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IN AN EARLIER article (i) I pointed out
that a great deal of confusion exists concern¬

ing the precise nature and extent of the relation
between socioeconomic status and mortality.
A major factor behind this confusion has been
the existence of substantial differences through¬
out the literature as to just what is meant by
the term "socioeconomic status" (i, 2). In
this article I have considered the issue further
by examining the relation between selected so¬

cioeconomic indexes and the three basic demo¬
graphic processes, fertility, mortality, and pop¬
ulation mobility, among the 169 towns in the
State of Connecticut.
While the findings of this examination cer¬

tainly do not justify noteworthy conclusions
concerning socioeconomic-demographic inter-
relations, some of the implications contained in
the data may be of general interest. Specifi¬
cally, although the findings indicate the need
to consider socioeconomic factors when explain-
ing variations in health and demographic be¬
havior, the need to maintain greater clarity
concerning the nature of socioeconomic status
is clearly emphasized. I suggest, therefore,
that investigations of the relations between
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socioeconomic phenomena and demographic be¬
havior need to emphasize not only the multi-
dimensional nature of socioeconomic status but
also that the dimensions, although interrelated,
may vary independently of one another in their
relations to particular aspects of human
behavior.

Use of Socioeconomic Status
A major trend in demographic research in

the United States has been the growing empha¬
sis on studies of the relation between selected
social and economic factors and the components
of population growth and change. In recent
years demographers have relied a great deal on

the existence of variations in socioeconomic
status from one population group to another
as a major factor accounting for parallel differ¬
ences in levels of fertility, mortality, and mi¬
gration. (References 3-10 provide a highly se¬

lective list of research dealing with socioeco¬
nomic variations in these three basic demo¬
graphic processes.) The growing interest in
the relation between socioeconomic factors and
demographic variables is further indicated in
the two contemporary large-scale studies in this
country concerning the future fertility of two-
child families and the growth of Ameriean fam¬
ilies (ii, i#), wherein socioeconomic status is
one of the major variables. Furthermore, the
major contemporary study of mortality con¬

ducted by the University of Chicago, in conjunc-
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tion with the National Center for Health Statis¬
tics and the U.S. Bureau of the Census, has also
incorporated the socioeconomic variable as a

basic element in the research design (13).
A particularly significant indicator of the

growing interest in socioeconomic-demographic
interrelations is the development of a procedure
for assigning socioeconomic status seores to all
residents of the United States (H), undertaken
by the Census Bureau in connection with the
1960 decennial census of population.
With these developments in mind, I have con¬

structed a set of socioeconomic index seores for
each of the 169 towns in the State of Connecti¬
cut, based on the 1960 occupation, education,
and income composition of the population of
each town. The procedure for assigning these
seores, as well as a discussion of the value and
limitations of using ecologic units rather than
individual people as the basis for sociodemo-
graphic research, have been presented elsewhere
(15). From my investigation of the relations
between the socioeconomic seores for these towns
and their patterns of fertility, mortality, and
migration, I have drawn a number of implica¬
tions concerning the value and limitations of
the concept of socioeconomic status as a demo¬
graphic variable.

Analytical Procedures
The derivation of the socioeconomic index

seores for the 169 towns in Connecticut involved
three basic steps for each town: (a) computa-
tion of seores to measure the occupation, edu¬
cation, and income composition of the popula¬
tion; (b) computation of standardized seores

for each of these variables; and (c) combining
the three standardized seores into a single socio¬
economic index score. First, using both pub¬
lished and unpublished data from the 1960
census of population, the following crude socio¬
economic seores were computed for each town:
Occupation: The percentage of employed

persons who were working at blue-collar occu¬

pations; that is, the percentage of workers in
each town who were classified as craftsmen,
operatives, or nonfarm laborers.
Education: The percentage of the popula¬

tion age 25 and over who had completed less
than 5 years of formal education.

Income: The percentage of families in each
town having an income of less than $3,000.

Second, since the same crude score for differ¬
ent variables could indicate substantial differ¬
ences in the overall level of socioeconomic status
(that is, a score of 10 percent would indicate
a relatively high status position if it referred
to the proportion of the labor force engaged
in blue-collar occupations but would indicate
low status if it referred to the percentage of
families having an annual income of less than
$3,000), it was necessary to convert these into
more comparable "standard seores" so they
could be combined into a single socioeconomic
index score. This was done by a fairly simple
procedure that, for each variable, assigned
standardized seores between 0 and 100 to each
town on the basis of that town's relative rank
position with regard to the crude seores com¬

puted. The basic formula for converting these
crude (absolute) seores to standard (relative)
percentile seores was as follows:

S=X (R-4>)
where for each of the three components (occu¬
pation, education, and income)
/S= the standardized score for any given town
i?=the raw percentage score for any given town
<£=the lower limit of the raw percentage seores

for all the towns

x==_100_
range of the raw percentage seores for all

towns

To illustrate briefly this standardization pro¬
cedure, consider the occupational variable.
According to the 1960 census, the proportion
of the employed population engaged in blue-
collar occupations in Connecticut towns ranged
from a low of 16.5 percent in New Canaan to
a high of 63.5 percent in Sprague:

<£= 16.5
Range= 63.5 -16.5=47.0

*_£»-__-
For the town of Norwalk, where 37.2 percent of
the employed population was engaged in blue-
collar occupations (i?=37.2), the standardized
occupation score was derived as

S=X (R-t)
£=2.128 (37.2-16.5)
S=U.O
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For the town of New Canaan, which had the
smallest proportion of blue-collar workers (R=
16.5):

£=2.128 (16.5-16.5)
£=0.0

And for the town of Sprague, which had the
highest proportion of blue-collar workers
(5=68.5):

S=2.128 (63.5-16.5)
£=100.0

This same procedure was followed in comput¬
ing standardized occupation seores for the re¬

maining towns, and also in computing town-
standardized seores for the education variable
(<£=0; _5T=3.676) and for the income variable
(tf>=3.2; X=4.237).
Finally, before combining the three standard¬

ized seores for each town into a single socioeco¬
nomic status score, I decided to introduce one

more computation and subtract each standard¬
ized score from 100. The rationale for intro-
ducing this additional step is that all three
component variables, as defined, are inverse
indicators of socioeconomic status; that is, the
lower the percentage score, the higher the rela¬
tive level of socioeconomic status. However, I
thought that it might be desirable, and certainly
more logical, if the reverse was true and if a

high score indicated a high socioeconomic status.
Since all the standard seores for each variable
fall between 0 and 100, it was a simple matter of
subtracting these seores from 100 to make each
component variable, as well as the overall socio¬
economic index seores, a direct indicator of
socioeconomic status. After the three standard¬
ized seores of the component variables for each
town were subtracted from 100, the overall
socioeconomic index score was derived as a sim¬
ple arithmetic mean of these differences.
To illustrate simply, the standardized score

for the town of Norwalk for occupation was

44.0, for education 17.6, and for income 21.6.
Subtracting each of these from 100 gave the
following:

Occupation: 100.0-44.0=56.0
Education: 100.0-17.6=82.4
Income: 100.0-21.6=78.4

Therefore, the overall socioeconomic index score
for the town of Norwalk was

56.0+82.4+ 78.4 216.8 _.n

Following this same procedure, socioeconomic
index seores were derived for all the towns in
Connecticut. These seores, as well as the modi¬
fied standardized seores for the three compo¬
nents, are presented in the appendix of the
Connecticut report (15) cited earlier.
Six measures of population change were

selected for inclusion in my analysis, two for
each of the three basic demographic processes,
fertility, mortality, and migration. These
measures, computed separately as of 1960 for
each of the 169 minor civil divisions in Con¬
necticut, were as follows:
Fertility: The 1959-61 average crude birth

rate.
The average number of children
ever born to women at the child¬
bearing ages.

Mortality: The 1959-61 average death rate, ad¬
justed for variations, by town, in
age composition.
The 1959-61 average infant mortal¬
ity rate.

Migration: The percentage of the 1950-60 pop¬
ulation increase that was due to net
migration.
The percentage of the population
age 5 and over in 1960 living in the
same house as in 1955.

Spearman rank correlation coefficients were

computed to determine the nature and extent of
the relations between the six demographic meas¬

ures and socioeconomic status (see table).
These correlations were computed not only for
the summary socioeconomic index score but also
for the seores of each of the three components
(occupation, education, and income) to deter¬
mine which component contributed most to any
relation.

Discussion

Socioeconomic status and fertility. Accord¬
ing to the rank correlation coefficients in the
table, fertility in Connecticut is positively cor¬

related with socioeconomic status. The higher
the summary socioeconomic score, the higher the
fertility level is likely to be. Although this
direct relation is apparent for both fertility
measures, it is much more pronounced for the
average number of children ever born to women
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at the childbearing ages (rs= +0.55) than it is
for the crude birth rate (r8=+0.19). This
finding, contrary to what one might have antici¬
pated on the basis of past experience (6,12,16,
and 17), is in line with other more recent evi¬
dence suggesting that the traditional socioeco¬
nomic fertility differential is in the process of
being reversed, and that it is the higher status
people who today are having the larger families.
Wrong (18,19), for example, has suggested that
the postwar fertility revival in the Western
nations has tended to be most pronounced
among the higher status groups, thus bringing
about a convergence in class fertility differen¬
tials.
The data available on the relation of social

and economic factors to levels of fertility, in¬
cluding those for Connecticut towns, are cer¬

tainly inconclusive. There could be other vari¬
ables, such as the religious composition of the
population of the several towns in the State or

variations in the farm background of the popu¬
lation, that may be intervening to modify the
relation (20,21). Another variable that might
be influencing the relation is age. Among an

"older" population one will generally find fam¬
ilies where more children have already been
born and where socioeconomic status, especially
income, is higher. Thus the high correlation
observed between the children-ever-born meas¬

ure and the socioeconomic indexes may simply
be a function of town variations in the average
age of women at the childbearing ages. It must
also be stressed that the present analysis is based
on correlations computed from area data, and
such ecologic correlations do not necessarily

yield the same results as might be obtained from
an examination of the behavior of persons indi-
vidually (22). The possibility that other vari¬
ables may influence the relation as well as the
problems in the use of ecologic correlations ap¬
ply equally well to the mortality and migration
socioeconomic relations subsequently discussed.
However, it is not the substantive results that
are significant but their implications for the
value of the concept of socioeconomic status in
demographic analyses.

It is interesting that the correlation between
social rank and the crude birth rate is due almost
entirely to the association between the birth rate
and the occupational composition of the popula¬
tion (r8 = +0.33). The small associations be¬
tween the crude birth rate and both education
(r8 = +0.08) and income (r8 = .0.01) compo¬
sition are scarcely worth mentioning. On the
other hand, the association with the children-
ever-born measure is fairly high for all three
socioeconomic components and particularly for
income, which suggests that the number of chil¬
dren a woman bears is in large part related to
the financial status of her family. In no in¬
stance was the correlation for any component as

high as that observed for the summary socio¬
economic index. This is the only instance
where combining the separate socioeconomic
variables into a single composite index produced
a sharper relation than that observed for any
individual component.
Socioeconomic status and mortality. Con¬

trary to the preceding information, the data
here point to the existence of a pronounced
inverse relation between levels of mortality and

Spearman rank correlation coefficients between selected socioeconomic indexes and measures
of fertility, mortality, and migration, Connecticut towns, 1960

Demographic measures

Socioeconomic indexes

Summary
score

Occupation Education Income

Crude birth rate_
Children ever born_

Age-adjusted death rate___
Infant mortality rate_
1950-60 net migration_
1955-60 percent nonmobile

+0. 19
+.55

-.40
-. 19

+.54
-.31

+0.33
+.33
-.23
-.05

+ .30
-. 14

+0.08
+.37
-. 12
+.05

+.51
-.37

-0.01
+.53
-.50
-.30

+.55
-.26
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socioeconomic status.a relation that appears to
reflect income status more than any other socio¬
economic factor. Further inspection of these
data reveals that this inverse relation is much
more pronounced for the age-adjusted death
rate than for the infant mortality rate, not only
for the summary socioeconomic score but also
for each component. This smaller association
between the several socioeconomic index seores

and infant mortality among Connecticut towns
may be considered as further evidence support¬
ing the hypothesis that the great strides in the
fields of medical science and public health, par¬
ticularly in gaining control over infectious
diseases, have served to reduce dramatically the
historical sensitivity of infant mortality as an

indicator of the level of social and economic
well-being characterizing the various popula¬
tion groups (23,24).

Socioeconomic status and migration. The
data in the table clearly indicate a strong posi¬
tive association between socioeconomic status
and population mobility, the third demographic
process. On the one hand, the higher the socio¬
economic status score, irrespective of the par¬
ticular variable, the larger is the proportion of
the 1950-60 population increase due to net in-
migration (r«=+0.54). On the other hand,
the higher the socioeconomic status score, the
smaller is the proportion of nonmobile persons
in the population (r8= .0.31).
For the population living in the same house in

1960 as in 1955, the nonmobile population, it
appears that education is by far the major con¬

tributing factor to the socioeconomic relation
(r8= .0.37 as compared with .0.26 for income
and only . 0.14 for occupation). For the meas¬
ure of net migration, however, it is the income
component that contributes most to the relation
(n=+0.55), but here again education is also
a major factor (r«=+0.51). These findings
would definitely suggest that broadening one's
horizons with the attainment of higher levels
of education is a major factor influencing the
propensity to migrate (25).

Summary and Conclusions

Selected demographic correlates (fertility,
mortality, migration) of socioeconomic status
among the 169 towns in Connecticut have been

analyzed. The statistics show that levels of
fertility and migration tend to be positively
associated with socioeconomic status, whereas
levels of mortality are negatively correlated
with all the various socioeconomic indexes. The
data also clearly show that these demographic
measures are not necessarily related in any con¬

sistent fashion to all the component variables
(occupation, education, income) of socioeco¬
nomic status. That is, although socioeconomic
differentials were found to characterize the
demographic variables examined, the nature of
the relation was not the same for all the various
components of socioeconomic status, nor did all
aspects of the several demographic variables ex¬

hibit similar patterns of association with the
same components of socioeconomic status. Mor¬
tality, for example, was more related (nega¬
tively) to income than to any other variable,
whereas education appeared (positively) to be
the most significant factor in the migration
socioeconomic differential.
Two conclusions may be drawn on the basis

of these observations. First, the data certainly
warrant the conclusion that social and economic
factors are major determinants of demographic
behavior and that there is strong justification
for undertaking further research for the pur¬
pose of discovering more precisely the nature
and extent of the relations between particular
demographic variables and particular indexes
of socioeconomic status. The second conclu¬
sion, closely related to the first, is that the find¬
ings clearly show the need to specify more pre¬
cisely just what is meant by the term "socio¬
economic status." The way in which socioeco¬
nomic status is defined (for example, in terms
of income as opposed to education or occupation
or some combination of these, or even other,
variables) will largely determine the nature and
extent of any resulting relations. That is, the
failure to observe consistency in the various
socioeconomic relations discussed stems from
the many definitions of socioeconomic status.
In such a rapidly changing society as ours,

scientific theories must constantly be revised to

encompass changes occurring in the social or¬

der. Based on the materials presented in this
article, it would appear that one of the needs
in this respect is to dispense with the sociologi-
cal myth that a person or a family is charac-
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terized by some magical something called socio-
economic status-a something that is easily
identifiable; that can easily be measured by var-
ious objective criteria such as occupation, in-
come, or education, or some combination of var-
iables; and that will be reflected, in a consistent
manner, in the many aspects of his behavior.
What is needed is a research approach which
recognizes that socioeconomic status is many
things: that it is composed of a number of dif-
ferent variables; that each of these variables
may act independently of one another in specific
situations; and that each does not necessarily
have to bear the same relation to any given
behavioral phenomena such as levels of fertil-
ity, mortality, or migration.
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