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Iôve spent 10 years doing analysis of the UK longitudinal birth cohorts, which people may be 
familiar with partly from the TV series 7 Up and 14 Up and so on and in the recent series on 
the millennium cohort. 

At the same time as those TV programmes were being made, there were large-scale scientific 
studies of large cohorts of children born in the UK. There was a 1946 birth cohort of roughly 
5000 children born in 1946, a 1958 birth cohort, a 1970 birth cohort, strangely no birth cohorts 
then until the year 2000, but we then did have the millennium birth cohort study. 

And these very detailed studies, following children through their lives into adulthood and into 
later adulthood, enable us to develop a very detailed picture of the nature of social inequality in 
the UK and the relationships between things that happen in early life ïchildhood experiences, 
school experiences ïand adult life outcomes.

Itôs through analysis of these studies that weôve had the findings recently about social mobility 
ïwhether social mobility is going up or down and so on. Iôm going to talk a bit about some 
studies Iôve done using these data sets that I think speak to the question of ówhy do we need 
extended schools?ô. 

Iôm going to cover a little bit about UK inequality and the background in terms of the nature and 
depth of inequality in the UK. 

One of the family factors I want to talk a bit about is housing, based on some recent analysis 
that Iôve done. I think itôs well known that, actually, in terms of school attainment, schools ï
very important though they are and huge differences though they make ïit is the family that is 
the key factor in the success or failure of children. 

So understanding what those family factors are, I think, is important. Housing and youth clubs 
are two areas that interact with extended schools, which help explain some of the constraints 
of the school as an isolated organisation in impacting on childrenôs development. 

So this is part of why we need extended school-type models. Iôm going to show a bit of 
evidence about the really critical importance of housing ïwhich is just one example from many 
that one could take ïbut also about youth clubs and, finally, touch on behaviour and the wider 
issues around development and how important these are for childrenôs outcomes. 
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This is for the 1970 birth cohort study and it really just relates family of origin ï

expressed in terms of the occupational category of the father, category 1 being 

professional managerial, category 5 being unskilled manual ïalong a continuum of 

social class or socio-economic status (SES)

Just taking that single measure at the birth of the child and relating that to the 

probability that the child, at age 30, will be experiencing what we are calling multiple 

deprivation 30 years later. There are different ways of measuring multiple deprivation 

ïit includes elements of economic deprivation, skills, low levels of skill, poor mental 

health, poor physical health ïa wide range of measures.

It doesnôt actually matter too much how you measure it; the outcome is the same. And 

the gradient here shows the extent to which, for the UK, family of origin influences life 

chances. This is a nationally representative study from the 1970 cohort, that the 

children born to what are categorised here as unskilled manual occupation of the 

father, 30 per cent of those will be experiencing multiple deprivation 30 years later 

against an average of 12 per cent.

So you can see the extent of social class inequality and the importance of family of 

origin for childrenôs outcomes. There have been some improvements recently: the 

analysis of the British Household Panel Study suggests that the kind of social mobility 

entrenched social class/the extent of impact has moderated slightly recently, but itôs a 

very, very, very slight change. The depth of these patterns of entrenched social class 

immobility is very, very deep indeed.

3



So what are some of the factors that explain this? A key element, obviously, is cognitive achievement in 
school. So, thinking about the mediating factors in between family of origin and multiple deprivation, 
thereôs a key area, obviously, and important to schools and cognitive development. 

This is looking at four groups of children within the 1970 cohort. Recent analysis of the millennium cohort 
suggests that you get exactly the same pattern, so itôs very hard to look at anything that changed in the 
UK between 1970 and the year 2000 that would mean that social class inequality has in some way 
disappeared. But this has been recently confirmed. 

So, the four groups of children here ïthe blue line at the top ïthese are children who at age 22 months 
were in the top 25 per cent of achievers in tests of cognitive development. They are then tested again at 
42 months, age five and then age 10. Those in the blue line are in the top 25 per cent at 22 months and 
they are from advantaged families; that is to say, professional managerial families in terms of the 
occupation of the father. And you can see that they continue to do well. These are children who were 
doing well at the beginning and they are from advantaged families.

The red line at the bottom, these are children who at 22 months were in the bottom 25 per cent of 
achievers and they are from low SES families, and you can see that there is some regression to the 
mean at 42 months but they continue to perform poorly at school. Entering school doesnôt change the 
gradient on these graphs at all; this is all about family background. 

Whatôs most surprising about this graph is the crossover of the two lines in the middle. The upward rising 
blue line means the children, who at 22 months were in the bottom 25 per cent of school achievement 
but they are from high SES families, overtake between age five and 10 children who were at 22 months 
in the top 25 per cent of kids in cognitive development but were from disadvantaged families. They get 
overtaken between age five and 10 by the advantaged children who, at 22 months, were not showing 
any particular signs of great cognitive strength.

There are, I think, some important underlying structural factors to this graph. I think it is now recognised 
that what really matters is the interaction between genetic inheritance and environment ïhow people are 
supported in their development. And the resources that are available to the high SES families over time 
dominate the apparent innate capabilities of children. 

There is nothing genetic about social class inequality in the UK and I think that is a really important point 
to emphasise. This is why we have low social mobility, that is to say, children of rich parents tend to earn 
a lot themselves. Itôs really important to emphasise that you canôt transmit income genetically. Itôs a 
disturbing pattern in terms of the way family background dominates what appears to be capabilities that 
children have. It is important to emphasise as well that it doesnôt only happen pre-school; it also happens 
through the school years.
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Again, this is for the 1958 cohort; I could show you the same data for a recent cohort 

in the national pupil database ïthe data arenôt as rich but the pattern is the same. 

The upward sloping line there is the probability of dropping out of the top 25 per cent 

in tests of maths and reading between age seven and 11. And thatôs just grouped by 

the SES of the father, again. So you can see over on the extreme right here, SES 5 ï

that is, unskilled manual occupations ï74 per cent of those children who were in the 

top quartile at age seven have dropped out by age 11, as distinct from 20 per cent of 

the most advantaged. So if you manage to be in the top quartile still at the age of 

seven, even though you are coming from a disadvantaged background, your chances 

of staying there to age 11 are still strongly impacted by family background. 

The downward sloping line is the reverse picture, which is the probability of getting 

out of the bottom 25 per cent. So 22 per cent, 23 per cent of those from the most 

disadvantaged families, get out of the bottom 25 per cent if they are in it at age seven. 

But, I think that says 65 per cent of the most advantaged children will get out of the 

bottom quartile between seven and 11. And actually you get a similar picture going 

from 11 to 16. 

So the impact of family background isnôt only a pre-school phenomenon ïit continues 

all the way through school. I imagine this wonôt surprise people but it is helpful 

perhaps to see the statistics for the generic pattern.
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What is it about family background that might be making this difference? Weôve done some research for 

the Department for Education and Schools (as was) on the evidence across all social contexts. Why is it 

that families make so much difference? What are the key drivers? And, actually, there are a whole lot of 

things, and peopleé thereôs good evidence about all of these things being important. 

In this model we tried to distinguish between proximal factors ïthe lived day-to-day experience of the 

child ïto distinguish them from the more distal factors, which are the more socio-economic, 

demographic things. Itôs not that SES, fatherôs occupation, is a causal variable. Itôs not that SES has the 

impact that you see on the graphs. Itôs a proxy measure for the whole range of influences that the child 

experiences daily. And these things all interact. 

Parenting quality is an important variable ïitôs actually not a very good name. I think people have ideas 

about parenting quality. I just want to emphasise that when people talk about parenting quality, there is 

quite an extensive literature that uses óparenting qualityô as short-hand, when what they are really talking 

about is a combination of two factors, which are warmth and discipline in combination. They are mainly 

US studies, actually. High levels of warmth together with good discipline are what is called authoritative 

parenting. And that is shown to be much more effective than any one of warmth or discipline in isolation. 

Discipline without warmth is not a very good benefit. 

Warmth without discipline, and supporting learning and so on, also has much less effect than the two in 

combination. And thatôs what people mean when they talk about parenting quality. Itôs not that there are 

good and bad parents and you can very clearly define which is which. 

But, of course, the distal family factors, the socio-economic things like housing, constrain the capacity of 

parents to support their children. So, for example, perhaps a young mother in very difficult housing 

circumstances with a large family without a lot of support may be shouting at her children in the 

playground and you might think ïówell, they have parenting issuesô. But the way to resolve this isnôt 

necessarily a parenting class; it may be much more about understanding the structural factors that are 

impinging on that young woman. 
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This is a graph that shows what the big factors are if you take those 11 structural 
factors ïthe socio-economic, demographic, distal factors ïand you put them all into 
a statistical model to try and explain who gets level 2 qualifications (five A-C grade 
GCSEs).

And weôve done this separately for the 1946 birth cohort, for the 1958 and the 1970 
birth cohort. A couple of points to note from this graph: the blue line is in the 1970 
birth cohort but actually thereôs been a lot of attention about whether mothers work or 
not and lone parents. Those variables do not actually explain a whole lot of the 
variation in school achievement. There are other factors here that are much more 
important. 

The reason I put this chart up is to emphasise whatôs happened in relation to social 
housing. If you look at the three bars in relation to social housing, these are all 
negative because these are all risk factors ïthe red bar for the 1946 cohort, social 
housing was not a risk factor. By the time of the 1958 and 1970 cohorts, it had 
become, in fact, the biggest risk factor.

Being in social housing explains more of the variation in achievement for children in 
the 1970 cohort than any of the other factors, including income, parentsô education 
and so on. Thatôs why I want to talk a bit about social housing for a couple of minutes.

I think it is important as an example of a wider social phenomenon that schools donôt 
in any way manage or control but that will have a very important impact on what is 
actually happening in the school and to the children. It is an example of why we need 
to link social policy between education and the rest of what local authorities are 
involved in, and other partners and agencies.
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This slide is the trend in owner occupation, going from just after the second 

world war, for the 1946 cohort, through to the millennium cohort. Iôll show you 

social housing in a minute. This is owner occupation; the proportion of children 

in families who own or part own their own home.

Just after the war it was under 20 per cent. It is now up towards 70 per cent. 

Thatôs not an inherent feature of UK society, this is something that has 

happened over the past 30 or 40 years.
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