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Abstract
Relatively little research has explored socio-demographic inequalities in downward mobility from 
advantaged backgrounds, with such work focusing solely on class or income. This neglects the 
multi-dimensional nature of social position and particularly overlooks the importance of social status 
as a reward obtained via occupation. In this study, I use detailed data from a large, representative 
UK sample to examine inequalities in multidimensional destinations among workers from the 
most advantaged class and status backgrounds. I find evidence of significant socio-demographic 
inequalities both in the overall risk of downward mobility and in the pattern of class versus status 
mobility. Notably, women from privileged families have a higher risk of downward mobility than 
men, but this difference is driven exclusively by class, rather than status mobility. Black workers 
have a higher risk of downward mobility than White workers in both class and status terms, 
while those of Indian ethnicity are at lower risk, particularly of downward class mobility. The 
study’s findings have important implications for social mobility research and policy – with specific 
patterns of multidimensional mobility potentially requiring different explanations (and therefore 
policy interventions) than the patterns revealed by previous unidimensional analyses.

Keywords
determinants, downward mobility, glass floor, inequalities, opportunity hoarding, social class, 
social mobility, social status

Introduction

Upward social mobility is seen as a solution to economic inequalities between socio-
demographic groups, such as ethnic disparities in occupational attainment (Runnymede, 
2010). However, this view overlooks the crucial role of downward mobility in 

Corresponding author:
Robert de Vries, University of Kent, Canterbury CT2 7NZ, UK. 
Email: r.devries@kent.ac.uk

1281175 SRO0010.1177/13607804241281175Sociological Research Onlinede Vries
research-article2024

Article

https://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/journals-permissions
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/sro
mailto:r.devries@kent.ac.uk
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F13607804241281175&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2024-10-31


2	 Sociological Research Online 00(0)

perpetuating such inequalities. As professional job growth has ceased (Goldthorpe, 
2016), upward movement for disadvantaged groups requires downward movement for 
advantaged groups.

Low overall rates of downward mobility entrench existing inequalities, allowing 
already advantaged groups to maintain that advantage across generations (Platt and 
Zuccotti, 2021). This may be exacerbated by unequal rates of downward mobility – for 
example, if children from advantaged Black families face greater risks of downward 
mobility than their White counterparts (Platt, 2005a, 2005b). Unequal downward mobil-
ity rates may also generate inequalities, such as gender-based economic disparities 
(Bukodi et al., 2017).

Relatively little research has examined inequalities in downward mobility in the UK, 
or elsewhere. What research has been conducted is also limited by considering mobility 
solely along single dimensions of social hierarchy – such as income, education, or social 
class (Platt, 2005b). This approach does not account for the inherent multidimensionality 
of social position and therefore leaves us with a highly incomplete picture of both the 
extent and the kinds of downward mobility suffered by different socio-demographic 
groups.

The multi-dimensionality of social position

Empirical research on social mobility tends to focus on single dimensions of social posi-
tion. Economic research examines intergenerational income elasticities, while sociologi-
cal studies focus on movements between social classes (Goldthorpe, 2016). A central 
plank of the latter work in the UK is John Goldthorpe’s class mobility research, which 
has shown that rates of absolute downward mobility declined during the early 20th cen-
tury due to the expansion of white-collar roles, before increasing again as this expansion 
ceased (Goldthorpe and Jackson, 2007).

While both class and income-based approaches provide valuable insights into the 
preservation of advantage, they do not account for the multidimensionality of social 
hierarchy and are therefore necessarily incomplete (Blossfeld, 2019). One may be down-
wardly mobile in class terms, for example, while being upwardly mobile in terms of 
income or social status. These different mobility profiles may reflect very different lived 
experiences, and the social patterning of these profiles may yield a very different picture 
of social fluidity than focusing on any single dimension alone.

Of particular importance is Weber’s distinction between class and status (Chan and 
Goldthorpe, 2007; Weber, 2010). Weber (2010) defines social class by one’s relationship 
to property and the labor market. This is reflected in contemporary class schemes, includ-
ing the widely used Erikson-Goldthorpe (1992) scheme and its derivations. These assign 
class position on the basis of employment relations: employers are distinguished from 
employees; employees are distinguished by the extent to which they perform loosely 
regulated work for a salary versus tightly regulated work for wages (Bukodi et al., 2011). 
By contrast, social status is based on a subjective ‘social assessment of honour’ (Weber, 
2010), reflecting societal respect and esteem.

The concept of social status is absent from the majority of empirical studies of social 
mobility (Blossfeld, 2019) and has been entirely ignored in the small literature on 
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inequalities in downward mobility. This is an important omission because research has 
amply demonstrated the extent to which people prize and strive for social status as an 
outcome in itself (Anderson et al., 2015; Frank, 1985). As Bukodi et al. (2011) note ‘sta-
tus can be seen as a major reward obtained via occupation’ (p.630) – one that may be a 
complement or an alternative to income or class-related rewards.

The incorporation of status as a dimension of stratification has critical implications 
for our understanding of downward mobility. This can be illustrated by contrasting the 
mobility experiences of two hypothetical individuals. Both A and B have parents in the 
most advantaged class position of higher professionals. After taking a business degree, A 
has become a chartered accountant; whereas B studied politics and is now the political 
editor of a national magazine. According to conventional class schemes, A is a ‘higher 
professional’, whereas B is a ‘lower professional’ (Rose et al., 2005). Judged on class 
alone, B has therefore been downwardly mobile. However, the prestige of B’s profession 
means that she is unlikely to have been downwardly mobile in status terms. This is par-
ticularly notable in light of Bukodi et al.’s (2021) argument that status loss may be more 
psychologically aversive than class loss.

Incorporating information on both class and status destinations is necessary to pro-
vide a more holistic picture of inequalities in downward mobility – to understand who is 
at most risk of what kinds of downward mobility, and why. For example, there may be 
some groups which are more often downwardly mobile in terms of class than status (and 
vice versa), and other groups which may be at high risk of falling along both dimensions. 
Distinctive mechanisms may underlie these differential risks of class versus status mobil-
ity – with previous research suggesting that class destinations are more strongly deter-
mined by parental material resources; whereas status destinations may be better predicted 
by cultural resources (Blossfeld, 2019; Thaning, 2021). To the extent that membership of 
particular demographic categories correlates with higher or lower levels of material ver-
sus cultural resources, this would predict differential risks of class versus status 
mobility.

We follow Blossfeld (2019) by capturing multidimensional occupational destinations 
using a categorical indicator of both class and status position, rather than estimating a 
single latent variable. As Blossfeld (2019) argues, this recognizes the conceptual distinc-
tion between the two dimensions (Chan and Goldthorpe, 2007) and allows for potentially 
differential effects of independent variables on class versus status.

Potential inequalities in downward mobility

As noted above, the existing literature provides relatively little evidence and theory 
directly concerning inequalities in downward mobility. A notable exception in the UK is 
the work of Platt (2005a, 2005b, 2007) and Li and Heath (2008) on the effect of ethnicity 
and nationality on social mobility. Their research shows that first-generation ethnic 
minority migrants often experience high rates of downward class mobility – potentially 
due to language issues and a failure of educational, cultural, and social resources to trans-
late to the destination country (Li and Heath, 2008; Platt, 2005a).

In the second generation and beyond, this effect is often reversed, potentially because 
children of migrants do not face the same language and cultural barriers, and are able to 
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recover the pre-migration class position of their parents (Platt, 2005a, 2007). This recov-
ery is primarily mediated by strong educational attainment (Platt, 2005a, 2007). However, 
this pattern is not consistent across ethnic groups. In particular, those from Indian back-
grounds are at particularly low risk of downward mobility relative to the White majority, 
while those from Black Caribbean, Pakistani, and Bangladeshi backgrounds – especially 
men – are at higher risk (Platt, 2005a, 2007; Macmillan and McKnight, 2022). For the 
Indian and Black Caribbean groups, these differences are mediated by educational ‘over’ 
and ‘under’ performance, respectively (Platt, 2005a). However, the increased risk suf-
fered by those from Pakistani and Bangladeshi backgrounds is not explained by educa-
tion (Platt, 2007).

Previous research has explained ethnic differences in educational attainment through 
a mix of ‘supply’ and ‘demand’ side factors. On the supply side, authors have noted cul-
tural differences in the value placed on education (Strand, 2014), differences in aspira-
tions (Berrington et al., 2016), and inequalities in material (e.g., to fund extra-curricular 
tuition) and social resources (such as familiarity with the intricacies of the education 
system) (Reay et al., 2005). On the demand side, there is evidence of both direct and 
structural discrimination affecting Black students in the UK (Phillips, 2011). Conversely, 
Indian students may benefit from relatively benign educational stereotypes (Wong, 
2015).

Independent of education, differences in aspirations may again serve as a supply-side 
explanation for inequalities in the risk of downward mobility (Berrington et al., 2016; 
Platt, 2007). On the demand side, there remains strong evidence of direct discrimination 
by ethnicity in the UK labor market (Platt and Zuccotti, 2021; Zwysen et al., 2021) that 
could serve as a significant obstacle to the ability of some groups to retain parental 
advantage (Platt, 2007).

More recent work by the UK Social Mobility Commission (SMC, 2020) moves 
beyond a focus on ethnicity to examine a wider suite of determinants of downward 
mobility. Consistent with the findings described above, the SMC (2020) found that 
among those from advantaged class backgrounds, Black, Pakistani, and Bangladeshi 
men were at the greatest risk of downward mobility; as were Bangladeshi women, and 
first-generation migrants of both genders. Beyond ethnicity, female gender was a signifi-
cant risk factor for downward mobility, as was its interaction with parenthood (SMC, 
2020). Also at higher risk of downward mobility were those living outside London and 
the South East (a ‘London’ effect also observed by Friedman and Macmillan, 2017), and, 
among graduates, those studying arts, languages, and design.

The gender effect observed by the SMC is consistent with wider work on social 
mobility, which has consistently found that women are more likely to be downwardly 
class mobile than men (Bukodi et al., 2017; Goldthorpe et al., 2004), regardless of edu-
cational attainment. One proposed explanation for this pattern is the impact of childcare 
– with women returning to lower-class roles after childbirth (Goldthorpe et al., 2004). 
However, as Bukodi et al. (2017) have shown, downwardly mobile women tend to enter 
the labor market in lower-class positions, rather than dropping down the class ladder 
after childbearing. Bukodi et al. (2017) argue that this reflects a sub-set of ‘family-ori-
ented’ women who are willing to pre-emptively accept downward mobility in order to 
have more family-friendly work. A potentially related supply-side explanation is a 



de Vries	 5

greater tendency for women to pursue creative and caring professions, which are often 
less well rewarded economically (de Vries and Rentfrow, 2016; Lupart et  al., 2004; 
Petersen and Hyde, 2014). This tendency is reflected in degree subject choices, with 
women being strongly under-represented in science, technology, and engineering and 
over-represented in the humanities, social sciences, medicine, and teacher training 
(Barone and Assirelli, 2020).

The latter finding is often interpreted as women ‘choosing’ lower-paid (and lower 
occupational class) career paths. However, it can also be understood in terms of struc-
tural discrimination – with research demonstrating that jobs primarily done by women 
(and minoritized ethnic groups) attract systematically worse pay and conditions than 
equivalent jobs more common among White men (Levanon et al., 2009; Del Río and 
Alonso-Villar, 2015). This is exacerbated by career choices being exercised in the con-
text of existing occupational segregation – with women and ethnic minorities potentially 
focusing their aspirations away from occupations where they are under-represented, and 
where they may fear discriminatory treatment (Moss, 2004; Scandone, 2018).

The present study

As noted above, the existing literature relating to inequalities in downward mobility has 
focused almost exclusively on class mobility. Existing research and theory do not yield 
strong expectations with respect to multidimensional downward mobility. For example, 
we do not know the extent to which some inequalities in class mobility may be exacer-
bated or mitigated by status loss or retention.

In this study, I use large-scale data from the UK Labour Force Survey (LFS) to exam-
ine the effects of demographic characteristics, including age, gender, ethnicity, immigra-
tion status, and parenthood on the risk and nature of multidimensional downward 
mobility. I also examine the role of educational characteristics, including educational 
attainment and (among graduates) university type, degree outcomes, and subject choices.

In this analysis, I particularly focus on downward mobility from the most advantaged 
backgrounds. Discussion and debate around social mobility has primarily focused on the 
inheritance of ‘top jobs’, due to the societal importance of these roles (Macmillan et al., 
2015). However, previous research has defined advantaged backgrounds very broadly, 
incorporating both ‘higher’ and ‘lower’ professionals (Platt, 2005a, 2005b; SMC, 2020) 
– with the latter group covering many occupations not typically considered to indicate a 
privileged upbringing, such as nurses, sports coaches, and retail managers. Focusing 
specifically on those from the most advantaged backgrounds allows my results to speak 
more directly to debates around the inheritance of privilege and its role in perpetuating 
socio-demographic inequalities.

Methods

Data

The analyses use data from the UK LFS (ONS, 2023). The LFS is the UK’s largest 
employment survey and is based on a single-stage random probability sample of private 
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households from the Postcode Address File (in Britain) and the POINTER register of 
domestic properties (in Northern Ireland). It can be considered substantively representa-
tive of the population of UK households.

The LFS is conducted using a quarterly panel design. A fifth of the panel is replaced 
each quarter. Panel members are therefore interviewed for five consecutive quarterly 
waves before being removed. All interviews are conducted face-to-face.

In 2014, the LFS added a question on the occupation of the respondent’s highest-
earning parent when the respondent was 14, allowing for the analysis of intergenera-
tional occupational mobility. This question is asked in the July–September (JS) quarter 
only. The analyses reported below are based on combined data from the JS surveys con-
ducted from 2014 to 2019, excluding repeat respondents.1 LFS Secure Access data were 
accessed through the UK Office for National Statistics (ONS) Secure Research Service 
(SRS).

The analysis sample was restricted to respondents from advantaged backgrounds 
(defined below) aged 30–59 whose main current activity was paid employment (includ-
ing part-time and self-employment; N = 9661).

All analyses were weighted using the person weights provided by the LFS, and stand-
ard errors were adjusted to account for clustering within households.

Measures

Demographic and educational characteristics.  The analyses included respondent demo-
graphic and educational characteristics captured in the following ways:

•• Age group (30–39; 40–49; 50–59)
•• Self-reported ethnic group (White; Indian; Pakistani, Bangladeshi, or other Asian 

background; Black; Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups; all other ethnic groups includ-
ing Chinese and Arab)

•• A binary indicator of whether the respondent currently lived in London (including 
Greater London)

•• A binary indicator of whether the respondent was born outside the UK
•• Number of dependent children in the respondent’s family unit
•• A binary indicator of whether any dependent children are under the age of 5
•• A binary indicator of whether the respondent was a lone parent
•• The respondent’s highest educational qualification (undergraduate degree or 

higher; higher educational qualification below degree level; A-level or equivalent; 
GCSE grades A*-C or equivalent; all other qualifications; no formal 
qualifications)

Among university graduates, the following educational characteristics were captured:

•• University type (Oxbridge; Russell Group;2 Other)
•• A binary indicator of whether the respondent had a postgraduate degree
•• Degree class (first; 2:1; 2:2 or below)
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•• First degree subject (Medicine and dentistry; Medical-related (e.g., nursing); 
Science, Technology, and Engineering (STE); Social Science or Law (joint hon-
ors); Business Studies; Arts and Humanities; Education; Law (single honors))3

Social class.  Social class was captured using the National Statistics Socio-Economic 
Classification (NS-SEC), which divides occupations into eight analytic classes based 
on typical employment relations (Rose et al., 2005). NS-SEC classes for origin and 
destination (main) occupation were derived from four-digit Standard Occupational 
Classification 2010 (SOC2010) codes using the simplified method (omitting employ-
ment status information)4 (ONS, 2010). Classes 3–5, which are typically considered 
non-hierarchical (Bukodi et  al., 2011), were collapsed into a single class, as were 
Classes 6 and 7.

Social status.  Social status was measured using scores on the Cambridge Social Inter-
action Scale (CAMSIS; Lambert and Griffiths, 2018). CAMSIS is a ‘social distance’ 
measure derived from patterns of marriage or friendship. Occupations which often 
marry or befriend each other (i.e., are socially proximate) are assumed to occupy 
similar positions in the social hierarchy (Chan and Goldthorpe, 2007; Lambert and 
Griffiths, 2018).

The CAMSIS authors have argued the scale captures general social position, not spe-
cifically social status (Lambert and Griffiths, 2018). However, I follow Chan and 
Goldthorpe’s (2007) view that intimate social association is strongly dependent on parity 
of social status, and that there is therefore a strong case that social distance measures 
capture status (in the Weberian sense).

Origin and destination (main) occupation four-digit SOC2010 codes were matched to 
male scale CAMSIS scores provided by Lambert (2012)5 using the method without 
employment status information. Scores were then assigned to four categories corre-
sponding to the distribution (in the analysis sample) of the four NS-SEC categories 
described above. Scores were assigned among origin and destination occupations sepa-
rately – allowing for the possibility of structural effects.

Following the same rationale, status group categories for men and women were 
assigned according to the common CAMSIS distribution across both genders – allowing 
for the observation of gender differences in status mobility resulting from differences in 
the male and female occupational structure.

Multidimensional class/status.  Following Blossfeld (2019), combined class/status varia-
bles were created for origin and destination occupations through a simple combination of 
the categorical class and status measures described above. This yields 16 possible cate-
gories,6 denoted by C[N]S[N]: for example, C1S2 denotes Class 1, Status Group 2. 
Example occupations in each multidimensional class/status category are given in Web 
Appendix A.

For the purposes of defining the analysis sample, advantaged backgrounds were 
defined by the highest wage-earning parent holding a C1S1 occupation.
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Analyses and results

Descriptive statistics

Tables 1 and 2 provide descriptive statistics for the analysis sample and for the sub-
sample of graduates. As expected for a sample of respondents from advantaged back-
grounds, a large fraction are degree-educated and occupy highclass/status jobs.

Demographic and educational predictors of long- and short-range 
downward mobility

Table 3 shows the proportion of men and women from C1 S1 backgrounds who were (a) 
short-range downwardly mobile (to C1S2, C2S1, or C2S2) and (b) long-range down-
wardly mobile (to C3S3 or below).7 There are two sets of figures for each gender: (a) the 
raw proportions and (b) the proportions (and difference) after adjusting for educational 
attainment. The latter figures are predicted margins derived from a multinomial logistic 
regression model predicting mobility (stability, short-range downward mobility, long-
range downward mobility) from gender and educational attainment.

These figures show that women from advantaged backgrounds are somewhat more 
likely than men to be multidimensionally short- and long-range downwardly mobile. 
This difference is not explained by educational attainment – women from advantaged 
backgrounds are more likely than their male peers to have higher-level qualifications.

Figures 1 and 2 show the predicted percentage (from multinomial logistic regression 
models) of men and women who are long- and short-range downwardly mobile in each 
demographic group. Table 4 shows the relative risk of long- and short-range downward 
mobility for each group in two multinomial logistic regression models: first containing 
all demographic predictors, and second adding highest educational qualification. The 
results from the first model can be considered to estimate the ‘total effect’ of each demo-
graphic predictor, including the portion running through education. The second model 
provides the ‘direct effect’ of each predictor, independent of education.

Ethnicity and immigration status.  The results show that, for both men and women, rates of 
long- and short-range downward mobility are lower among those from Indian ethnic 
backgrounds than they are among Whites. The reduced risk of long-range mobility 
appears to be explained by higher average educational attainment. However, the reduced 
risk of short-range falls is preserved when adjusting for education.

By contrast, the risk of long (but not short)-range downward mobility is higher among 
Black than White respondents. Among Black women, this appears to be mediated by 
lower educational attainment. However, Black men are at increased risk even after 
accounting for education. The pattern among ‘Other Asian’ men is similar to that of 
Black men. However, ‘Other Asian’ women are at lower risk of short-range downward 
mobility than White women, and at no higher risk of long-range falls.

Independent of ethnicity, men born outside the UK are at higher risk of long-range 
downward mobility, but reduced risk of short-range mobility. Migrant women are also at 
lower risk of short-range downward mobility but do not share an increased risk of long-
range falls.
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Parenthood.  Parenthood has a substantially different effect on the downward mobility 
risks of men and women. Having a large number of children (three or more) and (particu-
larly) being a lone parent significantly increases the risk of both long- and short-range 
downward mobility for women, but not men.

Table 1.  Summary statistics for respondent characteristics (female N = 4823; male N = 4838). 

Men Women

  Statistic 95% CI Statistic 95% CI

Destination
  C1S1 49.78 48.27–51.30 41.24 39.79–42.71
  C2S1/C1S2/C2S2 36.48 35.03–37.95 36.52 35.12–37.95
  C3S3+ 22.16 20.98–23.39 24.50 23.28–25.77
  C1S2/C1S3/C1S4 14.30 13.30–15.35 7.36 6.61–8.18
  C2S1/C3S1/C4S1 10.52 9.54–11.58 17.34 16.25–18.49
Age group
  30–39 38.09 36.61–39.58 37.45 36.02–38.90
  40–49 34.07 32.67–35.50 33.77 32.39–35.17
  50–59 27.84 26.55–29.17 28.78 27.48–30.11
Ethnicity
  White 85.11 83.95–86.19 87.36 86.33–88.33
  Indian 4.31 3.70–5.02 3.31 2.80–3.89
  Pakistan/Bangladeshi/other Asian 3.63 3.10–4.25 2.50 2.07–3.02
  Black 2.48 2.05–3.00 2.98 2.51–3.55
  Mixed 1.43 1.08–1.89 1.29 0.99–1.67
  Other ethnic group 3.04 2.54–3.64 2.56 2.13–3.08
Lives in London 24.19 22.73–25.71 20.16 18.89–21.50
Born outside UK 15.05 13.95–16.21 14.25 13.21–15.35
Dependent children
  0 47.35 45.83–48.87 46.07 44.60–47.54
  1 20.30 19.12–21.52 21.28 20.10–22.52
  2 24.73 23.49–26.00 25.93 24.67–27.23
  3 6.11 5.46–6.84 5.86 5.22–6.57
  4+ 1.52 1.21–1.91 0.86 0.64–1.17
Dependent child under 5 22.88 21.65–24.16 20.54 19.37–21.76
Is lone parent 1.51 1.16–1.96 9.36 8.54–10.24
Highest-earning parent is mother/other 10.91 9.98–11.92 13.47 12.48–14.53
Highest educational qual
  Degree 65.72 64.31–67.1 67.02 65.64–68.38
  Higher education sub-degree 6.94 6.26–7.70 9.58 8.78–10.45
  A level 13.98 13.02–15.00 10.71 9.85–11.63
  GCSE A*-C 7.59 6.88–8.37 8.43 7.67–9.26
  Other 4.14 3.57–4.79 3.02 2.53–3.59
  No qualifications 1.63 1.31–2.04 1.23 0.95–1.59
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Table 3.  Gender differences in rates of short and long-range downward mobility (male N = 4823; 
female N = 4838). 

Short-range Long-range

  Raw Education adjusted Raw Education adjusted

Men 42.1%
(40.5–43.7)

42.4%
(40.8–44.0)

25.6%
(24.2–27.0)

24.9%
(23.7–26.1)

Women 45.2%
(43.6–46.9)

44.8%
(43.2–46.4)

30.3%
(28.8–31.9)

31.2%
(29.9–32.5)

Difference 3.1pp*** 2.4pp*** 4.7pp*** 6.3pp***

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

Table 2.  Summary statistics for graduates (female N = 2190; male N = 2085).

Men Women

  Statistic 95% CI Statistic 95% CI

University type
  Other 59.03 56.76–61.27 62.60 60.47–64.68
  Russell Group 33.79 31.67–35.97 32.16 30.17–34.22
  Oxbridge 7.18 6.01–8.57 5.24 4.29–6.39
Higher degree? 31.11 28.97–33.24 34.98 32.93–37.08
Degree class
  First 13.59 12.04–15.31 13.54 12.10–15.13
  2:1 44.88 42.60–47.18 52.44 50.27–54.6
  2:2 or below 41.53 39.30–43.78 34.02 32.00–36.09
Degree subject
Medicine and dentistry 3.85 3.12–4.75 5.26 4.39–6.29
Medical-related 2.65 2.03–3.43 9.66 8.47–10.99
STE 41.12 38.89–43.39 22.36 20.60–24.22
Social sciences 10.67 9.31–12.21 8.84 7.67–10.16
Business studies 14.07 12.57–15.71 10.59 9.34–11.98
Arts and Humanities 19.31 17.46–21.31 26.79 24.9–28.77
Education 3.80 3.08–4.68 12.34 11.01–13.81
Law 4.53 3.68–5.57 4.17 3.34–5.20

Table 4 also reveals two apparently counter-intuitive patterns: (a) a reduced risk of 
downward mobility among men with children, relative to men without, and (b) a reduced 
risk among women with dependent children under 5. However, these are likely the result 
of confounding by life stage (in the former case), and later childbearing (in the latter).

A ‘London’ effect.  Living in London consistently and robustly reduces the risk of down-
ward mobility among both men and women. However, given the concentration of higher 
class and status occupations in London, this may be a selection effect (Friedman and 
Macmillan, 2017).
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Education.  Independent of demographic factors, educational attainment has the expected 
effect – with particularly degree-level qualifications substantially reducing the risk of 
downward mobility.

A separate analysis of graduates8 shows that those who attended more prestigious 
institutions were less likely to be downwardly mobile. Oxbridge graduates were at the 
lowest risk – however, the difference between Oxbridge and Russell Group graduates 
was significant only for short-range falls.

Independent of institution and subject, the effect of degree performance was mixed. A 
first-class (versus a 2:1) degree predicted a reduced risk of short, but not long-range 
downward mobility, and only for men, whereas a 2:2 degree predicted an increased risk 
of long-range falls for men and an increase in short-range falls for women.

In terms of degree subject:

•• Male and female Arts and Humanities graduates had the highest risk of long- and 
short-range downward mobility. Medicine graduates had the lowest.

Figure 1.  Downward mobility among men from advantaged backgrounds, by demographic 
group (predicted; N = 4162).
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•• Studying Law (compared with Physical Sciences, Technology, and Engineering) 
reduced both long- and short-range falls for women, but only short-range falls for 
men.

•• Studying Social Science decreased the risk of long-range falls for men but 
increased them for women.

•• Studying a medical-related degree (such as nursing) increased the risk of short-
range downward mobility, but only for women.

Demographic and educational predictors of class versus status mobility

Table 5 shows the proportion of men and women from C1S1 backgrounds who were (a) 
downwardly class but not status mobile (to C2S1 or C3S1) and (b) downwardly status, 
but not class mobile (to C1S2 or C1S3). Respondents who were stable in C1S1 were 

Figure 2.  Downward mobility among women from advantaged backgrounds, by demographic 
group (predicted; N = 3830).



de Vries	 13
T

ab
le

 4
. 

Pr
ed

ic
to

rs
 o

f s
ho

rt
- 

an
d 

lo
ng

-r
an

ge
 d

ow
nw

ar
d 

m
ob

ili
ty

 a
m

on
g 

m
en

 (
N

 =
 4

16
2)

 a
nd

 w
om

en
 (

N
 =

 3
83

0)
 fr

om
 a

dv
an

ta
ge

d 
ba

ck
gr

ou
nd

s 
(r

el
at

iv
e 

ri
sk

 r
at

io
s 

ob
ta

in
ed

 fr
om

 m
ul

tin
om

ia
l l

og
is

tic
 r

eg
re

ss
io

n)
.

M
en

W
om

en

 
M

od
el

 1
M

od
el

 2
M

od
el

 1
M

od
el

 2

 
Sh

or
t-

ra
ng

e
Lo

ng
-r

an
ge

Sh
or

t-
ra

ng
e

Lo
ng

-r
an

ge
Sh

or
t-

ra
ng

e
Lo

ng
-r

an
ge

Sh
or

t-
ra

ng
e

Lo
ng

-r
an

ge

A
ge

 g
ro

up
 

30
–3

9
0.

89
(0

.7
3–

1.
08

)
0.

97
(0

.7
7–

1.
21

)
0.

91
(0

.7
4–

1.
11

)
1.

14
(0

.8
9–

1.
46

)
1.

06
(0

.8
6–

1.
32

)
1.

10
(0

.8
7–

1.
4)

1.
09

(0
.8

7–
1.

36
)

1.
32

*
(1

.0
1–

1.
72

)
 

40
–4

9 
(r

ef
)

 
50

–5
9

0.
9

(0
.7

4–
1.

1)
1.

01
(0

.8
1–

1.
27

)
0.

88
(0

.7
2–

1.
08

)
0.

95
(0

.7
4–

1.
23

)
1.

07
(0

.8
5–

1.
36

)
1.

43
**

(1
.1

1–
1.

85
)

1.
01

(0
.7

9–
1.

29
)

1.
11

(0
.8

3–
1.

48
)

Et
hn

ic
 g

ro
up

 
W

hi
te

 (r
ef

)
 

In
di

an
0.

5*
**

(0
.3

4–
0.

74
)

0.
59

*
(0

.3
7–

0.
94

)
0.

53
**

(0
.3

6–
0.

79
)

0.
79

(0
.4

8–
1.

33
)

0.
44

**
*

(0
.2

7–
0.

69
)

0.
57

*
(0

.3
3–

0.
98

)
0.

46
**

(0
.2

9–
0.

73
)

0.
82

(0
.4

6–
1.

47
)

 
O

th
er

 A
sia

n
0.

9
(0

.5
2–

1.
56

)
4.

21
**

*
(2

.5
9–

6.
86

)
0.

93
(0

.5
4–

1.
6)

4.
61

**
*

(2
.7

6–
7.

69
)

0.
43

**
(0

.2
4–

0.
77

)
1.

41
(0

.8
3–

2.
41

)
0.

44
**

(0
.2

5–
0.

79
)

1.
18

(0
.6

5–
2.

14
)

 
Bl

ac
k

1.
39

(0
.7

6–
2.

53
)

3.
01

**
*

(1
.6

6–
5.

45
)

1.
45

(0
.8

–2
.6

3)
4.

11
**

*
(2

.2
–7

.6
7)

0.
72

(0
.3

9–
1.

35
)

1.
94

*
(1

.0
4–

3.
64

)
0.

70
(0

.3
7–

1.
3)

1.
63

(0
.8

4–
3.

16
)

 
M

ix
ed

1.
17

(0
.5

7–
2.

37
)

0.
85

(0
.3

8–
1.

9)
1.

21
(0

.5
8–

2.
5)

1.
11

(0
.4

5–
2.

7)
1.

18
(0

.5
8–

2.
41

)
0.

6
(0

.2
4–

1.
47

)
1.

16
(0

.5
6–

2.
41

)
0.

61
(0

.2
4–

1.
57

)
 

O
th

er
0.

77
(0

.4
8–

1.
26

)
1.

31
(0

.7
8–

2.
2)

0.
79

(0
.4

8–
1.

3)
1.

34
(0

.7
5–

2.
37

)
1.

03
(0

.5
8–

1.
82

)
1.

39
(0

.7
7–

2.
52

)
1.

09
(0

.6
2–

1.
94

)
1.

90
*

(1
.0

5–
3.

44
)

Li
ve

s 
in

 L
on

do
n

0.
83

(0
.6

7–
1.

01
)

0.
4*

**
(0

.3
1–

0.
51

)
0.

89
(0

.7
3–

1.
1)

0.
55

**
*

(0
.4

1–
0.

73
)

0.
91

(0
.7

2–
1.

14
)

0.
47

**
*

(0
.3

6–
0.

61
)

0.
95

(0
.7

6–
1.

19
)

0.
61

**
(0

.4
5–

0.
83

)

(C
on

tin
ue

d)



14	 Sociological Research Online 00(0)

M
en

W
om

en

 
M

od
el

 1
M

od
el

 2
M

od
el

 1
M

od
el

 2

 
Sh

or
t-

ra
ng

e
Lo

ng
-r

an
ge

Sh
or

t-
ra

ng
e

Lo
ng

-r
an

ge
Sh

or
t-

ra
ng

e
Lo

ng
-r

an
ge

Sh
or

t-
ra

ng
e

Lo
ng

-r
an

ge

Bo
rn

 o
ut

si
de

 U
K

0.
72

*
(0

.5
6–

0.
92

)
1.

42
**

(1
.1

–1
.8

2)
0.

76
*

(0
.5

9–
0.

97
)

1.
65

**
(1

.2
4–

2.
19

)
0.

70
*

(0
.5

4–
0.

92
)

1.
22

(0
.9

3–
1.

61
)

0.
73

*
(0

.5
6–

0.
95

)
1.

30
(0

.9
5–

1.
76

)

D
ep

en
de

nt
 c

hi
ld

re
n

 
0 

(r
ef

)
 

1
0.

97
(0

.7
8–

1.
21

)
0.

62
**

*
(0

.4
8–

0.
8)

0.
96

(0
.7

7–
1.

21
)

0.
61

**
(0

.4
6–

0.
81

)
1.

11
(0

.8
6–

1.
43

)
0.

95
(0

.7
2–

1.
26

)
1.

11
(0

.8
5–

1.
43

)
0.

91
(0

.6
6–

1.
24

)
 

2
0.

94
(0

.7
6–

1.
16

)
0.

62
**

*
(0

.4
8–

0.
8)

0.
95

(0
.7

6–
1.

18
)

0.
67

**
(0

.5
1–

0.
88

)
1.

23
(0

.9
7–

1.
58

)
1.

05
(0

.8
–1

.3
7)

1.
26

(0
.9

9–
1.

61
)

1.
23

(0
.9

1–
1.

66
)

 
3

0.
86

(0
.6

2–
1.

2)
0.

6*
*

(0
.4

1–
0.

87
)

0.
88

(0
.6

3–
1.

23
)

0.
62

*
(0

.4
1–

0.
96

)
1.

02
(0

.6
8–

1.
52

)
1.

57
*

(1
.0

4–
2.

37
)

1.
05

(0
.7

–1
.5

8)
1.

78
*

(1
.1

2–
2.

84
)

 
4 
+

0.
69

(0
.3

7–
1.

29
)

0.
90

(0
.4

5–
1.

79
)

0.
59

(0
.3

1–
1.

11
)

0.
46

*
(0

.2
2–

0.
98

)
1.

79
(0

.6
2–

5.
16

)
2.

83
(0

.9
7–

8.
25

)
1.

58
(0

.5
6–

4.
48

)
1.

75
(0

.5
7–

5.
3)

C
hi

ld
 u

nd
er

 5
0.

92
(0

.7
4–

1.
15

)
1.

16
(0

.9
–1

.5
)

0.
94

(0
.7

5–
1.

18
)

1.
29

(0
.9

6–
1.

72
)

0.
65

**
(0

.5
1–

0.
84

)
0.

39
**

*
(0

.2
9–

0.
52

)
0.

67
**

(0
.5

2–
0.

87
)

0.
42

**
*

(0
.3

–0
.5

9)
Lo

ne
 p

ar
en

t
0.

73
(0

.3
6–

1.
45

)
1.

32
(0

.6
3–

2.
78

)
0.

68
(0

.3
4–

1.
35

)
0.

84
(0

.4
1–

1.
7)

2.
03

**
*

(1
.3

8–
2.

98
)

3.
42

**
*

(2
.3

3–
5.

03
)

1.
81

**
(1

.2
3–

2.
67

)
2.

14
**

*
(1

.4
–3

.2
6)

Fa
th

er
 p

ri
m

ar
y 

ea
rn

er
1.

17
(0

.9
–1

.5
3)

0.
78

(0
.5

9–
1.

03
)

1.
15

(0
.8

8–
1.

5)
0.

69
*

(0
.5

–0
.9

4)
0.

99
(0

.7
6–

1.
28

)
1.

11
(0

.8
3–

1.
48

)
1.

00
(0

.7
7–

1.
29

)
1.

19
(0

.8
6–

1.
66

)
H

ig
he

st
 q

ua
lif

ic
at

io
n

 
D

eg
re

e 
or

 h
ig

he
r

0.
42

**
*

(0
.3

2–
0.

55
)

0.
07

**
*

(0
.0

5–
0.

09
)

0.
36

**
*

(0
.2

3–
0.

55
)

0.
06

**
*

(0
.0

4–
0.

09
)

(C
on

tin
ue

d)

T
ab

le
 4

.(
C

on
tin

ue
d)



de Vries	 15

M
en

W
om

en

 
M

od
el

 1
M

od
el

 2
M

od
el

 1
M

od
el

 2

 
Sh

or
t-

ra
ng

e
Lo

ng
-r

an
ge

Sh
or

t-
ra

ng
e

Lo
ng

-r
an

ge
Sh

or
t-

ra
ng

e
Lo

ng
-r

an
ge

Sh
or

t-
ra

ng
e

Lo
ng

-r
an

ge

 
H

ig
he

r 
ed

uc
at

io
n 

be
lo

w
 d

eg
re

e
1.

00
(0

.6
5–

1.
54

)
0.

62
*

(0
.4

–0
.9

6)
0.

76
(0

.4
2–

1.
37

)
0.

49
*

(0
.2

7–
0.

87
)

 
A-

le
ve

l o
r 

eq
ui

va
le

nt
 (r

ef
)

 
G

CS
E 

A*
-C

 o
r 

eq
ui

va
le

nt
0.

94
(0

.6
–1

.4
9)

1.
39

(0
.9

–2
.1

5)
1.

12
(0

.5
4–

2.
34

)
2.

09
*

(1
.0

4–
4.

2)
 

O
th

er
0.

83
(0

.3
4–

2.
06

)
2.

20
(0

.9
8–

4.
93

)
0.

30
*

(0
.1

1–
0.

83
)

0.
74

(0
.3

2–
1.

72
)

 
N

on
e

1.
08

 
(0

.3
5–

3.
28

)
2.

92
* 

(1
.0

7–
8.

01
)

0.
74

(0
.1

5–
3.

79
)

1.
83

(0
.4

2–
7.

98
)

*p
<

0.
05

, *
*p

<
0.

01
, *

**
p<

0.
00

1.

T
ab

le
 4

.(
C

on
tin

ue
d)



16	 Sociological Research Online 00(0)

excluded from this analysis, therefore the denominator represents those who were down-
wardly mobile in both class and status terms.

Table 5 shows that, among those who were downwardly mobile, men were somewhat 
more likely to lose status than class. The reverse is true for women, and the difference is 
much more pronounced: downwardly mobile women were more than twice as likely to 
fall in terms of class than status.

Figures 3 and 4 show the predicted percentage (from multinomial logistic regression 
models) of downwardly mobile men and women in each demographic group who fell in 
terms of class versus status. Full multinomial logistic regression results are given in Web 
Appendix A.

There were relatively few significant differences between demographic groups in the 
pattern of class versus status mobility. One notable exception is among those of Indian 
ethnicity. Indian men and women were substantially less likely than their White peers to 
be downwardly mobile in terms of class relative to status. For women, this represents a 
reversal of the pattern observed among other ethnic groups.

Education significantly predicted class versus status mobility. Graduates, especially, 
those in Social Sciences, Arts and Humanities, and Education, were more likely to expe-
rience downward mobility in terms of class than status. Among downwardly mobile 
graduates, those with Social Science degrees were over twice as likely as STE graduates 
to be downwardly mobile in class rather than status (male RRR = 2.61, p < 0.001; female 
RRR = 2.02, p < 0.001). This likelihood was over five times higher for Arts and 
Humanities graduates (male RRR = 8.70, p < 0.001; female RRR = 5.22, p < 0.001), and 
tens of times higher for Education graduates (male RRR = 48.30, p < 0.001; female 
RRR = 92.94, p < 0.001).

Discussion

The findings described above substantially extend the present understanding of socio-
demographic inequalities in downward mobility. First, at the most general level, they 
show that such inequalities persist even among those whose parents hold occupations in 
the highest stratum of both class and status. This demonstrates that existing inequalities 
found in unidimensional research on class mobility do not arise from unobserved differ-
ences in parental status position. However, the central contribution of this research is to 

Table 5.  Gender differences in rates of downward class versus status mobility (Male N = 3525; 
Female N = 3911).

Class Status

  Raw Education adjusted Raw Education adjusted

Men 14.6
(13.3–16.0)

15.0
(13.6–16.4)

19.9
(18.5–21.3)

20.1
(18.7–21.5)

Women 21.6
(20.3–23.0)

21.0
(19.8–22.3)

9.2
(8.2–10.2)

9.0
(8.1–10.0)

Difference 7.0pp*** 6.0pp** 10.7pp*** 11.1pp**

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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illuminate specific patterns of inequality when both class and status destinations are 
taken into account, thereby allowing future research to address more nuanced questions 
regarding determinants and mechanisms.

With respect to gender, existing research has shown that women from more advan-
taged backgrounds are more likely to be downwardly class mobile than their male peers 
(e.g., Bukodi et al., 2017; SMC, 2020). However, in this article, I show that this pattern 
is largely driven by a high likelihood that women from these backgrounds will move into 
highly respected, but ‘lower professional’ occupations. These include the creative pro-
fessions, and, more commonly, teaching. Future research can therefore fruitfully focus 
on explaining this specific pattern, rather than focusing on why women from privileged 
backgrounds are ‘more likely to be downwardly mobile’ in general terms. To what extent 
is the specific pattern of mobility observed here driven by a ‘supply-side’ preference for 
more family-friendly roles, as Bukodi et al. (2017) argue with respect to class mobility? 
What is the role of direct gender discrimination in C1S1 career paths (Rivera and Tilcsik, 
2016), and how might an awareness of such discrimination feed back into a preference 
for potentially more welcoming C2 S1 occupations (Moss, 2004)? At a structural level, 

Figure 3.  Downward mobility of class and status among men from advantaged backgrounds, 
by demographic group (predicted; N = 3474).
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to what extent is this pattern explained by a systematic tendency to reward female-dom-
inated professions with respect, but under-value them in terms of economic rewards 
(Levanon et  al., 2009)? Answering these questions will provide substantially greater 
insight into gender inequalities than a singular focus on class or income.

Ethnic inequalities in downward mobility show a substantially different pattern. 
Previous research has shown that Black workers from advantaged backgrounds are more 
likely than Whites to be downwardly class mobile (Platt, 2005b). My results replicate 
this finding but also show that, unlike gender inequalities, this effect is not mitigated by 
status retention. Black workers are at higher risk of both class and status loss and are at 
substantially higher risk of long-range falls in both. This effect is substantially mediated 
by educational attainment – entirely so for Black women, and significantly, though not 
completely, for Black men.

Again, uncovering this pattern allows us to ask the more specific question of why 
Black workers are at significantly higher risk of downward mobility in both class and 
status terms. The crucial mediating role of education suggests mechanisms operating 

Figure 4.  Downward mobility of class and status among women from advantaged 
backgrounds, by demographic group (predicted; N = 3795).



de Vries	 19

earlier in the career pipeline than those driving gender differences. As already noted, 
ethnic inequalities in educational attainment have been extensively explored in previous 
research – with suggested explanations including cultural differences in attitudes to edu-
cation (Strand, 2014), and stereotyping and discrimination against Black students 
(Phillips, 2011). However, perhaps particularly relevant to the pattern of downward 
mobility observed here are ethnic inequalities in material and cultural resources (Reay 
et al., 2005); such as access to private education, beneficial social networks, and insider 
knowledge of elite educational institutions and occupations (Macmillan et  al., 2015; 
Rivera, 2016). It is plausible that these resources would be unequally distributed by eth-
nicity – even among high-status professional households. An alternative perspective on 
‘cultural resources’ would also emphasize the unique experience of Black ‘middle-class’ 
(i.e., professional) families in the education system, with the work of Rollock et  al. 
(2015) emphasizing the extent to which the experience of Black students from advan-
taged class backgrounds remains colored by racialized expectations among teachers, 
along with the challenges associated with navigating a Black identity in predominantly 
White middle-class spaces. Where the recognition and credentialization of White mid-
dle-class habitus and cultural capital are well recognized (Reay, 2010), the same may not 
be true for Black students from similar class – and status – backgrounds. These factors 
may help explain why ethnic inequalities in downward mobility risk appear to be set in 
train earlier and to affect both class and status destinations.

By contrast with the pattern observed for Black workers (but consistent with previous 
research), Indian men and women from the most advantaged backgrounds are signifi-
cantly less likely than their White counterparts to be downwardly mobile. This research 
extends previous findings to show that Indian families are particularly resistant to down-
ward class, rather than status, mobility. This appears to result from a high degree of 
clustering within specific professions. A fifth (19%) of Indian men and women from 
C1S1 backgrounds are medical professionals (primarily doctors), with a further 15% 
being IT professionals (17% of men and 10% of women). This may be partly explained 
by micro-class mobility, whereby relatively specific occupational groupings are inter-
generationally inherited (Jonsson et al., 2009). For example, among those of Indian eth-
nicity from C1S1 backgrounds, almost a quarter (23%) had parents who were medical 
doctors.

Finally, in examining the effects of educational characteristics, a multidimensional 
lens shows that while Arts, Humanities, and Social Science graduates are more likely 
than STEM graduates to be downwardly mobile in terms of class, they commonly land 
in occupations that are nevertheless high status (and may have other rewards in terms of 
creativity and pro-sociality). This problematizes the current overwhelming focus on 
class and income in policy discussions of graduate outcomes. For example, official 
measures of graduate outcomes published in the UK are based entirely on salary and 
social class measures (Higher Education Statistics Authority, 2023). Hence an Arts pro-
gram from which the majority of graduates held jobs in the creative sector that were 
prestigious, but lower paid, would be considered underperforming.
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Conclusion

The findings described in this article demonstrate that a multidimensional perspective is 
vital to a full understanding of inequalities in downward mobility. A singular focus on 
class ignores important patterns of mobility that require explanation – such as the ten-
dency for women from advantaged backgrounds to occupy high-status lower profes-
sional roles, the tendency of Indian men and women to be downwardly mobile in status 
rather than class, and the elevated risk of downward class and status mobility suffered by 
Black Britons. These specific patterns may implicate different mechanisms than the pat-
terns revealed by unidimensional analyses – for example, the effect of status on occupa-
tional aspirations, and the role of status-related resources in the intergenerational 
inheritance of privilege (Blossfeld, 2019).

Different mechanisms may consequently have different implications for public policy 
and third-sector interventions. For example, an intervention which improved access to 
‘professional’ roles among Black Britons – such as widening participation in science, 
technology, and engineering roles through advanced vocational programs – may address 
class mobility while failing to solve the causes of downward status mobility. Status posi-
tion is of vital psychological importance to individuals, and high-status professions have 
an outsize social importance, independent of their position in social class schemes 
(Macmillan et al., 2015). Hence, any social mobility policy which continued to allow 
status to be hoarded by already advantaged socio-demographic groups would leave a 
crucial axis of inequality untouched.
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Notes

1.	 Years subsequent to 2019 were not included due to the COVID-19 pandemic.
2.	 Typically considered the UK’s ‘top’ universities.
3.	 For graduates of single-honors degrees, the LFS distinguishes between Social Sciences and 

Law. However, for graduates of joint-honors degrees, Social Sciences and Law are combined 
into a single option.

4.	 Parental employment status is not recorded in the LFS – this therefore maintains consistency 
between origin and destination social class assignment.

5.	 Scores based on marital relationships in the 2010–2012 LFS.
6.	 C1S4 and C4S1 are empty.

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6776-836X
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7.	 Respondents with ‘mixed’ destinations (C1S3+, C2S3+) were considered to have uncertain 
downward mobility trajectories and were excluded from the analysis.

8.	 Full results given in Web Appendix A.

References

Anderson C, Hildreth JAD and Howland L (2015) Is the desire for status a fundamental human 
motive? A review of the empirical literature. Psychological Bulletin, 141(3): 574.

Barone C and Assirelli G (2020) Gender segregation in higher education: An empirical test of 
seven explanations. Higher Education 79(1): 55–78.

Berrington A, Roberts S and Tammes P (2016) Educational aspirations among UK Young 
Teenagers: Exploring the role of gender, class and ethnicity. British Educational Research 
Journal 42(5): 729–755.

Blossfeld PN (2019) A multidimensional measure of social origin: Theoretical perspectives, 
operationalization and empirical application in the field of educational inequality research. 
Quality & Quantity 53: 1347–1367.

Bukodi E, Dex S and Goldthorpe JH (2011) The conceptualisation and measurement of occupa-
tional hierarchies: A review, a proposal and some illustrative analyses. Quality & Quantity 
45: 623–639.

Bukodi E, Goldthorpe JH and Zhao Y (2021) Primary and secondary effects of social origins on 
educational attainment: New findings for England. The British Journal of Sociology 72(3): 
627–650.

Bukodi E, Goldthorpe JH, Joshi H, et al. (2017) Why have relative rates of class mobility become 
more equal among women in Britain? The British Journal of Sociology 68(3): 512–532.

Chan TW and Goldthorpe JH (2007) Class and status: The conceptual distinction and its empirical 
relevance. American Sociological Review 72(4): 512–532.

de Vries R and Rentfrow PJ (2016) A Winning Personality: The Effects of Background on 
Personality and Earnings. London: The Sutton Trust.

Del Río C and Alonso-Villar O (2015) The evolution of occupational segregation in the United 
States, 1940–2010: Gains and losses of gender–race/ethnicity groups. Demography 52(3): 
967–988.

Erikson R and Goldthorpe JH (1992) The Constant Flux: A Study of Class Mobility in Industrial 
Societies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Frank RH (1985) Choosing the Right Pond: Human Behavior and the Quest for Status. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press.

Friedman S and Macmillan L (2017) Is London really the engine-room? Migration, opportunity 
hoarding and regional social mobility in the UK. National Institute Economic Review 240: 
R58–R72.

Goldthorpe JH (2016) Social class mobility in modern Britain: Changing structure, constant pro-
cess. Journal of the British Academy 4: 89–111.

Goldthorpe JH and Jackson M (2007) Intergenerational class mobility in contemporary Britain: 
Political concerns and empirical findings 1. The British Journal of Sociology 58(4): 525–546.

Goldthorpe JH, Mills C and Breen R (2004) Social Mobility in Europe. Trends in Intergenerational 
Mobility in Britain in the Late Twentieth Century. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Higher Education Statistics Authority (2023) Graduate Outcomes 2020/21: Summary Statistics. 
Cheltenham: HESA. Available at: https://www.hesa.ac.uk/news/31-05-2023/sb266-higher-
education-graduate-outcomes-statistics

Jonsson JO, Grusky DB, Di Carlo M, et al. (2009) Microclass mobility: Social reproduction in four 
countries. American Journal of Sociology 114(4): 977–1036.

https://www.hesa.ac.uk/news/31-05-2023/sb266-higher-education-graduate-outcomes-statistics
https://www.hesa.ac.uk/news/31-05-2023/sb266-higher-education-graduate-outcomes-statistics


22	 Sociological Research Online 00(0)

Lambert PS (2012) CAMSIS for Britain, SOC2010 (electronic file, version 1.1). Available at: 
https://www.camsis.stir.ac.uk/Data/Britain2010.html

Lambert PS and Griffiths D (2018) Social Inequalities and Occupational Stratification: Methods 
and Concepts in the Analysis of Social Distance. Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Levanon A, England P and Allison P (2009) Occupational feminization and pay: Assessing causal 
dynamics using 1950–2000 US census data. Social Forces 88(2): 865–891.

Li Y and Heath A (2008) Minority ethnic men in British labour market (1972-2005). International 
Journal of Sociology and Social Policy 28(5/6): 231–244.

Lupart JL, Cannon E and Telfer JA (2004) Gender differences in adolescent academic achieve-
ment, interests, values and life-role expectations. High Ability Studies 15(1): 25–42.

Macmillan L and McKnight A (2022) Understanding Recent Patterns in Intergenerational Social 
Mobility: Differences by Gender, Education, Ethnicity and Their Intersections (Annual 
Report 2020). London: CASE, LSE.

Macmillan L, Tyler C and Vignoles A (2015) Who gets the top jobs? The role of family back-
ground and networks in recent graduates’ access to high-status professions. Journal of Social 
Policy 44(3): 487–515.

Moss SA (2004) Women choosing diverse workplaces: A rational preference with disturb-
ing implications for both occupational segregation and economic analysis of law. Harvard 
Women’s Law Journal 27: 1–88.

ONS (2010) SOC2010 Volume 3: The National Statistics Socio-economic Classification (NS-SEC 
Rebased on SOC2010). London: Office for National Statistics.

ONS (2023) ONS SRS metadata catalogue, dataset, labour force survey person – UK. Available 
at: https://doi.org/10.57906/ns1n-5z24

Petersen J and Hyde JS (2014) Gender-related academic and occupational interests and goals. 
Advances in Child Development and Behavior 47: 43–76.

Phillips C (2011) Institutional racism and ethnic inequalities: An expanded multilevel framework. 
Journal of Social Policy 40(1): 173–192.

Platt L (2005a) New destinations? Assessing the post-migration social mobility of minority ethnic 
groups in England and Wales. Social Policy & Administration 39(6): 697–721.

Platt L (2005b) The intergenerational social mobility of minority ethnic groups. Sociology 39(3): 
445–461.

Platt L (2007) Making education count: The effects of ethnicity and qualifications on intergenera-
tional social class mobility. The Sociological Review 55(3): 485–508.

Platt L and Zuccotti CV (2021) Social Mobility and Ethnicity. London: Institute for Fiscal Studies.
Reay D (2010) Identity making in schools and classrooms. In: Mohanty C and Wetherell M (eds) 

The SAGE Handbook of Identities. London: SAGE, 277–294.
Reay D, David ME and Ball S (2005) Degrees of Choice: Class, Race, Gender, and Higher 

Education. Stoke on Trent: Trentham.
Rivera LA (2016) Pedigree: How Elite Students Get Elite Jobs. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 

Press.
Rivera LA and Tilcsik A (2016) Class advantage, commitment penalty: The gendered effect of 

social class signals in an elite labor market. American Sociological Review 81(6): 1097–1131.
Rollock N, Gillborn D, Vincent C, et al. (2015) The Colour of Class: The Educational Strategies 

of the Black Middle Classes. Abingdon: Routledge.
Rose D, Pevalin DJ and O’Reilly K (2005) The National Statistics Socio-economic Classification: 

Origins, Development and Use. London: Palgrave Macmillan.
Runnymede (2010) Widening Participation and Race Equality. London: Runnymede.
Scandone B (2018) Re-thinking aspirations through habitus and capital: The experiences of 

British-born Bangladeshi women in higher education. Ethnicities 18(4): 518–540.

https://www.camsis.stir.ac.uk/Data/Britain2010.html
https://doi.org/10.57906/ns1n-5z24


de Vries	 23

SMC (2020) Changing Gears: Understanding Social Downward Mobility. London: Social 
Mobility Commission.

Strand S (2014) School effects and ethnic, gender and socio-economic gaps in educational achieve-
ment at age 11. Oxford Review of Education 40(2): 223–245.

Thaning M (2021) Resource specificity in intergenerational inequality: The case of education, 
occupation, and income. Research in Social Stratification and Mobility 75: 100644.

Weber M (2010) The distribution of power within the community: Classes, Stände, parties (trans. 
D Waters, B Elbers and T Waters). Journal of Classical Sociology 10(2): 137–152.

Wong B (2015) A blessing with a curse: Model minority ethnic students and the construction of 
educational success. Oxford Review of Education 41(6): 730–746.

Zwysen W, Di Stasio V and Heath A (2021) Ethnic penalties and hiring discrimination: Comparing 
results from observational studies with field experiments in the UK. Sociology 55(2): 263–
282.

Author biography

Robert de Vries is a Senior Lecturer in Quantitative Sociology at the University of Kent. His 
research focuses on inequality, social stratification, and the sociology of welfare.

Date submitted 23 February 2024
Date accepted 13 August 2024


