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Empirical results

Tab. 1 - Fitindexes

—e—f —e— m> —e— neutral

have diminished wrt the one of a primary-educated fa-
ther. The mother used to make more difference (this
might be related to changing female empl. rates). Inter-

tal education (Ballarino and Schadee 2008). T outcﬁ'"e AL ';Zi‘l‘u""e'm o fary i =i Fiaures 5 and 6 - Probability of having achieved tetiary education by years of birth (individual parents only, et oint parents, |action models shows a decreasing disadvantage asso-
. We use different definitions of social background| m: father only 84376 5754 48842 18 or720  orges oD tcr:aetremilltg t‘@“gﬁea fg]ro:Eggg]\?vtheglﬁt(i::i;deghuacg:zg 2‘
i . M2: mother only 84376 57534 50,114 18 100,264 100433 Tertary Tertary J -edL -
(bafsd_ Ofr}t.pa“’v‘ntal education) and compare: M3: igh dominance 84376 57534 48410 18 96,856 97,024 ) - . . ur = o1 v v [ther and lower secondary-educated mother increases,
= theirmg M4: low dominance 84376  -57534  -50208 18 100452 100,620 N =ET==rT| weowewe|x by e albeit to a lesser extent.
- the model parameters pooling all surveys; Joint parents measure . e : ::j}’ treseres Tertiary (fig 5-6) The general pattern is stability over
- the model parameters including a time (year of| M&fm 84376 57534 48358 21 96759 96,955 b I * time with some evidence of decline in IEO. Among
h f . o | M6 full interaction 84376 57,534 48219 30 96498 96,778 SAFIISIITE N IOIFIISE 0 those with primary-educated parents some reduction
birth) effect, measuring IEO over time by the dif-| 7. ineraction 2 84376 | 57534 48247 24 96543 9667 A SRR 4 casepofor il Wppertsaonieny
ference in predicted probabilities to make a tran- Outcome = Terfiary or more n o o o NI (faber only) does not show t%ispt':end Vs (ngtH
sition btw the offspring of tertiary educated and| One parent's measure N Null i Mod. I df  AIC BIC o G S only) d ) y
. o : % 7 o bl parents) attributes it to the father. AD model underesti-
the other educational origins M1 father only 84376 26371 22468 18 44973 45141 b v :
gins. M2: mother only 84376 26371 23,079 18 46195 46,363 i e | e : et mates IEO but the trend is the same (as seen for the
Data and variables M3: high dominance 84376 -26371 22271 18 44578 44746 ? i . Lananaglf| WOREC previous transition). Interaction models show a clearer
M4: low dominance 84,376 -26,371 -23,070 18 46,175 46,343 e I decline in IEO, in particular when the mother is tertiary-
. Istat Multiscope Household Survey (1998, 2003,  Jointparents measure e e e A o o o educated and the father is lower secondary. A (lesser)
2009). Anallcal sample: 84,37 cases IS nrann o Bk i Pias  £0's 00 san s ot oty
. Dependent variables: M7: interaction 2 84376 26371 22153 24 44354 44,578 and father primary.

. Having achieved at least upper secondary education
. Having achieved tertiary education or more
. Independent variables:

. Father's and Mother’s education (Tertiary / Upper sec-
ondary / Lower secondary / up to primary. Short upper
secondary and tertiary programs are both coded up-
wards — and are relatively few).

. Controls

. Birth cohort: 1940-49, 1950-59, 1960-69, 1970-80

. Father’'s and Mother’s social class: 1) BOR, 2) WhC, 3)
UPB, 4) UWC, 5) AWC

. Gender; Geographical area (5 categories)

Model fit (table 1)

In general, differences are lower than expected. For both transitions, the
better fit (lower BIC and AIC) is found for the interaction models. Gender
does not make a big difference: according to AIC, we should prefer the full
interaction model, but according to BIC we should prefer the more parsimo-
nious reduced model, not distinguishing genders.

However, the difference btw single parents and joint parents models does
not change over transitions. Among the models using one single parent, the
standard one (high dominance) shows the best fit, but the differences are
small.

Conclusion and developments

A more detailed measure of social origin improves the fit of models of IEQ. However, the improvement is not substantial and is
more or less the same in both transitions we study.

A more detailed measure of social origins allows to see some signs of a diminishing trend of IEO over time, due in particular to
those families where the mother has an educational title higher than the one of the father.

Thus, the mother matters, and it is probably a good idea to include her in models of IEO over time, when possible.

Next steps
Do the observed patterns change according to gender? Does the mother matter more for girls, and the father for boys (gender
role theory), or it is the other way round?
Given the similar pattern over transitions, we might go for an ordered logit model, giving more parsimonious and more clearly in-
terpretable results (as in Breen et al. 2009 or Ballarino et al. 2009)
Focus on social class and its trend over time.




