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The American family has, in the past generation or more, beex;1
undergoing a profound pocess of change. There has been muc

difference of opinion amgng social scientists, as well as among
IN COLLABORATION WITH others concerned, as to the interpretation of these chaxﬁgesilSomez
. : i chang
. . oy d facts such as the very high rates of divorce, the ¢na
James Olds, Morris Zelditch, Jr., anp Philip E. Slater : have cite y hig

in the older sex morality, ynd until fairly recendyt the' decline 1n
birth rates, as evidence of , trend to disorganization in an abso-
lute sense. Such considery(jons as these have in turn often becn'
: linked with what has Somectimes been called the “loss of func- )
| tion” of the family.! Thiy refers to the fact that so many neefils,
’ for example as for clothing, which formerly were met by faﬂ‘:l y
members working in the liome, are now met by outside agcnc.e:i
Thus clothing is now Usually bought ready-made; there is m{lh :
less food-processing int the household, there 1s 2 great deal of
commercial recreation outside the home, etc. .

That changes of 2 Major character have been going on scems
to be beyond doubt. That some of them have involved disorgan-
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FAMILY, SOCIALIZATION AND INTERACTION PROCESS [4]

ization of a serious character is clear. But we know that major
~structural changes in social systems always involve strain and
disorganization, so the question of evaluating symptoms of dis-
organization, of which we can regard the high divorce rates as
one, involves the guestion of how much i§ a general trend to

__disorganization as such, how much is what may be called the
“disorganization of transition.” .

. ' T
Certain facts about the most recent phases of development (U1

X9

seem to us to throw doubt on the thesis of general disorganiza- ,m(g ‘&"é\ >\A<\‘&’ .%
i e 3
[

tion. First, after the post-war peak, the upward trend of divorce
rates has been checked, though it is too early to judge what the

longer run trend is likely to be.? To judge the impact of the in-

stability of marriages, also the distribution of divorces b;!’ dura-

tion of marriage and by relations to children is just as important
~as the absolute numbers. As the figures show, by and large
_divorces are, and continue to-be-cancentrated in the early periods
of marriage and injchildless couples] Even though married before
and divorced, once ettte-down to having children there
is a relatively high probability that they will stay together.?

2. Trends of marriage and divorce rates in U.S.—1920-1951

(RATES PER 1,000 POPULATION)
Divorce rate

Year Marriage rate
1920 120 1.6
1925 10.3 1.5
1930 9.2 1.6
1935 10.4 1.7
1940 124 2.0
1945 12.2 3.5
1.1 26

1950

The divorce rate dipped a little lower to 1.3 at the depth of the depression and
its high point was 4.3 in 1946. Every year since has shown a drop. The marriage
rate veached its peak of 16.4 in 1946 reflecting demobilization but has remained
consistently above 10 since. i

Source: National Office of Vital Statistics, “Summary of Marriage and Divorce
Statistics, United States, 1951, Vital Statistics—Special Reports, National Sum-
maries, Vol. 38, No. 5, April 30, 1954.

‘8. ... two-thirds of those couples obtaining divorce are childless; one-fifth have
only one child. In fact, there seems to be a definite relationship between childless
marriages and divorce. That a relatively small number of children in the United
States have divorced parents—may be owing, in part, to the fact that many couples
do not stay married long enough to have a large family. Over 35 per cent of those
divorced in 1940 had been married less than four years, The average length of
marriages ending in divorce is less than six years.” Yy} PAS 35

“ H. E. Barnes and O. M. Ruedi, The American Way of Life ﬁ(New York: Prentice

Hall, Inc., 1951) pp. 652-53. ”
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Second, divorce certainly has not led to a general disiliusion- -~
ment with marriage, so that people prefer to stay single or not to
try again: In spite of a situation where it has become economic-
ally easier for single women to support themselves independently
than ever before, the proportion of the population married and
living with their spouses is the highest that it has ever been in o
the history of the census and has risen perceptibly within the \‘w,
recent period.* RUGH T, TWATWAS THE @/ff:?')l’” SOCPA PCANT.
Third, though down until the mid-thirties there had been a —
progressive decline in birth rates until on a long-run basis the
population was for a time no longer fully reproducing itself, by
now it has become clear that the revival of the birth rate which
began in the early forties has not been only a matter of catching
up the deficit of war-time, but has reached a new plateau on
what appears to be a relatively stable basis.5 This is certainly —~
suggestive of a process of readjustment rather than of a contin- \ i K
uous trend of disorganization,sC,, {-taz bLN%vWﬁ% nas cedd ned--- §
In this connection it should be remembered that the immense
increase in the expectancy of life since about the turn of the cen-
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4. See footnote 2, .
5. Crude Birth Rates, 1915-50, United States
RATES PER THOUSAND POPULATION

Year Rate Year Rote
1915 29.5 1945 20.4
1920 27.7 1946 24,1
1925 251 1947 26.6
1930 21.3 1948 24.9
1935 18.7 1949 24.5
1940 19.4 1950 241
1941 20,3 195 24.5
1942 22,2 1952* 24.6
1943 227 1953* 24.7
1944 21.2 *Provisional

It will be noted that a consistent rise started in 1940. Even the lowest war year
was only down to 20.4 (1945) and the rate has remained substantially above the
level of the thirties since.

Source: National Office of Vital Statistics, “Summary of Natality Statistics, United
States, 1950," Vital Statistics—Special Reports, National Summaries, Vol. 37, No. 7,
May 19, 1953,

Note: The national office estimates that the slight drop from the 1947 boom (it-
self caused by demobilization) is accountable by the following: drop in first chil
dren because of lowered marriage rates, 1946-49; but rise in births of second, third
and fourth children during 1946-49, :

Last three years, source: Office of Population Research, Princeton University, and

Population Association of America, Inc., Population Index (July, 1954).
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has meant that continuance of the birth rates of that time
uld have led to a rate of population increase which few could
contemplate with equanimity. The transition from a high birth
rate-hlgh death rate population economy of most of history to
‘one where low death rates have to be balanced by substantially
~ ‘lower birth rates than before 1s one of the profoundest adjust-
“ments human societies have ever had to make, going as it does
to_the deepest T00ts of motivation. In processes of such Tagni-
tude it is not unusuial for there to be swings of great amplitude
.to levels which are incompatible with longer-run stability. There
is at least a good case for the view that the low birth rates of the

nineteen-thirties—not of course confined to the United States—
constituted the extreme point of such a swing, and that extra-
polating the trénd up to that point simply failed to take account
of adjustive processes already at work. At any rate, the recent
facts have shifted the burden of proof to him who argues that the

6. Estimated average length of life in years:
ALL RACES, BOTH SEXES, UNITED STATES

1900 47.3
1910 50.0
1920 54.1
1930 59.7
1940 62,7
1950 68.4

Source: National Office of Vital Statistics, “Abridged Life Tables, United States,
1951,” Vital Statistics—Special Reports, National Summaries, Vol. 38, No. 5, April
30, 1954.

The way birth and death rates have balanced out can be better seen from the
following estimates of the net reproduction rate for the United States. It will be
seen that during the 1930’s the population was not quite reproducing itself but that
at present rates a substantial, perhaps indeed an excessive, rate of increase is being

maintained.
NET REPRODUCTION RATES FOR U.S.A.

1930-35 0.98
1935-40 0.98
1940 1.03
1941 1.08
1942 1.20
1943 1.25
1944 1.18
1945 115
1946 1.37
1947 1.53
1948 1.45
1949 1.45
1950 1.44

Source: Office of Population Research, Princeton University, and Population
Assodation of America, Inc., Population Index (April, 1954).
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| d1sorgan12at1on of the family is bringing imminent race suicid
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m its wake.

There is a further bit of evidence which may be of signifi-
cance.(ﬁgfe family after all 1s a Tesideritial uiiit i our socletyy 1f—
the family were breaking up, one would think that this would
be associated with a decline of the importance of the “family

home” as the preferred place to live of the population. Recent
trends OF develOpiient seem to indicate that “far from family
homes being “on their way out” there has, in recent years, been
an impressive confirmation that even more than before this is the
preferred residential pattern. The end of World War II left us.
with a large deficit of housing facilities. Since then, once the
shortages of materials were overcome, there has been an enor-
mouse amount of residential building. In this buﬂdmg, as is

”x‘indmated by the ﬁgures the single family house occupies an
N2 extraordmanly prominent place.” It seems that the added mo-

bility gwen our population by modern means of transportation,

L ] especially in makmg possible a considerable geographical dis-

tance between place of f residence and place of work, has led to a

strengthenmg of the predilection to have a “home of our own.”
In the face particularly of a level of geographical and occupa-
tional mobility which makes permanence of tenure of a residen-

7. Total new construction value, 1937-51, corrected 1947-49 values
(IN MILLIONS)

1937 $13,714
1940 16,873
1943 12,841
1945 8,439
1946 15,546
1947 17,795
1948 20,759
1949 22,180
1950 26,852
1951 26,650

% OF VALUE OF TOTAL NEW CONSTRUCTION OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDING, 1937-51
Type of construction 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51
_ Private, residential, nonfarm® 21 23 28 29 25 10 9 11 13 28 33 35 32 40 32
Operators’ dwellings, farm 1 1 1 2 2 11 2 2 3 4 3 3 3 3
TOTAL % for new private 22 24 29 31 27 11 10 13 15 31 37 38 35 43 35
residential construction**

*Does not Include hotels, dormitories, clubhouses, tourist ¢courts and cabins.
*¥Does not include new public resldential construction, which averages 1-3% during peacetime years,
and includes barracks, officers quarters, etc.

It is not possible to find figures which exclude private multiple-family units, but
the general evidence 1s that the proportion of these has decreased, not increased.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, New Construction, Expenditures 1915-51,
Labor Requirements, 1939-51,1953.
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tial location highly problematical, this is a most impressive
phenomenon

The situation with which we are concerned may be summed
p by noting again that, in spite of divorces and related phe-
mena, Americans recently have been marrying on an unprec-

edented scale. They have been having children, not on an

unprecedented scale, but on one Which by contrast with some-

what earlier trends is unlikely to be without significance and,
_~third, they have been establishing homes for themselves as fam-
_ily units on a very Targe scate-Sifice the bulk of home-provision
has been on the financial responsibility of the couples con-
cerned, it seems unlikely that the having of children is a simple
index of irresponsibility, that we have, as Professor Carver used
to put it, produced a generation of “spawners” as contrasted
with “family -builders.”’®

3 At various later points in this volume we are going to argue
{ both that there are certain very important _elements of con:
I stancy in the structure and in the functional significance of the
family on a human cultural level, and that these elements of
. constancy ar€ by no means wholly or even mamly a reflection of
| its biological composition. But this view is, in our opinion, by
| no means incompatible with an emphas1s, in other respects, on
f(c'értam important elements of variation in the familys The set
J of these Tatter elements on which we wish now to focus attention

@,},
\K\u

is that concerned with _the level of structural differentiation

- g i ™
in_the society.

It is a striking fact of sociological discussion that there has
been no settled agreement on either of two fundamental prob-

lems One is the problem of the structural and functional rela.

importance of clear dlscrunmamons in this field is coming to be
~appreciated. Second, there has been no clear conception of what

7 ) are(the ilmportant “functions of thé family.”) Procreation and
.Y q I i
zQ child ‘care are always included, as is some referefice to sexual

relatlons but in addition there are frequent references to “eco:

~riomic”_functions, religious functions and various others,

" 8. T. N. Carver, Essays in Soczal Justice (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1915)

-
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There has been little attempt to work out the implications of
the suggestion that there are {certain “root funcuonsm}whlch
fnush be found wherever there is a family or Kinship 3ystem at
all; while Gtlier Tunctions may be present or not according to the __
kind of family or Kinship system under conmderauonz and itsf D
place in the structure of the rest of the society. 5

The aspect of this problem in which we are particularly inter-
ested concerns its relations to the problem of structural differ-

_entiation. in societies. It is well known that in many ‘“‘primitive”’

societies there is a sense in which kinship “dominates” the social—
structure; there areffew concrefe structuréy in which participa-
tion is independent of Kifiship_sfatus. In comparatlve perspec-
tive it is clear that in the more “advanced” societies a far greater
part is played by non-kinship structures. States, churches, the
larger business firms, universities and professional associations —
cannot be treated as mere “extensions” of the kinship system.

The process by which non-kinship units become of > of prim ime | .
l_rg,pormmmmsocxaLsnructuncwmemblyxnmu Sr1Gss of func- U
~ton on the part of some or even all of the k1nsh1p units. In the

processes of social evolution there have been many stages by
which this process has gone on, and many different directions in
whxch it has worked out.

~Our suggestion is, in this perspective, that what has recently

been happening to the American family constitutes part of one
an of these stages of a process of differentiation: This process has

| involved a further step 1n he reduction oOf the - importance-in.
\) our society of kmsht:ij o h¢ WW has

also resulted in the(transtey of a variety of function
nuclear famlly o other Structures of th f
occupationall anized sectors of it. This means that fam-
ﬂy has become{g more specialized a agency than before, probably
;«nore specializéd thart it-has been In any previously known
V' society. This represents a decline of certain features which tra-
ditionally have been associated_with families; but whether it
represents a “decline of the family” in a more general sense is
another matter; we think not. We think the trend of the evi-
dence points to the beginning of the relative stabilization of a
neédw typeof amlly structure in a new relation to a general social =
structure, one_in which the family 1s more specialized than
before, but not in a important, because the
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society is d Qendent more exclusively on 1c€)r the performance ~" Of course with the independence, particularly the marriage,
of certain of its vital functions. ‘ of children, relations to the family of orientation are by no
We further think that this néw situation presents a particu- z ‘means broken. But separate residence, very often in a different
larly favorable opportunity to the social scientist. Because we ; geographical community, and separate economic support, atten-
are dealing with a more highly differentiated and specialized > uate these relations. Furthermore, there is a strong presumption
agency, it is easier to 1dentily clearly the LEAtures of it which are ‘ that relations to one family of orientation will not be markedly
essential on the most general level of cross-cultural significance. : closer than to the other (though there is a certain tendency for
The situation is methodologically comparable to the relation the mother-married daughter relation to be particularly close).
between the emergence of the modern type of industrial econ- ! This bilaterality is further strongly reinforced by our patterns of
omy and the problems of economic theory. The high level of ' inheritance. In the first place the presumption is that a newly

differentiation of economic from non-economic processes under
modern conditions, has made possible a kind of natural experi-
mental situation which has been crucial to the development of
modern economic theory.

married couple will “stand on their own feet,” supporting them-
selves from their own earnings. But so far as property is in-
herited the pattern calls for equal division between children
regardless of birth order or sex, so that the fact or expectation

) ) : of inheritance does not typically bind certain children to their
The American Family ‘ families of orientation more closely than others. Furthermore,
in the Total Society though it is not uncommon for sons to work in their fathers’
businesses—almost certainly much less common than it was fifty

essential features of the structure of the American family-kin- years ago—this tendency is at least partially matched by the
Shlp system in its relation to the rest of the society. ‘ phenomenon of “marrying the boss’s daughter,” so that no clear
The first feature to be noted is on the level of kinship organ- >' unilateral structure can be derived from this fact.
ization as anthropologists ordinarily treat this;/namely the “iso- ; It has been noted that the primary source of family income -~
lation” of the nuclear family and its relation to “bllaterahty lies in occupational earnings. It is above all the presence of the
with respect to the lines of descent. This “isolation” is mani- modern occupational system and its mode of articulation with
fested in the fact that the members of the nuclear family, con- ‘ the family which accounts for the difference between the mod-
sisting of parents and their still dependent children, ordinarily ern, especially American, kinship system and any found in non-
occupy a separate dwelling not shared with members of the fam- literate or even peasant societies. The family household is a
ily of orientation of either spouse, and that this household is in solidary unit where, once formed, membership and status are
the typical case economically independent, subsisting in the first ascribed, and the communalistic principle of “to each accord- -
instance from the occupational earnings of the husband-father.® ing to his needs” prevails. In the occupational world, status is
It is of course not uncommon to find a surviving parent of one achieved by the individual and is contingent on his continuing
or the other spouse, or even a sibling or cousin of one of them
residing with the family, but this is both statistically secondary,
and it is clearly not felt to be the “normal” arrangement.t®

From this perspective, then, let us review some of the most

of the families in which the husband was under thirty-five years of age contained
any of these additional adults. . .. Nearly three-fifths of these (adult relatives) were
single sons or daughters of the couple who had not left home, of whom most were
between eighteen and thirty-four years old. . . . About one-eighth of the adult
relatives were married, widowed or divorced parents of the husband or his wife.

.. Thus, all but one-fifth of the adult relatives were children or parents (own or
in-law) of the family head and his wife.”

Source: P. C. Glick, “The Family Cycle,” dmerican Sociological Review, Vol. 12,
No. 2, April, 1947.

9. Cf. R, M. Williams, American Society, Chapter IV (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, Inc., 1951). Also T. Parsons, “The Kinship System of the Contemporary
United States,” Essays in Sociological Theory (rev. ed., Glencoe, Ill.: The Free
Press, 1954).

10. “Sixty-four per cent of husband and wife families in 1940 had no adult rela-
tives eighteen ‘'years old and over living in the home. Very few, about one-eighth,
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_bility for this support rests on the one adult male member of
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performance. Though of course this is modified in varying
respects, there is a_high premium on mobility and equality of
opportunity according to imdividual capacity to perform. Over
much of the world and of history a very large proportion of the
world’s ordinary work is and has been performed in the context
of kinship units. Occupational organization in the modern sense
is the sociological antithesis of this.

This means essentially, that as the occupational system devel-

ops and absorbs functions in the society, it(nustbe at the

expense of the relative prominence of kinship Sfganization as
,.ff;trucf‘!\mﬁponent in one sense, and must also be at the
expense of many of what previously have been functions of the
kinship unit. The double consequence is that the saggﬁpg}ier,
political,

0 e
who are members of kinship units, pertorm economic,

ious and cul{UrAL FOTCTIONS otitside the kinship ¢ontext in
6ccupational.roles.and.atherwise. In_a.variety of other types of

organization. But conversely, the members of kinship units must
meet many of their needs, which formerly were met in the
D P e e Eres 5 g e i g

processes of interaction within the KinShip unit, through other -

channels, "This of course includes meeting the need for income

[ENSE—— SRRSO

with which to purchase the goods and services necessary for fam-
/ oods and es necessary for fam-

ilz functioning itself.

Tn this type of society the basic mode of articulation between
family and the occupational world lies in tlz?ﬁggt that the same

i
adults are both members of nuclear familie§ and incu ts of
amm— oy ,—’——' . e s .

occupational roles, the holders of “jobs.” The individual’s job

and not the products of the cobperative activities of the family

avaUmitis of course the primary source of income for the family.
Next it is important to remember that the primary responsi-

the nuclear family. It is clearly the exceptional “normal” adult
male who can occupy a respected place in our society without
having a regular “‘job,” though he may of course be “independ-
ent” as a professional practitioner or some kind of a “free lance”
and not be employed by an organization, or he may be the pro-
prietor of one. That at the bottom of the scale the “hobo” and
the sick and disabled are deviants scarcely needs mentioning,
while at the other end, among the relatively few who are in a
position to “live on their money” there is a notable reluctance
to do so. The “playboy” is not a highly respected type and there

R TR S A BT T TR T e
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is no real American equivalent of the older European type of
“gentleman” who did not “work” unless he had to.

The occupational role is of course, in the first instance, part
of the “occupational system” but it is not only that. It is an
example of the phenomenon of “interpenetration” which will
be extensivel?ﬁ?lalyzed below. In this connection jt is ‘both a
role in the occupational system,’and in the family; it is a
“boundary-role™ between them. T&Eﬁgusband—father,, in holding
an acceptable job and earning an income from it is performing
an essential function or set of functions for his family (which of
¢otitse includes himself in one set of roles) as a system. The sta:

tus of the family in the community is determined proba};ldy;; -

more by the "level” of job he holds than by any other single
factor, and the income he earns 1s usually the most important
basis of the family’s standard of living and hw

Of course, as we shall see, he has other very important functions
in reiation both to wife and to children, but it is fun en;:;)l}\y

amilial Tole, that in our society we can unequivocally

3 the husband-father as the “instrumental leader’” of the-
family as a system."
¢ membership of large numbers of women in the American

by virtue of the importance of his occupational roleas a compoy +
Fnent of his

labor force must not be overlos)ked. Nevertheless there can be

11. Comparative data confirm this interpretation. We now have 2 good deal of
evidence about social situations where there is neither a strong “lineage” struc-
ture in the kinship field nor a developed “industrial” type of occupational struc-
ture. One of the first perceptive studies of this type was made by E. F. Frazer in his
Negro Family in the United States (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1939).
This has more recently been supplemented and refined by studies of kinship in
the British West Indies. See F. Henriques, Family and Color in Jamaica, 1953;
Lloyd Braithwaite, “Social Stratification in Trinidad,” Social and Economic Studies,
October, 1953; and especially the as yet unpublished study by R. T. Smith, The
Rural Negro Family in British Guiana (Doctoral dissertation, University of Cam-
bridge, 1954). Dr. Smith shows very clearly the connection between the “mother-
centered” character of the lower-class rural negro family in the West Indies (his
study deals with British Guiana) and the “casual” character of most of the avail-
able employment and income-earning opportunities. This is a sharp modification
of the typical American pattern, but must not be interpreted to mean that the
husband-father has, at the critical periods of the family cycle, altogether lost the
role of instrumental leader. Dr. Smith shows that this is not the case, and that the
impression to the contrary (which might for instance be inferred from Henriques'
discussion) arises from failure to consider the development of the particular fam-
ily over a full cycle from the first sexual relations ‘to complete “emancipation” of
the children from their family of orientation.




LAY

Y o
'Xﬁi’ﬂ}

e

@
o

(&

[14]

FAMILY, SOCIALIZATION AND INTERACTION PROCESS

| no question of symmetry between the sexes in this respect, and

we argue, there 1s no serious tendency 1n this direction. In the

rst place a large proportion of gainfully employed women are
singlé(Widowediofdivorced; and thus cannot be said to be either

taking the place of a husband as breadwinner of the familyﬁ'qr P!

competing with him. A second large contingent are women who

either do not yet have children (some of course never will) or
whose children are grown up and independent. The number m
fhe labor force who have small children 1s still quite small and
has not shown a marked tendency to increase. The role of
“housewife” is still the overwhelmingly predominant one for
the married woman with small children.?

But even where this type does have a job, as is also true of
those who are married but do not have dependent children,
above the lowest occupational levels it is quite clear that in gen-
eral the woman'’s job tends to be of a qualitatively different type
and not of a status which seriously competes with that of her
husband as the primary status-giver or income-earner.

It seems quite safe in general to say that the adult feminine
role has not ceased to be anchored primarily in the internal
affairs of the family, as wife, mother and manager of the house-
hold, while the role of the adult male is primarily anchored in

12. Population and labor force, by age and sex, December 1950
(IN THOUSANDS)!

n Not in
Age-sex group Population Labor Force? Labor Force
Keeping In

House Schoo! Other?
. Total U. S. 112,610 64,670 32,950 7,570 7420
Total Males 14 and over 55,420 45,640 120 2,930 5,740
14.24 12,360 8,230 — 2,670 450
25-34 11,660 11,090 - 240 310
35-44 10,370 9,980 - - 370
45.54 8,680 8,180 - - 480
55.64 6,810 5,800 - - 990
65 and over 5,550 2,360 - - 3,130
Total Females 14 and over 57,180 19,030 32,830 3,640 1,680
14-24 12,150 4,780 3,580 3,600 180
25-34 12,170 4,160 7,870 - 110
35-44 10,800 4,240 6,430 - 130
45.54 8,910 3,420 5,340 - 140
55-64 6,940 1,840 4,900 - 200
65 and over 6,230 600 4,720 . - 910

1. Figures under 100,000 are not included.
2. Including armed forces,
3. Including persons in institutions, disabled and retired, etc.

Source: US. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Fact Book on Manpower, January
81,1951, )
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the occupational world, in his job and through it by his status-
giving and income-earning functions for the family. Even if, as
seems possible, it should come about that the average married
woman had some kind of job, it seems most unlikely that this
relative balance would be upset; that either the roles woild be
reversed, or their qualitative differentiation in these respects
completely erased.1® .

The following table shows the status of women in the labor force by marital
status. It will be noted that the percentage of married women living with their
husbands who were in the labor force increased over the nine-year period from
14.79, to 22.59,.

Labor force status of women by marital status, April 1949 and April 1940
(IN THOUSANDS)

Year and marital status Population In labor force
Number % of population
1949
Total over 14 56,001 17,167 30.7
Single 11,174 5,682 50.9
Married, husband present 35,323 7,959 22.5
Other marital status 9,505 3,526 37.1
(separated, widowed,
divorced)
1940
Total over 14 50,549 13,840 27.4
Single 13,936 6,710 48.1
Married, husband present 28,517 4,200 14.7
Other marital status 8,096 2,930 3¢.2

Source: U. 8. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Fact Book on Manpower, Jan. 81, 1951.
The concentration of women without children under 5 in the labor force is
shown clearly in the following table.
Comparison of labor force status of married women, with and without
children under 5, April, 1949 '

(IN THOUSANDS)
Married women—Hushand present

Presence of children under 5 Population in labor force

Number % of population
Total, ages 15-49 26,204 6,758 25.8
Without children under 5 15,499 5,637 36.4
With children under 5 10,705 1121 10.5

Source: U. S, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Fact Book on Manpower, Jan. 81, 1951.

13. The distribution of women in the labor force clearly confirms this general
view of the balance of the sex roles. Thus, on higher levels typical feminine occu-
pations are those of teacher, social worker, nurse, private secretary and enter-

tainer. Such roles tend to have a prominent expressive component, and often to--

be “supportive” to masculine roles. Within the occupational organization they are
analogous to the wife-mother role in the family. It is much less common to find
women in the “top executive” roles and the more specialized and “impersonal”
technical roles. Even within professions we find comparable differentiations, eg.,
in medicine women are heavily concentrated in the two branches of pediatrics
and psychiatry, while there are few women surgeons,

e i i e it
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The Principal Functions
of the Nuclear Family
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society. It is the combination of these two functional impera-
tives, which explains why, in the “normal” case it is both true

. . e
that every adult is a member of a nuclear family and thatevery ..

child must begin his process of socialization in a nuclear family.
It will be one of the most important theses of our subsequent
analysis that these two circumstances are most intimately inter-
connected. Their connection goes back to the fact ‘that it is
control of the residua of the process of socialization which con-
stitutes the primary focus of the problem of stabilization of the
adult_personality. A o

" In subsequent chapters we shall develop, in a variety of appli-
cations and ramifications, the view that the central focus of the
process of socialization lies in the internalization of the culture

of the society into which the child is born. The most important
part of this culture from this focal point consists in the patterns
of value which in another aspect constitute the institutionalized
patterns of the sociéty.” The conditions under which effective
socialization can take place then will include being placed in a

social situation where the more powerful and responsible per-

R ———— st - » -
sons are themselves integrated in the cultural value system in
question, both in that they constitute with the children an

tnstitutionalized social system,@that the patterns have pre-
viously been internalized in the Télevant ways in their own per-
sonalities. The family is clearly in all societies, and no less in

our own, in this sense an {nstittitionalized systemy'®

But it is not enough to place the child in@nstitutionalized
system of social relationships. He must be placed in one of a
special type which fulfills the necessary psychological conditions
o%ﬁ'ﬁ’c’é‘é's’sful completion of the process we call socialization, over

15, It is important not to confuse this sense of institutionalization with the usage
of Burgess and his associates when they distinguish the “institutional family” from
the “companionship” family. To contrast the institutional and companionship
family, Burgess and Locke characterize the institutional as a family with “family
behavior controlled by the mores, public opinion and law.” It is a family “in
which its unity would be determined entirely by the social pressure impinging
on family members,” The companionship form of the family has “family behavior
arising from the mutual affection and consensus of its members...and intimate
association of husband and wife and parents and children.” E. W. Burgess and
H. J. Locke, The Family (New York: American Book Co., 1950), pp. 26-27.

From the present point of view both types of family are institutionalized. The
statuses of marriage and parenthood are most definitely linked to expectations and
obligations, both legal and informal, which are not simply discretionary with the
individuals concerned. '

\
i
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a succession of stages starting with earliest iqfancy. One of the
principal tasks of the subsequent discussion is to explore some
of these conditions. A few of them may, however, be noted here,
while the reasons for their importance will be discussed as we
go along. In the first place, we feel that for the earlier stages of
_socialization, at least, the socialization system must be a small

FAMILY, SOCTALIZATION AND INTERACTION PROCESS

oup. Furthermore, it must be dillerentiated into subsystgms/
o the child need not have an equal level of participation
with all members at the same time in the earlier stages of t}.le
process. We will show that it is particularly in}portant that in
the earliest stage he tends to have a special relation to one other
member of the family, his mother.

In this connection a certain importance may well attach to the
biological fact that, except for the relatively rare plural births,
it is unusual for human births to the same mother to follow each
other at intervals of less than a year with any regularity. It is, we
feel, broadly in tWﬁlt a critical phase of the

_socialization process, which requires the most exclusive atten-

Wk
.SJQ& W% {lon of a certain sort from thé MOtHer, takes place. Furthermore,
A3

it is probably significant that in our type of society the family
typically no longer has what by other standa}rds may be consid-
ered to be large numbers of children. Partly, in earlier times the
effects of higher rates of birth have been cancelled by infant
mortality. But partly, ily- : ' »
six_children—is a different mpemystem Wlth__dlﬁﬁmm._
ef,fgg_s__gg_t_h,e,,ghﬂdmnmin_it; We will not try to analyze these dif-
Ferences carefully here. wky WOt

Another very important range of problems in the lgrger set-
ung concerns the impact for the outcome of the socialization _
process of the role of relatives other than members of tl}e puclea{
family. Particularly important cross-culturally. are siblings Qf
the parents, the role of whom varies with the type of kinship
structure. Some of the setting for consideration of these pr_ob-
lems will be given by Zelditch in Chapter VL. In the conclusmp
there will be a brief discussion of their general character, but it
will not be possible to deal at all adequately with them in this
volume,

We should like to suggest only that what we have called th?
“isolation of the nuclear family” for the contemporary Ameri-_

can scéne, may, along with reduction in the average size of fam-
e i recmn = -

e A

we feel the large family—say over five or
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ily, have considerable significance for the character of the con~(§ o

o

temporary socialization process. This significance would, we ™"
think, have something to do with the greater sharpness of the
difference in status, from the point of view of the child, between
mgnjbmf the family and nonmembers. It will be our general
thesis that in certain respects the modern child has “farther to

0" in his socializati is-predecessors. There seem to be
certain reasons why the number of fundamental steps of a cer- -
tain type is restricted. If this is true, each step has to be “longer” /
and it is important that the “landmarks” along the ‘way, the
“cues” presented to the child, sh nely

Id involve extremely clear
discriminations, ... - -
- 'rimg_ry@n and cf@“@\yristie of the family is that it
ffé’fldﬁld.‘f e a socidl group in whichIn the earliest stages the child

GAT=HfVest” all of his emotional resources, to which he can be-
' come overwhelmingly ‘‘committed” or'on*which he’can become
fully “dependent.”’ But, at the same tingerin the-nature” of the~
socialization process, this dependency must be temporary rather

than permanent. Therefore, it is very important that the social- - \
izing agents should not themselves be 7oo completely immetsed = ..«
R}hﬂe}ﬁgmllx ties. Itisa condl.tlon equally important with fac'ﬂ—
itating dependency that a family should, in due course, help in
emancipating the child from his dependency on the family.
Hence the family must be a diﬁWWy,

not ilself a “little society” or anything too closely apiy oacking it

Moie specifically this means that the adult membgfs paust hay
'« 7t xoles other than their FAilia] roles.which occupy
important places in their own personalities. In oUF"GWI 35

EQEM%E’EE#;@}’QIE?QFTKO,f,_t,,,,_CSC‘ ather roles, though by no means the
b"{"’zj Jush AL
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- anly.Qne, is the occupational. role of the father.
¢ (Thesecond primary function of the family} along with social-

ization of children, ¢oncerns regulation of balances. in_the pcrﬁfé?}}fz,@&
sonalities of the adult members of both sexes. It is clear that this F==trm=e-
unction is concentrated on the marriage relation as such. From :
this point of view a particularly significant aspect of the isolation

of the nuclear family in our society is again the sharp discrimi-

nation in status which it emphasizes between family members

and nonmembers. In particular, then, spouses are thrown upon \ C;f\

g{szh other, and their ties with members of tHeéir own faniilies 5f ™ ://“
T LA VAT ARt sk 1 F. g N A T Al ey st R S Sy e, e r? bl
orientation, Hiotably-parents.and, adult siblings, are corfespond-
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ingly weakened. In its negative aspect as{a source of straid, the
consequence of this may be stated as the fact that the family of
procreation, and in particular the marriage pair, are in a « struc-
turally_unsupported” situation. Neither “party has any other—

! But for the functional context we are discussing, the marriage
relationship is by no means alone in its importancg, Parenthoody

adult kin on whom they have a right to “lean for support” in a
sense closely comparable to the position of the spouse.
The marriage relation is then placed in a far more strategic

positiorriniis Tespect than is thecase fi Kinship systems where

solidarity with “extended” Kin catégories is more profiounced.”

acquires, it may be said, an enhanced significance for Tiio-
tional balance of the parents themselves, as well as for the social-
ization of their children{The two generations are, by virtue of
the isolation of the nucleal family, tAf6Wn more closely on each™
Othef; - NS g L AT sy

" TH€ main basis of fhe iportance of childven-to their parenty
derives, we think, from the implications of problems which psy-
choanalytic theory has immensely illuminated but which also,
we think, need to be understood in their relation to the family
as a social system, and the conditions of its functional effective-
ness and stability, The most general consideration is
principal stages in the dévelopr 3
"omrits affective 6t “emotional” side, leave certain " residua’’ which
constitute a stratification (inl the geological sense) of the struc
‘ture of the personality itself with referénce to its own develop-
mental history. Partly these residua Of €4tlier experience can

e s,

~cofistitttethreats to effective functioning on adult levels, the

more so the more “abnormal” that history and its consequences
for the individual have been. %}},&@3}}1}’» 3‘13%7 thezmggyg }tr\I}RE.’WET..,
tant positive functions for the adult personality.. To express and
“in'certain ways and contexts “act out,” motivational systems and
complexes which are primarily “infantile” or “regressive” in
their meaning is, in our view, by no means always undesirable,
but on the contrary necessary to a healthy balance of the adult

péTsonality. At the same .time the dangers are very real and

regulation of context, manner and occasion of expression is

“'very important. .
We shall attempt later to mobilize evidence that a particularly
important role in this situation is played by the erotic elements

[21]

of the personality constitution, because of the great importance
of eroticism in the developmental process.

- We suggest then that children are important to adults because
it 15 THportant™t6 the lattef t0 eXpress what are essentially fheo~ = 7
:glﬁf_gﬁmiﬁh""élEﬁEﬁ?§“6?fh’é’if“"6Wn’pﬁrs.Qnaths. "There can be no Wk ate
better Way ot "doing this than living with and™if¥eracting on~
thelf 6wi Ievel with real children. But at the same Gime it is
essential that this should not be an unregulated act'ing out, a
mere opportunity for regressive indulgence. The fact that it
takes place in the parental role, with all its responsibilities, not
least of WHiCh is the necessity to renounce earlier modes of indul-
gence e child grows oldeT, 15,48 séen in this connection, of
the first importance. The circumstantially detailed analysis
which alone can substantiate such a set of statements, will be
presented in the subsequent chapters. The general thesis, how-
ever, is that the family and, in a particularly visible and tren-
chant way, @%ﬂ‘éfﬁ”fs‘glézed family, incorporate il nEIcatE
set of interactive mechanisms whereby these ﬁwgicssential“%

e

e i - ;
tions for personality are interlocked and interwoven, By and

t Targe-a“goodm: T son-T
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e s

poltit™8t view of the person- |
ality of the participants, is likely to be one with-¢hildienT tha
functions s parents Teiforce thie-functions il relation fo.sach
Gther as Spouses. R
'~ If this be true, it would be surprising if the marital relation
itself were, even in the more direct interaction of the spouses
with each other, altogether dissociated from those aspects of the
personality which benefit from the role of parent. It will be sug-
gested later'® that genital sexuality, which in a.5énse.iusy e
regafded as the primary TiWal” of marital solidarity, is in its
mbaic significance, for both parties in the ArSt IDStATCE A
‘ Bt f I’CO e, thé“ e
the loverelationship to »

chllgl reldtictiship, When

O MOt
tHINE N the child's life. Thus it also may be regarded as regres-

e mother was the most imBortan P

Sive” in an Titfportart sense. But like the parental relationship,
it takes place in a context where its expressive or indulgent
aspect is balanced by a regulatory aspect. The most important |
part of this s the contingency of sexual love o thesssimption of |
Wlities in roles other than that of marrlag“é"'l

G~

16. Cf. Chapter III following, pp. 150-151,
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. directly. Put very schematically, a mature Womir_lmggr}"”_l_g}_{_/e_i__sizx-
ually, only a man Who takés his full place in the masculine

[22] \\
world, above all its occupational aspect, and who takes respon- &
315) or-a-famiily; conversely, the mature >

an can_only love™ |
Latoman who s realy an adult 3 €all wife o him and mother |
1. mﬁagﬁﬂdmn, uang:gl‘,adeq.uate...“.‘.person?’» m@er p_x_trafamll}gl
.fgf’c";ﬂ;t is this “building i’ o a more d_xﬁeren%mted personality
rsys.tem on both sides, and to a more d1fferen.t1ated ro}e system
“than the child possesses or could tolerate, V\{hlch constitutes thce1
“essential difference between preoedipal child-mother love an
* adult heterosexual love.

e -

'Sé;ewRole and Family Structure

Tft"goes without saying that the di{ferentiati.on of‘the sex roles
within the family constitutes not merely a major axis of its stru(f-
ture, but is deeply involved in both of these two‘centr'al func-
tion-complexes of the family and in their artlFulatlon with each
other. Indeed we argue that probably tﬁlze importance of the
family and its functions for society constitutes the primary set
of reasons why there is a social as distinguished from purely

‘“reproductive, differentiation of sex roles. ‘ .
We will maintain that in 1ts most essential structure the

uclear family consists of four main role-types, which are differ-

éntiated froin each other by the criteria of genm SEX.
"OF these two, generation is, in its social role-s1gn1f1cance, pﬁm)log11-
cally given, since the helplessness of 'the small Chll‘d, partlcglar }fr
of course the infant, precludes anything approaching equality o

. .the differentiation of sex role in the' farr‘lily is, in 11ts
ociological character and signiﬁc;ance, Pn.marlly an exa(rinpte
f a basic qualitative mode ‘of <.i1fferenF1at1on wlcﬁch tefn t}sT éi%
Q) pear in all systems of soc1a1' interaction .regar ?ss‘ 0 t?,;{"
composition. In particular this type of d1ff?rent1at1f)n, !
! “instrumental-expressive” lines, is conspicuous in sma

D
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3
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fudle 485 ¢Sos 7

N
\;L\.% the more expressive, and _why _in demiled " Ways these ro’I'é"s"T

%3 lation of mother to the small child and this n_turn estab- 9

S

: li’

[23] ,
ily, as Bales had already shown,'” and he and Slater develop 3
further in Chapter V.

We suggest that this order of differentiation is generic
to the “leadership element” of small groups everywhere and
ylthat the problem with respect to the family is not why it /

THE AMERICAN FAMILY

appedrs there, given the fact that families as srouns * )

- > groups exist, S
but why the man takes the more instrumental role, the woman - an .

take particular forms. In our opinion the Findamental &~
planation of the allocation of the roles between the biological
+ sexes lies in the fact that the bearing and early nursing of

children establish a Strong presumptive primacy of the re-

lishes a presumption that t » who _is exempted Fom ~ , -

these biological functions, should L specialize, Inthe alternagive

¥ instrumiental direction,

g “However the allocation may have come about in the course
< X i . .

of bio-social evolution, there can be little doubt about the
ways in which differentiation plays into the structure and
functioning of the family as we know it. It is our suggestion
that the recent change in the American fmlhf itself and .
its relation to the rest of the society which we have taken as [‘
our point of departire, 1§ HF Tom implying an erasure of -
the differentiation of sex roles: in many Tespects tTEntarEes ™
“and clarifies it. In the Hist place, the articulation between
fmoccupational system in our society focuses the in- @
strumental responsibility for a family very sharply on its one
adult male member, and prevents its diffusion through the
ramifications of an extended kinship system. Secondly, the
Isolation of the nuclear family in a complementary way foc%
t'ﬁ'é'FesponmEﬂIty of the mother role more sharply on the onie
adult woman, to a relatively high™d€gtee cutting her of Tdin
theREID of adult¥isters and other Xinswomen; furthermore, ™
the fact of the ahsence of the husband-father from the home
premises so much of the time means that she has to_take the
primary responsibility for the children. This responsibility is
party-mitigated by reduction in the number of children and

by aids to household management, but by no means to the

17. “The Equilibrium Problem in Small Groups,” Working Papers, Chap. IV.
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point of emancipating the mother from it. Along with this

goes, from the child’s point of view, a probable ;;1t;ens_1ﬁ_cat1<§n

SF the émotional significance of his. parénts_as_individuals,

particularly and inthe early stages, his mother, Whi I

is reason to believe, is importan fqg‘g}‘gﬁtjﬁggfﬁiocial
Hence, it 1s suggested that, 1

nything, In certain respects

the differentiation between the roles of the pawmes

‘/ g "Cnord rather than TeyeSignificant for the socialization process
{

s

£
£

S,

©

/" tH€ personalities of the spouses, me
S

./ from premarital experimenting,

? {

TV, With strong _erotic=ovt

under modern American conditions. It may also be suggested
that in subtlé ways the same 1s true of the roles of spouses
vis-a-vis each other. The enhanced significance of the marriage

for

relationship, both for the structure of the family Ttself and
that the complementarily

The romantic love

Yo

of ToTes within it tends to beflacce

oA

i aphare)

ntuate
(i 13 T

e g o AT PRy A A Mo
Sy mplex and our current seong preoccupation with the e

tional importance of the “significant person’ of opposx.tel;se?(
strongly suggests this. Indeed there has been, we think, a

greatly increased emphasis on the importance of good hetero-

. sexual relations, which overwhelmingly means wzth.m mar-
riage. Such disorganization within this ﬁ;:.ld.-&;umgzgmg,,ma,gart .
takes primarily the form of
cnyial 2 T . =t I o P A AN A W
JHEclties with the cliffent marriage relationship and, 1f _its.

s

~d4 olutionyis sought, the establishiment of a_new one. It dges
Bot.mainly take the form of centering erQig - interests.qutsides

the marriagé Telation. _ .

~ATI"OF this seems to us to indicate that w;h:;._lﬂricreasqd em

phasis, manifested in all sorts of ways, {on_overt,y specifically
th 1S_xe:

|aTetrortiissituation within_the family’ lh@g:dr}t
ity and femininity has Ubtedly
conceptions of masculiniity an y raoud
changed. But it seems clear that the accent of their ditteren-
tiation has not lessenicl._ ‘
$to Us legitimate to interpret the recent and, to
what extent we do not know, continuing, high level of the
divorce rate in this light. It is not an index that th.e‘nuclear
family and the marriage relationship are rapzdly disintegrat-
ing and losing their importance. The truth is ‘rather that, on
the one hand, the two roles have been changing their char-
acter; on the other, their specific importance, particularly that
of marriage, actually bget?n increasing. Both these aspects

G g 3 NSV .y
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of the process of change impose additional strain on family
and marriage as systems, and on their members as personali-
ties. We suggest that the high rates of divorce are primarily
indices of this additional strain. When the difficulty of a task
is increased it is not unreasonablé to expect that a larger pro:
portion of failures should result untl the necessary adjustnents &,

F

[ and

haxe.been.better. worked out. In this case we feel that the ad-
justments are extremely complex and far-reaching.

In this context two other conspicuous and related features
of our modern society, which are ¢losely related to MArriage

and the family, ma_}j‘be called to ming. The first of these 1s
the enormous vogue of treating “human” problems from the

psychology. There has been and there is much faddism in these LA7:¥

fields, but in the perspective of a couple of generations there
can be no doubt of the magnitude of this movement. The [}
; United States is a society in which technological-organizational
developments closely related to science have taken hold over
a very wide front. It is, one might suggest, the "“American
¢ method,” to attempt to solve problems in foci of strain by
calling in scientifically expert aid. In industry we take this
| for granted. In human relations it is just cormning to the fore.
The immense vogue of psychiatry, of clinical psychology and
such phenomena are, we suggest, an index of the importance
of strain‘in the area of the personality and the human relations 5~
in which persons are placed. In the nature of our society much 5
of this strain relates to family and marriage relations.’®” ¥ ¥y
The second, and related, phenomenon, is what is som
times called, with reference to CHildtraining, _the_‘profes-
Ei_gnalization" of the mother role. It is, starting with the ele: i
mentary matters of early feeding and other aspects of physical )
care, the attempt to rationalize, on the basis of scientific— "i'

o ey irra e A e

18, It has been suggested in other connections that illness should in certain re-
spects be treated as a form of “deviant behavior” and medjcal practice, even if not
explicitly psychotherapy, as a “mechanism of social control.” This viewpoint will
be very important in the subsequent analysis in this volume. See Parsons, “'Illness
and the Role of the Physician” in Kluckhohn, Murray and Schneider, eds., Per-
sonality in Nature, Society and Culture, New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1953.
For certain relations to the family, see T. Parsons and Renée Fox, “Illness, Therapy
and the Modern American Urban Family,” Journal of Social Issues, Val. 8, pp. .

though often pseudo-scientific—authority, the technical aspects 4?3
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of the care of children. The breakdown. of traditionalism Whllfh
has long since been taken for granted in many othgr ar.east,her;t;
now penetrated far into this one. It is not surprsing in
circumstances that psychology plays a prominent part. .
This involvement of applied scienc?_ in sg manya p_eﬁcwts_o!
the intimate lifé Of personalitiesy-as~inthe Hother’s c
"H’é'i:"EHi'fa%mfi"'“‘i“ffa”‘”“i"ﬁ“"“'“'tT’fé’”’"‘r"fi"iﬁla'gg TEIAtioAship, . suggests 0
fmportant “aspect "of "the develspiig "F}merg:anfemmmemd%
which should 1ot be overlooked. " THis is that,‘though the 'teln.
ency In certain respects is probably'mcreasmg, to specia 1ze_
the American woman is not there

i expressive direction
{)n ot ) i ty. On the contrary, she

sacrificin. . '
is heavily involved in the attempt to rationalize these areas

of human relations themselves. Women do not act onlyh}n
the role of patient of the psychiatrist, but often the psychia-

an

trist also is a woman. The mother not only ;‘“ligygglffh‘el;;ch\llgll?ﬁ{.}hgw _

but she attempts to understand rati the nature, condi-
flons and limitations of that love, and the ways ]

viant form n - inj rath han fit h .
d T can injure rather t ,_21“"”‘3??1‘@ P
eviant forms_c: jure ratie g o

{15, as in other respects, the development we h -
lining is an integral part of the more general development o

American_societYszm

o
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Some Theoretical Problems

In conclusion of this introductory discussion we may call
the attention of the reader to two major theoretical themes
which we hope he will be able to follow thr(?ugh the dlffere;lt
subject-matters discussed in the chapters which follow. kIln the
concluding chapter we shall then attempt to evalpate the evi-
dence we have presented for the question of their more gen-

eral significance.

The first of these concerns the nature of the processes of

differentiation in systems of action, In‘th.e sense of “process, as
Jistinguished from structural type, this is explicitly a rr;)a]or
theme at three main points in the book. It has alreac}y e;n
introduced with reference to the probler{l of ass§551n1g ; e
significance of recent changes in the American famﬂy.ht 22
been suggested earlier in the present chapter that these chang

are to be regarded as largely consequences of a major process
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of structural differentiation in American society generally,
through which the family has become distinctly a more special-
ized agency in the S6Ciety as a Whole than it had been. This
process has not only entailed shifts of function from one agency
to another, as well as structural changes, but also-the Kiads of

‘emotional disturbance which we associate with processes of

differentiation and Teifitegration. T——

TTHE theme will Tiékt be BESught up on the level’ of analysis
of the personality as a system. In Chapter II, the thesis will
be put forward that the main outline of the process of person-
ality development, so far as it is legitimate to regard it as a
process of socialization, can be regarded as a process of struc-
tural differentiation. We will maintain that first there occurs
the establishment of a very simple personality structure
through the internalization of a single social object, the mother
on the relevant level. Then there occurs the differentiation of
this system through a series of stages, into a progressively more
complex system. Throughout, this process occurs in direct re-
lation to a series of systems of social interaction, also of a
progressively increasing order of structural complexity. In this
chapter the main concern will be with the grosser pattern of
the process from infancy to beyond adolescence.

In Chapter IV, however, Parsons and Olds will take up the
same theme again with reference to personality, but this time
on a much more detailed and intensive level, attempting to
trace in detail the mechanisms involved in a single step of
differentiation and their articulation with the more detailed
structure of the situation.

Then in Chapter V, Bales and Slater will return to the same
theme, of differentiation, but this time in relation to the small
group as a social system. They will show that functional dif-
ferentiation, as evaluated from the point of view of the system,
&N be shown to appear at the most microscopic level of analysis,
of the processes of interaction, in the differences between the,
“ABEIbUHONS O "Broactive’ and reactive..acts. It is then fol-
lowed to the level of the differentiation of the siaBIEFToIEY"
of the nietiibers of the small group. The process is analyzed

- over time, and different types of outcome of the process of

differentiation are studied.
Finally, though Zelditch’s material in Chapter VI does not
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might be called “differentiatedness.” The second is the fact
that the process seems to_ocgux.by,, relatively discontinuous
stages, which again e Interpret provisionally to mean that

‘the~“Integrative” processes must have a _chance to “catch up” V ‘
?

[28]

follow out a process of differentiation over t.ime, it does shovxlr
that structural patterns which are cognate w1§h a fundamgnta
pattern of such differentiation, can be identlﬁed'as relat1v¢1y
uniform i nucléar families when Ezi&i?mgﬂﬂ“f‘%ﬁﬁﬁ
turally. He shows that the nuclear Tamiily Has operate , within
‘his sample, under a considerable': range of different co;l itio ;
with respect to its articulation with gther elements of t efsoc(;a
structure, kinship and otherwise without altering this funda-
al pattern. )
mizt: S}Pl)ould like to suggest to the reader two main Tespects
in which we think there is an essential uniformity in the proc-
ess of differentiation in systems of actiQn, whether they be
o~ /. awbcial systems or personality systems, and whether the lev}f]
“@'t“ be macroscopic or microscopic. The first of these concerns the

& J ‘x;ie ation ()' (![”el(‘llil?ﬁ““‘ LGt Eon CONCLD L L OT mmnl
\" gl\‘ A Q Y ])HIIP(I

With it, that of integration..The by no means original ob-
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with the consequences of a given step in differentiation e

t}%}é&er process can go farther without destroying the system.
The second broad common Festire= st ProcewETgraPeren-

tiation in the system we are studying, concerns the role of the
pattern which we will variously call “binary choice” and “fis-
sion” in the process of differentiation. This 15 Frst introduced
in Chapter IT"ii the conception that, after the first internalized
social object has been established, the process of differentiation
of the personality system proceeds by the “splitting” of each of

+ these internalized objects into two. The situational focus of the
process then is the exposure of the child to a system of social
mteraction in which there are double the number of crucially

o o e — )

¥ :
Wv% v servation that differentiating processes always go hand in hand X

: VP st v M . o,
iy ""éﬁ:ﬂﬁf 6{’(‘\5." - l y B
) W
- ) . 3}

with integrating processes'® seems to us to be strong_ly con-
firmed by our material. We incline to interpret tAhIS as a
consequence of the organizatiofl Of action In Systems. ZX protess

- of différentiation 1s 3 PLocess.f.Leorganizalion of .the system
A iy

which disturbs whatever approximation to a stable state may

haye existed before it begap. This distur‘t.)al}ce s;tstuthri)eu er-
cussions, 1ot _only at the foci of differentiation, but thy gf)
out_the other parts of the system. “Thus' what we mean by
integration 1s, from one pcrspective, the set of adjustments }11n
the rest of the system which are necess1tated. by ful.ﬁlhng the
conditions necessary to maintain the newly dlfgerengated state
and at the same time those necessary to the/continuance of
whole as an ongoing system. '
theVVe feel that thegse cigrczmstances underlie two conspicuous

features of the differentiating process as we will portray it in

the chapters which follow. The first is the fact t.hat it tgkes
place in some kind of a pattern of phasés which 1s related to
that of taskesticnted groups, as Bales was the first to demon-
strate, BUtWith Teference to which the t.asl.c group presents onlz
one type of case. In any case differentiation is not a linear

. . fa— ¥
process of continuous increase Ji.IheJalie.ora arable which

19. Suggested by G. W. Allport: Personality, 4 Psychological Interpretation
(New York: Henrv Holt & Co., 1937).
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significant roles from that significant at the previous stage.
Essentially the same theme is followed out in Chapter IV
at the more microscopic level in the conception that, in a
given specific cycle of the socialization process, the process of
differentiation involving both cognitive discrimination and
“relative deprivation,” serves essentially to establish, by learn-
ing processes, the difference between two situational objects or
object-categories, and that this differentiation is the focus of
internalization of the new object-system.

On the small-group level, then, Bales and Slater in Chapter
V introduce the same theme by their discussion of the most
elementary beginnings of the qualitative differentiation of ac-
tion types in the process of interaction. Essentially the pattern
seems to be that when a choice or a discrimination must be
made, its most primitive form is always, “either A or not-A,”
then if not-A is B, for the next choice the alternative is either
B or not-B. It may be suggested that in the role-structure of
the small group, a particularly crucial choice of this character
is that hetween “either task-leader or not task-leader.”

What we interpret to be an important cultural aspect of the
process of system-differentiation, opens up on both the per-
sonality-socialization and the small-group Tevels. It becomes
particularly clear in Chapter 1V, though foreshadowed in
Chapter II, that the differentiation of the child’s system of
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cognitive orientation involves a logical elaboration which in-
cludes the establishment of hierarchically ordered categories
of lesser and greater orders of generality. Thus, in first dif-
terentiating self from mother, the child must discriminate “I”
from “you.” But in so far as both self and mother, and the
system they constitute, do not exhaust the whole world (and
it is hard to see how they can constitute objects if they do—
there can be no “figure” without a “ground”), then there must,
on a higher order of generality, also be a discrimination between
“we” who comprise the “I-you” system, and a residual “they”
—the rest of the world. Thus, there is a hierarchy of at least
three levels of generality—"“I1" and “you” as “specific” social
objects; ““we” as a category comprising both; and a “world”
or “universe” comprising both “we” and “they” who at first are
residually simply “non-we.”

In the process of “culture-building” in the course of inter-
action, Bales has shown that a cognate structure of categories

FAMILY, SOCIALIZATION AND INTERACTION PROCESS

of increasing inclusiveness is progressively built up.** A given.

item of information fed into the system, must be subsumed
under at least one more general category before it can be
given “significance,” i.e., evaluated. Then if another item of
information is to be evaluated, in the simpleét case it must be
classified relative to the first; as belonging to the same class,
or not. But, in turn, in order for this to be possible there must
be at least two potential classes—not merely items—each cap-
able of comprising more than one item. Finally, there must
be a category comprising both of these classes, if it is only
that of “things that happen.”

We shall attempt to show in the final chapter that this hier-
aw aspect of the cultural organization of systems of action
iillyot only essential to them in thw-
ticularly cfucial to the process of differentiation. On the
cognitive side the discrimination of the non-A from the A is
essential, if higher-order categories which comprise them both
are to be defined in the culture or internalized in the person-
ality.

The reader familiar with our previous theoretical work will
not fail to observe that this binary pattern is in one sense

p———— —— e d

20. See Robert F. Bales, “How People Interact in Conferences,” Scientific Ameri-
can, March, 1955,
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implicit in_the whole conceptual scheme with which we start.
Thus Bales's discussion of his scoring procedure for interaction
and its relation to the categories of interaction process shows
that a pattern of successive dichotomous choices is implicit
in it.2! Similarly Parsons’ “pattern variables” obviously have
a dichotomous structure which has been the subject of con:
siderable comment and a good deal of objection.

All this is quite true. But whether or not the pattern is
implicit in previous conceptual schemes is not the point. The
point is whether, when confronted with the facts of the rele-
vant area of actual action and interaction, the scheme works.
This is the problem we wish to call to the reader’s attention.
We shall return to it in the concluding chapter.

The second major theoretical theme which should be followed
through our substantive analysis is_that of certain structural
relations between culture, personality and social systems..ds
systenis ThISWill be teated primarily in terms of the inter-
relations of the latter two perspectives, though that of culture
is by no means absent. In Chapters II-IV the major theme will

& :'.f- |

be the ways in which the developing.structure of personality

systeéms can only be understood in terms of their involvement

R SheCEsEIve “Series of ‘systerns Of Social miteraction. Only by
fiiternalizing The culture of each of thESETSYSEENT™in turn can
its own internal structure take shape. But Bales and Slater
then show in Chapter V some of the ways in which preéxistent

personality structures and their cultural values "pIay into...the
Titteraction process and thus to some extent determine the role
structiite of the group aft

TRt “Giir position is that from one point of view this is a
typical “chicken and egg” problem. But to say this is clearly
only in one rather crude way to state the problem of their
relations, not to solve it. We do not feel that in any definitive
sense we have “solved” it, but we do feel that we have made

considerable progress.

‘The most important starting point of our approach lies in the 4
| conception that both personality systems and social systems aie { ¥e)

B ;ﬂ (Gyeretsof actioty and culture 15 & generatized aspect OFthe of-

ganization of such systems. So long as the personality system is,

21. Cf. Working Papers, Chap. V. Sec. iv.

o it has had time to “settle down.”
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as is the case in so much current psychological thinking, con-
ceived simply.as a set of properties of the organism, and not as an
analytically independent system, we feel that the way to a solu-
tion is blocked. Then even social systems tend to lose their
distinctiveness and be treated as “properties of aggregates of
personalities which are properties or organisms.”

Underlying the contention that it is.fruitful to treat person-

ality as a system of action, is the view that all svstems of action, |

including both personality systems and soclal.systems, consist as

meaningful orientations of actors to objects in their situations
and the organization of the systems m these terms, Furthermore
the interactive reference to the cases where the same entity is
both actor and object is fundamental. The level of generaliza-
tion of orientation which can legitimately be called “cultural”
is, we feel, bcund to the phenomenon of interaction and could
not arise or be long sustained without it.

If this is the case, then personalities as systems of action-and
social systems on the cultiital Tével are empirically inseparable

s end]

structures, of the “crystallization” of symbolically. generalized |

from each other and from their culture. As we so often put it,
they are not only interdependent, they interpenetrate. Specif-
cally, personalities_and _social _systems interpefietrate with re-
spect to cultural pattern-content which again, as we have stated
often, comes to be internalized in the personality system and
institutionalized in the social system. But this common culture
TP eonttiive of the structural framework of both orders
of system, Bzir_t_icul_arly in the form of patterns of value-orienta-
tion.

" Does this then mean that there is no difference, that social
systems are simply resultants of a plurality of personalities, or
a society is simply the “personality writ large” as has so often
been contended ever since Plato? Or is the personality simply a
“microcosm” of the society? We think not, quite definitely not.
Such views overlook some very fundamental considerations.
To us the most important is that both orders of system are
products of processes of differentiation. But the starting points,
the points at which the trunk’ of a differentiated system artic-
ulates with the “roots” and the “soil,” are not and cannot be the
same for the two processes of differentiation. We hope to con-
tribute further evidence to the common view that the human
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personality must undergo its early development in a social
system somethi;% like the human family. But looked at as part
of the society®the family is, even in primitive societies, a
specialized, i.e., differentiated, part of the larger system; it is
quite erroneous to regard it as a “microcosm” of the whole. We
will maintain that at one stage the evolving personality is a
kind of “mirror-image” microcosm of the nuclear family, but
it is crucial that it cannot be such an image of the whole society,
since this is inevitably a more complex system than any family,
and the family is specialized in relation to it. It is a corollary of
the proposition that a society is a highly differentiated system,
further, that it must comprise not one but at least several types
of personality.

On the other hand, the points of reference for the differentia-
tion of a social system ate 10t Specialized pures of TN YEIeVant,
system, but Austorical an.tecévdéri;is', e 5ther social systems which
were simpler, 1.e., less differentiated than their successors. These
always involve not only many personalities but a plurality of
types of personalities.

We, shall, in the following pages, probably go farther than
alx&gst any previous contributors to the literature in developing
thé thesis that neither personalities nor social systems.can.De.

LSS
adequately understood without reference to culture, Q. cach

other and o the Telations of these three to each other. Or, if
s, Ko AT S AT TR AT AT B e
you will, sociology presuppoqut equally, psy-.
chology presupposes sociology, and both presuppose knowledge |
and analytical understanding of culture

But strongly as we will adhere to this position, it must not
be understood as leading to the erasure of the distinctions
between social systems, personalities and culture. Quite the
contrary, the farther we go in the exploration of their interpen-
etration, the more essential and the more clearly defined the dis-
tinctions become. These reference points constitute in our
opinion, one of the major axes of the theory of action. As in the
case of differentiation, we shall return to this theme in the final

. chapter.




