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Introduction

The aim of my bachelor thesis is to establish wéreth family's socio-economic
status affects the life of the members of the fgm@articularly in the areas of
reproductional behaviour, health and education,tarabserve such potential effects
in case they do exist. The focus of the thesisagiqularly on the contemporary
families in the United Kingdom.

Firstly | will define the term family for the puoge of the thesis and briefly
overview the functions of family. | will subsequbnexplain what socio-economic
stratification is and introduce methods of dividithge social strata. With this basic
information provided, | will proceed to show theleroof family in social
stratification, mainly by presenting theories swugjgey that the family is a core unit
of social division.

Further on | will look more closely on the parfaueffects of a family's
socio-economic situation in the areas of reprodueti behaviour, health and
education observed in various studies, with thelersis on British research.

Based on these observations, | will conduct a esumesearch to examine
whether the observations are valid in the conteapoBritish families. The
participants of the survey will be young Britishopée of various backgrounds.

I will conclude the thesis with the results of thevey that should provide a
more in-depth analysis of the contemporary sitmatio Britain regarding the

influence of the socio-economic situation of a figron the previously stated areas.



1. Study of Family

1.1. Defining the Term Family

To be able to examine contemporary families ofdamit it is essential to establish
some key points in the study of family, and morgamantly to define the term
family as such. The family was probably the vergtfhuman institution that came
into being" We can find several definitions of the term famitgnging from the

basic ones to those that are far more complex.

An example of a simple definition could be the gmevided by Susan H.
McDaniel et al: “We define family as any group @ople related either biologically,
emotionally, or legally. That is, the group of pkothat the patient defines as
significant for his or her well-beind.”More frequently, however, the term refers to a
unit binded not only by social, biological or legalations, but also economical ones,

thus typically sharing a household as describeddrgsa J Rothausen:

Most uses of the word family in research indicdtat it was often defined as “spouse and
children' or “kin in the household'. Thus “famias defined in economics, sociology, and
psychology often was a combination of the notiohfiausehold and kin. Those not living
with kin (as defined) were treated as having ‘nmilig, although non-family households
were also studied (Santi, 1987). An exception is #tandard definition of family is in
clinical and counselling psychology, where famihcludes one's family of origin (parents
and siblings) in addition to spouse and childreatt@?son, 1996).

Rothausen further explains that such a notion milfacan be derived even from the
roots of the word proper, as the Latin word famdrgginally referred to a household

consisting of a householder, his kin and his sdsvamd that it appears that a

! See Jonathan H. Turne®pciology: Studying the Human Systé®anta Monica, CA: Goodyear
Publishing Company, 1981), 333, hereafter in théreferredtoas T

% Susan H. McDaniel et dfamily-oriented primary caréNew York, NY: Springer, 2005), 2

% Teresa J. Rothausen, “Family’ in Organizatioredearch: A review and comparison of definitions
and measures,Journal of Organizational Behavior 2(h. 6 (November 1999)818-819, Wiley
Online Library, Knihovna Univerzity Palackého, Olout, CZ, 10. Jan. 2011, hereafter in the text

referred to as R



considerable part of our perception of the word ikanstill derives from this
explanation, both in terms of the definition anceatain hierarchy.

From the sociological point of view, the perceptiminfamily as described
above is referred to as nuclear family, a termbdistaed by Talcott Parsons, an
American sociologist.There are two more types of family in relationitosize and
composition apart from the two-generational nucleaits, which only consist of
parents and children: extended units consistings@feral relatives within the
household and are often more than two-generatiandl polygamous units, which
involve multiple spouses.While the polygamous family type appears not to be
commonly observed in Europe, the nuclear familyrse¢o prevail, so this is the
type of family we shall focus on.

When defining family as a nuclear one, it is crud@ avoid its possible
confusion with the term marriage. These two ternescdearly distinguished, as the

anthropologist George P. Murdock elaborated upon:

The family is a social group characterized by commesidence, economical cooperation,
and reproduction. It includes adults of both sextdeast two of whom maintain a socially
approved sexual relationship, and one or more @ldown or adopted, of the sexually
cohabiting adults. The family is to be distinguidHeom marriage, which is a complex of
customs centering upon the relationship betweesxaadly associating pair of adults within
the family. Marriage defines the manner of estéldtig and terminating such relationship, the

normative behavior and reciprocal obligation withih

The terms marriage and family are therefore naraftangeable, even though the
description of family as a unit sharing the samaedetiold esentially does apply to a
married couple, the term marriage focuses ratherthen mechanism occurring
between the couple than the perception of them dwuwsehold, as is clearly

explained in the quotation above.

* See R, 818.

® See Ivo MoZnySociologie rodinyPraha: Sociologické Nakladatelstvi, 1999), 43kkteafter in
the text referred to as Mo

®See T, 337-338

" George P. MurdoclSocial StructuréBerkley, CA: University of California Press, 1967, herefter
in the text referred to as M



1.2. Functions of Family

The functions of family have mainly been examingdunctional structuralists, who
believe that every institution of the society hafuaction which contributes to the
society? One of the functional structuralists concernechvifite functions of family
was George P. Murdock, who recognizes four mairtfans of family: “In nuclear
family or its constituent relationships we thus sassembled four functions
fundamental to human social life-the sexual, thenemic, the reproductive and the
educational ®

To briefly describe these functions, the purposthefsexual function is that
sexual encounters between a man and a woman vgtienlzed by the institution of
marriage, which also limits sexual relations owsaf it, so it provides a way of
controlling sexuality® The following three functions are rather self-exitory,
they refer to the families role in adding new mersh® the society (reproductive
function) and taking care of these newborns botteims of providing an economic
background (economic function) and socialising thémio the society and
introducing the socially recognised norfis.

Another functional structuralist Talcott Parsongrthgreatly simplified the

functions of family by only distinguishing two futi@ns:

“We therefore suggest that the basic and irredadilmhctions of the family are two: first the
primary socialization of children to that they danly become members of the society into
which they have been born; second, the stabilimatd the adult personalities of the

society.?

There are numerous other functions of family tha oan encounter, i.e. the role of
emotional support, by which the family serves asteeat for its members when they
are coping with fear, insecurity, anger Et@nother function, which is vital for this
thesis, is the function of social placement, whrelffers to the influence of the

parents’ socio-economic status on the children intiple aspects of their live$.

® See Mo 43-44

°M 10

9See M, 4-5

'See M, 3-11

12 Talcott Parsondsamily, socialization and interaction proce@lencoe, lll.: The Free Press, 1955),
16

¥ See T, 334-335

“See T, 335



Families have an impact on the lifestyle of theemfers in multiple key elements,
such as spending leisure time, performance of ildren at school or in matters of

health and nutrition.

2. Social Stratification

2.1. Defining Social Stratification

John Scott claims that “The social stratificatioh @ society can be most
straightforwardly defined as its internal divisiorto a hierarchy of distinct social
groups, each having specific life chances andtindtsve style of life.*®

Numerous sociologists were concerned with theeissti distinguishing
certain groups in the society and were speculalngut the parameters that should
be used for dividing such groups. When talking alstratification, it is obviously
impossible to omit Karl Marx. While classical ecomsts focused on the distribution
of wealth and income among various classes, Malig\sa that the key element in
relations among classes was exploitaffoide saw the society as a pattern of
positions existing in a social division of laboand according to him the term class
referred to both these positions and the people avhacurrently occupying theth.
He only identified two fundamental class positiotieg burgeois and the proletarian
class, where the only means of distinguishing the twould be matters of
possession, which Marx saw as a binary relatioonaf either possessing means of
production (the burgeois) or not (the proletaritass)*®

However, other works, such as those of one of thestmnfluential
sociologists in terms of works regarding sociatfication, Max Weber, denied that
possession should be the only criteria of socratifitation.

Initially, Weber proposed that class division slibble based primarily on
property and lack of property.Later on he limited this statement to what heechll

economic class, and he introduced the term sotaalscwhich according to him

!5 John ScottStratification and Power: Structures of Class, poaed CommandCambridge: Polity,
1996), 1, hereafter in the text referred to as S

®See s, 78

"See S, 63

¥ See S 64-65

Ysee s, 25



formed on the basis of the economic class situsfibile then differentiated the
term class from the term status, which was linkecdn-economic aspects of life,
explaining that: “In contrast to the purely econoatly determined ‘class situation’,
we wish to designate asatus situatiorevery typical component of the life of men
that is determined by a specific, positive or negatocial estimation dfonor.”*

Thus Weber distinguished social class and socrmtustas two separate
concepts, however there is no doubt that the twzeots are linked. To simplify the
connections, it can be said that economic clasmtsins cause the formation of
social classes and social stratification would Heren of hierarchy of these social
classes, within which it is possible to find vasatatus groups.

The emphasis on non-economic aspects of socialifismtion has been
further explored by more experts, for example T#lBarsons, who was mentioned
in the previous chapter, had the view that “Sticdtfon in its valuational aspect then
Is the ranking of units in a social system in adeoce with a common value
system.® This means that he assumed that what Weber wallildarial status had
a vital significance in social stratification.

Who truly elaborated on the idea of the connectibsocial status and non-
economic features of the society was Pierre Bourdide claimed economic
differences could not provide enough of an expianatvhen it came to differences
among social classes and stated that the fundallyemtaportant source of
differences between certain life aspects of diffetasses lies within cultural habits
and dispositions which are inherited from the farfiflHe therefore decided that it is
necessary to differentiate more principles of dation: economic capital, which
was the originally observed one by i.e. Marx, arldeo forms of capital, mainly
cultural capitaf To understand the term cultural capital more ¢yedet's look at

the following definition:

*See S, 29
I Max Weber, “The Economy and the Arena of Normatiue De Facto PowerEZconomy and
Society ed. Guenter Roth and Claus Wittich (Berkley: Wnmsity of California Press, 1968), 932
22

See S, 36
% Talcott Parsons, “A Revised Analytical Approachitte Theory of Social StratificationEssays in
Sociological TheoryNew York: Free Press, 1954), 388
4 See Pierre Bourdieau and Jean-Claude Passdtisemnheritors: French Students and their
Relations to Culturetrans. Richard Nice (Chicago: University of Gigo Press, 1979), 8
%5 See Pierre Bourdiedistinction. A Social Critique of the Judgment ek trans. Richard Nice
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1984); Herefter in the text referred to as D



“Cultural capital acts as a social relation witldnsystem of exchange that includes the
accumulated cultural knowledge that confers powsd atatus. For example, education
and/or the ability to talk knowledgeably about highiture has traditionally been a form of
cultural capital associated with the middle clasg@sltural capital is distinguished from
economic capital (wealth) and social capital (whgoa know). Here distinctions of cultural
taste are understood to be classifications basdthes of power rather than being founded

on either universal aesthetic criteria or individciaice.®

To put it simply, capital is always a form of possen, whether it be economic
capital, which is probably the first notion to bemamonly associated with the term,
or other, symbolic forms of capital — principallylwral capital, but several others
which are mentioned by Bourdieu: the already meetibsocial capital (which refers
to connections), body capital (which is inheritedni parents but can be largely
modified by dietary choices and exercise), politicapital (one’s standing in the
political world) or linguistic capital (the extenf command of language, a subset of
cultural capitalf’
Bourdieu did not, however, deny the effects ofneroic inequalities, he

merely stated that there is more to be consideteshvit comes to differences among

social classes:

“Taste is at the heart of these symbolic strugghdsich go on at all times between the
fractions of the dominant class and which woulddss absolute, less total, if they were not
based on the primary belief which binds each agehis life-style. A materialist reduction

or preferences to their economic and social camultiof production and to the social
functions of the seemingly most disinterested prast must not obscure the fact that, in
matters of culture, investments are not only ecandiat also psychological. Conflicts over
art or the art of living, in which what is really atake is the imposition of the dominant
principle of domination within the dominant classe#; to put it another way, the securing of
the best conversion rate for the type of capitahwvhich each group is best provided —
would not be so dramatic if they did not involve thitimate values of the person, a highly

sublimated form of interest$®’

Moreover, Bourdieu introduces a new term connectéth social stratification:
Habitus. He defines habitus as “the internalis@thfof the class condition and of the

*See Chris BakefThe Sage Dictionary of Cultural Studigndon: Sage, 2004), 37
%" See Pierre Bourdieu, “The Forms of Capit@he Handbook of Theory and Research for the
Sociology of Educatigred. J.G. Richardson, (New York: Greenwood PrE386), 241-258.
28
D, 310



conditionings it entail$® and claims that “social class is not defined sol®y a
position in the relations of production, but by ttlass habitus which is ‘normally’
(i.e., with a high statistical probability) assdeia with that position® By this he
means that there are certain patterns of behavihich a member of a particular
social class considers ‘normal’ without being awafréollowing these patterns. This
pattern is what he calls habitus, a theoreticatephwhich defines the way certain

people act in certain situations.

2.2. Classifying social status

Mapping of the social strata has been attemptethényy theorists, and mostly the
power situation would be described by projectingssl situations as occupations,
which would be distributed into larger occupatiocategories based on common
economic characteristiés.As it is apparent from the previous chapter, theme
other factors which play a role in establishingtatication system other than
economic situations. These factors shall be discushortly, however firstly let's
take a look at the class stratification approaches.

Stratification researchers divide into two groopsthe basis of their approach
to stratification: the categorical approach and doatinuous approach. These
approaches are not entirely different; they arenbiofrmed on the basis of the
assumption that there is a number of social categowhich are clearly
distinguishable and while the members of the saategory are relatively similar
(internal homogenity), the members of one categiffgr from those of another one
(external heterogenity). Nonetheless, they differ when it comes to the amhamd
limitations of these categories.

According to the categorical approach, the soagetivided into a number of
discrete categories; they recognize a limited nunobéayers of the socie}f. Such

approach was favoured for example by Marx or Welvbg were mentioned in the

»Dp, 101

¥p, 372

%l See S, 205

32 See Harry B. G. Ganzeboom, Paul M. De Graaf ancaldlah Treiman, “A standard international
socio-economic index of occupational statuSgtial Science Resear2hh no. 1 (March 1992): 3,
EBSCO,Knihovna Univerzity Palackého, Olomouc, CZ. 18. N2910. <
http://search.ebscohost.com>, hereafter in theredgtred to as G

¥See G, 3

¥ SeeG, 3



previous chapter — starting with the obvious MarxiEehotomy of capitalists and
workers (the burgeois and the proletarian classiherrevised Marxist categories
which recognize more positions on the market, ket key to differentiating these
position is still based on ownership, and progres$o Weberian categories, which
distinguish positions in the labour market and alake into account sectorial
differences and skill levefS.

On the other hand, the continuous approach seamkmited number of
graded distinctions between the occupational graus it also presumes that the
differences which occur between said occupationaligs can be captured in only
one dimension, hence they can be representedtististe models using merely one
parameter®

Both of these approaches have their advantagesdeadivantages. The
categorical scheme has proven to be particulaficieft in cases of analysing
intergenerational occupational mobility (i.e. ohseg whether people remain in the
same social class as their parents), as intergeeah mobility patterns are
multidimensional by natur&.As stated above, categorical approach uses atuuiti
of parameters while the continuous one only reguiree parametéf.However, this
can also be an advantage for the continuous appr@acit can summarize a great
amount of distinctions in a single number, hena=it have a greater impactThis
can in fact be useful when describing intergenenai occupational mobility as well,
because if the class categories are only scaledardimension, the intergenerational
mobility within them can be described by using gagameter without losing too

much informatiorf?

It is therefore apparent that both of these appres have their
positive and negative aspects and the preferericegher of these approaches are
subject to questioning.

To introduce specific ways of categorizing occugsl categories, we shall
take a look at the ways of measuring positions a@fupation in the stratification

system which are used in sociological research:difision is generally made by

$5ee G, 3
¥ See G, p. 34
% sSee G4
®s5ee G, 5
¥ see G, 4
Vs5ee G, 6



prestige, by sociologically derived class categodesocio-economic status scotes.
Two of these measures have been standardized ioreamational scalé&’

Rankings based on prestige can be connected witotT @arsons’ definition
of social stratification, as he put an emphasistie valuational aspect of social
stratification, as had been stated earlie?*0And prestige can be defined as “the
approval and respect members of society give tartbembents of occupations as
rewards for their valuable services to sociéfyThere is an international standard
existing to divide categories based on this measwtdch is called Standard
International Occupational Prestige Scale (SIOPSIOPS scores were coded on
the International Standard Classification of Octigrs (ISCO) and they were
constructed by Donald J. Treiman by calculatingapaerage of prestige evaluations
that were carried out in about 60 countfigs.

The second internationally standardized measure ldvdae the class
categories, which are comparable on an interndtiscale thanks to the so-called
EGP (Erikson—Goldthorpe—Portocarero) categorieschwls an occupational class
scheme that was developed, as apparent, by Johdth@gde, Robert Erikson and
Lucienne Portocarerd.

In their paperHarry B. G. GanzebooyPPaul M. De Graaf and Donald J.
Treimanhave attempted to combine the measures of ISCOpational categories
and the EGP categories with an International S&cioromic Index of occupational
status (ISEI) to form an even broader internatigrabpplicable stratification system
by the adding the third measure commonly used a@obkugical research (the socio-
economic status score®). They interpreted the Socio-Economic Index (SEI)

measures as a way of connecting education, ocompatid income:

“Our preferred way to think about SEI is that itasares the attributes of occupations that

convert a person’s main resource (education) imieraon’s main reward (income). A simple

“See G, 2

“See G, 2

43 See Talcott Parsons, “A Revised Analytical Apptotthe Theory of Social Stratification,”
Essays in Sociological Theory (New York: Free Pr&854), 388

G,8

*See G, 2

*See G, 2

“"See G, 2

“See G, 2
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model of the stratification process looks like thEDUCATION — OCCUPATION —
INCOME"*

This mechanism was based on O. D. Duncan’s meteed when constructing the
SEI measure: “Occupation, therefore, is the inteing activity linking income to
education.”® Essentially Ganzeboom, De Graaf and Treiman djstihed seven
main groups: professional, technical and relatedkers; administrative and
managerial workers; clerical and related workeedes workers; service workers;
agricultural, animal husbandry and forestry workdishermen and hunters; and
production and related workers, transport equipropetators, and labourets.

However, let me leave the international scales @mtcentrate on smaller
ones, particularly those regarding the British styci This has been the area of
expertise of the previously mentioned English dogist John Goldthorpe. As it had
already been said, the measures he used for amglgistinctions in the society are
sociologically derived class categories. In &ial Mobility and Class Structure in
Modern Britain (1980) he originally proposed that the British sbgican be
understood as composed of seven principle soamalpg; plus an additional group to
which he refers to as ‘elité

Table P2 demonstrates Goldthorpe’s social classes (thénatiglass labels

have been slightly altered by John Scdtt):

®G, 89

®G, 10

1 See G, 15-16
*2See S, 211-212
®See S, 212

% gSee S, 212
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Table 1

- ‘Elite class’

I Higher service class

1 Subaltern service clas Service class

Il White collar class
vV Petty burgeoisie Intermediate class

V Blue collar ‘elite’ class

Vi Skilled working class

vV

VIl Unskilled working clas Working class

To briefly describe these social classes, the higbevice class contains those
in households dependent on senior professional,irgstnative and managerial
occupations who either exercise power on their lbaetraon behalf of corporate
bodies; the subaltern service class constituteslogfer level professional,
administrative and managerial occupations and sigmy workers who exercise
some degree of authority yet are subject to corfitosh above as wef® These two
classes form the service class, which is on tophefsocial system scale (when
excluding the additional ‘elite’ class).

The intermediate level according to Goldthorpe igded into the white
collar social class (routine non-manual workers #rar households), blue collar
social class (technicians and supervisors of mawoak) and petty burgeois social
class, who use their own capital in their busings$ence have a much more
significant involvement in the exercise of authptitan the white collar social class
and the blue collar social cla¥s.

The third social class comprises of skilled workiogss and unskilled

working class, or in other words manual work®rs.

% See S, 212
®See S, 112
" See S, 213
% See S, 212
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Further requirements of social stratification reskehave made Goldthorpe
and his coworkers revise the original scheme inogept called CASMIN project,
which resulted into the now standard elevenfolddBudrpe class scheme, and is
often considered the most influential contemporstiydy of class mobility in the
world>® Table 2° shows this currently applied scheme of Goldthogass

categories.

Table 2

Higher-grade professionals, administrators, affidials; managers in large
industrial establishments; large proprietors

Il Lower-grade professionals, administrators, affitials, higher-grade
technicians; managers in small industrial estabieshts; supervisors of non-
manual employees

llla  Routine non-manual employees, higher graden(astration and
commerce)

lllb  Routine non-manual employees, lower gradee&ahnd services)

IVa Small proprietors, artisans, etc., with emplkye

IVb  Small proprietors, artisans, etc., without eaygles

IVc  Farmers and smallholders; other self-employedkers in primary
production

Vv Lower-grade technicians; supervisors of manuakers

Vi Skilled manual workers

Vlla Semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers (imoagriculture, etc.)

VlIlb  Agricultural and other workers in primary productio

Another scheme that is commonly used in Britishtdtcation research and analysis
is General Register's standard classification ofupation®’ Thanks to its

popularity among researchers, the scheme has gandéih level of results

%9 See Mark Western, “Class attainment among Britigim - A multivariate extension of the
CASMIN model of intergenerational class mobilit§uropean Sociological Reviewo 15, (1999),
431, EBSCOKnihovna Univerzity Palackého, Olomouc, CZ. 18. N2010. <
http://search.ebscohost.com>

%0 See Gordon Marshall Dictionary of SociologyOxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 38
®' See Mo, 85
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comparability, both with simultaneously run resbas as well as researches that
have been conducted in different tinfés.
The scheme recognizes 5 social classes (withhihg dne having two sub-

classes) as illustrated in Tabl&%3.

Table 3

I Professional

Il Intermediate

[IIN  Skilled Non-manual
M Skilled Manual

\Y, Partly Skilled

Vv Unskilled

It is apparent that there are many similaritiesveen the General Register’'s
standard classification of occupations and the tBolge categories, the two merely
vary in the extent of their inclusion of details.

In comparison with other nations, British sociglodnas gathered an
impressive amount of data connected with sociati§tration® This may be
connected with the fact that the British sociologgs always naturally leaned

forward to understanding the society based ondhikclass structur®.

3. The Role of Family in Social Stratification

The linking element between the analysis of famaitgl the analysis of social strata
becomes palpably obvious when it comes to the muresthat the basic unit of social
stratification is. The main discussion in this ahes been whether the elementary
unit is composed of more people, such as a housebolwhether it is merely an
individual, and if so, whether it is possible fonshand and wife to belong to a

different social classeé.

%2 See Mo, 85
3 See Mo, 85
4 See Mo, 85
% See mo, 85
® See Mo, 81-82
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One approach addressing this claims that hushadhaviie cannot under any
circumstances belong to different social classetamsly is the core unit of social
stratification®” Yet according to another approach, husband anel edfi indeed be
members of different social classes as the priacylit of social stratification are
individuals who each attain particular positionsthe class structure depending on
their occupation&®

Another approach tries to make a compromise betwhese two views,
stating that regardless of the individual placemeot the husband and wife’s
occupations in the class structure, family remaims elementary unit of class
stratification and the family’s status is derivetbrh the combination of the
occupation$?

There is also an approach which attempts to avmdsituation claiming that
individuals tend to choose partners who can beidered their equals on the social
class scale, as couples are formed by people witilas economical, social and
cultural background® However, while the similarities of factors affewdi social
status often occur, they cannot be consideredeaan it is entirely possible to come
across ‘cross class’ households.

Finally, another approach suggests that it is imibs to satisfactorily
answer the question in favour of either opiniong #mat it is necessary to radically
revise the current stratification theorfédUnfortunately, this view is not particularly
useful for current analysis, so let’s discuss tla@napproaches in more detail.

The main supporter of the theory that it is fansilimot individuals, that

occupy locations in class structure is John Golgita&® He declared that:

...the family is the unit of stratification primbribecause only certain family members have,
as a result of their labour market participatiomatvmight be termed a directly determined
position within the class structure. Other familyembers do not typically have equal
opportunity for such participation, and their clgesition is thus indirectly determined; that

is to say ‘derived’ from that of the family ‘hedd’

7 See Mo, 82

% See Mo, 82-83

9 See Mo, 83

“See Mo, 83

' See W, 125-126
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" John Goldthorpe in W, 128
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Goldthorpe supported his view by two main argumeftstly it was the fact that
families are units of consumption and all of thenilg members share the income
benefits of any member, therefore they same métarid class interesfs. His
second claim originated from the conventional donsof roles in the family, where
the male would be considered the main ‘breadwinoarivhom other members of
the family are dependent &h.

Naturally, these arguments, particularly the sedcone, raise a considerate
amount of criticism. Regarding the first one, wHeenily members do benefit from
all the income coming into the household, this dugsnecessarily mean that they all
share an equal ration of such income, and more ritaupily, as we explained in the
previous chapters, income interests do not equascinterests, which means that
even if the consumption of income was proportiorat®ng the family members, it
would not imply that these members inevitably hdeeshare the same class
interest’’ Additionally, the second argument was obvioustgeked by feminists, as
the traditional ‘father equals breadwinner’ concdpés not quite necessarily apply
in the contemporary society, where both of the rgag tend to be active in the
labour market and it cannot be generally specifidch one is higher on the
occupation scalé

However, it seems incomplete to only distinguishialoclass for individuals
alone, as people do not exist as isolated Uhits.French Sociology, the concept of
family being the elementary unit of classificatiseems to be unquestionable, after
all as it had been said earlier, family provides itltial social placement of children
and incorporates them into the society, therefodeas to have a crucial effect on
their social statu® The life chances and power situations form withduseholds
based on the intersection of the members’ occupsitio

While it would be inaccurate to say that the sostatus of a family depends
purely on the status of the family’s ‘head’, whisha term that becomes more and

more questionable in the contemporary society, dbeial status of one family

S See W, 128
®See W, 128-129
"See W, 129-130
® See Mo, 84
“See W, 132
8 5ee Mo, 82
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member is likely to influence the social statusanbther member. Erik Olin Wright

suggests that:

...social relations within families constitute anpiortant mechanism through which people
are indirectly linked to the class structure. Sifanilies are units of consumption, the class
interests of sectors are derived in part from ttel tmaterial resources by the members of a

family and not simply by themselvés.

This theory offers a suitable compromise as it dussgive the entire importance to
family, it does not overlook its unavoidable infhoe on social class. Wright refers
to the said influence as ‘mediated class relatibhlediated class relations have an
impact particularly on children, in fact they dietdhe children’s location in the class
structure entirely, because their class interestsamly based on those of their
family.®*

Regardless the amount of influence imposed byeeitihe individual’s
position in the class structure alone or the infeeof the family, one cannot argue
the fact that household relations do belong amaregai the means of dividing the
social strata and it would hardly be possible fofamily member to be entirely

unaffected by the other members. As John Scotsstat

...all households, whether family or non-familyuseholds, are likely to be ‘cross class
situation’ by virtue of the fact that they bringgether the occupants of different class
situations. It does not follow, however, that shouseholds can be regarded as ‘cross social
class’...all households are likely to be ‘cross power sitoit, but none will be ‘cross social

stratum’®®

4. Areas Affected by the Family's Social Status

4.1. Reproductional Behaviour

The influence of a family's social status on thenifp members' reproductional
behaviour appears to be one of the prominent festuvhere one can observe
differences among the social strata. Firstly, let bniefly overview some general

reproductional behaviour developments.

82\, 143-144

8see W, 144

8 See W, 132-133

8 g, 211, italics added
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The number of children had always been stronghneoted with the socio-
economic status of the family, however, contraryhi® popular belief it was mainly
the upper-class that used to have more childrenfgreily than their lower-class
counterparté® In fact, 15 percent of couples in fourteenth centiingland were
childless, and those who could afford to have childdwere mainly upper-class
women, whose average number of births they haduaadfive births occurring over
the course of 12 yeafs.

Up to the nineteenth century, the upper-class @vaohtinue to have more
children than the lower-class, but it was also tipper-class that first started to
reduce the number of children in the first half tbé nineteenth centuf§. The
middle-class families would follow the trend ande beginning of the 20th century
it was in fact the poor who would have the largesinber of children per famif?,
After WWI contraception became more widespreadgeisfly in the skilled non-
manual social class and subsequently in the skiledual class, the partly skilled
and unskilled classes which lead to a general dserén birth raté’ Having more
children in a family therefore became mostly thend of the upper-class, as being
able to afford more children could be interpretedam indicator of wealth and
prestige”

To overview the more recent situation regardinaductional behaviour in
the UK, let's focus on the development of fertiligte (the average number of live
children a woman would have if she experiencecatiespecific fertility rates of the
year in question throughout her childbearing lifarg?) over the last 50 years. As
illustrated in Figure ¥ in Appendix 1, while total fertility rate in the KJalmost
reached 3 in the sixties, it kept steadily dectinimtil it reached approximately 1.7

in 1977% This was followed by a three-year-long continutuzease, however in

% See M, 86

87 See Angel Colén and Patricia Col@nHistory of Children: A Socio-cultural Survey Asso
Millennia (Westport: Greenwood Press, 2001), 226

% See M, 86

% See M, 86

% See M, 86-87

L See M, 87

92 »Eertility,"Office for National Statistics, lastauified 24 June, 2010,
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/cci/nugget.asp?id=9Bdreafter in the text referred to as Of

%3 Julie Jefferies, "Fertility Assumptions for the B3Based national poplulation projections,"
Population Trendsio 131 (Spring 2008), 20. , EBSCKnihovna Univerzity Palackého, Olomouc,
CZ. 18. Nov. 2010. fttp://search.ebscohost.com>, hereafter in ther&dgtred to as F
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1980 the fertility rate regained its downward cedrsin 2001, UK's total fertility
rate reached it's lowest point since 1980 at lyéB8since then it has been following
a rising trend® In 2006 it became 1.84 and subsequently in 20@9ptvisional
total fertility rate grew to 1.94 children per woni4

As for all the four UK countries individually, atdif them have demonstrated
the tendency of an increase in fertility rates e trecent years, each of them
accordingly to their particular situatidh.Northern Ireland has historically always
had a higher fertility rate than the other UK coigd, hence its fertility rate increase
went from 1.77 in 2002 to 2.04 children per woman by 2088 Similarly, the other
countries have followed the pattern at their ownepdertility rate in Wales went
from 1.64 in 2002 to 1.93 in 2009, in England tise was from 1.63 in 2001 to 1.96
in 2009 and even Scotland, which has had the lofeesity rate in comparison with
the other three countries, has experienced aitfertié rise from 1.48 in 2002 to 1.77
- however this number still remains under UK'siligytrate average® For further
details on the individual development of each @& tlountries' fertility rates, Figure
2'%2in Appendix 1 can be consulted.

There are three main reasons for this increaseriitity in the UK. The first
one is connected with the government's enhancegosuim childbearing in the last
decadé® In 1999 and shortly afterwards a set of refornmmu$ing on the benefits
for families with children, such as the Working Ries Tax Credit or the Child Tax
Credit, was introducetf* Also, reforms concerned with employment have effer
solutions to combining parenthood and employmeeatithe Employment Act (2002)
prolonged paid maternity leave from 18 to 26 weékeffered the opportunity for
fathers to also take two weeks of paternity weeknproved the rates of maternity
pay and furthermore it allowed the opportunity fiee mother to remain on unpaid
maternity leave when the paid leave termin&t2Since 2003, working parents with
children that are under 6 years of age are penitteequest flexible working hours

% See F,20
% See F,20
% See Of

% See F,20
% See F,20
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to be able to combine work and family life with evgreater efficiency®® Moreover,
with the Work and Families Act (2006) paid maternieave was even further
increased from 26 to 39 week¥.

The second factor that largely affects UK's fiytiincrease over the recent
years is international migratidf® Although a certain amount of out-migration has
an impact on UK's fertility, as when females mowe aof the country it changes the
fertility rates, in-migrants change the numbersnf@re dramatically. This is due to
the fact that female immigrants born in certainrtaes traditionally have a higher
fertility rate than others, for instance in 2001kiB&mni women who are living in
England and Wales had a 4.7 total fertility ratawerage, while the average for UK-
born women at the time was 1%.1t is therefore apparent that the women born
outside of UK who now live in UK make a significaoontribution to UK's total
fertility rate.

The third influential element regarding the recese in fertility rates, as
unlikely as it may seem, is the trend of postpor@noé parenthood*® Postponing
parenthood has become a major trend in the contempdritish and other
European societi€s! Women have been delaying starting a family sihee1980s -
in 1977 the estimated average age at first biithg€ewithin or outside of marriage)
in the UK was 24.4, in 1984 it grew to 24.7 anddétame 26.5 by 1994 Therefore
the fertility rates fell in the age group of womerntheir twenties in the 1980s, while
they remained the same in other age groups, whanth o a decrease in total fertility
rate’*® However, once the women who have postponed tiéibearing reached
the age when they started to have children, heagsed the fertility rate in the older
age group to increase, and the entire pattern bes@stablished, total fertility rate
was bound to recovét? This is the reason why postponement of parenttiasdon

the short term most likely contributed to the féstirate rise in the past decade.

1% 5ee F, 20
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Since postponement of childbearing is a major thémthe reproductional
behaviour in British society, it shall be discusgednore detail. This trend is caused
for multiple reasons. The main ones would be thitrger number of women take
part in labour force nowadays, a higher amount edpte participating in higher
education and a general delay in forming partnpsshnd marriage's®

There are positives and negatives regarding temeh it enables people, in
particular women, to have more time for acquiringit human capital via education,
the couples will have acquired more wealth by theetthey start having children
and are therefore able to support the child moterms of housing, consumer goods
and leisure activities, and by both of them beibbp d0 work prior to birth of their
children, they are able to support them from tweomes'*® This means that the
trend is connected with the socio-economic stafughe family, both in terms of
education and in terms of occupation of the fanmigmbers and their income,
which implies that the trend of parenthood postpoer is of higher occurrence in
the upper social class families.

Another positive factor of becoming a parent latelife is the fact that the
parents spend more time together as a couple béfveng children, which is
helpful not only from the economic point of viewoffiger time with two incomes),
but also by making the relationship stronger, asehs often a lower chance of
marital breakdown if the couple gets married aighér age''’

However, the trend is also accompanied with negatiThe most dominant
one is the fact that postponement of parenthocehdétads to childlessness, due to
the fact that both parents become committed to wiorice and both grow
accustomed to a certain economic standard whichtaidy changes if one of them
leaves workforce. Moreover, if the mother takesaaamity leave and is absent from
the workforce for a longer time, she might face titveat of being less desirable on
the labour market!® These reasons may result into the couple postgonin
parenthood until they are not able to have childreall, or even deciding not to have
children.

There is another major theme in reproductionabbmur and the timing of

parenthood which is completely opposite to thedrdiscussed above, yet it appears
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dominantly in the British society, and that is tege parenthood. Compared with
other European countries, the UK has a very highage fertility; as of 1997 it was

about three times bigger than teenage fertilitgweden or France, four times higher
than in ltaly, six times more than in the Nethedsrand ten times higher than
teenage fertility in Switzerland?

Teenage parenthood in the UK mostly happens atsidnarriage; 85% of
teenage births were born outside of marrigjeTeenage parenthood is often
associated with a pattern that is carried on ieteegationally, as daughters of
teenage mothers appear more likely to become teenaghers themselves, as
supported by the studies of Kathleen Kiernan, Sahtirfferth and Cheryl Hayés!

Multiple studies have also revealed a link betweEnsocio-economic status
of the family and fertility behaviouf? Kathleen Kiernan's study showed that "young
mothers and fathers were more likely to come frbenlbwest socio-economic status
families and that children from families that hagberienced financial difficulties at
the age of 7 or age 16 were also more likely tmbeeparents at young agé>This
outcome is also implied by several other studies, iJ. E. Goldthorpe's study
showed that pregnancy under the age of 20 was ket to be found in the skilled
manual and non-manual class, partly skilled andkilled class rather than in the
professional and intermediate cld&sThis appears to be connected with class-based
differences in uses of contraception, as the ntgjofiyoung mothers who indicated
that their pregnancy was unwanted came from thelmasse$>

Kiernan's study also shows that the aspect ofaduchas a strong influence
on teenage parenthood - the majority of teenag@en®tand fathers who participated
in her study left school at the minimum age andrdittacquire many qualifications
or none at alt?® The study also brought attention to the fact thahe children's
scores had improved in their teenage years, theg less likely to become young
parents and similarly if their scores dropped, tirebability of their teenage

parenthood increaséd’
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As it had been stated, the majority of childremnbtm teenage parents were
born outside of marriage. However, being a chil@isingle parent household is not
necessarily connected with teenage parenthood Hégelman made a survey among
British sixteen-year-olds (who had already previglbieen subject to this continuous
research from their infancy) and he found out @ in seven sixteen-year-olds
were not living with both parent§® This situation may have arisen via different
means such as divorce etc.; while half of the tgersain question were living in
single parent families (no new spouses of pareotdy, about 3% of children had
lived in a single-parent family for their entirevdis’?® According to the Census in
2001, almost one child out of four was living irsiagle parent household and over
10% of children were living in step-familié¥’

It is apparent that children coming from singlergmd families are
disadvantaged economically, as the family only bas income at its disposal
instead of the combined incomes of the spouses;ehbaing from a single parent
family also affects the child's socio-economicistat

However, growing up in a single parent househ@edds to be distinguished
from the previously mentioned growing up as a chilwn outside of marriage.
Nearly 60% of British women who gave birth outsafenarriage were nevertheless
living with their partners at the time, and abouiedfourth of these women got
married within the following 8 years since the dHlbirth (mostly to the father of
the child)!**

4.2. Health

Several studies illustrate that there appears t@a loennection between economic
status and health, and in fact there are studigsh(as the study of William W.

Dressler) which suggest that social status of #mailfy affects the entire family

128 See Ken FogelmaGrowing up in Great Britain: Papers from the Natal Child Development
Study (London: Macmillan, 1983), 107, hereafter in thet referred to as Fo
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http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/luk_news/3006207.stm
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health®*? This should not come as a surprise as sociologisaarch mostly has the
tendency to favour the approach of family being kg unit to social stratification,
as it was established and explained in chapter 3.

A widely acknowledged notion concerned with theatt of economic status
on health is the social causation hypothesis, whiahms that low economic status
causes poor healtfi’ The hypothesis is strongly supported by studiekhvshow
that bad health is to a certain extent relatecht@me (shown i.e. by the study by
Michaela Benzeval and Ken Judge), unemploymentdtiney by Annika Maria Ahs
and Ragnar Westerling) or bad jobs and poor wonditmns (the study by Dorothy
Broom et al.).

However, the relationship between economic stahashealth also applies to
the reverse situation, as stated by Panayotes Cakoslket al.: "people of higher
socioeconomic status (SES) live longer, enjoy bdigalth, and suffer less from
disability, while those of lower SES die youngedasuffer a greater burden of
disease and disability**

Although a variety of explanations for this conti@t have been proposed,
the exact ways of how precisely this occurs ark rstit established to a greater
extent'® It does nevertheless appear that the link liesmettely in the economic
situation of the family (wealth or poverty), butathit is also influenced by the
manner in which people themselves perceive theiitipa in the social hierarchy?®

A natural source of this kind of self-evaluationbbeund to come from a
comparison of one's situation to the situationtbkcs in the society, as it appears to
be only through others that one is able to plaeentelf on the stratification scale.
However, one mainly constructs a self-image thdaok&ose who are close to them,
hence family is likely to also play a role in arividual's perception of himself in
the society and therefore also his health. In f@astudy conducted in the UK in 2004

132 5ee William W. Dressler, “Social status and thaltheof families: A model.,” Social Science &
Medicine 39, no. 12, (1994): 1605. Science Dircihovna Univerzity Palackého, Olomouc, CZ.
18. Dec. 2010. <http://www.sciencedirect.com/
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the tex refered to as Ti

134 panayotes Demakakos, et al,. “Socioeconomic statdshealth: The role of subjective social
status.,”Social Science & Medicines7, no. 2, (2008): 331. Science Direct, Knihovnaverzity
Palackého, Olomouc, CZ, 18. Nov. 2010Q. <http://wesiencedirect.com| hereafter in the text
referred to as De

%> See De 331

% See De 331

24



by Jonathan Gardner and Andrew Oswald came to ¢melgsion that married
people tend to be healthier than their single cenpatrts and that marriage actually
has a greater impact on the reduction of mort#igyn incomée?>’

Empirical research shows that when a family iseegmcing economic
troubles, such as one of the partners being ledtmptoyed, the family members
provide a psychological and social support, theeetbey decrease the potential of
unemployment's influence on health, in particulacase of mental healt?® Adam

Tipper explains the role of family in this situatiby the following statement:

Like employment, family membership gives meanimgm individual's life, and makes them
feel as though they have a useful role in sociedpour adjustments by the spouse may also
have direct and observable effects on the hedltheounemployed member. Second, other
family members may help an individual member cogéh unemployment by acting as a
buffer ... Finally, the family may help the indiial to adapt ..In comparison to single
person households, larger households/familieswalindividual members the freedom to
pursue good health, because negative health ewametgreventedthrough various pre-

emptive and/or compensatory actidfis.

Now when it has been established how family affects's perception of themself in
the social hierarchy, the subjective social sta&lu§SES), let's focus on the
connection of socioeconomic status and health,icodatly in the UK. A study
conducted by Panayotes Demakakos, James Nazraap&lh Breeze and Michael
Marmot was observing this connection while using thata from the UK Data
Archive*! It collected data from 2004-2005 and it focusedhely on self-rated
health, long-standing iliness, depression, hypsrten diabetes, central obesity, hig-
density lipoprotein cholesterol, triglycerides,riiibgen and C-reactive protein in a
sample of 3368 men and 4065 women in England tteabeer 52 years of ag&
The data have been studied in a gender-specificnenabecause it appears that
different socio-eoconomic status aspects relateném's and women's health in a

different way'**
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The results of the study showed that almost altheoutcomes were linked
with subjective social status and that people wdtsitlered their social status lower
had poorer healtt* The link between wealth (or income) and SSS watanger
one than the link between health and the other itvdicators of social status
(education and occupation), however the connedbomll the three indicators was
weaker for women rather than m&AThis could be caused by the fact that the father
of the family traditionally took the role of the dadwinner, therefore men felt
stronger responsibility for the family's socio-eoamc status, hence their health was
affected more.

The study concluded that SSS was strongly reletdeealth, mainly to self-
rated health, depression, long-standing illnesdismbility and that the influence of
SSS appeared to be stronger than the one of edangcaticupation and wealth as the
objective indicators of socio-economic status, alsd stronger than marital stafd$.
However, it did acknowledge that these factorsadse important?’ After all, as it
had been explained earlier on in the chapter, tedsd factors, particularly the
presence of a family have an impact on the fornah§SS as such, therefore all of
these factors influence one another retrospectivetan therefore be suggested that
health, socio-economic status and the family diuwatre interlinked and that

together they form a full circle.

4.3. Education

The social status of the family one is born intsoahas a certain impact on one's
education. This happens via the various forms pitak(Bourdieu's term which had
been described in chapter 2.1.): cultural capigdpnomic capital and social
capital’*®

The cultural capital of the family is constructeg the education which the
parents have achieved, and their ability to stiteulaeir child and support the child's
development, skills ett® Of course, the child has to have inquisitive temies on

their own, and these tendencies vary from childchdd, however the parent's
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decision to motivate the child and perhaps alstingedn examples is likely to have a
significant impact on the child's steps towardsher education.

The influence of economic capital is rather stifigrward; wealthier families
can afford to buy children stimulating toys andadinthem for various courses and
enrich their horizons by travellifg? Moreover, the family is responsible for creating
the child's study environment, as it suggestsdlrettild who has their own room and
their own study area has better conditions foryghgithan a child who is required to
share these things with siblin8.Also, in the UK the economic situation of the
family has a higher impact in case of higher edonatas the steadily increasing
tuition fees form more of a challenge for famileddesser wealth.

While the impact influence of social capital oe tthild's educational chances
seems less apparent, it cannot be overlooked. dimdyf is able to help the child
succeed more if they are acquainted with peoplé watluable connections, which
may provide support in various stages of the chiéducatiort>?

Socio-economic status of the family appears tdifdeed with the child's
education all throughout the process of educategyuigition. James W. B. Douglas's
The Home and the Schomés a study which observed the earlier years. KHerobd
all children born in Britain in the first week ofdvch 1946 and put their abilities and
attainment in primary school in context with thgiarents' social statds® For
establishing the social status of the parentssed not only the is General Register’'s
standard classification of occupations, but toakrtbackground and education into
consideratiort>* He paid equal attention to both of the parentsiasstatus, as his
prior research has demonstrated that both the methducation and occupation and
the father's education and occupation are of saamf importance, hence the child's
social status should be derived as a combinatidheofwo>°

Douglas not only found out that the children's c&dhperformance was
strongly connected with the social status of timilfg but also that the impact of the
family had the tendency to increase as the childnolder, therefore the effect of

the home situation appeared to be stronger thaafflet of the school institutioft®
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He also discovered, that the child's educatiohahces were already strongly
influenced in infancy and were mainly connectechviite education and aspirations
of the mothet® This is not overly shocking as it is the mothegufie who
conventionally spends most of the time with thddctiroughout the initial years.

Douglas also concluded that it appeared that dégss of their performance,
the children with higher social status seemed teehleen somewhat favoured
regarding their acceptance to secondary schogdparantly one out of two children
belonging to upper-middle class would be acceptedsécondary schools, whereas
in case of children coming from manual-skilled amgkilled class it was only one
out of four children, in spite of their results bgisimilar to those of the accepted
upper middle class childrér® It was suggested that the class differences wele o
disregarded in cases of extraordinarily gifted artaeh, however the research was
conducted over half century ago and class diffeeerappear to not be so closely
connected with secondary school acceptance nowadtfays

Regarding the access to higher education andnkswith socio-economic
status, this issue is often brought up in the UlKannection with a one-sided elitism
based on the institutions selecting students imeotion with the social class of their
family, however, it is also important to remembleattthe prospective students are
choosing a university as wefi° The 2002 research by Stephen J. Ball et al. obderv
this pattern of choosing among students of 6 Loruksed institutions of various
backgrounds who were deciding which universitieagply to*®* Certain statements
made by these prospective university students lgldarstrate the relevance of the

socio-economic status of the student's family &edhe student's choice:

| don’t know anybody well, who has completed unsity ... So | suppose that's maybe why
| didn’'t know about the reputations of the univées or any sort of things like that. Apart
from what | was told by the prospectuses, the lumoes, computers, what my teachers told

me. | sort of worked it out as | went along realiyayed it by ear. Maybe if | had known
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some people that had gone to university it migitehmade my choices different, or maybe

not, | don't really know.James Crieghton Community Schodff

As it is apparent, this student is influenced b/ sbcio-economic status of his family
particularly due to their lack of higher educatmimainment and therefore them not
being able to help him with the decision-makinggass. Yet the links between
choosing a university and the prospective studdattsly's socio-economic status

can be even more simple by the undeniable effettteoéconomic factors:

| think the decision was more economical than laingt else, because ideally | would like to
travel outside London and live away from home batay rent a place, ideally, but looking at
the reality of how likely it is, its is very, veryery unlikely. It is more sense to say, you
know studying inside London, somewhere that iseldy, so | can cycle there or take the

train. (Ahmed Crieghton Community Schodfy

Obviously the influence of the school the studeterals is also considerable, the so-
called 'institution habitus' (the environment & #thool created by schoolmates and
teachers) contributes into the shaping of opinieggrding further educatidf* For
example less then 2% of private school studenBalfis study indicated any newly-
formed "red brick universities" as their first cbeiof university and prioritised the
more prestigious universities such as Oxbritfgélhis is, however, also related to
the fact that the students attending a particulstitution tend to come from a certain
type of families who often posses a similar so@or®mic status, as the institution
was already selected for them based on the fantugtson, therefore the effect is
somewhat reciprocal.

The preference of Oxbridge seems to be relatédetsocio-economic status
of the students family not only in terms of studefitom the higher status families
choosing Oxbridge as their best choice, but alse versa, as it is apparent from the

following statement of a student who attended &erurew at Cambridge:

It was a complete shock, it was different fromahgre else | have ever been, it was too
traditional, too old fashioned, from another tialtogether. | didn't like it at all. It was like

going through a medieval castle when you were ggdiown the corridors. The dining room

162Ba, 56
163Ba 56
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was giant long tables, pictures, it was like apgrocastle, and | was thinking—where’s the
moat, where’s the armour? Save me from this. Yimank you expect little pictures with eyes

moving around, watching you all the time. And $tjdidn’t like the atmosphere, not one bit
166

... All typical private school, posh people ... posid avhite.
This suggests that one has a strong feeling ofnpelg into a particular group and
feels somewhat out of place in a different onerefwee it seems that social status of
one's family not only has an impact on performaatcgchool, something one cannot

entirely control, but that it also affects the ates one knowingly makes.

5. Survey Research on the Influence of Socio-EconanStatus on Family Life

5.1. Survey Details and Participants

To see if the observations theoretically discuseetie previous chapter do occur in
the contemporary British society, | conducted assyresearch that aims to observe
the links between socio-economic status of a farang the previously addressed
areas of reproductional behaviour, health and adwucal'he survey had 20 questions
focusing on these three elements. The exact sdioveycan be found in Appendix 2.

The survey was conducted on a sample of 100 Bhieople aged 18-27. All
of them remain anonymous. 20% of the participargsewon-students; in particular
there were 3 unemployed people who have only atthsecondary education, 8
people who attained secondary education and werkivgpfull time, 7 people who
obtained a university degree and were workingtiole and 2 people who referred to
themselves as housewives/homemakers. Curiously onbrtbe participants were
unemployed with a university degree, however themimer of non-student
participants is not sufficient enough to drive aoyclusions from that fact.

80% of the participants consisted of studentsofs®em were studying their
undergraduate degree and 22 were postgraduatentgudiée student participants of
the survey were studying at the following instibuis: University of Exeter,
Loughborough University, Manchester Metropolitan iwémnsity, University of
Surrey, De Monfort University (Leicester), Univaysiof Salford, University of
Southampton, University of Hull, University of Shefd, University of York, Aston
University (Birmingham), University of Kent, Shedfd Hallam University,

166 B34 68
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University of Brighton, University of Portsmouth, niversity College London,
University of Westminister, University of Northanopt, University of Birmingham,
Birmingham City University, University College Biingham, Teeside University
University of East Anglia, Durham University, Unrégy of Cumbria, London
Metropolitan University, Newcastle University, Algswith University, University
of Liverpool, Worcester University, University ofr€nwich, University of London,
University of Leicester, Coventry University, Candge, Leeds University, Cardiff
University, Bangor University, University of Edinigh, University of Aberdeen,
University of Leiden (the Netherlands). This medhat the participants were
attending 36 universities in England, 2 universitia Wales, 2 universities in
Scotland and one participant chose to attend aetsity in the Netherlands. Note
that this participant was British as well.

The connections between socio-economic status h& family and
reproductional behaviour were observed by questimmeerning the parents of the
participants. The participants were asked questiegarding siblings, the amount of
time their parents had been together for at thi lof their firs child, whether their
parents were married when they were born and resdamarried etc.

The socio-economic situation of the family wasivkt from the education of
the parents, their occupations and the averagemeashich would be adequate to
said occupations. In several situations throughth& entire socio-economic
spectrum, the mother of the participant was a heifseln fact, this was the case for
19% of the participants' families. If that occurrédclassified the family's socio-
economic status mainly on the basis of the husbastdtus, however the mother's
education was also taken into consideration (apralvides cultural capital to
children), yet so was the fact that the family wa$y supported by one income. No
cases of stay-at-home fathers (homemakers) weeel mothe survey.

For simplicity, the participants' families will nalyzed on the basis of the
General Register's Standard Classification of Oataps. To briefly remind this
system, it consists of five main categories: I. f€ssional, Il. Intermediate, IIl.
Skilled (divided into Skilled Non-manual and Skill&anual), IV. Partly Skilled and
V. Unskilled.
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5.2 Reproductional Behaviour

5.2.1. Number of Children

Firstly, let's discuss the number of children e observed families. In 13
cases, there were 5 or more children in the farfBgardless of the socio-economic
situation of the family, the majority of the motken these more numerous families
were housewives. 7 of the families (over a halffjevdassified as the manual skilled
category, 3 as professional, 2 as non-manual dkdled merely 1 as Intermediate.
The particular family in the intermediate categbayl 5 children, and 4 of them were
in fact two sets of twins. It is therefore reasdeald assume that having such a
numerous family had not been planned. This woutityest that based on the sample,
families in the intermediate category do not tembe very large.

On the contrary, this would often occur in the omnskilled category.
However the largest families were amongst thosssiflad as professional, in fact
the second largest family consisting of a coupleé &rchildren was one where the
father was a doctor and the mother was a univegsiticated housewife.

The most numerous family which was observed irr¢lsearch was a peculiar
case. The participant's parents were a photographéra housewife, both with
university education, and they had 11 children tioge(including the participant). At
the time when the survey was conducted, the agsewfchildren ranged from 38 to
8 years old. Unfortunately, both of the parentsehpassed away, which currently
creates a very different socio-economic situatmrttie family.

51% of the families only had 1-2 children. 22 loémn were either Manual or
non-manual skilled, 14 were in the intermediateegaty, 8 in the professional
category, 4 in the unskilled and 3 in the partlylstt category. Considering families
with 3-4 children, these were represented mainlhennon-manual skilled category
(11 families) and professional category (9 famjli@here were also 6 families with
3-4 children among the families classified as migdiate and 3 among the manual-
skilled category. This means there were 29 casefaroflies with 3-4 children
observed in the survey.

The remaining 7 families are difficult to analyae they are all patchwork
families with children from different marriages. Would therefore be difficult to

truly define the entire elaborate socio-econontigagion of these families.
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To conclude the observations from the survey rekesgarding the number
of children in a family, the following can be stat®©ut of the 20 couples classed as
professional, almost a half of them (9) had 3-4dchin. This potentially supports the
theory that well-situated families often have mateldren as a certain sign of
prestige, as suggested in chapter 4.1. Familieshen intermediate category
predominantly seem to have 1-2 children (14 famitat of 21).

Considering the manual and non-manual familieschvivere represented by
45 families covered in the survey research, theasdns vary the most. As a whole,
they appear to have mostly 1-2 children (22 casksjyever, when looked at
individually, manual-skilled families often haveds more children (7 cases) while
non-manual skilled families stop at 3-4 (11 cas@éf)s may suggest that the non-
manual skilled category has a higher awarenessdiegacontraceptives, however
given the high number of non-manual and manualeskifamilies with only 1-2
children, it appears to be mostly individual.

The remaining 14 families consist of the previgumentioned 7 cases of
patchwork families and 7 partly skilled or unskilléamilies, which will not be
analyzed due to the fact that the number of thaselies is not high enough for any

conclusions to be drawn.

5.2.2. Divorces, Second Marriages and Absent Fatre#Mothers

In 30 cases the participants’ parents got divoadest the participant (and potentially
the participants's siblings) were born, or theipg@nt was born to a couple who had
previously been married to someone else and patgntiad children from prior
marriages. Half of these situations (15) occurrethe manual skilled or non-manual
skilled category, 6 in the intermediate categorin grofessional, 2 in unskilled and
3 in cases where the parents' socio-economic sttuere considerably different.
This may seem as if divorces occurred more in iages in the manual
skilled or non-manual skilled category, howevemiist be taken into consideration
that almost half of the families that were obserwedhe survey research (45% as
stated in the previous chapter) belonged to thisgoaly. The occurrence of divorce
therefore seems to be rather proportionate throutgth® socio-economic spectrum

suggesting that the probability of a lasting maeias not class-dependant.
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There were also 5 cases in which the parentseopé#mticipant had not been
married at the time of participant's birth or diok yet married at all. In all of these
cases the parents had been together for less tyear @t the time of the participant's
birth. These situations may perhaps be presumée tnplanned pregnancies. This
was noted twice in the non-manual skilled categbmyce in the manual skilled
category and once in the unskilled category. Funloee, there were two
occurrences, in which the parents were not onlyarned, but their socio-economic
statuses were very distinct. One was a case wheranbther was a 34-year-old
(when she gave birth to the participant) accountatit a university degree and the
father, who was 39-years-old (when the participsas born), only reached the O
level qualification and was unemployed, in the othe mother was a 36-year old (at
the time of the participant's birth) secretary wscondary education only and the
father was a 28-year-old director (at the time lé fparticipant's birth) with a
university degree. Neither of the two couples gatned later on.

Further on, 3 of the completed surveys suggestadane of the parents was
not present in the participants life at all, as srigrmation regarding that parent was
unknown to the participant. There were 2 casesbetiat fathers and 1 case of an
absent mother. The details about the mother areawnk including her age at the
time of birth suggesting that she left the famiéylg after the participant was born.
The participant's father was a carpenter O levalification only. In the cases of the
absent fathers, one of the mothers had a univedsigyee and currently works as a
registered manager for a mental health and leardisapility institution. She later
had two more children with another partner. Theosdcmother works as a
supervisor has secondary education only, as shemeea mother at the age of 17.
The participant, when asked how long his/her paréaid been together for at the
time of his/her birth responded: "4 months, | wasecident clearly!"

5.2.3 Differences Between Parents - Socio-econoraitd Age Differences

The vast majority of the couples observed in theesuresearch were either from the
same socio-economic part of the spectrum, or a senyjlar ones, as their category
difference was not higher than one in most caseisete was a significant difference
in category between the partners, it was in the adsthe previously mentioned

couples who did not get married at all or got neatiyet subsequently had a divorce.
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The only situation in which a functioning couptEmsisting of partners with
a significant difference in socio-economic statas de observed in the survey
responses tends to be a pattern where the fathlmrgseto the professional category
and is the breadwinner, while the mother (typicallith A level or O level
gualifications only) is a homemaker. 8 such coumesld be noted among the
participants' parents.

This however does not imply that all women whossbands rank in the
professional category are housewives, all of therd®aining couples in the
professional category are composed of spousesathaboth employed. In majority
of these cases the parents' education and occopatie of similar rankings, except
for 1 case in which the university educated faikean attorney and his wife with
secondary education is a yoga instructor.

One participant also indicated, that the situai®rvice-versa (in terms of
socio-economic differences between parents) in obbes family; at the time when
the survey was completed, said participant's motves a teacher of English as a
Second Language and had a postgraduate degree, hidifather was a mechanic
who only attained O level qualification. The coupkes been together for 29 years at
the time when the survey was completed.

Regarding the age difference between partnerss ttdcurrence was
represented mainly by couples classified in hertmégliate category, not only as a
highest number, but also proportionally, as 9 duhe 21 couples had a larger age
difference than 5 years, and 4 of those displayeliffarence in age larger than 8
years. In the non-manual and manual skilled catetjer age difference between the
father and the mother could be observed three tilnethe professional category
twice and in the unskilled category once only. Ndtat both of the couples
representing the professional category had an iffgeethce higher than 8 years.

The largest age difference observable was to bedfan a couple consisting
of a currently retired father who has only attairgdnary education and was 51
years old when the participant was born and a motieo has an O level
qualification and works s a coordinator at a matgranit, who was 27 when she
gave birth to the participant. The participant'stimeo is his/her father's second wife,
as he has two sons from a previous marriage. Thplegemains married and they

have 3 children together.
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5.2.4. The Age at which the Mother Had her First Chd

Chapter 4.1. introduced J. E. Goldthorpe's obsenvdhat pregnancy under the age
of 20 was more likely to be found in the skilledhnamanual and classes and lower.
The survey research noted 12 cases of childbearidgr the age of 20, out of which
6 happened in the skilled manual class, 3 in themanual skilled class, 1 in partly
skilled class and one in the unskilled class. Theey therefore does appear to
support Goldthorpe's claims.

The twelfth case is a slightly more complicatetuaion in which the
participant was born to his/her parents when thegewt6 years old. The mother later
obtained a college social work certificate and @svrmaking a living as a social
worker, while the father only has O level qualifioa and works as a brick layer.
The parents of this participant did not stay togeth

Only 3 out of the aforementioned 12 cases entibming parents under the
age of 18. The youngest parent featured in theeyusearch was a father of one of
the participants, who became a father at the agé&oHe is a plumber and his only
qualifications are on the job courses. The survegwars unfortunately do not
provide any information about the age or socio-ecuic situation of the mother of
that child, as the respondent was born to the rfatbeyears later when he had a
different partner already. The third case of chelgitng under the age of 18 was the
birth of the participant that referred to himsedifeelf as an accident.

While teenage pregnancies were not prominentarrgésults of the survey, it
does not necessarily mean that the teenage pregreteds currently low in the UK,
as the questions focused on reproductional behawaddressed the participants
parents. This is due to the fact that 80% of thei@pants were students and would
therefore not provide an accurate representatideesfage pregnancy in the UK.

What however could be observed in the survey mesg® was a strong
tendency in postponing childbearing. The mothershef participants were over 30
years old at the time when their first child wasrbm 31 cases. This tendency could
be observed in the entire socio-economic spectrinowever it was most
considerable in the professional class. Out of2ie€ouples considered professional
category, 15 of them had their first child when thether was 30 or older. This does
appear to illustrate that postponing childbearioguss mainly to enable the parents
to establish themselves by acquiring a higher egutand progressing in their jobs.
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The oldest age at which any of the respondentsnpa had their first child
was 45. Both of the parents were university teachth a PhD title.

Another significant tendency apparent from thezeyresponses was the fact
that 33 couples had their first child after 5 orrengears of having been together.
This was displayed in all socio-economic stratagmmup was dominant. Out of the
33 couples, only 6 got divorced. Moreover, 22 @asth couples had been together for
8 or more years at the time when their first childs born, and only 3 of these
couples had a divorce.

This observation, together with the previously treered observation related
to divorces, strongly implies that the probabilty the marriage lasting is not
connected with the socio-economic status of thelljarand it rather seems to be
firmly linked with the amount of time the coupleesuls together prior to having

children.

5.3. Health
91% of the participants stated that they feel gahehealthy. The participants who

indicated that they do not feel generally healthgrev2 participants from families
classed as manual skilled, 2 from families congideron-manual skilled and 1 from
a intermediate family. The ninth participant was participant from the previously
mentioned family with 11 children where the paremts deceased, hence the socio-
economic situation of the family is difficult to iee.

The amounts of the participants who do not feelegally healthy appear
proportionate to the total numbers of each catedepicted in the survey research,
with the exception of the participants from the fpssional category. It is also
interesting that the 3 participants coming from itees classed as professional and
who claim to feel generally unhealthy all also @sged that there are no chronic
illnesses or mental disorders in their familiesg) amone of these participants get ill
more often than twice a year. In fact, one of tleéamms that he/she never gets ill. It
is therefore rather intriguing that they still dotrnconsider themselves generally
healthy.

The participants from the remaining categoriesefmediate, non-manual
skilled and manual skilled) who do not feel gengrhkalthy have the following in
common: they all get ill 3 or more times per yetlwey all have certain chronic
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diseases in their families and all of them haveoantered depression within their
family or even themselves.

Another interesting fact is that out of the thteeemployed participants, two
of them do not feel generally healthy. This coulotemtially imply that being
unemployed may have a negative effect on one'spsetieption of health, however
the sample of unemployed participants in the surseyot sufficient to provide such
information.

Out of the 91 participants who do feel generalalthy, 63 only get ill once
or twice per year, 20 get ill 3 or 4 times per yaad 5 get ill more often than 4 times
per year and 3 claim to never get ill. 2 of thesedBne from families ranked
intermediate and 1 from a professional family. Ganing the 5 participants who do
get ill more than 4 times per year, all of them boe (who comes from a manual
skilled classed family) come from the non-manuallesk category. 4 of the said 5
participants do not have any chronic illnesseshgirtfamilies, which may be the
cause of them feeling generally healthy in spitéheffact that they get ill 5 or more
times per year.

Out of the total of 9 participants who indicateéeéy get ill more than 4 times
per year (regardless of them feeling generallythgabr not), all but 2 come from
families where the parents are classified as béhgntp the manual skilled or non-
manual skilled category. However, only 23 out ofp&sticipants from non-manual
or manual skilled families get ill once or twice/@ar. This means that almost a half
of the total of participants from this category dketnore 3 or more times per year,
while in case of both the participants coming friamilies classed as intermediate or
professional, more than 75% of them get ill onlycevper year or less. This strongly
implies that people raised in families in the noaamal skilled and manual skilled
category tend to get ill more often than those edhisn families classed as
intermediate or professional.

Regarding chronic and mental illnesses, the ppaints stated that the
following can be found in their families: diabetdwart problems, breast cancer,
Crohn's disease, irritable bowel syndrome, glaugamelgic encephalomyelitis and
chronic fatigue disorder, asthma, OCD, leukaemplepsy, autism, depression,
bipolar disorder, anxiety/panic disorder, schizgpiiet and alcoholism. Apart from

diabetes, depression and bipolar disorder, alhe$e illnesses occurred in 3 or less
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cases, therefore not providing sufficient data talgze the links between the
illnesses and the socio-economic situation of dmailfes.

Diabetes occurred in 7 cases, 6 out of which wefamilies falling into the
non-manual or manual skilled category. It is therefpossible that there may be a
connection between the socio-economic status anddéurrence of diabetes.

The most observable disease noted in the surveyweas was depression.
22% of the participants had family members suffgrirom depression or were
struggling with depression themselves. Almost d balthe participants who have
encountered depression in their families were ftbeanon-manual or manual skilled
families. Nevertheless, as it has been stated 4b6#beoparticipants do come from
families in this category, therefore the numbenseap quite proportionate.

On the other hand 6 of the cases of depressiahjghmore than one third of
the total occurrences of depression, could be erteced in the families ranked as
intermediate. This means that 25% of the total arhaf intermediate families
observed in the survey responses have depressithreimfamilies. It thus appears
that depression can be found in families in thermediate category more often than

in the other categories.

5.4. Education

In spite of coming from various socio-economic lgrokinds 80% of the survey
participants are students and 7 of the non-studeat® already obtained their
degree, therefore it seems rather clear that theatidn of the parents most likely
has no direct impact on the education of theirdekih. Furthermore, if we look more
closely at the families of the 13 participants wdw not have university education
and are currently not pursuing it, 5 of these pgudints in fact have university
educated parents. It is thus apparent that childfemneducated parents can attain
higher education nevertheless, and vice versa.

However, the fact that there is no direct conmectietween the education
level of the parents and the child does not neecd®gsmean that the parents’
education and socio-economic status of the famaky to influence on the decision-
making process when it comes to the choice of acpdar university.

One of the questions the participants were askesiwhat their main reason
was for choosing their university. 29 participastated that it was the reputation of
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the university, 13 participants decided mainly be basis of their grades, for 11
participants the key influence was the universigfsseness to their home, 10
participants based their decision on the courséeodn6 participants simply enjoyed
the particular city where the university was lodat® made their choice due to
economic factors, 3 chose their university becausgas where their friends or
boyfriends were applying to and 1 participant fodnés decision on the basis of the
university's exchange program which he/she foung seitable. 2 of the students
did not answer the question.

The highest amount of participants therefore popleasis on the university's
reputation in their decision-making. The responseuaed among participants
coming from various socio-economic situations, tlihe university's reputation
appears to be the crucial factor in general. Howavés remarkable that out of the
19 students who grew up in families classed asepsabnal, all but 3 listed the
university's reputation as the main reason for shwmp their university. The
remaining 3 based their decision on the contentsanatture of the courses of their
choice. It therefore appears that proportionally téputation of the university seems
to be more relevant to students raised in the psideal class families, potentially
due to the fact that money is less of an issuaialm $amilies. It is also notable that
all but 1 of the participants from professional fes in fact were university
students.

On the other hand, there was only 1 participanb vstudied at a truly
prestigious Oxbridge university, to be more pre@s€ambridge. This participants
parents were room painter with primary educatioly @md a nurse with secondary
education. It is therefore conspicuous that in caks¢alented students, financial
matters do not play a role.

Nonetheless, when taking a closer look at theigyaants who stated
economic factors as the core of their decisioopihes as no surprise that they come
from the less financially fortunate categories.f 3hem were raised by partly skilled
parents, 2 come from unskilled families and 1 frammanual skilled family. A
notable fact is that 1 of the participants in fdetided to study in the Netherlands
due to economic factors, as the University of Leitlas lower tuition fees.

8 of the 13 students who chose their universitieshe basis of their grades
come from intermediate families. This means thagroene third of the total of

participants with parents in the intermediate catgg@nswered this way. There is no
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clear explanation as for why it is the studentsnfiatermediate families who seem
to be limited by their grades the most.

The course content was also a popular answer athengarticipants. Those
who indicated the particular course as their maason for choosing their university
were from the professional class (3), intermeddddss (3), non-manual skilled class
(3) and manual skilled class (1).

As for the participants who based their choicah@nuniversity being close to
their homes, they came mostly from manual skillathifies (6) and non-manual
skilled families (3). This may suggest either thhe participants from these
categories are more attached to their familiesit anay also be related to partly
economic reasons, as students who chose a unyvessith is not too far can limit

their expenses by living at home.
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Conclusion

As this bachelor thesis illustrates, it does appkat there are distinct connections
between a family's socio-economic status and tpeodeictional behaviour, health
and education in the family, and that the fami¢sio-economic status indeed has
some kind of impact on the life of the childrensead in the family. | looked more
closely particularly on the aforementioned areasepfoductional behaviour, health
and education in my survey research, and | coutgtivie some links in all three of
them.

Regarding the area of reproductional behavioug tbllowing can be
concluded from the survey research:

9 out of the 20 couples classed as professiondl 31d children and 3
professional couples had 5 or even more childrdms Bbservation supports the
theory that well situated families tend to haveighér number of children as to
prove they can support them and still afford aaserkind of lifestyle.

The majority of the couples observed in the sumesgarch were either from
the same socio-economic part of the spectrum oifasimnes, with the exception of
the situation where the father belongs to the pimal class and his wife is a
housewife (8 out of 20 cases in the professiontdgray). It therefore appears that
people predominantly choose partners from simigankgrounds.

Out of the 21 couples observed in the intermediategory, 9 had an age
difference between the partners that was larger five years, and 4 of them even
larger than 8 years. This suggests that the lamgstdifferences between partners
occur in the intermediate category. An age diffeechetween the partners that was
higher than 5 years could be observed in 15% ofcthgles, which indicates that
age differences between partners appear more colyntban socio-economic
differences between partners.

While parenthood postponement was a trend thalddoe observed among
all categories (although it most strongly featuiredhe professional category, where
75% of the mothers had their first child when tegre over 30), childbearing under
the age of 20 was only found in the cases of famitanking non-manual skilled,
manual skilled or lower. The survey responses fhezeconfirm the claims of John
Goldthorpe.
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Possibly the most intriguing observation concludiesn the survey in the
area of reproductional behaviour is the fact thailevthe occurrence of divorce
appears to be independent on the family's sociogo@ situation, the probability
of divorce declines in correlation with the amowfttime the parents have been
together for at the time their first child was boltnis highly observed in the survey
results that the longer the parents waited to hheg first child, the higher the
chances of the marriage lasting seem to be.

The observations in the area of health stronglyespond with the studies
mentioned earlier in the thesis. Not only the reslemts who indicated that they
don't feel generally healthy come from familieshe manual skilled or non-manual
skilled category, but more importantly 22 out of @spondents from this category
get ill more than 3 times per year, while 75% daf tespondents from professional
families only get ill twice a year or less. Theay results therefore fully support
the statement of Panayotes Demakakos that peogigyloér socio-economic status
tend to be higher than their lower socio-econonétus counterparts counterparts.
What was a somewhat surprising health-related tresulthe survey was that
depression most often appears to occur in thenm@diate category.

As for the education aspect of the survey, theesuhas indicated that higher
education attainment seems to be no longer sogiyralependent on the education
of one's parents, however the socio-economic stiiiigloes affect one's priorities
when choosing the particular university, particiyiaegarding the financial aspect of
the decision. In spite of that, it appears thatrttegority of the respondents was able
to choose their university for its reputation or thie basis of the content of their
chosen course, therefore the impact of the econéamntors on the decision making
process seems to be diminishing.

Although the survey research merely confirmed ionesly stated theories in
some aspects (which is also important as evergtgiu evolves and cannot be taken
for granted), | do feel that it also brought sonegvrinformation and fresh insights.
My research could not observe a sample as largiveasamples studied by the
researchers | mentioned in my thesis, yet | beltea¢ | managed to obtain a sample
that is diverse enough to have a certain amourglefance.
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Resumé

Bakal&ska prace se snazi vymezit jak se socio-ekononstkius rodiny odrazi v
urgitych oblastech Zivota rodinyfedevsim co se & reprodukniho chovani, zdravi
a vzdlanostnich Sanci. Sotef’'uje se na tuto problematikurgdevsim u rodin
britskych.

V Uuvodu prace nejprve definuje pojem rodina jakagtupinu lidi spojenych
uréitymi biologickymi, emocionalniméi pravnimi vztahy, ktd jsou na sobrovrez
zavisli ekonomicky, tudiz n&stji sdili jednu domacnost. Takovato rodina je
oznaovana jako rodina nuklearni a obvykle ji tvpouze rodie a dti, jedna se tedy
o rodiny dvougenetai. Existuji i jiné SirSi pojeti rodin, ovSem praegchazi z
pojeti nuklearni rodiny. Prace dale uvadi zaklddnkce rodiny, kterymi jsou funkce
ekonomicka, reproduki, sexualni a vadavaci.

Dale prace uvadiuené koncepce socialni stratifikace. Zoje
piistupy Karla Marxe, Maxe Webera, Talcotta Parsang&ierra Bourdieua, jehoz
pojeti socialniho statusu bylo nejpropracayjdin Bourdieu totiz socialni status
nedefinoval pouze v rovinekonomické (tzv. ekonomicky kapitél), ale regrkladl
duraz na dalSi aspekty,igdevsim tzv. kulturni kapital, zaloZzeny zejména na
vzklani. Co se e vlastni kategorizace, dochazi prace kémav Zze socio-
ekonomicky status vychazi zg hlavnich kritérii, jimiz jsou vz&lani, zandstnani a
piijem. S touto koncepciiiel Harry B. G. Ganzeboom a kolektiv. Zmji se také
piesréjSi kategorizace Johna Goldthorpea, a ve VelkéaBiitcasto pouzivany
General Register's standard classification of oataps, ktery se Goldthorpovu
rozckleni zn&né podoba. Roztleni dle General Register's standard classification

occupations séeni na nasledujicich Sest skupin:

I Professional

Il Intermediate

[IIN  Skilled Non-manual
[lIM  Skilled Manual

\Y; Partly Skilled

Vv Unskilled
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N 1

Skupina | je hierarchicky skupinou nejvyssi, jedeéo vzdlané odborniky, zatimco
skupina V je tveéena lidmi bez jakychkoli kvalifikaci. Pro nazvy ghkno v ¢eské
terminologii neexistuji Zzadné ekvivalenty, obvyklke uvadji tak, jak jsou uvedené v
angliéting.

Po tomto osstleni zakladnich pojin se prace za#iuje na specifikaci role, kterou
rodina v sociélni stratifikaci hraje. Zejména venftouzské sociologii se totiz
vychazi z pedpokladu, Ze zakladni jednotkou socialni stradéje pra¥ rodina. Je
vcelku nasnat] Ze u uéovani socio-ekonomického statusttige nutné vychazet ze
zamestnani, vzdlani a gijmt obou rodét. Tento gistup byl velmi zastavany
napiklad jiz zmiovanym Johnem Golthorpem, ktery argumentoval, Zdedem k
tomu, Ze nuklearni rodina tkioucelenou domacnost, sdili tudiz veSkefigny a
tudiz gedevsSim z ekonomického hlediska mukeinové rodiny nuté prisluset ke
stejné fide.

Ackoli existuji i teorie, podle nichZ v rodirkazdy z manzél prisluSi k jiné
kategorie socio-ekonomické kategorie, ¥ved uvedenych poznaiktykajicich se
funkce rodiny je #ejmé, Ze rodina s nejisi pravépodobnosti skute¢ tvori
z&kladni jednotku stratifikace, vzhledem k tomu,rddina zastava ekonomickou a
vzklavaci funkci. Také prace Pierra Bourdieua terifetpp podporuje. Objevuji se
rovnez teorie, Ze lidé si obvykle vybiraji partnery, fiktemaji podobné vz#lanostni a
ekonomickée zazemi, ovSem ze reality vSedniho Zij@tpatrné, Zze tomu tak neni
vzdy. Resto je nejobvyklejSim ifstupem pedpokladat, Ze jednotliva socio-
ekonomicka zdzemi mansete v rodig skladaji v jednotny celek, protoZe vliv na
déti v rodiné maji ol# strany. Jak uvadi John Scott, ve vSech domacrostec
pozorovat wuité socialni nerovnosti, avsak tyto nerovnosti mcea jednotlivych
rodin negesahuji jednotliva socio-ekonomicka strata.

Prace dale ifstupuje ke konkrétnim vlivm, které ma socio-ekonomicky
status rodiny na Zivot jejicklent, a to nejprve co se tyka reprodnkho chovani. Z
historického hlediska @&ty vice dti az do 19. stoleti spiSe rodiny vySSich
spole&enskych vrstev, patérproto, Ze lidé z techto vrstevéinvyssi gredpoklady na
doziti. S nastupem antikoncepcecalg rodiny z vy3Siho socio-ekonomického
spektra poet cti omezovat jako prvni, dalSi vrstvy je nasledovadyprvni sétove
valce. V dnesni dabopit maji udajr vice dti spiSe rodiny mow{sSi, nebd se

jedna o jakysi ukazatel prestize a toho, Ze&&i\paet diti rodina mize dovolit.

45



Co se tyk& situace ve Velké Britanii, v 60. let&th stoleti byl pimérny
pocet cti na jednu Zenu (plodnost) téhB. Posléze az do roku 1980 plodnost spise
klesala a dostala se az na 1,&8 da Zenu, avSak od té dobyak mit vzestupny
trend. U konkrétnich zemi Spojeného Kralovstvi lgl® situace reflektovana vzdy
obdobr, ovSem s phlédnutim k tomu, Ze v Severnim Irsku byla porctrtcadéne
vzdy vysSi, zatimco ve Skotsku nizSi. Mezi hlaviivally, pr@ predevsim v
poslednich 10 letech plodnost stoupa (v roce 206%dstké Office of National
Statistics dosahla 1,94til na Zenu) pét zejména tyto 3: zvySena vladni podpora v
matestvi, vySSi imigrace ze zemi, kde Zeny obvykle magsi pget cti a v
neposledniact fakt, Ze Zeny, které v osmdesétych leteatalaodkladat matstvi
na pozdjsi vk, nyni z&aly mit ckti.

Tento trend odkladani mdstvi ma pomrné velkou navaznost na socio-
ekonomicky status, protoZze k odkladani dosstvi dochdzi zejména zivbdu
ziskavani vyssiho vzthni a budovani kariéry. Lze tedyegpokladat, Ze tento trend
bude patrny fedevSim ve vySSich vrstvach.

Ve Velké Britanii je vSakiastym jevem nejen odkladani réovstvi, ale
naopak i situace, kdy se rodstavaji nactileti. Dle studie Kathleen Kiernangeé
takto rané rodiovstvi spojen@astjSi spiSe v nizSich socio-ekonomickych vrstvach
acasto souvisi s finamimi problémy v rodii.

DalSi oblasti, na kterou se prace 2#la, byla problematika zdravi. Mnoho
studii, napiklad studie Williama Dresslera poukazuji na to, @ezi socio-
ekonomickou situaci rodiny a zdravim jeji¢leni je prima zavislost. Lidé z tke
ekonomicky postavenych skupin jsou Udajasgji nemocni, zatimco lidé z vysSich
vrstev jsou pry v lepSim zdravotnim stavu a doZigg vySSiho &ku, jak tvrdi
Panayotes Demakakos a kolektiv. Na zdravi vSak puajie Demakakose vliv nejen
podminky zamsstnani, vyse fflimu ¢i eventualni neza#dstnanonst, ale i to, jak se
lidé sami vidi ve spolmosti a jakou pozici si sami na socio-ekonomickeéstriZku
piitazuji. Demakakosova studie mapujici data z brigpkadenosti v lech 2004-2005
tento jev potvrzuje.

Ve dalSim britském vyzkumu, kterym se zabyvalioce 2004 Jonathan
Gardner a Andrew Oswald se také ukazalo, Zze navizan@ velky vliv vibec
piitomnost rodiny jako takova, a Ze svobodiirozvedeni jedinci jsouwastji
nemocni nez lidé, kiemaji manzel&i manzelku. Je mozné, Ze k tomu dochazi diky

socialni funkci rodiny, tedy proto, Ze lidé maji ggé rodig oporu, coz fispiva
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predevsim k jejich duSevniho zdravi. Rodin&Zm byt také oporou vifpact ztraty
zamestnani¢i zhorSeni ekonomické situace, a nafiéde tak tuto situaci rychleji
piekonat. Dalo by sé&ci, Ze vliv rodiny, zdravi a socio-ekonomické site jsou na
sebe tudiz navazné véittm kolokehu.

Poslednim aspektem, kterym se prace zabyva jeélarada vzdlanostni
Sance. Rode dttem gredavaji svj kulturni kapital i sociélni kapital (konexe), &w
hraje i kapital ekonomicky, protoze may#ti rodice mhou svym &em rozsiovat
obzory cestovanim ifpadre jim financovat tizné kurzy.

J. B. Douglas se snazil najit souvislosti mezicsekonomickym statusem
rodiny a vzdlavanim dti v této rodirt tak, Ze po vice nez 10 let mapoval dlagani
déti narozenych ve Velké Britanii v prvnintdznovém tydnu roku 1946. Douglas
zjistil, Ze socio-ekonomicky status rodiny skim& ma vliv na vzdlani cti, a
dokonce vypozoroval, Ze rozdily jsou &egm stale #etelrgjSi. Rovréz si vSiml, Ze
vétSi roli hraje vzdlani matky, nebt praw matka obvykle travi s ditem v jeho
ranych letech nejvicgasu. V eposledrifac se také v Douglaséwyzkumu ukazalo,
Ze bez ohledu na vysledky ve Skolélyndéti z rodin s vySSim socio-ekonomickym
statusem vysSi Sancéjpti na stedni Skolu, a Ze tyto rodily se stiraly aziippdech
sluteiné nadanych é&ti.

Stephen J. Ball se zabyval vyzkumem v oblasti ingsSvzdlavani a
vypozoroval, Ze socio-ekonomicky status rodinyjzstudent pochazi ma velky vliv
na rozhodnuti jakou univerzitu zvolit. Ndidad ti, kte&i neznali nikoho
vysokoskolsky vzélaného byli ve svém rozhodovani nejistickiéii studenti se
rozhodovali podle toho, co pro jejich rodinu bylmaniné Unosné. V Ballo¥
vyzkumu také bylo patrné, Ze studenti si Skoly wgjbitaké na zakladtoho, jakou
citi socio-ekonomickou sounalezitost s typickymudenty této instituce, ve
vyzkumu se mezi studenty objevil fdgad | ndzor, Ze Cambridge jéils snobsky
a tudiz pro daného respondenta nezadouci.

Aby prace vice odpovidala s@msné realné situaci ve Velké Britanii, je jeji
dalSi soudasti dotaznikovy @izkum, jehoz Gasniky je 100 lidi z Velké Britanie ve
véku 18-27 let. 20% respondénjsou nestudenti (7 vysokoSkolsky ekhych a
pracujicich lidi, 8 sedoSkolsky vz&lanych a pracuijicich lidi, 3 nezéstnani a 2
Zeny v domacnosti). Zbyvajicich 80% respondenbrili studenti 36 univerzit v
Anglii, 2 univerzit ve Walesu, 2 univerzit ve Skiaisa jeden bristky studerd

studentka, ktery/a se rozhodl/a pro studium v Némazku.
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Pri analyze vysledk dotaznikového pzkumu se vychzelo ze socio-
ekonomického statusu radiresponderit V Uvahu gitom bylo u obou rodia brano
vzklani, povolani i platové ohodnoceni, kterésfusnému povolani pmérné
odpovida. V 19% fipadi, kdy byla matka respondenta Zena v domacnostgak v
piihlizelo spiSe k socio-ekonomickému statusu ote8em s ohledem na vddni
matky (jeji potenciélni kulturni kapital, ktery mahdétem pedat). Konkrétni
vymezeni skupin bylo deno na zakla#ljiz zmintného General Register's Standard
Classification of Occupations. Otazky, které bylgsponderiim kladeny se
vztahovaly k oblastem reprodirkiho chovani v rodi#) zdravi v rodig a vzdlani
responderit i jejich rodict. Presné ztini dotazniku je k dispozici ipoze 2.
reproduknim chovanim. 13 respondénpochazelo z rodin sép a vice d@tmi,
piicemz rodiny 7 &chto respondeiitspadaly do kategorie Manual Skilled. N#gi
rodiny v8ak byly nalezeni ve skupiprofessional, v niz byla n#glad i rodina s 8
détmi. Naopak nejmén casto se takto vicéthé rodiny objevovaly ve skupin
intermediate; pouze jedina rodina v této kategwoeiia pst déti, z nichz navictyii
byly ze dvou pdar dvoiat. Je tedy mozné, Ze skupina intermediate ma gatrn
obvykle mégt déti, v piipadech rodin respondént téchto rodinach bylo néastji 1
¢i 2 &kt (14 rodin ze 20 spadajicich do kategorie intafiate). Ze 20 rodin v
kategorii professional té#h polovina (9) mdla 3-4 dti, coz souhlasi s jiz
zminovanou teorii, Ze vySe postavené rodiny m@$to vice &t jako ukitou
znadmku prestize. U skupin manual skilled a non-raarskilled se pé&ty déti
ponerne raznily.

30% respondefitpochazelo z rozvedenych rodi#, byli détmi z druhého
manzelstvi. V&hto 30% byly vSechny socio-ekonomické skupinyaaseny velmi
rovnomerné, jevi se tedy, Ze rozvodovost nema souvislost osgosekonomickou
situaci rodiny. Naopak se ukazalo, Ze velky vlivroavodovost ma doba, po kterou
spolu rodte byli predtim, nez se narodilo jejich prvni &iZe 33 pat, které ngly
sveho prvniho potomka az po 5 a vice letech seetdapouze 6, ze 22 pgarkteré
pockaly 8 a vice let se rozpadla dokonce jen 3 mahidel€o se tykd vlastniho
odkladani rodiovstvi, podle ®ekavani se tento trend objevovalegevSim ve
skupire professional (v 15 fipadech ze 20 v kategorii professionatlanmatka

respondenta sveé prvni éite vice neziiceti letech).
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Co se tye problematiky zdravi, 91% responderddpowdéla, Ze se citi
celkow zdravi. Z &ch, ktei tekli, Ze se celkay zdrav¥ neciti ¥tSina pochazela z
rodin manual skilled a non-manual skilled, coz kpanduje s jiz uvedenymi
vyzkumy, podle kterych jsou lidé z nizSich soci@eamickych skupincastji
nemocni. Za zminku ro¢#a stoji, Ze dva zefit nezandstnanych respondentse
nepovazovali za celk&v zdravé, coz by mohlo poukazovat na provazanost
zanestnani a sebehodnoceni svého zdravi, ovSem k poivigto teorie by bylo
zapotebi vice nezasstnanych respondantTénti polovina (22 ze 45) respondént
Z kategorie manual skilled a non-manual skillednooeni vice nezrikrat za rok,
zatimco ve skupih professional vice nez 75% respondejg nemocnych pouze
dvakrat réné nebo méa. Tento poznatek @p podporuje @vejsi tvrzeni, Ze lidé z
vySe postavenych socio-ekonomickych skupin byvdiawjSi. Chronicka dlesna i
duSevni onemoemi v rodirg Ize pozorovat na vdemi kategoriemi, n&jstji se
mezi responenty vyskytovalyipady deprese. U kategorie intermediate se dokonce
deprese v rodihivyskytovala vetvrting pripadi.

Vzhledem k tomu, Ze 80% respondeilylo studenty vysoké Skoly a 7 z
nestudent melo vysokoskolské vz#ani, by respondenti pochazeli z velmi
raiznorodych socio-ekonomickych zazemi, je patrné,sdeio-ekonomicky status
rodiny nema gimy vliv na vzdlanostni Sance potorikJe vSak pravdou, ze z 20
student,, ktefi vyrostli v rodinach ve skupénprofessional, se 19 stalo studenty
vysoké Skoly. Uity vliv socio-ekonomického statusu se reégndal pozorovat v
oblasti priorit @i volbé univerzity. Ackoli nejéastjSi odpowdi mezi studenty bylo,
Ze svou vysokou Skolu zvolili zejména pro jeji dmbrpowst, tato odposd se
objevovala pedevSim mezi studenty z rodin v kategorii profasasio(16 z 19).
Naopak témi vSichni respondenti, kie odpowdéli, Ze se rozhodovali hla¥ns
piihlédnutim k finadnim divodim byli z rodin gisluSicich do skupin partly skilled
a non-skilled. Je tedy patrné, Ze z ekonomickékrdiska je ve Velké Britanii mezi
volbou konkrétni instituce a postavenim rodiny gisprovazanost, nicmén
skute&nosti Zistava, Ze jediny respondent, ktery byl studenteast@gmi Oxbridge
univerzity, konkrétts Cambridge pochéazel z nizSich ekonomickych gamtudiz u
skute&né nadanych jedinc ekonomicka situace rodiny neni v @éegh vzd@lanim

piekazkou.
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Apendices

Apendix 1
Figure 1
W Total Fertility Rate, United Kingdom, 1961-2006
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Appendix 2

The Survey

1. How old are you?

2. What is the highest level of education you hatvained?

3. What is your occupation? (If you are a full-tistadent, write student)

4. If you are a student, what course do you stydgave blank if you are not a

student)

5. What is the highest level of education your déathas attained?

6. What is your father's occupation?

7. What is the highest level of education your reotias attained?

8. What is your mother's occupation?

9. How old were your parents when you were born?

10. For how long had they been together when yae Wwern?

11. Were your parents married when you were born?
* Yes
* No

12. If so, are they still married?
* Yes
* No (divorced)

* No (widowed)
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13. Do you have any siblings? (If you do, write haany)

14. How old are your siblings? (Separate ages avitbmma. Leave blank if you

have no siblings)

15. Are there any chronic illnesses in your familiy30, specify which)

16. Are there any mental disorders in your fam{lf8o, specify which)

17. Do you consider yourself generally healthy?

Yes
No

18. How often do you get ill?

Never
Once or twice a year
Three or four times a year

More often

19. If you are a student, what university do yaudgtat? (Leave blank if you are not

a student)

20. If you are a student, what was your main re&soohoosing your university?

The reputation of the university

The university's distance from your home
Economic factors

Your grades

Other:
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Annotation

The aim of my bachelor thesis is to establish wéreth family's socio-economic
status affects the life of the members of the farmaid to observe such potential
effects on British families in case they do exidtis is done both theoretically (by
gathering data from previous researches condunt&teat Britain) and empirically
(by doing my own survey research with British pap@ants). The main emphasis is

given to the areas of reproductional behaviourlthead education.

Anotace

Cilem této bakak&ské prace je zjistit, zda je socio-ekonomicky statoediny
provazany s witymi oblastmi Zivota jejicktleni a eventualé tyto konkrétni vlivy
nalézt u britskych rodin jak teoreticky (pomoci ahazdni dat z pedeSlych
britskych vyzkuni v této oblasti), tak empiricky (sestavenim vidstni
dotaznikového gizkumu, jehoZ respondenti jsou z Velké Britanieaderse v tomto

ohledu zabyvaigdevsim oblastmi reprodékiho chovani, zdravi a v&dni.
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