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preface

In these pages, I have tried to exemplify, rather than
argue, the fruitfulness of sociological theory when applied to family relations.
Hopefully, the serious reader will see not only the framework of ideas that here
encompasses a wide range of facts, but also will realize how using such a frame-
work will elucidate still other observations not here reported. This text also
utilizes data from other societies, both present and past, to extend our range of
experience, to qualify our generalizations, to test our hypotheses, and to show
in general that twentieth-century sociology can no longer be bound by a
parochialism that confines its vision to the urban centers of the contemporary
United States. In so doing, the book suggests that a well-trained young sociologist
with a historical bent will find much work to do, since we have few reliable
studies on family systems of the past.

In pointing to the complex relations between family systems and the larger
social structure, I am arguing implicitly that the family can no longer be
treated as a simple set of dependent variables explained by cryptic remarks
about “economic forces.” The aim of a social theorist is to state and demon-
strate determinate relationships between scts of central variables, no matter
which may turn out to be “dependent.” In any event, a systematic attempt to
explain any important institution is likely to force the researcher to explore the
larger social structure. Thus, I am urging the wise student of society to give
serious thought to the importance of the family system.




Finally, a word with respect to the general problem of values. It is some-
times useful to remember that science focuses on what is, how people actually
behave and feel, and that science cannot tell us how we ought to behave. It is
therefore almost unnecessary to state that my analyses of particular family
patterns do not imply approval of them. But I mean more. I think that scciology
as a science can justifiably explore from time to time some alternative modes
of living; can suggest possible utopias. This is not, however, a task of salon
sociology. We should be well equipped with sound theory and’ facts before
posing such solutions. Whether or not we work out better family systems, at
least some of our future social planning will be wiser if we base it on the best
of sound sociological research; and sociological wisdom will increasingly have
to take systematic account of family patterns.

William ]. Goode
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In all known societies, almost everyone lives his life
enmeshed in a network of family rights and obligations called role relations.
A person is made aware of his role relations through a long period of socialization
during his childhood, a process in which he learns how others in his family
expect him to behave, and in which he himself comes to feel this is both the
right and the desirable way to act. Somc, however, find their obligations a
burden, or do not care to take advantage of their rights. This wide range of
behavior leads to one of the commonest themes of conversation found in all
societies—just what the dutics of a given child or parent, husband or wife, cousin
or uncle ought to be, and then, whether he has done his duty. This type of dis-
cussion is especially common in socicties undergoing industrialization, where
arguments are frequent concerning the duties of women.

Various Views of the Family
The intense cmotional meaning of family relations for
almost all members of a socicty has been obscrvable throughout man’s history.
Philosophers and social analvsts have noted that society is a structure made up
of families, and that the peculiarities of a given socicty can be described by
outlining its family relations. The carliest moral and ecthical writings suggest




that a society loses its strength if people fail in their family obligations.
Confucius thought, for example, that happiness and prosperity would prevail
in the society if only everyone wouid behave “correctly” as a family member—
which primarily meant that no one should fail in his filial obligations. The
relationship between a ruler and his subjects, then, was parallel to that of a
father and his children. Similarly, much of the early Hebrew writing, in Exodus,
Deuteronomy, Ecclesiastes, Psalms, and Proverbs, is devoted to the importance
of obeying family rules. In India, too, the earliest codified literature (the
Rig-Veda, about the last half of the 2nd millenium B.c., and the Law of Manu,
about the beginning cf the Christian Era) devote great attention to the family.

From time to time, imaginative social analysts or philosophers have
sketched out plans for societies that might be created—utopias—in which new
definitions of family roles are presented as solutions to traditional social prob-
lems. Plato’s Republic is illustrative of this approach. He was probably the
first to urge the creation of a society in which all people, men and women alike,
would have an equal opportunity to develop their talents to the utmost, and
to achieve a position in society solely through merit. Since family relations in
all known societies prevent a selection bascd solely on individual worth, in
Plato’s utopia the tie between parents and children would play no part, because
no one weuld know who was his own child or parent. Conception would take
place at the same times cach year at certain hymeneal festivities. Children born
out of season would be eliminated (along with those bom defective); all
children would be taken from their parents at birth, and reared under challeng-
ing conditions by specially designated people. Similarly, experimental or utopian
communities, like Oneida, the Shakers, and the Mormons in this country, in-
sisted that changes in family relations were necessary to achieve their goals,

Included among the aims of many revolutions sincc the French Revolution
of 1789 has been a profound alteration in family relations. Since World War 11,
the leaders of all countries undergoing industrialization have' mtroduced new
laws, well ahead of public opinion, intended to create fam.lly patterns that
would be more in conformity with the demands of urban and industrial life,

All these facts, by demonstrating that philosophers, reformers, and relj.
gions, as well as secular leaders, have throughout history been at le:}st implicit]y
aware of the importance of family patterns as a central clement in the social
structure, also suggest that the social analyst must understand family behavior
in order to understand social processes generally. L .

The strategic significance of the famil’y.xs to be found in its mediating
function in the larger society. It links the individual to the larger social structure,
A society will not survive unless its many needs are met, such als thq production
and distribution of food, protection of the young and old, the ds;ck and the
pregnant, conformity to the law, the socialization of the young, q]rll [ 50 on. Only
if individuals are motivated to serve the needs of the society will it be able to
survive. The formal agencies of social control (such as the pohce)' are not
enough to do more than force the extreme deviant to conform. Socmhzatiou
makes most of us wish to conform, but throughout each day we ar¢ often
tempted to deviate. Thus both the internal cont'rols and the formal authoritieg
are insufficient. What is needed is a set of social forces that responds to the
individual whenever he does well or poorly, supportmg‘hls internal controls 55
well as the controls of the formal agencies. The.famll)', by Surrounding the
individual through much of his social .ife, can furmsh’th'at set of forces.

The family then, is made up of individuals, but it is also part of the larger
social network. Thus we are all under the constant supervision of our kin, who
feel free to criticize, suggest, order, cajole, praise, or threaten, so that we wili
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carry out our role obligations. Even in the most industrialized and urban of
socicties, where it is sometimes supposed that people lead rootless and anonymous
lives, most people are in frequent interaction with other family members. Men
who have achieved high position usually find that even as adults they still
respond to their parents’ criticisms, are still angered or hurt by a brother’s scorn.

Thus it is through the family that the society is able to elicit from the
individual his necessary contribution. The family, in turn, can continue to exist
only if it is supported by the larger society. If the society as a larger social system
furnishes the family, as a smaller social system, the conditions necessary for its
survival, these two types of systems must be interrelated in many important
ways. The two main foci in this volume will be the relations among family
members and the relations between the family and the society.

Preconceived Notions about the Family

Such a task presents many difficulties. One of the
greatest lies in ourselves. We know too much about the family to be able to
study it both objectively and easily. Our emotions are aroused quickly by the
behavior of families, and we are likely to feel that family patterns other than
our own are queer or improper. We are too prone to argue about what is right,
rather than coolly to demonstrate what is. In addition, we have had an oppor-
tunity to observe many people engaged in family behavior, so that when we
consider almost any generalization (such as “the lower social strata have a
higher divorce rate than the upper”) we can often find a specific experience
that seems to refute the generalization. Thus our personal experience is really
a narrow sample of the wide range of family behavior, but it is so: vivid to us,
that we are likely to see no rezson to look for broader data with which to test it.

Our emotional involvement and reliance on individual experience often
convince people that the findings of family sociology must be “obvious,” since
they deal with what we already know. Many “well known” beliefs about the
family, however, are not well-grounded in fact. Others are only partly true, and
require precise study in order to be understood better. One such belief is that
“children hold the family together.” In fact, most divorcing couples do not have
children. But the most valid data now suggest, rather, that the causal nexus is
this: People who have not become well adjusted, who for many reasons may
be prone to divorce, are also less likely to have children.

Perhaps the need for testing apparently self-evident ideas about the family
may be seen in another way. Suppose that a researcher in the field of the family
had demonstrated the following set of facts. Would it have been worth doing?
Or were the facts already known?

1. The present divorce rate in the U.S. is much higher than the rates
in primitive societies, and higher than any other nation has ever experienced.

2. Because of the importance of the extended family in China and India,
the average size of the household has always been very high, with many genera-
tions living under one roof.

3. In Western nations, the age at marriage among peasants was always
low, since early marriage meant that children would soon be produced, and
these were useful in farming. By contrast, the average age at marriage among
the nobility was generally higher.

Although these statements sound plausible to many people, and impressive
arguments could be adduced to support them, in fact they are all false. A
majority of primitive societies have higher rates of marital dissolution than
our own, and several nations in the past have at various times equaled or ex-
ceeded our present rate—notably Japan in the 1880s, when even her official rate

3
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(certainly an underestimate) was over 300 divorces per 1,000 marriages. Every
survey of Chinese and Indian households has shown that they are relatively
small (about 3.3 to 5.5, from one region to another). Peasant marriages were
later, on the average, than the nobility, requiring as they did that the couple
have land of their own.

Thus we see that in the instances just cited, common beliefs did require
testing. Of course, many popular beliefs about how families work are correct,
but we cannot simply assume their correctness. We must examine manv of our
individual observations to see how well they fit other societies or perhaps the
difterent family types in our own society.

To understand family behavior we must be self-conscious in our method,
We must adopt an approach that will yicld reliable results. Vast tables of figures
such as the ages of all the married couples in the world, taken from national
censuses, would contain many facts, but might add very little to our grasp of
family behavior. What we seek is organized facts, or a structure of propositions
that will illuminate one another. That is, we seek theory as well as facts. Theory:
without facts is blind speculation; facts without theory are random and often
insignificant observations.

The Family as a Unique Institution
A Drief consideration of certain peculiaritics of the
family as an element of the social structure will suggest how better theory and
a fruitful general approach are needed in this area.

The family is the only social institution other than religion which is
formally developed in all societies. Indeed, the term, “social structure” in anthro.
pology is often used to mean the family and kinship structure, By contrast, some
have argued that in certain societies legal systems do not exist because there
is no formally organized legislative body or judiciary. Of course, it is possible
to abstract from concrete behavior the legal aspects of action, or the economie
aspects, or the political dynamics, even when there are no explicitly labeleq
agencies formally in control of these areas in the society. However, the kinship
statuses and their responsibilities arc the object of both formal and informa)
attention in societies at a high or a low technological level.

Family duties are the direct role responsibility qf cveryone .in the society,
with rare exceptions. Almost everyone is both born into a family and founds
one of his own. Each person is kinsman to many. Many people, on the other
hand, may escape the religious duties which others take for granted, or the
political burdens of the society. Almost no faml]}' role responsibilities can be
delegated to others, as more specialized obligations can be in a work situatiop,

Participation in family activities has a.further interesting quality, thyt
though it is not backed by the formal punishments supporting many other
kinds of obligations, almost everyone takes part nonetheless. We must, for
example, engage in economic or productive acts, or face the alternative of sy,
ing. We must enter the army, pay taxes, and appear before courts, or face
physical penalties and force. However, no guch Penaltles face the mdividual who
does not wish to marry, or refuses to talk with his father or brother. Neverthg] ess
SO pervasive and recurrent are the social pressures, and so Intertwine With’
indirect or dircct rewards and punishments, that almost everyone either con-
forms, or claims to conform, to family demands.

Next, as suggested earlier, the family is the fundamental instrumental
foundation of the larger social structure, in that all other institutions denend
on its contributions. The role behavior that is learned within the fami]slr be-
comes the model or prototype for role behavior required in other segments of
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the society. The content of the socialization process is the cultural traditions of
the society; by passing them on to the next generation the family acts as a .
conduit or transmission belt by which the culture is kept alive.

Next, each individual's total range of behavior, how he budgets his time
and energies, is more easily visible to the family than to outsiders. Family
members can evaluate how the individual is allocating his time and money in
various of his role activities. Consequently, the family acts as a source of pressure
on him to adjust—to work harder and play less, or go to church less and study
his school lessons more. In all these ways, the family is an instrument or agent
of the larger society; its failure to perform adequately means that the goals of
the larger society may not be attained effectively.

A further striking characteristic of the family is that its major functions
are separable from one another, but in fact are not separated in any known
family system. These functions will be discussed in various contexts in this
book, and need no great elaboration at this point. The family contributes these
services to the society: reproduction of the young,. physical maintenance of
family members, social placement of the child, socialization, and social control.
Clearly, all these activities could be separated. The mother could send her child
to be fed in a neighborhood mess hall, and of course some harassed mothers do
send their children to buy lunch in a local snack bar. Those who give birth to
a child nced not socialize the child. They might send the child to specialists, and
indeed specialists do take more responsibility for this task as the child grows
older. Parents might, as some eugenicists have suggested, be selected for their
breeding qualities, but these might not include any great talent for training the
young. Status-placement might be accomplished by random drawing of lots,
by IQ tests or periodic examinations in physical and .intellectual skills, or by
polls of popularity, without regard to an individual’s parents, those who social-
ized or fed him, or others who controlled his daily behavior.

Separations of this kind have been suggested from time to time, and a few
hesitant attempts have been made here and there in the world to put them into
operation. However, three conclusions relevant to this kind of division can be
made. (1) In all known societies, the ideal (with certain qualifications to be
noted) is that the family be entrusted with all these functions. (2) When one
or morc family tasks are entrusted tc another agency by a revolutionary or
utopian society, the change can be made only with the support of much 1deo-
logical fervor, and sometimes political pressure as well. (3) These instances are
also characterized by a gradual return to the more traditional type of family.
In both the Israeli kibbutzim and the Russian experiments in relieving parents
of child care, the ideal of completcly communal living was urged, in which
husband and wife were to have only a personai and emotional tie and not be
bound to each other by constraint. The children were to see their parents at
regular intervals but look to their nursery attendants and mother-surrogates for
affection and direction during work hours. Each individual was to contribute
his best skills to the cooperative unit without regard to family ties or sex status
(1.'e., there would be few or no “female” or “male” tasks). That ideal was main-
tained for a while, but behavior has gradually dropped away from the ideal. The
only other country in which the pattern has been attempted on a large scale is
Ching. Whether the Chinese commune will retreat from its high ambitions
remains to be scen, but chances are good that it will follow the path of the
Fibbutz and the Russian kolkhoz.

Yarious factors contribute to such a deviation from the ideal, but the two
most important sets of pressuics cannot easily be separated from each other.
First is the problem, also noted by Plato, that individuals who develop their
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own attitudes and behaviors in the usual Western (i.e., European and European-
based) family system do not adjust to the problems of the communal “family.”
The second is the likelihood that when the family is radically changed, the
various relations between it and the larger society are changed, so that new
strains are created, demanding new kinds of adjustments on the part of the
individuals in the society. Perhaps the planners must develop somewhat differ-
ent agencies, or a different blueprint, to transform the family.

Concretely, some of the factors reported as “causing” a deviation from
the ideal of family living are the following. Some successful or ambitious men
and women wish to break away from group control, and leave to establish their
lives elsewhere. There, of course, they do not attempt to develop a communal
pattern of family living. Parents do try to help their own children secure
advantages over other children, where this is possible. Parents not only feel
unhappy at not being with their children often enough (notice that youngsters
need not “be home for meals”!), but perhaps some feel the husband-wife
relationship itself is somewhat empty because children do not occupy in it
their usually central place. Husband and wife usually desire more intimacy
than is granted under communal arrangements. Finally, the financial costs of
taking care of children outside the family are rather high.

These comments have nothing to do with “capitalism” in its current
political and economic argument with “communism.” It merely describes the
historical fact that though various experiments in separating the major functions
of the family from one another have been conducted, none simply evolved
slowly from a previously existing family system; and the two modern important
Instances represent a retreat from the ideals of a previous generation. It is pos-
sible that some functions can be more easily separated than others; or that
some family systems (for example matrilineal systems, to be discussed later)
might lend themselves to a separation of functions more easily than others.
Nevertheless, we have to begin with the data available now. Even cautiously
interpreted, they suggest that the family is a rather stable institution.

A Sociological Approach to Family Research

The uvnusual features the family exhibits as a type of
social sub-system require that some attention be paid to the approach to be
used in studying it. First, neither ideal nor reality can be excluded from focus.
It would, for example, be naive to suppose that because one-fourth to one-third
of all couples marrying will eventually divorce, they do not cherish the ideal of
monogamy. Kinsey estimated that about half of all married men engage in extra-
marital intercourse, but perhaps nearly all these men believed in the ideal of
faithfulness. On a more personal level, every reader of these lines has lied, but
nevertheless most believe in the idcal of telling the truth.

A sociologist ascertains the ideals of family svstems partly because they
are a guide to behavior. Knowing that people believe in tclling the truth, we
can expect them to do so unless there are advantages in telling a lic, and we
can cven (as a manipulative measurc) create the conditions under which
people are more likely to tell the truth. We know also that when an individual
violates the ideal, he is likcly to conccal the violation, to find some internal
excusc for the violation, and to be embarrassed if others find him out.

A sociologist may also be irtcrested in ideals as values, as scts of norms
which are passed on from onc gencration to another as a major constituent of
culture. The crganization of valucs, how norms in diffcrent arcas change or are
translated into a different form, how theyv arc qualified by still other norms—
all these are legitimate questions for a sociologist.

6

the family as an element in the sociul structure




Next, as an element in this approach, the sociology of the family cannot
confine its conclusions ornly to contemporaty, urban (or suburban) U.S. life.
In order to reach conclusions of any merit, a sociologist must confront his
speculations and hypotheses with data from other societies, whether these are
past or present, industrial or nonindustrial, Asiatic or European. Data from the
historical past, such as Periclean Athens or Imperial Rome, are not often used,
because as yet no sociologically adequate account of their family systems has
been written. However, some reference to customs and beliefs of the past yield
a better understanding of the range of social behavior, and often serves to refute
or qualify an observation that seems to be accurate. Similarly, the use of data
from other contemporary societies helps in establishing conclusions about family
systems that are not found at all in U.S. society, such as matrilineal systems
or polygyny. Or, an apparently simple relationship may take a different form
in other societies. For example, in the U.S., almost all first marriages are based
on a love relationship, and few will admit that they married someone with
whom they were not in love. However, when other societies are brought in for
comparison, love may play a small or a considerable part in the marriage.

In some societies love is viewed as irrelevant to mate choice. In many
societies love is seen as a threat to the control by family elders over who marries
whom, and thus over family alliances, and the inheritance of property. Conse-
quently, various social arrangements are to be found which prevent love from
being a primary basis of mate choice.

Although it is possible to investigate other perspectives in this discussion,
family patterns will here be analyzed sociologically. A full analysis of any
concrete object is impossible. Everything can be analyzed from a great many
vantage points, each of them yielding a somewhat different picture. Evervthing
is infinitely complex. For this reason, any science limits its perspective, the
character of its particular tbin slice of infinity. A sociology of the family does
not pretend to describe adequately the biological or even the psychoclogical
relations among members of a family. Each of these approaches has its own
justification. The sociological approach focuses on the family as a social institu-
tion, the peculiar and unique quality of family interaction as social. Family
systems exhibit the characteristics ~f legitimacy and authority, which are not
biological categories at all. The values relating to the family, or the rights and
duties of family statuses, such as father or daughter, are not psychological cate-
gories, but are peculiar to the theoretical level of sociology. Analysis of the
personality cannot tell us much about the differences in family behavior between,
say, China and Japan. Utilizing a consistently sociological approach misses some
important information about concrete family interaction, but also yields some
systematization, some rigor, bv staving on one theoretical level.

In any event, if a sociologist moves from the sociological to the psycho-
logical leve] of theory, he should at least be conscious of it. And if the investiga-
tion turns to the impact of biological or psvchological factors on the family,
they should be examined with reference to their social meaning. For example,
interracial marriage is of little biological significance, but of great social im-
portance. A sociologist studying the family does not analyze the psychodynamics
of mental disease, but is mterested in the impact of mental disease on the
social relations in a particular family or type of family, how different family
types adjust‘to it, which kinds of family patterns or constellations are more
likely to produce certain types of mental disease. The biological or psychologi-
cal aspects of the family are not the province of the cociologist, except when
he is investigating their social meaning,

the family as an element in the social structure
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as a biological species, and to correlate it in any way with the gradual evolution
of human family systems. We know nothing important, and shall know nothing,
about this latter evolution prior to written history. The data are lost forever.
Even with respect to purely biological evolution, our knowledge is entirely
anatomical. We need instead some knowledge of the physiological evolution of
man, of his endocrinal or hormonal changes, or perhaps some information about
the quality of his mental behavior rather than the sheer size of his brain.

Nor do the family groupings of our four great ape cousins, the anthro-
poids, tell us what are the “purely biological” foundations of man’s family
patterns. The gorilla, orangutan, chimpanzee, and gibbon all branched apart
from man’s life of evolution during the Miocene Age, or perhaps the early
Pliocene, about 30 million to 35 million years ago, according to some estimates,
and thus are only very distant “cousins.” More important, we have reliable field
studies of family behavior among only two of these animals, the gibbon and the
gorilla, and their domestic patterns seem dissimilar. Such sources cannot be
ignored, but the exact relationship between such animal behavior and the
biological heritage of man is not clear.

Another weak line of reasoning has attracted some investigators—that we
might discover the semi-animal qualities of man by studying contemporary
societies that use stone implements, such as the Australian aborigines. That is,
modern stone-age societies would exhibit family patterns like those of the pre-
historic Stone Age—i.e., the Paleolithic—when man had begun to branch away
from his animal cousins. Thus we would be learning about very ancient social
patterns as well as something about our animal beginnings.

Unfortunately, we do not know anything about the domestic behavior
of Paleolithic Man, and there is no reason to suppose that the families of present-
day stone-using people are similar to those of men who lived a hundred millennia
ago. Studying Australian tribes tells us about their family patterns—valuable
data indeed, but not to be trusted as a known or definte step in the evolution
of man’s family behavior. Consequently, it is not possible to ascertain the
gradually changing relations of man’s biological structure to his family struc-
ture over the past million years.

Moreover, other barriers to knowledge must be faced. We cannot learn
the “purely biological” aspects of man by rearing infants in isolation from all
human relations and then comparing their adult behavior with that of normally
socialized adults.

At first, this might seem a promising direction of inquiry. The normal
individual’s biological pattetns are changed by socializatien. By the time we
can observe the child or adult, some biological aspects of behavior have been
altered in a wide range of areas, from tastes for food to sexual preferences.
Therefore, it would seem, if we reared a child in total isolation, we might learn
exactly what is contributed by biological factors; and if we reared several chil-
dren in isolation, we might bring them together at adulthood and see what
kinds of “families” they forrned.

Aside from the humanitarian objections to such an experiment, however,
it is self-contaminating. A child reared in social isolation does not seem to
develop normally, and cannot function adequatcly even as an animal. This is
also true, apparently, of monkeys. As to the so-called “wolf children,” youngsters
who have grown up with wild animals, the evidence suggests that none ever
existed. Consequently, descriptions of their behavior cannot be used to speculate
about what man’s family behavior would be if he were not a social and cultural
being, and were instead only a “biological animal.”

Sociologists assert that one conclusion can be inferred from the cases of
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isclated children as well as from many studies of socialization—that is, that
human culture is not just a “thin veneer” covering the savage underneath. Both
culture and biology transform each other in this species. This beast, man, is
different. Nowhere does he live isolated, or purely as an animal. He cannot even
develop normally as an animal without human contact and cultural experiences.

This area of inquiry is clouded by many polemics, precisely because man
is like other animals in many ways, and biological explanations of human
behavior seem simple although they are hard to demonstrate. A common obser-
vation is that “males are naturally polygynous,” or “women should take care
of children because they have a maternal instinct”; but sound counter-argu-
ments can be leveled against such statements. Consequently, we should proceed
cautiously in approaching these questions: (1) How much of family behavior
can be explained by biological factors? (2) What peculiar biological traits of
man as a species deternmine his family patterns? We may learn in time, as we
accumulate more biological information, that man’s biology has far more impact
on his life than is now supposed; but that period cannot be anticipated now
A family pattern that seems “natural” may nevertheless be created by cultural
and social factors. Thus, as a further problem in proof, a pattern that is common
to all societies cannot therefore be assumed to be biological in character. All
societies have religious systems, but almost certainly these arc not biological in
origin. All societies have family values that define some children as illegitimate,
others as legitimate, but this pattern cannot be traced to biolcgical factors,
What seems most useful, then, is to lock at the biological elements that seem
most likely to affect human family behavior, but simply to treat this intcraction
as a problem that is far from being clearly understood.

Terminology and Definitions

Let us first clarify a few basic terms in this inquiry.
Socialization is the.process by which the young human being acquires the values
and knowledge of his group and learns the social roles appropriate to his
position in it. Since no other animal acquires culture, it is not proper to apply
this term to animal learning. Animal behavior is complex, however, and made
up of manv processes. Both animals and man have reflexes, such as sa]ivating
when food is in the mouth, winking when a moving object suddenly threatens
the eye, or {in human and ape infants) grasping any object the hand touches.
These are innate sensory-motor responses, usually involving one part of the
body. Some, like the salivating reflex, can be conditioned by learning, so that
food smells or the ringing of a bell may arouse this behavioral pattern before
any food is actually present. ' ' ‘ _

Animals also have drives, which are impulses to satiate some hunger for
food, water, or sex. The ani}r'nal experiences a drive even jf no outside stimulus
is present, but has no “need” to 1.’“" away from a h'ot object (a reflex) if there
is no such object present. The drive is a general striving toward some goal, but
unlike the reflex it does not refer to any specific ncural mechanisms by which
the goal is reached. . . ‘

We cannot assume that if a type of animal behavior appears Iater i lifc
it must be due to learning, for some changes occur as a result of maturatin,
Many hormones (e.g., the scxual) appear in quantity only when the animal
grows up. Many animals rarely depend on learning, yet do alter their behayior
as their bodies mature. And, of course, some bchavior (eg. rcproduction) is
possible only after considerable maturation, whether or not learning itself i of
great importance in the animal's life. It is especially important that these
elements in animal bchavior be separated from instincts, since man’s biologicai
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heritage apparently contains them all, except instincts. This assertion depends, of
course, partly on the definition of the term. Research over the past generation
has ‘shown that learning is of more significance in animal life than cnce was
assumed, and the term has come to mean, not simply any goal-adapted behavior,
but a fairly complex behavior-linkage, in which the animal moves towards a
goal through a sequence of related acts but without much prior learning. Thus
the drive is different, since it does not contain the mechanisms for its own solu-
tion. The reflex may form the building block of instincts, but any single reflex
is but an automatic neural response to a stimulus. The instinct is made up of
both the stimulus (temperature, time of year, the presence of another animal)
and the internal state of the animal (level of sex drive, hunger) and is executed
through a chain of acts linked together somewhat automatically. The hanging
nest of the Baltimore Oriole, or the migration behavior of birds, would be
ascribed to an instinct. Yet apparently all instincts can be modified somewhat
by learning; for examplé, the Oriole now uses machine-made threads in its nest.

Biological vs. Cultural Factors

Man thus depends more on learning than does any
other animal and cannot develop normally without social contact. The family
is the social invention that copes partially with the problem of transforming
a biological organism into a human being. What the family does and how it
operates tells us something about the contribution or the strain created by the
physical qualities of man when they are pressed into a cultural mold. One limit
which man'’s organic traits place on the culture and the family is that the society
cannot ask the biologically impossible of its members. The religious system
may define some people as members of a Kangaroo totem, and thus spiritually
as kangaroos, but even in the midst of religious ceremonies these people cannot
really become kangaroos. Women must bear the children in all socicties. Twins
may be viewed as semi-sacred, but not every woman can be expected to bear
twins.

As a second step in understanding the interaction between biological fac-
tors and the human family, it is self-evident that the society and the family
must assure adequate conditions for replacing each generation. Food must be
procured and distributed to the young, the old, the ill, and the disabled. Indi-
viduals must be protected against predators, marauding bands, and the vagaries
of climate. Where possible, medical help must be obtained. These tasks are
the responsibility of family members.

However, these statements must not be interpreted to mean that the
closest possible harmony and balance between biological and social needs have
occurred over thousands of generations by some kind of natural evolution in
which the best possible fit between the two was achieved. Obviously, within
fairly wide limits some harmony must exist, or else the species would die out.
On the other hand, the culture may place great demands on the biological
organism. Among the Plains Indians, individuals who sought visions would
undergo starvation and self-torture. In other societies people have becn requived
to submit to scarification, tatooing, circumcision, and subincision. In perhaps
all societies, some people are asked at times to risk their lives for the group.
Mothers and fathers are expected to protect their young even if they might die
in the attempt.

Moreover, the biological organism in turn imposes strains on the cultural
norms. That is, it makes conformity to those norms difficult. The norms require
considerable control over the time, place, and occasion for defecation, urination,
coughing, and belching, and impose restrictions on the satisfaction of hunger,
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sex, or thirst drives as well as over the immediate impulses to murder that we
sometimes feel.

That is, the family does not work with an infinitely plastic organism. It
is a particular kind of animal, which cannot adjust to every possible type of
animal society. In turn, cultures are not infinitely varant, in spite of their
apparently wide range of types. Many societies can be conceived that have
perhaps never existed, and science fiction has sketched some of these over the
past half-century. Not all such societies are sociologically possible.

In interpreting man’s behavior, a sociologist focuses on man’s cultural and
social patterns, because these are his arca of inquiry. With reference to all aspects
of human behavior, however, it is meaningless to assert that the biological is
less or more important than the cultural, just as it is to argue that hvdrogen or
oxygen arec more important in producing the unique qualities of water. A
cautious formulation would simply be that man’s biological traits make his
family systems possible and set some limits to their variation, and we do not
know as yet how narrow those limits are. In any event, a8 we shall see, the special
focus of sociology on human norms and values, on cultural and linguistic be-
havior, on legitimacy and morality—in short, on behavior that cannot be ex.
plained biologically—requires us merely to understand the major points at which
the animal qualities of man seem to affect family action. Man’s uniqueness as
a creator and bearer of culture is without question. On the other hand, man
has almost no unique biological traits (indeed, perhaps none) that shape his
family patterns in important ways. In all significant biological aspects, he differs
from his nearest ape cousins, the anthropmds,'m degree only. His most con.
spicuous relevant trait, his large and complex brain, permits him to make symbols
and to reason abstractly, but whether this is a true qualitative distinction or only
a quantitative one, is difficult to prove by rigorous experiment. Certainly some
animal psychologists would argue that the matter is not yet settled.

Let us review the animal traits that seem most important in shaping man’s
family life. ) '

Like many other animals, man is helpless at birth, and would die quickly
without care. Unlike most, however, man is also unable to care for himself at
several years of age. This characteristic is linked with several others to form a
comp]e;( that scts man apart. (1) Man matures later than any other animal,
(2) has no instincts to simplify his adjustment to the environment, and (3)
possesses the most complex brain among all animals. . . o

At what age a human child might survive alone is a subject pnrpanly for
speculation. Large grazing animals such as elephants, most whales, hippopota-
muses, and rhinoceroses, mature physically rather slowly, but within a few days
after birth can forage for themselves, even while living mainly from thej;
mothers’ milk. If alone, they may be more easily killed, but even at a fey,
months of age they can find their own food. Predators, of course, cannot, since
they have to learn hunting skills, but within a year they too could live inde.
pendently if they had to. ' o .

Man cannot. His physical equipment is inadequate in all respects, and
simple physical maturation does not automatically confer enough skill on him,
No instincts impel bim to build a sheltqr, to kill other animals, to grow plants
or to create tools. His reflexes, such as winking his eye when an object suddenl);
looms close, or recoiling swiftly when burned, will save him from some dangers
His hunger and thirst drives will impel him to action and to some accidenta]
solutions, but even at five or six years of age man’s physical achievements and
endowments seem insufficient to enable him to survive alone.

One might, then, view culture as an evolutionary adaptation to 3 large
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brain and the lack of instincts; or the lack of instincts may be attributed to
man’s no longer nceding them, after he developed a large brain and culturc.
The modern theory of the cvolution of man asserts that the size of man’s brain
is the result of the usual process of cvolution, the survival of the “fittest,” by
which those wha learned culture most casily survived better, compared not with
other animals, but compared with other, less brainy, human beings.

For thesc reasons, man must live in some sort of family grouping, to be
fed, protected, and taught what nature has not provided. Given such a social
environment in his carly vears, however, man is a formidable beast, able to kill
the largest and most savage animals. From a period cstimated at half a million
to a million vecars ago, man, or his man-like ancestors, has lcft scattered over
the carth large deposits of bones from a wide range of large and small mammals
(including man himsclf) that have fallen victim to his skill. Ilis complex brain
permits him to lcarn and discover morc quickly, and to supplement his in-
sufficient physical equipment with weapons to crush, slash, and stab.

The Sex Factor

Man must learn all the behavioral patterns of family
life, from scxual intercourse to caring for children. Perhaps more important are
two implications of such a brain. One is that experience may create associations
or conditioned responses that link the sex drive to almost any object or situation.
In our own socicty, for example, the sex drive comes to be related to perfumc,
flowers, certain types of music, words and particular ways or tones of expression,
gestures, and a wide variety of social situations defined as scxual to some degree.
A moment’s thought about thesc is cnough to remind us that they arc not
intrinsically sexual, and a list from our socicty would not be the same as a list
from another society—e.g., different parts of the body have a diffcrent sexual
meaning from one society to another. These items have, as it were, become
sexualized by a lifetime of cultural conditioning.

Thus this particular biological clement, the complex brain, opens the
possibility of inhibiting the sexual drive, and shaping it by many different tvpes
of social stimuli.

Another way of phrasing this is to say that as onc compares thc lower
mammals to the higher, or the lower primates to the higher, the sexual impulse
becomes more social, more dependent on learning. A rhesus monkey reared
through adolescence away from other monkeys will not be able to cngage ade-
quately in normal mating behavior.

Correspondingly, many patterns of behavior come to have a sexual mean-
ing, or more generally a familial meaning. For example, in socicties that practice
mother-in-law avoidance, for a son-in-law to spcak to her is viewed as worse
than bad manners, perhaps even bordering on the sexually improper.

Conversely, the sex drive itself is shaped, channcled, and restricted in all
societics through the complex learning potential of our brain. Some people
who might be physically attractive and geographically available—for cxample,
sisters and brothers—come to be viewed as impossible sex partners, who arouse
no conscious sex desire at all. We learn to fecl shame, guilt, and embarrassment
when our sex drive causes us to break some of these norms. Certain situations
cause us to lose any sex desire we might feel, because our socialization has
effectively repressed these feelings. More broadly, our complex neural mech-
anism permits a rich conditioning to occur, by which only certain familial
behavioral patterns seem right or desirable.

Another important biological trait is the relative constancy of man’s sex
drive. Unlike most animals, the human female has no rutting seascn. The
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female has a menstrual cycle, not an estrus cycle. It is not even certain that
a definite cycle of sex desire parallels the menstrual cycle. At approximately
the midpoint of this cycle, the female is fertile, but not even a majority of
women report an increase in desire at this time. Many in fact say they feel such
an increase at the time of menstruation—perhaps because they have less fear of
pregnancy then, and thus feel the sex drive more intensely. Sex desire may
vary because of many factors, from stomach aches to the visit of a mother-in-
law, but the healthy human adult may feel such a desire at any phase of the
menstrual cycle.

This general biological factor—the desire of the two sexes to continue to
associate intimately with each other—has important consequences for the family.
From a biological point of view, the family mayv be said to be made up of a
close tie betwcen mother and child, and onc between the mother and the
father. There is no evidence of any paternal drive, but the male remains in the
familv grouping because of his complex socio-sexual relations with t.hc_ female.

A minor biological characteristic is that the human female typically bears
one child at a time, rather than a litter. This permits a rather intense focus of
socialization pressures on the infant, and lessens somewhat the burden on the
parents. It also increases the intensity of the emotional tie between mother and
child, and thus facilitates the socialization process.

Perhaps the most obscure arca of biological effects on the human family
is that of sex differences. This debate has doubtless engaged men’s attention
for thousands of years, and the modern accumulation of scientific evidence
makes it clear that many apparent differences may be'due' to social conditioning,
Almost certainly, for example, the superiority of girls in ]gnguage skills and
of boys in mechanical skills does not grow from biological differences.

Confining ourselves to the sex differences that scem relevant to family

_ Patterns, the most prominent is that the female menstruates, bears the children,
and lactates. It is easy, but inexcusably loose, to infer that “therefore” the
woman must remain close to the hearth, “should” engage in women'’s tasks,
or that women’s and men’s roles differ becausce of these factors. Menstrua;ion
does reduce the woman'’s capacity to work, but it occurs only once a month, and
women in all socicties continue to work during this period. It would, moreover,
violate the facts to assert that men by contrast always work intensively. Similarly,
pregnancy and childbearing do tire the female, and increase her mortality;
but most men’s tasks do not require great strength or endurance, while in most
socicties the pregnant woman is cxpectpd to work. )

Biological traits necd not detcrmine completely so complex a family pattern
as the division of labor. If they do no more than give the male an advantage
in hunting, wandering, and war, they increase the likelihood that he will follow
such pursuits. Of course, whatever the relative advantages, they do not alloy
us to infer that women should remain at home.

Perhaps in the same category is the malc’s greater strength and endurance,
Weight for weight, the human male can beat thc.female in a fair ﬁght. Men also
reign dominant in all known societies; no matriarchy (i.e., a society ruled 1
women) is known to exist. This fact is not a simple inference frpm the relative
muscular strength of the two scxes, sincc the authority of dominance is bageq
on the acceptance of a value system, which is not a biological trait. Womap of
a higher class or caste may give orders to ma‘ies of a lower class or caste, without
regard to who has the biggest muscles. Possibly women might keep a dominant
position through effcctive socialization backed by a religious system that required
women to be vencrated. On the other hand, how such a system might evolve s

14

biological bases of the family



s

not clear. Force plays an important role in the establishment of authority, and
here men seemingly have always held the advantage.

One widely accepted difference should be viewed sceptically until it is
more fully clariied—the supposedly later maturation of males. There is no
evidence that girls produce a viable egg any eatiier than boys produce a viable
sperm cell. Diffcrent parts of the body grow at different rates of speed in boys
and girls at different times. In middle adolescence the long bones of the body
grow faster in boys than in girls, while about the time of puberty girls will be
(on the avcrage) slightly taller than boys. However, since some changes con-
tinue to occur in both throughout the ’teens, the problem of deciding when
the individual is physically mature is difficult at best, and there are no accepted
criteria by which to test the notion that women mature earlier.

The popular belief seems to be based on a social rather than a physical
definition. The girl of 15 years is o more “ready for childbirth” than is a boy
of the same age. Indced, biologically she is less ready, since her immature
body might be harmed by the expericnce, and the boy’s is certain not to be.
The girl is, on the other hand, more likely to be able to discharge the minimal
tasks of housekecper-mother than a boy is to handle the tasks of job-holder and
father. Notice, however, that these are social definitions, and indicate that if
the boy of 15 is less mature socially, less close to being able to discharge adult
role obligations, it is because society demands far more of him.

In another area, too, that of dating, social definitions are dominant. To be
a desirable dating companion to older males, a 15-year-old girl need be only
pretty, charming, and possessed of the typical secondary sex characteristics of
her age. A 15-year-old boy with the same development of secondary male sex
traits (e.g., beginnings of a beard) is defined as a barely acceptable date for
such a girl, and he is socially defined as inacceptable for an older girl.

That is, the popular definitions of “maturity” are not based on the physical
differences in maturation between the sexes, but on the differing social roles
they are to fill.

A further difference that is less important for family structures than for
subtle areas of psychological interaction is that the male must feel some sexual
desire in order to engage in sexual intercourse, and must experience an orgasm
in order to impregnate the female, but the female may become pregnant without
any such sensations. Some have argued that therefore intercourse is more of a
psychological challenge to the male; it is a potential failure, a possible risk to
his masculinity.

Certainly the male in Western society does experience this anxiety at
times, and male resistance in some countries to the use of contraceptives (a
significant hindrance to birth-control campaigns) is interpreted by some analysts
as in part a wish or need to prove masculinity by keeping the wife pregnant.

Possibly this difference appears in another aspect of male-female relations,
the lesscr evaluation given in most societies to the woman’s pleasure in sexual
intercourse. For the purposes of continuing a family, lineage, or society, her
enjoyment of sex is unimportant, and all that is necessary is that she submit.
It is to be emphasized that no evidence exists that shows women are biologically
incapable of as intense desires or orgasmic experiences as men. What is relevant
is that one important function of the family, reproduction, can be taken care
of without the development of sentiments or social patterns designed to arouse
and satisfy sex desires in women.

Here the biological factors parallel the social definitions in certain ways.
The male is stronger and can protect himself better than the female against
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external dangers, and is also permitted and encouraged to venture, to explore,
and to take initiative, more than the female, In courtship practices the male
is also given the initiative—and, from a biological view this is the more nccessary,
since for reproductive purposes his desire is the more important factor.

The biological nexus between mother and fetus is obvious; that between
mother and child remains obscure and a topic of debate among social scientists.
Though maternal behavior is learned in the socialization process, it is also shaped
or limited somewhat by biological factors that at least increase the chances of
a close cmotional tie between mother and child. Both derive some tactile pleas-
ure and warmth from the physical contact. The infant enjoys nursing, the satis-
faction of its hunger drive. Both gain some satisfaction from the suckling process.
It is also likely that in the post-parturition period the responses of the female are
made more maternal because of hormonal secretions. Injection of certain femnale
hormones in lower animals can induce “mothering” behavior, but adequate
cxperimental evidence on human females is not yet available. These factors do
not make the social of any less importance, but do increase the likelihood of
close, continuing, emotional interaction between mother and child—necessary
elements in the foundations of the family.

Biosocial Factors

These biological factors are relatively few, and do not
explain even the main peculiarities of human family life. Further limits to the
variation in family behavior are sct by another set of patterns that may be called
“biosocial.” Thev are found generally among the mammals, '5111 of which are
social. They do not depend on culture. They are not “Faught, or do not need
to be, and yet are not instincts. They are charactenst@s we share with other
mammals, and though among human beings they are given form .zmd force by
culture, it seems nevertheless likely that their foundations are biological, Or,
phrased another way, they are sc much a part of our biplogical heritage that to
climinate them by contrary cultural patterns would be difficult. .

First, there is a familv grouping of some kind—c.g., in a pride of lions,
an adult male, one or more adult females, adolescents, and whelps; among
gibbons, an adult male and female, together with 'ado]csccnts and'sti]l ‘Younger
gibbons. Tt may be composed of essentially two kinds of strong biological ties,
between adult ‘male and female, and betwcen the mother and her offspring,
But this grouping is not a random association of animals, lasting only a few
days or months. Some shifts in membership do occur, but the group is identi-
fiable, and may persist for years and through the birth and maturation of seyeral
sets of offspring. o ) o

Closcly related is a second biosocial trait, territoriality. Each such group
occupies a definite space, large enough for an adequate food sup}nl,\'. Its members
usually defend their territory successfully from invaders of the same  species
(they must do so, to survive). Invasion and defense often consist more
threétcning behavior than combat, but when real incursions occur cven fairly
peaccable animals become savage fighters. I'amily groupings do not simply
adopt a pattern of wandering indiscriminately in and through one another’s
space. Here biological needs are linked closely with the needs of the family, Eacr,
species requires a varying amount of space, depending on th‘c. richness” of the
food supply, for the sustenance of a family grouping. In addition, each famil
grouping learns the location of different foods in a given area, and would thys
be handicapped in feeding if it were displaced. Normally, the adult male or
males engage most in defense of the territory. On the other hand, if the food
supply is especially rich, and the population low, the territory may be legs vig-
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orously defended. Gorillas, for example, live under such conditions, and their
groupings may mingle casually for a day or so, with only a few gestures of latent
attack between the great silver-backed adult males.

A similar pattern, but one more closely tied to family behavior, is that of
jealousy—often in the female, perhaps always in the male. Jealousy may play
a part in territoriality, since sometimes the invader is alone and may threaten
to supplant the mate of one of the adults in the invaded grouping.

It is not necessary to give a cultural or moral interpretation to this behavior.
The adult male tries to kill or drive off any adult male that attempts to approach
sexually “his” mate or mates. If the animals arc migratory, and the females
have not arrived as yet in the mating area (e.g., sea lions), the same behavior
is observable, taking the form of defending a particular territory. Loss of the area
means loss of the mates, rather than food. Ample space and food are available,
but the females return to an areq, and thus to the male who holds it. Among
gibbons, both males and fcmales exhibit a jealousy pattern. This reaction does
not determine all the peculiarities of human jealousy, but does suggest that not
all of man’s jealousy comes from a thin veneer of culture. On the other hand,
the behavior of the gorilla in the wild seems to exhibit little or no jealousy.

A final biosocial trait is that of hierarchy or dominance. A group of mam-
mals is not a simple aggregate, but it has a structure. One of its traits is a
“pecking order”—in one form, animal A gives way before animal B, who gives
way before C, and so on, to the dominant animal, who gives way to no one.
Among most mammals, this dominant animal is an adult male. Many com-
plexities of structure occur, and the hierarchy shifts at times. For example, an
adolescent subordinate male may eventually become dominant.

Such a hierarchy is essentially a learned set of expectations. In its crudest
form, animal A learns that if he stands his ground, or will not yield a bit of
fruit or meat, he will be slashed or pummeled by B. One result is more order,
if less justice. Each animal knows to which other animal he must yield food
or the right of way. If the dominant male starts to leave, the others follow, thus
keeping the group together. The group will follow only this animal. If two
juveniles mcke a great disturbance, a dominant animal may cuff one or both.
It is not necessarily the strongest or most intelligent who is dominant. Aggres-
siveness, the readiness to attack, often weighs more heavily, as indeed is so
often the situation among human beings. It is important here not to extrapolate
from a biosocial trait such as dominance, to the culturally approved authority
patterns of the human family. In both, it is the adult male parent who is given
this privilege, but among animals it is not based on any system of cultural values,
or “right.” This does not exhaust the matter, since it is possible that if the cul-
tural pattern did not exist then, some pattern of hierarchy would exist if only
to achieve order, and in most cases the top animal would be the male parent.
Or, in simple terms, he would be, on the average, stronger and more enduring,
not interrupted in his aggressiveness by menstruation, bearing children, or
lactation, and oriented more commonly toward protecting the group from out-
side marauders; and in most conflicts with members of his own group he would
win.

Perhaps onc might assert, almost in contrast, that it is less striking that
most, perhaps all, family systems bestow this moral privilege on the male parent,
as though it were ultimately a biosocial trait; and rather more striking that the
various value patterns in human societies do not permit the male to use all
possible force to subdue others in his family. He enjoys the authority derived
irom culture, but is also restricted in his use of coercion to control others in his
amily.
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These essentially biological patterns limit the forms that the human family
can take. At the same time, however, they cannot transform the biological
organism into a human being—i.e.,, an actor moved by va}ues and norms, able
to communicate, and intent on preserving a cultural heritage. Moreover, they
do not explain the specific complexities of family structures. At most, they serve
as a foundation on which human kinship networks and values might be con-
structed.

The Link betweeu the Biological and Cultural

In order to go beyond the biological to the cultural, it
is necessary to find a link through which the two are indissolubly connected.
This may be found in the particular dependence of the biological on the role
relations imposed by the culture. The crucial result of the socialization process
is that individuals come to want to do the tasks that must be done if the society
and its members are to survive. They are motivated tq gain various kinds of
personal satisfaction from carrying out their role obligations, such as caring for
their children or teaching them something of their religious heritage, while these
tasks also contribute ultimately to the continuance of the society. Within their
role networks, they also receive punishments or rewards. for fplﬁl}ipg these
obligations, which are mostly not to society, but to particular individuals or

oups.

& PThis means that for an individual infant to survive, and thus the society
itself, he must be socialized; and one or more individuals must also want to
socialize him. This in turn means that these persons must have beep socialized
themselves, when they were young, to want to socialize their children. This
structural relation, linking three generations, by which one generation socializes
a second to want to socialize the third, is a necessary link between the culturg]
and the biological ‘heritage. Merely to teach the young the necessary cultural
conduct for the society would not maintain the culture, if it did not include
the moral injunction to teach each gencration to teach the succeeding One.

The human family posscsses several characteristics that facilitate socializg.
tion. It lasts a relatively long time, bccause human beings biologically have 5
long life (relative to other animals) and becz;usge of the ties betweer(; 1ts members,
This gives a fuller opportunity for transmitting the cultural tra lthI’]l.ls. of the
society to the child. The mother-child tie is emotionally intimate, which also
facilitates socialization. In addition, the pattern of dominance gives further
authority to what is learned; that is, the authority and g;eater force commanded
by parents make their lessons morc impressive to the child.

However, this linking of the biological and the cultural through the neces-
sity of including in the socialization content the motivation not only to socialize
the next generation, but also to socialize that generation to socialize the'next,
requires that these role obligations become fixed and §peClﬁed 'for 4 Pparticular
person or persons. The obligation must be anchored.m a specific unit, What
that unit must be is not clear, but it must last a long time, to care for an anima]
that is helpless for many years. It must contain an adult female, to bear and
nurse the child. It must be linked by dominance (threats of force) and affection,
to facilitate socialization. Conceivably, the socicty might create special units to
take over all but the reproductive function, but even the Israeli kibbutz the
Chinese commune, and the Soviet nurseries have attempted no more thay, 5
partial acceptance of all these duties, and no denial of most parental rights o
duties.
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legitimacy
and illegitimacy
three

The infant human animal cannot survive unless adults
have been socialized to care for it. This is the key link between the biological
survival of the individual organism, and the social system of the family, between
the biological survival of the human species, and the transmission of the culture
from one generation to the next. The culture cannot continue unless it can
cope with the problems of human biological survival.

As mentioned in the last chapter, the crucial link in this interdependence
is that the child is taught not only to want to rear children but also to rear
his children in turn so that they want to take care of their children. Thereby,
biological continuity is assured, through the cultural patterns transmitted in the
socialization process.

The Key Role of Socialization
How was this link established? Social control over child
care and thus over the social unit responsible for it has become more important
precisely to the extent that the human animal in its evolution has come to
depend increasingly on culture and not on its instincts or drives. That is, the
human community and its culture have come to depend on the effectiveness of
socialization—i.e., how well the child acquires the values, attitudes, or behaviors
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of his community and family. Consequently, the community must shape or
guide the unit that passes on the values to its next generation.

Just when this evolutionary shift occurred, from a dependence on biological
patterns to a dependence on cultural patterns; from little or no community
concern over who mated whom, or over the effectiveness of child care, to systems
of marriages arranged by parents, is shrouded in the past. It seems clear, however,
that increasing dependence on socialization required the human community
to control more fully the choice of mate as well as the subsequent family
behavior of the couple. One form this control took was the disapproval of casual
sexual unions which created a child without a family unit responsible for it.
Those who established such a unit would have to be either mature enough to
support themselves and their children, or be linked with another family unit
such as an extended household, which contained enough adults to care for the
next generation of children. )

This heightened concern with who might mate with whom, and with
the cultural content passed on to the next generation, increased as the independ-
ence and complexity of cultural patterns increased. In other words, as men came
to be more depenaent on cultire, and any given cultural item became more
significant in its relation to other cultural items than to‘biologica] survival, man
came to control the formation and operation of the umt—t}ne family—that wag
responsible for transmitting that culture to the next generation.

In some past era, then, man’s greater dependence on his culture pressed
him to establish rules of legitimacy—i.e., regulations that deﬁpe who has the
right to procreate and rear a fully accepted member of the society. These rules
determine the social placement of the child. Until that decision has been
made, no decisions can be made concerning its physical care of socialization.

Thus legitimacy—and therefore illegitimacy—is a fundamental character-
istic of the human family, shared by no other a_mmal grouping, and is a central
concept for understanding family behavior. It is for these reasons that we now

consider various of its aspects.

Legitimacy and Role Obligations ) .
By determining the social placement of the child, the

rules of legitimacy help to define the role obligations Qf adults to the child,
The infant is a symbol of many important role relations among adults. It
indicates an intimacy between parents, and its existence makes continuing
demands on a network of adults. These adults, in turn, make demands on one
another because of the child. If the child has no acknowledged father, or the
“wrong” father, these cbligations are ambiguous or unmet, Or run counter to
already established duties. The already married father of an illegitimate chilq
cannot take care of it without failing to some extent in his obllgatlong to this
own family, even if he is wealthy. The child whose parents are not married doeg
not belong to the father’s family, and neither the father nor h1§ family neegs
to meet more than minimal legal' obligations to the child. Tlle child’s position is
ambiguous, and its socialization experience is likely to be inadequate. In short,
it is the consequences for adults, for the society, more than for the child, which
the rules against illegitimacy are supposed to prevent. For these reasons, illegiti-
macy is more of a scandal than premarital sexual intercourse, even when the
latter is also disapproved. Every society controls to some extent who may mate
with whom, and disapproves of bearing children casually or as the accidents]
result of a sexual encounter. Far more control is excrted over who may produce
children than over who may “date” whom.
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To focus on illegitimacy, then, does not betray a value judgment on the
part of the social analyst, but is required by the importance it assumes for the
form and meaning of the family structure. The society must be concerned with
social "placement or jeopardize its continuity. It is no paradox, then, to assert
that the placement of the future child is considered in any decision concerning
who may marry whom.

This importance was emphasized more than a generation ago by Bronislaw
Malinowski, who enunciated an apparently social rule, the Principle of Legiti-
macy, according to which “no child should be brought into the world without
a man—and one man at that—assuming the role of sociological father. . . .”
That is, every society has a rule stating that each child ought to have a sociologi-
cal father. The focus of the rule may be seen clearly in the fact that about 60
per cent of the societies for which data are available permit premarital sexual
relations, but even these sexually more permissive societies do not approve of
childbirth outside the marital relationship. Marriage, then, bestows legitimacy
on parenthood more than on sex. Consequently, Malinowski’s Principle should
properly be extended to motherhood as well.

A brief examination of this point shows more clearly the primary aim of
the social rules for the establishment of a family—i.e,, the rules of legitimacy.
On the one hand, the social responsibility of the mother is less often in question,
since the child is more obviously tied to her from the beginning of its life, than
to the father. Her refusal to take that responsibility, however, would be viewed
as more ‘“‘unnatural,” a more serious violation of role obligations, than the
parallel refusal on the part of the father. In other words, perhaps the rule need
not apply so specifically to the mother, since she is almost certain to be present
anyway. It is the father who is more likely to be absent.

The difference suggests, however, that the various rules of legitimacy are
more definitely focused on social placement, on descent, on the location of the
child in the kinship network, than on whether the child is fed or nursed. If the
child is socially located, it will very likely be cared for; but merely caring for
it will not necessarily give it a social position. Consequently, we are led to
amend Malinowski’s general principle: The society will be less concerned with
illegitimacy when it occurs in the lower social ranks, since their position is less
significant for the larger social structure. In addition, it seems likely that in
most societies the absence of the father might usually be more critical, because
his is more likely to be the main line of descent; without a legal tie with the
father, the child cannot be properly placed in the family system. Perhaps we
might also expect that in a matrilineal system, in which descent is traced through
the mother, there would be less concern about the exact identity of the biologi-
cal father so long as the mother were married. The rules of marriage—i.e., who
is permitted to marry whom—determine the social placement of the child,
guarantee its socialization, and thus define both illegitimacy and legitimacy.
The illegitimate child is a burden, with no benefit to its mother’s kin, since his
lack of a secure place in the kinship line means that his obligations to them
are not firm or definite. They receive no gifts from the other kinship line, since
there has been no marriage. The child represents, in some societies, a violation
of the elders’ power to decide and execute the marriage itself. Usually, there
is no father to assume the social and economic care of the child, and the child
is not an extension of the kinship line. Thus, the prohibition of illegitimacy is
based on several supporting rules and consequences.

The various rules that determine who may marry whom define which
types of births are legitimatc or illegitimate. For this reason Kingsley Davis
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comments that one reason for illegitimacy is marriage. If there were no rules,
they would not be violated. Or, as Crane Brinton comments,

Bastardy and marriage in this world are quite supplementary—you cannot
have one without the other. In another world, you may indeed separate the
two institutions and eliminatc onc of them either by having marriage so
perfect—in various senses—that no onc will ever commit fornication or adul-
tery, or by having fornication so perfect that no one will ever commit marriage.!

Social Norms Defining Types of Illegitimacy

Davis has also outlined the major structural forms of
illegitimacy—that is, the five rules of childbirth, which, if violated, make the
child illegitimate. The first rule is that the child should be born dfter a marriage.
The union may be one of many promiscuous relations, or may instead be that
of an engaged couple. The second rule forbic]s adulterous procreation. In such
a case of illegitimacy, the man may be married, or the woman, or both, thus
creating three sub-types of adulterous illegitimacy. o )

Third, a rule of incest mav be violated, and an illegitimate child may be
born from the union of mother-son, father-daughter, or brother-sister. Another
broad rule forbids childbirth to a man and woman pf (}iﬁcrcnt castes. Finally,
a rule of much narrower application prohibits childbirth to those who are
required to be cclibate, such as pricsts.? o

All these rules togcther make up m'x}c forms of illegitimacy. Not all are
Possible in every socicty. Most have no cclibate statuses. In most African socie-
ties, the seccond and third sub-tvpes of adultcrous 1]Ieg1?lmacy would hardly be
possible, because the rules of kinship have been organized to guarantee legiti-
macy to the child born of a marriagc. Children are l'ngh]y coveted, and Inquiry
mnto their biological patcrnity would be {"}hkd}? The n.mthc'r "}’ght be pur{-
ished for her adultcry, but the social position of 'thc child within his kinship
network would be clear. For cxample, in a matrilincage (a descent grouping
rcckoning ancestry from a known person, through the female !mc, and acting
at times as a collcctivity) the child would of course bc]ong to his mother’s linc,

In somc societics castes or caste-like strata exist. The NcgrO-Whitc division
in the U. S. is onc type of castc, although the lincs arc weakening. ‘In Ingiq
thousands of sub-castes still cxist, whose intcrrc]at‘lons arc dcﬁncd by myriag
rules aimed essentially at preserving ritual purity. These rcegulations spcqif).: for
exampic, who may hand what kinds of food to whom (t]“‘»"-“‘ Brahmin'is at
the peak-of caste, and thus can uscfully be hired as a coo]i, SICC anyone may
cat any kind of food from his hands), whose touch is Pollutmg.. who may marry
whom, and so on. A few scctions of sub-castes permit intermarriage with certaiy)
others whom thev deem acceptable (for cxample, two sub-groups of Brz}hmim).
This rc]ationship' is not cqualitarian, since women arc defined as marrving
the small caste distance to the higher sub-scction or sub-caste. However| g
crossing of castc lirics is forbidden socially, t.ho.ugh. now pcrm.ns.slbl(,r by law,

Caste-crossing in marriage or outside it is viewed as highlv mproper, byt
of coursc this disapproval is only a morc cxtreme version of the (llx:lppr()m]
that an upper-class family in a rigidly stratificd socicty fecls when one of their
members marries “downward.” This case would not, \\'ltlml.ﬂlc context of g
chapter, be viewed as a case of illegitimacy unless the marriage were forbidden
by law, by a monarch, or by very strong norms. 'Those who MM Aacross caste
mn contemporary India arc likely to be outcaste, and those who have gy Megiti-

1 Cranc Brinton, French Revolutionary Legislation on Nlegitimucy 1789-1904 (Cam.
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1936). pp. §2-53.
2 Kingsley Davis, ““I'he Forms of Megitimacy,” Socidl Forees (1939, 18:77-89,
22

legitimacy and illegitimacy



mate inter-caste child are almost certain to be. Where the caste system is flour-
ishing, a legal inter-caste marriage is impossible. Thus any inter-caste child is, as
1t were, twice illegitimate, since he is born outside marriage and outside
caste.

Marriage can “solve” the problem of illegitiinacy of only the first of Davis’
types—when two unmarried people produce offspring. In all the other forms, the
statuses of the individuals forbid marriage as a solution. It is also evident that
there is less social disapproval of the first form than of the others. Moreover,
disapproval is still less intense if a marriage is likely to occur, as would be true
of a betrothed couple. These facts suggest that as a next step in analyzing the
relation of the family to the society we might consider (1) a wider range of
illegitimacy types, and (2) the degree of social disapproval. Even the first form
mentioned above has a very different meaning in the Caribbean countries,
where a high percentage of the population may live together in a consensual
union and have children before marriage, or break up the union without
marrying. Most of the countries in that region have illegitimacy rates of 30
per cent or more, and in several (e.g.,, Grenada, Jamaica, the Dominican Re-
public) the rate is over 60 per cent. Obviously, if a large segment or a majority
of the population begin their lives as illegitimates, this status cannot carry so
great a stigma as in our own society, where the rate is about 5 per cent.

Similarly, in a period of social disorganization, such as during a protracted
revolution, social controls may weaken. Then the rate of illegitimacy may rise,
and social disapproval will diminish. The forms of illegitimacy would be the
same, but their social meaning would be different. In a society with clear lines
of demarcation between classes and with strong barriers against social mobility,
as in seventeenth-century France, a nobleman might have children by his
mistress. Only rarely were such fathers able or willing to obtain noble rank for
their illegitimate offspring, but neither did these offspring necessarily take a
lowly position in the society. Their fathers could and sometimes did protect
and help them.

These examples suggest that although illegitimacy can be defined legally
and formally, in fact the various types make up a range of socially very different
patterns, under different intensities of social disapproval, and with very different
consequences for the social structure as well as for the individuals concerned.
The following list is at present only speculative, and is arranged by the increasing
degree of likely social disapproval. The ordering also follows roughly the degree
of apparent disruption in the social structure caused by the illegitimacy. As you
will notice, however, even this tentative ranking will have to be qualified by
empirical research, especially directed toward ascertaining who or which classes
disapprove less of each type of illegitimacy.

Types of lllegitimacy

DN

W

. Consensual union
. Concubinage where it is institu-

tionalized (traditional China and
Japan)

. Lowecr-class illegitimacy )
. Liaison of nobleman with mistress

in pre-industrial Western society

8. Union of a person in a celibate
status with either another celi-
bate or a non-celibate

9. Adultcrous, only the woman being
married

10. Adulterous, both parties being

married

5. Childbirth during betrothal 11. Union of upper-caste woman with
6. Casual relationship, followed by lower-caste man
marriage 12. Incestuous, brother-sister
7. Adultcrous, only the man being 13. Incestuous, father-daughter
married 14. Incestuous, mother-son

23

legitimacy and illegitimacy



Although empirical research is needed to ascertain whether this frankly
speculative ranking is correct, the list affords a basis for several further steps in
the analysis of illegitimacy. First, a birth can be legally classed as illegitimate or
not, but socially there are many gradations or degrees of deviation from full
social acceptance. Second, the child and mother are not usually killed, and so
have to be placed somewhere, under varying degrees of disapproval. Further
research is needed to learn just what happens to them ir various societies.

Perhaps more important is that the disapproval seems to be correlated
roughly with the amount of disruption created by thg 1lleg1tu_nacy, but disap-
proval also varies, depending both on who the offending parties are an@ who
judges them. The upper social strata do not disapgrove muc!l of the illegitimacy
occurring among the lower classes, but disapprove intensely if one of the offend-
ing parties is an upper-class woman, and still more strongly if her liaison is with
a lower-class man. By contrast, in the last instance, no doubt lower-class men
would feel little moral disapproval of him (but some envy), and considerable
disapproval of her. o )

The most intense disapproval is directed against incestuous illegitimacy.
First of all, it violates the incest taboos found universally in every society, accord-
ing to which sexual relations are forbidden among members of the nuclear family
except for husband and wife. These rules have several results or functions. They
force the young in each generatict to leave the nuclear family in order to find
mates. Thereby, the society is made more cohesive, for many links are forged
between families that might otherwise turn inward on themselves. The idio-
syncrasies or jnnovations of a given family are ironed out or distributed more
widely within the family. Sexual competition is eliminated frgm the nuclear
family, which might otherwise split it open. Thus, we sce again that rules of
legitimacy are central in the relations of the family with the larger social
structure.

A child of an incestuous union creates a special Problem of social place-
ment, because its status is so confuscd, as is that of its parents. If the child
is born to a union between daughter and father, Fhen its mqthqr is also its sister.
Its father is married to its grandmother, and its father is simultaneously its
grandfather. Its brother (half-brother) is also its uncle (ie, the brother of its
mother). Similar status discrepancies arise if the _chlld is the O_ffSmeg of a
brother-sister union, or a mother-son union. Obviously a marriage will not
“solve” these problems, but only exaccrbate them. Suqh marriages are forblddgn,
and in any event would not iron out the status discrepancies of the family
members. - .

If a central element in understanding illegitimacy 1s the placement of the
child, it follows that lower-castc or lower-class jllcgmmacy is of less concern
to the society than is illcgitimacy in other social strata. meagc uni fami]y
honor arc much less a focus of attention in the lower social strata. lherc is
usually no property to inherit, and thus nonc to protect by mﬂk}"g certain that
the proper families are united. The families of the young man and womyp
lose less rank if an illegitimate child is born. Morcover, lower-strata famyjljes
control their young less strictly than do the upper. One conscquence s ot
the illegitimacy rate is higher toward the lower social strata.

Although, of course, the class position of the parents is not recorded op 3
child’s birth certificate, indirect cviderree in all countrics supports this concly.
sion, ie., an inverse correlation between class and illegitimacy rate, Iy e
U.S,, for example, 4+ per cent of illegitimate children in 1958 were cither living
in adoptive homes of some kind, or were receiving help f.rom the federal Aid
to Dependent Children program. For White children this figurc was 79 per
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cent. Illegitimacy by “color” leads to a similar conclusion, since Negroes are
on the average poorer than Whites. In 1957 it was estimated that about 2 per
cent of White births were illegitimate, as against 21 per cent of Negro births.
Nincty-seven per cent of U.S. parents of legitimate children could afford in
1955 to pay for a physician when their children were born; for parents of
illegitimate children the figure was 82 per cent, and, of course, payment was
often made by a social-work agency. In several southern states, 40 to 50 per cent
of illegitimate Negro children were born without a physician in attendance.
Mothers of illegitimate children in urban areas are more likely to come from
areas of low income.

An illegitimate birth is more scandalous in the upper or middle social
strata; so much that more effort is expended to hide the fact when it occurs.
Middle-class girls in the U.S. are more likely to travel far away from their
homes to bear their children, and to turn over the child to an adoption agency.
Pressure on a couple to marry is also heavier in these strata. With sufficient
foresight and moncy, none of the girl’s friends need know that she was even
pregnant, and her absence can simply be explained as a trip to visit relatives.
Economically advantaged families can even avoid an illegitimate birth altogether,
by paying for an abortion. For these reasons, not only is the illegitimacy. rate
higher toward the lower social strata but there the illegitimate birth is socially
INOTE conspicuous.

This class difference means that illegitimate children are likely to experi-
ence a higher disease and d¢ath rate, to receive less adequate education, and
to obtain less satisfactory jobs. They are also more likely themselves to produce
illegitimate children when they become adults.

The disadvaritages suffered by the illegitimate child are a combination of
the legal stipulations concerning illegitimacy, its probable class position, the
lack of adequate parental care, and the social customs that are social obstacles
to opportunity. The laws adopted early in this country aimed at preventing the
child from becoming a charge on the state, and placed primary obligation on
the mother. Only in this century has legislation been directed at seeking to
establish paternity and at forcing this responsibility on the father. New laws,
as yet not passed in a majority of states, have removed the fact of illegitimacy
from the birth record. In recent times the child has acquired the right to inherit
from his mother. (Since his tie with the father is unknown officially, or vague,
or narrowly limited, the child does not inherit from the father.) Modern social
legislation now attempts increasingly to protect both mother and child.

At the same time, it is an illusion to suppose that by some combination
of liberal social-welfare laws the child will somehow be given a position equal
to that of the legitimate child. Laws aimed at protecting the illegitimate simply
underscore the social and legal fact that his position is different. As long as
social customs dictate the terms of an appropriate marriage, the child born out-
side those limits will suffer some stigma and disadvantages.

These problems will vary with the type of illegitimacy. The situation of
such a child must be weighed by comparing his position to that of a legitimate
child of the same class. The child born of a consensual union in Jamaica, for
example, will suffer few disadvantages compared with his playmates. Most of
them either are or were illegitimate, and their lot is little worse than that of
youngsters born of equally poor but married parents.

By contrast, an illegitimate child born to a U.S. middle-class couple suf-
fers far more disadvantage if he is born to an unmarried middle-class couple,
for it will have few or none of the benefits of that class position, unless of course
it is adopted by middle-class parents. However, the problem of comparison is
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more difficult in a cross-caste or cross-class union. The child is usually the re-
sponsibility of the mother, who is likely to be lower class, and thus it will be
a member of the lower social stratum. In the U.S., a child of a cross-caste union
—i.e.,, Negro and White—will be treated as a Npgro. He may guﬂer l;)nl_\i a
few disadvantages compared to other Negroes of }11§ economic position, but his
position will be much less favorable than his fa‘ther sis. b the illesit

Historically, of course, there are many instances in which the i egitimate
child of a cross-class or cross-caste union received support and protcctlgn from
the upper-class father, and thus the position of both mother and child were
better than others in the lower social stratum. Again, however, the__\' did not
have the still greater advantages that a legitimate union would havehgwen them;
but in anv event a legal union between castes is not possiblc. In the American
Old South, death for the male was the social pf:nz}lty fpr a cross-caste sexual
union in which the male was lower caste, if his identity was dlscovcrcd.'In
India the same result was likely, along with the deaths of mother and child.
If not put to death, mother and child would be outcastes.

The Control of Illegitimacy . . .

As in other areas of posmblc' deviant behavior, most
people are not kept from illegitimacy only by fear of its conse]cl;uer’uces, but by
(1) internal controls, which make the individual fC?l‘l]f- 131 ';10"‘ ];’ ;‘ rong to run
the risk, and (2) social controls that warn the individua Jong ]c ore any inti-
macy occurs. Friends and kin caution the girl, and sometimes h]e young man
as well. The girl is surrounded by a network of pcOP?,‘“- who t;ett tt]]e fondlho‘ns
for her interaction with the young man, can bear witness tha : H}C} \}fre in-
deed together, and mav pressure the young man later ]to mlarr}.} e girl, The
couple is alone on a date, but not before or after, so that the situation is not
anony :

nOn_\Irgotl]J]sc. past, the Western upi:)er and middle classes ha;'c llSCF]l Z}f'llﬁenna

or chaperone system to prevent all adult males (except P‘fr(;al;s bc‘]osc .l\lm or
respected old men) from ever being alone with an unmarrie Lll lle girl. Be-
cause the focus of attention was premarital illegitimacy more than adultery,
the married woman was given more frcedom, and indecd marrmg]c‘wz\s viewed
as one way by which a young girl might obtain relcase .from at .CJSt some of
these burdensome restrictions. Of course adultery was likely to cause trouble,
but the marricd woman had re5ponsibilil‘ic§ of her own, and was an adult, so
that she could move about more freely. With thq marriage scttlcc{, it has been
assumed any child of a married woman was legitimate, unless clear proof of
the contrary sible. :

Lowci-ggssspf(:lsr;i]i:s could not afford the cost of a special person to guard
their unmarried women, but though lowcr-class women h;;\'c.%C]nCTé.l]"’,\' .CH]O_\‘C(]
more frecdom than upper-class women, they were likely to oC ’cf‘](’(‘;“ Y atched.
In some of the less urbanized regions of the West, suqh as rural Greece, Sicily
and southern Italy, and rural Spain, this jealous guardianship still persists,

The Puritans of the seventcenth century Cm])bﬂﬂzcd 1strong moral repres-
sion, defining any extramarital scxual behavior as sinful. To be sure, they also
watched their women carcfully. , . 1

In most primitive socictics, premarital sexual intercourse has heep per-
mitted. Under such conditions of high risk, a combination of factors has kept
the illegitimacy rate low. Fitst, menstruation typically occurs later than in \West.
ern societies. In the U.S. the average is between 12 and ]3 Vears, as against 14
to 16 vears in nonlitcrate societics for which data are available. Scecond, present
evidence suggests that for a period varving from 1 to 3 ycars after mengtrya.
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tion, the young girl is relatively infertile, so that in societies where adolescents
engage in sexual relations she may run-little risk of pregnancy. Finally, marriage
takes place early, and is still earlier if the girl becomes pregnant. Consequently,
the illegitimacy rate is likely to be low.

In the U.S, it is likely that pregnancy precedes one-fourth or more of
all marriages, This fact, in a country where constraceptives are available and
widely used, suggests a very high rate of premarital sexual intercourse. On the
other hand, a high (but unknown) percentage of those who become pregnant
are emotionally attached to one another, and most either make a final decision
to marry, or move ahead the date of the intended marriage. Indeed, the peak
month of marriage for those who marry after conception is 2 months after con-
ception. Since about 6 weeks must pass before a laboratory test can prove that
a woman is pregnant, the evidence of haste secms clear, and points up how
strong are the social pressures bearing on the couple.

Although doubtless the percentage of the U.S. population who engage
in premarital intercourse has increased over the past generation, it is™ likelv
that the slight apparent increase in the illegitimacy rate (from about 4 per
cent to nearly 5 per cent) is due more to improvements in birth-recording
procedures than to any change in social pattern. In most Western nations,
there has been either a slight drop, or no change, over the past half-century.
Scattered evidence suggests that premarital conception with a modest or low
rate of illegitimacy has been widespread in the West for centuries. In one
French area a check of marriages and first births (using parish registers) found
that about 30 per cent of the marriages of workers and artisans were preceded
by conception in the late eighteenth century.

Although lay opinion tends to suppose that sexual morals have been de-
teriorating, and that rural people are more moral than urban people, the evi-
dence is at best unclear. The supposed high level of “rural morality” may be
only a widespread myth. In much of north and central Europe, and in rural
regions of France, Holland, and even Scotland, a widespread pattern of court-
ship during the eighteenth century included premarital sexual intercourse and,
especially in south Germany, Austria, and Sweden, a relatively high rate of il-
legitimacy (about 20 per cent). Outsiders were barred from this courtship pat-
tern, since they were of a different social status and could not be held to account.
The pairing-off process was evaluated and shaped by peers as well as parents.
Young men could not escape their responsibilities without leaving the region
and thus abandoning their sole means of livelihood, the family farm. Marrigge
often post-dated the birth of.a child, but the couple was gventually united le-
gally. Both church and state denounced the pattern, but in some regions it con-
tinued until well into the nineteenth century. It permitted some sexual freedom
among the young, but maintained close social control over marriage. This pat-
tern also existed in rural Japan until after the Meiji Restoration of 1868. These
practices have gradually dissolved, so that in such areas the formal ratc of il-
legitimacy has decreased (i.e., the percentage born out of wedlock). It must
be kept in mind, however, that under the older system social controls were
strong, and almost every young mother did marry the father of her child even-
tually, and with the approval of both parents. Consequently, the social place-
ment and care of the child was certain. There was a sociological father and,
not long after the birth of the child, a legal one as well. Thus, under the old
system the rate of social illegitimacy was low. ’

A very different pattern is found in the New World, from the southern
United States to the tip of South America, and including the Caribbean. This
pattern shows how closelv linked is illegitimacy with the integration of the society.

legitimacy and illegitimacy
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Particular provinces in some New-World countries have illegitimacy rates
of 80 per cent or more. A small group of mainland countries have rates higher
than 70 per cent, and most of the political units in thc New World have rates
over 30 per cent. Among non-Whites in the southern U.S., rates between 20
and 30 per cent were recorded in 1957. A few of these rates are given below.

Illegitimacy Rates in Selected New-World Countries *

Country Rate . Year
Chile 169, 1958
Mexico 225 1956
Costa Rica 25 1957
Colombia 28 1957
Peru 43 1955
Martinique 48 1956
Vencezucla 57 1955
Honduras 65 1957
Guatemala 70 1957
Panama 71 1956

* Data from United Nations Demographic Year Book Questionnaire. This scction is
adapted from my “Illegitimacy, Anomie, and Cultural Penctration,” American Sociological

Review (December 1961), 26:910-925.

Such high rates might suggest that the Principle of Legitimacy is incor-

rect and should be abandoncd. However, the Principle asserts only that every
society has such a standard, a rule of legitimacy, not that everyone obeys it.
After all, no moral rule is obeyed by everyone. Nevertheless, if so high a per-
centage of the population pay little attention to it, then perhaps they do not
believe.in it either. If they do not accept it as a value, then Malinowski was
wrong. )
It has been maintained that the high rates are simply the remnants of
“native customs,” survivals of social pattcrns that once were common among
the original inhabitants of the New \Vgr]d. This explanation must be dis-
carded. Many studies of New-World Indian tribes have been made, and they
show that no such tolerance of illegitimacy ever existed, so that the modern
pattern cannot be such a “remnant.” .In the Carib]:fcan' and in the U.S. South,
the population came from African tribes where childbirth outside of marriage
was disapproved, so that again thesc high rates could not hayc come from older
African customs. Morcover, among these socicties from which the populations
of New-World countries stemmed, a wide range of kinship patterns existed:
low and high divorce ratcs, patriliny and matnliny, polygyny and monogamy.
But illcgitimacy ratés have been generally high among these New-World popu-
lations. That is, the hundreds of family systems and socictics from which the
ancestors of thesc people came were so varied that they would not have shared
so pcculiar a modern trait, high illegitimacy ratcs. We must thercfore look for
another explanation.

Another frequent cxplanation is that a “new subculture” has developed
in the New World, in which the conscnsual union is the “moral cquivalent” of
a legal marriage, supported by the community as fully as a marriage, and giving
the child exactly the samc status as that of a child born to a legal union. This
explanation is uscd to support cthnic or racial stercotypes, according to which
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people in the lowest social class live a happy-go-lucky life, sexually free and
irresponsible, and content in their poverty. Iowever, wherever rescarchers have
not been satisfied to report only the behavioral fact of illegitimacy and have
probed into values and attitudes (1.c., their idcals, aspirations, and cvaluations)
as shown by both words and deeds, it becomes clear that mother and child
have a lower status outside the legal union, that women prefer to be marricd,
and that children may push their parents to marry legally. Even where the ille-
gitimacy ratc is high, a majority of pcople cventually do marry. Clearly, peo-
ple would not do so, if it were true that the conscnsual union were as highly
cvaluated as the legal union.

In the lower classcs of most New-World countries, and including a sub-
stantial part of the southern U.S. Ncgro population, voung girls arc likely to
enter their first sexual experiences or a consensual union without support from
kin or peer groups to aid them in the bargaining process of courtship. A few
girls, with unusual bcauty, a strong kinship nctwork, or a bit of property, may
marry legally in their first union. In most other socicties of the world, on the
other hand, the marriageable girl has this support of kin and peers in the bar-
gaining process whether or not she has outstanding qualities or endowments.
Here, then, we have an intcresting anomaly. How did so great a discrepancy
devclop between the ideal and actual behavior?

The European conquest of the New World was not merely political and
military, as it was in India, Indoncsia, or Egypt, or as was the Manchu con-
quest of China in the scventeenth century. It was also a social and cultural
conquest. Although the inhabitants of Latin-Amcrican countries look like their
ancestors of several centurics ago, most of their cultural patterns arc Western,
not Indian. Popular accounts of experiences in the Caribbean islands empha-
size such esoteric items as voodoo, drumbeats in the jungle night, and women
carrying bundles on their heads, but the cultural patterns are overwhelmingly
Western, not African. The lower classes of Jamaica do not spcak Cockney
English, but their language is now an English dialect. In the New World,
except for a few tribal pockets, the older cultural patterns have been penctrated
and undermined, and though aboriginal traits remain (e.g., the use of okra as
a food, the sacredness of an ancient god here and there) most inhabitants of
the New World must be counted as participants in one variant or another of
the Western culture complex.

Two main types of massive influence created this result. One was char-
acteristic of the southern U.S. and the Caribbcan, a physical destruction of
most of the native inhabitants, and a substitution of alicn slaves from Africa.
These were mixed geographically by desig.;, to prevent them from maintaining
their African social systems or communities, and thus they could not maintain
their African cultural heritage. Their descendents were emancipated late in the
nincteenth century, and later generations occupy the bottom social strata in
these countries. Some individuals have moved to higher social positions as well.

The other main type of cultural penetration was socially more complex
and’ took place on the mainland, from Mecxico to the tip of South America.
After the conquest of the three great population centers, where the Iberians
sought gold, they extended their control to other regions where the exploita-
tion of labor offered the chance of riches. They nearly defeated their own
economic aims in the late sixteenth and early seventcenth centuries, since from
one-third to one-half of their subjects died from the diseases they introduced,
and from overwork and undernourishment. Many native communities were
left intact for a while, and native rulers were permitted to rule in some com-
munities, so that the social structurcs remained intact; but after 1600 this rul-
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ing stratum was generally removed. The Church was backed by force in its
efforts to convert, so that the native religions lost their integrative influence.
In addition, the Iberidns transplanted large segments of the native populations
to facilitate political administration, a further factor in reducing the strength
of the traditional social systems. A caste system developed which relegated the
natives to the bottom of the social ladder and made any upward mobility
difficult. For nearly 300 years after the initial invasions and plundering there
was little economic expansion, so that the rulers did not need to train their
subjects or to permit them to occupy high social positions.

Thus, after the period of conquest, the Indians and Negroes could not
adequately socialize their young to believe strongly in their own traditional
values, since the political, economic, and other social forces were imposed
and maintained by the Iberian conquerors. The natives came to accept the
superiority of Iberian values through religious conversion, adjustment to polit-
ical domination, and the failure of their own social systems to support the
alternative, traditional ideas. On the other hand, the establishment of a caste
system forbade the usual reward for fuli cultural assimilation and high social
mobility. In this respect, the process was different from the cultural assimila-
tion of immigrants in U.S. cities in the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth cen-
turies.

The slavery systems in the U.S. and the Caribbean exhibit similar proc-
esses, although in this great region no towns, villages, or societies (except those
made up of slaves who escaped) made up of descendents of a single tribe were
permitted. Consequently, for many generations the majority of these popula-
tions lived in cultures that were not internally integrated, or integrated fully
with the dominant culture of the rulers, and in social systems that were not
internally integrated socially, or fully integrated with the dominant social sys-
tems of the rulers.

It is the community, not the individual or the family, that can maintain
conformity to the norm of legitimacy, by giving or withholding prestige and
honor. The individual can risk illegitimacy or not, but there will be little loss
of honor if the community grants almost as much respect for marriage as for
non-marriage. Unless it is integrated culturally and socially, the community
cannot easiy punish the deviant, and il?d‘CCd will. care little about the devia-
tion. High individual or family conformity to a given norm depends on both
the community commitment to the value itself, and to the strength of its
social controls. The conditions in the New World from the US Negro South
to Tierra del Fuego created a high rate of illegitimacy, sinice it weakened both
the norms and the social controls.
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The preceding chapters have shown the utility of view-
ing the family not mecrely as a relationship between husband and wife, or
parents and children, but also as a set of links between the social network of
family members and the larger network of the society. In analyzing family sys-
tems we look not only at the social relations internal to a given family, but
also between family and society.

Consequently, in considering the processes of courtship and mate selec-
tion, we sec again that the larger society is interested in the result. Always
the two family networks of the marrying couple are thereby linked, and thus
still more distant networks are also involved. Both family lines have some rank
in the stratification system, whose stability depends in part on who marries
whom. Intermarriage is.the best index that one family line considers the other
approximately equal socially or economically.

Within the families themselves, one gains and the other loscs a mem-
ber. (If the woman moves to the location of her husband’s family, the system
is called patrilocal; if he moves to that of her family, the system is matrilocal.
Moving to an independent Lousehold is called neolocality.) Where they re-
side determines to a large extent the frequency of social interaction with one
set of kin as against another. Marriage forges a new social link, and thus added
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strength; but perhaps also the loss of a productive worker, or a friendly kins-
man. In many societies the loss of an adult woman as a bride is compensated
for by a “bride price,” or by the man working for a period, called “groom
service.” Entrance into the family of the spouse creates numerous new role
obligations, and necessarily some new adjustments and strains.

Consequently, a marriage sets in motion a host of consequences, in which
many kinsmen are concerned—not to mention the husband and wife them-
selves. In all societies, complex rules guide the process of mate selection and
eventual marriage. The marriage ceremonial is a ritual of passage for the couple;
a young man and woman pass ritually into adult status with its new rights
and responsibilities. It also announces the society’s approval of the union.
Thereby the kinship network accepts new role obligations. In Western nations,
the state has for centuries plaved a larger part in marriage law than in most
nations of the East, but marriage is a public matter in all societies, since the
larger society has a stake in its consequences. . )

The ceremony of marriage itself is highly visible, but more than that it
is a symbol of the culmination of many processes that are subtle and impor-
tant. Indeed, many who marry see only the choice _of their spouse as the real
decison. In the U.S., for example, people “date” ywth the upderstanding that
a date, or even many dates, need not mean a serious commltmen.t, and need
not require any explicit decision about the meaning of the relationship. On
the other hand, a closer look at the process of courtship and marriage choice
will disclose that many implicit decisions, choices, or alternatives are being
followed, and that these shape or determine the final choice of the marital
partner.

The Market Structure of Marriage

Fundamentally, the process of mate selection functions
like a market system. This system varies from one society to another, with
respect to who controls the transactions, what are the rules of exchange, and
the relative evaluation of various qualities. In the upper-class Japanese and
Chinese societies of the past, these transactions were controlled by the elders
—formally, legally, and publicly by the men, thqugh elder women ‘often made
the real decision. According to the rules of @raQItlonal Arab societies, a manjs
family paid a bride price for the woman, while in the Brahmm castes of India
her family paid a groom price. The rules may .also require counter-gifts qf some
kind. As to the cvaluation of different qualities, the honor pf the family line
may count for more than the individual traits of the marrying couple, or the
beauty of a woman may be as valuable as a man’s wealth. '

Of course, the participants in this process may not think o‘f the_mselves
as “driving a bargain.” Parents may instead see tbemselves as seeking the
best for their children”; or a young man may see himself as seeking the hand
of his beloved. Many do not even consider some of the.factors t'hat .clearly
affect the final choice. To understand this process better, we can begin with our
own system of courtship and mate choice. It is formally free, and legally al-
most any man can marry almost any woman. On the other hand, the patterns
of choice show clearly that the number of eligibles is in fact h'lghly'restricted.
Moreover, even thmfgh the vocabulary of love is used w:dp]y in this country,
almost everyone does at times use the language of bargaining. Let us begin
with the familiar pattern of dating in the U.S. As Winch points out, it has
several important functions, or consequences. First, it is a popular form of
recreation, and thus an end in itself. Neither of the two persons incurs any
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obligation to continue dating after the first expericnce.! Second, it is part of
the socialization experience, especially in acquainting individuals with the
mysteries of the opposite sex. Thercby, third, the individual explores his own
personality and tests his powers in the dating situation. Dating eventually culmi-
nates in the selection of a mate, its central function for our present purposes.
Finally, it emphasizes the pattern of stratification in the society. Indeed, the
last two are closely bound. If dating were only recreation and had nothing to
do with marriage, class elements might not be so important in adolescent dat-
ing.

Bargaining and Homogamy

" Before looking at concrete findings, let us emphasize
that all mate-selection systems press toward liomogamous marriages as a re-
sult of the bargaining process. That is, in general, “likc marries like”—with
reference to a wide variety of traits. If the girl comes from a wealthy family,
her family associates with other wealthy families, and by her wealth she can com-
mand a good “price” in the marriage market. That 15, other wealthy families
will find her an acceptable bride for their sons. Similarly, if her family is high
in prestige or power, other families at that level will consider her acceptable,
and her family need not ally itself with lower-ranking familics in order to find
an acceptable groom. The untaleuted, homely, poor man mav aspire to a bride
with highly desirable qualities, but he cannot offer cnough to induce either
her or her family to choose him, for they can find a groom with more highly
valued qualities.

Thus, the process of secking a bride with highly ranked traits usually
leads to finding a spousc with traits at about the level of the potential groom.
The same processes operate, of course, in the dating patterns of Western coun-
tries. Homogamy is supported by various rules of endogamy, and is achieved
against somc rules of exogamy. Iindogamy simply mcans marrying within the
group, such as a religious faith, a caste, or a nation. Exogamy requires, instead,
marrying outside certain groupings. All socictics have both kinds of rules, but
they obviously refer to different groups. Incest taboos arc rules of exogamy,
and so6 are rulcs requiring an individual to marrv outside the clan. The weight
of class factors in dating is striking, in spitc of the fact that some part of ado-
lescent “rebellion” is directed against adult “materialism” and in favor of social
relationships based on the whole personality, on human qualitics. In onc study
of high-school dating, 61 pcr cent of all “dates” belonged in the samc class
and 35 per cent in an adjacent class. When a boy crossed class lines (using
a 5-class breakdown), in 2 out of 3 timcs he dated a girl in a lower class; if
a girl crossed the lines, in 2 out of 3 cases she dated upward.? Moreover, and
of equal importance for an understanding of this process, those who dated in
a higher class were likely to have special qualitizs: the girls were popular or
pretty; the boys were outstanding athletes, or high-school lcaders. That is, they
were able to gain the advantage of dating with a person in a higher class posi-
tion by offering in exchange another valued trait. T'ven in this early phase of
courtship, then, we see a pattern of bargaining and class influcnce.

Other qualities as well must be included in our perspective on bargain-
ing and homogamy. Dating, for instance is also more likely to occur between

1 Robert F. Winch, “The Functions of Dating in Middle-Class America,” in Winch,
Robert McGinnis, and Herbert R. Barringer (eds.), Selected Studies in Marriage and the
Family (New York: Holt, Rinchart and Winston, 1962), pp. 506-509.

2 August B. Holiingshead, Elintown’s Youth (New York: Wiley, 1949), pp. 230-232.
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high-school students of the same school class.? In Hollingshead’s sample, half
of the dates took place betwcen students in the same school class (i.e., fresh-
man dated freshman, and so on). One-third of the boys’ dates were with girls
a class below them in the school; and one-third of girls’ dates were with boys
one school class higher than they. Since it is usually the boy who dates the
younger girl, the senior girl is sometimes embarrassed by being dateless. Con-
sequently, in 62 per cent of the cases in which a girl dates a yopnger boy, it is
a senior girl who dates a junior boy.

Of course, this pattern is also to be found in the dating that precedes
marriage, for in general those who marry are close to one another in age. In
1959 the median age of brides married for the first time to grooms also never
before married was 19.9 years. The age of these grooms was 22.4 years. Of mar-
riages of this tvpe in the marriage registration area, 16 per cent were entered
into by males 21 vears of age (this may be a slight exaggeration, since this is
the legal age for males in many states, and some falsify their ages in order to
marry). Three-fourths of these men married young women 18 to 21 years of age.
When the groom is older, the age of the bride does not increase paralle] to
that of the groom, but lags behind somewhat.

Studies made in the U.S. over the past generation also show that people
who marry arc likely to live close to one another. About half of urban mar-
riages occur between men and women who live approximately 1 mile from one
another, or 14 city blocks. About one-fourth of the couples live within 3 blocks
of one another. Residential propinquity is usually indicative of class similarity,

-since those who live close to onc another are also more likely to be of the
same class. A closer examination of the facts shows that class is also a differen.
tiating vasiable, since those from iniddle: or upper-occupational groups are more
likely to travel greater distances in seeking their spouses. In one Ohio sample,
the median distance traveled by the unskilled for their spouses was less than
5 blocks.* ) .

This suggestion that Cupid’s wings do not travel far in any one flight
should not be explained only by class. Propinquity is a little-noticed but power-
ful factor in the development of social relations. Its social importance is that
it increases or decreases the likelihood of unplanned, chance social encounters
between strangers or acquaintances, thus affording them less opportunity for
easy social interaction. If people have traits that might attract them to one
another, propinquity increases the possibility that they will find this out. Peo.
ple who live close together are morc likely to attend the same schools, shop
in the same stores, travel the same buses, or simply greet one another on the
street as familiar strangers. A considerable but unmeasured part of our social
interaction is shaped by this apparently spatial factor. In addition, space also
has a time and energy meaning. A boy who is deeply in love may be willip
to travel an hour to take his sweetheart home several nights a week, but a bo
is also less likely to fall in love with such a girl to begin with, since he mja
not go to the trouble of exposing himself to her charms long enough to become
intensely attached. Distance may not increase his reluctance as much, of course,
if travel is only a small drain on his financial and energy resources. Indeed,
one reason why men at the upper occupational levels travc]'farther in their
courtships is that they can more easily afford the greater cost in transportatiop
and communication.

If the reader mentally lists the marriages among the people he knows, he

8 Ibid., pp. 225-226. )
4 Marin R. Koller, “Residential and Occupational Propinquity,” in Winch, McGipnis
and Barringer, Selected Studies in Marriage and the Family, p. 476. ’
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will very likely learn what most studies show, that brides and grooms tend to
find one another within their own social class. ‘The exact percentage of intra-
class marriages depends on the number of classes used (if 6 to 8 classes are used
instcad of 3, the number of cross-class marriages will be greater), and also
on the index of class used (education, income, occupation, etc.). If only 3
classes arc used, based primarily on occupation, slightly more than half of the
marriages are between men and women in the same class. In Hollingshead’s
study of New Haven marriages, using six classes, both partners came from the
same class of residential area in S8 per cent of the unions. Eighty-thiee per
cent came from the same or adjacent classes.” When women marry into a dif-
ferent class, they are more likely to marry upward in class, or hypergamously.

Most marriages are homogamous with respect to race. Negro-White
marriages are rarc in the U.S,, though they are very likely increasing. These
cross-caste unions deserve spccial attention in analyzing marriage practices,
and will be discusscd later in this chapter.

Religious barriers also divide people into smaller pools of homogamous
eligibles. Most Protestants accept other Protestants as maritally eligible, with
rather little regard for the theological differences among sects. The threc great
groups, then, arc Protestants, Jews. and Catholics. Most marriages occur en-
dogamously within each of them. Jews are most likely to marry endogamously,
Catholics next, and Protestants least. Nationwide data on such points are esti-
mates. Verv likelv over 80 per cent of Jews marry endogamously. In studies
done in New Haven, the figuré for Catholics was 80 to 90 per cent, but the figure
varics with the pereentage of Catholics in a given area. In the Southeastern
U.S., where the percentage is low (4 to 5%), about half of the marriages of
Catholics arc interfaith. In the New England states the percentage of interfaith
marriages drops to less than one-fourth.

This last fact illustrates a general relationship in homogamy: A group is
less likely to maintain its barricrs against out-marriage if it is small, but a group
can remain exclusive if it is large. That is, within a larger group of eligibles
the individual can find a potential spousc—i.e., a person who is like himself
in being a member of the group, and is also similar with respect to wealth,
ceducation and so on.

Clearly, thesc factors include the processes of both exclusion and inclu-
sion, and work in opposite dircctions. Members of a small group have a greater
motivation to allow out-marriage because of a shortage of eligibles. But in the
same arca the members of a larger group would correspondingly have less rea-
son to lcave their own group.

The exact outcome depends on other factors as well, such as the amount
of in-group solidarity, the social rank of the group, the cffectiveness of its match-
making processes, and so on. Catholfcs in West Texas are less likely to be gb]e
to marry Protestants than Catholics in New Mexico, because people of Mexican®
background (who make up most Catholics in both regions) have a lower social
rank in West Texas than in New Mexico. Protestant families are less likelv
to object to a prospective German Catholic bride than to an Italian Catholic.
Jews and Orthordox Greeks are more solidary than Protestants, and also match-
make more actively. Hawever, the general outcome is clear, for in both the
U.S. and Canada there is an inverse rclationship between the percentage of the
population in a given religious group in the various territories and regions, and
the percentage of interfaith marriages. Out-marriages increasc as the percentage
of the population in each group dccrcascs.

5 Winch, McGinnis, and Barringer, Selected Studies in Marriage and the Family. pp.
485-486.
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Religious endogamy in the U.S. masks, as suggested above, the effect of
many other social factors. It is decubtful that many marriages are opposed
merely because the potential spouse holds different theological beliefs. Few
Americans even know what these beliefs are, or feel strongly about them. It is
the social background, correlated with religion, that is weighed. Jewish families
will ordinarily have no objection to a young man who never visits the synagogue,
if he is at least nominally Jewish. The objections of Protestant families to their
children marrying Catholics is as often an objection to a union with a differ-
ent ethnic group as to church affiliation. Catholics in the U.S. are likely to
be identified with ethnic groups whose prestige rating is low: Italians, Mexicans,
Puerto Ricans, French-Canadians, Irish in some areas, and Poles or other Cen-
tral Europeans. In addition, Protestants object to the imperialism implicit in
the Catholic Church’s insistence that the children of a cross-faith marriage be
reared as Catholics.

The complexities of social factors that influcnce the rate of intrafaith
marriages are therefore great, and are not to be explained even primarily by
church beliefs. What is significant is that most partners find their spouses within
the same large religiotis group, and that those who -ittempt to cross the bound-
aries will face opposition from their friends and family, which may in part be
answered by asserting the special virtues of the future spouse. One consequence
is that those who cross these barriers are more likely to be less-convinced be-
lievers in the church te which they ostensibly belong.

The pattern of homogamy extends also to marital status. Most who marry
are of course single, but within each pool the widowed, widowered, and the
divorced also marry in a higher proportion than could be attributable to chance.

Well over 100 studies have shown that husband and wife are more alike
in a wide range of traits than could be accounted for by chance. It seems clear,
however, that young men and women do not spend much thought on whether
their date or fiancée possesses similar traits. Rather, homogamy is for the most
part the product of other social processes, notably (1) the differential associa-
tion of people in groups that are more or less homogeneous, and (2) the proc-
ess of finding one’s own level in the courtship market. The first of these makes
it less likely that a young man will meet many young women on an informal
basis who do not share any of his social traits, such as religious class, education,
ethnic background, and so on. In addition, if he shows undue attachment to
a young woman of a very different background, his family and friends are likely
to express some disapproval of his choice.

The second of these processes also leads to homogamy, as noted earlier,
The young man might prefer to marry a beautiful, rich girl, and possibly his
family would not object; but without outstanding qualities he is not likely to
win her from her circle of friends who can at least offer comparable wealth, Her
family would oppose a marriage “beneath” her, and her friends would ask what
“she sees in him.” When one fiancée is seen as being able to command 3
better match, both kin and friends analyze or criticize the intended union in
market terms. The poor talented student is advised to marry late, for example,
because after his abilities have been proved he can make a more advantageous
match. Moreover, contrary to the folklore of America, those who are engaged
also evaluate the merits of their beloved, and compare their alternative marita]
chgnces. Homogamy results, then, from the slow sifting of individuals into
pairs whose traits are more or less equally valued in the current marriage market.
The value system, however, does not rate all traits equally, nor all equally in
the two sexes. The ability to swim with speed and grace or to dance well has
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less value, for example, than family prestige. When a woman’s beauty enables
her to marry above her class, there is some grumbling among the eligible women
in her husband’s circle, and some envy among those in her own, but the mar-
tiage is viewed as an appropriate exchange (not necessarily as a wise exchange).
On the other hand, the rich woman who marries a lower-class man for his hand-
someness is laughed at, and he is classified, even if erroneously, as a variety of
gigolo or fortune hunter. Beauty and charm are thought of as intrinsically part
of the female social position, and properly to be used in the market. Talent
in one’s occupation is a corresponding attribute in a man.

This difference can be scen in a striking form in one type of extreme
heterogamy, Negro-White marriages. Caste rules, and in some states caste laws,
forbid such marriages. Almost cveryone believes that they will fail, and at best
will be tragedies for the resulting children, although no appropriate studies have
been made.

When suck marriages do occur, they are mainly hypogamous. That is, in
the various compilations of the few data available, it is the White woman who
marries into the lower caste, from 3 to 10 times as frequently as the White man
marries into the lower caste. A closer cxamination of the exchange of advan-
tages in cross-caste marriages suggests that they are primarily of two tvpes. In
one, both parties have repudiated the caste system ideologically, and both hold
relatively advantageous class positions. That 1s, they are in different castes, but
in the same class, usuallv middle class or higher. In this type of marriage neither
males nor females are more likely to marry across caste lines. Since both part-
ners deny the relevance of caste in the cxchange, it does not make the female
more willing than the malec to marry cross-caste.

The more common union, however, involves a middle- or upper-class
Negro man with a lower- or lower middle-class White woman. Merton has
analyzed theoretically the likelihood of various tvpes of cross-caste marriage,
and points out that this typc permits the male to trade his class advantage
as a provider for his wife’s advantage in caste position.® A lower-class White
male could not so casily make a similar exchange with a wealthy Negro woman,
because this would deny his role as provider. And, of course, the union between
the White man of any class position and a Negro woman in the lower class
would likely not issue in marriage, would simply remain a liaison. Both the
caste position and his sex permit hin to take the initiative in such a union.
However, there is no social pressure on him to marry her. Thus, when cross-
caste marriages occur, in the U.S,, they are likely to be caste-hypogamous. The
woman marries into the lower caste, but to an occupationally successful male.

Love as a Factor in Marriage

Love is viewed as a threat to the stratification system in
many societies, and elders warn against using love as the basis for mate selec-
tion. However, it is clear that if the sober factors of wealth, occupation, caste,
age, or religion do not substitute for love, they nevertheless create the frame-
work within which it operates. Since the marriageable population of the U.S.
is gradually segregated into pools of eligibles with similar social backgrounds,
relatively free dating patterns can exist without disrupting the stratification sys-
tem. In fact, there is not a completely frec market in courtship or mate selec-

6 Robert K. Merton, “Intcrmarriage and the Social Structure: Fact and Theory,” in
Prychiatry (August 1941), 4:361-374. Sce also the complementary article by Kingsley Davis,

:(I;;tcrmarriagc in Caste Socictics,” American Anthropologist (July-September 1941), 43:376—
375,
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tion. Rather, as in economic exchanges, there are many smaller markets in
which few are eligible to participate. It is within each such market that con-
siderable freedom exists.

Nevertheless, love is important in the formiation of marriages. Yet only
in the West, and only recently, has love come to be viewed as an almost nec-
essary precipitating event that heralds marriage. How love affects the social
structure can be interpreted sociologically. Before discussing these consequences,
the psychological process of love-choice should be analyzed.

The processes of sifting and association creates pools of eligibles, who.--
have roughly the same value in the marriage market. However, those processes
do not explain how the final pairing occurs that leads to marriage. The Theory
of Complementary Needs offers an explanation fcr these romantic attachments.

Beginning from Henry A. Murray’s conception of psychological needs,
Robert F. Winch and his associates have suggested that “in mate-selection each
individual seeks within his or her field of eligibles for that person who gives
the greatest promise of providing him or her with maximum need gratifica-
tion.” 7 That is, those who fall in love are likely to be alike in their social traits,
but complementary in their psychological needs. One who needs to be helped
or nurtured is likely to be attracted by someone who needs to give help. Both
will obtain satisfaction, reward, or pleasure in interacting with one another.
A person who has a strong need for achievement will, according to this theory,
seek out someone who has a strong vicariousness necd—i.e., who gets satisfac-
tion from seeing that another person is gratificd. These needs are not opposites;
an individual may need to help others, vet also nced to be helped himsclf.
Winch and his associates developed a list of 12 necds and 3 general psvcho-
logical traits, and outlined a serics of hypotheses about the likelihood  that
individuals with a given set of needs will be attracted by persons with another
set. Thus, autonomy is paired with deference as well as hostility. Abasement
is viewed as complementary to autonomy, dominance, hostility, nurturance, and
recognition. N

Without analyzing each in turn, we may simply repeat the central hy-
pothesis: “In mate-selection the need-pattern of each spouse will be comple-
mentary rather than similar to the need-pattern of the other spouse.”

This theory does not .assert that within any pool of eligibles each person
can find another who satisfied his needs completely or adequately. It explains
only why each person within that pool finds only certain others attractive.
The theory docs not predict, either, that those who satisfy each other’s needs
will be happy after they marry. They may have different tastes, and widely di-
vergent conceptions of the role obligations of husband and wife. In-laws ‘may
interfere, or one spouse may become an alcoholic. .

Social factors mav also prevent the cffective operation of complementarity
by distorting the individual’s perception of the other’s psychological pattern,
In most socicties the.malc is supposed to show achievement, dominance, and
autonomy, and a high percentage will do so cven if their own psychological
makcup 1s under strain as a conscquence. The behavioral conformity, hOchcr,
may keep most peoplc from discovering the psychological discomfort it masks,
Consequently, a woman may feel that certain of her needs will be, or are be.
ing, satisfied, and lcarn only after marriage that her husband really would pre-
fer to be dominatcd, to pay deference, and dislikes being competitive,

In addition, pcoplc vary widely in their ability to perecive or intuit the
psychological traits of others, and as a result a few people may feel that their

" Robert F. Winch, Mate Selection (Néw York: Harper, 1958), pp. 88-89.
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mates are satisfying some of their needs, simply because they misperceive what
their mates are doing. A clever woman may dominate without letting her
husband know it, for example. _

Since this theory has not been fully worked out or tested, further com-
plexities in it should be mentioned. Perhaps most important is the structure
or profile of the needs. How much lack in one kind of gratification, nurturance,
for instance, can be made up by how much gratification in another, perhaps
deference? If both spouses find their needs are met, but with no great in-
tensity, is this a stabler emotional relationship than one in which some needs
are satisfied completely, others hardly at all? Does the satisfaction of one need
become morc important in one society than another, so that the attraction
from one kind of complementarity is likely to be greater in one rather than
another?

But though this theory has many interesting ramifications and complexi-
ties, its importance would be less if falling in love were, as is so often alleged,
common only in the United States, where supposcdly people court and date
in the romantic Hollywood fashion. .

The importance of love in the U.S. has been exaggerated in popular
accounts, which frequently argue that it is a poor basis for marriage while fail-
ing to take account of the extent to which the selection process leads to pair-
ings between persons of similar backgrounds. Nevertheless, compared to others,
the marriage system of the U.S. has given love grcater prominence. Here, as
in all Western societies to some lesser degree, the child is socialized to fall in
love. Falling in love is a common topic of family talk, as it is a theme in movies,
television and radio programs, and advertising. Children tease one another about
it, and adults engage in mock or serious conversations with youngsters about
their “sweethearts.” It is taken for granted that eventually almost everyone
will decide to marry on the basis of a romantic attachment.

The main connections between the element of love and other social struc-
tures in the industrialized West are the following: First, the family unit is rela-
tively independent of the larger kinship group, so that husband and wife are
free to love each other without serious competition from their kin. In many
societies the husband-wife tie is accorded less emotional prominence. Second,
the parent-child tie is strong, and falling in love permits the young person to
free himself from this attachment in order to enter the independent status of
spouse. The U.S. variant of the Western cultural patterns gives considerable free-
dom to adolescents, thus increasing the likelihood that they will fall in love.
And, of course, love may be viewed as a mechanism for filling the gap left by
the decline of arranged marriages. Young people who in another marriage sys-
tem would be pushed into marriage by their elders are motivated to marry
because of love.

However, this last proposition may be turned around: In a system of ar-
ranged marriages, various social patterns exist to prevent love from disrupting
the arrangements made by the elders. To understand this relationship more
clearly, we can think of the world’s societies ranked along a continuum or di-
mension of institutionalization of love as an element in the mate-selection proc-
ess. At one extreme is the U.S., where the individual has to give a good reason
for marrying without being in love. (“I am too old for that sort of thing.” “I
was poor; he was a good man, and rich.”) At the other extreme might be
placed the upper classes of classical China or Tokugawa Japan, where love was
viewed as a tragedy or at best irrelevant to the elders’ choice of the individual’s
mate. In all societies some individuals do fall in love, but in many this be-
havior is not regarded as part of the ordinary process of mate selection.

39

mate selection and marriase




40

Then we can distinguish the few societies, such as all or most Polynesian
societies and the industrialized Western nations, where a romantic complex
is found—i.c., a considerable degree of institutionalization of love—'and societies
in which most people do fall in love during the courtship period, although
the process is not viewed as an ideological prescription. ‘

Love is a potential threat to the stratification system, and is g:ontro]led
in one of several ways. It can disrupt the elders’ plans to unite two lineages or
family inheritances, or link a high-ranking family with one of low rank to the
embarrassment of the former. Property, power, lineage honor, totemic relation-
ships, and cther family elements in all societies are believed to flow from one
generation to the next through the kinship lines, linked by marriage. Mate
choice thus has many consequences. People who fall in love }_xave braved storms
of anger, violence, ostracism, and their own fears to be married. To avoid this,
mate choice is frequently controlled, so that it is not left to the whim of young-
sters.

The fullest possible control can be obtained, naturally, by arranging mat-
ters before love can appear. The reader is fami}iay WJ§h one such system, the
apparently free courtship system of the U.S., which in fact permits freedom
only within somewhat narrow limits of race, religion, class, age, and the like—
Le., within a small pool of eligibles. Another is child marriage. The Hindu pre-
scription was, until very recently, that all girls should be married before puberty,
and this was the practice as well. In 1891 the average age of females at marriage
was 12.5 years. This figure did not rise at all until the decade of the 1930's. Tt
was 14.7 years in 1941.8 The child has little opportunity to fall in love, and
no resources for getting her way if she did. Living with her husband before
the marriage was physically consummated, she was more likely to fall in love
with him than with anyone else. ) ) )

A third pattern for controlling love, sometimes linked with the Pprecedin
one, specifies rather closely which status is to be linked in marriage with which,
The traditionally approved marriage among the Bedouin Arabs was between
a young man and his father’s brother’s daughter (patrilateral parallel cousin
marriage). In most of Arabic Islam this is not the common type of marriage,
but in some outlying regions where political power flowed from family linkages,
this form made up a majority of marriages. The young man had thg right to
marry his patrilateral parallel cousin, and would then pay only a nominal bride
price. More common is cross-cousin marriage, in which usually the boy marries
his mother’s brother’s daughtcr. When the population of a tribe 15 small, there
may be no one in that “marriage ccll.” When ,thc kinship group is large, more
distant cousins may be treated as “equivalent” and also appropriate, so that
some haggling and compromise is still possible. The primary decision however,
is when the marriage is to occur, since at best Qn]y a narrow range of people
are permissible or prescribed mates for any given person. These rules also
include, of course, various regulations which prohibit marriages with certain
kin—i.e., rules of exogamy. . L )

Another method of controlling love rclaponslnps is by strict Chaperonagc,
so that young people arc simply ncver permitted to be alone together, or in
intimatc interaction. Social segregation can best be achieved by physical segre-
gation—for example, the harem system of Islam. In much of Arabic Islam the
peasants could not, of course, keep their women in separate quarters, byt they
could be watched carefully, and were required to wear one of a varicty of

8 Shri Nayaran Agarwala, The Mean Age at Marriage in India_ as Ascert
Census Data. Ph.D. thesis, Princeton University, 1957, Vol. I, Part 2. The data ar,
fromm Census of Indie, 1391, pp. 155-170; 1941, Papers 1-10.
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costumes that hid their faces and bodies from scrutiny. Bedouin Arab girls, on
the other hand, ordinarily were permitted some interaction with marriageable
men—but they were always under some kind of observation anyway. In China
potential spouses were usually selected from families in a different section of a
city, or in another village. Most of the young men whom a girl met would beleng
to the same clan (fsu) and would be ineligible for marriage. Upper-class gitls
were, of course, chaperoned. )

Love as an element in marriage selection is becoming more prevalent in
all the societies in which it was once uncoramon. However, a love pattern
certainly existed in at least a large minority of societies even before the recent
spread of industrialization. That is, elders did take part in the decision, and had
almost a completely free hand in the financial arrangements of the marriage,
but young pecple usually associated prior to marriage, and they decided to marry
someone with whom they had fallen in love. Fzlling in love was not socially
prescribed as necessary, but in fact most did so, and married their beloved.
This pattern was widespread among the peasantry of Europe prior to industriali-
zation. We have mentioned already the Polynesian societies, wherc at least the
non-nobility were free to engage in love. A substantial number of Melanesian
and Papuan societies exhibit such a love pattern, which is also found here and
there in Africa (Nuer, Kgatla, Bavenda).

In general, as might be inferred from the preceding discussion, families
with a higher social rank grant less freedom in courtship than do families of
_ lower rank. That is, the families that have more to fear from the disruptive
~ effects of love also expend more energy in controlling it.

By channeling love or keeping it under some control, family elders are
freer to make marriage bargains with one another. Only where they have the
authority to give their sons and daughters in marriage is it possible to maintain
a bride-price or dowry system. It becomes pointless to make an agreement whose
execution cannot be controlled.

As a consequence, when young people obtain the right to choose their
mates themselves, these types of marriage exchanges begin to disappear as an
institutionalized element in the agreement to marry. Just why one society has
a bride price and another a groom price is not yet known, but some common
factors in these two patterns can be found.

Let us first see what each of the rclevant terms means. A dowry is a sum
of money or property that is brought to the marriage by the girl. It 1s given by
her family, but to whom it is-given varies from one culture to another. In
Western countries it was generally given to the groom, who couid use it under
certain restrictions or even have (under some circumstances) the full disposal
of it. In rural Ireland the dowry was in effect given to the groom’s father, who
then handed over his land to the groom and his bride. The dowry itself was
then used to secure a marriage for the groom'’s sister. Thus, so long as a family
had two children or fewer, and no more than one daughter, it could handle
the financial problems of marriage. A large dowry was sometimes used to marry
a daughter into a higher ranking family—i.c., exchanging money for social rank.

encrally, a girl could be considered only if her social skills were adequate for
a higher position, and the amount demanded would of course be greater, the
highet the rise in rank her family sought. In eighteenth-century France the
amounts needed for a given type of alliance were much discussed. In the late
Nincteenth and carly twentieth centurics, many U.S. heiresses married " into
English or European nobility by furnishing large settlements to their husbands.
in contemporary European middle-class society, a dowry is not nccessary, but
1t may smooth the path toward marriage. A dower system does not substitute
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for a dowry system, but is complementary to it, for it is a sum given to the bride
by the groom’s family, a kind of social security when her husband died. Under
the feudal system of Europe and England, she had no rights to her husband’s
property after his death, though of course it could be expected that if she had
a son he would take care of her. Nor did she have any rights to property from
her own family. Some women were heircsses, but they werr special cases.

Before considering such marriage exchanges in other cultures, several gen-
eral principles involved in them should be stated. First, which direction the
greater valuc flows expresses the relative evaluation that the society places on
the new spouses. In patrilincal African societies, for example, the lobola, or
bride price, is paid for the children to be born of the mother, and for other
wifely duties. Consequently, in matrilineal socicties in which the children belong
to the mother’s line, only a nominal or traditional amount is given. If payment
is in the form of groom service, that amount would be small. Brahmins in
India had to pay a groom price or dowry in responsc to a set of forces we shall
discuss below.

Second, no matter which direction the greater amount of wealth flows, all
such exchanges must cven out over time among families or lineages. One family
may have more daughters in one generation, but more sons in another. Most
marriages occur within the same economic stratum, so that the stratum as a
whole neither gains nor loses.

Third, the family receiving more wealth always reciprocates with other
gifts, and among the well-to-do it is usually a point o.f honor to make the counter--
gifts about equal in valuc. Such exchanges arc publicly known, and they express
both the social rank of the families and their pleasure in the event.

Fourth, whether a dowry or a bride-price system exists, some room for
haggling is found within the marriage arrangements. Thq beautiful, charming
girl from a noble family will Irave to furnish less dowry, while a young man from
a noble family may be able to command a large dowry. Or a family may have
many daughters, and thus not be able to command so desirable a set of husbands,
because their wealth is not sufficient even if they bankrupt themselves, It is to
the interest of the elders of the family to drive as good a bargain as possible,
but they cannot change the cvaluation of the traits of the young spouses they
have to offer.

Next, it is clear that as love comes to play a larger role in courtship, so
that elders no longer have the power to execute the arrangements they make,
the dowry and bride price become less important in the courtship svstem. In
addition, of course, young people in love are less disposed to haggle about such
matters, and are not motivated to risk delaying the match by driving the best
possible bargain for their family elders.

Among Indian Brahmins, the groom price, or dowry, is taken for granted
as a necessity, the amount being higher if the man has been well-educated or
has a profession. In Hindu society the pattern was enforced by the traditional
prescription that a girl must be married before puberty. Con’sequently, the girl’s
family was under some time pressure, while the boy’s family could wait. In
addition, some small amount of hypergamy was permitted, and the girl’s family
would have to pay for such an upward step. In the Bengal region in the nine-
teenth century, a Kulin Brahmin man might marry scores of girls from 3 slightly
lower ranking Brahmin caste, receiving gifts with each visit to each wife i
addition to the original dowry.

A bride-price system was the pattern followed in China, Japan, Arabic
Islam, and most of sub-Sahara Africa. As already noted, the bride price, or
lobola, expressed the evaluation placed on the wife’s future fertility in Africa.
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Some analysts have suggested that a bride price added sccurity to the marriage,
since the girl’s family would have to return it if she would not stay with
the man, but if he treated her badly they could refuse. Thus her family would
put pressure on her to conform, and his family would kecp his behavior within
permissible limits. Indeed, it is very likely that African systems that stressed
lobola did have a low divorce rate. However, the causal relationship runs the
other way: Families in a system with a low divorce rate (mostly patrilincal)
would risk little in giving more cattle in their exchanges, since there was little
likelihood that the cattle would have to be returned, with the attending annoy-
ance and litigation that were common in such cases. In turu, their women would
bring in wealth in exchange when they married. On the other hand, systems
with high divorce rates would stipulate only a small bride price since elders would
not wish to risk such an investment. This proposition obviously applies to the
dowry system in the Western nations as well.

Islamic law had one striking trait that set the Arab custom apart from
most other bride price systems. In poor families the bride’s father was likely to
take most of the bride price, while in middle- or upper-class families she was
likely to obtain most of it, and in addition the groom’s family made gifts to her.
Whatever the amount of wealth from these two sources, it remained legally
hers within the marriage, and her husband could not dispose of it in any way
without her permission. If under the marriage agreement he did not pay all of
the bride price at marriage, he was bound to pay the remainder if they divorced.
This meant that when she returned to her parental home at the time of divorce
she also brought back her wealth with her. Once back, she remained a potential
source of further wealth which would come in the form of another hiide price
from a different husband.
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forms
of the household
five ,

Almost all the world’s population lives jn family units
but the structures or forms vary not only from one society to another but a]so’
from one class to another within the same society. These variations result from
many accidental, idiosyncratic, and normative factors. In the U.S. about 11
per cent of all households are “one-person” units, while about ] per cent contain
ten or more persons. Both of these extremes are viewed as permissible in the
society, but neither represents the ideal of the society—i.e., a marrjed couple
alone, or a married couple with children. Interestingly enough, just half of l:ll]
families in 1960 were made up of a married couple living in their own ho
hold with children under 18 years of age, and without any othey relati Cor
lodgers in the household.! tves or

Implications of Household Forms
The various forms of the household hav -
implications for family interaction. They help to determine, foievé&;’-rmﬁl_ﬁé} of
chances of more or less intimate social relations among members f t‘;]mli: ) tl,‘e
group. Thereby, these structural patterns shape in part the Processes CO : lsrisr];:ﬁ

1U.S. Census of Population, Families, 1960 (Washi .
Cenisus, 1963), p. 21. putation HIES: (Washington, D.C. U.S. Bureau of the
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and adjustment among relatives. Various role relations may have to be spelled
ont in detail, if the household includes certain relatives. For example, 1f the
houschold usually includes a man and his mother-in-law, there may be rules
requiring much reserve or noninteraction between the two.

Socialization patterns arc also affccted by who is included in the houschold.
A mother-in-law may continuc to supervise the socialization of a voung daughter-
in-law, or a young bov may go to his mother’s brother’s house to grow up. A
voung child in a polvgynous houschold secs a wider range of adult models
intimately than he could observe in a nuclear family. Those who share the same
household are likely to sharc the same budget, and thus economic exchanges
are partly determined by the forms of the houschold.

What are the main family forms to be considered? The nuclear family is
a unit composed of husband, wife, and their children. Polygyny and polyandry
are the two types of polygamy. In the first, one man has twe or more wives, so
that the household is made up of two or more nuclear families, in which the
same man is the husband. A common form is sororal polvgvny, in which a man
marries two or more sisters. In polvandry, one woman is wife to two or more
men, but of course there is only one set of children. A widespread form, called
fraternal polyandry, is the marriage of one woman to a set of brothers.

The household may be enlarged generationally as well as laterally by the
addition of other nuclear units. The term extended family is loosely applied to
a svstem in which the ideal of the society is that several generations should live
under one roof. Usually, it refers to a system such as the Chinese in which a
man and his wife live with the families of their married sons, with their un-
married sons and daughters, and of course with any grandchildren or great-
grandchildren in the paternal line. A large or extended family may also be made
up of the family units a man forms with his several wives, together with the
families his sons found, as in many African and Arab societies. All may live
together in a compound, great house, or in tents close together.

This term “extended,” is less often applied to the stem family, common in
feudal and post-feudal Europe, among some immigrant farmer groups here and
there in the U.S,, and in Tokugawa Japan. Under this system only one child,
usually the eldest son, inherited the family property; and he had some responsi-
bility for his sisters until they married, and for his brothers until they were
grown. Thus the property, family title, and responsibility were in the hands of
one person. o )

The joint family of India is sometimes called “extended,” but it is best
to use the more specific term. It is made up of co-parceners—that is, persons
who have a right to the products of the family property. These are the brothers
in any generation, together. W{th their sons in the next generation, plus sons of
the third generation. That is, it includes all the brothers in each generation in a
direct line, from a given set of brothers, as long as the unit is still intact. The
emphasis was placed on the brothers, since under Hindu tradition a male child
had from its birth a right in the family property. This type of property, called
coparcenary, has become less common in modern India. Although the family
members who were supposed to be in the household were not significantly dif-
ferent from those expected to be in the Chinese household, the status of the
property was different, since coparcenary property could not ordinarily be
divided, whereas Chirese property was usually divided among the sons on their
father’s death. In addition, even 1f Hindu brothers live separately they consider
themselves a joint family if they continue to respect their cornmon obligations,
which include a joint budget, authority in the hands of the oldest male, and
joint maintenance of the property. The oldest male, who is the head of the

45

forms of the household




46

family, cannot dispose of the property. In 1956 the legal status is unit w
changed to include sisters and wid%w as entitled to a shgare in theopfrct)];)lt:rtl;rn s

Of course, rules of residence may affect the composition of the household
In the U.S. neolocality is the rule, for it is considered proper that a youn .
married couple set up a new residence, apart from either parental home IE
matrilineal societies (1.e., in which descent is traced through the mother’s ]l'l.'le)
the couple is expected to reside near the wife’s family, or sometimes within
their household. This rule is generally called matrilocality, although perhéps a
more precise term is uxorilocality, suggesting residence near the wife’s home
The res:dence rule that accompanies patrilineality is patrilocality; and again the:
new family unit may become part of the groom’s father’s household.

.The rules of residence determine in part who associates with whom after
marriage. If a man moves to take up residence near his wife and her linea
the likelihood increases that he will have frequent social interaction with her k]gc,
Residence rules also affect another set of relations. In any society whose ecog:
omy depends partly on hunting, trapping, lumbering, quarrying or fishin th
man who moves far would thereby render less useful some c;f his locagi}z—de
geographical knowledge. In most societies, residence is patrilocal, but wl e
it is matrilocal the man rarely moves to a new community—i.e som d'“ e
away. Instead he moves to a different part of the village, near hx:s ';vife’scr llst-aucs
In a few instances the group is migratory anyway, within a territorv ela'n}\;,es.ﬁ
knows well. Of course, the woman’s skills are scarcely affected bv m t?' ich he
to her husband’s paternal relatives. In societies in which she does mo VO\Lng close
there is more likelihood of a bride price being paid, whereas in a o .lowever,
uxorilocal system it is unlikely that a substantial bride price would bmzm oca? or
Her skills really would not be lost to her family, and thus no . emand'ed,
would be required. ’ compensation

Incidence of Household Forms
Before analyzing some of t .

various forms of the family, let us ﬁr)st a?k how comr:]]gnftl]:g\]re:lr;rall? Of hese
a society as polygynous when the ideal is for a man to acquire 'twowe define
wives, then a majority are polygynous: 193 out of 234 socicties in Mordmor’e
sample.® On the other hand, only one of the numerically great civili lt]F ock’s
the world is polygynous—Islam. China, Japan, India, and the Westza ions of
Murdock has also calculated the number of societies in which as rﬁanare nc;t.
per cent of the unions are polvgynous, and concludes that about 70 er.V as 20
the polygynous societies arc above the 20 per cent line. Unfortunz?te] cc?}: o
figures must be estimates, since many ethnographic reports do not };’ in an
actual count of such household units. contam an

Polygyny as an ideal has perhaps been more widespread i . .
any other region—in 88 per cent of the 154 sub-Saharf t:ige;nfoArfncﬁ.tha" n
are available.* In a recent careful cvaluation of Africa, it was e t.“’ ich data
1 out of 3 males was or is polygynous, and that the mean numb stimated that
married man was 1.5.5 er of wives per

Only under very special circumsta it i :

y y sp cumstances it is possible for even 5 majority

2 George P. Murdock, Social Structure (New York: i

3 Ibid., p. 28. (New York: Macmillan, 1949), pp. 213-214.

4 George P. Murdock, Africa (New York: McGraw-Hill, 19

8 Vernon R. Dorjahn, “The Factor of Polygamy in A}rica?)lsepr'n?‘ hy.” i .
R. Bascom and Melville ]. Herskovits (eds.), Continuity and Chan graphy, " in William
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1959), pp. 102-105. 8¢ tn African Cultures
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of men to have more than one wife at a time. At birth, males outnumber
females slightly, about 103:100 (this is called the sex ratio), and in subsequent
vears the mortality rate is higher among males. However, females outnumber
males substantially only in the later vears of lifc, long after the normal age at
marriage. Polygyny is impossible unless a socicty loses a large segment of its
males through war, or captures many women.

Some part of the diserepaney between ideal and reality is made up by
marrying girls carly in lifc, and men late in life. Thus, if females marry at age
14, and males at age 25, a surplus of 9 marital years per female is created, to
be distributed among the men who are able to acquire another wife.

In many polygynous socicties additional wives need not be a financial
burden. In most African tribes, for example, women work at agriculture or
trading, and may actually earn more than they and their children cost. As in
other cconomic enterprises, however, some initial capital is necessary. A man
whose kin cannot secure a sufficient bride price, or whose personal resources
are insufficient, cannot obtain secondary wives even though they would not be
an economic burden. Perhaps more important, in few societies do all men have
the right to additional wives, even when they are able and willing to pay for
them. A man may be criticized for “stepping out of place” if he acquires another
wife when his social rank is thought to be low. An older man of station, or a
politically powerful one, may, however, enlarge his entourage of wives as a
validation of his status, or to cement an alliance with another family or political
figure. In a hunting economy, such as the Eskimo, a second wife betokens the
prowess of the great hunter who needs more than one wife in order to take
care of all the skins and meat he brings home.

As already mentioned, in most major civilizations few men have had to
cope with the problem, or enjoyed the possible delights, of polygyny. But though
large households formed by polygyny have not been the norm in these great
civilizations, thev might have been created through residence rules that urged
young men not to leave the parental home when they marry. So much is this
the ideal that in the recent past thc usual descriptions of the Chinese, Arab, or
Indian family systems show the extended family as the usual mode of living.
A consideration of the evidence suggests that the reality is more complex, and
that this form of household was instead more common among well-to-do fam-
ilies. Let us look at the evidence, and then analyze some of the consequences
of the extended household for the life of its members. In China, a man could
bring a concubine into his household. Some scholars consider these women to
have been at least “secondary wives,” since various laws and legal rulings de-
fined their social status, as well as that of their children as members of the
family. The process of taking a concubine was close to a genuine purchase, and
only the rich could afford one. Japanm was also legally monogamous, but a
successful man might purchase a concubine. Polygyny was possible in India,
but Hindu law did not support the practice, and few men had more than one
wife at a time. Under Islamic law a man might have as many as four wives, and
many men married more than once. But most had only one wife at a time.

In modern China, and very likely in past periods as well, only the well-to-do
were able to maintain an extended family network in one household: The
greater the size of the farm, the greater the size of a houschold. In one survey
in 1942, the average household size ranged from 4.1 persons in Jehol Province
to a high of 6.9 in the frontier province of Kirin in Manchuria. This range makes
it unlikely that the extended household combining several nuclear families
was the typical family form. In a broad survey conducted during the 1920’s
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(Ting Hsien) the average was 5.8 persons. This probably is not 2 modern trend.
The average family may have included only about five to six persons throughout
much of the past 2,000 years.®

Why has the ideal not been followed? Certainly the patriarch, surrounded
by his married sons and his grandsons, was accorded much esteem in China.
The answer points to several factors that affect household composition in most
societies. Sons could demand 2 division of the property after their father’s death,
and some wives pressed them to do so. Mortality took its toll among the older
and the younger generations, reducing the number in the household. Only a
few men with considerable land or a gocd business could offer adequate eco-
noimic opportunities to all their sons or grandsons, so that all might remain in
the great household after marriage.

Thus, aganst the gradual accretion of new members is set a constant
process of fission or dissolution. A _

In the Arab family system, both polygyny and the retention of the married
sons in the family might have built up very large households, and it is likely
that until recently most Arabs lived in such a household at some time in their
lives, if only briefly. At any given time, on the other hand, most did not. Among
the desert Bedouin, a young man was usually given a tent of his own when he
married. In the 1920’s in Syria, even in the large citics, there were a few large
households of 40 or more members, though they were not common.

Data from one Egyptian province, Sharquia, show, Lowever, that even in
the 1880’s the average family size was 5.5 members. In 1917 only one-third of
Egyptian families hod as many as 6 to 10 members, and 60 per cent had 1 to 5
members, hardly consonant with the traditional picture of the great extended
household. In 1947 the average size of the Eg}'ptlgn family was 4.8 members.
In 1950, in a survey ameng several small population groups in Morocco, the
average size of the houschold was 4.0 members. For Algeria as a whole, the
average was 5.1 members in 1954. Other census and survey data yield similar
results, undermining the assumption that most Arab households were comprised
of several generations of families in the male line.

The case of India deserves detailed attention, because in the 1950’s
scholars debated among themselves as to how prevalent the joint family was
in India, and thus how much industrialization or urbanization had affected the
family system. .

In the 1951 census, less than 6 per cent of Indian families had 10 members
or more, whereas 34 per cent had 3 members or less, and 43 per cent had 4 to
6 members. Since 77 per cent of the families had 6 members or less, a genuine
joint family would seem to have been uncommon, since it would presumably
be made up of an adult couple, their unmarried sons and daughters, and their
married sons together with these sons’ wives and children. So small 5 figure might
suggest a change from the past, if the large household was once common.gln
harmony with this notion, in 1951 a larger percentage of small households were
to be found in Indian cities than in rural regions, and a higher percentage of
large households (7 to 9 merlxllbersd) in l'};.ll'al alieas.h &

Interpreted plausibly, these data show that the joint famj) .
Unfortunalt)c]y, thli)s interpretation is weakened by the fact thatytﬁ:sc‘i‘:,(;ll;?egf'
1901 also reported a small average household size—5 persons, Averages in various
Indian states ranged from 4.4 in Ajmar to 6.2 in the Punjab, Moreove‘r, even at

8 Morton H. Fried, “The Fanily in China: The People’s Republic,” ;
(ed.), The Family, rev. ed. (New York: Harper, 1959), p. 148. See also {\'}aﬁﬁg I;,'e’:é‘g;n
Lineage Organization in Southeastern China (London: Athlone Press, 1958) 3 for addi.
tional studies on the size of the Chinese household. ' P2
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that time, before any substantial effect of urbanization or industrialization could
have occurred, the colonial rulers were commenting that the joint family was
not so common as had been supposed.

The joint family cannot be dismissed as a myth, however, First, to the
extent that it is an ideal, men who achieve rank and wealth will establish such
a houschold. The resulting association between class position and the large
houschold will maintain the ltigh evaluation placed on this family form. Second,
it is possible that cven when members of an extended kinship network do not
live in the same household, they may share a common budget and follow the
same family leader. Third, possibly most members of a population may live
in such a joint household at some time in their lives, as their families pass
through the phase of being joint.

It seems likely that the Indian family fits both the first and third possibili-
ties, and to some extent the second as well.

The Indian Joint Family

An examination of the Indian joint family throws light
on these possibilities and on the problems to be found in all extended families.
As mentioned earlier, the joint family is based on the relations among adult
males, rather than on the conjugal bonds between spouses. Arranged marriages
lower the likelihood that an intense marriage bond might break up the unit
into nuclear households. Segregation of the sexes before and after marriage
further lessens the chance of such a breakup. An emphasis on respect between
generations, rather thaq a full expression of love, is illustrated by the norms
governing overt expressions of tenderness by the father toward his son. The
father is not supposed to express tenderness in the presence of other adult
males; since houses are small, this means that most of the time others are
present. Husband and wife too should not show much affection toward each
other, unless they are alone. In households following traditional norms, men
eat first. There is also a norm that requires the adult male to take care of all
his dependents, not only his own children. Thus, many rules block the normal
tendency of the nuclear family to break away and to form a separate household.
, There are also many pressures toward fission. Wives do not have the
same allegiance toward the large unit that their husbands feel, and may come
to believe that their husbands contribute more than they receive, that their
children are deprived of a fair share, and that adjustment to so many others
i1s too difficult. The joint family cares for the lazy as well as the helpless, but
the woman with diligent sons may not be willing to take care of the less deserv-
ing. .
d Moreover, serious problems of integration and authority are created by
the need to keep many people organized within the same household. Before
the contemporary period, the father’s authority was not likely to be challenged,
nor that of the oldest brother if he was considcrably older than the rest. How-
ever, challenges are more likely to appear as soon as efficiency or technical
knowledge becomes the basis of decisions. An educated younger brother, for
example, may be able to give better advice on jobs and schools than the oldest
male in the household.

Sometimes social mobility also decreases joint family solidarity. A man
may have risen to a high occupation through the support given to him by his
uncles, but becomes reluctant to share all his income with the larger family.
When all are at the same level, sharing may mean exchanging equally; when
only one is rich, “sharing” means paying out constantly.

Nevertheless, the ideal of remaining together is strong, and fission is
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unlikely unless the father dies or all the brothers have become adult. Men may
blame their wives, rather than admit that for selfish reasons they want to set
up separate households.

Considering these conflicting forces, it is not surprising, then, that surveys
over the past decade show that a majority of Indian families live in nuclear
households; but it is not certain whether or not these families operate jointly—
i.e., pool their income or accept the authority of the oldest male, though living
in physically separate households. At present the data suggest that most fam-
ilies do not operate jointly, but are linked by a keener sense of mutual obliga-
tions and a more intense loyalty to distant relatives than are families in the West.

On the other hand, very likely a high percentage of Indian families do go
through a joint phase. To consider this possibility, let us follow a hypothetical
Indian coyple throughout their married life. First, they establish a nuclear unit
within a larger household, the family of the groom’s father. Soon after marriage,
the birth of a first child, or the death of the groom’s father, the young man may
separate his own family from the larger household. His departure may be late
or early, depending on job opportunities, his education, or the scarcity of
resources within the household. If the young man Jeaves late in his own marriage,
then very likely his father's household has by then become joint—i.e., it contains
some married brothers, their wives and oftspring, and possibly some members
of the older generation (in modern India, these may also include relations who
are not part of the direct male linc). After the young man leaves, he may be
able to hold his own sons together until they marry and have children, thus for
a time forming a joint household.

The Indian tradition favors the creation of a joint family, and public-
opinion polls in most areas show that most people are still in favor of such a
family form, although a substantial minority are in favor of living separately.
In general, urban residents are less strongly in favor of the joint family than are
rural residents, and the educated less than the uneducated. :

Perhaps more important is the fact that such polls do not distinguish the
type of joint family preferred (father-sons or brothers without the father). Very
likely, a majority of Indians would not be in favor of brothers living together
after the father’s death, and almost certainly a majority of married women
would not be, since they normally bear the burden of adjustment in such a unit.

Strengths of the Extended Family
Thus the large extended household grows and declines
over the years as it is affected by fertility, marriage and divorce, mortality,
residence rules, and the alternative opportunities open to its members. Its
importance is to be found in the advantages it offers under certain types of
circumstances. Since the extended family may be viewed as a kind of social
invention, let us see what its strengths and weaknesses are,

First, the extended family is most likely to ve found in non-urban, non-
industrialized settings, because it can furnish social services that are u’sua]ly
lacking in societies without many specialized agencies and organizations. In
other words, people who live in extended families can turn to many other people
for help. The aged, the ill; the crippled, and infirm are less a burden on the
large extended family than on a nuclear or conjugal family, since their cost
to each active member is less. As an extreme contrast, consider the former
custom among the Eskimos, who abandoned the non-productive older members
from their conjugal family systems when food was short. The pattern in African
societies by which a man inherits the wives of another man was in part a social-
security measure to insure elderly support for widows as long as they lived. Of
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course, in all societies without systems of public welfare the non-productive are
the responsibility of the family, but the extended household can more easily
discharge this burden than can a smaller type of family unit.

The extended household, in spite of its turnover, is more durable than the
conjugal household. Individuals come and go, but the unit maintains its identity
and property and its collective responsibility. The death or absence of the mother
or father in the conjugal or nuclear family scriously impairs or even destroys
its cffcctivencss.

The extended family is also better able to amass the capital for an impor-
tant econornic enterprise, whether it is obtaining enough cattle for a marriage,
buying land or a govcrnmcntul office, or paying for the education of a voung
man of promisc. As long as those who receive the benefit of the investment
also continuc to feel obliged to share that benefit with their kinsmen, the
group as a whole can function as a kind of savings bank. Of course, the conjugal
family has to apportion its rewards among fewer people, but correspondingly
there are fewer people from whom to obtain support when investment capital is
needed. One important conscquence of this fact is that in the first stages of
industrialization in a new country, upper-strata families are likely to be still
better off economically than their fellow citizens. Having an extended kinship
network to call on, they are better able to invest in new types of enterprise.

In societies where all adult men are at least potentially warriors, the large
extended family will have more political -influence than thke small conjugal
family. The threat of violence may not confer legitimacy, but it often bestows
some power. A family head who can call on a goodly number of followers from
his own family is likely to be accorded more attention than the head of a small
family unit. One consequence, especially among the upper strata of most socicties,
is that negotiations leading to marriage are frequently concerned with the
possible political fruitfulness of new alliances. Of course, with the establishment
of formal agencies of the law,'and a more effective police system, this protective
support of the extended family becomes less important, and this family form
becomes less common.

The Western Conjugal Family
Itis appropriate at this point to consider in more detail
the conjugal, or nuclear, family of thc modern urban Western countries.
Either term may be used mtc.rchangeably when referring to the family unit
itself, but the term “conjugal” is preferable when referring to the family system
as a whole. No nuclear family system exists, if by that we mean a systém n
which most familics maintain few or no rclations with their more extended kin.
All contemporary studies in the most industrialized countries—Great Britain
and the U.S.—show that in fact cach family unit maintains contact with a wide.
range of rclatives, and that tlilc.largest single category of “recreation” is “visiting
with relatives.” In addition, 1t 1s casy to sec that many of thesc relatives outside
the conjugal unit cannot be cut oft without annoying or hurting someone inside
the family, simply becausc cach person in the family is or will be a member
of two families simultancously. A son cannot rebuff his father’s father or mother,
father’s brother, or father’s 5istqr, with‘out angering his father. Nor can he be
hostile toward his nephews or nicces without also rebuffing his sister or brother.
Thus, at present it scems uscful to keep in mind that a conjugal family
system is onc in which morc social emphasis s placed on the conjugal bond. or
on the structural form of the nuclear family, than in other family systems, but
the small family unit is not entircly independent.
The fact that the conjugal family is less dependent than other family units
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on the wider kinship network has a wide range of implications, which we shall
briefly review here. Since most affinal (in-laws) and consanguineal (blood) kin
are relatively excluded from the conjugal family’s day-to-day decisions, neither
those kin nor the small family unit can count on much societal support for a
regular flow of services or help from each other. That is, the larger society does
not require much exchange of this kind. Consequently, both extended kin and
the nuclear family unit have a weaker basis for social controls over one another,
for they cannot force compliance by reward or punishment.

Since these mandatory exchanges are fewer, and reciprocal controls are
weaker, there are fewer pressures on the new couple to settle near their relatives
after marriage. Neolocality, in turn, supports the relative independence of the
small family unit.

Next, neither the bride’s nor the groom’s family is likely to gain much
from the marriage (because custom does not demand many economic or social
exchanges), so choice of mate is relatively free. Adjustment between husband
and wife takes precedence over that among relatives, or between couple and
relatives. Consequeritly, the relatively excluded km do not attempt to assert
mtich control over who marries whom.

The conjugal system is multilineal or bilineal, rather than unilineal. at
least in the sense that neither the female nor the male line is given m;_]ch
priority. Emphasis on the marital bond between husband and wife reduces the
possibility of a lineage system, or of any other large corporate kin grouping based
on a line of descent. Neolocality also makes the maintenance of a socia] emphasis
on one kin line rather difficult, since many couples may live too far away from
the rest of the lineage to be able to take part in joint activities or rituals,

Equally important is the intensity of emotionality within the conjugal
family unit. The conjugal family is founded on mutual attraction and love. It
is made up of a small number of people in close contact with one another.
The emotional ties among members of the large extended houschold are likelv
to be diffuse and less intense. This degree of emotionality in the conjugal unit
is accentuated by the fact that custom forbids the individual to go anywhere
else in the society for solace. This creates both the intimacy and the fragility
of the conjugal family. If the husband or wife do not in fact obtain love and
comfort within the family unit, then they have little motivation to continue to
support it. Thus the divorce rate in the conjugal family system js likely to be
high. ’

& Finally, since this type of system contains no large kinship groupings that
offer various social-welfare services, it has no simple way of taking care gof the
dependent, the helpless, or the aged. Orphanages or similar Organizaticns ma
be necessary, since many children lose their parents, and no corporate kinshiy
unit is responsible for supporting them. Homes for the aged, as we]] 5 compl P
social-security measures, must substitute for the assumption of thjs burde pﬁx
the kinship network in other systems. Correlatively, those who are wid n, cly
widowered, or divorced are likely to remarry, since their kin have no Co]]o“t(': ’
responsibility for taking care pf them and their cnildren. cetive

On the other hand, such a system may fit the needs of 5 industrial
system better than many other family forms. This problem wil] pe anal Us(t]r,?
more detail in a later chapter. yzed mn

Weaknesses of the Extended Family
If the extended family household possess
.. ; es .
vantages, why is it not the prevalent form in.all or most societies; glese ad
answer might be that where there are lineages—i.c., corporate kinéhip
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based on a principle of descent, such as patriliny—these larger groups are still
more effective than an extended family i precisely these areas. A secondary
partial answer would be that the extended family is less prevalent in societies
that develop the more impersonal organizations for lending money, keeping
the peace, helping the poor, or carrying out collective enterprises of some mag-
nitude.

Neither of these partial answers, however, deals with the question of why
so few families are large extended units, even in the societies that evaluate this
family form highly. The answer lies in the inner dynamics of such a group, and
its relation to the larger social structurc. Some of these factors have already been
mentioned in passing, but should be repeated here.

First, the integration of so many people into a single unit requires mana-
gerial skills and leadership, even when most of the members’ duties are tradi-
tionally assigned. Usually, it requires both a strong older woman to organize
the internal flow of services and food, and a stréng man to assume over-all
direction of the unit and of relations with other parts of the society. Often
the male head is not the ablest man in the family, and the latter is prevented
from assuming the post because of traditional rules. Strong men or women may
refuse to cooperate with the formal head of the family. ’

Second, although such a grouping can take care of the infirm or incompe-
tent, it has no way of ridding itself of this burden, and sometimes the cost
weighs heavily on total income. A wealthy family may spoil its sons. They, in
turn, may drain its income, and eventually dissipate the family fortune.

Perhaps most important, the large household can stay together only as
long as its land or other wealth can support it and it can offer adequate oppor-
tunities to the younger generation. If it grows, without a commensurate increase
in its control over political posts, jobs, land, or military opportunities, members
of the family must go elsewhere to found families of their own. In one study of
Arab families in Israel, it was found that no son who was sole heir to the land
ever had broken away from the parental hearth to form a family of his own.
Since most families cannot maintain themselves at a high level of power and
wealth from one generation to another, the extended unit is likely to break
up over time. If the large household can hold together, it obtains some advan-
tages, but it cannot control all the factors. in the larger society that permit it
to hold together. Nor can a con]uga_l family unit without great luck or talent
manage to amass the wealth or political power that will permit it to grow into
a large extended family unit. ansequently, we should not expect that in any
society a majority of families will be of the extended type, even when most
members of the society aspire to live in or to found such a family.

Inner Dynamics of the Extended Household
Let us now consider further the inner dynamics of the
extended household. Several sociological generalizations apply to the patterns
of interaction among its members. The most obvious fact is that the number
and kinds of social relations increase geometrically with an increase in the
number of people in the unit. Each person not only must take into account a
larger number of people but also a larger number of social relations. That is,
if the family grows by the addition of a new wife, the others will not only enter
into social relations with her but must also take into account all the relations
she establishes with others.
This is a formal trait of the extended family unit, but with it will be
found a number of social regularities. One is the increased likelihood of struc-
tural differentiation within the family. That is, a greater number of kinship
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labels or terms will be found, and a clearer recognition of formal authority.
Rules of avoidance or reserve are more common. The large household becomes
like a small community, and there may be much delegation of authority,
division of labor, and the like.

Next, an individual cannot spend as much of his time with any one person
as he might in a small conjugal family. His day is divided among far more
people. Social analysts generally agree that one consequence of this dispersion
of social energy and interaction is a lessencd intensity of emotional ties between
any two individuals. It is therefore likely, in harmony with the preceding para-
graph, that there will be more rules that specify the frequency and -tvpe of
role interaction that each individual owes to others. These obligations cannot
be left to individual preference alone, or to accidental encounter. In polvgynous
households, for example, rules specify how a man shall spend his nights with
his wives, usually visiting each in rotation and including the old and less comely
so as to avoid humiliating them. And, as we said earlicr, there may also be
rules of avoidance. For example, a young wife may be required to avoid being
in a room alene with her father-in-law, or to avoid speaking to him; or a voung
husband may be prohibited from speaking to or using the name of his mother-
in-law. Rules of avoidance do reduce possible friction in a limited living spacc.
They are also sometimes interpreted as a mechanism for lowering the possibility
of sexual relations between certain categories of people. ’

The merubers of an extended houschold are, of course, highly visible to
one another—i.e., they sec one another more frequently than they would if the
constituent nuclear familics each had their own separate houschold. Morc people
have the right and obligation to watch one another, to be concerned about one
another’s behavior. Therc is a lack of privacy, which mcans that anv individual
who deviates is morc likely to be cexposed. livervthing is cverybody's business,
and no onc can go unscolded or unminded. As a further conscquence, we
should expect greater consensus among the members of the extended houschold,
concerning what is right and proper, than among the same familics if they lived
scparately. This process of continued re-afirmation of common values partly
counterbalances the threatened conflict that is gencrated by the sheer number
of diffcrent people, in many different social statuses, who thus have somewhat
different interests to pursuc.

This process of social control has been of special importance in the sociali-
zation of the bride in such cultures as China, India, and the Arab countrics

The process by which consensus is attained in the large extended familv
is rendered somewhat complicated in some socictics by a phenomenon that
has been accorded scant attention in rescarch and writing on the faml‘]v_t];e
practice of child-switching. It was common in medicval Fngland, and amon
Puritans until late in the colonial period in the U.S., for parents io gcn(‘] thci%
young children to live with kinfolk. The Puritans thought of this »5 4 wav bv
which the natural tendency of parents to indulge and spoil thc.ir‘c]]i‘]i]rch
could be neutralized. The children would reccive good trainin i a good
family, among kin who would not exploit them. & 18

' This pattern cannot, hqwcvcr, be ascribed to thc‘supposcd harshness of
Puritan parents, since clearly it grew from an older English tradition Morcover
it is rclatively common in Africa, where often (as among the Kon '0) the son'
was sent to live with the mother’s brother, at about the age of 6 %0 10 'Cl'll'9
Among the Haida of the Pacific Northwest, too, the bhov might grow 3 )‘ 1.0'
marry his mother’s brother’s daughter, after having spent his lnt(f? childllmod
in that family. Such a system helps to integrate the child into e larger com-
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munity, of course, but raises interesting problems concerning the transfer of
affection and identification from one set of adults to another.

We have mentioned the possibility of conflict that arises from the simple
fact of a large number of people occupying the same living space, but one
specific type of conflict should be considcred here. In polygynous systems with
a preference for sororal polygyny, all the sisters may live together; but it is
common for wives who are not sisters to be segregated from one another in
separate rooms or even separate huts. Whatever the physical arrangements,
some problems of authority can arise. The newer and younger wife may receive
more favors and attention from the husband. The clder wife is likely to have
come from a higher-ranking family than the others, and to be given more au-
thority. The husband must delegate some responsibility to one wife, and this
may create resentment.

Equally important is the problem of inheritance. Each mother will attempt
to obtain favors for her children, and to persuade the husband to make her son
(usually the oldest) the main heir. Rules of inheritance are often not specific

“enough to eliminate all threats of conflict among mothers. The history of
African kingdoms is studded with fraternal violence—half-brothers fighting with
half-brothers for a chieftaincy, one consequence of this battle for place and

ower.

P Finally, in all societies that place a high evaluation on some form of the
extended family, the elders are paid great deference and prestige. Not all such
societies have been non-literate. In noneg, however, have living patterns been
regulated primarily by technical or scientific learning, so the accumulation of
folk wisdom by the elders has not becn thought of as an ornament alone, but
as a necessity—the ways of a tiger, when to plant, how to approach a high
official or to conduct delicate marriage negotiations. The young could not easily
outstrip the old in such knowledge. The elders’ advantage also has stemmed
from their responsibility for rituals. They have also been considered closest to
the gods because of the imminence of their death, and thus deserving of respect
and authority. As we mentioned earlier, the unit cost of maintaining the old is
low in such systems, and the absolute cost is low because so few live to be very
old.

Finally, it has been to the interest of people at intermediate ages or statuses
to support the old, to maintain the system, for they know that in time they too
will grow old. If these intermediate people challenge the authority of the old
too soon, or supplant them without .ﬁnesse and respect, then they undermine the
structure which they could otherwise enjoy in their own old age. Indeed, the
consequences of according no clear status to the old may be seen in our own
society, where the problems of the aged are viewed as increasingly difficult to
solve.
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In all past societics, the links of kinship have been
recognized beyond the confines of the nuclear or composite family unit. If
recognition extended so far as to include everyone who is related by blood,
though however distant a tie, clearly everyone would be considered a relative
of everyone else. The network of kinship is definitely extensible. Thus if one
wished to create various organizations to take care of a wide range of activities
beyond the capacities of the individual family, such as maintaiming temples,
conducting religious rituals, administering a .m.arkct,. or furnishing labor for
road-building, people could be chosen to participate in such Organizations on
the basis of their position in a kinship network. Indeed, this type of social
invention has been widespread, and has been identified by varioys labels, such

as lineages, clans, kindreds, and so on. o
Different principles could be used to divide the population by kinship
position. Only the maternal line might be used, or only the paternal, or some
combination of the two. Perhaps sisters might be allocated to the Maternal line,
and trothers to the paternal. Notice, however, that what distingaishes our own
type of kinship system from most others is not which descent principle is used,

but the fact that ccrtain kin are organized, and have collective duties 5

o L e . nd rights.
Patrilincal descent is given morc recognition than matrilineal descent ;

n Western




society—for example, perhaps most readers of this volume will know their
father's father’s father's name, but few will know their mother’s mother’s
mother’s name. However, those who are related through the male line do not
own property together, nor are they even socially recognized as members of any
grouping.

Patrilineage: An Example
Since it is the rare Western reader who has had any
experience of living even bricfly in such a kinship unit, perhaps an exercise of
the imagination is necessary to understand it. Let us suppose we had patrilineages
in this country.

First, almost everyone would be a member of some lineage. Second, how
many lineages there would be would depend on how far back one’s ancestry
would be traced—with a literate tradition and concern for records, perhaps
eventually ten generations or so. The greater the generational depth of a lineage,
the fewer the number of lineages needed to include the entire population.
Perhaps a few hundred might contain the population of the U.S. These might,
in turn, be linked in still larger groupings of lineages, called clans. Extensive
lineages might be segmented into sub-lineages.

Third, who would be included in your lineage? Since it would be patri-
lineal, you would include all your male ancestors in the direct line. In only a
few patrilineage systems 1s the wife viewed as having joined the lineage by
marriage. In any event, your father’s brothers would be included, and his sons
and daughters. Also included would be your father's father, his brothers, and
their male descendents plus all their male siblings and these siblings’ descend-
ents—i.e., the collaterals. Only the descendents of the males would be included
The descendents of females would be included in the lineages of the men thesé
women married. In effect, the lineage is composed of all the descendents of a
founding father and his wife or wives.

Would your family and kinship behavior be different from what it is today
when the ordinary American family head interacts with scores of in-laws and
blood kin over a period of months? With reference to most of your actions
within the nuclear family, little change would be evident, although your father
would have somewhat more authority than at present. With reference to matters
outside the nuclear family, however, some changes would occur. Most important
your relatives through your mother’s family would play a .smaller part in yomt
life. You would expect less help from them, and you would be less anxious
about incurring their possible displeasure. Of course, as in all societies, if
they lived very close to you, they would nevertheless be rather important to

‘ou.

° Next, if you were old enough to marry, the patrilineage would have a hand
in the marriage—setting fu]qs concerning whom you might marry (e.g., you could
not marry a first cousin if she were a co-member), helping to amass the
money for the marriage celebration and setting up the household—perhaps
even picking out your spouse. If you vere male, you would claim your children
for the lineage in the event of divorce, since they would be members of it from
birth. If you were female, you would have to return to your family without your
children. ) . )

. At various religious rituals, your lineage might have certain responsibilities,
such as furnishing members to execute the rituals, or helping to pay for them,
If you traveled to another city, you would expect to be received with open arms
by fellow members of your lineage. If you had a serious quarrel with a fellow
member, the elders of the lineage would adjudicate the issue rather than permit
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you to go to court. If your serious conflict were with an outsider, the lineage
would support your side of the quarrel.

In general, in your role relations outside your own household, you would
be trecated as a member of a lineage rather than as an independent individual.
Under such a system you weuld lose some of your present freedom to interact
or not with certain kin, but you would gain some security and protection, from
the unity of your patrilineal kin. Finally, many imnportant activities of the society
would be the responsibility of one lineage or another.

Kinship Groupings and the Family
Since these kinship structures go beyond the family, do
they properly belong in an anaiysis of the family? Traditionally, family sociolc-
gists pay little attention te them; and antbropologists are likely to think of
them less as a part of family interaction than as the main constituent of the
larger social structure itself.

At a minimurm, however, in assessing the importance of the family, it
seems necessary to understand how the eclementary social rclations of kinlsliip
are used as the building stones of more complex social structures which earry
out important societal tasks. Next, membership in kinship collectives often
defines who may or may not marry whom. For example, most lineages are
exogamous—i.e., one may not marry within it. A third justification for examining
corporate kinship units here is that the individual family, and especially the
husband-wife bond, is less likely to be the prime unit in social interaction
where such units are well-developed—though of course membership in the
descent group is determined in turn by family patterns.

Also, many duties relating to the family are based outside the famil
For example, among the matrilineal Trobrianders, the wife’s brother furnishe{i
yams for her family. Both were joined in the same lineage with her children
She had some claim to thé produce from the land he held, and s -did hel:
children, who in turn had no claim to their father's landholdings, since they
were not his heirs. Later, we shall discuss other features of a matrilineage, but
here we are merely noting that family obligations may have their origin Ou’tside
the family.

Finally, the family is the source of the loyalties and commitments on
which the descent grouping must be able to count. Rights and duties are
couched in a rhetoric of the family. Notice, as a vestige of this
pattern in the U.S. of calling distant relatives “cousin” or *
kinship solidarity and friendship.

As already suggested in the previous discussion, the lineage is only one
form of the organized descent grouping. The main modes of tracip dgls(;ent
are unilineal and omnilineal! Some systems combine both unilinea] grinc,' les
so that a person’s kinship position is fixed by both his materna] ané) ateP eul,
lines. In a lincage an individual can trace his relationship to any Co-rlrjne Lna
by their tie to a known common ancestor, as well as to the known for md.er,
ancestor. Thus, in a patrilineage, an individual and his cousins o, his flrt|hm'
side both have a common grandfather, and are the same number of aers
tions removed from the ancestor who founded the patrilineage, ¢ 0% genera-

In a clan the difference is that two clan members may not be ap]
trace out their exact kinship relation to one another, especiaily if the Zr ed.to
tant kin, since not all the generations between the founding ancestoryang tlzse-

!In an unpublished mimeographed exposition, Dr. Michael Banto,
of Edinburgh has prescnted one of the clearest discussions of the main idea
of descent. “Omnilineal” is a terin suggested by Max Gluckman,
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present generation are clearly charted. Usually the clan has a name, such as
Wolf, Beaver, or Owl, whereas lineages often do not have a specific label. The
founding ancestor of a clan may aiso be mythical, the offspring of a human
being and an animal. Clans often exist without lineages, but the latter are some-
times united intc clans, which usually contain a residentially unified, unilineal
core of kin,

If descent is traced through beth lines in each ascending generation, as
in the modern West, we may call it omnilineal, multilineal, or “bilateral.” Con-
sanguineal ties in any direction are recogrized. This descent grouping is called
a kindred, which recognizes blood ties in all directions—close to what rural
pﬁop]e sometimes call their “kinfolk.” This type will be discussed later in this
chapter.

The main functions (in the sense of “consequences”) of such organized
kinship groupings are jmportant for both the larger society and the family,
since they are the intermediate links between the two. Some of these func-
tions were mentioned in Chapter 5. The corporate descent group can protect
the individual family politically, since it can muster a greater number of men.
It can act as a collective banker as well as tax collector, demanding of each
family some contribution for a necessary collective enterprise, which might
range from a marriage to the clearing of new land for growing crops. Often the
chief religious rituals are organized and executed by the descent-group leaders.

All these activities transcend both the interest and the power of the in-
dividual family. The family may wish the rituals to be performed, but could
not and would not pay for all their cost. If a young man is to be married, his
own family is interested; but his kin are only mildly interested, and would
contribute only little to the cost. However, a lineage can, as it were, focus both
interest and contribution on a necessary task.

A further function can be discerned from the relationships just noted. By
virtue of the descent-group links, the family is drawn moré firmly into the
larger society. If very serious, its quarrels must be submitted to the adjudica-
tion of clan or lineage elders. It cannot deviate too widely from community
norms, because it must continue to fulfill its collective kinship obligations, and
will be under the scrutiny of lineage or kindred co-members. A father who
cannot control a wayward son or wife can get help from co-members. Thus the
forces that tend to turn a family in on itself, concerned only with its own
problems, are partly countervailed by the demands of the larger kinship struc-
ture.

However, it is then understandable that when a society becomes urbanized
or industrialized, the clan, lineage, kindred, or other descerit grouping weakens
and decays. All these activities can be performed by impersonal, non-kinship
agencies, whether governmental or private. A lineage need not protect an in-
dividual family, if an adequate police system exists. Close kin remain a major
source of small loans even in an industrialized society, but banks become the
source of investment capital. In the early stages of industrial transition, a
family that commands an effective kinship structure can often forge ahead of
families trying to rise on their own. Nevertheless, such structures begin to dis-
appear under industrialization. Even in societies where they existed for cen-
turies before the modern era they were much weaker in cities than in out-
lying rural areas.

Matrilineage
Perhaps the best way to understand this type of descent
grouping is to look at one kind, and it is useful to consider a type which is
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far removed from our ordinary experience. Here we shall simply trace out the
consequences of a matrilineage for a range of kinship role relationships,?> and
by contrast see more cléarly the traits of a patrilineage. One caution applies
here, as in all analyses of descent groups. In no society is the sole emphasis on
a single descent line. In all patrilineages, for example, many rights and obliga-

_tions tie an individual to his mother’s kinship line. Moreover, the frequency of

one another through the common pattern of patrilineal cro

60

social contact based on common residence often outweighs the day-to-day im-
portance of lineage ties. Families that live close to one another may call upon
one another for help far more than they call on co-members of their lineage.

The essential structure of matrilineage can be described simply—an in-
dividual is part of a descent group whose members are linked through the
successive generations of females. A boy and his sister are members of their
mother’s lineage, and she and her brothers and sisters are part of their mother’s
lineage. Since no society is a matriarchy,”every lineage contains men, who will
hold the most important positions. At the same time, since almost every in-
dividual eventually marries, the lineage is composed of both men and women
who are married to non-members. This situation results from the fact that mem-
bers are linked by descent, but lineages are exogamous. Everycne marries out-
side the lineage, but everyone in the society is a member of some lineage. A
given matrilineage, then, excludes the women who are married to the men in
it, as well as the men who have married its female members. Naturally, then
the lineage is never a residential kinship group. Its mernbers are found in man):
families, some of whose members are part of one lineage, and the rest of whom
are part of another lineage.

A nmale

= = O female

) o

Figure 1. Patrilateral cross-cousin marriage in a matrilineal system. F
Homans and David M. Schneider, Marriage, Authority, andsyFinal Ctrlesrels C‘Et’é)]r i~
II.: The Free Press, 1955), p. 11. encoe,

In Fig. 1, the connections of one generation with another cap b
A, B, and C are three matrilineages, each exchanging wives and husbanc?s S;?H{
$5-COUs] ;
(a man marrying his father’s sister’s daughter). A more complgtzo{;lf:tnv;?amage
plex diagram would show all the members of the lineage within 3 given y com-
—i.e,, including the collateral relatives who are part of the same lineage society
Notice from the diagram that in a matrilineage, when a map ;narries he

2 This section is based on David M. Schneider, “The Distinctive Features of Matrilineal

Descent Groups,” in David M. Schneider and Kathleen Gough (eds.), Matril; P
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1961), pp. 1-29. )» Matrilineal Kinship
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does not produce children for his matrilineage. They belong to his wife’s lineage.
His sister, however, marries and produces children for his matrilineage. Al-
though members of a lineage produce children, as it were, for other lineages,
over time the exchanges balance out. Since each lineage depends on others,
the society is more closely integrated.

Although a matrilineage is sometimes described as the mirror image of
a patrilineage, close study of the relevant descent charts discloses important
structural differences. The first lies in the fact that the matrilineage must re-
strain and control the in-marrying males, who by the status definitions of the
society will have considerable authority, as husbands and as males. In a patri-
lineage, on the other hand, there are no in-marrying males, and the in-marry-
ing females can be controlled simply because all members of the society agree
they should be subordinate. In some patrilineages the wives are assimilated to
a considerable degree into their husband’s lineage, but even if they are not,
they form no threat. They produce no sons for their own lineage, and cannot
assume authority in their own right.

Because mother’s brother is an authority figure—the representative of the
family in ritual matters, and the man from whom a boy (brother’s sister’s son)
inherits—these two statuses are closely linked but in a different way from that
of the patrilineage. In the latter a father is both an authority figure and a
source of tenderness. In a matrilineage a father can be a source of tenderness
(like a mother’s brother in our society), but his authority must be limited at
certain points by the lineage. Indeed, since his property goes to his sister’s sons,
and he must spend a great deal of time with them as they become older, he
has less grounds for demanding obedience from his own sons. On the other
hand, because he loves his sons, works with them, and interacts with them
daily, one type of additional strain is evident. He may wish to help them, to
offer them gifts, or even to bequeath some possessions to them, to the an-
noyance of his nephews specifically and his lineage generally.

Since the position of the in-marrying male is under some strain, and the
rights and duties of the wife with reference to domestic affairs (where she is
clearly under his authority) must be closely defined, the divorce rate is likely
to be high in a matrilineal system. The children remain with the woman, since
they belong to her lineage. In some. types of conflicts with her husband, she
can obtain support from her kinsmen, and especially from her brothers. The
available data confirm this prediction. In general, strong, durable, intense links
between husband and wife are less common in matrilineages than in patri-
lineages.

One consequence of this is that the bride price in a matrilineal system is
likely to be low. The elders of a family or a lineage will not invest much in a
union that is not likely to endure, and besides, the lineage of the male does
not receive children from the union. A patrilineage, on the other hand, not
only will receive the services of the in-marrving woman but also the children
she bears. Morcover, the woman gets less support from her kin, in the event
of a domestic quarrel, so that divorce is less likely. Thus the bride price is likely
to be more substantial in a patrilineage.

Matrilineal systems can be found in many parts of the world, but make
up only about 15 per cent of the world’s socicties. A great belt of matrilineal
tribes runs from West Africa eastward across the continent. The Navaho and
Zuiii of the Southwestern U.S. are also matrilineal, and the sub-continent of
India once contained many matrilineal groups, of which the best described
are the Nayars, who reside along the Malabar Coast. Some are also found in
Melanesia in the South Pacific. One of these tribes, the Trobrianders, is
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analyzed in the classic field work of Bronislaw Malinowski. Clearly, they are
not found in the least industrialized societies. Nor are they prevalent among
societies that are highly advanced in technolegy. Matriliny seems not to be,
as once was thought, the “primeval” kinship pattern, created before human
beings learned of the connection between sexual intercourse and birth. Matriliny
is most likely to be found in societies which engage in gardening but do
not use the plow (in horticultural societies) and in which women thus play
an important role in food production. In societies which demand large-scale co-
operation among males, or which assign central societal tasks to political or
economic organizations not based on kinship, matrilineages are nearly absent.

The Chinese Clan

The Chinese clan system was most fully developed in
the southeast provinces, such as Fukien, Kwantung, Kwangsi, and Kiangsi, but
the general pattern shaped much of family life throughout China. This svs-
tem continued until 1949, when the Communist regime assumed power, al-
tHough it had already gradually declined in significance in the cities, toward
the northwest, and of course in the spreading areas under Communist control
from the 1930’s on.

To the Westerner it was symbolized most dramatically by the consider-
able number of villages, in both southern and northern China, in which al-
most everyone had the same surname. From the administrative point of view
its significance may be seen in the fact that under the Empire the administra.
tive apparatus did not reach down to the village level, where the strength of
the clan typically maintained peace and order.

The large Chinese population has shared about 500 surnames, many of
which were uncommon. This did not mean, of course, that everyone with the
same surname was involved in clan relations with one another; but the vague
feeling of kinship was strong enough to support a strong rule that people of
the same name should not marry. In addition, having the same surname did
make introductions or voluntary associations easicr between strangers, especially
in areas distant from their birthplacc. In general, those with the same surname
were supposed to be helpiul to one another.

The formally organized operative descent group was, however, localized
confined to one area in a town, or to a single village. Since such 3 clan mighé
well have been settled in the area for 10 to 20 generations, other sub.clans
descended from the same supposed ancestor might well dominate other nearby
localities, villages, or parts of towns. These sub-branches would not meet to-
gether as a unitary whole, but would know that they werc descended from
the same ancestor, and would probably even recognize whick group was the
senior or main branch, as well as the order of seniority of the sub-branches j
the clan. Each village clan maintained, or felt an obligation n
clan temple in which the ancestral tablets were kept, refurbished, anq g layed
If sufficiently prosperous, the clan might have common land, useq ¢ P;,Vytfao'
the upkeep of the temple or for other clan activities. This land would beprénte(;
to clan members, under various sets of rules, though usually it wag the more
powerful families within the clan who succeeded in controlling the land

A village could be dominated by orie clan numericaily, All the :.n/ivee had
to be non-members of the clan, and therefore came from nearby villages. In addi-
tion, an outsider might--because of the familistic loyaltics of the Chinese—
have some difficulty in political or economic competition with members of the
organization. Howcver, larger villages or towns would have more than one clan
and these vied with one another for prestige and honor. If a clan became

to maintain, a
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prosperous, it might hire a scholar to “research” its history in order to prove
its illustrious origins and history. At a death or marriage, the clan members
would contribute to the ceremony in order to display their wealth or past
achievements. Since the Chinese government carried out so few tasks at the
village level, a wide range of activities was the responsibility of clans, from
building a hospital to ridding an area of bandits.

In addition, some clans attempted to pay for schools, since the most pres-
tige would accrue to the clan who produced learned scholars, especially those
who rose to high position in the Imperial bureaucracy. The clan also served
at times as a parole body for a man who had disobeyed the law but who had
reformed. Its importance was recognized in the rule that a man should not
be an Imperial governor in his own province, because he could not dispense
justice to all impartially. Nepotism was both expected and approved in Chinese
society, and this rule at least reduced the temptation.

The head of a local clan was, ideally, the cldest member, but in fact
education, power, and wealth counted for more in the actual clan decisions.
A clan might have a council of elders, but perhaps most did not. In any event,
seniority was respected, primarily in a symbolic fashion if an older man did
not have other qualities that commanded assent.

The clan did not interfere in the domestic affairs of the family. Its im-
portance lay cutside the household, unless the male head could not maintain
his authority. Precisely because the clan could concentrate both economic and
political power, it was a significant resource to be exploited. Since individual poor
families could not, except in unusual situations, call on governmental agencies
for help, they were not able to escape or to resist clan influence. Where the
clan owned agricultural land, it was supposed to be rotated among families
according to clan rules, but the stronger families were more likely to use this
land when they wished. If taxes were to be collected, the rich could pay less
than they sheuld. ‘

In the cities the poor families could more easily escape clan influence,
and could obtain all its main benefits from other agencies. The rich urban
families did not wish to recognize their vague obligation to help their kinsmen.
After the 1911 Revolution which destroyed the Manchu Dynasty, the Republic
created new political authorities in the villages, elected by the people. These
did not fully replace the clans, but they were sometimes a force to be reckoned
with. By the 1930’s the clan seems to have become weaker in cven those arcas
where it had once been strong.

As already mentioned, in Imperial China, and to some extent under the
Republic, the rule of the central government extended only partially to affairs
at the village level. By contrast, the power of the clan was local. It was for
this reason that the Communists aimed at destroying the clan, since they
intended to control as much of Chinese life as possible. The clan was viewed
as the locus of old superstitions and “feudal practices.” It was a possible
source of countervailing political authority. The Communists also saw it as
the tool of the rich, and as an instrument of a corrupt regime.
 Therefore, they moved to eradicate the clan from Chinese life. Economic
life was to be directed by the state, not the clan. Populations have been moved
about a good deal, in order to sever the clan ties that were essentially localized.
Where ancestral graves, groves, and halls existed, they were taken over. Where
clan agricultural land existed, it was expropriated. Over the decade between
1949 and 1959, the Chinese supplanted the clan by their own corporate—but
non-kinship—agency, the commune system.

The “core” of the Chinese clan was close to the ideal, symmetrical riet-
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work of “mourning relatives” or mourning grades—i.e., the most important
people for the purposes of mourning. These were (1) a man’s direct male
ascendants through his great-great-grandfather; (2) a man’s lineal descendants
through his great-great-grandson, and (3) the collateral relatives four degrees
from the man at his own generation, three from his father and son, two from
his grandfather and grandson, and one from his great-grandfather and great-
grandson. In and of itself, this was not a corporate group, since obviously its
limits would differ for different individuals. A full chart would also include all
the obligations for mothers, who did not really become part of their husband’s
clan until the women died. Obviously, only a rare man would have great-great-
grandsons, and if he did all his ancestors would be dead. Thus, the chart would
tell us more about where respect was to be paid in the direct family line, than
who was administering the local clan. It would pay less attention to ‘the juniors,
but under the old system these would in turn eventually become adult, to be
reckoned with in the day-to-day affairs of the village clan. It emphasized the
main line of adult males, which remains the prime focus of family loyalty now,
when the clan itself has nearly disappeared.

The Japanese Dozoku

The Japanese, like other nations, did not typically live
in extended households. In late Tokugawa times, about ‘half of Japanese house-
holds were nuclear in fact, and even about 40 years ago some threc-fifths of
all Japanese lived in nuclear families. But as mentioned earlier, the Japanese
family was a “stem” family. One person inherited thq hcadshnp of the family
and thus represented the continuation of the family line. This person, usually
the oldest in upper-class families, took some responsibility for the younger
siblings. It was expected that younger brothers would not remain in the house-
hold, and indeed Japanese folklore asserted that younger brothers were more
likely to be daring and original than the oldest brother, since the young ones
were pushed out to live on their own. The oldest son was a kind of trustee
for the “line,” however, and was responsible for maintaining its prestige and
honor.

If economic conditions wcre ideal, a younger brother might found 2 branch
or junior family line. Both the senior and the junior families, it must be em-
phasized, represented a link in the unbroken chain of the family, and did not
form a clan composed of many collater{:l km.. In rural areas, however, and
among upper-class urban strata, a senior linc might well link wit] '
junior branches to form a dozoku. The link had deep roots in the Japanese
family tradition. A “household” was not simply where 2 family lived, or eyen
an aggregate of the living members. It was the repository of all the histor
of that family line, paying reverence to its dead members and
within the limits of its space and budget, mementos of the past.
usually not inscribed in the family register until she had borne a ¢
ably a son. Thus a junior household was not simply a group of
bearer of the family honor, and shared that responsibility with the sep

In any given dozoku there was only one honke, or senior brap
nomic and social opportunities had been favorable in the past, ang
had taken advantage of them, therc might be one or more junior b
varying historical depth. These people, with their wives, formed 1
of blood kin within the center of the dozoku. In some regions no o
were part of the kinship unit. ) .

In many areas other families were included in this grouping. For the
most part, the larger organization was found in forestry and fishing villages.

1 One or more
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Such families did not inherit their positions without question, but had to vali-
date them by working for the core families in the dozoku. Their status was not
quite that of serfs, but then this was not a free market. Only certain families
would be given the opportunity to work for the higher ranking core members
of the clan. The non-consanguineous families did not inherit land or authority,
and their duties and rights were defined by tradition. The links among these
families were reaffirmed on ritual occasions, such as the Buddhist All Soul’s
Day.3

Japanese society was feudal, and the feudal relationship of patron-protegé.
lord and master, extended into family relations as well. These “ritual kin” gave
their labor and loyalty to the core families in the dozoku, and in turn received
some economic and physical security. The system had the approval of the
Imperial government, since thereby the less advantaged social strata were held
in place by a network of obligations and duties, and could be no threat to na-
tional order. This hierarchical system was also the model of a widespread social
pattern in Japan, by which many individuals recognized others as patrons, as a
major source of present, past, and future benefits, to whom the proteges paid
deference, loyaity, and service in turn. This oyabun-kobun relationship was
found in cities as well as rural areas, and in all occupational areas, but was
more personalized and individual than the relations among members of the
dozoku.

As in China, the Japanese “clan” was of less importance in the cities, for
without a landed base the family could not easily hold together both its mem-
bers and its subordinates. The services obtained from subordinates could as
easily be bought. However, an individual patron or oyabun might be needed
by even an urban family of some standing because of new goals it wished to
realize. The family might wish to enroll a son in the Imperial university, or
obtain a job for him in a bank (i.., essentially new urban aspirations), and
for this might need the support of a highly placed person.

This more individual patron-protegé relationship still continues in Japan
in the traditional arts, in the form of the master-apprentice link, and in aca-
demic life. By the Meiji period (1868-1912), the senior and junior branches of
the dozoku had ceased to cooperate in vital matters, and acted independently
of one another.* In rural areas this type of clan had lost its base by the end
of World War II. Before that time, the power of a few families over the land
had very likely been increasing: In 1892, 40 per cent of Japanese farmers were
tenants, and by 1945, the figure had risen to 60 per cent. The land reforms un-
der the Allied occupation reduced tenancy to the point where between 30 to
90 per cent were either owners, or owners in addition to being tenants. Thus
neither the individual nor his family depended primarily on the dozoku for
land, and of course the expansion of industry opened alternative opportunities
for young men. Within the modem world, the dozoku also remains of im-
portance among some of the japanese families who direct great commercial
and industrial corporations.

The Kindred

. Since the kindred is likely to include blood kin in all
directions, and is a residential unit as well (to include many affinals), its bound-

8 Further details on this type of kin grouping can be found in Kizaemon Ariga, Dozoku
(Columbus, Ohic: Office of Naval Research Project, NR 176-110 and Rockefeller Foundation,
Interim Technical Report No. 7, September 1953).

4 Kunio Yanagida, Japanese Manners and Customs in the Meiji Era, translated by C.S.
Terry (Tokyo: Obunsha, 1957), p. 104.
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aries are much less clear than those of a lineage or clan. Its boundaries differ
for every one of its members. An individual’s mother’s brother will be in it,
but if he counts as co-members everyone within, say, five degrees of kinship,
he will include some people who are more distant from the mother’s brother
than five degrees. Kindreds were found in the rural U.S. in the nineteenth cen-
tury, but have not been genuine corporate bodies in the West since the begin-
ning of the Middle Ages. Murdock found them in 30 per cent of his sample,
as against some 65 per cent with lineages, but he argues that they are probably
even more frequent than this figure suggests.®

This form of descent grouping was found among the early Indo-European
and Semitic tribes, and persists today among some of the Polynesians and a few
other tribes in various parts of the world. Notice that it is not exogamous, but
endogamous. It contains many people, so that it is likely to contain a potential
spouse. (In general, the smaller the kinship group, the more likely it is to be
exogamous.) By contrast, an individual can marry a very close “relative” in a
unilineage system, since he has only to move outside his own lineage to find
people with similar cultural patterns, nearby and linked by at least affinal ties
with him. In a kindred he may also marry a parallel cousin (e.g., father’s brother’s
daughter). The central core of the kindred very likely will be the dominant
families who bear the name of the kindred.

Since those who are closest to the main lin€ of descent are viewed as the
carriers of the traditions of the kindred, much attention is paid to genealogies.
These must be charted with great care because so many families must be in-
cluded, whereas in a lineage only the single line need be reckoned. The kindred
however, does not have as clear boundaries as a lineage, and thus in 3 conﬂi(:{
or even in the matter of property ownership it cannot function so effectively.
Because everyone is in a different position in the total unit, and its boundaries
extend indefinitely in all directions, people in it may be in conflict, with one
another, but call on a different set of relatives for support. Thus internal con-
flict is possible; and in an external conflict, mustering everyone is not easy
since those distant from the core kin do not feel the same definite sense of
membership and may feel just as close to another kindred. It is 5 though
the “McCoys” of ballad fame were fighting with the Hatfields, but at many
points they would be linked by many kinship ties, making it difficult to mount
a joint battle. A man’s duties in a unilineage are clear, however, because his
membership is clear.

This means, more generally, that kindreds cannot be clear segments of
a society, and cannot easily act as a collectivity, either in owning land or ad-
ministering political justice. On the other hand, they can achieve locq] control
over their constituent families within a delimited area, and some believe that
their core of dominant families becomes, over time, the aristocratic stratum of
a somewhat more complex, stratified society.

5 George P. Murdock, Social Structure (New York: Macmillan, 1949), p. 57
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, The statuses of spouses and parents are fixed by obli-
gations within the family as well as in the larger society. In assigning certain
Jobs to men outside the household, society determines in part the division
of labor internal to the family, just as what work children and parents perform
within the family shapes what tasks will be given to them outside the family.
Parents have the responsibility of initially socializing their children, but also
thereby of maintaining social control over them when they are away from the
household.

In this chapter, then, we shall consider especially those role relations in-
ternal to the family that reflect the position of family members in the outside
society. We shall point. up age and sex differences as they are shown in the
family division of labor and in authority patterns, and the relations of parents
to children in the socializing process.

Since the status of the individual, and thus his social relations, will change
in many ways throughout his own life cycle and that of his two families (of
birth and parenthood), it is useful to consider first some descriptive facts
about the life cycle of the family in the U.S, as it goes through the stages of
formation, growth, and dissolution by death or divorce.
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Life Cycle of the Family

At first marriage, in the U.S., the husband is about 22
years of age and his wife is about 20.! In the intact family the wife will bear
her first child within about one and one-half years after the marriage. Ade-
quate data on child-spacing are scarce. In one study 45 per cent of women in
the 1950’s who were 30 to 34 years of age and who had 3 live children had their
first child within the first year of marriage. Of course, these were among the
morc fertile mothers. T'heir second child came about 2% years later, and the
third, approximately 3 years after that.

Of course, such a fertile sample does not yield precise data for all groups
of the population. Young women in this generation are bearing about 2.8
children during their lifetimes, and have completed their childbearing, on the
average, by the time they are in their 26th or 27th year. This is about 6 vears
younger than were their grandmothers at the same phase in the life cycle of
their families.

Most young people attempt to set up their owr households at marriage.
In the 1950's, after the postwar housing shortage had eased somewhat only
about 1 wife out of 8 under 25 years of age was without a household éf her
own. It is young couplés who are more likely to live with one or the other set
of patents for a while. Aside from age, regional differences exist: Doubling up
is more common in the South than in other regions of the United Statcs.

Most women work outside the home at some time in their lives. but at
any given time a majority is outside the labor force. The peak of parti;ipation
is just before marriage, when about half are working. About 1 out of § women
with pre-school children has an outside job. Women in their thirties are likely
to return to work—i.e., after all the children are in school (at about age 32)—
but in the late forties the curve drops off and continues downward from that
point cn.

Divorce may happen at any time in the life cycle of the family. The
median age at divorce is about 30 years, about 2 years older than the z;ge -at
separation. Most marriages, however, do endure until the death of the husband
or wife. By the time the last child has left home, the parents are close to 50
years of age. At current mortality rates, this means they have liveq through
two-thirds of their married life. Because women have lower mortalit mti
and are usually younger than their husbands, they are likely to become \}&I/id‘ows’
After the last child marries, the wife can expect (if she is the survivor) to lj e
for about twenty-five years. v

Role relations change not only at such clear points as these but
tinually, throughout the life of the family. The infant begins his life ‘iolr;-
piotected, but within a few years he must face unrelenting demands from ?1
parents, his siblings, and his playmates. Each person is gradually shapeq l:s'
everyone else in] the family. dif ’ ped by

Since each person 1s different in some wavs, and since rj ;
are somewhat different in each family, the structure of role %ﬁttgr;:t? dutlies
varies from one home to another. Within these changes and igjos q?cl] a'so
however, arc many regularities. Though parental duties alter with the} a rasxei],
number of children, they do so only within broad limits, characteristi%e afn
given society. Appropriate behavior in a female varies as she shifts her atot :
tion from dolls to boy friends, and from her babies to her marrjeq c‘ni]drgg:

’

1 The figures in this section are largely drawn from Paul C. Glick, Amer.

(New York: Wiley, 1957), Chaps. 3-5. iean Families

role relutions of spouscs and parents in family and society




but both society and family continue to demand that she fit feminine role
models.

These pressures begin with the earliest socialization experience and con-
tinue throughout life. There is considerable uniformity among societics with
reference to many role demands, especially to those which define feminine and
masculine behavior. One study investigated to what extent societies are likely
to demand different kinds of behavior from boys and girls. Most reports describe
the adult sexual division of labor, and some differcnces in the behavior of
boys and girls, but do not systematically record whcether the pcople in a given
society demand more nurturance, obedience, responsibility, achievement, or self-
reliance from boys than from girls. In four-fifths of ncarly 100 socicties for
which information was available, the socialization of girls emphasized nurturance
more than that of boys. In three-fifths, girls were pressed toward responsibility
(“being dutiful”) more than were boys.? In about one-third of these culturcs,
girls were urged to obedience more than were boys, but in the remainder no
substantial difference could be observed. Finally, in more than four-fifths of
these societies (85 to 87% ) boys were more strongly pushed toward achievement
and self-reliance than were girls. The reader may usefully compare these find-
ings with his experiences in his own culture.

How successfully the family achieves the goal of inculcating appropriate
sex roles depends in part on family structure, especially whether adequate role
models are available. A boy reared with older brothers is more likely to accept
fully the masculine traits of his culture than is a boy reared with older sisters
only. Research data suggest that in a family containing only two children, a
boy and a girl, each will assimilate somewhat the traits of the oppositc sex.
If the father is absent for much of the time, boys and girls will diffcr somewhat
from the usual sex patterns. In one study of father absence in sailor familics,
in a region where this type of absence is socially normal, it was ascertained that
boys whose fathers are absent for long periods are likely to have a poorer ad-
justment with their age mates than a control group of boys, whereas this dif-
ference was not found among girls.* The mother is less likely to work outside
the home and is more likely to overprotect her children. There is some evi-
dence of role conflict in such boys, for they arc less likely to be aggressive in
play, but more likely to engage in fantasies of strongly masculine behavior,
or to exhibit an exaggerated but surface masculinity. Having insufficient direct
experience with the appropriate father model, both girls and boys are likely
to vary somewhat from the socially expected, sex-linked patterns of conduct and
personality.

Sexual Division of Labor
These early socialization experiences in which young-
sters begin to acquire the values and skills of their parents are the foundations
for their later adult behavior, when they become parents and spouses. The
differences in sex roles appear strikingly in the sexual division of labor. In all
societies a range of tasks is assigned to women and another set of tasks given

2 Herbert Barry, Margaret K. Bacon, and Irvin L. Child, “A Cross-Cultural Survey of
Some Sex Differences in Socialization,” in Robert F. Winch, Robert McGinnis, and Herbert
R. Barringer (eds.), Selected Studies in Marriage and the Family (New York: Holt, Rinchart,
and Winston, 1962), p. 269.

3 Per Olav Tiller, “Father Absence and Personality Development of Children in Sailor
Families. A Preliminary Research Report,” in Nels Anderson (ed.), Recherches sur la Famille
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1957j, pp. 115-133.
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to men, and still others may be performed by either sex. Very little of this
division is required by the biological peculiarities of the two sexes. A man can-
not bear a child or nurse it. Men are stronger and can run faster than women,
who are in turn somewhat handicapped at times by pregnancy and menstrua-
tion. Women however, have enough strength and speed to perform almost all
tasks in every society. Equally important, what is defined as a man’s task in
one society may well be classed as a woman’s job in another, thus indicating
that most of the division is culturally defined, or based on a complex of factors
in which the biological is only a part. However, in three-fourths or more of
societies for which information is available, women carry out these tasks; grind-
ing grain, carrying water, cooking, preserving food, repairing and making cloth-
ing, weaving (of cloth, mats, and baskets), gathering food (nuts, berries, herbs
roots, etc.), and making potiery.* All these tasks can be carried out while
remaining close to the children or the hearth.

In most societies men are assigned these tasks: herding, hunting and
fishing, lumbering, mining and quarrying, metal-working, making musical in-
struments, manufacturing ceremonial objects, wood-working, and house-build-
ing. Some of these require strength, and others demand some wandering from
the hearth. Others demand neither strength nor absence from the home. Notice
that the tending of crops calls for endurance and some strength, but it is
as likely to be a female activity as a male activity.

That the division is not based on a rational judgment of capacity is seen
from the fact that men can in fact perform all the women’s jobs, but do not
whereas the jobs that are strictly male do not generaily take all the man’s time.
The division of labor is based neither on biology nor on simple equality. An-
other factor is significant, as an cicment in the husband’s position, and the
position of men in the society: Whatever the strictly male tasks are, they are
defined as more honorific.

This element suggests that the sexual division of labor, within familv
and socicty, comes perilously closc to the racial or caste restrictions in some
modern countries. That is, the low-ranking race, caste, or sex is defined as not
being able to do certain types of prestigious work, but it is also considered a
violation of propriety if they do it. Obviously, if women really cannot do vari-
ous kinds of male tasks, no moral or ethical prohibition would be necessary to
keep them from it. :

It is safe to say, even without a complete tabulation, that in no societ
are men and women free to choose whatever tasks they want, using the crit o
of efficiency, convenience, and capacity. There is not a “free labor ma kertl,a,
in this matter. Moreover, the tasks of control, management, decision, a ; e1
to the gods—in short, the higher level jobs that typically do not require ’SmI:)Pe:l} s
speed, or traveling far from home—arc malc jobs. In primitive or | h]n,g-]'
dustrialized societies, men object to women taking over high leve] 'o%) ’, m(i
object themsclves to taking over women’s tasks. This is true in Co,m > an
China and to some extent in the Istaeli kibbutzim, just as it is in the B"lxplst
States, though women in fact have been given important jobs in al] t'}‘llted
The division is justified by various rationalizations and by mora] precept ree.
these are part of the socialization experience of boys and girls in fhcps é, and
From the beginning, the boy learns to disdain some work as female anC(llety,
aspire to other tasks as masculine. ’ to

4 George P. Murdock, Socidl Structure (New York: .Macmillan, 1949), p. 213
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Sex Roles

The parallel between jobs and the major role obliga-
tions of father and mother within the family is clear. The mother begins with
the nurturance of the child, establishing a close physical and psychological bond
because of the gratifications both give one another. Her social relational tasks
are expressive, emotional, or integrative. She is to console, to nurse, to bring
together again those who have quarreled. The father is the instrumental leader,
organizing family labor for production, political conflicts, or war. He must solve
the problems of the outside environment, social or physical. Because of this
division of social labor, a family that has a weak or ineffectual mother, or a
cold, unyielding father, is less likely to fail in its socializing tasks than one in
which there is either a cold, unyielding mother or a weak, ineffectual father.®
This allocation of social tasks exists in most societies.

We might mention here other differences in social position with the
family. One is that as against the variations among societies in their disapproval
of premarital or extramarital sexual intercourse, perhaps all agree in never plac-
ing more severe restrictions on men than on women.® Usually, of course, as in
the Western countries, the restrictions on women are much stronger.

Occupying different statuses and rank and dealing with different types
of tasks, men and women necessarily live in some tension with one another,
especially when they both approach the same problem with discrepant orienta-
tions. The supposed differences between men and women in their ways of
thinking have been the subject of many essays. One such intuitive commentary
was drawn from contemporary research in a Canadian community. Without
asserting that the list is correct, let us look at a few such divergences in orienta-
tion.”

The researchers note first that women deny or play down any great dif-
ferences between men and women, but men not only take the differences for
granted but also believe women to be so sentimental and non-logical that
they are not even capable of seeing the differences. Next, women stress the
unique qualities of people, especially of their children, and view social in-
stitutions, laws, and other general patterns as obstacles to helping individuals.
In action however, both men and women contradict their values. Men believe
in the greater value of collectivity, but they work for it through the fine ad-
justments or manipulations of individuals; and they, too, see norms, laws, and
universalistic rules as obstacles to be by-passed in the interest of their individual
companies.

Also, women are said to ve determinists, especially psychological de-
terminists; men, on the other hand, assert that individuals are free, that the
man who wants to do something can do it. There is a paradox in women’s faith
in perfectibility, a belief that people can be made indefinitely better. Men
dismiss such a view as naive. However, women are more likely to adjust to

5 The terms “instrumental” and “expressive” are from Morris Zelditch, “Role Differen-
tiation in the Nuclear Family: A Comparative Study,” in Talcott Parsons and Robert F. Bales
(eds_;z),7 ansrrlaily, Socialization and Interaction Process (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1955),
pp. 307-351.

6 William N. Stephens, The Family in Cross-Cultural Perspective (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1963), pp. 290 ff.

")John R. Seeley, R. Alexander Sim, and Elizabeth W. Loosley, “Differentiation of
Values in a Modern Community,” in Norman W. Bell and Ezra W. F. Vogel (eds.), The
Family (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1960), pp. 453-464. The section is taken from Crest-
wood Heights.
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the apparent intractabilities and inflexibilities in others, whereas men are more
likely to insist on continuous improvement.

Whether the different socialization experiences and social positions of
men and women actually Icad to such striking qualitative contrasts in action
and attitude scems unlikely, but the technical problems of inquiry into these
points are well worth studying.

Marital Adjustment

The rclations between husband and wife are discussed
at many points in this book. However, brief attention should also be paid to
marital adjustment itsclf, a subject which is at once of grcat personal interest
and the object of considerable objective research. For the past generation,
sociologists and psychologists have tried to define and “measure” marital hap-
piness and to ascertain whicli characteristics might best assurc this blessed
state. The most sophisticated work has been done under the influence of Ernest
W. Burgess, and some variation of his and Leonard S. Cottrell’s marita] ad-
justment scale has been used in many studies and on a wide range of popula-
tions. The researchers have developed this instrument by finding which back-
ground traits (age at marriage, religious affiliation, length of engagement, etc.)
and which current patterns (community of interests, expression of affection
etc.) are associated with marital satisfaction. Those items which exhibited no
correlation with adjustment were discarded. Widely used by marital counselors
and by teachers of courses in marriage, the marital adjustment questionnaire
has been used as a basis for persuading people to delay marriage, as a point
of departure for interviewing, and as a diagnostic tool for locating problem
areas in an engagement or marriage.® If indeed we can now predict at least
which kinds of people have the highest chances of marital happiness, or which
types of couples are poorer risks, then we might be more rational in ordering
our lives. And, of course, the use of such prediction instruments is no more
than a formalized or impersonal way of making the kinds of predictions that
kin and friends always make when a couple plans to marry.

Some critics have argued that it is not possible to “measure” marital ad-
justment, and doubtless what some call “reasonably contented” y
call miserable. However, how we feel at any given moment we ar
is no secret to oursclves. We may report incorrectly to others
sons will tell themselves they are happy in mairiage when th’ey are not. In
Western socicties, and cspecially in the United States, far more people '
to be actively seeking marital happiness, and to be concerned ab]c))utpit Stclcm
in most socicties of the past. In only some societies have marriages b’ e,
ranged mainly for the personal happiness of the husband and wife, Iisteaflcr:] ar
greater concern, like that of their kin. was whether each did hjs or her d t, ]elc;
paid each other proper respect. This was easier to do when the role ru] Ytgn
were more clearly spccified by the larger society, and there wag grcatee aaree
ment among its members on thesc duties and rights—and thyg steadie I agree-
on cveryone to conform. " pressure

The discriminating power of the marital adjustment Prediction i
naire has, however, never been impressive. It would be wrong to sa qlt‘}fShO."’
power is no greater than that of common sense, for one clear rcs(tlty fa]t .
researches is that few of the inituitive “truths” about who shoylg marr(; wt]:g;f

others might
e asked about
but few per-

% The two most sophisticated studics in this area are by Harvey J. Locke, Predicti
Adjustment in Marriage (New York: Holt, 19‘51.); ‘and Ernest W, Burgess a“;i l;ed;ctm,g
Wallin, Engagement and Marriage (New Yoik: Lippincott, 1953). See also the cn'tic:'m ‘;'
Clifford Kirkpatrick, The Family (New York: Rorald, 1955), pp. 340 f. 1sms by
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are secure enough to be trusted as guides. The most general point is that in-
dividuals who have very “traditional” backgrounds are more likely to be con-
tented in marriage—or are more likely, at least, to say they arc contented.
Thus if the individual himself comes from a contented family and had a long
acquaintanceship and engagement with his wife, his marriage seems to be a
better risk. Data from other sources, and common sense, too, suggest that a
similar background is more likely to lead to marital contentment, but a mo-
ment’s thought (or the prediction instrument data) will remind us that people
who share an intcrest in hanging around bars and taxi dance halls, or have a
common background of divorce, are not likely to create enduring or contented
marriages. The prediction instrument also suggests that common sense is wrong
in supposing that a satisfactory sexual adjustment is the most important founda-
tion of a secure marriage. Instead, as marital counsclors have pointed out for
nearly two decades, it is very likely a secure marriage that creates or fosters a
sound sexual adjustment.

Unfortunately, not one major factor has been confirmed by all researchers
as being highly correlated with marital happiness, and those factors which seem
of some importance discriminate only grossly between traditional couples and
the rest of the population (e.g., having parents whose marriage was happy,
being acquainted and cngaged for a long time, husband’s close attachment to
father). Without finer discrimination, the prediction questionnaire can offer
little in the way of sound guidance, although counselors have used it widely.
Perhaps a new direction of research, which would focus only on marital sta-
bility, and the profiles or fit between bride and groom, is now in order.

Husband-Wife Bonds and the Social Network

The relationship between husband and wife is shaped -
by the network of friends and kin in which they live. In the major civilizations
of the past, it is likely that the kinship network was most important. But though
friends may substitute for kin in the modern social network to some extent,
certain general relations between husband and wife seem to be caused by the
nature of the network itself. This may be seen more clearly in tentative results
from recent research in England, on the relatedness of these nctworks’—ie.,
the extent to which the friends of the husband or wife are also friends of one
another.

First, it seems clear that most families in the West now live in social
networks rather than in groups. That is, they are not part of a social unit
having clear physical or social boundaries, sharing certain norms, and having
some clear identity. Rather, one family is in social interaction with a large
or small number of other families, each of which may have (1) interaction
with one or more other families in that number, plus (2) interaction with
still other families. Thus, starting from any given family, the network extends
indefinitely in any direction, with much overlapping of interaction, trequency
of contact, and intimacy in any area of the network; but always there are some
families who are linked together only because they have acquaintances in com-
mon, but who have little contact with one another.

Second, the tightness of the connections among the families in any family’s
network \may be high or low. A family lives in a closely knit network if the
family units see one another frequently, independently of that family. It is
loosely knit if they do not interact with one another frequently.

Husbands and wives whose network is closcly knit are likely to share a

® Elizabeth Bott, Family and Social Network (London: Tavistock Publications, 1957),
pp. 52 ff.,92 f.
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somewhat different life pattern than do couples in a loosely knit network. The
former will spend more time apart. The hushand secs his friends independently
of his wife. They divide the household responsibilities more sharply: The hus-
band does not do “women’s work,” nor does the wife take on her husband’s
duties as much as do other wives. In short, in a tightlv knit network, the hus-
band and wife engage in complementary but independent activities. In a loosely
knit network the husband and wife are more likely to share each other’s do-
mestic tasks and to go about together for recreation or visiting.

This important difference may be partly related to class position, since the
loosely knit network seems to be found more often in professional families. It
may also be related to homogeneity and stability of neighborhood, since the
tightly knit network is more likely to be found in such areas. Perhaps a more
central factor is the couple’s dependence on this network of friends and kin
prior to their marriage. When individuals bave lived in a tightly knit network
prior to their marriage, and have remained in the same area, thev are likely
to obtain both emotional satisfaction and services from it afterward.” ’

Husband and wife can more easily keep their activities segregated if they
are in a tightly knit network, since mutual help is more available in the network
itself. Joint organization of tasks is more necessary, the less a couple can count
on an outside network for help. Moreover, to the extent that they have outside
resources, neitier husband nor wife needs to invest so much emotion in their own
domestic tie; of course, the outside relations may at times interfere with the
solidarity of the husband-wife unit.

This contrast parallels a contrast made earlier, between the modern
conjugal family, less dependent on its kin network, and the nuclear or polvgy-
mous family embedded within a large controlling kin group in most primitive
or peasant societies. In the latter, the husband-wife tie is less close, their tasks
are more segregated, and they are more likely to sce their friends separately
rather than as a couple. Moreover, these comments apply not onlv to the
husband-wife relation in primitive societies but also to some family units in a
modern metropolis, when they are in intimate interaction with a tight kinship
network. However, these observations need to be tested by more rigorous research
on larger urban populations.

Authority of the Male
Because the increasin rivileges of w i

Western World over the past half-century havegprgsuma}g)]y regu‘c‘:dmt‘i::e ;:Etl:c}:rc:
ity of men in the household, several studies have attempted to sketch the
decline of patriarchal family patterns or to measure how decisions a‘re actually
reached within the family. Apparently in all societics the privilege of major
decision is in the hands of men. In most, even the gestures of deference a’ d
respect mainly flow from women to men, unlike the U.S. custom. Iy, West .
countries, where the stereotypical patriarch seems now to be rare men e
nevertheless able to assert their wills successfully in family matters, are

Both observation and experimental study, however, reveal many complexi
ties in this general pattern. Reports from France, Germany, and the Ulr)liixg
States state that there is a correlation between class position and the autho 'i
of the male. Here, a paradox is apparent. Toward the lower strata, the husbzfl c)ll
is more likely to claim authority simply because he is a male, but actuall hn
to concede more authority to his wife. Toward the upper strata, mep arz ]eas
likely to assert the values of patriarchal authority, but in action Mmanage tss
have more power anyway. On a common-sense basis, it can be seen that thesz
men have more resources by which to have their way. Their wives are less likely

74

role relations of spouses and parents in family and society



to work, and even if they do work they contribute a smaller percentage of the
total family income than would be true in the lower social strata. Their hus-
bands are less dependent on their wifely services, and can more easily purchase
these services. Thus the husband’s position in role bargaining is stronger.

Another important complexity exists in the areas in which men and women
have authority. Observers have often noted the formally obsequious behavior
of the Chinese or Japanese wife, and the great authority of the male. In both
countries however, the wife and mother assumed greater authority with age (as
she doubtless does in all societies) after an initfal period of subordination as
bride. Within the home she was likely to have considerable authority. The man
was indeed paid deference, but he did not ordinarily interfere with household
decisions. In Western countries men have begun to aid their wives in the
menial tasks of homemaking and child care. This is often called a loss of author-
ity, but it can also be viewed as a gain of authority, for now the husband must
be conceded a greater voice in these areas.

Differences in kinds of authority may also be important. Readers who have
observed first- or second-generation immigrant families from Italian, Greek, or
Eastem European Jewish backgrounds are likely to have noticed that though
the rhetoric of male dominance is common, the middle-aged or elder matriarch
is to be found in many homes. The woman seems to be the center of initiative
and decision. However, the male head of the family seems to be conceding this
authority, reserving the right to take it back when he wishes. If he wants to
oppose her will, he can do so successfully. That is, a distinction should perhaps
be made between day-to-day initiative and direction, and negative authority—
the right to prevent others from doing what they want.

Males usually exercise authority over females, and, as just suggested,
older people may demand obedience from younger people. However, one inter-
esting variation on this pattern has been noted here and there, the joking or
informal relationship between grandparents and grandchildren. Although the
reader is familiar with this behavior, it might seem at first surprising, since the
older generation is accorded great deference in most societies. The oldest male
in India, China, Japan, and the Arab countries has been the head of the kin
group, before whom the young were supposed to be humble. In rural areas
of the West, too, the grandparent was viewed as the patriarch. In some societies,
however, the grandparent and grandchild may in effect form a coalition against
the parents, or treat each other with no reserve at all.

The prime differentiating factor seems to be whether the grandparent
continues to rule the parent, to be responsible for directing his daily conduct.
When the oldest male remains in the household, and at the top of the family
hierarchy, then custom does not permit a relaxed, permissive relationship be-
tween grandfather and grandchild. The now widespread informality between
grandparent and grandchild in the U.S. family system represents a change
from the past, when elders had more authority over their adult, married children.

The Working Mother
Women have always worked, but the modern industrial
society is the first in which they have had the right to enter the labor market on
thcfr own, to obtain jobs and promotions without the help or permission of
their men, Among the Western countries, about 30 to 40 per cent of the non-
agricultural labor force is made up of women in these countries: Germany,
Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Switzerland, France, Great Britain, and the U.S.—
predominantly, the more industrialized countries.
Although in most countries this percentage has not changed greatly over
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the past half-century, some qualitative changes are evident. The woman can
more easily move into or cut of the labor market, and is more fully accepted as
a worker. Women have (though in small numbers) been given high posts in
every type of work. Very likely, at the turn of the century, few women worked
except those who had been driven to it by poverty. Now, far more work to.
increase substantially the family level of living, or because they want to work.

These and other qualitative changes have given rise to a host of speculations
about their consequences for the family. If the wife works, is marital unhappiness
or divorce more likely? Are her children more likely to become juvenile delin-
quents, or to have personality problems? Just how the internal relations among
family members arc affected when the mother works has not been adequately
clarified as yet, but some recent research gives us some preliminary answers,
which may be briefly stated here.

First, the employment of mothers increases the frequency of marital con-
flict, but does not change the general level of happiness in the marriage. This
is‘only a seeming paradox. Offsetting the somewhat greater amount of conflict
is presumably a greatcr amount of satisfaction the woman obtains through
the job itself. This inference is supported by the fact that these small differences
grow even smaller toward the higher socio-economic strata, where the mother
derives more personal satisfaction from the work itself and its attendant re-
wards.10

As might be supposed, the attitude of the husband is relevant here. In
families in which the wife works, but the husband disapproves, the level of
marital adjustment is lower. However, if the husband approves of his wife
working, but she does not work, the level of marital adjustment is also lower.
If the wife wants to work, but does not, her level of marital adjustment also
will be lower.

With reference to the wife’s influence in family decisions, present evidence
suggests that she gains more power toward the lower socio-economic strata than
toward the upper strata when she works. Within the area of household tasks
the working wife loses somewhat in authority, since her husband assumes a
more important role there. On the other hand, she gains influence in major
economic decisions, but neither gains nor loses with respect to control over the
husband himself.!?

No general conclusion can bc made at present whether working has a

. destructive effect on the child or relations between mother and children C]as‘s

position, the type of work, the age and sex of children, rural.y ‘
and other variables have been shown to interact in complex w.
result. Since the family is small, and usually no other adult wo
household to take care of the children when the mother is 5
the typc of surrogate parent available is also of conscquence,
. A hint of the complexity in such a situation may be noted in the find-
ing that adolescent daughters of middle-class working mothers engage i h
organized and unorganized leisure activity. Thev appear to e %norn ’T‘“lc

pendent, while the amount of family interaction is high. A similar ate
is found among daughters of part-time female workers, whether lower I?attem
middle class. By contrast, the daughters of lowcer-class working mothe cass or
heavy home responsibilitics and fewer leisure activities. They arc morrS rle{ort
to seek in steady dating a substitute for a family security or compa ‘ l}c}y
that is lacking.!2 panionship

10 F. Ivan Nye, “Marital Interaction,” in F. Ivan Nye and Lois Wilaa:c 1.

Employed Mother i}n Armerica (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1563), Pp. 287§Y 1;;]155 Hoffman, The

11 Robert O. Blood, “The Hushand-Wife Relationship, in 1bid., p. 294,
12 Elizabeth Douvan, “Employment and the Adolescent,” ibid., pp, 158-159.

rban residence,
ays in the final
men live in the
bsent, obviously

’
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The mother who works part-time and the middle-class working mother
are both more likely to have chosen to work. The fonmer is adjusting her wish
to work (or can adjust her need for money) to her family needs. Both these
two groups of mothers arc likely to choose work they enjoy, and (since they
arc not so heavily pressed by the sheer need for money) to go into the work with
a clear sense of the problems in carrving the double role. Conscquently, they
fecl a greater responsibility for making up for their absence, by better organiza-
tion, by consciously planning to be with their children, or anticipating and
preventing difficultics in their children’s life. The lower-class working mother,
on the other hand, is more likely to have to work, and to have a less pleasant
job. She may thercfore feel put upon, and be more insistent that her daughters
shoulder some of the burden. She fecls less need, then, to compensate for her
absence, and her daughters arc more likely to feel somewhat neglected.

This general intcrpretation is buttressed somewhat by the fact that the
working mother who likes to work is morc likely to feel a strong attachinent
to her children, to usc only mild discipline, and to avoid shouldering them with
household tasks. Her children arc less likely to assert themselves against her—
but whether or not the mother likes the work, some evidence suggests that
young children (third to sixth graders) of working mothers show a lower per-
formance level and are more likely to respond to a frustrating problem with
non-adaptive bchavior (crying, blaming themselves).'* Moreover, children of
the working mothers who like their work are morc likely to show a lower level
of ability, possibly because these mothers feel the need to compensate for their
supposed neglect, and thus over-protect their children, solving their problems
for them. Not only levels of ability and performance but an individual’s motiva-
tion to achieve are affected by such variations in intcrnal family relations.

Achievement Motivation

Among the role relations given special attention during
the past decade are those that lcad to a high nced for achievement in boys.!4
Of course, if the society as a whole outside the family does not stress achigve-
ment, neither will the individuals within the family. However, within an achiev-
ing society, such as the United States, different groups and social strata vary
in their dedication to achievement, and over time a country may move from
a high to a low lovel. Without summarizing the mass of complex and some-
times conflicting evidence, we can point to one or two suggestive findings.

A central thesis is that it is not the warm, indulgent, ever-forgiving mother
whose son presses hardest toward achicvement, but the mother who consistently
demands excellence from him. Nor does the highly successful, dominant
father always become the son’s role model. Instead, perhaps because the son
then comes to feel that he cannot master the environment, cannot master his
own destiny, his need for achievement may be lower. If he fails to “win” in
the family, he will try less often to win outside it. It is in the family with a
wider dispersion of authority, in which the mother has a considerable power,
that the achievement-seeking son is more likely to appear. Relative to the
importance of this mother-son tie, Freud once wrote of the special grace enjoyed
by a boy who knew he was his mother’s favorite.

The difference lies not in restrictiveness versus permissiveness. The lower-
class boy suffers under more restrictions, and must be more independent than

. 13Lois Wladis Hoffman, “Mothers’ Enjoyment of Work and Effects on the Child,”
ibid., pp. 101-103.

14 See the body of research reported in David C. McClelland, The Achieving Society
(New York: D. Van Nostrand, 1961).
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the middle- or upper-class boy, who is in turn more likely to be an achiever.
Lower-class parents, however, stress that their children be independent so that
they will be less of a burden to the parents. The mother of an achieving boy is
more likely to tender him emotional support (rewarding achievement with overt
affection), to be permissive when it comes to taking care of himself, and
also to insist that he make decisions for himsclf and master certain skills in
the school and home with less regard for whether anv of this reduces the
mother’s burden of housework. If he tries something new, he is morc likely to
be rewarded. The suggestion has also been made that this stress is most pro-
ductive if it begins at about 6 to 8 years of age.

Dependence and Independence in the Child

The infant and mother establish a close emotional
relationship with each other soon after the baby’s birth, but the world of the
infant soon expands to include others in the family. The classical psycho-
analvtic view, somewhat difficult to demonstrate clearly but in conformitv with
much common-sense observation, is that the young child will conclude his
infancy period by becoming emotionally attached to the parent of the opposite
sex. That is, the boy is more involved emotionally with his mother, while the
daughter becomes more attached to her fathcr: The relationship gives pleasure
to both partners, but social norms eventually interfere with it. The bov must
soon identify with his father, his appropriate role model, if he is to assume an
adult male status successfully. It seems likely, as some have asserted, that it
is more important for the boy to give up his oedipal tic with his mother, than
for the girl to give up her attachment to her father. Assumption of the adult
status requires that the male be relatively independent, dominant, and instru-
mental in social interaction, and to be able to discharge his obligations as head
of the family. He cannot, without criticism from others and a feeling of personal
failure, move directly from being mother’s little boy to being his wife’s little
boy. By contrast, a girl is permitted to move from being dad’s little girl to being
her husband’s little girl with less criticism. In fact, of course, a large but unknown
percentage of people fail to resolve their oedipal tics, and the psvchodynamic
consequences hamper adult functioning. However, here we are only noting the
differences in the social patterning of social roles. in the two sexcs.

Both parents establish love-ties with their children, but use these ties of
emotional dependency to force the children gradually toward independence
In a sense, they are partially occupied with forcing the child to develop so that
he can leave the family. Other relationships press in the same direction, for
adolescent or adult love relationships help the individual in many societies to
move out into the world. In a wide range of socictics, peer group§ in the ado-
lescent period also help to set non-familial norms, by which the voung person
adjusts himsclf and thus can move somcwhat away from the famjl, Ipn the
West especially, the combination of peer groups and the impcrson'a.] school
system weaken the dependence of the voung individual on his fapj], Indeed
it is possible that in any society in which the larger society makes demands or
sets norms that are very different from those within the family, some types of
peer or age groups will arise, to bridge the nccessary transition between t'hpe two
kinds of social structures.

_ That there is such a gap in \‘)‘Vestcm societies ]ms”becn asscrted time and
time again. The phenomenon of “adolescent rebellion” has beep viewed with
alarm for decades, in perhaps every Western nation. There has beep encral
agreement, although the assertion would be difficult to prove, that parengts and
youth are in morc intensc and frequent conflict in modern nations thap in oth‘er

role relations of spouses and parents in family and society




regions or times. We must first keep the problem in perspective by nioting that
the amount of agreement in modern urban society is far greater than the amount
of conflict, even though both parents and adolescents often feel they are locked
In an unremitting struggle. Young people actually have much the same opinions
on political, theological, and moral questions as their parents, the same tastes
in food, clothing, and art—indeed, a reformer must despair, secing how closely
they are aligned on important matters. However, the conflicts do exist, and
their roots are interesting, as revealing something of the relations between role
patterns in the family and the larger society.1®

In a period of social change, the society in which the child grows up is
different from that in which his parents grew up. The parent calls on his child-
hood experience as a guide, but much of it has become irrelevant, and his
standards do not apply any longer. Even if things had not changed, the two
sets of pcople, children and parents, are at different points in their life cycles,
and would view differently many kinds of problems and opportunities. Thus,
parents and youth are at different points in the long time curve of rapid social
change, and at different points in their own life cycles, so that some conflict
is inevitable.

An additional tension is inherent in the relations between the two, the
fact that parental roles combine authority and intimacy. The parent or child
may each get his own way through love, but each is called back to socially
approved norms by their other needs (e.g., the child needs authority to lean
on, to set limits for him) and by the society. As the adolescent moves into
adulthood he is constantly threatening the authority of his parents by the simple
process of maturation, however he may love them. This recurring tension is
mtensified in Western societies because there are no well-recognized steps by
which various areas of authority are gradually relinquished, to make the ad-
justment easier to tolerate.

In a complex society, and especially in one undergoing rapid change, an
adolescent experiences more conflicting norms and competing authorities with
each move he makes into the outside world. He can, if he chooses, use them
(and every child learns to do this in bargaining with his parents) to justify
convenient modes of conduct and of course these modes often violate the wishes
of his parents.

In Western countries, the sources of conflict are strengthened further b
the fact that the conjugal family is one of intense cmotionality, with few kin
who can act as buffers or shock-absorbers, and by the fact that Western parents
are greatly preoccupied with the sex lives of their children.

15 This discussion is largely based on Kingsley Davis, “The Sociology of Parent-Youth
Conflict,” in American Sociological Review (1940), 4:523-535.
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eight

Man is an evaluating animal. He ranks not only things
and activities but also people. One of the results of this evaluative process is
the division of societies into classes or levels, such that people in a given class
are ranked similarly; but the levels themselves are arranged in a hierarchical
order. Which criteria are more or less important for placing people in classes
will vary from society to society: courage and skill in war, technical knowledge
literary and humanistic learning, saintliness, or financial success. Stratification
systems may also be compared by using several variables, such as the criteria
for class placement, how difficult it is to move from class to class, how distinct
the classes are, how socially distant the top classes are from the bottom, or how
the total population is distributed among the classes. ’

It is the family, not merely the individual, that is ranked in the class
structure. The family is the keystone of the stratification system, the social
mechanism by which it is maintained. In the interaction of inélividuals at
different class levels, both distance and equality can be observed, The southern
plantation owner may talk intimately with one of his tenant farmers, and even
share a cup of coffee with him at a local diner, but might not invite him to
dinner in a restaurant. He would be still less likely to invite his tenant to a
family dinner. Marriage, as the linking of two families, is the most complete
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expression of class equality. Earlier discussions of mate selection pointed out
some of the processes that lead to homogamy—the marriage of like with like.
It is equally clear that homogamy in turn bolsters the existing class structure.
The interrelationships of family and stratification are many and complex,
but may be categorized under two forms: (1) the class distribution of family
patterns and processes, how and why family behavior is different in different
social strata; and (2) which kinds of family systems are associated with which
kinds of stratification systems. For example, are certain patterns of social mobility
associated with certain types of family patterns? If position in the stratification
system in a given society is based on humanistic learning rather than scientific
or technical skill, can we predict what kind of family system will be present?
This chapter will focus on the first set of these important interrelationships.

Class Position and Family Variables
Let us begin by briefly examining some of the relations
between class position and family variables.

1. In Western countries the age of men at marriage rises with class posi-
tion.

2. Generally, however, the nobility of Western countries married at
younger ages than did other classes.

3. In Western countries, and perhaps generally where there is no frontier
land available, farmers marry later than other groups.

4. Toward the upper social strata, young people are granted less freedom
of mate choice.

5. When cross-class marriages occur, the woman is more likely than the
man to marry upward. .

6. In the West the birth rate increases as we approach the lower classes.
However, within each social ranking or stratum, families with higher income
have more children. And very likely in most societies the upper stratum had
a higher birth rate, before the introduction of effective contraceptives.

7. Engagement or betrothal is longer toward the upper strata.

8. Where there is a bride price or a dowry system, the economic exchanges
between the bride’s family and the groom’s family are more likely to approach
equality toward the upper strata than toward the lower strata.

9. If polygyny is practiced, it is the men of high sacial or economic posi-
tion who arc more likely to have more than one wife.

10. In the West it is likely that the frequency of sexual intercourse is higher
among couples toward the lower strata.

11. When contraceptives are introduced, the upper social strata are more
likely to begin using them than are the lower social strata.

12. In the West premarital sexual intercourse begins at an earlier age
among men in the lower social strata.

13. In the West extramarital sexual intercourse increases in frequency
with increasing age among men in the upper strata, but decreases among men
in the lower social strata.

14. The authority of elders and of men is higher toward the upper social
strata.

15. The kinship network is more extended toward the upper strata.

16. In the United States upper-class mothers are more likely than middle-
class women to justify their demands on children by asserting their authority;
middle-class mothers are more likely to appeal to a general moral principle or
to a rule originating outside the family circle itself.

17. In the United States middle-class families rear their children more
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permissively than do lower-class families, but demand higher achievement in
the areas of skill, knowledge, and initiative.

18. The divorce rate is higher toward the lower social strata.

This list is not meant to be complete, and not all these relationships have
been defiritely proved. Even more important, we cannot explain why or how
all the results occur. Such a summary does point out some significant regularities,
however, and serves as a point of reference for analyzing the more general
processes of interaction between stratification and the family.

Homogamy and Upward Mobility

, Let us consider once more the pattern of homogamy. In
any stratified society, families, individuals, or castes try to move upwafd in
economic or social ranking, and many succeed. This upward straining is observ-
able, even though people’s aspirations may not be high, and their chances of
achieving them may be low. However, the very efforts which individually are
aimed at upward movement, result collectively in only modest changes in an
individual’s social position or the class structure.

This results from two processes. First, part of the individual’s class behavior
at any level consists in keeping down those who are pushing upward—i.e., trying
tc keep them from being accepted at the higher level. This may tange from
refusing to accept a competent Negro as a co-worker or a jew as a member of
a club, to ordering a daughter to stop dating a boy from a poor family. However
such behavior may be rationalized, it frustrates in part the efforts of those
who wish to achieve equality with those of a higher class level.

Second, if people are striving upward at every class level (except the top,
where people are trying to hang on) while the competitive advantages of
education, family, or friends are set against those who wish to displace the
people just above them in class, in general mest will stay approximately at
the class level where they were born, or move upward only slightly.

Both processes are applicable to the gencral pattern of homogamy in
marriage. Precisely because almost all individuals seek spouses with desirable
qualities, those with advantages of wealth, beauty, talent, or prestige can obtain
spouses like themselves; whereas the less desirable cannot achieve their aspira-
tions, and must marry people much like themselves. Consequently, even in an
open-class system most persons marry at about the same class levcl. Thus. the
general shape of the class system may remain relatively stable over generat’ions
not because individuals are content to remain at the same fevel, or becausé
families prefer to find mates for their children who are their equals ’but because
that is about as ruch as the individual can command on the marriage market

We can assume that in societies with more rigid class lines thagn modern
Western socicties, therc would be fewer cross-class marriages even thoush no
quantitative data on a substantial sample scem to be available, In one sim le
of 2,000 urban households in the city of Bangalore, India, on) 9 croswals)te
unions were discovered. Barber summarizes several sets of rela{ed data from
prior epochs in the West.! For example, the authorities of the city of“ Lonldon
in the period after 1360 acted as surrogate parents for orphaned children of
merchants, and steered 53 of 63 daughters into marriages with merchants. while
the remainder married gentlemen or citizens of lesser guilds. Of 37‘wi(‘i:) ws in
the fifteenth century, 22 remarried into the same guild or company \thcir
husbands; two married knights and one a scrivener, while th(}s‘e }eas.l' in
married into other merchant companies. Frem the twelfil century r;;mth%

1B d Barber, Social Stratification (New York: H
op. 124 ff'emar arber, Social Stratification ( Iy arcourt, Brace g& Weild, 1957),
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French sergents (men who administered houses and lands for the nobility)
married only within their own class.

Data of this specialized type, though suggestive, give us no exact quantita-
tive estimate of how much homogamy may exist in a given society as a whole.
Comparison with the United States is rendered especially difficult by the sifting
and bargaining processes of courtship, which we analyzed earlier. The amount
of heterogamy may be exaggerated by considering only the class backgrcunds
of the bride and groom and the class position of their families. However, what
often appears to be a heterogamous marriage is really a marriage between people
whose style of life, tastes, or even incomes are very similar.

Upward mobility of this kind is doubtless typical of other societics as well.
In eighteenth-century France, as in China, families moved into the nobility
by acquiring wealth and through wealth, position or office. They began to “live
nobly”’; they built country chateaux and town houses, entertained lavishiy and
in the latest taste, patronized the arts and letters, and adopted a style of life
difficult to differentiate from that of the nobility. Their children were as
cultured, talented, and acceptable as those of the nobility—in every way except
family history. Money was the marriage link with nobility, but the union was
hardly one of fine lord and lowly shepherdess.2

The importance of this pattern is evident in a prime consequence of
homogamy, the kind of socialization the children of the union will receive.
Families that oppose cross-(flag»s, cross-cthnic, or cross-religion marriages usually
justify their stand by predicting conflict between the spouses, and confusion
in the socialization of the child. Equality of background enhances the likelihood
that husband and wife will agree on a wide range of matters, and will be better
able to rear their children to accept their similar family patterns. Parents gen-
erally have to inculcate in their children the values of their own stratum, simply
because that is the only class conterit they themselves understand and accept.
This extends to fashions, language, attitudes toward acquiring skills in certain
occupations, and tastes in food. In turn, some part of the homogamy pattern
derives from the fact that young people simply find one another more or less
attractive because of this range of differences or similarities.

The factors that operate to profuce marriages predominantly between class
equals do not, however, adequately explain the greater control that upper-class
families exert over dating, engagement, marriage, ard other areas of family
interaction. This apparently universal relationship between class and control
rests ultimately on the source of stratification itself, the processes of evaluation.

As already mentioned, societies differ in their relative emphasis on the
different bases of the class system. Courage and skill in war are more important
in some, while humanistic knowledge (China) or scientific achievement (the
West) may be more important in others. Wealth and the sources of wealth
(business, jand) may be more or less important. In all societies power can be
used to gain prestige, or money can be used to get power; that is, the constituent
elements of class position, power, wealth, ard prestige, can to some degree
be exchanged for one another. But societies vary in the degree to which they
can be exchanged—e.g., money for a marriage into a noble family, as well as
the processes by which the exchange can be carried out.

Whatever assurcs or viclds high class position in a given scciety, by defini-
tion the upper-class families have more of it than do others. In no society do
the lower strata in fact have more of the skills, education, mastery of the
classics or arts, ability at managing arms and men, or command over the niceties

2 For an excellent analysis of bourgeois’ striving toward nobility, see Elinor G. Barber,
The Bourgeoisie in 18th Century France (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1955).
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of language and etiquette, than do the upper strata. In addition, in all family
systems, upper-class children obtain uncarned advantages, entircly irrelevant
to their skills or intclligence. Peasant children in fourtecnth-century Europe,
for example, only rarcly had the opportunity to acquire the military skills of
the knight, or the mtellectual skills of the medicval scholar. Indeed, the rigidity
of class barricrs is mcasured by the success of the family svstem in protecting the
inept from open competition, by preventing able Tower-class children from
obtaining access to the skills and cducation that permit social mobility,

Diffcrential Family Control

This means, then, that upper-class families in al] strati-
fication systems arc engaged in a ceaseless struggle to maintain their position,
by controlling access to opportunities, preventing acceptance, and by forcing
their children to hew to upper-class standards. Since in fact the standards are
higher toward the upper strata, the family must expend more energy and
resources in dealing with these problems, or cventually lose its position. At
the same time, these families have some chance at success, since the amount of
resources available for these tasks rises with class position. The upper-class
family can hirc far more personnel for training its children, far more supervisors
to-see to it that they do not stray from the prescribed paths.

In addition, upper-class families can control the futures of their children
more effectively, since the rebel upper-class child has more to lose than does the
rebel lower-class child. In most societies the upper-class family head has been
able to invoke both his own power and that of the law to stop a disapproved
marriage, and can force some obedience because of his ability to dil; ense
wealth or occupational opportunities. This differential control is the kev tg the
resistance of the socially advantaged families to the erosjve inﬂuence) of the
industrial system.

Let us consider further the matter of differentia] family control over its
members and especially its children, because it partially resolves an apparent
paradox in the relations between industrialization and ‘the family svstleg As
will be discussed in greater detail in the chapter on family chap e the snr d
of industrialism is accompanied by a decline in the extension of kingslii > N tsplei
and the spread of the conjugal system, with its primary emphasis on tIhne wc1>r S
family unit of parents and their children. Various theoretical argumer tc nuclear
the notion that the conjugal family and industrialism “fit” —that tl]. § support
an industrial pattern are better met by the conjugal family system t;c nceds of
other family system. But, by definition, upper-class families are mo ']ml] by any
with the industrial economy, since they control it where they do nr(; o mony
can take better advantage of its opportunities and products. Y, ‘: ?\Vp it, apd
svstem is less conjugal than the lower-class family system. 1t 1<('3 ]t'uElr family
is larger, it exerts more control over the social lives af chiidren 'NShip network
supervision over dating and schools, wields a stronger.hand i fXQrclses closer
and 5o on. Thus the families that seem to be most “out of gay - oice of mate,
world are most successful in coping with it. ) € 1n the modern

This paradox can be resolved by glancing at pas o
ern VVorIdI.) Whether we consider th% grcatgexpzlx)ns?o?xpg?r?én;tl?s n the» West-
the eleventh and twelfth centurics, the great increase in olit? eilastma] Jobs in
posts in the New World during the sixtcenth and Se"e“fgent]lca and cconomic
industrialism of the nineteenth century, familjes toward ]ﬂfentunes, or the
controlled the more important opportunities becayse they th € upper strata
and were in charge of the new developments, They could el;?Se]veg initiated

Obtain obedience
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then, as they can now, because the recalcitrant young family member could be
threatened by the loss of both social rank and economic advantage. By contrast,
the lower-class family head had no such bargaining power with his sons. If they
disobeyed, they lost less. The lower-class family that did. not keep its family
network active and effective lost less, on the whole, than the upper-class family.
After all, the network of the latter contained other higher strata families who
themselves would possess benefits and opportunities to exchange.

True enough, the lower-class family member was less encumbered by a
large kinship nctwork if he could rise in the social hierarchy, but this was a
doubtful blessing, sincc a young man from a higher class family, though perhaps
limited more by kin in his choices of job, location, or wife, could also obtain
benefits from them.

The conjugal family system serves well the needs of the modern industrial
system—i.e., an open-class system—because the lessened importance of the
extended kin permits people to leave their kin casily in order to find a suitable
job; and allows the employer generally to ignore kinship ties in seeking the
best talent for a job. Nevertheless, within such a system the families of the
top strata find it to their advantage to kecp their estended kinship ties active,
to the extent that these other families also enjov and can exchange power,
privilege, and wealth. .

Revolutions are sometimes defined as changes in the stratification system
itself—in its bases, such as skill in war or ownership of land, and thus in the
assumption by a new class of the positions of power and prestige. Always this
means new families, since the revolutionary leaders attempt to Icgitimiie and
stabilize their new positions by passing them on to their children. We cannot
therefore, suppose that when families or individuals infiltrate upward from oné
class to another they are changing the class system. Ordinarily they have no
such aim, since thereby they would lose the very advantages thev seek by
striving upward. The upper bourgeoisie of France in the ecarly éighteenth
century had no desire to destroy the aristocratic class (or “estate”) system.
They simply wanted to move upward in the existing class system.

" However, these processes breed some tension. If upper-class families suc-
ceed in protecting their inept members and in preventing mfiltration from below
armed revolution may occur. Doubtless, most families in all systems attempE
this kind of protection, although we do not know as yet which patterns are most
successful in achieving that result. In any cvent, marked success in protecting
the individual family may lead to a destruction of the class system itself. On
the other hand, talent appears in all strata; if upper-class families permit an
easy flow of talent upward, thg.gcncral structurc of the stratification system
does not change, but many families will be unable to mcet the competition.

Families with advantages are thus always under pressure from other families
that want those advantages. No system has yet been devised which could protect
upper-class families from the vicissitudes of mortality, failure of talent and
encrgy, inability to socialize their children cffectively, or low fertility. Though
upper-class families may protect individuals from rigorous competition, these
families as groups or netwprks cannot avoid competition themselves, including
pressures from those striving upward. Indeed, families that zealously protect
their members from competition may ruin themsclves by failing to socialize
their offspring effectively enough to assume family leadership in the next gen-
eration.

Hsu argues that this was a major factor in the class mobility of the Chinese
system. Often the family head permitted his sons to become wastrels, enjoying
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their irresponsibility and loose or luxurious wayv of living as a sign of his own
worldly success. Since they were not held to performance standards as youngsters,
however, they were unablc as adults to hold the family or its property intact.

Class Stability

The effect of thesc competitive processes is clear: The
apparent stability of great familics is an illusion; few retain their positions over
many generations. As mentioned carlier, various studies of mobility under
several Chinese dynasties show that over one third of the elite in any gencration
were from non-clite families.* An inquiry into the 1547 noble Swedish families
that were listed in 1626 showed that 84 per cent had been wiped out by the
third gereration, or were surviving becausc of the marriage of a daughter. Only
2 families out of this large group survived for 9 generations. The upper class in
the United States has been similarly unstable. Rescarch into the continuity of
English nobility from the mid-1600’s to the mid-1900’s also discloses a high
rate of turnover.®

It should be kept in mind that upper-strata families arc vving not only
with upwardly moving lower-strata families, but also with one another. A family
whose fertility is low may die out, but families with excessive fertility mayv be
unable to provide for all their members and have to watch some of their kin
sink to lesser positions in the society. Economic or governmental expansion,
war and colonial growth, may take care of some of them. On the other hand,
until the Napoleonic Wars it was the nobility who bore arms, so that war often
depleted their ranks. War, then, not only reduced the number of surviving noble
sons but also offered opportunities to lower-strata sons, who rose from their
poor beginnings through military distinction.

Although upper-strata clders in all societies have more power than clders
in other strata, it seems likely that where the stratification system is based on
individual achievement (as in industrial societies) a high degree of control by
elders is difficult to maintain, except under special structural arrangements.
One such set of patterns was to be found in classical China. There the voung
individual himsclf never alone possessed the wealth and leisure that were
necessary to permit the many years of fulltime dedication to learning the
classics, law, philosophy, and calligraphy that werc the subjects of the civil-
servicc examinations. He needed both talent and a large investment to prepare
for the successive tests which were hurdles in the path of a successful mandarin.
Thereby, he incurred heavy obligations to his family or clan as well as to his
ancestors. Perhaps equally significant, achievement meant not merely icarlling
but also living a well-rounded life that expressed an inner harmony "The indi-
vidual who repudiated cither his ancestors or his clders would haye hindered
his own ascent. His behavior would have been regarded as 3 grave defeet in his
own spiritual fitness for higher posts. )

Stratification and Family Roles
The U.S. achicvement system shares witl, the other
industrial nations of the West the peculiarity of ¢mphasizing performance in
a job. Social position in most socictics has stressed, far more than iy, our (g\'gtcm
svstem,

4 Francis L. K. Hsu, Under the Ancestors’ Shadows (N
Press, 1948), especially Chap. 10.

4 Robert M. Marsh, in The Mandarins (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free p
his own research and summarizes prior work ori mobility. ress, 1961), presents

% Bernard Barber, Social Stratification, pp. 423-427; scc also the diseycc: ity
in France in the work by Elinor G. Barher, alrcady cited. seussion of mobility

ew York: Columbig University
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performance in a range of several kinds of tasks, but not primarily in a specific
job. For cxample, the Roman elite were expected to become military com-
manders. Their social position, however, did not rest on this achievernent, but
rather on inherited status and on their ownership and management of land. A
job-based system, of course, reduces the general authority of family elders.

Our stratification system differs also in its nearly complete lack of sumptu-
ary legislation and a relative lack of external symbols of status--anyone may
wear any kind of clothing he can purchase. The openness of class is expressed
by this lack of a sharp discrimination or segregation of classes from one another.
General distinctions are visible, but primarily between wide points on the
social scale, and even these are sometimes confused by “bad” taste or “good”
taste at unexpected points. .

Another point at which the relatively lesser control by elders is seen is the
pattern of neoiocality, by which young couples move away from the older
generation geographically, and thus can avoid more easily their attempts to
guide their lives. The free choice of mate is another index of lesser control.

These several factors combine at one interesting juncture, the crucial class
importance of courtship for the female. Her future rank is mainly determined
by the future job achievement of the man she marries, rather than by the class
position of his family. Even if she has wealth, he is supposed to perform well
in a job; failure causes some loss of esteem even though their standard of
living is not affected. Presumably, this set of factors is one source of the great
amount of attention given to feminine glamour in our society. The woman is
in a marketing situation in which she must do her own advertising.

In such a society the elders have a rather ambiguous status. Because of
intensive job specialization, there is statistically less likelihood that any given
man in an advantageous position can help any kinsman obtain the specific job
he wants to get. Kinship influence can be important, but it is usually confined
to a narrow range of job possibilities. Where the stratification system is based
on land, as in peasant societies, the old can gradually retire, maintaining some
real and much symbolic authority (as owner or trustee of the land) over his
family until death. In addition, the old are more likely to have acquired sub-
stantial knowledge about the management of land and men, not to be easily
acquired by reading books.

By contrast, in our own society when a man leaves his job he becomes
completely removed from it, losing the major source of his social position
without compensatory status benefits. Only rarely can he pass on his job to
his son. For technical knowledge, our society also relies on professionals or the
books they write, rather than on the accumulated knowledge of elders. Thus
in a conflict of wills with his son, the elder has less bargaining power. The society |
gives no special role to land-ownership, for it has come to mean only equivalent
wealth. Even the upper-class family is not likely to maintain the same estate for
generations. Thus the continuity of the family is not identified with continuity
of land-ownership.

One interesting consequence of these intertwined factors has been a
change in the attitudes of older people with respect to their responsibility for
the next generation. Few men now try to build fortunes, or even a substantial
inheritance, for their children. The older generation instead accepts the respon-
sibility for giving the younger an education—i.e., the skill-capital for holding a
job. One facet of this change is that parents increasingly assert their right to
have some fun with their money, too. Social-security provisions may have been
expanding over the past few decades, as some assert, because the young can no
longer be counted on to take care of the old adequately. The other side of this
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coin is equally worth investigating. The old feel less responsibility for their adult
sons and daughters as weil.

Class Position and Divorce

The rclation between class position and divorce is
complex, and conditioned by many" historical factors. An accumulation of
research data had demonstrated by the early 1950’s that there is an inverse
correlation between class ranking and the divorce rate in the United States.
However, it seems equally clear that this was not the usual relationship in the
past. Yet it may be possible that the present inverse relation between class
position and divorce rate well expresses the generally greater marital instability
in lower social strata. In order to unravel these patterns, we shall have to consider
both historical facts and cross-national data.

Owing to the close relationship in Western countries between the position
of the Church and the civil laws on divorce, it was either impossible or ex-
tremely difficult in all Western countries to dissolve marraiges by divorce until
the twentieth century. Even at present, Ircland, Portugal, Spain and Italy do
not permit divorce, although Protestants in Portugal and Spain may obtain
divorces. The older legal Church scparation “from bed and board” is possible
in both Catholic and Protestant countries—i.e., a separation without the right
to remarry. Moreover, until late in the nineteenth century, the administration
of divorce law was in the hands of the elite, who had little interest in the marital
problems of the poor. Conscquently, the only people who could obtain a divorce
at all were upper-class individuals. In many states in this country it was possible
to obtain a divorce only by special act of the state legislature. In Fngland until
1857, only by act of Parliament could a couple obtain a divorce, Thys whatever
the rate of marital instability (desertion, disharmony, separation ) the rate of
divorce in the U.S. was higher in the upper classes until some perio’d in the late
nineteenth century or the early twentieth century. We shall look at the pattern
in other countries subsequently.

One such factor is the greater material difficulty of life in the lower social
strata, and thus the possibility that couples will displace their irritation from
economic sources onto other areas of marital life. This s especially likely in
the United States, where the lack of rigid class definitions meang that pcople
cannot be easily content with their lot. A second factor is th o peop
tion of women obtain sexual satisfaction in marriage towar
strata, a higher proportion of men enjoy their work, and 5
of couples make high marital adjustment scores, so that they
escape from the marriage.

Next, a higher proportion of income is comm
strata; that is, it is expended on insurance, houses, priv
and thus cannot be casily shifted as an adjustment to the ¢ ;
divorce. Withdrawing support crcates mor]c problems at"ihceC ?In O)m ' problems of
than the the lower, and arouses more social censure. This ll)sl ecome fevels
the greater differential between a wife’s potential carnings an .]‘I?CCnhmtcd b')'
at the higher social level, as against thosc at a lower leve] ;1"11 ‘ o ]1\}sband ;
what morc dependent on her husband and has less rcas'on tc \';Oll‘ian 15 some-
corrclatively she also reccives more legal protection. ‘ ¢ leave him, but

It is probable that divorce attitudes are somewhat .
upper-social strata. Howevcr, the social and kinship nctvv?)]r(]):scqhbem] among thc
and more stable, so that a marital disruption is more ]ikely’ ;rc more cxtensive
in personal or kinship relations. The middle- or upper-class pcr(;ocnrcs:c prto blfilzljg

: : ot Neavi o : C annot cvs
his marital obligations by lcaving his spouse, since anonymity js et possible.
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Table 1

Proneness to Divorce by Urban Occupation,
United States, April, 1949 *

Occupation Index of Proneness to Divorce

Professional

67.7
Proprietors, managers, officials 68.6
Clerical, sales 71.8
Craftsmen, foremen 86.6
Operators (semiskilled) 94.5
Service workers 254.7
Laborers (except farm and mine) 180.3

* This and the following two tables are from William J. Goode, “Family Disorganiza-

tion,” in Robert K. Merton and Robert A. Nisbet (eds.), Contemporary Social Problems
(New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1961), pp. 417-418, 422.

Table 2

Proneness to Divorce Index, by Income,
Population Aged 25-44 Years, 1950

Income (1949) Index
$0 199.0
1-999 188.6
1,000-1,999 134.8
2,000-2,999 92.9
3,000-3,999 89.2
4,000 and over 66.7
Table 3
Ratios of Per Cent of Non-White Divorced
to Per Cent of White Divorced (1890-1950)
1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950
Ratios: 1.24 1.95 1.67 1.52 1.50 0.95 1.04

Desertion is getting more and more difficult with our growing system of bureau-
cratic records and remains a genuine possibility only for the lower-class person.

These factors are at work in creating a higher divorce rate among the
lower strata, whether we use occupation, income, or education to index class posi-
tion. If we relate the percentage divorced in a given segment of the population
to the percentage which that segment furnishes of the total population, we
can see whether each segment produces a high or low number of divorces.
Thus, if factory workers constitute 25 per cent of the adult population, but 35
per cent of the divorced population, their index of pronesses to divorce would
be 140; if they constituted 25 per cent of the divorced population, of course,
their index would be 100—i.e., they constitute the same proportion of the
divorced as they do of the labor force. Here, we shall have to use data frorp
1949, since those from the 1960 census are not yet available: We may add to this
the fact that divorce rate among non-Whites has been greater than for Whites
for many decades, with the exception of the intercensal decade 1930-1940.
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From these data, it is clear that the divorce rate increases as we near the
upper social strata, but that the differences vary when we use one index of
class rather than another. For education, the differences are slight even if we
ignore the “no schooling” group as being primarily rural people in isolated
areas where resort to divorce court is not common, and the “not known” group
as being men living in depressed urban areas, with little education. However,
those with more education secm to divorce less than those with less education.
On the other hand, among non-Whites, a strong positive corrclation between
education and divorce existed in 1950. Notice also that the ratios between non-
White and White divorce proneness scems to decline gradually over the
decades, suggesting a closcr approximation between Wlhite and Negro patterns.

This historical pattern, a movement from a higher divorce rate among the
upper social strata, to a lower divorce rate, could be cxpected to occur in all
Western countries as they become industrialized and change their court sys-
tems to permit the lower social strata casy and cheap access to the divorce
courts. Presumably, farming populations would have lower divorce rates, but
within the agricultural groups the upper strata should have lower rates than
the lower strata. The inverse class differential in divorce rates alrcady exists in
New Zcaland, Australia, Sweden, Beigium, and France. In England and Walcs,
the trend in this dircction is clear from 1871-1951.% In Ywugoslavia a somewhat
higher divorce rate still exists among the upper occupational groups.

If the forces making for marital breakup arc stronger toward the lower
social strata, then in socictics in which therc is a relatively “free divorce market”
(i.e., where divorce procedures have not been in the hands of the clite, but
rather in the hands of the family itsclf) we should cxpect to find higher divorce
rates, or a higher percentage of divorced, toward the lower social strata. Data
for Arab countries are not clear, in part because of registration and tabulation
difficulties. Over the past generation, the new Arab leaders have come to dis-
approve of the older system of relatively free divorce. Quantitative data are
not available for India. However, divorce was almost im];)ssx'b]e for Brahmins
the upper caste, until recently (1955), although it was not difficult for Jower
castes and outcastes. Ip this case, hgwcver,.rchglous prescriptions may be more
important than class diffcrential marital strains. :

For Japan, quantitative data shmy a definite rise in divorce with level
of occupation. Contemporary quantitative data to test this notion for China
arc not available, but under the older family pdtterns divorce was much less
possible for members of the upper classes than for those of the lower classcs

6 These data are presented in my “Marital Satisfaction and Instability ;
) : I ! tista stability, A . "
Class Analysis of Divorce Rates,” in International Social Science Journal (']()(jn )(,r%,—/cgt(;nal
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Family disorganization is a common topic of gossip,
partly because everyone may suffer one or-another of its various types, and be-
cause these experiences are likcly to be dramatic, embodying difficult ‘moral
choices and personal adjustments. All of us die, to leave a gap in the role
system of our family. Many of us divorce or are children of divorce. And many
who are not touched by divorce know that their seemingly unbroken family
is no more than a facade, hiding people who do not truly share the same home.

Family disorganization may be defined as “the breakup of a family unit,
the dissolution or fracture of a structure of social roles when one or more
members fail to perform adequately their role obligations.” * Under this defini-
tion the main types of family disorganization are the following:

1. Illegitimacy. This is the uncompleted family unit. It may be included
here, along with other forms of role failurcs in the family, because the “father-
husband” is missing and thercfore does not perform his duties as these are
defined by the society or by the mother. In addition, at least one source of il-

1 William J. Goode, “Family Disorganization,” in Robert K. Mertor and Robert A.
Nisbet (eds.), Contemporary Social Problems (New York: Hartcourt, Brace: & World, 1961),
p- 370.
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legitimacy is to be found in the failure of family members of both the mother
and father to carry out their role obligations.

2. Annulment, separation, divorce, and desertion. Here family dissolution
occurs because one spouse or both decide to leave each other, and thus cease
to discharge their role obligations.

3. “Empty shell family.” Here family members continue to dwell together
but have little communication or interaction with one another and especially
fail to give emotional support to one another.

4. Unwilled absence of one spouse. Some families dissolve because the
husband or wife has died, or is jailed, or is separated from the family because
of wars, depression, or some other catastrophe.

5. “Unwilled” major role failures. Catastrophes within the family may
include severe mental, emotional, or physical pathologics. A child may be men-
tally retarded, or a child or spouse may become psychotic. Serious and continu-
ing-medical pathologies may also cause a major role failure.

In the following discussion we shall emphasize divorce and death more
than other catastrophes, but a more complete discussion would include all of
them. Illegitimacy has already been trcated carlicr in this volume, but with
only slight emphasis on the role failures involved in the phenomenon.

A glance at this range of processes and events suggests that everyone even-
tually witnesses or experiences some form of family disorganization. Notice,
too, that the larger society is more concerncd with certain forms of disorganiza-
tion than with others and attempts to impose solutions for them. The society
is likely to bc concerned about a case of illegitimacy, for example, and re-
cently social agencies have become somewhat concerned with the impact of
severe mental retardation or emotional or mental sickness on the role struc-
ture of the family, and have begun to offer professional help in an -attempt to
solve this problem. The formal agencies of the society are virtually unconcerned
with the “empty shell family,” however, and no official procedures exist by
which outside agencies can intervene in such cases.

The rate of family disorganization of all tvpes remains unknown. Except
for divorce and death, we do not know how many families in any nation suffer
or have suffered from onc or more of these difficulties. Even when a society
exhibits a high rate of disorganization of onc type, this does not mean that
the family system is breaking up, or cven changing. For example, the divorce
rate in Japan during the carly Meiji period (after 1868) was extremelv high
as it was in Arab countries during the same period. However, botly these great
cultures had had high divorce rates prior to the modern period, , e BT

Major changes in family systems, because they introduce new values, usu-
ally mean an increase in role ffulurc. ‘Smcc some people will accept the new
ways and others will not, there is considerable disagrcement over what tl 1

Slee . t at the role
obligations really are. Necessarily, then, manv people will be judged to have
failed in their role obngations, by cither the new or the old standards ; ‘

. Dwo;ce may bp seen as a pcrsqnq] misfortune for onc or botl spouscs
in any society, but it must also be viewed as a social imvention, onc type of
escape va]\"c for the inevitable tcn§|011s .of'mam;lgc itsclf. Not .onlv is divorce
permitted in nearly all the world’s socictics, but in most primitive socictics
the mt'c'of divorce ha's been higher than in the contemporary Unitcd' Smtcs‘.:-'
In addition, a few nations have had higher divorce rates thay the United States

2 Gceorge P. Murdock, “Family S:ability in Non-European C Ttures " )
American Academy of Political and Social Science ( Novcmhcrll‘)SO), x£7121r:¢]s(;7 Annals of the
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at different times in the past, for example Japan in the period 1887-1919; Algeria,
1887-1940; Isracl, 1935-1944; and Favpt. 1935-1954.

But though divorce is common among the world’s socictics, it docs ex-
press a high degree of hostility hetween hushand and wife and breaks the bonds
which once united two fanulv lines. Tt inevitably creates serious adjustment
problems for the adults and children concerned. Consequently, even in socictics
with a relatively high divorce rate there is no substantial approval of divorce.
Rather, various procedurcs or mechanisms are evolved by which divorce is kept
at a lower rate than would occur without these patterns. The degree to which
these mechanisms are successful will determine in part whether the divoree
ratc is high or low.

Onc universal pattern, noted carlicr, is the attempt on the part of familics
to marry their voungsters to spouscs of about the same social background. This
mceans that both will have similar habits and tastes, thus climinating many
arcas of potential disagrecement.

Sccondly, all socicties define certain kinds of disagrecements and difficultics
as unimportant, and not to be used as.a basis for divorce. Of course, what is
trivial and what is important will vary from onc socicty to another. For cx-
ample, in classical China any disrespect on the part of the woman toward her
husband’s elder relatives was regarded as adequate grounds for divorce. On
the other hand, though Western countrics require voung spouses to be civil to
their parents-in-law, neither is required to be especially deferential toward them.
Some annovances are socially defined as characteristic of the sex and thus not
to be taken seriously. For example, U.S. husbands tvpically complain that
their wives cannot handle the budget, that thev arc not on time, and care too
much about clothing; but these traits arc viewed as “tvpical of women” and
not grave cnough to justify a divorce.

Another pattern by which marital tension and unhappiness arc kept within
somc bounds 1s simply to lower the expectations about what marital life will
bring. In Western socictics the young person is given a rather romantic view
of marriage and love, and is disappointed to find that marriage is at best con-
tented and dull, and at worse a pereeptual ache. In most socictics, however,
the voung were taught that at best they could count on respeet and a proper
discharge of duties from their spouse, but they could not expect happiness and
naturally could not divorce if they failed to achieve happincss.

An additional modc of avoiding marital tension has been prevalent in
pre-industrial socictics, and was mentioned earlier: The focus of family life is
not on the marital relation of husband and wife, but rather on a larger ex-
tended family, the lincage, or the clan. Conscquently, even if the two spouses
do not get along well together, that is not judged to be important as long as
their behavior toward their more cxtended kin is rated as proper, and they
carry out their parental tasks adequately.

As is clear, socictics vary in the usc thev make of such techniques for
keeping marital tension lower than it would otherwise be. Socicties also vary
in their definitions of (1) how much any person should bear or tolerate before
sccking a formal solution to his marital problem; and (2) what are the permis-
sible solutions. ITusbands and wives in this country in the nincteenth century
were willing to tolerate a far higher level of discord before secking a divorce
than their counterparts arc todav.

As to the solutions for marital hostility, in some Western countrics
(Spain, Ireland, Italy, and Brazil) only legal scparations arc permitted, and
thus husbands and wivces may not scck new spouscs. In both Italy and Brazil,
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Table' 4

Divorce Rates, 1910-1956,
Selected Western Countries

Number of Divorces
Per 1,000 Marriages

Country 1910 1956
United States 87.4 246.2
Germany 30.2 89.2
England and Wales 2.2 74.4
(1911)
Australia 12.9 90.4
France 46.3 100.5
Sweden 18.4 175.4 ¢

* Data from official sources. A ratio between the number of divorces in a given year
and the number of marriages in a given year does not, of course, state the changes of eventual
divorce. Obviously, the divorces in a given year do not primarily come from the marriages in
the same year. On the other hand, a more correct figure, the number of divorces for each year
per 1,000 existing marriages, is obtainable in only a few countries. When the divorce rate is
rising, divorces in any given year come from marriages in the prior decade for the most part
and thus the ratio of divorces to marriages in a given year undercstimates the likelihood of
those marriages ending in divorce. .

scparations arc tather common. In a 1955 specch proposing certain divorce
grounds, an Italian deputy asscrted that some 40,000 couples separate legally
or informally. In such societies men are usually allowed to enter a new union
by taking a mistress, but women are rather more restricted. Under the older
Chinese family system, a man might introduce a concubine into his own house-
hold as one solution for his marital difficulty.

Rise in the Divorce Rate
In spite of the personal unhappiness caused by divorce,
and the widespread condemnation of its spread, divorce rates have been rising
in all Western countries. In most, the rates have becn rising faster than in the
United States, where the increase began a century ago. This chanee is the re-
sult of the interaction of several factors. Perhaps the most irnpo?fant is the
lessened disapproval of divorce itsclf. Tt is safc to say that half a century ago,
almost anvonc who divorced lost some estcem in his social circle, if he was
not cast out entirely. Second, the alternatives available to the divorcée have
also changed. Since manv other people have divorced, it is likely that a new
mate will become available in time. Between 85 per cent and 90 per cent of
thosc who divorce between the ages of 20-40 are likely to remarry. Moreover
since few people now live on farms, the services formerly prov}ded by thé
spouse can be hought from specialists. It is possible for a divorced woman to
support herself, even though her own salary will not be as large as that of a
man. Correspondingly, the social pressures from friends and kin to stay I‘mrried
arc weaker than they were half a century ago. o
In Table 4 the risc in divorce rate for selected Western ¢ountries is shown.

Proneness to Divorce

N ‘ Which couples are more likcly to divorce? If the de-
cision to divorce is a function of the predisposition of the spouses rclating to
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divorce, the alternatives both negative and positive to their present relationship,
and the pressures and counter-pressures from friends and kin, then we should
expecet that people in different social positions are more or less Tikely to ex-
perience a divoree in their lifetime. They may have received a somwhat differ-
ent socialization, belong to different religious sects, have different expectations
regarding the appropriate wav of conducting a marriage, and scc a greater or
lesser moral crror in entering a new marriage, and thus are more or less prone
to divorce.

For example, we mentioned carlicr that the divorce rate is high in matri-
lineal socictics, that marital adjustment is low among couples with very dis-
similar backgrounds, and that the divorce rate is higher toward the lower social
strata. Let us look at other differences in pronendss to divorce.

Among the farming population of the Western countrics, the divorce
rate is higher for landowners thain for farm laborers. Rural people in these
countrics have somewhat more conservative attitudes toward divorce, and thus
gencrally lower rates of divorce, than do urban dwellers. In the United States
this difference has not been significant. However, in Japan and the Arab coun-
tries, the divorce rate has generally been higher in rural populations, in part
because they were mainly lower-class persons for whom divorce was not so
great a tragedy nor so unfamiliar an event. Thus the gradual introduction of
the modern conjugal family svstem, fragile as its units are, may actually decrease
the rate of divorce among agriculturalists in this scgment of the world’s popula-
tion. ‘

Although U.S. churches do not appreve of divorce, they vary in the degree
to which they deplorc or condemn it. Consequently, divorce diffcrentials by
church affiliation should exist. However, it is difficult to measure to what degree
the members of different churches are prone to divorce, since the U.S. Census
has never asked for the religious affiliation of the population, and thus the basic
data are lacking. On the other hand, a number of surveys have been taken
here and there by sociologists and by churches themselves.

As a consequence, we can present a few findings about the rclation between
divorce and religious affiliation. It must be emphasized, of course, that these
studies do not typically ascertain how devout a believer in the doctrines of his
church the respondent is, but merely relate marital status or divorce experience
to formal church affiliation. The findings may be summarized as follows:

Jews have about as high a divorce ratc as that of the general population.
However, two studics report that when both spouses arc Jewish, the proncness
to divorce is about as low as when both are Catholic.

In two-thirds of the new desertion cases in Philadelphia, one or both
parties were Catholic, thus suggesting an over-representation of Catholics.

Generally a marriage between two spouses belonging to the same church is
less prone to divorce. When both are of the same rcligion, few or no differences
appear between the raies of Jews, Protestants, or Catholics, according to three
available studies. Other cvidence indicates that marriages between two Catholics
are about one-half to two-thirds as likelv to end in divorce as are Protestant
marriages. ’ ‘

People without religious affiliations have the highest divorce rate, and the
next highest is found among marriages of mixed faiths.

Among marriages of mixed faiths, some analysts have suggested that the
rate is highest when the Catholic husband is married to a Protestant wife. As
already noted earlicr, marriages between Catholics and Protestants seem to be
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becoming more common, amounting to between 5 per cent and 50 per cent
of marriages involving Catholics in different regions of the United States.?

The sociological factors that might create these apparent differences should
be evident. First, churches vary in their opposition to divorce, but church
membership alone does not determine whether or not couples will divorce. As
already mentioned, many other variables other than predisposition toward or
against divorce must be considered. In addition, the total voluntary marital
dissolution rate—that is, including all forms of voluntary abdication of role
obligations, not merely divorce—may be almost as high among people who
are violently.opposed to divorce as among the rest of the population. Second,
those who are affiliated with no church are likely to be less ideologically
opposed to divorce, and moreover may be deviant in other minor ways, and
thus their divorce rate is somewhat higher. ’

Third, any form of interfaith marriage is an index of the diffcrent social
backgrounds'of the husband and wife, and thus might be expected to lcad to
a somewhat higher divorce rate. On the other hand, those who are willing to
move outside their own church to find a spouse are also likely to be less strong
in their faith, and so the lower intensity of belief would mean less conflict
over religious matters. In any event, it seems likely that the differences in
behavior between those who are non-believers and those who are faithful
adherents of a church are likely to be greater than the differences among those
who belong to different churches.

Finally, it seems likely that there will be more conflict in interfaith
marriages, between a Catholic husband and a Protestant wife. In interfaith
marriages the Catholic father is more likely to insist that his children be reared
as Catholics than the Protestant father is to insist that his children be redred as
Protestants. In addition, when the wife is Catholic and the husband is Prot-
estant, she is likely to tolerate more conflict than the Protestant woman would
before initiating a divorce suit. (In most instances it is the woman who initiates
the suit.)

To these associations between social backgrounds and divorce a few addi-
tional ones should be added. Onc is the greater proneness to divorce when
marriage occurs at very young ages (15 to 19 years). Another is the disapproval
of the marriage by kin or friends, and differing opinions of husband and wife
with reference to their mutual role obligations. The importance of both factors
would seem to be generally self-evident, but a brief comment should be ‘mflde
with reference to the disapproval by kin or friends of the marriage. This r;la
be seen as an index of two sets of factors. One is the simple predicgtiém that kiz
and friends make about the possible success of the marriage. After all, they do
know one or both spouses-to-be. In addition, however, their su ort f ’ Iso
be a direct factor in binding the couple together. pport may a

Analysis of why people divorce, like the analysis ' maj isi
that takes place over a long period of time, is espz:ciall(;'f (?3%01?11;1 ,CZ delc151cc)1n
noted, it is compounded of the values and predispositions of the 'cous 1a Teih)é
relative weights of satisfactions and dissatisfactions as against t] Pes,]' He
alternatives they face, the social pressures from kin and friends \and * frea 1sse
many precipitating factors. Couples who divorce are willing to ]ist’tiJ ‘Couc:mz
plaints, but a list of these complaints merely informs us how man)l a,e]:;ro;: life

3 These items and the accompanying citations arc from Goode “Fami : ;
tion,” in Merton and Nisbet (eds.), Contemporary Social Problems, p.' 424a nlll"ll)me[zlllsi(::igirtl;?.
suggesting that the Catholgc-Cat.ho]xc divorce rate is not much lower than.that of other re)f
l(i:giously homogamous marriages is a recent unpublished work by Ernest W Burgess and Peter

. Pineo.
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marriage touches: They arc dissatisficd in almost cvery arca in which they come
into contact with cach other. -

Such complaints must be scparated from the grounds for divorce. These
vary from state to state and from nation to nation, but they mercly tell us
somcthing about the legal system under which divorees are granted. In general,
people use as grounds for their divorce suit whatever legal charges will cnable
them to obtain a divorce rclatively casily, with as little stigma or scandal as
possible. In the United States about three-fifths of all divorces are granted on
grounds of “cruclty,” which has come to mcan almost any kind of behavior
that the judge will accept as sufficient cause for terminating the marriage.

Neither a listing of all the complaints made by divorced spouses nor a
listing of the grounds for divorce will give us sufficicnt data for understanding
the divorce process. Perhaps we shall not comprchend it fully without longi-
tudinal studics of large samples of couples, following them through the vicissi-
tudes of marriage and divorce or dcath over their lifctimes.

Sexual Adjustment and Divorce
Without attempting such a task now, we may consider
a few of the complexitics of just one factor in divorce and marital happiness,
the sexual adjustment of the couple.

Modern analvsts of divorce have agreed that a change in the importance
of sex relations in marriage has occurred over the past generation. After World
War I the sexual expectations of women became somewhat higher. Over the
past several decades, husbands doubtless have improved their sex techniques
in an effort to please their wives more fully, and wives have become less frigid,
less difficult to please. On the other hand, many couples who divorce do com-
plain of sexual problems. The marriage analyst’s interpretation is that these
are not primary, and that they are rather created by the underlying conflicts
and tension of marriage. Consequently, unsatisfactory sexual relations as a
cause of divorce would seem to be of relatively minor importance. .

One difference in sex roles should be noted here: Men are more likely
than women to complain of problems in sexual relations, but primarily because
these are more important to men’s general evaluation of a marriage than they
are to the wives’ satisfaction with their entire marriage relationship.

Sex Roles and Divorce
Data from several surveys suggest that women complain
more about their marriages than do men. The reason scems to lic in the greater
significance of the marriage for women, their greater dependence on its success
and satisfaction for their gencral adjustment to living itsclf. Correspondingly,
about three-fourths of all divorces in the United States are granted to women.
Nevertheless, one study develops the theory that husbands first want to
break up the marriage more often than do wives. Much of the husband’s
energy, attention, and concern are focused on things outside the home. He may
engage in behavior which would not be considered legitimate or innocent if his
wife were to engage in it. Ile may, without criticism, have far more cross-sex
friendships. As a conscquence, he is less committed to the home than is the wife,
and is more likely to find fun, diversion, and even involvement away from home.
On the other hand, under modern cgalitarian norms, this bchavior is
likely to make the wife unhappy. However, precisely because the man’s outside
life is so important to him, his wife has less bargaining power in forcing him
to conform to her wishes. The wifc is less likely at first to want a divorce, while
a husband is more likely to feel guilty about demanding it. The outcomg seems
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to be that the man is likely to develop a pattern of behavior which elicits
criticism, condemnation, and disrespect from her as part of a spiral of increasing
conflict between the two. That is, by making himself objectionable, he arouses
in his wife (with or without planning to do so) a wish to break the marriage also.
The criticism ahich he undergoces in the process is likely also to assuage some
of the feelings of guilt he might otherwise suffer.

Adjustment to Death and Divorce
Perhaps everyone dies a little when, as in divorce, a tie
that began in love ends in hostility, with neither person totally innocent and
neither really intending such an outcomie. Because of this destructive element in
divorce, many social analysts have pointed to the similarities between the adjust-
ment to divorce and to death. This is a way of asserting that the rcal meaning
of death is social, not biological. The unique qualitics of cach rclationship
make the universal experience of death peculiarly painful: No one can truly
replace the person who has died.

But though each death and cach divorce is unique, those who suffer them
share many common experiences. They begin with certain similarities in the
life situation of both the bereaved and the divorced. These may be briefly listed:

1. The cessation of sexual satisfaction. ’ ’

2. The loss of friendship, love, or security.

3. The loss of an adult role model for children to follow.

4. The increase in the domestic workload for the remaining spouse, espe-
cially in the handling of children. ’

5. The increase in economic problems, especially if the husband has died
or left the home.

6. A redistribution of houschold tasks and responsibilities.

However, as against these similarities a fundamental difference between
the two problems of adjustment should be kept in mind. In all societies the
rituals and customs of death and bereavement are woven closely into the web
of the institutional fabric. Role obligations and rights are rather ciosely specified,
and supported by kin and friends.

However, in some societies—Western countries are the most conspicuous
example—the patterns of post-divorce adjustment are not well institutionalized.

Let us first consider a case, that of the Arabs, in which a high divorce rate
has been part of the family tradition for many generations.

Under Arab custom some part of the bride price (from one-third to one-
half) was not paid at the time of the marriage, but had to be paid if there was
a divorce. This served as a small deterrent to a man’s whimsjcal decision to cast
his wife aside. Among_ the wealthy, marriage exchanges were costly and icirst
wives at least were also likely to be from high-ranking families. Since i}r; agd't' n
a man might add a wife or concubine if his first wife disp]'eased him, h l ;aod’
little motivation to divorce. 1m, he ha

At all levels of rank and wealth there was a
should not divorce a woman who had borne hi
likely to occur among social strata that had inv
marriage (so that there would be little litigatio
and among couples with few children.

Under Mohammedan law, a woman was heires

property, entitled to one-half a brother’s share. She did not take thij

but as a consequence always had some moral right to beingac:ret:l] liolr)mbpeﬁz;
father’s line. Thus, when she returned to her paternal family after she di y1'ced
she could count on support. vorees
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If her children were very voung, she would take them with her, but there
was no doubt about who was responsible for their care—her former husband.
In addition, her own family could count on recciving an additional bride price
from a sccond marriage, for the high ratc of marital turnover almost guarantced
that a sccond husband would be available.

Finally, the marriage was not likely to have been based on a love relation-
ship to begin with, so that the cmotional trauma of divorce would not be great.
These arrangements meant, then, that most of the loosc ends created by divorce
were dealt with.

Similarly, in most primitive socictics the place of the child was always
clear. If it was a matrilineal socicty, the child belonged with its mother’s ling;
if patrilineal, with the father’s line. In a matrilincal svstem the man could
rcturn to his mother’s home and expect to be welcomed there. A divorce
required the return of a bride price, but in a socicty where the divoree rate is
high, the bride price is low, so that no great difficultics cnsuc. Here again, then,
the specific obligations and statuses of all persons concerned are known in
advance, so that post-divorce problems are minimized.

In Western countrics, by contrast, few structural arrangements exist for
handling the problems of post-divorce adjustment. The divorcée is neither
single nor married. Iis or her family and friends have.no rcal obligation to
help arrange a new marriage. It is unclear what the former husband’s and wife’s
obligations to cach other are. Only legal rulings define the obligations of the
father to his children. Ile is rarely granted custody, and over time may sce his
children so scldom as to lose his willingness to obey cven the legal stipulations.

On the other hand, both friends and kin feel a strong moral obligation
to help a widower or widow, and to comfort him or her. The bercaved person
is allowed to grieve publicly, but in a social situation of considerablc control.
Morcover, by being forced to move through a set of rituals, the bereaved person
is reminded of the obligation to remain part of the social group. Both friends
and kin attempt to interpret the meaning of dcath, and in this expression of
concern some solacc is obtained.

Kin are also morally required to help if called on, and they do not face a
situation of divided loyalties as they tvpically do when the family is disorganized
by divorce. Dead spouscs are good spouscs. 1f there was hostility between family
and in-laws, or family feuds, thesc are to a large extent set aside. Most spouscs
who survive fecl some guilt about it, but the customs and rituals of death give
the surviving person considerable support. By contrast, the guilt arising from
divorce is not assuaged by institutionally required reassurances. No onc is obli-
gated to rally around. )

One is supposed to svmpathize with the surviving family members; it is
not clear in the case of divorce, however, whether onc should give sympathy or
instead ~ffer a toast and begin to help the divorcée find a new partner.

In nearly all socictics, the woman is more likely to be a widow than the
husband is likely to be a widower, because the male mortality rate is higher.
Morcover, the dcath of a husband scts off a more elaboratc serics of dcath
rituals, becausc he is rcgarded as socially of more consequence. His loss is vicwed
as having morc impact on the family structure.

The mourning which is psvchodynamically necessary to integrate fully the
death of a spousc into the life pattern of the surviving spousc is guided in more
. detail in non-Western countrics. A widow is usually required to exhibit her
status as widow longer than the man must officially mourn for his wife. In
India the Brahmin widow was not supposed to rcmarry at all, and apparently
there was considerable conformity to this rule until recently, so much so that
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the fertility rate of Brahmins has been lower than that of the other major
Indian castes. _

In Chira, and to a lesser extent in Japan, the same rule held. Demo-
graphic evidence suggests that widows did in fact marry, though doubtless this
occurred far more frequently in the lower social strata than in the upper.

The idealization of what the wife owed to her former husband is probably
tied to the definition of the woman as dependent on the man. The injunction
to remain faithful to nim even after death doubtless intensified the rule bv
which she was to remain faithful to him while he was alive. ’

Because the social meaning of age differs in men and women, so that
an older man may marry a younger woman, and because socicties almest never
enjoin celibacy on the widower, the widower is much more likely to find a new
spouse than is the widow. In the United States about twice as many widowers
as widows remarry during the first 5 years after their spouses die.

On the other hand, the Western countries have generally dropped their
detailed rules about the length of mourning periods, including the disapproval
of those who remarry soon after their spouse dies. There are now few or no
formal rules governing the length of the ourning period, and men and women
who remarry relatively early are not criticized severely. Morcover, the changing
definitions of age and the insistence of both ‘he younger and older generations
that the older people should live in separate households both press toward
remarriage as a form of adjustment. Finally, since an increasing number of
divorcées are available for remarriage, the chances of remarriage for both
widows and widowers are much higher than they were a generation ago.

In Western countries no moral norm states that people should remarry
after divorce or bereavement, but innumerable social pressures lead toward
that solution. Adults in our scciety live in couples, entertain in couples, and
converse with one another about their family units. The formerly married p’erson
who is not now married does not fit these arrangements easily. Taking care of
children without a spouse is wearying and difficult. The children themselves,
accustomed to pair relationships, are likely to suggest to their parents, whether
divorced, widowed, or widowered, that they remarry. Friends are likely to intro-
duce them to eligible partners. In spite of the somewhat greater tolerance in
our generation of sexual relations cutside marriage, these are likely to be
awkward, tedious, or embarrassing if they are continued for a long period of
time without legitimation by marriage.

It seems likely that most people began to take part in a courtship and
dating process before they have fully adjusted to the loss of their former sp(juse
whether by divorce or death. Their ability to take part in such an interacgon i;
partly an index of their adjustment, but in turn it leads to a more com lete
adjustment, since the bereaved or divorced person begins to see himgelf l?n a
new light, as an eligible partner, or simply as a man or woman rather than as
the former spouse of So-and-so. In work relations, too, the individual finds that
both kin and friends are unwilling to keep alive the old set of relationships and
are oriented toward thc present or the future. Each person must nurse h? awn
grief and hurt within himself, and with time fewer and fewer people w?s}? to
share it.

As a consequence, in the relatively free courtship marke :
St'ates, well over 90 per cent of those allho lose a SpOIl)JSC by cgegtfht];? gi,’:,t,ig
;v;?l eventually remarry, if this occurs between roughly the ages of 20 and
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Children and Family Dissolution

What happens to the children when the family breaks
up? A precisc answer to this question is not possible at present, if we take
seriously the diffcrences in role patterns among the various types of family
dissolutions sketched at the beginning of this chapter. Clearly, children rcared
in a happy homec arc more likelv to grow up happy and psychologically healthy
themsclves. TTowever, children from the “cmpty shell” family are not, cven
though no divorce has occurred. Studics of family dissolution have generally
focused merely on the diffcrences between children of divorce and other children,
but so gross a comparison fails to ascertain the central facts—i.c., how adequately
the varicus members of the family perform their role obligations to one another.

Indced, we cannot cven know how many children are involved cach year
in these various forms of ‘family dissolution, since we do not know how many
cases of cach occur. During 1955 about 343,000 minor children were involved
in divorce and annullment cases; and about 350,000 children were orphaned that
vear. At about the same time, mid-1955, there were “3.3 million children under
age eighteen, or 5.9 per cent.of the total population, whose parents had been
divorced, and only 2.7 million orphans.” * Thus about 6 million minor children
had to adjust to these main forms of marital disorganization at that period.

Psychiatric studies emphasize the difficultics experienced by people who
as children lived in “empty shell” familics, in which people carry out their formal
duties toward one another, but give no understanding, affection, or support, and
have little interest in communicating with one another. Recent research has
begun to uncover the destructive effects, especiallv on an elder sister, when a
child who is severely mentally retarded is kept in the family.® Similarly chaotic
consequences may result when a child or parent becomes psychotic.

These various catcgories suggest, by their complexity and potential severity,
that many superficially intact homes may have an unhealthy impact on the
children; and that many homes with only one parent may be relatively successful
in preducing healthy and happy children.

‘Without the necessary data, then, the question cannot be adequately
answered. One type of inquiry does underline the need for more meaningful
categories in our infcrmation on what happens to children when the home
breaks up. Many studics have shown that delinquency is associated with
“broken homes.” Part of this link is created by the fact that divorce and mor-
tality rates are higher in slum arcas, where delinquency rates are also higher.
The association may, then, be partly spurious.

Another element in this Ink is the failure of adequate socialization: The
missing parent cannot be an adequatc role model for the children, or serve as
an added source of authority in enfercing conformity to social rules. This latter
failure would occur, of course, whether the marriage were broken by death or
by divorce.

In any event, if the class position of parents is held constant, delinquency
rates are higher for broken than for unbroken homes, and higher for children
of homes broken by separation or divorce than for homes broken by the death
of a parent. This difference would be expected, because of the help and social
support the bereaved person reccives, and the lesser likelihood that the children

4 Paul H. Jacobson, American Marriage and Divorce (New York: Rinehart, 1959),
pp. 129, 135.

5 Bernard Farber, Family Organization and Crisis, Society for Research in Child De-
velopment (Indiana), (1960), Serial No. 75, Vol. 25, No. 1.
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who have lost a parent by death have lived through a period of dissension,
quarreling, or problems of identification or loyalty.

However, parents who learn these facts cannot decide successfully to live
harmoniously with one another. Almost evervone would create a happy home
if he could. Their real choice is whether to continue to live together in dis-
harmony, or to divorce. What are the consequences for the children of these
choices?

As mentioned earlier, the data are not clear, but one important body of
information suggests that “separation,” which uvsually means that parents con-
tinue to interact unhappily with one another but avoid divorce, may be more
conducive to juvenile delinquency than divorce itself. '

The Gluecks related juvenile delinquency to several types of broken homes.
Delinquents are slightly more likely to come from divorced homes than from
intact homes. However, children from widowed or widowered homes are almost
50 per cent more likely to be delinquent than those from intact homes. But
children from “separated” homes arc overrepresented still more: The chance
that such homes will produce a juvenile delinquent (holding class constant) is
almost twice as high as the likelihood that an intact home will produce a
juvenile delinquent.®

It seems likely that role failure within the home has a more destructive
impact on children than the withdrawal of one spousc. In another study it was
ascertained that adolescents with problems of personal adjustment were more
likely to be from homes with continued marital conflict or separation than
from homes broken by divorce or death.”

6 Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck, Unraveling Juvenile i idee:
University Press, 1950), Table VIIL-19, p. 91. ¢l Delinquency (Cambridge: Harvard

7Paul H. Landis, “The Broken Home in Teenage Adjustments,”
Series on the Family, No. 4 (Pullman, Washington: Institute of Agricultura
College of Washington, 1953), p. 10.
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changes
in family patterns
fen

Perhaps the oldest question in social science is, “How
did things get to be the way they are today?” Yet this may also be the most
difficult question to answer, since even now there is no scientifically acceptable
body of theory about social change. Social change is the least developed area of
sociological theory. This chapter will not, therefore, contain a theory of family
change. Instead, it will attempt to clarify some of the problems in this area,
and to analyze some actual processes involved in recent changes in various
family systems.

A theory of social change seeks to formulate or locate patterned or deter-
minate sequences of change. A mere chronology of events is not such a theory.
After all, a succession of daily newspapers offers a description of social events,
along with some connections betwecn them, and moreover contains much of
the raw material for such a theory; but it does not predict a serics of related
social processes. Certain rough sequences in the development of non-social
objects might be determinate. For example, the wheel must come before the
automobile; the ameba before the echinoderm or flatworm. Is it true, however,
that matriliny or polyandry must come before patriliny or polygyny? Or low
divorce rates before high ones? Or short engagements before long ones? And
can we move from such crude before-after queries to sequences of several pat-
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terns, such as Murdock’s theory of the linked steps by which the “Normal
Dakota” kinship nomenclature is transformed into the “Duo-Iroquois”?

The task, then, is not just to discover that certain social patterns did
happen before others, but that such a sequence is determinate, caused by social
forces which we can understand and predict. Such a goal is far too grandiose
for contemporary sociology. Possibly it is not to be taken sericusly as an immedi-
ate aspiration, either. Cosmogony, the study of the origins and developmental
stages of stars and planets, remains the least rigorous field of astrophysics. The
life cycle in plants and animals has been meticulously charted by biologists,
but the result is many descriptions without rigorous theory. Perhaps the best
that sociology can do is to chart numerous longer-term changes, and to interpret
them as well as possible with existing generalizations about social interaction.

At present, cur task is to ascertain how various social forces change family
patterns, and how these may in turn affect other areas of social action.

Let us consider some probiems of method and proof. First, one traditional
question must be eliminated as being impossible to answer—the origins of the
family. Even if we could penctrate the obscurities of history, we would gain
data on only the last few instants of human experience in the family. Some
species of man began a million years ago; homo sapiens certainly appéared as
early as 50,000 years ago, and possibly 100,000 years ago. We have no data at all
on family patterns of that time, and because no traces remain we shall never
know what they were. The family patterns of the four great anthropoids
because they are not founded on a cultural system, yield only dim clues to ar;
understanding of man’s family origins, in part because they branched off the
main human evolutionary line so long ago.

Second, no amount of scientific knowledge enables us to predict precisely
the future outcome of any present situation, whether physical or social, A
concrete situation is the nexus of many kinds of forces, while each science
confines its predictions to a small number of variables only, ignoring the rest
The physical sciences could not predict the exact course of future lava Alow down
a mountainside, and the much less developed field of sociology cannot predict
the specific family future of Mr. Brown, or the exaci future of the Western
family system. At best, we can assert, on the basis of well-founded social regu-
larities, some of the forms it will not take, and a few likely possibilities. In addi-
tion, of course, we can achieve greater predictive accuracy, the shorter the time
interval. We could predict, for example, with almost no chance of being proved
incorrect, that the Western family system will not be measurabl %]il;fere t
next week from what it is today. y n

Factors in Family Change
It follows from the preceding discuss;

called “theories of social or family change” arepnot thatg at all‘,]s';:lotnart: ?ltn;}:];t ""."i
hypotheses—that is, they assert that family or social change has been shom:i
or caused primarily by one great factor, such as race, climate, or economicsaPe

A common notion among social scientists, for example, is that teChn(;l .
cal or industrial change is the great factor in family change. Such h thle-
derive their strength from a common-sense plausibility: Clearly fam%polifesiz
different in industrial England from life in Stone Age Austr?ﬂia T}l,\e ©
additionally persuasive, because the global causal factor in fact e'“co;ﬁy siri
nearly everything; since it is everything, naturally it causes everything ‘.Il:,a dui-
trialization,” like “urbanization,” is made to include not merely mach'ines but
the science and engineering that produced them; the secular attitudes of the

1 George P. Murdock, Social Structure (New York: Macmillan, 1949), p. 251.
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modern era; anti-traditionalism in certain areas; job placement en the basis of
competence; an open-class system; high geographical mobility—in short, all
the traits that set off this particular epoch in Western history. Industrialization
in this vague but enveloping sense does “cause” the modern social and family
patterns, but only because it is identical with them. Such an hypothesis is
true, but trivial.

To transform such a truism into a worthwhile exploratory probe we must
discover which elements of industrialism first enter a socicty, and precisely what
arc the points of impact of those clements on various scctors of family life.

Such an inquiry demands that we first concede how universal are social
and family change. Analysts frequently refer to a tribe as having lived out its
family patterns “unchanged for thousands of years until white men came.” No
such assertion has ever been proved. Informants in isolated societies usually
claim that “in the old days” all family behavior was clearly understood, and
everyone obeyed. No such period, however, has cver been documented. The claim
must rather be seen as a mode of social control by which the old persuade the
young of the correctness of traditional ways.

Very likely, if we were able to interview people in any society at any time
in the past, they would grant that social patterns had indeed changed recently,
but would insist that in their grandfathers’ day things had not changed from
the ancient and rightful ways of old. The theme of bemoaning the rapid pace
of modern change, as against the harmonious, unaltered family behavior of the
past, is an old one.

The study of family change is especially plagued by the prevalence of
myths about the past. Most discussions of the U.S. family contain such a mvth,
which typically depicts a harmonious life down on grandmother’s self-sufficient
farm. Whether this myth corresponds to reality, we do not know, since very little
historical research has attempted to test it. Not a single history of the U.S. family
would mect modern standards of historical rescarch.? ’

Problems in Analyzing Family Change
There are formidable technical problems involved
in analyzing the family behavior of the past, since most family events do not
ordinarily leave traces in the form of laws, documents, or treaties, much less
systematic continuous records. Formal events such as births, deaths, marriages,
divorces, adoptions, and lawsuits-about inheritance are likely to be recorded,
but thesc yield only few insights into family patterns. The comments of litcrary
cr philosophical figures about their times are at best the guesses of wise but
untrained amatecurs. Moreover, both records and comments focus on the to
social strata only, leaving nearly in obscurity the family bchavior of the majority
of the population. ’
Faced with these handicaps, we must adopt a skeptical stance with refer-
ence to most of our assumptions about how the family changed in the past.
Specifically, we can measure change only if we have a secure basc point, and
thus we must be careful to ascertain that point with sorac precision. We can
demonstrate that the U.S. divorce rate has been rising for a century, because we
have data from that carlier base point. We canuot, however, prove that family
life was much more harmonious a century ago, or people more contented in it.
Both hypotheses may be correct, but we do not have an adequate description
of family life at that time to measure how much it has changed since then.

2 Even if we confine ourselves to narrow time periods, the cxcellent study of Edmund
S. Morgan, The Puritan Family (Boston: Boston Public Library, 1944), has almost no counter-
part for other epochs.
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It cannot be assumed, either, that if we can measure one tvpe of family
change—ec.g., the illegitimacy rate—that other family behavior is changing at
the same rate. In fact, a good sociological guess would be to the contrary. For
some existing family patterns are under great strain, while others may resist
strongly a new social pressure. An example of the former was the deference
and service due to the Chinese mother-in-law from her daughter-in-law under
the Ch’ing Dynasty. The socially predictable alliance betwcen a young groom
and his bride, as against his elders, was held in check by a number of factors.
The young man was dependent economically on his male clders, and rebellion
against them would arouse disapproval by a wide range of kin and friends. He
was not permitted to be alone with his wife except at night, or to show affection
to her even when with his relatives. Too close an emotional tie between the
voung groom and bride might cause the bride to be sent back to her family. She
could not, on the other hand, opposc his kin, since no one would have supported
her, not even her husband.

However, in the generation following the downfall in 1911 of the Chinese
Empire, and still more intensively over the period since World War II under
the impact of Communist ideology, the rule of elders has been widely attacked.
The male elders no longer exert economic control over their young rclatives,
and the clan has nearly disappeared. The mother-in-law is not likelv to live with
the young couple, and they arc now permitted to fall in love with cach other
before they marry. Consequentlv, young brides felt less constrained to follow
the old custom which young brides did not like even under the traditional
system. That is, the pattern was always under considerable strain, and under
modern conditions its various supports have been removed.

By contrast, the very close emotional tie between mother and son in India
has not been subjected to any ideological attack, was not under great strain
under the traditional systemt, and is not exposed to much undermining pressure
in the modern gencration. Consequently, we would not expcct much change in
the intensity of this relationship in the near future.

The foregoing analysis of central problems in any theory of family change
suggests why the few such theories that have been entertained over the past
century have not been adequate. Social science has developed but one compre-
hensive theory of family change, based on nineteenth-century evolutionism. and
has discarded it without being able to develop a satisfactory substitute, It was
a reconstruction of the past, erected on deductions from supposed “
i.e., modern family customs or kinship nomenclatures that were
evidence (as a sort of social fossil) about the past.

For example, in many socicties the groom and his party m : i
mock battle in which they tear the bride away from hc{') kig ar:lftcgrr%a%i:nog
to join the groom. From this custom it was deduced that in the distant past
brides were obtained by capture. No one seems to have pointed out that ]]?f 2
group actually succeeded in kidnapping a young woman, they did not have
to marry her at all, but could usc her in any way they chose. Similarly, by
studving Australian aborigines or Polvnesians, we could presumably learn about
Stonc Age family customs, since each technological stage was colrrelated( with
a specific family stage.

The core of this speculative edifice was the notion, then, that with each
step forward in technology man also “advanced” in re]igio’us and familial
behavior. With reference to the family, it was believed that man had progressed
from sexual promiscuity in a semi-animal horde, to matriarchy, then to patri-
archy of a polygynous type, finally to achieve the highest spiritual pinnacle,
Victorian monogamy. This reconstruction was not so much destroved by contrary

survivals”—
assumed to be
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evidence as it was ignored, becausc under the new standards of evidence in the
early twentieth century it was without real support. No trace of any actual
systemn of promiscuity has been found, nor any matriarchal system. Clear
correlations between technological level and family system also failed to appear.
And, as noted before, the Australian aborigines were finally seen to be as distant
as modern Europeans from Neolithic or Eolithic man.

The Marxian theory became intertwined with this reconstruction largely
through the work of Engels (who based his cvolutionary ideas on the research
of the American anthropologist, Morgan), but Marx himself focused his empirical
inquiry on the changes in the British familv under the impact of the factory.
Since the machine can do the work of the human hand, it can bc multiplied
or speeded up. Substituting for the skilled hand, it can be operated by women
and children. Consequently, almost all members of the family can work; and
wages can be reduced to the level where all must work to survive. Since the
capital costs of the machine continuc whether it operates or stands idle, it is
most efficient to run it long hours. Consequently, the factory owner must hire
the cheapest labor, and work his labor as hard as possible, if he is not to be
squeezed out of business by less squeamish competitors.

Marx summarized the results from numerous cmpirical inquiries con-
ducted by the investigating commissions of his day. Women and children were
put to work, mother and child were separated, and children were neglected.
Mortality rates of infants and children rose. Fathers sold their children’s labor,
and sometimes in effect their children, on harsh terms? Young girls had no
opportunity to learn the arts of housekeeping. The factory system, driven bv
the impulse to maximize profit, undermined the traditional lower-class family
organization.

The actual processes of development from the late eighteenth through the
first half of the ninetcenth century scem to have been somewhat more complex.
In the earlier phases of the factory system, men could supervise their own
children within the factory, and thus retain their paternal authority. Later on,
this authority waned as newer tvpes of machinery were introduced, and then
resentment against the factory began to rise.

Of course, the British family system did not continue to disintegrate. On
the other hand, Marx had not aimed at a generalized theory of family change;
his philosophical position, derived from Hegel, assumed that social-scientific
interpretations were valid only for particular cvents or epochs, in this case the
rise of the capitalist system.

One other theory of family change should be mentioned, the Marxian-
inspired theory of William F. Ogburn. In his carly work Ogburn asserted that
the prime mover of social change is technology (“material culture”) and that
the non-material elements adjust to it after a time (“culture lag”), but his
actual research and his later theoretical position were more eclectic. He saw a
wide range of new elements as sources of family change, from ideologies to
airplanes. Like many family analysts of the past gencration, he saw the modern
family as “losing its functions,” becausc industrial production took place in
factories, education in schools, religious training in churches, and so on. This
view of family change is rather vague in mcaning, and for the most part is
simply an incorrect statement of what has been taking place.

Ogburn’s “theory” is a general approach rather than a set of linked hypoth-
eses, and simply directs us to look for the origins of family change in specific

8 A good example of his data and reasoning may be found in Capital (N.Y.: Modern
Library, 1936), Chap. XV.
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technological innovations (consider, for example, how the autcmobile frees
individuals from family controls). He evaluated this connection by common-
sense rather than by rigorous research design, and took for granted that engi-
neering innovations would be accepted on the grounds of rationality. As against
this looscness, however, he was careful to prove false a number of assumptions
about changes in the family. For example, the average size of the U.S. household
did decrease from 1850 to 1950 (5.5 to 3.5 persons, but obviously the swarming,
multi-family houschold of myth was 1ot common even a century ago. Similarly,
he summarized research data to show that the “labor-saving devices” of the
U.S. home had not reduced the number of hours the housewife worked each
wecek.

Industrializatior and the Family.

Family research in the post-World War 11 period has
documented one gross empirical regularity whose processes are not yet clearly
understood—that in all parts of the world and for the first time in world
history all social systems are moving fast or slowly toward some form of the
conjugal family system and also toward industrialization. In agrecment with the
intuition of social analysts for over a century is the finding that with industriali-
zation the traditional family systems—usually, extended or joint family systems
with or without lincages or clans—are breaking down. On the other hand. since
cach system begins from a somewhat differcat base point, the direction of
change in any given family pattern may be different. The divorce rate has been
dropping for half a century in Japan, and for a shorter period in certain Arab
countries (e.g., Algeria), but has been rising in Western countries, The age at
marriage has been dropping in most Western countries, but rising in Illdiag e
Arab countrics, and (among women) in sub-Sahara Africa, vet af] are movi
toward some form of the conjugal system. T oving

Earlier, as seen in Chapter 5, structural characteristics of the : 1oal
family system were outlined, most of them derivable from jts lesse conjuga
of kinship relations. These traits fit rather well the demands of indugtr_ L;{‘ten.smil
Under the industrial svstem, the individual is supposed to be hiréd r{;} 1zat?on.f
his compctence, and in promotion the same standards are to be a ].Ccéluse (;1
who hold thc same job (i.c., the standards are achigvement-based Pg oc. to a]
istic). His rclationship to the job is also functionallv specific an ul}:l}’crsa -
obligations arc confined to getting the task done. Pyt another wav——;icr s role
family system, with its standards of ascription, particularism and’ 1';; Cxtendefl
idcally not permitted to interfere with the cfficient functionin (!f. useness, 15
cnterprisc. f . : g of a modein

Becausc of its emphasis on performance, sy : .
person be permitted to risc or fall, and to move abgﬁta\\,ff;ﬁ? i?qU{res that a
is best. A lesser cmphasis on land ownership also increases the T the job mqr}(et
The conjugal family system is neolocal (cach couple sets up jts ca:se of mobility.
and its kinship network is not strong, thus putting fcw(_,li b‘"Or\.\n houschold),
family systems in the way of class or gcographical mobjlity. ters than cther

In these wavs the conjugal family svstem “fts” the
But the relationship may also be put another way,
trializing socictv—consider, for example, the Aral atri .
formal aggcncics to handle the major tasks of any kil(i(s)l?;;)miz’uo.r India—creates
the nuclear family, such units as lincages, clans, or even ]a§ge g)‘:tnegnsd]égg;r t.}llf]n

eir functions : : ; ’ amilies
also lose their functions and thereby the allegiance they once commanded.

4 For a more extended analysis of this problem, see Wil
tion and Family Patterns (New York: The Free Press of Gle’n(ii:::n {i)g(;c’dé}];;/o;ld Revolu-

the needs of industrialism.
Since Increasingly an indus-
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Thus individual families go their own way, ignoring such extended kinship ties.

More important, elders no longer control the major new economic or
political opportunities, so that family authority slips from the hands of such
family leaders. The young groom can obtain his bride price on his own, and
need not concern himself about the good will of his elders. The couple need
not obey any one outside their family unit, since only their performance on the
job is relevant for their advancement. They need not even rely on family elders
for job instruction, since schools, the factory, or the plantation or mine will
teach them the new skills. Nor do they even need to continue working on the
land, still in the possession of the elders, since the jobs and political opportuni-
ties are in the city. Thus industrialization is likely to undermine gradually the
traditional systems of family control and exchange. The terms of the role-
bargaining between the generations have been altered.

It is with reference to this set of links that the preceding chapter on
stratification analyzed the concentration of controis in the hands of upper-strata
families. When Western societies underwent industrialization, the new oppor-
tunities remained in the hands of middle- or upper-class families who owned
these new enterprises. Thus their bargaining power might be reduced under
the new system, but not so much as that of lower-class families. By contrast,
upper-strata native families in newly conquered regions, were apt to lose more
than families toward the lower strata. Thus, after the initial period of conquest,
the indigenous tribal leaders were removed in the New World. The Spanish
and Portugese rulers took all the important positions and opportunities. Native
rulers lost control over their families and their political authority collapsed.
Most often, however, the European empire builders have tried to rule through
the tribal leaders, yielding few chances for economic or political advancement
to the young natives, independent of their elders. Thus, these leaders would
not lose control over their sons. On the other hand, as a larger percentage of
the tribe or society is drawn into the new economic enterprises and is hired
and promoted on its own merits, the leaders of large kinship groupings do lose
their ability to elicit obedience to traditional family customs.

The conjugal emphasis on emotionality within the family also serves
somewhat the needs of industrialism. At lower job levels, the worker experiences
little intrinsic job satisfaction; at higher levels, he obtains more job satisfaction,
but is also subject to rather great demands. At any level, the enterprise has no
responsibility for the emotional input-output balance of the individual; this is
solely the responsibility of the family, in the sense that there is nowhere else
to go for it. The small family, then, deals with a problem which the industrial
system cannot handle.

The “Fit” between Industrialism
and the Conjugal Family
Nevertheless, we cannot, in analyzing the interaction

of the great social forces making for family change, presume some sort of natural
“harmony” between the modern complex of industrialism and the conjugal
family system. Both are unplanned resultants of individual desires and initia-
tives. Both are systems of forces, each with its own needs, and at various points
either may fail to serve the needs of the other. To place everyone in his job
solely on the basis of merit, for example, would require the destruction of the
family system entirely. On the other hand, without a family unit to deal with
the idiosyncrasies of aged parents, the emotional needs of adults, or the insecuri-
ties of children, very likely not enough adequately functioning people would
be produced to man the industrial system.
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This is another way of reasserting a central notion of this volume, that
family and industrial factors or variables are independent but interacting.
Neither fully determines the other, although both influence cach other. Conse-
quently, we cannot assume, in looking for patterns of family change, that
industrial forces shape everyvthing (unless we define them as including every-
thing) to their measure. The very resistance of family systems to such pressures
indicates their independence as a set of forces, even if the massive political and
cconomic changes ultimately outweigh that resistance.

Since we have analvzed some of the ways in which family systems have
altered to serve the needs of industrialization, we should also consider briefly
how an industrial svstem fails to handle some of the problems created by this
change toward a conjugal family svstem. Thereafter, we shall discuss two other
types of relationships of social change (1) the resistance of family patterns to
change, and (2) how a family system mav facilitate industrialization.

The ncolocal, independent houschold and its accompanving values in
favor of separate lives for cach couple leave the old parents in an ambiguous
position. Some clements in this situation we commented on carlicr—e.g., the
sudden displacement of the older male from his job, the lack of land as a basis
for social status, the relative unimportance of wisdom as compared with special-
ized technical knowledge, and the inability of the old to control the economic
or social opportunitics offered to yvoung adults. In 1962 there were about 17
million people in the United States aged 65 vears and over, about 9 per cent
of the population, and this segment will increase in size in the future. Fverv
study of thcir situation shows that they need help, although there is disagreement
over where the help should come from. People no longer accept without question
an obligation to care for the old, espccially in a common houschold.

Similarly, the obligation to rear orphan children of relatives is not so
definite as in the past. Modern society has, of course, invented \'nri‘ou.s roce‘d.
ures for locating and evaluating both foster and step-parents for sucl, c]?i]drcn
as well as continuing until recentlv the older svstem of Or])hah es: but thé
action of thc state does not fully substitute for the active king] o
primitive society.

In a parallel way, as noted carlier, the modern upal <
adequately deal with the strt;ctura] disruptions caused bfoc?lll:)gri]c tem docs mot

Modern industrialism has offered women more c¢ ic |
not relieved them of their houschold tasks. Labof—sflcxg::gn:]f\'l'fcr'ggdOm7.})}lt ll.rfs
the standards of cleanliness and gencral performance permittin More mls]f
to be turned out, but do not reduce the hours of wé)rk The ! morF oo
of women in all societies is that of housekeepcr and mo'thcr soprtl]mm'\. status
of higher levels of technical training, women have not develop 1 Tat m spite
surately high level of career-mindedness over the past ha]f-ccntILC(, A commen-
countries. Indeed, toward the higher social strata, where morc \:r ¥ in Western
ter cducated, a lower percentage of women are in the labor force }()mc’n are et
a higher percentage would like to be. The modern cgalitarian; but apparently
family means that the man’s cnergics are somewhat divcrtcé] into i the
household tasks, away from his job demands. mto helping at

1p system of a

Industrialization and Fertility
An especially complex and importa
. x ’ nt ions i
family change may be found in worldwide cfforts to prcducc St(;ltco}iirf}atl()ns i
nations undergoing industrialization. In all but the highly indus-tr' }.r?te o
cieties, fertility is accorded high priority, but the ranks of the vai?f ined (510-
pleted by death. A high mortality rate, especially among its young Segl;?c ?g
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a heavy economic burden for a society to bear: The society invests physical
maintenance for a time, but they do not live long enough to repay it. The in-
dustrial society, by contrast, develops the scientific knowledge necessary to re-
duce mortality, which increases further its productive efficiency.®

From the earliest period of socialization in most societies, the child is told
that eventually he will marry and produce children. Usually, the full privileges
of adulthood are not conceded until the individual has produced childrea.
Great cffort is expended to inculcate fertility values in everyone. This extensive
cultural apparatus, designed to make fertility very much a part of the individ-
ual’s personality needs, is in sharp contrast to the relative lack of cultural em-
phasis on an individual’s taking care of his own life and avoiding death. Death
1s an intimately personal affair, and apparently human beings need very little
special socialization to try to avoid it. The obligation of producing other per-
sons, to whom we shall owe extensive and burdensome obligations, requires con-
siderable social reinforcement.

This emphasis is necessary for the survival of the less industrialized, high
mortality societies. The adjustive controls in the social structure—abortion or
infanticide—come dfter conception. This relative emphasis insures quick replace-
ment if the population is sharply reduced by war, epidemics, or famine. It
would not be possible suddenly to institute a set of high fertility values as an
adjustment, since this kind of socialization would take a generation to have
any important effect. On the other hand, to the extent that everyone in the
society strongly favors fertility, and has a set of personality needs that are satis-
fied only by high fertility, it is difficult for a society quickly to take up some
contraceptive pattern when mortality is suddenly reduced and the population
begins to grow faster than the increase in productive capacity. In several coun-
tries since World War II, the death rate has been reduced by 25 to 50 per cent
within the span of 2 or 3 years, but with no reduction in the birth rate.

The interaction of these factors creates a special problem for the modern
era—the world’s population explosion. Most societies can now be classified as
either high growth societies, or high potential growth societies. That is, either
their birth rate is already much higher than their death rate, or their birth
rate is high and their death rate is in the process of being reduced by modern
scientific techniques.

This situation arises, as noted, from the difference between the kinds of
actions needed for decreasing mortality rates, as against those required to re-
duce birth rates. To reduce mortality rates, the leaders of a society require no
more than a modicum of cooperation from the bulk of the population. A clean
water supply can be introduced, or a more effective sewerage system, without
a vote or without any individual decisions by those effected. Pesticides can al-
most wipe out one of man’s great killers, malaria, without much help on the
part of individuals. To lower mortality to the rates found in industrial so-
cieties does of course require learning new habits. However, very great reduc-
tions in mortality can take place without much cooperation. In any event, co-
operation seems not to be difficult to obtain, since people can be readily con-
vinced that modem medicine and science can save their lives, and this is a
goal desired by all.

To lower the birth rate, on the other hand, requires a change in a family
pattern, an alteration in individual goals. Conception is an intimately personal
matter, not a mass phenomenon.

5 An especially good analysis of these relations may be found in Kingsley Davis and

Judith Blake, “Social Structure and Fertility,” Economic Development and Social Change
(April 1956), 211-235.
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Since the socialization of all individuals has emphasized the importance
of fertility, the attempt to lower birth rates requires an important shift in the
attitudes, habits, and values of individuals relative to their family roles. Indeed
the situation raises the recurrent sociological question, Flow much can family
custom be changed by conscious plan? The usc of contraception is costly, and
requires much discipline. In addition, although modern religious leaders in
Japan, Islam, and India have graduallv come to asscrt that their doctrines do
not specifically prohibit the use of contraception, in fact until recently the
main thrust of most great rcligious systems had been against the use of con-
traception, whether in Western nations, India, or China. In India a son was
required to perform certain rituals upon his father’s death, clse the father would
not be able to assume a new form in a subscquent life. The Chinese emphasis
upon the unbroken link between ancestors and the living again urged a rcla-
tively high fertilitv. Until the 1950’s the religious leaders of Islam claimed that
Islamic doctrine was against the use of contraception. On the other hand,
population control was relatively casily introduced in Japan
tation had bcen common for generations. '

In our own society, where the birth rate presently is well over one-third
higher than that of Japan, we pity those who have not had children. Women
who have had an involuntary abortion often suffer from a feeling of in;qdcqllﬂc\’
if this was their first conception. Those who cannot have chi]gdrcn c;ftcn feel
driven to adopt one.

where family limi-

Sex Roles and Fertility

Sex roles also affect fertility — .
ducing it. At the present time, research projects artc} L:;Ic?crt]:& 3)?15'?:22, g}fa lrgr
nation of the world in an effort to ascertain the detailed f"ct‘o'rs b Tead to
coqccption, gnd these projects have been especially aimc‘d at un’covcrin the
variables which produce a high birth rate in Jogs industriali e‘d countries \thefe
a high rate of rcproduchon Increases the population ‘h*tcrl‘t]nn s e
productive capacity increases. Let us look at 3 partiCL;llar casc, that of Puerto

Rico.
Puerto Rico illustrates two points of Son

high fertility in the population at large i ISR , ) \
va%ion. Those who hla\'g many childrr_%l hqaclll(::o‘l;:;c;}l(]]“ild‘."ﬂ S pa’rtlcu]ﬂl’ ’}T;.Ott]l'
rate up or to lower it. Sccond, the motivations that ((lo( ?Sé]re to keep the llr) h
of children continue to be inculcated long after the Soi induce a large numt e]r
fertility might be uscful to the socicty. pomt in history when high
The Pucrto Rican family typically “spoile” e . )
by Western standards. The nppropliatc r'clat}:)(::];)ctl\&ewtlcl CITII(IIC“’ as ].udg.cfd
is not onc in which the man cxhibits tenderness or ex )rc‘Ss ]U-]\I?Z.ll1(] an.d his wite
ings to the woman, or cxposes his personal \vcakncslcs "nC:l s frue inner fecl
must play the role of being dominant, powerful, ang m‘aé} nceds. Instcad he
though achicvement of an intellectual or occupational ch"ln(r)« (;MSC“]”‘C)' Al
creasingly important, these cannot substitute at al] for th‘c “rfl-‘ C]r I)ccomf:s n-
violence, courage, and virility, especially at lower-class levels w;a ¢ qualitics of
or occupational achievement is unlikely anvwar. The voun I;er]c ntellectual
experiences are likely to be with a prostitute, “since voun g irif Cs carly sex
rather carcfully. Thesc factors mean that there is alwass 4 cgo E) mb arc guarded
role barrier between husband and wife, which prevent either frummnon and
derstanding each other, especially with respect to sex and cont;)ar: rf.a"}' un-
Machismo is a quality which must be proved continually. Thgpnig:'may

1¢ consequence here. One is that
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not rest on his laurels. In the sexual area this means that he must be sexually
able, and in the reproductive area that he must continue to produce children
to prove his masculinity. This is especially necessary, since so many men have
little opportunity of rising in the occupational sphere. Here dgain is one area
where the male can continue to be dominant and powerful. The woman, by
contrast, can prove her maternal qualities by producing as few as one child or
two. The evidence of her womanly role behavior remains as the children con-
tinue to grow. As a consequence, then, men usually oppose contraceptives,
even when having children may be financially ruinous. He views their use as a
discipline that he does not wish to submit to, as ego-destructive. Notice that
this set of factors is not specifically Roman Catholic in origin, although of
course the Church does oppose contraceptives. In fact, there is considerable
anti-clericalism in Puerto Rican society. In one study of fertility in Puerto Rico,?
a higher percentage of men than of women wanted any given number of chil-
dren above the number of two. The same relationship held when the re-
spondents were asked what was the ideal number of children their daughters
should have. This attitude extends to other areas as well. For example, 28 per
cent of the men, but 46 per cent of the women, approved of women working.

One interesting result in this particular case is that since men do not
hother about contraceptives and indeed oppose them, women seek to learn
how to prevent babies, and most utilize techniques that do not depend on the
man’s desire or discipline. Since most of the factors in the family structure of
Puerto Rico press toward early sexual relations and conception, women have
increasingly turned to sterilization as one possible solution.

The evidence from many studies in different parts of the world parallels
that in Puerto Rico in at least one particular, that women are much less in-
clined to have a large number of children than men are, and that above a
certain number of children (the number varying with the society) a majority
of women actually are in favor of using some type of birth control. Typically,
as in our own country, the lower classes are less inclined to utilize contracep-
tives. Notice that even in our own country, men have far less mistrust of the
‘contraceptives they use than women do.

It must be emphasized, however, that we are far from understanding the
psychological and social factors which change the social definition of the ap-
propriate size of family. The complexity of this problem became evident after
World War II. Prior to that time in the industrial Western countries there
had been a steady long term decline in fertility. The assumption of demog-
raphers was that this pattern would continue after World War II, though
it was anticipated that immediately after the war there would be the usual
rise in the birth rate. When hostilities ceased, as is well known, the birth rate
did rise, but remained high in many countries. In most, by now, the birth
rate has dropped again. It has already begun to drop somewhat in the United
States, but meanwhile the absolute rate remains high (about 22 births per
1,000 population each year) and it is much higher than in most other Western
countries.

Research now going on in all class levels secks to uncover the social and
cultural factors that maintain so high a rate. A simple cconomic interpretation
of such family changes will not suffice. In general, fertility rates rise in Western
nations as we descend the social scale, but within each class division, those
with more income will be somewhat more fertile. Moreover, if a simple eco-

8 Paul K. Hatt, Backgrounds of Human Fertility in Puerto Rico (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1952).
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nomic interpretation were applicable, then few or no parents would have many
children, since under modern circumstances they never represent a profit. Viewed
in purely economic terms, children are a burden.

On the other hand, one element of the economic interpretation appears
to apply, since no nation scems to have a low infant mortality rate for long
without moving toward a low birth rate. That is to say, when ncarly all in-
fants have a long life cxpectancy, the family adjusts to this fact by having
fewer children. Present cfforts in everv major industrializing country to lower
infant mortality and to introduce contraceptives will presumably succeed, over
the next generation, in altering this resistant family pattern.

Effect of the Family on Industrialization

Let us now consider another relationship between

family factors and social change, the possibility that the family system may

have an independent, facilitating effect on the modern shift toward industrial-
ization.

No fullscale research into this hypothesis has been carried out, but a
few suggestive facts may be noted here. Negatively, of course, manv observers
have pointed out that extended and joint family systems prevented a free utiliza-
tion of talent as well as the easy introduction of innovations against the power
and traditionalism of family clders. Positively, it should be kept in mind that
the family systems of the West have been different from those of other major
civilizations for over a thousand vecars. Child or earlvy adolescent marriage was
not the idecal or the statisticallv usual. There was no ancestor worship, and
individuals, not families, were responsible for crimes. There was no lineage
or clan system, and the cldest male was not necessarily the leader of the family.
Young couples were expected to live independently, for the most part. ’

Morcover, these differences were accentuated when the individualistic
anti-traditional ideologv of ascetic Protestantism began to spread. The Puritans:
in the U.S,, fér example, defined husband and wife as loving companions rather
than simply part of a family network, and their children had more frccdom
of marital .choice than was possible in the traditional Europcan family sys-
tems. Divorce became possible, ¢ven though disapproved. It seems likc'lv‘i)v
the time the new factory jobs openced in the late cighteenth centu‘rv in T né—
land that the family system of at least part of the population was in Sf;mc
hatmony with its new demands. Their extended kinship tics ‘ :
and their links with tamily land, did not interfere w
obligations.

A more striking instance of the importance of family

ing or hindering social change may be found in the contra
cess of Japan and China in their attempt to industrialize d
teenth and early twentieth centurics.”
. comBoyt]h' were opened to the West at about the same time, and both faced
a somewhat similar set of problems:-threat of conquest, an
a rapid growth of population, cxtensive bureaucracies that L
and inefhcient, an emphasis on farnilism not individualism st
and country, and the low prestige of merchants, w ’
important roies in any modernizing process.

As against China's essential failure to cope with its problems, within

: and obligations,
ith the new type of work

patterns in facilitat-
st between the suc-
uring the late nine-

agrarian economy,
ad become corrupt
rains between town
ho would have to assume

) 7 Marion J. Levy, “Contrasting Factors in the Modecrnization of
Simou S. Kuznets, Wilbert E. Moore, and Joseph J. Spengler (eds
Brazil, India, Japan (Durham, N.C.: Puke University Press, 1955). ‘

China and Japan,” in
), Economic Growth:
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about half a century after 1368 Japan had established heavy industries with
almost no outside capital, altered its system of distribution, made both male
and female literacy almost universal, and introduced a new sct of social rela-
tionships, characteristic of the Western market system.

Several differences between the Japanese and Chinese family systems con-
tributed to their varying successes in coping with the problems of industrializa-
tion. One was the pattern of inheritance. Under the Chinese family system,
all sons inherited equally, so that family capital could not usually be kept in-
tact. In Japan one son (usually the oldest) inherited all the property. Thus
wealth could be accumulated, and one person could more easily make a de-
cision to invest it.

Perhaps the most important family differences lay in the relatienship
between family and state. In China the personal loyalty was owed to the
Emperor, but not if conflicted with family loyalty. A man owed his first duty
to his father, and through him to clan elders. Being unfilial was the greatest
of Chinese sins. Of course, the Japanese man owed loyalty to his father, but
the system was feudalistic rather than familistic: An unbroken chain of fealty
linked each individual through his father and his father’s leader or lord, through
successively higher ranks to the great princes and the Emperor. Orders from
above were backed by family pressure. The radical alterations which the Meiji
leaders tried to implement called for much sacrifice—for example, former wat-
riors might be put to work, or used as policemen—but the links of fealty be-
tween family and family, and farnily and state, remained strong. ’

The Chinese regarded nepotism as a duty. A man could not reject his
family if he improved his station in life, and he was expected to carry upward
with him as many members as he could. In Japan social mobility was more
difficult. Ideally, in contrast to China, people should remain in their places.
However, adoption was onc important mode of social ascent in Japan. A father
might even disinherit a son in order to adopt a talented young man. However,
the individual so chosen rose alone. He became part of the new family, and
was no longer a member ot his old family. Both in fact and predisposition this
pattern favored innovations under the Meiji leaders: (1) the Japanese were
somewhat less handicapped by nepotism, (2) those who rose did not need
to help the undeserving members of his family of birth, and (3) men could
seek out talented young men for placement in positions cf opportunity.

One Iong-term family process also lowered the capacity of the Chinese
to meet the problems of the new era. Since both in fact and ideal the Chinese
system permitted social mobility, but accorded the merchant a lowly social
rank, a common mobility path was to acquire wealth through commerce, but
then to leave that occupation. The gentry were landowners and scholars. Those
who acquired wealth sought to achieve prestige and power by becoming mem-
bers of the gentry or training their sons to become members. The humanistic
learning of the mandarins was essentially irrclevant to the problems of the
modern cra. Thus there was no steady accumulation of a technical and finan-
cial tradition by the successful families. By contrast, the Japanese merchant
was confined to a narrower type of mobility: financial success. He had little
chance of moving out of commerce and into high social ranks. But as a con-
sequence, japanese merchants and banking families had developed a consider-
able technical knowledge and tradition and were much better prepared to cope
with the complex financial problems that accompanied the rapid industrializa-
tién of Japar during the Meiji period.

It must be emphasized that these cases are extremely compiex, and family
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variables cannot be said to be the prime creators of the dramatic contrast.
Nevertheless, it scems clear that they did make an important contribution to
the striking differences in the industrial achievement of the two countries.

The importance of the family as a unit in the social mobility svstem, and
thus as a facilitating clement in social change, may also be scen in another
major historical cvent, the French Revolution. This conncction was commented
on in the chapter on stratification. Some bourgeois familics had moved into
the nobility in the seventcenth and cighteenth centuries, as they, had moved
into the gentry in China, bv acquiring wealth and beginning to live in the
stvle of the upper stratum. This included humanistic education, or at least
the support of arts and letters, finc manncrs, taste in clothing and furniture,
and, of course, abandoning the commercial or manufacturing activitics of the
bourgcoisic. Those who aspired upward had to concede the supcriority of the
nobles, clse there was no rcason to move upward; but by definition, to be noble
was to have been born noble. The successful bourgeois was caught in an ideo-
logical dilemma. It must bc emphasized that his aim was not simply to asso-
ciate with the nobility in government, or to make advantageous dcals with
those in power. It was rather to move his family and thus his family line into
the nobility. ’

When the nobility began, over the course of the cightcenth century, to
closc gradually the various routes by which soimc bourgcois families n'1ight
achieve a validation of noble status, this high stratum began to withdraw its
support of the system as a whole, and instcad began to view the nobility as
a shackle or barrier to national progress, a violation of tenets of freedom. More-
over, the bourgeoisie furnished much of the lecadership of the French Revolu-
tion in 1789.

A Concluding Comment
It is appropriate to close this little volume with the
most difficult arca of family analysis, the factors that produce or hinder family
and social change. Thereby, we leave many central questions for future re-
scarch. More important, the major theorics and methodological problems in
family change arc relevant to all the preceding chapters. Throughout the
book, allusions have been made to many rclations between family var%'lb]cs and
other social variables—divorce rates, class differentials, industﬁa]ir(tioﬂ ‘the
distribution of authority within the family, or the breakdown of“or 1;1i7cd
descent groupings. In many of these discussions, our focus wag rim'ﬁ‘i]v on
how and why these changes were taking place. However. to am]\gc ]; “and
why such changes occur, we must know the causal f;lct(;rs t]nf‘ (:a{ISC Ow'adc-
terminate rclations. With reference to cach of these pattcrm‘ only )r;?i}rmte
and imquiatc for‘cc:.‘s were suggested as causcs, primarily t])égc wfliCIh éhal; c
the bargaining relationship between people in different ‘social positions (e ;
how upper-class familics control their voungsters more cffectively lth: 1o 1 ,.g-,
class families). ' ) s o ower
Such causal relationships, or corrclations, are far from stating determi-
natc sequences of change, but thev are the foundation for cstablishing such
scquences. In any event, whether we scek such determinate Cha'n‘ cs .or Qg;m vler
corrclations, we mect the same difficultics in theorv and method %"é’l)c \ 'oi]dCd
arc all theorics that turn out to be only wunifactorial ]l\'pO(’]].CSCS . tin
that all change and all causal rclations flow from some 'singlc‘ ]’oljrl:]ggfc;:tlorg
such as race, environment, technology, or industrialism. In ihgc )"mt ‘theSC’
scemed plausible only because analvsts who proposed them usu'ﬂ]\l'ci‘ncludc;.-c]
within such global variables almost cvbr_vthing that nceded to be c#p]‘aihcd
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Nevertheless, even such global theories have some utility, since they have
as one of their aims the destruction of prior thcories, and thus must muster
some empirical data to support this aim. The accumulation of data helps us,
then, to construct more adequate explanations. We neced the facts, because our
experience is narrowly confined to only a few familics, and we have bcen
taught many “facts” that were not correct. Only a few years ago, it was gen-
erally agreed, for example, that toward the upper social strata the divorce rate
rose; and that divorce was more likely to lead to juvenile delinquency than
was any other solution to marital difficulties.

All societies develop myths about their present family systems, as well
as about the past. The “adolescent rebellion” turns out to be a most modest
assault on adult values, when the data are examined. Most Americans did not
once live in large, rambling houses that sheltered a numerous extended family.
Most Americans lived in one-room dwellings, with perhaps a cooking lean-to
attached. The finer houses were more likely to survive to the present, for
reasons that are obvious. We cannot assume that modern family morals are
really worse than the golden past, if we read details of individual lives in,
say, the eightecnth century, in Sweden, France, Italy, or England.

The steady testing of hypotheses about how family behavior is shaped
will, then, help us to develop a clearer conception about both the present and
the past. Perhaps we shall learn thereby much more about the reciprocal re-
lations between family patterns and the traits of the larger socicty. Granted
that industrialization affects the position of the wife, it seems also likely that
the family system may itself affect many other social processes. For ex:]mple,
considerable evidence is accumulating that the socialization experiences of the
boy within the family—based in turn on the structure of authority within it—
may powerfully affect his later motivation to achieve, and thus the patterns
of social mobility in the larger society. How family systems at different social
levels utilize the cconomic system may shape political debate, by permitting
or hindering upward mobility and thereby increasing or decrcasing satisfaction
with the opportunity structure.

Nevertheless, our aim in scientific work is to ascertain determinate rela-
tions, to understand the direction of causal influence, to comprehend the
social process. It is not so important to prove that societal variables shapc
family variables, or the reverse. What is significant is to locate the prime
causal relations, whatever the major variables turn out to be. The accumula-
tion of mew research data, often correcting past opinion or guess, has been
progressing rapidly over the past decade. The challenge of the immediate fu-
turc is both to ascertain the facts morc accurately, and to devclop more ade-
quate theories to account for them.
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