Pronzato, 2010) which, as ajreméntioned, increases
their chance to escape poverty in the future.

Most of the studies on intergenerational transimmssf disadvantages focus
on analyses of the income situation of parentsthgi childrer? Parents’ in-
come is considered as the best predictor of thedulife chances of their parents
— either directly, e.g. providing assets to chifdre or indirectly, e.g. creating
better living conditions in childhood (D’Addio, 200 Education is suggested to
be the main factor of intergenerational income tigbias it is connected to
better status at work and an associated highel éévecome, which is in direct

2 See e.g. Altonji and Dunn (2000) for USA analyses] Bjorklund et al. (2002), Osterbacka
(2002) and Nicoletti and Ermisch (2008) for EastEtropean countries.
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relationship with lower risk of poverty (Smith aMiddleton, 2007). Education
is closely associated with qualification and pasemiccupational status. The
previous research suggests that higher occupatstatls is directly associated
with the educational attainments of their childrerhich increases children’s
chances for better living conditions in the fut(®glva et al., 2004).

The goal of our study is to answer the questiggamging the relationship
between intergenerational transmission of disacged and social mobility (in
terms of educational and occupational mobility)Euarope. In accordance with
Goldthorpe (2007), educational mobility is defingsl movement between the
educational level of parents and of their descetsd&ds Kathak and Simonova
(2011) point out, less attention is paid to edweati mobility in comparison to
occupational mobility. For our purposes, we adoy of the standard approach-
es to the occupational mobility definition and fecon the movement between
social classes indicated by the status in employifatriak, 2012).

Our study differs from similar studies in at leasb perspectives. The as-
sessment of transmission of disadvantages is rs&dban income, but on a ret-
rospective subjective evaluation of financial sr@s youth (when the person
was around 14 years old), and a similar evaluadtopresent. Our research hy-
pothesis assumes that upward social (educatiocalpational) mobility is asso-
ciated with the positive change in the househdidancial situation perception.

In contrast to previous studies based on analgsdémth respondents’ and
their parents’ characteristics, our study is basedhe construction of simple
individual variables reflecting intergenerationablnility directly. Indicators of
intergenerational mobility regarding financial sse educational and occupa-
tional status have three levels: 1. negative chafigeno change; 3. positive
change Negative changelepicts a situation in which the respondent peesei
higher financial stress at present than in theirtlyoln terms of education the
negative change occurs when the respondent’s edadéatower than the educa-
tion of their parents, when the reference categotipe education of the parent
who attained a higher education. The same appiiesctupational mobility.
No changeandpositive changare defined in a similar way.

2. Methods

2.1. Source of Data

Analyses and results in the study are based or6EQ- 2011 microdata
(Eurostat, 2014) including an ad-hoc module on ititergenerational trans-
mission of disadvantages. The data cover 27 Europeaor? countries, plus
Iceland, Norway and Switzerland.
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2.2. Transformation of the Key Variables®

The analysis of the relationship between the geeerational transmission
of disadvantages and social mobility is based afered logit; i.e. a model
of logistic regression with an ordinal responsealae. The response variable,
intergenerational transmission of financial stneseception, is based on a com-
parison of subjective financial stress perceptiothe past and at present, using
the following two EU-SILC questionnaire questions:

[Present]: Variable HS120A household may have different sources of in-
come and more than one household member may catetrib it. Thinking of
your household's total income, is your householé &b make ends meet, name-
ly, to pay for its usual necessary expenses?’

[Past]: Variable PT200When you were around 14 years old, with how much
difficulty or ease was your household able to makés meet, that is, to pay for
its usual necessary expenses?’

In both cases the respondents had to choose ahe ébllowing responses:
‘1. with great difficulty 2. with difficulty; 3. with some difficulty#. fairly easily;

5. easily;6. very easily.’

Considering the fact that in the case of the HSZ&{able the response given
by the responding person is assigned to all holdahembers, and question
PT200 was asked of each household member aged525 the analysis only
focuses on the persons responding the househoktioumeaire. Adopting the
principle of carefulness we assume that the perssponding the household
guestionnaire generalises their perception of ttesgnt situation to the whole
household, while some of the household membersdcpeiceive the present
situation differently.

The resulting value of response varialffedan have three categories and is
based on the following transformation:

Let's denote the variable HS120 wsand the variable PT200 &g while
i, ¥ 0{1, 2, ..., §. The transformed variable is defined:

O(yy < ¥4): Yy =1, i.e. person reckons that their present household is able to

make ends meewith greater difficultiesthan household in which they lived
when they were around 14 years old;
O(y; =V¥,): Y =2, i.e. person reckons that her present household is able to

make ends meet with (approximately) the same dities as household in
which they lived when they were around 14 years old

3 German microdata were not included in the datasethe German National Statistical Insti-
tute has not given permission to use the Germaroaéta in this research project, and so German
data are excluded from the analyses.
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O(y; >Y,): Yy =3, i.e. person reckons that her present household is able to

make ends mesatith lower difficultiesthan household in which they lived when
they were around 14 years old.

A similar transformation is used also in casehef ey explanatory variables:
intergenerational educational and occupation mybili

The respondent’s education is given by variabl®4PEhighest ISCEblevel
attained) and parents’ education is given by véemlPT110/PT120(highest
level of education attained by the mother/fath&g).the categories of the varia-
bles differ, the first transformation is aimed aifying the categories. This was
performed in accordance with Eurostat (2011) mettomy: denote the variable
PEO040 axs, variable PT110 as, and variable PT120 ag, and:

Ox, 0{0,1, 3 5¢=1,0%x0{3 % :x=20x%0{ 51 X=
Ox, =0:%, =1, Ox =0: %=L 0%>0:%=x%,0 x> 0: %= X

Educational mobility is the key variable and iswded asx;. The transfor-
mation is based on an assumption that the educhtitatus of the household is
given by the level of education attained by theepawhose educational attain-
ment is higher. The resulting value of the variablgielded by a transformation
based on a comparison of the highest level of értucattained by the respondent
and the highest level of education attained bypthieent who attained a higher
level of education. This can be symbolically reteritas:

D(xg <max{x5,>€}) x =1
D(xgmi:max{xi,)@}) X =2
D(XEI >max{x§,>€}) % =3

A similar consideration is used also in the cangion of the intergeneration-
al occupation mobility variable. As our study foesson a comparison of Euro-
pean countries, operationalisation of intergenerati occupational mobility
is based on occupational status using the a-prlassification of occupations.

4 Variable with seven categories: 0: pre-primary aadion, 1: primary education; 2: lower
secondary education; 3: (upper) secondary educafiopost-secondary non-tertiary education;
5: first stage of tertiary education (not leadingectly to an advanced research qualification);
6: second stage of tertiary education (leadinghtadvanced research qualification).

® Variables with four categories: 0: father/motheuld neither read nor write in any language;
1: low level (pre-primary, primary or lower secomglaeducation); 2: medium level (upper-
secondary education and post-secondary non-temidngation); 3: high level (first stage of ter-
tiary education and second stage of tertiary edrcat
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In accordance with Sopdci et al. (2011, p. 140)assume that employment,
working position and an individual's status in taédour market are the most
common bases for determining their position in cdastratification system.

The occupation of the respondent is given by ei®L 051, main occupa-
tion’, and the parents’ occupation by variables PT1508PT'inain occupation
of the father/mother'With respect to the structure of the data (IS@3&tegory
is generally available at the first level — majoogp — only), it is not possible to
perform the complete conversion from ISCO-08 toE&ee e.g. Katiak, 2012).
This is why we had to perform a partial converdiased on the combination of
ISCO-08 major groups and four ISCO skill levels@IL2006)° As a result we
get the following classificatioh:

Table 1
Adjusted Classification of Occupational Classes
Class ISCO-08 major groups Skill level
1 1 — Managers, senior officials and legislators 43,
2 2 — Professionals 4
3 3 — Technicians and associate professionals 3
4 — Clerks
5 — Service and sales workers
4 6 — Skilled agricultural and fishery workers 2
7 — Craft and related trades workers
8 — Plant and machine operators, and assembler
5 9 — Elementary occupations 1

Source:Own table based on ILO (2006).

The transformation can be rewritten: denote théakbe main occupation of
the respondenasxs, variable main occupation of the fatherxasand variable
main occupation of the motheras and perform the following transformations:

Ox, =1:% =1, Ox, =1:x =1, Ox, =1:% =1
Oxg =2:% =2, 0x, =2:% =2, Ox; =2:% =2
Oxg =3:% =3, Ox,, =3:%; =3, Ox; =3:% =3
Ox; O[4, 815 = 4, Ox, 0[4, 8 :% =4, Ox; 0[4, §: = 4

Ox; =9:% =5, Ox,, =9:x, =5, Ox; =9:% =5

5 We are aware of problematic aspects associatédtkét conversions and transformations we
used (see e.g. Sopdci et al., 2011; Kalty 2012; Maloutas, 2007; Rose and Harrison, 2007),
caused by limitations in the data used.

" Regardless of skills level, the major group ‘1, Mgers, senior officials and legislators’ is
considered as a sole class of the highest level.
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Occupational mobilitys the key variable, denote it gsand again, the trans-
formation is based on the assumption that the @toupal social status of
a household is given by the occupational statuheparent whose occupational
status is higher. The resulting value of the vdeiabyielded by a transformation
based on a comparison of the occupational statubeofespondent with the
occupational status of the parent with the higlreupational status; i.e.:

0(x >min{ %, %}):% =1
D(x§=min{>§, )§})x2 =2

0(x <min{x;, %}): % =3

2.3. Description of the Model

The analysis of the relationship between the geeerational transmission
of disadvantages and intergenerational mobility térms of educational and
occupational mobility) is based on an ordered logiidel® where the response
variable intergenerational transmission of disattvges (operationalised by the
perception of financial stress of household) hesdltategories:

y. =1: the respondent perceives &higher level of household’s financial

stress (at present in comparison to the past),
y, =2: the responderntperceivesno changen the level of household’s finan-

cial stress (at present in comparison to the past),
y. =3: the respondentperceives dower level of household’s financial stress

(at present in comparison to the past).

Beyond the key explanatory variables (intergefmmat social mobility in
terms of educational/occupational mobility) desedlin the previous text, the
following set of control variables is considered:

- gender (dummy variable with categoriésmale’ (ref.) and O: female);

- age at the end of income reference period;

« log of equivalent disposable household income;

- ability to face unexpected financial expenses (dyraariable with catego-
ries‘1: yes'(ref.) and O: no');

- indication of whether a person suffers from anyoair (long-standing) ill-
ness or condition (dummy variable with categotieyes’(ref.) and 0: no');

8 The ordered logit model is a regression model wittordered response variable. The model
is based on the cumulative probabilities of thepoese variable: the logit of each cumulative
probability is assumed to be a linear functionts tovariates, with regression coefficients con-
stant across response categories (Grilli and Ranimpj@914, p. 4510).
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- current economic status (dummy variable with mergaggories:‘1: em-
ployed/self-employed persofnef.) and 0: economically inactive person’

- indication of whether a person lives in a househatth very low work in-
tensity (dummy variable with categorids yes’and’0: no’ (ref.));

- indication of whether a person lives in a sevenalgterially deprived
household (dummy variable with categorigésyes’and’0: no’ (ref.));

« indication of whether a person lives in an overated household (dummy
variable with categoried.: yes'and'0: no’ (ref.)).

Four models are presented in the study:

1. model with a single explanatory variable: intergatienal occupational
mobility;

2. model with a single explanatory variable: intergatienal educational
mobility;

3. model with two explanatory variables: intergenenadil occupational mo-
bility, and intergenerational educational mobility;

4. model with the two key explanatory variables arsefeof control variables.

The models are estimated at national level (iGedi3tinct models) and at
European level, controlling for country fixed effec

The aim of estimating four models is to demonsetithiat after adding the
control variables the effect of intergenerationatial mobility (in terms of
occupational and educational mobility) on intergatienal transmission of dis-
advantages is statistically significant (althougbakened), and signs of the esti-
mated regression coefficients do not change.

All calculations and estimations in the study wpegformed in an R envi-
ronment (R Core Team, 2015). Assessment of modetmsed on Nagelkerke
(1991) pseudo Reoefficient.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Description of the Key Variables

The number of people perceiving that they curyelite in a household mak-
ing ends meet with greater difficulty than a househin which they lived when
they were around 14 years old (or shortly denotsgeaple perceiving deterio-
ration of their financial situationis, in most of the countries, higher than the
number of people perceiving that they currentlg lim a household making ends
meet with less difficulty than a household in whitley lived when they were

° The main rationale behind merging the categorias the fact that questions dealing with
intergenerational transmission of disadvantage® waly asked of persons aged 25 — 59.
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around 14 years old (or shortly denoted pople perceiving improvement
of their financial situatioh

Figure 1

Share of People Perceiving Deterioration/ImprovemetiNo Change in Financial
Situation Intergenerationally, 2011
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Note: See Appendix B for country codes abbreviations.
Source:Own calculations based on EU-SILC 2011 microdatad&at, 2014).

The largest difference between the number of gepetceiving deterioration
of their financial situation and the number of pegperceiving an improvement
in their financial situation is reported in the easf Bulgaria (almost 20 times
more people perceived a deterioration than the eurabpeople that perceived
an improvement in their financial situation), La&w6 times more), Hungary
(5 times more) and Greece (4 times more). The shiapeople perceiving that
they currently live in a household making ends meih approximately the
same level of difficulty as a household in whicleythived when they were
around 14 years old (or shortly denotecpasple perceiving no change in their
financial situation, can be considered as relatively stable acrosatdes, and
its level is around 30% (see Figure 1).

The group of nine countries in which the numbempebple perceiving an
improvement of financial situation is larger thd&e humber of people perceiv-
ing a deterioration of their financial situationnsists only of the Western Euro-
pean countries (Luxembourg, Austria, Norway, Swedgnitzerland, Finland,
Denmark, Netherlands and the United Kingdom). Tkeeptions are Italy and
France, which score worse than the Czech Rep@ibwakia and Poland.

The results therefore suggest that most peoplestern Europe perceive,
on average, an improvement in their financial situa(at present, in compari-
son to period when they were around 14 years wldije for the Central/Eastern
European countries the opposite is typical. Attda® explanations can be
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offered. The first is associated with the fact ttieg level of economic conver-
gence is not reached as it was expected. The seo@idnation is connected
to the effects of economic crisis, as it can beimesl that the overall lowered
economic performance could have affected peoplaigl@yment opportunities,
and the living standards of certain groups of peaugluld also have decreased.
As aresult those people perceived a negative ehanghe financial situation
(in comparison to the past).

The division of respondents into two groups basedheir age (1. not older
than median age; and 2. older than median age3 lesatb the conclusion that in
the case of almost all countries (with the exceptid Estonia), ‘younger’ re-
spondents (i.e. the respondents who were approgiynad years old between
1983 and 2003) perceive a deterioration in theiaricial situation to a larger
extent than ‘older’ respondents (i.e. respondertt® were approximately 14
years old before 1983). Portugal, Slovakia and_thited Kingdom are countries
with the most significant differences between ‘olded ‘younger’ respondents.
More specifically, in the case of the ‘younger pesdents a larger number per-
ceive a deterioration in their financial situatidran the number of respondents
perceiving an improvement in their financial sitaat And in the case of the ‘old-
er’ respondents there’s a larger number that percaih improvement in their fi-
nancial situation than those perceiving a deteimraf their financial situation.

As for occupational mobility, respondents withanl change in social status
intergenerationally (i.e. occupational status a&fpandents does not differ from
occupational status of their par®ptform the largest group. The results further
suggest that in most countries (21 out of 30) timalmer of people with upward
occupational mobility is higher than the numbepebple with downward occu-
pational mobility (see Figure 2).

Consideration of age (division of respondentsytmuhger’ and ‘older’ than
the median age) suggests that in almost all cams(vith the exception of Malta
and Poland) the probability of upward occupatianability is higher for ‘older’
respondents than for ‘younger’ respondéhtShis could be explained by the
fact that younger respondents can still achieveghen occupational status in
their future career.

The results further indicate that in general th&rean upward mobility
or stability. Respondents with no change between highest attained level
compared to their parents is the largest group+(85%). Upward educational
mobility (Figure 3) is typical of all countries withe most considerable change:

19 The respondent’s status is compared to the pafiense social status was higher.

1 Division of respondents into ‘younger' and ‘oldés’ based on the same principle as that
described above.



208

in the case of Romania the number of respondentsupiward educational mo-
bility is 50 times larger than the number of regemts with downward educa-
tional mobility. Norway is the only country in wiicdhe number of ‘younger’
respondents with downward educational mobilityighlr than respondents with
upward educational mobility. The largest shareespondents with downward
educational mobility is reported in Norway (22%)ernark (20%), Iceland
(17%) and Estonia (16%).

Figure 2

Shares of People with Upward/Downward and No Changi@ Occupation
Intergenerationally, 2011
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Note: See Appendix B for country codes abbreviations.
Source:Own calculations based on EU-SILC 2011 microdatad&at, 2014).

Figure 3

Shares of People with Upward/Downward and No Chang& Educational Level
Intergenerationally, 2011
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3.2. Correlation Analysis

Before proceeding to the main (regression) amaly&@ perform an analysis
of relationship® between the values of response and the key explgnearia-
bles at present and in the past (Table 2).

Table 2

Relationship between Present and Past Values of 8eled Variables
(Kendall's g coefficient)

Country | Disadvantages | Education Status Country | Disadvantages| Education Status
AT 0.146 0.318 0.247 IS 0.098 0.277| 0.171
BE 0.231 0.420 0.266 IT 0.225 0.401 0.242
BG 0.188 0.484 0.330 LT 0.163 0.322 0.237
CcY 0.188 0.39%4 0.240 LU 0.247 0.503 0.321
Cz 0.154 0.370 0.291 LV 0.097 0.294 0.232
DK 0.079 0.253 0.211 MT 0.232 0.336 0.285
EE 0.187 0.262 0.215] NL 0.136 0.324 0.223
EL 0.162 0.365 0.189 NO 0.129 0.297| 0.203
ES 0.246 0.334 0.240| PL 0.193 0.374 0.278
Fl 0.153 0.246 0.241 PT 0.314 0.352 0.235
FR 0.124 0.355 0.254] RO 0.260 0.402 0.381
HR 0.193 0.385 0.232 SE 0.118 0.291] 0.249
HU 0.203 0.421 0.308 Sl 0.197 0.325| 0.288
CH 0.153 0.359 0.237 SK 0.219 0.353 0.272
IE 0.195 0.336 0.249 UK 0.160 0.309 0.211

Note: All estimates of coefficients are statisticallgmificant {p < 0.0001). See Appendix B for country codes
abbreviations.

Source:Own calculations based on EU-SILC 2011 microdatad&at, 2014)

The relationship is positive and statisticallyrsfigant in the case of all vari-
ables. The values of Kendalltg coefficient for the perception of financial stress
in the past and in the present are between 0.0&8nfark) and 0.314 (Portugal).
The relationship between the parent’s and the resgd’s highest attained edu-
cation is the strongest in all countries with valletween 0.246 (Finland) and
0.503 (Luxembourg). Slightly lower values are répdrwhen analysing occupa-
tional status: 0.171 (Iceland) and 0.331 (Romania).

The pattern of relationship is generally the samall countries: the highest
strength of relationship is reported in the casedafcational status, and the low-
est in the case of subjective perception of tharfomal stress of the household.

3.3. Regression Analysis

Odds ratios for the key explanatory variables @petional and educational
mobility) are reported in Table 3 (the model in&@actontrol variables describe
in Section 2.3). From the partial models withountcol variables (Appendix A)

12 The strength of relationship is quantified by Kalfid T coefficient.
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it is obvious that both occupational and educatiomability are in a statistically
significant relationship to the intergeneration@nsmission of disadvantages.
Including control variables in the model, someh# toefficients become statis-
tically insignificant, mainly in the case of eduocatl mobility (e.g. results for
Austria, Cyprus, Ireland, Iceland and Romania ssgtieat educational mobility
does not have an impact on the perception of chan@eancial situation). In
the case of occupational mobility, a statisticallynificant relationship can only
not be assumed in Greece.

Table 3
Odds Ratios for the Key Explanatory Variables
(4)
Occupational mobility Educational mobility

Country =2 =3 =2 =3 Nag. N
EU 1.40" 1.66" 1.28" 1.46" 0.210 109 328
AT 157" 1.737 0.99 1.18 0.159 3600
BE 1.20 1.67" 1.09 1.47 0.124 2834
BG 1.22 1.54 1.76 1.65 0.045 2602
CcY 1.12 1.40 1.12 1.21 0.117 2192
cz 1.16 1.44" 1.56" 2.26" 0.157 4217
DK 1.47" 1.54" 0.82 1.23 0.147 2522
EE 1.34 1.607 0.96 1.30 0.158 2 664
EL 1.15 0.96 2.05 1.84 0.078 2398
ES 1.20 1.38" 1.54" 1.51 0.128 6 439
Fl 1.29 1.80" 1.18 171 0.173 2 858
FR 1.48" 2.04" 1.63" 1.80" 0.132 5808
HR 1.6 1.79" 2.39" 3.04" 0.137 1628
HU 1.24" 1.28 1.24 1.43 0.092 6 947
CH 1.75" 1.75" 1.08 1.58" 0.142 3963
IE 1.47" 2.06” 1.00 1.01 0.150 1974
IS 1.29 1.48 0.88 0.91 0.155 1630
IT 1.40™ 1.82" 1.64" 1.67" 0.151 8720
LT 1.80™ 1.96" 1.90 2.65" 0.104 2 556
LU 1.26" 1.54" 1.47" 1.56" 0.128 3617
LV 1.60™ 1.65" 1.49 1.78" 0.118 3291
MT 1.21 1.48 1.49 1.74 0.116 1801
NL 1.34" 1.937 1.18 1.48 0.175 4193
NO 1.40" 1.46" 1.19 1.56" 0.200 2471
PL 1.56" 1.80" 1.11 1.44 0.176 7187
PT 1.31 1.55" 3.33" 1.98 0.124 2 596
RO 1.25 1.52 1.96 2.27 0.101 2248
SE 1.11 1.74 1.90 1.38 0.179 568
Sl 1.44" 1.78" 1.19 1.55 0.138 3453
SK 1.20 1.34° 1.60 2.04" 0.105 2917
UK 1.45™ 1.68" 1.17 1.49 0.197 3297

Notes: National models are controlled for control varegbdescribed in Section 2.3; the European model is
furthermore controlled for country fixed effect®eSAppendix B for country codes abbreviations.
Sig. levels: 0 ***0.01 ** 0.05 * 0.1

Source:Own calculations based on EU-SILC 2011 microdatad&at, 2014).

The results further indicate that persons with agivoccupational mobility
have a higher chance of perceiving an improvemerfinencial situation than
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persons with no change in occupational status. ysismbf educational mobility
offers similar findings. Denmark is the only exdept where the people with
unchanged educational status have a lower chanperoéiving an improved
financial situation than people with downward edioceal mobility.

As is obvious from the previous section, inclusadrcontrol variables in the
models increase the goodness-of-fit measure (Nadedls pseudo4R Graph-
ical representation of the summarised results @cted in Figure 4. The bars
represent the odds ratios for the model basedl@bsérvations (all countries in
the sample controlling for country fixed effectaipd the lines represent the min-
imum and maximum values of odds ratios calculatedlfstinct countries (only
statistically significant odds ratios are takerpimtccount). The following text
discusses the relationship between control vargabled the intergenerational
transmission of disadvantages.

Figure 4
Odds Ratios for Variables Included in Model
Edu. mobility - NO CHANGE =
Edu. mobility - UPWARD .

Occup. mobility - NO CHANGE

Occup. mobility - UPWARD
Gender - FEMALE ——

Age H

Log of income
Ability to face expenses - NO ——
Chroniciliness - YES —
Economic status - INACTIVE — .,
Low work intensity - YES e
Materially deprived - YES —— 8

Overcrowded HH - YES —H
0 0,5 1 1,5 2 25 3 35

Note: Bars represent odds ratios for the model basel abservations (all countries in the sample adlhitrg
for country fixed effects) and lines represent minin and maximum values of odds ratios calculated fo
distinct countries (only statistically significandds ratios are taken into account).

Source:Own estimations based on EU-SILC 2011 microdataq&at, 2014).

Gender —at the European level women have lower chancesenfejving
improved financial situation than men, and a simfauation is reported for
individual countries. Luxembourg is the only except where women have
a higher chance of perceiving an improved finangitalation than men.
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Age— a statistically significant positive relationshipttveen age and percep-
tion of improved financial situation is presentalmost all countries (Bulgaria,
Estonia, Iceland and Latvia are exceptions, wheeerélationship is not statisti-
cally significant). The findings are in accordarwi¢h the description of varia-
bles in Section 3.1, and it can be assumed thatg/@eople can still achieve
higher occupational status as their careers devel@p their working cycle,
which can hence lead to a higher living standardtie respondents and so am
improved perception of their financial situationtive future. The relationship of
intergenerational transmission of disadvantagesumetional and educational
mobility and age will be discussed in greater detiaihe end of this section.

Income— can be considered as one of the most importeterminants of
perceiving change in financial situation, and ttsrsg (direct) impact is reported
at the European level, as well as at the levehdividual countries (Lithuania
and Romania are exceptions; the relationship istatistically significant).

Ability to face unexpected financial expengses indirect relationship with
the perception of change in the financial situgt@emd is the only control varia-
ble which is statistically significant at individuiavel in all countries. The rela-
tionship is negative; i.e. persons living in housddh not able to face unexpected
financial expenses have, on average, considerabhehchance of perceiving
deterioration in their financial situation (in coarson to persons living in
households able to face unexpected financial exgsgns

Perception of change in the financial situatiomigndirect relationship also
with the variablesuffering from a chronic (long-standing) illneaadliving in
a severely materially deprived househofts expected, people suffering from
a chronic illness (statistically significant in tikase of 10 countries), or people
living in a severely materially deprived househgdiatistically significant in
case of 25 countries), have, on average, a hidgiaroe of perceiving a deterio-
ration in their financial situation.

It is obvious thaeconomically inactive persorfanemployed, pensioners and
other inactive people) have, on average, a highenae of perceiving a deterio-
rated financial situation than @mployed or self-employed persomis direc-
tion of relationship is statistically significant the case of 11 countries. Roma-
nia is an exception and the findings suggest tigl@yed/self-employed people
have, in general, a higher chance of perceivingtartbrated financial situation
than economically inactive people.

The relationship between the varialdeercrowded householdind a change
in perception of financial situation is reportedsaatistically significant in five
countries, but the conclusions are not unambigudtsle for people living in
overcrowded households in Romania and Slovakia ¢antarly at the European
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level) there is a higher chance of perceiving ammiation in their financial situa-
tion, people not living in overcrowded household<Cyprus, Ireland and Swe-
den have a higher chance of perceiving a detelorat their financial situation.

Very low work intensitys the only variable which is not statisticallysifi-
cant at the European level, but is significantatamal level in a couple of coun-
tries. For example, people living in householdshwiéry low work intensity in
Ireland have a higher chance of perceiving a deted financial situation than
people not living in households with very low wadrkensity. The opposite is
true for Finland, Lithuania and Spain.

Based on the analyses of response, and key exptanariables, it is neces-
sary to take age into account when interpretindititéngs. The graphical analy-
sis of the results (Figure 5) suggests that predigrobability that respondents
perceive a deterioration in their financial sitoatdecreases with increased age.

Figure 5

Predicted Probabilities for Different Levels of Edwcational/Occupational Mobility
and Age

mob.edu =1 mob.edu = 2 mob.edu = 3

1

dnoso-qow

2=

€ = dnooo qow

Change —1---2--3

Notes: ‘Change’ denotes the perceived change in finargitalation (i.e. intergenerational transmission of
poverty) with levels: 1 — deterioration; 2 — no be; 3 — improvement. Levels of key explanatoryialzes:
1 — downward mobility; 2 — no change; 3 — upwarditity

Source:Own calculations based on EU-SILC 2011 microdatad&at, 2014).
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The level of predicted probability is lowest faegple who attained a higher
educational and occupational status than theirnpgréOn the other hand, the
predicted probability that a respondent does notgdee an improvement in
their financial situation increases with the inaes age of respondent, and the
highest values of probability are typical for persavho attained a higher educa-
tional and occupational status than their parekgsor the predicted probability
for respondents ‘without change’, the results saggevery low sensitivity to
age, and this is also very weakly sensitive toctienge in social status (in terms
of educational as well as occupational mobility).

Conclusions

It is unquestionable that living conditions in ylowcan, to a considerable ex-
tent, determine living conditions in later periaufdife. Comparative data of the
2011 EU-SILC module on intergenerational transroissif disadvantages show
that Western Europeans mostly perceive an impromeimeheir financial situa-
tion (at present, in comparison to the period wtteey were around 14 years
old), while for the Central/Eastern-European caestthe opposite is typical.
This can, to some extent, be explained by the tfzt the level of economic
convergence was not reached as expected and poalibl as a result of the
effects of economic crisis (which were still strand2010/2011).

Our article strives to address the following gisestTo what extent can the
intergenerational transmission of disadvantagesx{@d by comparing subjec-
tive perception of ability to make ends meet whHenrespondent was around 14
years old and at present) be explained by intergépaal social mobility, in
terms of occupational and educational mobility? arswer this question we
estimated an ordered logit model, using the midedaentioned above. The
results are presented at two levels: the Europexagl (controlling for country
fixed effects); and at the national level for irdival countries. The results sug-
gest that both occupational and educational mghittween generations are in
a statistically significant positive relationshigthvthe intergenerational trans-
mission of disadvantages. In the final model wetrabrfor variables such as
gender, age, ability to face unexpected financipkases, suffering from chron-
ic illness, severe material deprivation, econonitivly, overcrowded house-
hold and very low work intensity; i.e. all the \asles which can be associated
with the perception of financial stress of housdhol

While the inclusion of the mentioned variablesutesl in a reduced effect of
the key variables (occupational and educationalilfbon the intergeneratio-
nal transmission of disadvantages, their directibmelationship and statistical
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significance remained generally unchanged. Amoegctintrol variables, age is
of utmost importance as shown by the consideralffereinces in perceiving

financial stress (in respondent’s youth against ghesent time) between the
‘younger’ and ‘older’ generations.

As assumed by theory and supported by other erspidur main findings
indicate that living conditions in youth determiingng conditions in adulthood
and, furthermore, intergenerational social mobiigyassociated with the inter-
generational transmission of disadvantages. Thiignportant issue concern-
ing the educational attainment, skills and compaderof children coming from
unfavourable economic conditions. In general tetims,issue is of social repro-
duction of disadvantages, which should be studddpnomic research and
targeted by educational and social policies.
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Appendix A
Partial Models without Control Variables (odds ratios)

1) 2 (3)
Occupational mobility | Educational mobility | Occupational mobility | Educational mobility
=2 =3 =2 =3 =2 =3 =2 =3

EU 1.50” 2.60" 1.53" 217" 1.417 2.00" 1.35" 1.70"
AT 1.76™ 2.60" 1.24 1.85" 1.68" 2.38" 1.04 1.37
BE 1.41" 2.3 1.37 2.207 1.28 2.05" 1.17 1.63
BG 1.37 1.98" 1.59 1.80 1.32 1.90" 1.67 1.69

CcY 1.33 2.26" 1.56 2.20° 1.27 2.05" 1.42 1.66
cz 1.34" 2.19” 1.53 2.3 1.17 1.85" 1.38 1.88"
DE 1.63" 2.56" 1.60” 2.78" 152" 2.14" 1.35" 2.06"
DK 1.58™ 2.2 1.07 1.80° 1.517 1.89" 0.96 1.43
EE 1.28 2.15" 1.25 1.83" 1.26 1.98" 1.07 1.38
EL 1.3%3 1.35 242" 2.33" 1.28 1.25 2.33 2.30°
ES 1.34" 1.797 1.56" 1.9 1.29" 1.66" 1.47 1.717
Fl 1.66" 2.94" 1.58" 257" 1.46" 2.34" 1.39 2.21"
FR 1.59" 2.61" 1.90” 2.44" 152" 2.45" 1.64" 1.88"
HR 1.93" 251" 2.46" 4.00” 1.67” 1.937 211" 3.09”
HU 1.33" 1.70" 1.47 1.9 1.24" 1.50" 1.26 1.55"
CH 1.78" 2.47" 152" 252" 1.68" 2.06” 1.25 1.90"
IE 1.46" 2.15" 1.27 1.58" 1.39 2.04 1.23 1.41
IS 1.28 1.69" 1.04 1.36 1.26 1.61" 1.00 1.13
IT 1.46" 2.31" 1.87" 2.50" 1.39" 2.10" 1.54" 1.86"
LT 1.94™ 2.61" 1.99 3.39” 1.78"7 2.16" 2.07 2.97"
LU 1.43” 2.21" 1.417 1.89” 1.39" 2.05" 1.40 1.58"
LV 1.80" 2.36" 1.70" 2.23" 1.66" 2.10" 1.57 1.76"
MT 1.27 1.94” 1.61" 2.25" 1.19 1.67 1.57 1.917
NL 1.49™ 2.6 1.537 2.60" 1.37" 2.15" 1.33 1.85"
NO 1.55" 211" 152" 2.30" 1.45" 1.76" 1.39" 1.96"
PL 1.58" 2.84" 1.54" 2.36" 1.47" 2.50" 1.30 1.74”
PT 1.40" 1.69" 3.68" 3.01" 1.36" 1.88" 3.18" 2.27
RO 1.38 2.08" 2.37 3.23 1.24 1.76" 1.58 2.10
SE 1.15 1.94 1.31 1.70" 1.08 1.97 1.89 1.61

Sl 1.68" 2.58" 1.637 2.56" 1.507 2.16" 1.17 1.52
SK 1.26 1.76" 1.94" 2.81" 1.15 157 1.73 2.27"
UK 1.55" 2.60" 1.30 1.83" 1.49” 2.34" 1.23 1.50"

Notes: (1) — model with a single explanatory variableengenerational occupational mobility; (2) — model
with a single explanatory variable: intergeneragioeducational mobility; (3) — model with two expétory
variables: intergenerational occupational mobilityd intergenerational educational mobility. EU moide
controlled for country fixed effects. Sig. levels*** 0.01 ** 0.05 * 0.1.

Source:Own calculations based on EU-SILC 2011 microdatad&tat, 2014).

Appendix B
Country Codes

EU - European Union

AT - Austria FR - France MT - Malta

BE - Belgium HR - Croatia NL - Netherlands
BG - Bulgaria HU - Hungary NO - Norway
CY - Cyprus CH - Switzerland PL - Poland

CZ - Czech Republic IE - lIreland PT - Portugal
DK - Denmark IS - Iceland RO - Romania
EE - Estonia IT - laly SE - Sweden

EL - Greece LT - Lithuania S| - Slovenia
ES - Spain LU - Luxembourg SK - Slovakia

Fl - Finland LV - Latvia UK — United Kingdom
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