SOCIAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL FACTORS
AFFECTING FERTILITY

XXIII. ECONOMIC TENSION AND SOCIAL MOBILITY IN
RELATION TO FERTILITY PLANNING AND SIZE
OF PLANNED FAMILY?

RutH RieMER AND CLyDE V. KisEr

T IS frequently said that in modern urban society a large
family 1s a deterrent to the attainment of desired levels of
living and, alternatively, that the desire for a higher stand-

ard of living is a deterrent to fertility. Although various at-
tempts have been made to measure the cost of a child and its
effect on a family’s level of living, the interrelationships of
family size at any given stage of completeness, desired level of
living, and degree of discrepancy between desired and actual
levels of living still are largely matters for conjecture. Nor is
there any clear evidence that children are a handicap in the
struggle for higher incomes and better jobs, or that they are a
spur to achievement. Similarly, the familiar hypothesis that
desire for a higher standard of living or higher social status mo-
tivates much deliberate restriction of fertility is supported by
a great variety of inferential evidence, but it has never been
directly tested.

Although the hypotheses of the Indianapolis Study do not
specifically mention either social mobility or aspiration for
higher status, hypothesis 1 was intended to determine whether
a difference between actual and desired levels of living moti-
vated fertility control and restriction. Data were also collected
which make it possible to classify couples with respect to
social mobility, both intergenerational and intragenerational.

Hypothesis 1 was: “The greater the difference between the

1This is the twenty-third of a series of reports on a study conducted by the
Committee on Social and Psychological Factors Affecting Fertility, sponsored by
the Milbank Memorial Fund with grants from the Carnegie Corporation of New
York. The Committee consists of Lowell J. Reed, Chairman; Daniel Katz; E.
Lowell Kelly; Clyde V. Kiser; Frank Lorimer; Frank W. Notestein; Frederick
Osborn; S. A. Switzer; Warren S. Thompson; and P. K. Whelpton.
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actual level of living and the standard of living desired, the
higher the proportion of couples practicing contraception ef-
fectively and the smaller the planned families.” This has
usually been referred to as “the economic tension hypothesis.”
It was assumed that the degree of “economic tension” was
equivalent to the difference between the actual and desired
levels of living. As will be indicated, however, the data col-
lected on the relation of economic tension to fertility behavior
proved to be highly unsatisfactory for the purpose of inferring
motivation because of certain selective factors. Nevertheless,
the methods and the analyses are described briefly for the
record and for their possible usefulness with respect to plans
for future studies.

The preceding article in the series was concerned with the
relation of intergenerational changes in social status to fertility
and fertility planning.? The present one, by focussing on
changes in broad income and occupational class subsequent to
marriage, attempts to throw some additional light on the in-
terrelations of fertility, fertility planning, and social mobility.
It is possible that planned fertility is more closely related to
aspiration for social advancement and resistance to social de-
motion than to actual social mobility. However, in the absence
of direct evidence on these psychological states at the time of
active fertility planning, it is worthwhile to glean whatever
indirect evidence there may be on the relationship of actual
shifts in income and occupational status to fertility behavior.

Specifically the present paper contains three sections in which
different variables are examined in relation to fertility behavior.
These are: I. Economic Tension; IT. Income Changes; and III.
Occupational Class Changes.

In all three sections the inflated sample of all “relatively fe-
cund” couples is used. Measures of successful fertility planning
and fertility used in Section III differ somewhat from those

2 Kantner, J. F. and Kiser, C. V.: Social and Psychological Factors Affecting
Fertility. xx11. The Interrelation of Fertility, Fertility Planning, and Intergenera-
tional Social Mobility. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, January, 1954,
xxx11, No. 1, pp. 69-103 (Reprint pp. 969-1003).
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used in Sections I and II because the analyses were first done
independently with different orientations.®

I. Economic TENsION

Two types of data were collected for the purpose of classi-
fying couples according to difference between actual and de-
sired levels of living. One type is that of quantitative data,
or more strictly “dollars and cents” data, that permitted the
computation of percentage differences between what the couples
had and what they wanted with respect to income, home, and
automobile. Wives and husbands in the Study were asked:
“How large an income per week would you need in order to
live in a way that would be satisfactory to you with your pres-
ent family?” The amount given was coded as a percentage of
the actual average weekly earnings of the family during the
preceding six months. The latter item itself was computed
from the employment and income histories of the wife and
husband.

With respect to the home, the wife and husband were asked:
“How much rent would you have to pay for a satisfactory
house, or what would be the rental value of a home you would
like to own?” The amount given was coded as a percentage of
the actual monthly rent paid at the time of the interview, or
the computed monthly rental value of the home if it was owned.

The third question, asked of the husband only, was: “What
is the approximate value of a car you would like to have?” The
percentage difference between this amount and the reported
purchase price of the present car (new or used) was coded.

The second type of data is that of multiple-choice replies of
the wife and husband to certain questions. These are from a
longer series of questions that were preceded by the following
instruction to respondents: “Think back over the twelve to
fifteen years that you have been married. Then answer [the
various questions] so that they will show how things have been

3 Kiser is primarily responsible for Sections I and II and Riemer is primarily
responsible for Section III and the remainder of the paper.
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DURING MOST OF YOUR MARRIED LIFE.” Three of the questions
relate to income, home, and automobile. These are:

How much more income would you have needed in order
to live in a way that would have been satisfactory to you?
(Five possible replies ranging from “very much” to “very
little.”)

Have you felt satisfied with most of the houses in which
you have lived? Five possible replies ranging from “very
dissatisfied” to “very satisfied.”)

How interested have you been in having a car (or a better
car)? (Five possible replies ranging from “very much” to
“very little.”)

In addition, the couples were asked:

Have you had as much to spend as most of your friends?
(Five possible replies ranging from “much less” to “much
more.”)

Has the family income been so small that you have had to
deny yourself many things you wanted? (Five possible replies
ranging from “a great many things” to “very few things.”)

Have your living conditions been better or poorer than those
of your parents while you were growing up (6-16 years old)?
(Five possible replies ranging from “much poorer” to “much
better.”)

Summary Indices of Economic Tension were also constructed
for the wife, husband, and couple by adding the scores (code
numbers) for responses to five of the multiple-choice questions
listed above.* Since the five possible replies of each spouse to
each of the five questions were coded 1-3-5-7-9 in the assumed

4 The last-mentioned question regarding the comparative living conditions of
self and parents was not included on the assumption that cross-generation com-
parison is not a good measure of economic tension. The three quantitative measures
were excluded from the index since the qualitative counterparts of these questions
(multiple-choice replies) are among the five included. Thus the components of the
Summary Index are multiple-choice replies concerning amount more income needed
to live in a satisfactory manner, extent satisfied with houses, extent of interest in
having a car or better car, comparison of self and friends with respect to amount
of spending money available, extent to which respondent had to deny himself things
because the family income was too small.
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CriterioNn oF Economic TENSION

For REepLiESs BY WIFE

Percentage

Number of
Couples Planned Numbe}' and
Families Spacing
Planned

AvrL CourLEs 1,444 42.1 27.9
Amount More Income Needed to Live

in Satisfactory Manner

Very Much 113 36.3 19.5

Much 337 38.6 24.3

Some 655 42.7 29.3

Little 200 40.0 28.5

Very Little 139 55.4 36.0
Satisfied With Houses in Which You

Have Lived?

Very Dissatisfied 57 40.4 28.1

Some Dissatisfied 205 34.6 17.1

Neither Satisfied Nor Dissatisfied 104 29.8 23.1

Fairly Satisfied 760 41.4 27.2

Very Satisfied 318 52.8 38.1
Extent Interested in Having a Car or

a Better Car?

Very Much 185 41.1 26.5

Much 209 36.8 25.4

Some 473 42.7 27.3

Little 253 45.1 30.8

Very Little 324 42.9 29.0
As Much to Spend as Friends?

Much Less or Less 568 35.6 22.5

Same Amount 678 43.5 29.5

More or Much More 198 56.1 37.9
Living Conditions Compared with

Parents?

Much Poorer or Poorer 148 24.3 12.8

Same 263 38.4 22.4

Better 618 44.0 31.1

Much Better 415 48.0 32.0
Had to Deny Yourself Things?

Very Many or Many 408 34.6 18.9

Some 524 40.5 29.2

Few or Very Few 512 49.8 33.8

Table 2. The per cent of couples classified as “planned families” and as
“number and spacing planned,” by given qualitative (multiple choice re-

ply) criteria of economic tension.
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For RepriEs BY HusBanDp

Percentage
Number of
Couples! Planned Numbe}' and
Famili Spacing
amilies Planned
1,444 42.1 27.9
107 28.0 19.6
295 39.3 21.7
673 42.5 27.9
223 45.3 34.5
144 50.7 35.4
71 19.7 8.5
272 34.6 16.9
115 34.8 17.4
777 42.9 30.4
209 60.8 45.5
201 41.8 21.4
244 48.4 36.1
533 35.1 21.0
244 42.6 31.1
222 51.8 37.8
568 33.8 20.8
625 44.0 29.9
251 56.2 39.0
123 22.8 7.3
256 37.1 24.6
611 42.4 27.3
451 50.1 36.4
354 31.4 18.9
555 39.8 24.5
535 51.6 37.4

1 Two husbands unknown on ‘“Amount

More Income Needed. . . .”

Three husbands unknown on ‘“Living

Conditions Compared with Parent?”

order from high to low “eco-
nomic tension,” the total score
for each spouse might range
from 5 to 45 and the total
score for the couple might
range from 10 to 90. In order
to have the summary indices
of the wife, husband, and
couple on comparable levels,
the summary score for each
spouse separately was simply
doubled. Hence in all cases
the possible range of summary
score 1s 10-90, with low score
indicative of high economic
tension and vice versa.’
Fertility-Planning in Rela-
tion to Economic Tension.
The first part of the hypothe-
sis, as already stated, is “The
greater the difference between
the actual level of living and
the standard of living desired
. the higher the proportion
of couples practicing contra-
ception effectively.” Actually,
a fairly marked relation in the
other direction is found. Thus
the proportion of planned fam-
ilies, and especially the pro-
portion of “number and spac-

5The Indianapolis Study coding
scheme was based upon the assumed
relation of the given variable to fertil-
ity. Hence, high economic tension, low
fertility, low code number. This system
makes it possible to combine directly-
the scores for items under different
hypotheses.
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ing planned” couples, tends to be inversely instead of directly
associated with the percentage excess of the desired over actual
weekly earnings, quality of house, and price of car (Table 1).
Results of this type are also found in classifications by replies
to specific multiple-choice questions® and by the Summary
Indices of Economic Tension described above (Tables 2 and 3).

These findings immediately suggest that our indices of “eco-
nomic tension” are inversely related to economic status itself.
This is in fact the case, as indicated by Tables 4 and 5.” Selec-
tion of this type is not confined to classifications based upon
percentage differences between the actual and desired items.
It is also found in the classifications based upon the multiple-
choice replies. In fact, it is more pronounced in the multiple-
choice replies to the question regarding amount more income
needed than in the computed percentage differences between
actual and desired incomes. On the other hand, it is much less
pronounced in the multiple-choice replies regarding interest in
having a car or a new car than in the percentage differences
between the cost of actual and desired cars.

Selections of this type account for most if not all the ob-
served inverse relation of fertility-planning status to “economic
tension” as defined. When analyses are made separately for
each of three broad income groups ($2,400 and over, $1,600-
2,399, and under $1,600 average annual earnings of husband
since marriage) the observed relation is greatly reduced

6 However, the multiple-choice replies of the wives to the question regarding
interest in having a car or better car are only slightly related to fertility-planning
status. It will be noted that “planned families” includes “number and spacing
planned” and “number planned.” See Whelpton, P. K. and Kiser, C. V.: Social and
Psychological Factors Affecting Fertility. VI. The Planning of Fertility. The Mil-

bank Memorial Fund Quarterly, January, 1947, xxv, No. 1, pp. 63-111 (Reprint pp.
209-257).

7 This means in general that the lower the income, rental value of the home,
and purchase price of automobile, the higher is likely to be the percentage difference
between the actual and the desired. This is not surprising, especially with reference
to purchase price of car. A man who spent only $300 for a second-hand car could
easily express a desire for one that would cost three times as much at 1941 car
prices. On the other hand, one who bought a new car of the heavier type probably
would not want a more expensive automobile and might reasonably express a
preference for a lighter and less expensive car.
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(Tables 6 and 7). The proportion of planned families still
tends to be somewhat larger in the “low tension” than in “high
tension” groups. This might arise partly from differences in
economic status within each of the three broad income ranges
considered. Also, there is probably a genuinely lower satisfac-
tion with life conditions among the unsuccessful fertility plan-
ners, especially the “excess fertility” couples.

Fertility in Relation to Economic Tension. The second part
of the hypothesis is “The greater the difference between the
actual level of living and the standard of living desired, the
smaller the planned family.” This is not borne out by the data
on percentage differences between actual and desired weekly
earnings, monthly rental value of the home, and price of car.
In fact, as indicated in Table 8, the opposite type of relation
is clear-cut among both “number and spacing planned” and
“number planned” couples when these are classified according
to percentage difference between actual and desired earnings.
Within the “number and spacing planned” group, fertility rates
differ very little by percentage difference between actual and
desired rental value of home. Among all “planned families”
those in the “highest tension” category have the highest fer-
tility rate. A similar description applies also to classifications
by percentage difference between cost of present and desired
automobile.

Also, in most of the classifications by multiple-choice replies
of wives and husbands to the several questions, fertility rates
within the “number and spacing planned” group differ little
(Table 9). Within the limits of these small differences, how-
ever, the hypothesis is supported in the classifications by state-
ments of wives and husbands on the extent to which they had
found it necessary to deny themselves things they wanted, by
statement of husbands on interest in having a better car, and
by statements of wives on their living conditions as compared
with those of their parents. Rather striking support of the hy-
pothesis is afforded in the classification by statements of wives
and husbands on “amount more income needed.”



182 The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly
For RerLiEs BY WIFE
CRITERION OF Number of Fertility Rate
Economic TENSION Couples
Planned | N. & S. All Planned | N. & S.
Families P. Couples | Families P.
ALL CourLEs 608 403 203 148 106
Amount More Income
Needed to Live in
Satisfactory Manner
Very Much or Much 171 104 230 149 101
Some 280 192 191 141 104
Little 80 57 196 151 107
Very Little 77 50 181 162 128
Satisfied with Houses in
Whick You Have Lived?
Very Dissatisfied 23 16 237 143 *
Somewhat Dissatisfied 71 35 226 170 97
Neither Satisfied Nor
Dissatisfied 31 24 225 165 138
Fairly Satisfied 315 207 207 148 106
Very Satisfied 168 121 165 135 104
Extent Interested in
Havivg a Car or a
Better Car?
Very Much 76 49 221 149 108
Much 77 53 207 151 115
Some 202 129 199 157 109
Little 114 78 193 126 87
Very Little 139 94 205 148 113
As Much to Spend as
Friends?
Much Less or Less 202 128 225 156 105
Same Amount 295 200 195 148 115
More or Much More 111 75 166 132 87
Living Conditions Com-
pared with Parents’
Much Poorer or Poorer 36 19 263 153 *
Same 101 59 208 157 102
Better 272 192 199 143 107
Much Better 199 133 184 148 114
Had to Deny Self Things?
Very Many or Many 141 77 236 165 106
Some 212 153 199 136 100
Few or Very Few 255 173 181 148 112

Table 9. Children ever born per 100 couples among all couples, all “planned
families,” and “number and spacing planned” families, by given qualitative
(multiple choice reply) criteria of economic tension.
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For REepLiEs BY HussanD

Number of e
é;rlllpeile‘s? Fertility Rate
Planned | N. & S. All Planned | N. & S.
Families P. Couples | Families P.
608 403 203 148 106
146 85 221 145 86
286 188 202 151 108
101 77 175 128 104
73 51 202 169 143
14 6 321 * *
94 46 212 169 115
40 20 230 145 80
333 236 195 145 108
127 95 167 137 105
84 43 241 160 107
118 88 195 131 91
187 112 201 152 111
104 76 184 141 109
115 84 205 154 114
192 118 228 164 113
275 187 190 137 102
141 98 179 146 108
28 9 286 204 *
95 63 221 135 92
259 167 200 158 114
226 164 174 134 102
111 67 236 156 104
221 136 208 150 98
276 200 176 142 113

* Rate not shown if based on fewer than 20 cases.

1 Two husbands unkown on “Amount More Income

Thus among the “num-
ber and spacing planned”
couples fertility is di-
rectly associated with
percentage difference be-
tween actual and desired
income; it 1s inversely
associated with “eco-
nomic tension” as meas-
ured by the “multiple-
choice” replies to the
question on amount more
income needed.® As this
implies there is only a
very low correlation be-
tween the two sets of
data. The Pearsonian co-
efficient of correlation be-
tween the quantitative
and qualitative data on
amount more income
needed is only +.16 for
the wives and+.12 for

the husbands.

8 There are probably several
reasons why these data yield op-
posite relationships in “number
and spacing planned” families.
One factor is the heavier selection
of couples of low economic status
among those stating that they
needed “very much” more income
than among those falling into the
category of greatest economic ten-
sion on the basis of percentage
difference between actual and de-
sired earnings. This has relevance
in that fertility is directly asso-
ciated with economic status in the
“pumber and spacing planned”
group.

(Continued on page 185)
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SumMary INDEX Ner Wortn oF THE COUPLE
oF Economic TENnsion
oF THE COUPLE Total $4,000 and $1,000- Under
Over 3,999 $1,000

FERTILITY RATE

Arr CourLEs 148 147 143 153
Under 50 (High) 164 148 157 172
50-59 (Medium) 132 138 143 115
604 (Low) 147 151 126 166

NUMBER OF COUPLES

ArL CoupLEs! 608 216 185 206
Under 50 (High)? 195 25 61 108
50-59 (Medium) 189 56 67 66
60+ (Low) 224 135 57 32

1 Total includes one case unknown net worth.

Table 11. Children ever born per 100 “planned families,” by summary
index of economic tension and net worth of the couple.

The hypothesis is not supported when the summary index
of economic tension based on replies to five of the multiple-
choice questions is used (Tables 10 and 11). Furthermore, as
indicated in Table 12, the proportion of couples of “high eco-
nomic tension” tends to increase with size of planned family
when “net worth” of the couple is held virtually constant. The
chief exception is afforded by childless couples who tend to
outrank the one-child couples with respect to proportions clas-
sified as “high economic tension.” The second general point

Another difference between the two types of classification is one of time refer-
ence. The multiple-chonce questions relate specifically to conditions “during most
of the married life.” The computed percentage differences, on the other hand, relate
to desired weekly earnings compared with weekly earnings during the past six
months, to desired rental value compared with rental value at interview, and to
price of desired car compared with purchase price of present car regardless of when
it was bought. From the standpoint of time reference, the qualitative cntena of
economic tension are more appropriate. The hypothesis is concerned with “tension”
in relation to fertility planning and fertility during the whole married life, so the
indices of tension should also relate more or less to the total period rather ’than to
the last part of it. Some couples motivated to limit family size by strong desires
for higher levels of living may have been successful in substantially reducing the
gap between actual and desired levels after 12-15 years of married life. Such couples
presumably would tend to fall into “high tensxon categories in classﬂ'lcatlons re-
lating to “most of the time since marriage” but in “low tension” categories in
classifications relating to the last part of the married life considered.
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apparent in Table 12 is that within each size-of-planned family
group, economic tension, as measured, is inversely related to
net worth of the couple.

Toward the end of the interviews at which detailed histories
of pregnancies and contraceptive practice were recorded, the
wives in the Study were asked “Are you planning to have a
[another] child sometime?” The five possible replies were
“definitely no,” “probably no,” “undecided,” “probably yes,”
and “definitely yes.”

In Table 13 the percentage distribution of replies is shown
for mothers of one or two children in planned families, accord-
ing to the summary index of economic tension of the wife,
husband, and couple. The data are shown specific for number
of live births on the assumption that plans for having another
child depend to an important extent upon the number of chil-
dren the couple already has. This assumption is borne out by
Table 13. The proportion of wives stating that they are plan-
ning to have another child (“probably yes” and “definitely
yes” combined) is rather consistently higher for mothers of
one child than for mothers of two children. Within neither
group, however, does the planning of additional children ap-
pear to have any systematic relation to the summary index of
economic tension of the wife, husband, or couple.

In general, a factor to be considered is the probability of a
two-way relation between fertility and differences between ac-
tual and desired levels of living. On the one hand, the desire
for higher level of living may prompt family limitation. On the
other hand, couples with large families probably tend to need
higher incomes and larger houses. To the extent that this is
true, this latter factor would tend to bring a direct relation
between size of family and percentage difference between ac-
tual and desired incomes, rental values, etc. It seems probable
that this is the factor of chief importance in relationships of
precisely this type among couples classified as “excess fertility”
and in the total sample regardless of fertility-planning status.
This factor should be of considerably less importance among
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planned families, but even among these it probably operates to
some extent and may serve to wipe out or to override inherent
relationships in the other direction, i.e., family limitation as a
result of desire for higher level of living. In general, the results
of the analysis offer little support for the hypothesis, but the
measures of economic tension are not sufficiently adequate to
afford a good test of the hypothesis.

II. Income CHANGES

When the Indianapolis Study was being planned provisions
were made to record histories of employment, occupation, and
earnings of the husband in the hope that they could be related
in time to histories of contraception and pregnancy which were
also recorded in detail. The data were collected but the sample
proved to be far too small to warrant temporal analyses of the
type envisioned.

Although not utilized in detail, materials of the above type
may be used for classifying couples according to trend of hus-
band’s average annual earnings since marriage. In part, the
data were coded in the form of percentage increase or decrease
from the first to second and from second to third period of
married life. The periods were slightly over four years in dura-
tion, since all couples were married 12-15 years. It should also
be noted that since the Study is restricted to couples married
during 1927-1929, the first period included both pre-depression
and depression years for most of the couples. However, some
couples had as much as three more years of prosperity than
others did in this first period.

Among the “number and spacing planned” couples the fer-
tility rate sncreases rather sharply with percentage increase of
husband’s average annual earnings from the first to the second
period of married life. This fertility rate extends from only 82
for 116 couples experiencing decreases of 15 per cent or more
to 129 for 123 couples experiencing increases of 15 per cent or
more.®

9The data relating to percentage changes from the first to the second period
(Continued on page 190)
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Per Cent Cmance | PER CEnT CrANGE HusBanp’s EarNiNGs Seconp To THIRD PERIOD

Hussanp’s EarNiNGs
First TO SECOND All Increase Increase Increase Decrease
PEerIOD Couples | 50+ Per Cent | 1549 Per Cent | 0-14 Per Cent | (Any)
CHILDREN EVER BORN PER 100 coupLES
ArL CoupLES 106 98 106 118 116
Increase 15+ 129 118 128 146 ¥
Increase 0-14 118 * 97 124 *
Decrease 1-14 93 78 86 100 *
Decrease 15+ 82 84 100 * *
NUMBER OF COUPLES
ArL CourLEs 403s 137 142 92 31
Increase 15+ 123 38 43 24 18
Increase 0-14 96 14 39 42 1
Decrease 1-14 67 23 21 20 3
Decrease 154 116 62 39 6 9

* Rate not shown if based on fewer than 20 cases.
s Includes 1 case husband’s income unknown.

Table 14. Children ever born per 100 couples of “number and spacing
planned” status, by percentage increase in husband’s earnings from the
first to the second and from the second to the third period of married life.

However, the opposite type of relation is found when changes
in husband’s earnings from the second to the third period are
considered. The fertility rate is 116 for 31 couples suffering
decreases and about the same (118) for 92 couples with sta-
tionary incomes or with increases of less than 15 per cent. It
drops to 106 for 142 couples with increases of 1549 per cent
and to 98 for 137 couples with increases of 50 per cent or
over.’

As indicated in Table 14 the direct relation of fertility to
percentage increase in husband’s earnings from the first to the
second period persists when the percentage change from the
second to the last period is held virtually constant. Likewise,

fit the economic security hypothesis and the social mobility hypothesis for down-
wardly mobile couples. They fit the economic tension hypothesis if economic tension
is interpreted as need. They are contrary to the mobility hypothesis for upwardly
mobile couples. See Section III for statement of mobility hypothesis.

10 The data on percentage changes of earnings from the second to the third
period fit the social mobility hypothesis. They fit the economic tension hypothesis
if tension is interpreted as ambition. They are not necessarily contrary to the
economic security hypothesis because couples experiencing the largest percentage in-
crease from the second to the third period may tend to be those with lowest in-
comes during the second period.
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the inverse relation of fertility to percentage increase of hus-
band’s earnings from the second to the third period of married
life tends to persist when percentage change from the first to
the second period is held virtually constant.

It should be emphasized that changes in income might not
be expected to operate always in the same direction in so far
as their relation to fertility is concerned. Couples “on the
make” might be expected to attach higher values to “getting
ahead” than to “having a family.” For other couples an in-
crease in income might be sought mainly to implement desires
to have a family. It might serve to strengthen feelings of “eco-
nomic security” which appear to be positively associated with
fertility among “number and spacing planned” couples.™

It is also apparent that the percentage changes in husband’s
earnings from the first to the second and from the second to the
third period of married life reflect the fact that 1927-1941 in-
cluded in succession pre-depression, depression, economic re-
covery, and defense boom periods. Some 45 per cent of the
“number and spacing planned” couples suffered decreases in
husband’s earnings from the first to the second period of mar-
ried life. Only about 8 per cent experienced decreases from the
second to the third period. Furthermore, it is apparent from
the lower part of Table 14 that couples suffering large percent-
age decreases in income from the first to the second period are
unusually well represented among those registering high per-
centage increases in income from the second to the third. It
will also be noted that these are the couples that are charac-
terized by relatively low fertility. The highest fertility rate
represented in Table 14 is that for couples reporting income
increases of 15 per cent or more from the first to the second
period and maintaining this income or increasing it by less than
15 per cent from the second to the third period.

Table 15 presents number of couples, number and percent-

11 Kiser, Clyde V. and Whelpton, P. K.: Social and Psychological Factors Af-
fecting Fertility. x1. The Interrelation of Fertility, Fertility Planning, and Feeling
of Economic Security. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, January, 1951,
xx1x, No. 1, pp. 41-122 (Reprint pp. 467-548).
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age of planned families, and the fertility of planned families,
according to actual level of the husband’s income during the
three successive periods of married life. Since the fertility rates
relate to the total group of planned families, they are higher
than those in Table 14 for the “number and spacing planned”
couples alone. Despite the inclusion of all planned families the
numbers in certain crucial categories are too small to yield
dependable results. Thus only 24 planned families fell into the
group with “low” earnings in the first period, “medium” earn-
ings in the second period, and “high” earnings in the third
period. (As before, these labels represent $2,400 and over,
$1,600-2,399, and under $1,600, respectively). The proportion
of planned families is relatively high (62 per cent) but the fer-
tility of the planned families that progressively increased their
income 1is relatively low (125). For comparison, the fertility
rate 1s 185 for 53 couples in the “high” income group in all
three periods, 128 for 58 couples in the “medium” income group
in all three periods, and 141 for 123 couples in the “low” income
class in all three periods. The lowest fertility rate of all, 79,
was found for 29 couples who were in the “medium” income
category in the first period, dropped to “low” status in the

Table 15. Percentage of all couples that are “planned families” and fer-
tility rates among “planned families,” by level of the husband’s earnings
during three successive periods since marriage.

First Seconp TaIRD ArL PranNep Famivies
PErIOD PEeriop PERIOD NUMBER OF
CoupLEs! Number Per Cent of Fertility

Income Level All Couples Rate
High High High 91 53 58.2 185
Medium Medium Medium 125 58 46.4 128
Low Low Low 397 123 31.0 141
Low Medium High 39 24 61.5 125
Medium High High 64 37 57.8 197
Low Medium Medium 76 32 42.1 181
Medium Medium High 80 33 41.3 115
Low Low Medium 261 118 45.2 140
Low Low High 33 20 60.6 130
Medium Low Medium 76 29 38.2 79
Medium Low Low 63 20 31.7 220

1 Groups with fewer than 20 cases not shown.
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second, and advanced again to “medium” status in the third
period.

Like the previously considered data on percentage increases
in husband’s earnings, increases in actual levels of husband’s
earnings from the second to the third period of married life are
associated with low fertility. As indicated in the middle col-
umns of Table 16 fertility rates for couples with income rising
from second to third period are consistently lower than those
for couples maintaining the same income levels during these
periods. They are lower than those for either the “destination”
or “origin” controls. Again, however, this does not hold for
income changes from the first to the second period nor for those
from the first to the third period. It is difficult to interpret the
data without taking into account the time at which the planned
births occurred in relation to the income changes. The sample
1s too small to permit analysis in the desired refinements.

This brief analysis of income changes subsequent to marriage
is enough to show that no simple inference about economic

Table 16. Number of children ever born per 100 planned families, by
level of husband’s earnings in two of the three periods of married life.

Two PEerionps CONSIDERED
LeverLs or Huseanp’s First and Second Second and Third First and Third
EARrRNINGS IN Periods Periods Periods
Two PEriops
Number of | Fertility | Number of | Fertility | Number of | Fertility
Couples Rate Couples Rate Couples Rate
Arr CourLEs 608s 148 608s 148 6082 148
Same Income Group
High 56 182 99 195 79 171
Medium 93 123 95 149 88 114
Low 261 140 147 152 127 142
Rising Income
Medium to High 38 200 74 126 74 155
Low to Medium 60 157 147 128 150 149
Low to High 9 * 33 127 53 147
Declining Income
High to Medium 24 146 4 * 8 *
Medium to Low 53 134 8 * 22 209
High to Low 13 * 0 * 6 *

a Includes one case unknown earnings.
* Rate not shown if based on fewer than 20 cases.
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tensions or aspirations motivating fertility restriction can be
based on income data alone. There is some slight evidence fa-
voring such an hypothesis, but on balance the data fail to sup-
port it.*?

III. OccuraTtioNaL Crass CHANGES

Hypotheses about social mobility after marriage are based
upon a familiar line of argument. The expense and responsi-
bility of rearing children, especially if undertaken at an early
age, are handicaps to social advancement since they divert
time, energy, and money into family care which might other-
wise be devoted to further education, apprenticeship, and other
activities facilitating upward social mobility. In some cases
they may even force downward mobility. Couples successful in
improving their social position subsequent to marriage would
be selected, then, from those whose aspiration for advancement
1s implemented by restricted fertility. Downwardly mobile
couples would include some whose lack of fertility control was
either a causal factor in their demotion or concomitant with
other disabilities, and some whose downward mobility moti-
vated fertility restriction, i.e. who used fertility restriction as
a means of resisting decline in their standard of living. This
line of argument is presumably valid regardless of temporary
fluctuations in economic conditions, but it seems particularly
applicable to couples who early in marriage experienced an
economic depression in which opportunities for»advancement
were restricted and in which threats to status were real.*s

12 Consideration of additional data, such as the pattern of family growth or age
at marriage or husband’s occupation, might lead to some plausible explanation o
the apparent paradox in the relation of planned fertility to income change between
different periods. Because of the conjectural nature of such explanatxons however,
it was judged sufficient to illustrate the possibilities with the analysis for occupa-
tional changes which is presented in the Appendix. Detailed analysis for simul-
taneous classnﬁcatlon by occupational changes and income changes after marriage
was not possible because of the small size of the sample, but rough classification by
these criteria did show a differentiation of fertility behavior which appears quite
consistent with the interpretations given in the Appendix. (See Riemer, R.: Social
Mobility and Mobility Aspiration in Relation to Fertility Planning and Fertility
(Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michigan, 1953), pp. 261-265).

18 That family responsnbllmes may stimulate the ambition and energy of some
men so that they achieve more than they would without the “handicap” of a family;

(Continued on page 195)
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In general, total fertility is inversely related to socio-eco-
nomic status because knowledge about contraception and abil-
ity to make use of it effectively are directly related to socio-
economic status. And in general, socially mobile persons are
subject to some influence from their original status level and
some acculturation to the new status level. However, for up-
wardly mobile persons, selection for low fertility and psycho-
logical orientation toward the higher status would minimize
the influence of the background status level. Upwardly mobile
couples thus would be likely to resemble the nonmobile couples
at their destination much more than the nonmobile couples at
their origin with respect to fertility control and fertility. For
downwardly mobile persons, on the other hand, selection and
psychological orientation pull in opposite directions and accul-
turation would be minimized. Selection is partly for inability
to control fertility, but for some couples strenuous efforts at
fertility control in order to maintain the old standard of living
would keep their fertility low. Thus downwardly mobile cou-
ples may be quite heterogeneous, but taken as a group their
fertility behavior is likely to be intermediate between that of
the nonmobile couples at their origin and their destination.™

The hypotheses are:

a. Couples upwardly mobile after marriage have:

(1) smaller families than do nonmobile couples at their
level of origin and families as small as or smaller than those
of nonmobile couples at their level of destination.

(2) alarger proportion of successful fertility planners than

that the desired higher position may be perceived as a way of life involving the
presence of several children rather than merely a more expensive personal standard
of living; that family building may be undertaken as a means of validating a higher
status once it has been achieved—these and similar arguments did not enter into
the formulation of the hypotheses. Such factors were considered as highly individual
in their reference and therefore likely only to weaken slightly, but not to override,
the very general relationships proposed, particularly in a period such as the 1930’.
The results of the present analysis suggest that positive desires for children may
have been underrated. Sez Appendix.

14 Kantner’s hypothesis, that downwardly mobile couples have fertility even
lower than nonmobile couples at the level of origin, does not allow for failure in
fertility control as a selective factor. Such selection may have contributed to his
finding so many exceptions to his hypothesis about total fertility among down-
wardly mobile couples. Kantner and Kiser, op. cit.
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do nonmobile couples at their level of origin, and a proportion
of successful fertility planners as large as'® or larger than do
nonmobile couples at their level of destination.

(3) smaller planned families than do nonmobile persons at
either their level of origin or level of destination.

b. Couples downwardly mobile after marriage have:

(1) families of size intermediate between those of non-
mobile couples at their levels of origin and destination.

(2) a proportion of successful fertility planners intermedi-
ate between the proportions for nonmobile couples at their
levels of origin and destination.

(3) smaller planned families than do nonmobile couples at
either their level of origin or level of destination.

These hypotheses are quite general and simple. The limited
range of socio-economic status in the Indianapolis Study sam-
ple would be expected to attenuate the relationships® but not

15 In the absence of precise status and mobility categories, it does not seem
likely that the upwardly mobile couples will be more successful in fertility planning
or that they will have a lower total fertility than the nonmobile couples at their
level of destination. For example, in using shifts between broad occupational classes
as the indication of mobility, many couples at the upper status levels who actually
improve their social positions considerably after marriage are classified as “non-
mobile” because they remain in the same broad occupational category; if upward
mobility is associated with low fertility, these cases would tend to depress the fer-
tility of the nonmobile groups. An additional consideration is that talent and
strength of ambition among upwardly mobile persons can balance some minor
failures in control of fertility. This latter is essentially a question of the relative
importance of restricted fertility and other qualifications as criteria of selection for
upward mobility.

16 The sample was limited to couples in which both husband and wife had eight
years or more of education. This effectively excluded most men in unskilled oc-
cupations. The expected effects of this are: (1). Some cases of downward mobility
are excluded. This is not very important for intragenerational mobility since poorly
educated men would not have high status jobs at any time, but it is more im-
portant in reducing the number of cases of intergenerational downward mobility.
(2). Cases in which upward mobility was achieved in spite of very little education
are excluded. This is of more importance for intragenerational mobility than for
intergenerational mobility since occupational status at marriage 1s likely to be closely
related to education, and since the cases excluded are likely to be among the most
extreme in their fertility behavior. (3). Insofar as the shortage of cases at the lower
occupational levels requires combining of occupational categories, fertility differen-
tials are obscured. (4). Cases with only one spouse having less than eight years of
education are excluded. Most of these would be in the lower occupational categories
which can’t be studied adequately anyway, but the net effect of excluding even
a few cases from the upper occupational categories would probably be to attenuate
the hypothesized relationships.
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to eliminate them. The restriction of the sample to “relatively
fecund” couples would be expected to attenuate the hypothe-
sized relationships for total fertility by eliminating cases where
upward mobility was facilitated by sterility, but would not af-
fect the hypothesized relationships for planned fertility. Some
allowance for crude mobility categories has been made in the
hypotheses. But no allowance can be made in the hypotheses,
nor were data available for controls in the analysis, for such
factors as the stage in career at which marriage takes place,
the time point or period within marriage of actual shift in
socio-economic status, the spacing of children in relation to
status shifts, or the particular kind of social position toward
which aspiration is directed.’” Tests of significance of differ-
ences were not made because of the inflation of the sample and
because subgroups were so small that statistical significance
could not be expected.

Occupational Changes After Marriage. The indicators for
social mobility after marriage available to test these simple
general hypotheses were income changes and occupational
changes. The income data are reported in Section II. For
analysis of occupational mobility, husband’s first job after
marriage and his longest job in 1940, grouped into major oc-
cupational categories,'® were cross-tabulated and the proportion
of successful fertility planners*® and the average number of liv-
ing children®® computed for husbands with each combination

of occupations.

17 Sge later section on implications for further research.

18 Professional-proprietor, clerical-sales, skilled manual, semi-skilled and un-
skilled manual and service work. All grades below skilled manual work had to be
combined because so few cases were available.

19 All deliberately childless couples and those with chi!drer‘l whose every preg-
nancy was planned or whose last pregnancy was pl;u_med, e’ x}umber and spacing
planned” and “number planned” combined. In addition, five childless couples from
the “quasi-planned” and “excess fertility” groups whose unplanned pregnancies re-

sulted in wastage are included with successful planners since they had no un-

planned births.

20 Living children rather than live births were used as the measure of fertility
for reasons not relevant to this report. Since only 112 live births to 102 couples of
the total 1,444 did not survive until the interviews, the results would differ very
little had live births been used.
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Although these “detailed” tabulations offered some support
for the hypotheses, there were too many irregularities to con-
sider the pattern very clear,”® and several cells in the 4x4
tables had too few cases for proportions and averages to be
computed. It seemed likely also that uncontrolled variation in
the stage of career represented by the first occupation after
marriage and impure mobility categories might be attenuating
the relationships too much, and/or that the relationship of oc-
cupational mobility after marriage to fertility behavior in a
12-15 year period might not be strong enough to show up con-
sistently in such fine divisions. By utilizing a simple white
collar-manual or “head”-“hand” work dichotomy, the mobile
categories are confined to husbands who made perhaps the
most difficult and crucial shift in occupational level, and the
number of cases in each cell is increased. The results are shown
in Table 17.

The hypotheses about success in fertility planning are sup-
ported fairly well by Table 17. Upwardly mobile couples were
to a larger extent successful planners (47 per cent) than were
couples nonmobile at the manual work level (34 per cent), and
their success approached that of the couples nonmobile at the
white collar level (51 per cent). The proportion of successful
planners among downwardly mobile couples is intermediate
(37 per cent) between that of the nonmobile couples at their
levels of origin (51 per cent) and destination (34 per cent).*

The hypotheses about family size of the upwardly mobile

21 Jdentical tabulations for husband’s 1940 occupation against his father’s oc-
cupation while he was a child—similar to Kantner’s tabulations—show that the
pattern is somewhat clearer for intergenerational mobility. Both sets of tables are
given in Riemer: op. cit. Appendix B, Tables B-11, B-12, B-17, and B-18.

22 Chi-square for the distribution of planning success is significant at the 0.1
per cent level. Obviously the difference between 34 per cent and 37 per cent is not
significant however.

This does not conflict with the finding of Kantner and Kiser, op. cit.,, that
intergenerationally upwardly mobile couples are less effective in contraceptive
practice than nonmobile couples at their level of destination. If only childless couples
and those who planned every pregnancy are considered to be “successful” fertility
planners—very nearly the definition used by Kantner and Kiser—the percentages
for intragenerational mobility categories are: nonmobile “head” workers, 37 per cent;
upwardly mobile, 29 per cent; downwardly mobile 23 per cent; nonmobile “hand”
workers, 21 per cent.
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couples are not so well supported. Whereas for all upwardly
mobile couples the average number of living children (1.82)
was well below the average for couples nonmobile at the
“hand” work level (2.24), it was well above the average for
couples nonmobile at the “head” work level (1.66). Among all
planned families, the upwardly mobile couples have about as
many children (1.44) on the average as couples nonmobile at
the “hand” work level (1.46), and the proportion of planned
childless among the upwardly mobile is the lowest for any
group. In part this is due to the extremely and uniformly low
total and planned fertility and the high rate of childlessness
among clerical workers* who constituted a large proportion of

Table 17. Family size and success in fertility planning by intragenera-
tional mobility.?

MosIiLE NonmosiLE
DescripTION Upwardly, Downwardly, |, v e '
from “Hand” | from “Heads |“Head”|“Hand
to “Head” Work | to “Hand” Work Work Work
ToraL NUMBER OF
CoupLEs? 170 87 558 625
Average Number of
Living Children 1.82 1.95 1.66 2.24
Per Cent Successful
Planners3 47.1 36.8 50.9 34.1
Number of Successful
Planners 80 32 284 213
Average Number of
Living Children 1.44 1.38 1.34 1.46
Per Cent Childless 17.5 21.9 24.6 20.2
Number of Successful
Planners with
Children 66 25 214 170
Average Number of
Living Children 1.74 1.76 1.78 1.83

1 Mobility determined by comparison of husband’s first occupation after marriage with
his longest occupation in 1940. “Head” occupations include professional and semi-profes-
sional; proprietor, manager, and official; and clerical and sales occupations. “Hand” occu-
pations include craftsmen and foremen, operatives, service workers, laborers, and (for first
occupation only) farmers and farm laborers. ,

2 Cases omitted: husband’s 1940 occupation unknown or unemployed (3 cases); husband’s
1940 occupation farmer (1 case).

3 Childless, planned every pregnancy, or planned last pregnancy.

23 Cf. Kantner and Kiser, op. cit., on the low fertility of clerical workers.
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the nonmobile white collar workers. But the pattern is only
very slightly improved by omitting clerical workers from both
groups. There is no evidence here that upwardly mobile cou-
ples plan smaller families than nonmobile couples at their lev-
els of either origin or destination.

The fertility of the downwardly mobile couples fits the hy-
potheses somewhat better. The average size for all families is
between that for nonmobile couples at their levels of origin
and destination and the average size of planned family is about
the same as that of nonmobile couples at the level of origin.

An outstanding feature of Table 17 is the extent to which
success in planning and rate of childlessness account for the
variation in family size. The average size of families planned
with children varies only from 1.74 to 1.83.

Occupational Changes Over Three Time Points. Clearly,

Table 18. Scheme of presentation of data by intergenerational and intra-
generational mobility in tables following.

OccuraTioNn oF HusBanp’s FATHER
Huseanp’s c » « ”»
1940 Occu- Head Hand
PATIONAL ,
LEVEL HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE
“Head), “Hand,, “Head” “Hand’?
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
“Head” Nonmobile Upwardly Mo- | Upwardly Mo- | Upwardly Mo-
“Head” bile After bile Before bile After
Work at All “Temporary” | Marriage Marriage
Three Time Intergenera-
Points tional Down-
ward Mobil-
ity
Group 5 Group 6 Group 7 Group 8
“Hand” Downwardly | Downwardly | Downwardly | Nonmobile.
Mobile After | Mobile Before] Mobile After | “Hand” Work
Marriage Marriage “Temporary”| at All Three
Intergenera- Time Points
tional Up-
ward Mobil-
ity
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classification according to major occupational shifts after mar-
riage does not yield homogeneous groups. In terms of the so-
cial mobility framework, perhaps the most important variable
to be controlled is premarital socio-economic background. This
can be held roughly constant by dichotomizing each group
according to whether the husband’s?** father was a white-collar
or a manual worker.*® In effect this yields a classification ac-
cording to socio-economic level of the husband at three time
points: in childhood (6-16 years of age), at marriage, and in
1940 (11-14 years after marriage). Table 18 shows how the
categories are arranged and labeled, and Tables 19-23 present
the data.

Subdividing intragenerational mobility categories by status
of husband’s father offers additional support to hypotheses
a(1) and b(1) about total fertility (see Table 19). The men

who were upwardly mobile before marriage have a much

Table 19. Average number of living children in all families by mobility
categories.

OccupatioN oF HusBanp’s FATHER

€ »” 1] ”»
Hussanp’s 1940 Head Hand

OccupaTioNaL LEVEL

HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE

“Headi’ ‘Handﬂ’ “Head,, “Hand”

AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN

“Head” 1.76 1.69 1.62 1.82

¢“Hand” 1.95 1.97 2.12 2.31
NUMBER OF COUPLES!

“Head” 268 52 253 110

“Hand” 20 130 58 462

1 Cases omitted: 87 cases with father’s occupation unreported and 4 cases with husband’s
occupation in 1940 unemployed, in agriculture, or unknown.

24 Classification by wife’s father’s occupation would give similar results, but
would be more awkward to handle.

25 Fathers who were farmers or farm laborers are classified as “hand” workers.
Eighty-seven cases with father’s occupation unreported are omitted.
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OccuraTioN oF Hussanp’s FaATHER

Huseanp’s 1940 Head Hand

OccuraTioNnaL LEVEL

HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE

“Head” | “Hand” | “Head” | “Hand”

“Head” 50.4 65.4 49.8 39.1
“Hand” 30.0 38.5 37.9 32.0

Table 20. Successful fertility planners as a per cent of all families, by
mobility categories.!

1 For percentage bases, see Table 19.

smaller average family size (1.62) than men in “head” work
at all three time points (1.76), with whom they were previ-
ously grouped as “nonmobile.” Men from manual work back-
grounds who achieved their “head” work status only some
time after marriage have somewhat larger families than the
other upwardly mobile groups, but their average family size
(1.82) is only slightly larger than the average for nonmobile
“head” workers (1.76). With the downwardly mobile also,
classification by father’s occupational level strengthens the hy-
pothesized pattern. Men only “temporarily” in white collar
work at marriage, i.e. who later returned to the manual work
status of their fathers, have somewhat more children on the
average (2.12) than men whose downward mobility was from
their fathers’ status as well as from their status at marriage
(1.95). When the men downwardly mobile before marriage
are separated from those at the “hand” work level at all three
time points, their fertility is also seen to differ (average 1.97
and 2.31 children respectively).?

The data on planning success (see Table 20) do not support

26 It may be noted that the omission from these tables of couples who did not
report occupation of husband’s father tends to reinforce further the hypothesized
relationships by excluding some contradictory cases. Of couples included in Table 17
but excluded from Table 19, the nonmobile “head” workers had very low fertility
(33 cases, average 1.27 living children), the upwardly mobile very high fertility
(8 cases, average 2.62 children), and the downwardly mobile very low fer-
tility (9 cases, average 0.89 children). Only the nonmobile “hand” workers were
not extreme (33 cases, average 2.27 children).
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hypotheses a(2) and 5(2) in all respects, but are reasonably
consistent with their rationale. The high proportion of success-
ful fertility planners among men upwardly mobile after “tempo-
rary” manual work status at marriage ( 65 per cent) suggests
the effectiveness of the combination of white-collar back-
ground and the motivation to return to it.* On the other hand,
the relatively low proportion of successful planners among men
who were upwardly mobile after marriage (39 per cent) does
not seriously contradict the hypothesis that they should be
successful in fertility planning; considering their manual work
background and their total fertility (average 1.82 children),
it is evident that even those classified here as unsuccessful in
planning must have been rather effective in restricting their
fertility. The pattern among two of the downwardly mobile
groups is in line with expectations that background status, se-
lection, and motivation would lead to intermediate proportions
of successful fertility planners. The exceptionally small pro-
portion of successful planners (30 per cent) among men down-

Table 21. Average number of living children in successfully planned
families by mobility categories.

OccuraTion oF HusBanp’s FATHER

(13 b “H d”
Hussanp’s 1940 Head an

OccuraTionaL LEVEL

HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE

“Head” ‘Hand"’ ‘6Head)’ “Hand,,

AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN

“Head” 1.42 1.56 1.31 1.30
“Hand” * 1.24 1.64 1.53
NUMBER OF SUCCESSFUL PLANNERS
“Head” 135 34 126 43
“Hand” 6 50 22 148

* Average not shown if based on fewer than 20 cases.

27 Other data on this small group support the view that it is somewhat ex-
ceptional. See Appendix for a detailed discussion of this and other groups.
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wardly mobile after marriage is based on very few cases, but
along with the virtual absence of childlessness (only one couple
was childless), it suggests that downward mobility for this
group may be due largely to early failure in fertility control.

With respect to planned fertility (see Table 21), father’s oc-
cupation appears more significant than husband’s occupation
at marriage. Put in another way, the differences in average
size of planned families appear to be more closely associated
with intergenerational mobility than with intragenerational
mobility. Intergenerationally mobile husbands who moved up-
ward (cells 3 and 4 of top row) or downward (cells 1 and 2 of
bottom row) had planned families averaging from 1.24 to 1.33
living children, whereas husbands whose 1940 occupation was
at the same level as their fathers’ had planned families aver-
aging 1.42 to 1.64 living children. It should be noted that high
planned fertility in the two groups in which husbands were at
marriage “temporarily” working in a level different from their
fathers’ and their own 1940 occupational level directly contra-
dicts hypotheses 2(3) and 5(3). Both groups are small and
the averages are therefore probably not very stable, but addi-
tional data (see Appendix) support the view that these are not
simply chance variations.

That differences in average size of planned family are in large

Table 22. Childless couples as a per cent of successful planners, by mobil-
ity categories.!

OccuraTion oF HussBanp’s FATHER

“Head’) G(Hand”

Hussanp’s 1940
OccupatioNnaL LEVEL

HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE

“Head” | “Hand” | “Head” l “Hand”
“Head” 20.7 11.8 27.0 23.3
“Hand” * 28.0 9.1 16.9

* Per cent not shown if based on fewer than 20 cases.
1 For percentage bases, see Table 21.

28 For the six planned families among husbands downwardly mobile after
marriage.
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OccuraTion oF Huseanp’s FaTHER

“Head” ‘“Hand”

Hussanp’s 1940
OccupaTiOoNAL LEVEL

HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE

‘(Head)) “HandY, “Head’, ‘(Hand,’

AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN

“Head” 1.79 1.77 1.79 1.70
“Hand” * 1.72 1.80 1.85
NO. OF SUCCESSFUL PLANNERS WITH CHILDREN
“Head” 107 30 92 33
“Hand” 5 36 20 123

* Average not shown if based on fewer than 20 cases.

Table 23. Average number of living children in families planned with
children, by mobility categories.

part a function of the rate of planned childlessness is seen by
examining Tables 22 and 23. Among families planned with
children, the total range in average size is only from 1.70 to
1.85 living children, or less than half the range for all planned
families. Within this narrow range, the smallest average sizes
for planned families with children and the highest rates of
planned childlessness are found among the mobile groups.
Additional Control for Socio-Economic Status. Within each
“head-hand” occupational sequence represented in Tables
19-23 there probably is still considerable variation in income,
occupational status, prestige, and standard of living, but the
numbers of cases are too small to permit much finer classifica-
tion. It was thought, however, that even simple dichotomi-
zation might increase the homogeneity of groups sufficiently to
yield additional insight into the relationship of social mobility
and fertility. Because the summary index of socio-economic
status?® has been found to be so consistently related to the fer-

29 For the details of construction of this index, see Kiser, C. V. and Whelpton,
P. K.: Social and Psychological Factors Affecting Fertility. 1x. Fertility Planning
and Fertility by Socio-Economic Status. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly,
April, 1949, xxvi1, No. 2.
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tility variables in other analyses of these data, it was selected
for this purpose. There is no definite time reference for this
index of SES® so it is impossible to specify exactly what di-
chotomizing by SES does to the occupational and mobility
categories. There are at least two effects. Subdividing by SES
refines the “head-hand” classification for 1940 occupation; i.e.
“head” workers in the lower SES level are likely to be clerical-
sales workers or the less prosperous proprietors and profes-
sionals; “hand” workers in the upper SES level are likely to
be more highly skilled workers than those in the lower SES
level. Note, however, that this does not mean that the “hand”
to “head” upwardly mobile in the upper SES level have moved
further up the socio-economic ladder than the upwardly mobile
in the lower SES level; they may have started from a higher

Table 24. Average number of living children in all families by mobility
categories and summary index of socio-economic status.!

OccupatioNn oF Hussanp’s FATHER
HUSBAND’S 113 ” ¢«Hand”
1940 SES Head an
OCC?;}:?'NAL LeveL HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE
£¢Head’! ‘GHand” “Head” “Hand1’
AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN
“Head” — High SES 1.68 1.71 1.63 1.68
Low SES 2.56 * 1.61 1.96
“Hand” — High SES * 1.72 * 1.72
Low SES * 2.09 2.24 2.52
NUMBER OF COUPLES
“Head” — High SES 245 49 204 56
Low SES 23 3 49 54
¢“Hand” — High SES 11 43 17 118
Low SES 9 87 41 344

% Average not shown if based on fewer than 20 cases.

1 High §ES = summary index 39 or less; low SES = summary index 40 or more, For
details of the construction of this index, see Kiser, C. V. and Whelpton, P. K.: Social and
Peychological Factors Affecting Fertility. 1x. Fertility Planning and Fertility by Socio-
Economic Status. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, April, 1949, xxv11,

30 Tts components range from years of schooling to shelter rent at interview,
though it probably reflects most accurately the situation at the time of interview.
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level. The division by SES also seems to select out those small
groups in which occupational mobility was not accompanied by
the normal changes in income or way of life, or in which con-
flicting forces or exceptional circumstances were operating, and
thus helps to delimit the variety of mobile groups for future
investigation. However, because these groups are so small and
the interpretation of their characteristics are so speculative,
detailed discussion of them is placed in the Appendix.

Tables 24-28 repeat Tables 19-23 with each category di-
chotomized on the summary index of socio-economic status.

From Table 24 it will be seen that within the upper SES
level average size of family was uniformly low, regardless of
occupational level or mobility category, except that men up-
wardly mobile before marriage had exceptionally low fertility
(average 1.63 children). This mobility category shows the
same low fertility (average 1.61 children) in the lower SES
level. Men in all other categories at the lower SES level had
considerably more children on the average, though both up-
wardly and downwardly mobile groups had lower fertility than
the nonmobile groups.

That the lower total fertility of the upper SES groups is in
large measure a function of better fertility control may be
seen from Table 25 which presents the proportion of successful

Table 25. Successful fertility planners as a per cent of all families, by
mobility categories and summary index of socio-economic status.}

OccupraTioNn oF Hussanp’s FATHER

HU;;:SID’S SES “Head” “Hand”

OCCIfATIONAL Lever HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE
EVEL
“Head” “Hand” “Head” “Hand”
“Head” — High SES | 53.1 67.4 53.9 46.4
Low SES 21.8 * , 32.6 390 31.5

¢ d” — High SES * 53.5 .

Han L;%v SES * 31.0 29.3 29.6

% Per cent not shown if based on fewer than 20 cases.
1 For percentage bases, see Table 24,
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OccuraTtioNn oF HusBanND’s FATHER

2
Huigzgn ° SES “Head” “Hand”
OccupaTIONAL | LEVEL .
HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE
LevEL

‘lHead)’ “Hand” “Head,’ “Hand”

AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN

“Head” — High SES | 1.45 1.60 1.35 1.11

Low SES * * * *
“Hand” — High SES * 1.48 * 1.28

Low SES * 1.04 * 1.65

NUMBER OF COUPLES

“Head” — High SES | 130 33 110 26

Low SES 5 1 16 17
‘“Hand” — High SES 5 23 10 46

Low SES 1 27 12 102

* Average not shown if based on fewer than 20 cases.
Table 26. Average number of living children in successfully planned fami-
lies by mobility categories and summary index of socio-economic status.
planners in each group. In each occupational and mobility
group there is a larger proportion of successful planners in the
upper than in the lower SES level, and every SES group has
more successful planners than any lower SES group.®* Within
each SES level the husbands who were “head” workers in 1940
were more successful planners than those from the same origins
who ended up in “hand” occupations in 1940, but these differ-
ences are much smaller than those for the combined SES
groups in Table 20. By mobility categories, the differences that
remain within each SES level generally tend to support hy-
potheses 2(2) and b(2), but in several instances the differ-
ences are so small and based on such small numbers that they
clearly are not significant.
Difference between background status as indicated by fa-
81 This is true even for the cells based on too few cases to present the figures.
The extent to which upper and lower SES levels differ in fertility-planning success

suggests that this composite index may be a fairly good index of achievement and
control over the environment, both economic and non-economic.
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ther’s occupation and 1940 occupational status appeared to be
the most significant factor affecting average size of planned
family when the summary index of SES was not employed
(Table 21). But when SES, as well as planning success, is held
constant, the picture is more complicated, even allowing for
the reduced reliability of averages and percentages because of
small numbers of cases (see Table 26). Within the upper SES
level, whereas average size for all families and proportion of
successful fertility planners varied little with occupational level
or mobility status, average size of planned family varies con-
siderably. Both the smallest (1.11) and the largest (1.60)
averages are among upwardly mobile couples, and the non-
mobile “head” workers planned larger families on the average
(1.45 children) than the nonmobile “hand” workers (1.28 chil-
dren). In the lower SES level the only two figures available
show that successful planners among men downwardly mobile
before marriage restricted their fertility very severely (average
1.04 children), and that the nonmobile “hand” workers
planned larger families (1.65 children) than any other group
at either SES level.

Rates of planned childlessness (see Table 27) tend, as be-
fore, to account for the extremes in average size of planned
family. The average size of successfully planned families varies

Table 27. Childless couples as a per cent of successful planners, by mobil-
ity categories and summary index of socio-economic status.!

OccupatioN oF HusBanp’s FATHER

HUigZ(I)\ID’S SES ¢«“Head” ¢«“Hand”
OCC?:J;?'NAL Lever HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE
“Head” ¢«“Hand” “Head” “Hand”
“Head” — High SES 18.5 9.1 26.4 26.9
Low SES * * * *
“Hand”” — High SES * 21.7 * 23.9
Low SES * 33.3 * 13.7

* Per cent not shown if based on fewer than 20 cases.
1 For percentage bases, see Table 26.
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less by social mobility status when childless couples are ex-
cluded than when they are included (compare Tables 26 and
28).22

From Tables 24-28 it appears that low SES couples are less
successful in fertility planning and therefore have more chil-
dren than upper SES couples. In fact, the summary index of
SES accounts for far more variability in total fertility than
does occupational mobility.** But when only planned families
are considered, in some occupational mobility groups the upper
SES couples seem to plan slightly larger families and to remain
deliberately childless less frequently than lower SES couples;
in other groups the reverse is the case.®*

One of the main reasons for dichotomizing mobility catego-
ries by SES was to get more highly differentiated groups for
analysis. Unfortunately most of the groups are too small for
reliable comparison. Plausible interpretations can be given,
however, by using additional data (husband’s age at marriage,
pattern of family growth in the first four years of marriage, and
statements of the size of family desired at marriage) partially
to reconstruct the pattern of experiences for each group. Be-
cause of the frankly speculative nature of these interpretations,
they are presented in the Appendix.

Summary. The proportions of successful fertility planners
and average family sizes by broad categories of occupational
mobility after marriage are in general consistent with the no-
tions that upward mobility is at the expense of some deliberate
fertility restriction and that the downward mobile have inter-

32 This is true within each SES level even if averages based on as few as ten

cases are included (see Table 29 in Appendix).

33 On the overriding importance of SES for other hypothesized variables, see
Westoff, C. F. and Kiser, C. V.: Social and Psychological Factors Affecting Fer-
tility. xx1. An Empirical Re-Examination and Intercorrelation of Selected Hypo-
thesis Factors. The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, October, 1953, xxx1, No. 4,
pp. 421-435 (Reprint pp. 953-967).

84 Of six possible comparisons by mobility categories, in four the upper SES
group had higher planned fertility than the corresponding lower SES group. The
two instances of the reverse are for men upwardly mobile after marriage and for
nonmobile “hand” workers, the two groups in which the hold on upper SES status
is probably most tenuous and the need for fertility restriction correspondingly
greatest.
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OccuraTioNn oF HusBanp’s FATHER

Hussanp’s

1940 SES “Head” “Hand”
OccupaTioNAL | LEVEL ,
LEVEL HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE
“Head” ‘(Hand” “Head,’ “Hand”

AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN

“Head” — High SES | 1.77 1.77 1.83 *

Low SES * * * *
“Hand” — High SES * * * 1.69

Low SES * * * 1.91

NUMBER OF COUPLES

¢“Head” — High SES 106 30 81 19

Low SES 1 0 11 14
“Hand” — High SES 5 18 8 35

Low SES 0 18 12 88

* Average not shown if based on fewer than 20 cases.

Table 28. Average number of living children in families planned with
children, by mobility categories and summary index of socio-economic
status.

mediate planning success and moderate fertility. They failed
to show, however, that either the total or planned fertility of
upwardly mobile couples is as low as that of couples nonmobile
at the white collar level after marriage. The specific hypotheses
proposed are supported much better when mobility before
marriage is taken into account by using occupation of hus-
band’s father as an index of social status during the husband’s
childhood. It appears that deliberate childnessness, rather
than small families, accounts for much of the low planned fer-
tility of mobile couples.

An effort to get more homogeneity within groups and further
differentiation of kinds of mobility was made by sub-classify-
ing according to summary index of SES. By comparing the dif-
ferentiated groups on a variety of items in their marital his-
tories, some plausible interpretations were derived for the
interrelationships of mobility, inferred mobility aspiration, and
fertility in the various groups. Their value lies in their possible
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usefulness in devising more adequate hypotheses for future
studies.

These interpretations suggest that although the upwardly
mobile strive for fertility control, they do not all strive for ex-
treme fertility restriction. Very small planned families and
childlessness are associated especially with those who may be
judged to have a relatively disadvantaged position in the
struggle for advancement or in maintaining their standard of
living, whether their disadvantages derive from childhood
background or from personal disabilities. Moderately large
planned families and a low rate of childlessness appear to be
associated with a relatively advantageous position in terms of
childhood background and personal ability. There is no evi-
dence that low fertility of the upwardly mobile is generally due
to late marriage. Downwardly mobile couples seem to be se-
lected for initial lack of fertility control. Included among the
downwardly mobile, however, are not only couples of inferior
abilities and victims of economic forces who are striving to
maintain their previous standard of living, but some few cou-
ples who apparently plan large families without concern over
their status.

IV. ImpLicATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The foregoing analyses of economic tension and social mo-
bility in relation to fertility behavior are believed to have im-
plications for the research design of future studies.

The hypothesis that social mobility is associated with re-
striction of fertility now appears too general and too simple.
Refinements in two directions are indicated:

1. Consideration of the time sequence—the time at which
shifts in socio-economic status occur, the stage of career at
which marriage takes place, the timing of births within mar-
riage in relation to status changes—is necessary in order to
assess the significance of fertility as a selective factor in upward
and downward mobility, and conversely, to assess the degree
to which fertility reflects the socio-economic status of child-
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hood and youth, acculturation to a new status, or the severity
of the struggle to improve or maintain status at various stages
in married life.®®

2. Aspirations with respect to socio-economic status and
family building need explicit investigation, with due allowance
for variety of goal orientations and the modification of desires
with time and experience. The hypothesis that upwardly mo-
bile persons are generally characterized by an attitude con-
figuration including disinterest or actual deprecation of chil-
dren clearly is much too simple.*® If some persons who aspire
to higher social status see children only as a handicap or an
embarrassment, others apparently view children as an integral
part of the goal they seek. Although they may delay the first
child and limit the family size, these actions may be motivated
as much by concern for the children as for their own comfort
and pride of status. Furthermore, discrepancy between actual
and desired standards of living after 12-15 years of marriage
can be regarded as motivation for fertility restriction in the
preceding years only by the implicit assumption that feeling of
economic tension or economic aspiration is a stable psycho-
logical characteristic which persists relatively unchanged
throughout changing circumstances. Basic attitudes toward
prestige, money, and children are probably fairly stable, but
a family is built up through a series of more or less deliberate
decisions in which long and short term goals and needs must
be balanced. Not only basic attitudes or goal orientation enter

35 For instance, because childlessness, rather than small size of families planned
with children, appears to be characteristic of upwardly mobile couples, particular
attention is needed to the timing of the deliberately planned first births among
upwardly mobile couples.

36 An attempt to discover such an attitude configuration in the data of the
Indianapolis Study may have failed because available measures of the attitudes
were inadequate and/or because the assumption of stability of attitudes over
time—an assumption forced by the nature of the data—was unjustified. But
probably it failed also because the hypothesis implied too much homogeneity of
value systems among mobile persons. In the analysis referred to, social mobility
(measured in several different ways) showed no consistent relationship with dis-
crepancy between actual and desired income or with summary indices of economic
tension, the “feeling that children interfere with personal freedom,” or “interest in

and liking for children.” For a detailed account, see Riemer, op. cit, especially
Chapter 6.
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into the decision to have a child or not to have a child at any
particular time, but also considerations of the immediate eco-
nomic situation and the couple’s outlook for the future, and
these are notoriously affected by fluctuations in the community
economy as well as by realization or disappointment of per-
sonal expectations. Experiences with each successive childbirth
and the number of years remaining for postponement of de-
sired births are also variable factors in the continual reassess-
ment of how many children there will be and how they will be
spaced.*” In other words, new hypotheses must recognize that
upwardly mobile persons may be oriented toward different
goals and have different perceptions of the means to those
goals, and they must also allow for changes in aspiration with
changes in status, experience with children, and changes in
social conditions in general.

The main requirements for a research design that will per-
mit better investigation of the interrelationships of social mo-
bility, mobility aspiration, and fertility behavior are:

1. A more adequate classification of status for determining
social mobility. The Edwards (U.S. Census) classification of
major occupational categories is unsatisfactory for the purpose,
particularly for the non-manual categories, since each of the
professional, proprietor-manager-official, and clerical-sales cat-
egories encompasses a very wide range of skill, income, and
prestige, and these major categories overlap each other greatly,
and also overlap to some extent the skilled manual category.

37 Even if their reports of the number of children desired at marriage can not
be accepted at full face value, discrepancies between the numbers of children they
report having wanted at marriage and the smaller numbers actually born in 12-15
years of marriage indicate that many couples are aware of having changed their
plans. The facts that only about one-fourth of all conceptions occurred when
contraception had been discontinued in order to conceive, and over half occurred
in spite of contraception (see Whelpton, P. K. and Kiser, C. V.: Social and
Psychological Factors Affecting Fertility. vi. The Planning of Fertility. The Milbank
Memorial Fund Quarterly, January, 1947, xxv, No. 1, Table 4) but only 17 per
cent of all pregnancies were reported as unwanted (zbid.,, pp. 106-107), also
strongly suggest that desires are adjusted to changing reality. There is also fairly
strong circumstantial evidence that such attitudes as resentment and feelings of
restriction and deprivation due to the expense and responsibility of child care
develop strength with increasing family size, even when the last births are de-
liberately planned. (See Riemer, op. cit., Chapter 8; also an article in preparation
for this series.)
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With such a classification, social mobility can be determined
only very crudely. A more detailed occupational classification
using criteria of educational prerequisites, responsibility, power
over subordinates, and average income, or based on public
judgments of relative prestige, must be developed.®

2. More adequate measures of psychological factors. For
evaluating the influence of ambition for higher status on fer-
tility, it 1s necessary to explore couple by couple their percep-
tions of present status and desired future status, from the
standpoints of economic position, prestige, and way of life, and
their perceptions of the efforts and conditions necessary to
realize their ambitions, with particular reference to fertility
control,

3. A sample, or a series of samples, which eventually will
cover the full ranges of status, of mobility, and of aspirations.

4. Either complete histories or some form of time sampling
to permit tracing changes. It is necessary to note how ambi-
tions and perceptions change with time, as hopes are realized
or frustrated, as position changes, as attempts at fertility plan-
ning succeed or fail, as ambitions for self are transformed into
ambitions for offspring. Reasonably adequate occupational
and fertility histories can perhaps be obtained 10-20 years
after marriage, but only a longitudinal design will yield the
necessary information about motivations for fertility and fer-
tility restriction.

APPENDIX
INTERPRETATIONS OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MoBILITY CATEGORIES

When the sample is classified by both occupational mobility and
summary index of socio-economic status, rather highly differentiated

38 For recent and current work in developing status classifications for studies
of social mobility, see Glass, D. V.: SociaL MosiLity 18 BriTaIN, London, Kegan
and Paul, 1954); International Sociological Association, First Integnatlonal Working
Conference on Social Stratification and Social Mobility, Preliminary Papers and
Proposals, August, 1951 (edited by Erik Rinde and Stein Rokkan, and d}‘strlbuted
in mimeographed form by LS.A.); . . . . ; and papers presented at the Liege Con-
gress of the International Sociological Association, 24 August-1 September, 1953,
Section I, Social Stratification and Social Mobility, a summary of which appears in
the International Social Science Bulletin, Winter, 1953, 5, No. 4.
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groups emerge. The pattern of experiences for each group can be
partially reconstructed by using data on age of husband at marriage,
the pattern of family growth in the first four years of marriage, and
statements of the size of family each spouse desired at the time of
marriage. From these partial reconstructions, some plausible in-
ferences can be made about the interrelations of fertility behavior
with socio-economic background, personal abilities, and mobility
aspiration in groups with varying patterns of social mobility. Even
though several of the groups to be discussed are very small, so that
they may be atypical and interpretations based on them are highly
speculative, it is hoped this exercise has some value in helping to
delimit the variety of mobile groups for future investigations.

In the analysis of these differentiated groups which follows, oc-
cupation of husband’s father is taken as a rough index of social
background, including knowledge and attitudes regarding contra-
ception. SES is taken as a rough index of success in achieving
economic comfort, of control over the environment. Age at marriage
and pattern of family growth indicate something about determina-
tion to insure advancement via postponement of family obligations,
or inability to postpone such obligations.?® Number of children
wanted at marriage is taken as evidence of motivation for fertility,
but it may also, of course, be influenced by a need to rationalize ac-
ceptance of the current situation or by disappointment with it. It
should be emphasized once more that these interpretations are only
plausible, and that they are offered merely as leads for investigation
in new studies.

Tables 29-33 present the data in the basic format which was
shown schematically in Table 18, and Table 34 presents the averages
and percentages for the whole sample, regardless of mobility or SES
category.®® Table 35 summarizes the discussion with a brief char-
acterization of each group.

39 In future studies, e.g. of marriages since 1940, the recent trend toward
earlier marriage and family building may invalidate this interpretation of marriage
age and family growth pattern. It seems likely, however, that aspiration for
social mobility may be significantly related to differences of marriage age and
family growth pattern within even these later generations.

40 In the discussion which follows, figures are cited from Tables 29-33 without
reference to the table number or section. The detailed tables are supplied mainly
to enable the reader to check the interpretations offered and to make his own
alternative interpretations. Any difficulty in following the somewhat condensed
format will be minimized if each section is regarded as a separate table with the
section heading serving as the subtitle.



Table 29. Success in fertility planning and family size by mobility cate-
gories and summary index of socio-economic status.!

Hussanp’s
1940 SES
OccupaTioNAL | LEVEL
LEVEL

OccupaTioNn oF Hussanp’s FaTuer

“Head” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

¢“Hand” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Head”” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Hand” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Head” | “Hand”
HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE
“Head” | “Hand” | “Head” | “Hand”
ALL FAMILIES?: AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN
) (2) 3 (4

1.76 1.69 1.62 1.82
1.68 1.71 1.63 1.68
2.56 * 1.61 1.96
() ) 7) ®
1.95 1.97 2.12 2.31
1.46 1.72 1.828 1.72
* 2.09 2.24 2.52
SUCCESSFUL PLANNERS AS PER CENT OF ALL FAMILIES?
50.4 65.4 49.8 39.1
53.1 67.4 53.9 46.4
21.8 * 32.6 31.5
30.0 38.5 37.9 32.0
45.52 53.5 58.82 39.0
* 31.0 29.3 29.6

PLANNED FAMILIESS:

AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN

“Head” — All SES 1.42 1.56 1.31 1.30

High SES 1.45 1.60 1.35 1.11

Low SES * * 1.06* 1.59
“Hand” — All SES * 1.24 1.64 1.53

High SES * 1.48 1.20? 1.28

Low SES * 1.04 2.00% 1.65

CHILDLESS COUPLES
AS PER CENT OF SUCCESSFUL PLANNERS?

“Head” — All SES 20.7 11.8 27.0 23.3

High SES 18.5 9.1 26.4 26.9

Low SES * * 31.28 17.6
¢“Hand” — All SES * 28.0 9.1 16.9

High SES * 21.7 20.0* 23.9

Low SES * 33.3 0.0* 13.7

PLANNED FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN*:
AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIVING CHILDREN

“Head” — All SES 1.79 1.77 1.79 1.70

High SES 1.77 1.77 1.83 1.538

Low SES * * 1.558 1.932
¢“Hand”” — All SES * 1.72 1.80 1.85

High SES * 1.89% 1.672 1.69

Low SES * 1.558 2.00* 1.91

* Averages and percentages not computed where base less than 10,
s Based on 10-19 cases.

1 This table repeats Tables 19-28, supplying
2 For numbers of cases, se¢ Tables 19

and 24.

3 For numbers of cases, se¢ Tables 21 and 26.
4 Fg: nuzbers of cases, see Tables 23 and 28.

figures for cells with 10-19 cases.
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The groups to be discussed are the eight mobility categories, and
the sixteen groups resulting from their dichotomization on the sum-
mary index of socio-economic status. Figures are given for the
combined SES groups mainly for reference and as a convenient clue
to the general magnitude of differences when one cell has too few
cases for computation of averages and percentages. The practice of
presenting figures only when the base is 20 or more cases has been
modified to allow as few as 10, but averages and percentages based
on 10-19 cases are specially marked. Because of this modification of
practice, and for convenience in making comparisons of Appendix
tables, Table 29 simply repeats Tables 19-28, supplying the data on
fertility planning, family size, and rate of childlessness for all cells
with ten cases or more. Table 30 presents median age at marriage
for husbands in all families and in planned families; also the per-
centages of husbands under 21 years and 25 years or older at mar-
riage. Table 31 selects the two extremes of O live births and 2 or
more live births in the first four years of marriage to characterize
the early period of family growth for all families and for planned
families. Tables 32 and 33 give the average number of children
that wives and husbands, respectively, reported having wanted at
marriage, and the percentages of all wives and husbands who re-
ported they wanted to remain childless. To aid in keeping in mind
which groups are being discussed, the eight mobility categories have
been assigned numbers in the first section of Table 29 and references
are given by group number.

Group 2. Of the upwardly mobile groups, the fifty-two husbands
from white collar homes who were “temporarily” in “hand” work
at the time of marriage and later moved up to “head” work appear
to be a highly selected group. All except three are in the high
SES group (see Table 24), and of these a very high proportion
(67 per cent) successfully planned their fertility. These successful
planners married young (median age 22.2 years), with 39 per cent
married before reaching 21 years of age, compared to only 19 per cent
for all successful planners in the sample. An exceptionally large
proportion (27 per cent) of the successful planners had two or more
children within four years of marriage, and a relatively small pro-
portion (39 per cent) delayed more than four years before starting
their families. They had an exceptionally low rate of planned child-
lessness (9 per cent) and the average size family planned with



. Table 30. Husband’s age at marriage by mobility categories and summary
index of socio-economic status.!

Hussanp’s
1940 SES
OccuraTioNaL | LEVEL
LevEL

OccuraTioNn oF HusBaND’s FATHER

“Head” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Hand” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Head”” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Hand” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Head” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Hand” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Head” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Hand”” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Head” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Hand” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Head” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Hand”” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Head” | “Hand”
HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE
“Head” l “Hand” l “Head” l “Hand”
ALL FAMILIES?: MEDIAN AGE

23.9 22.3 24.0 22.0
24.1 22.3 24.8 22.7
23.2 * 22.1 21.4
22.0 21.9 21.5 22.2
25.82 22.3 20.9 22.9
* 21.5 21.7 21.9
ALL FAMILIES?: PER CENT UNDER 21 YEARS OF AGE
14.2 34.6 20.2 31.8
13.5 36.7 16.2 19.6
21.7 * 36.7 44.4
40.0 39.2 39.7 35.3
27.3® 20.9 52.9% 27.1
* 48.3 34.1 38.1
ALL FAMILIES?: PER CENT 25 YEARS OF AGE AND OLDER
35.8 7.7 43.5 19.1
37.9 8.2 49.0 28.6
13.0 * 20.4 9.3
45.0 24.6 8.6 22.1
72.7® 20.9 17.78 28.0
* 26.4 4.9 20.1
PLANNED FAMILIES?: MEDIAN AGE
23.7 22.2 25.3 22.4
23.7 22.2 25.5 23.5
* * 23.2 21.5%
* 24.2 21.7 22.4
* 23.2 21.5% 23.6
* 26.2 21.9% 22.1
PLANNED FAMILIES3: PER CENT UNDER 21 YEARS OF AGE
12.6 38.2 10.3 25.6
12.3 39.4 11.3 15.4
* * 6.2 41.2>
* 24.0 27.3 22.3
* 17.4 40.0* 17.4
* 29.6 16.7* 24.5
PLANNED FAMILIES3:
PER CENT 25 YEARS OF AGE AND OLDER
37.1 5.9 54.0 18.6
36.9 6.1 58.2 30.8
* * 25.0% 0.0
* 42.0 13.6 20.9
* 30.4 10.0* 37.0
* 51.8 16.72 12.8

* Averages and percentages not computed where base less than 10.

s Based on 10-19 cases.

1 The sample was restricted to husbands under 40 years of age at marriage.
2 For numbers of cases, see Tables 19 and 24.
3 For numbers of cases, see Tables 21 and 26.
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Table 31. Pattern of family growth in first four years after marriage by
mobility categories and summary index of socio-economic status.

HusBanDp’s
1940 SES
OccupraTioNAL | LEVEL
LevEL

OccupaTioNn or HusBanp’s FaATHER

“Head”

“Hand”

HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE

“Head”

“Hand”

“Head”

“Hand”

“Head” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Hand” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Head”” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

“Hand” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

¢«Head”” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

¢“Hand’> — All SES
High SES
Low SES

¢“Head” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

¢“Hand” — All SES
High SES
Low SES

ALL FAMILIES!: PER CENT wiITH 0 LIVE BIRTHS

36.9 26.9
38.8 26.5
17.4 *
30.0 25.4
45.5° 30.2
* 23.0

39.9 28.2
41.6
32.6

27.6 21.9
35.3=
24.4

ALL FAMILIES!: PER CENT WITH 2 OR MORE LIVE BIRTHS

15.7 26.9 15.0 15.5
15.5 24.5 14.7 21.4
17.4 * 16.3 9.3
10.0 27.7 20.7 38.7
0.0* 20. 11.82 25.4
* 31. 24.4 43.4
PLANNED FAMILIES?: PER CENT WITH 0 LIVE BIRTHS
55.5 41.2 56.4 58.1
54.6 39.4 54.5 53.9
* * 68.82 64.7%
* 44.0 45.4 43.9
* 47. 60.0* 52.2
* 40. 33.3 40.2

PLANNED FAMILIES?:

PER CENT WITH 2 OR MORE LIVE BIRTHS

10.4 26.5
10.8 27.3
* *
* 6.0
* 13.
0.

5.6 11.6
5.5
6.2

4.5 12.8
0.0*
8.3

1

»
N \g*

* Averages and percentages not computed where base less than 10,

o Based on 10-19 cases.

1 For numbers of cases, see Tables 19 and 24.
2 For numbers of cases, se¢ Tables 21 and 26.



Table 32. Average number of children wanted at marriage by wife, by mobil-
ity categories and summary index of socio-economic status.

OccuraTioNn oF Huseanp’s FATHER

HUSBAND’S 113 ”» I3 ”
1940 SES Head Hand
OccupATIONAL | LEVEL ,
LEVEL HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE
“Head” GtHand,, “Head” ‘(Hand”
WIVES IN ALL FAMILIES!
“Head” — All SES 2.42 2.28 2.34 2.12
High SES 2.38 2.27 2.45 2.11
Low SES 2.78 * 1.85 2.13
“Hand” — All SES 2.45 2.27 2.12 2.45
High SES 2.18® 2.37 2.12% 2.19
Low SES * 2.22 2.12 2.53
WIVES IN PLANNED FAMILIES?
“Head”” — All SES 2.37 2.28 2.36 2.12
High SES 2.31 2.26 2.48 2.09
Low SES * * 1.56 2.172
“Hand” — All SES * 2.30 1.77 2.29
High SES * 2.39 1.40* 2.30
Low SES * 2.22 2.08* 2.29
WIVES IN FAMILIES PLANNED WITH CHILDREN?
“Head” — All SES 2.35 2.29 2.68 2.50
High SES 2.35 2.29 2.79 2.75%
Low SES * * 1.912 2.21*
“Hand”” — All SES * 2.55 1.85 2.47
High SES * 2.338 * 2.54
Low SES * 2.78% 2.082 2.44
PER CENT OF ALL WIVES WHO WANTED NO CHILD!
“Head” — All SES 5.2 6.5 6.1 10.3
High SES 5.7 6.7 5.1 11.3
Low SES 0.0 * 10.6 9.3
“Hand” — All SES 0.0 6.9 6.9 5.4
High SES 0.0 9.3 17.72 11.9
Low SES * 5.7 2.4 3.2

* Averages and percentages not computed where base less than 10.

& Based on 10-19 cases.

1 For numbers of cases, see Tables 19 :lnd 24. Twenty of these wives, however, did not
repl d are excluded from averages and percentages.
pzﬁoarnnu;ien (;Jf cases, se¢ Tablges 21 and 26. Seven wives of planned families did not

and are excluded from computations.

1
reg ¥ or numbers of cases, se¢ Tables 23 and 28. Five wives of families planned with children
did not reply and are excluded from computations,



Table 33. Average number of children wanted at marriage by husband,
by mobility categories and summary index of socio-economic status.

Occuration oF Hussanp’s FATHER

HUSBAND’S “H 11 173
ead Hand”
1940 SES
OccupaTiONAL | LEVEL
LEVEL HUSBAND’S FIRST OCCUPATION AFTER MARRIAGE

“Head” “Hand” “Head” “Hand”

HUSBANDS IN ALL FAMILIES!

¢“Head” — All SES 2.19 1.98 2.15 2.17
High SES 2.17 1.98 2.18 2.03
Low SES 2.34 * 2.00 2.31
“Hand” — All SES 1.58 2.25 2.02 2.27
High SES 1.00* 2.17 2.00% 2.16
Low SES * 2.29 2.02 2.30
HUSBANDS IN PLANNED FAMILIES?
“Head” — All SES 2.33 1.91 2.17 2.12
High SES 2.31 1.91 2.20 1.77
Low SES * * 2.00* 2.73
“Hand” — All SES * 2.24 1.86 2.04
High SES * 2.17 1.80* 1.98
Low SES * 2.29 1.922 2.07

HUSBANDS IN FAMILIES PLANNED WITH CHILDREN?

“Head”” — All SES 2.43 1.90 2.49 2.26
High SES 2.41 1.90 2.53 1.90*
Low SES * * 2.272 2.83
“Hand” — All SES * 2.50 1.95 2.12
High SES * 2.22» ¥ 1.86
Low SES * 2.78 1.92% 2.18

PER CENT OF ALL HUSBANDS WHO WANTED NO CHILD!

“Head” — All SES 9.7 5.8 6.6 7.4
High SES 8.9 6.1 7.2 8.9
Low SES 17.4 * 4.1 5.8

“Hand” — All SES 42.1» 7.9 10.9 6.0
High SES 63.6* 9.8 6.7% 6.1
Low SES * 7.1 12.5 6.0

* Averages and percentages not computed where base less than 10.

s Based on 10-19 cases.

1 For numbers of cases, sec Tables 19 and 24. Forty-four of these husbands, however, did
not reply and are excluded from avcrafes and percentages.

2 For numbers of cases, see Tables 2] and 26. Nineteen husbands of planned families did
not reply and are excluded from computations. .

8 For numbers of cases, see Tables 23 and 28. Seventeen husbands of families planned with
children did not reply and are excluded from computations.
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children (1.77) was about the same as for all planned families with
children (1.79). The wives are not distinguished from the average
for all groups in their reports of size family desired at marriage, and
husbands reported having desired fewer children than most of the
other groups, so there is less discrepancy between their desired and
achieved average family sizes than for most groups. The total im-
pression is that this group was highly motivated for achievement,
both economically and family-wise, and exceptionally able to con-
trol their lives for the realization of their plans. They controlled
their fertility, but more by positive planning than by simple restric-
tion. Nothing in the general hypotheses about social mobility pre-

Table 34. Success in fertility planning, family size, age of husband at
marriage, pattern of family growth, and average number of children wanted
at marriage, for all families and for planned families.?

DESCRIPTION ALL PrLannNeED | PLANNED WITH
Fawmiuies | FamiLies CHILDREN
Success in Fertility Planning
Number of Cases Reporting 1,353
Per Cent Successful Planners 41.7
Family Size
Number of Cases Reporting 1,353 564 446
Average Number of Living Children 1.97 1.42 1.79
Per Cent Planned with 0 Children 20.9
Husband’s Age at Marriage
Number of Cases Reporting 1,353 564
Median Age at Marriage 22.8 23.2
Per Cent Younger than 21 Years 28.6 19.3
Per Cent 25 Years or Older 28.0 32.8
Pattern of Family Growth in First 4
Years of Marriage
Number of Cases Reporting 1,353 564
Per Cent with 0 Live Births 29.6 52.3
Per Cent with 2 or More Live Births 25.1 10.3
Average Number of Children Wanted at
Marriage by Wives
Number of Cases Reporting 1,333 557 441
Average Number Wanted 2.36 2.29 2.45
Per Cent Who Wanted No Children 6.1
Average Number of Children Wanted at
Marriage by Husbands
Number of Cases Reporting 1,309 545 429
Average Number Wanted 2.19 2.14 2.26
Per Cent Who Wanted No Children 7.9

1 Omitted: cases with occupation of husband’s father not reported and cases with hus-
band’s 1940 occupation unemployed, unknown, or in agriculture.
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dicted finding a group such as this, and it is, of course, only a small
group. It may be that it is heavily weighted with sons of executives
being trained for executive positions by temporary apprenticeship in
manual jobs, or by men with the ability and financial resources from
their background connections to set up in business for themselves
after manual work apprenticeship. In any event, the pattern shown
appears to be consistent with confidence, determination, and ability.#

The other upwardly mobile groups, coming from fathers in “hand”
work, offer something of a contrast. Those upwardly mobile before
marriage (Group 3) were predominantly (80 per cent) in the high
SES group and resemble the nonmobile “head” workers (Group 1)
in many respects. Those upwardly mobile after marriage (Group 4)
were about half in the upper SES group, half in the lower group, and
show a pattern quite different from that of either of the other
upwardly mobile groups.

Group 3 Compared to Group 1. Those couples with husbands up-
wardly mobile before marriage (Group 3) resemble rather closely
the nonmobile “head” workers (Group 1) in the very large pro-
portion in the upper SES level (81 per cent and 91 per cent) and
the high proportion of successful planners (54 per cent and 53 per
cent) among those in the upper SES level. In both groups, upper
SES husbands were somewhat older than average at marriage, al-
though this is more pronounced among the upwardly mobile than
among the nonmobile, and especially pronounced among successful
planners in the upper SES level. (58 per cent of successful planners
among the upwardly mobile high SES group were 25 years or older
at marriage, as compared to 37 per cent among the nonmobile.)
With respect to pattern of family growth, both groups are similarly
distinguished in that a high proportion of all couples had no live
births in the first four years of marriage.

However, within the upper SES level, while the upwardly mobile
attained almost the same average family size as the nonmobile (1.63
and 1.68), they did so by balancing a higher rate of planned child-
lessness (26.4 per cent compared with 18.5 per cent) with larger
average sizes for families planned with children (1.83 compared
to 1.77) and for families unsuccessful in planning. The size of family

41 This group may be significant in showing at such an early date a marriage

and family building pattern which is presumably much more common among
couples married since 1945 than in the period 1927-1929.
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desired at marriage reported by nonmobile couples at the upper SES
level was about average, but both successful and unsuccessful plan-
ners among the upwardly mobile wives and successful planners with
children among upwardly mobile husbands reported that at marriage
they desired families of an average size considerably larger than that
reported by any other group in the upper SES level. In short, while
at the upper SES level the couples upwardly mobile before marriage
resemble most closely the nonmobile white collar couples, they show
some evidence of being selected for late marriage and restriction of
fertility, especially in the first years of marriage. The large average
size of families successfully planned with children suggests also some
selection of persons determined to have children but willing and able
to wait until their economic situation was favorable, 7.e. whose
aspirations included family building as well as, or as a part of, social
advancement. The high proportion of planned childless couples ap-
pears to be consistent with this interpretation: their economic situ-
ation was judged not favorable enough or family building was post-
poned too long.

In contrast to the upper SES groups, the lower SES couples who
were upwardly mobile before marriage seem quite different from the
nonmobile white collar workers. There are too few cases for the
comparisons to be very reliable. However, the nonmobile “head”
workers (Group 1) in the lower SES group seem to be highly selected
for initial lack of fertility control: the proportion of successful plan-
ners is very low (22 per cent), but most of the successful planners
(4 out of 5) are childless; the average number of children (2.56) is
the highest of any group; and the only families with no live births
in the first four years of marriage remained childless. The facts that
only four couples (17 per cent) had two or more live births in the
first four years but a normal proportion (83 per cent) had at least
one live birth, that the wives report having desired at marriage the
largest average family size (2.78) of any group and none of them
wanted to be childless, but that several of the husbands report they
wished to be childless—these facts point to a pattern of marital dis-
agreement, with possibly some deliberate failure in fertility control.
The low SES may be due partly to the high fertility*?, and partly to

42 High fertility would affect adversely the score on the Chapin living room

scale, the purchase price of automobile, probably rental value of home, and net
worth, i.e. 4 of the 8 components of the summary index of SES.
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wives coming from a lower social background than their husbands.*?
However, these lower SES husbands have very little education for
nonmobile “head” workers*4, which means that they came from rela-
tively lower status (e.g. their fathers may have been minor trades-
men in rural areas) and/or that their lack of ability or some mis-
fortune kept them from getting more education.

On the other hand, the lower SES couples who were upwardly
mobile before marriage (Group 3), though not notably successful in
their fertility planning (33 per cent), were as successful as any other
lower SES group. The successful planners were highly concentrated
(69 per cent) in the age group 21-24 years at marriage and post-
poned family building longer than any other group (69 per cent had
no live births in the first four years of marriage). The more numer-
ous unsuccessful planners, however, married very young (52 per cent
before age 21) and only 15 per cent postponed the first birth for four
years or more. Taken as a whole, therefore, the lower SES couples
who were upwardly mobile before marriage married younger and
began their family building earlier than the upper SES couples with
the same mobility pattern. But their fertility was actually lower:
among both successful and unsuccessful planners, the average num-
ber of living children was as small as, or smaller than, that for any
other group. As to size family desired at marriage, only the husbands
of successful planners with children reported having desired as many
children as the average for the whole sample. The wives reported
wanting the smallest average family size of any group. It is in this
respect and their actual low fertility that the lower SES couples who
were upwardly mobile before marriage (Group 3) show the strongest
contrast both with the upper SES couples with the same mobility
pattern and with the lower SES nonmobile “head” workers (Group
1). This suggests that they were selected from among those upwardly
mobile before marriage who were less capable—less able to postpone
marriage and initial fertility but trying desperately for control later,
less confident of their ability and hence hedging their aspirations, less
able to achieve economic prosperity along with their white collar

43 Only 19 per cent of wives in the low SES group had fathers in white collar

work, compared to 54 per cent of wives in the high SES group. And more of the
former (29 per cent) than of the latter (16 per cent) came from farm homes.

44 Over half of the lower SES men had only grade school education and only
one went to college, compared to 1 per cent with only grade school education and
63 per cent with college education among the upper SES men.
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status. They are also, of course, younger, more highly concentrated
in the lower white collar occupations, came from lower status homes,
and had less education*® than the upper SES group, so that the differ-
ences in fertility aspiration and performance may be more a function
of greater handicaps in the struggle for occupational advancement
than a function of lesser ability.

Group 4. The husbands from “hand” work fathers who were up-
wardly mobile after marriage differ considerably from the other up-
wardly mobile groups. Their advancement was more likely the result
of their own efforts, and they probably began from lower status
homes and on the average did not achieve as high status. Both
upper and lower SES level couples were only somewhat more suc-
cessful planners than the nonmobile “hand” workers (Group 8), but
their average size family was consistently smaller, and the rate of
planned childlessness higher. The upper and lower SES levels within
this mobility group, however, differ strikingly. The upper level hus-
bands delayed marriage beyond age 20 somewhat more frequently
than the total sample, but the lower SES husbands married younger
than any other group, except one. With respect to pattern of family
growth, the upper SES group of couples who were upwardly mobile
after marriage had about the same record for the first four years of
marriage as the upper SES group of nonmobile “hand” workers
(Group 8), a record about average for the whole sample and inter-
mediate between the delayed family building of the couples upwardly
mobile before marriage (Group 3) and the nonmobile “head” work-
ers (Group 1) and the early family building of the husbands “tem-
porarily” in “hand” work at marriage (Group 2). By 12-15 years
after marriage, however, the planned families in the group upwardly
mobile after marriage (Group 4) were smaller than in any other
upper SES group. In the lower SES group, about the usual propor-
tion of couples postponed the first birth until after four or more years
of marriage but an exceptionally large proportion postponed the
second birth; nevertheless by 12-15 years after marriage, total fer-
tility was as high as for all couples in the sample, and planned fertility
higher than average. Both upper and lower SES level wives reported
that at marriage they desired somewhat smaller families than the

45 55 per cent had fathers in semi-skilled or unskilled manual work or in service
work, compared to only 21 per cent of men in the upper SES level. Only 10 per
cent had any college education, compared to 44 per cent of men in the upper SES

group.
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average; the difference between them in fertility performance coin-
cides with husbands’ reports of desired family size. Upper SES hus-
bands wanted smaller than average families, but lower SES husbands
wanted larger than average families. The evidence generally points
to a more taxing struggle for the upwardly mobile after marriage
than for those upwardly mobile before marriage in the upper SES
level; at the lower SES level, the upwardly mobile after marriage
appear to be selected from those somewhat less oriented to status
striving and more oriented to family building.

Group 5. The downwardly mobile groups similarly show rather
divergent patterns. Those from “head” work fathers who were down-
wardly mobile after marriage are too few in number to permit any-
thing but speculation about reasons for the differences between upper
and lower SES levels. But the contrast is very sharp with respect to
planning success, age of husband at marriage, pattern of family
growth in the first four years after marriage, size family desired at
marriage, and average family size. It looks as if the high SES couples
married late and controlled fertility fairly well, with family building
being delayed and restricted by the husbands’ demands and by the
difficulties of maintaining a white collar standard of living on manual
work 1mncome. The low SES couples, on the other hand, married early
and experienced early and continued failures in fertility control. The
only couple successful in fertility planning at the lower SES level
was childless.

Group 6. Men from “head” work fathers who were downwardly
mobile before marriage fall mostly (2/3) in the lower SES level.
Over half of those in the upper SES level were successful planners,
not particularly distinguished by age at marriage, pattern of family
growth, desired family size, or rate of childlessness (22 per cent),
but with the largest average size family planned with children of any
group in the upper SES level. Evidently this is a heterogeneous
group, including some couples sharply restricting their fertility and
some planning relatively large families, the former perhaps com-
pensating for their downward shift of status, the latter less interested
in status striving than in family building.

The more numerous lower SES couples who were downwardly
mobile before marriage were mainly unsuccessful planners who had
married early (median age 20.7 years) and began family building
early (45 per cent had two or more live births within four years of
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marriage). The few successful planners married late (median age
26.2 years) and delayed family building (41 per cent had no births
and none had two or more births within four years of marriage).
Reports of family size desired at marriage were about average, ex-
cept that successful planners with children, both husbands and wives,
wanted 2.78 children on the average, the second largest average for
desired family size. Since the actual size family planned with chil-
dren is one of the smallest and the rate of planned childlessness high,
the discrepancy between desired and actual family size is especially
large. This group appears to be heavily weighted with couples whose
early failure in fertility control influenced their economic status,
and those whose age or economic difficulties caused them to change
their minds about the size family they wanted.

Group 7. The fifty-eight cases of husbands from “hand” work
fathers who “temporarily” were in “head” work at the time of mar-
riage are mainly (3/4) in the lower SES level. Of the seventeen in
the upper SES level, ten are successful planners who married early
(median 21.5 years) but postponed childbearing (60 per cent of
successful planners of high SES had O live births in the first four
years). They are distinguished in having the largest proportion of
wives who reported that at marriage they wished to remain childless
(17.7 per cent) and the smallest desired family size reported by
wives who were successful planners (1.40). Their actual fertility
(1.82) for all families is the highest in the upper SES level, but their
planned fertility (1.20) is among the lowest. The couples in the
low SES level were mostly (71 per cent) unsuccessful in fertility
planning and not particularly distinguished in any way. The few
successful planners, however, had the largest average size planned
family (2.00) of any group and no deliberately childless couples, and
this fertility performance matched very closely what they reported
desiring at marriage.

Group 8. Group 8, consisting of 462 nonmobile “hand” workers,
1s the largest of all. Of this group, only one-fourth are in the upper
SES level, and these had married later, were somewhat more success-
ful in planning, and both successful and unsuccessful planners had
postponed their childbearing longer and restricted their fertility
more than the lower SES nonmobile “hand” workers. Their lower
fertility is probably both cause and result of their better economic
position. It is worth noting, also, that the upper SES level non-
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mobile “hand” workers planned smaller families and had a higher
rate of planned childlessness than the nonmobile “head” workers.

Interpretations of the differences between the several mobility-SES
groups are summarized in Table 35.



